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INTRODUCTION



INTRODUCTION

Au printemps de 1951, la guerre froide est entrée dans sa phase la plus glaciale
et la plus dangereuse. Les perspectives de guerre étaient aussi immédiates qu’ef-
frayantes. L apparente volonté manifestée par I'Union soviétique d’appuyer I’inter-
vention de la Chine en Corée a convaincu les observateurs canadiens que Moscou
était préte a risquer une «troisi¢éme guerre mondiale» pour atteindre ses objectifs
territoriaux et stratégiques. Malgré ses efforts de réarmement, 1’ Alliance nord-at-
lantique demeurait dangereusement faible. L’ Armée rouge, selon les estimations
des fonctionnaires canadiens, était en mesure d’«occuper I’Europe de 1'Ouest jus-
qu’aux Pyrénées en trois mois». Une avance communiste contre I’ensemble de I’ A-
sie du Sud-Est — en passant par I’'Indochine, la Birmanie, la Malaisie et I'Indoné-
sie jusqu’en Inde et au Pakistan — était considérée une «possibilité imminente». La
Perse (I’Iran) et le Moyen-Orient étaient également menacés. «Bref, avertissait un
mémoire au Cabinet en décembre 1950, les récents succes des communistes met-
tent & jour la sombre possibilité qu’au cours d’une guerre généralisée ou encore 2 la
suite d’une attrition a la piece, ’ensemble de I’ Asie et de I'Europe, exception faite
du Royaume-Uni, de ’Espagne et du Portugal, ne tombe rapidement sous la domi-
nation soviétique»!. Inévitablement, ces circonstances ont eu de profondes réper-
cussions sur la politique étrangeére du Canada en 1951. Elles ont étayé le désir d’Ot-
tawa de tempérer le comportement des Américains en Asie tout en incitant le
Canada a déployer davantage d’efforts pour prévenir la guerre en Europe de 1'Ouest
et dans I’ Atlantique Nord.

Au début de I’année, Ottawa portait une attention particuliére a la crise en Co-
rée, ou la détermination croissante de Washington de voir les Nations unies quali-
fier la Chine d’agresseur menagait de transformer une action policiére restreinte en
une guerre tous azimuts. Lester B. Pearson, secrétaire d’Frat aux Affaires exté-
rieures, retourna & New York au début de janvier et redoubla d’efforts pour qu’in-
tervienne un cessez-le-feu entre la Chine et les Nations unies (documents 19 a 78).
Par ailleurs, le premier ministre Louis Saint-Laurent, qui rencontrait & Londres ses
colleégues du Commonwealth, mit les bouchées doubles pour garantir que I'Inde et
ses amis non alignés continuent d’appuyer I’Occident au cas ol il s’avérerait im-
possible de négocier une tréve (documents 525 a 540). Ces documents, qui témoi-
gnent des sentiments d’urgence et d’inquiétude qui ont saisi les décideurs canadiens
au cours des quelques premiers mois de I’année, nous donnent un apergu aussi rare
que fascinant de la poursuite par Saint-Laurent et Pearson d’objectifs diplomatiques
semblables de part et d’autre de !’ Atlantique.

Pourtant, ces efforts auront finalement ét€ vains. L’ Assemblée générale des Na-
tions unies a approuvé, au début de février 1951, une résolution américaine qui
qualifiait la Chine d’agresseur. Ce geste, qui aura eu pour effet d’exclure la Chine
de l'organisation internationale durant deux décennies, allait mettre a |’épreuve
I'ingéniosité des générations successives de décideurs canadiens dans leur quéte de
moyens toujours plus subtils pour sortir la Chine de son isolement (document 949).
Bien que le Canada ait appuyé la résolution des Nations unies, il I’a fait a

' Cité dans Greg Donaghy (dir.), Documents relatifs aux Relations extérieures du Canada, vol. 16,
Ottawa, 1996, p. 1160.



INTRODUCTION

In the spring of 1951, the Cold War entered its chilliest and most dangerous
phase yet. The prospects of war were immediate and frightening. The Soviet
Union’s apparent willingness to support China’s intervention in Korea convinced
Canadian observers that Moscow was willing to risk a “third world war” to achieve
its territorial and strategic objectives. The North Atlantic alliance, despite its efforts
to rearm, remained dangerously weak. The Red Army, Canadian officials esti-
mated, could “occupy Western Europe to the Pyrenees in three months.” A Com-
munist advance against the whole of Southeast Asia — sweeping through Indo-
China, Burma, Malaya and Indonesia all the way to India and Pakistan — was
considered “an early possibility.” Persia (Iran) and the Middle East were also
threatened. “In short,” warned a December 1950 memorandum to Cabinet, “recent
Communist successes disclose the stark possibility that, either in the course of a
general war or as a result of piece-meal attrition, the whole of Asia and Europe,
apart from the United Kingdom, Spain and Portugal, might fall rapidly under
Soviet domination.” Inevitably, these circumstances had a profound impact on
Canadian foreign policy in 1951. They reinforced Ottawa’s desire to moderate
American behaviour in Asia, while simultaneously spurring Canada to greater ef-
forts to deter war in Western Europe and the North Atlantic.

As the new year began, Ottawa’s attention was firmly fixed on the crisis in
Korea, where Washington’s growing determination to have the United Nations
declare China an aggressor threatened to transform a limited police action into a
full-scale war. Lester B. Pearson, the Secretary of State for External Affairs,
returned to New York in early January and redoubled his earlier efforts to broker a
cease-fire between China and the United Nations (Documents 19 to 78). At the
same time, the Prime Minister, Louis St. Laurent, who was meeting in London with
his Commonwealth colleagues, tried hard to ensure that India and its non-aligned
friends would continue to support the West should a truce prove impossible to ar-
range (Documents 525 to 540). These documents, which reflect the urgency and
concern that gripped Canadian policy-makers during the first few months of the
year, provide a rare and fascinating glimpse of St. Laurent and Pearson pursuing
similar diplomatic objectives from different sides of the Atlantic.

Their efforts, however, were ultimately in vain. The United Nations General As-
sembly approved an American-sponsored resolution in early February 1951 that
branded China an aggressor. This action, which effectively excluded China from
the international organization for two decades, would tax the ingenuity of succes-
sive generations of Canadian policy-makers as they searched for evermore subtle
ways to break down China’s isolation (Document 949). Although Canada sup-
ported the United States’ resolution, it did so only reluctantly. “Emotionalism has
become the basis of [American] policy,”? complained Pearson, who turned to Hume
Wrong, his friend and Canada’s long-serving Ambassador to Washington, for as-
surance about American foreign policy (Document 81). Unsatisfied with Wrong’s

! Cited in Greg Donaghy (ed.), Documents on Canadian External Relations, Vol. 16 (Ottawa: 1996),
p- 1160.

2Cited in John English, The Worldly Years: The Life of Lester Pearson, Volume II: 1942-1972
(Toronto: 1992), p. 56.



xvi INTRODUCTION

contrecceur. «L’émotivité est devenue le fondement de la politique [américaine]»?,
s’est plaint Pearson, qui se tourna vers Hume Wrong, ami et ambassadeur canadien
de longue date 2 Washington, pour faire le point sur la politique étrangére améri-
caine (document 81). Insatisfait de la réponse judicieuse de Wrong (document 85),
Pearson demanda au ministere des Affaires extérieures d’examiner I’ensemble des
relations du Canada avec les Etats-Unis. Bien que cette étude n'ait jamais é1é me-
née a terme et que les documents de référence soient trop longs et nombreux pour
étre publiés ici, elle a néanmoins débouché sur une conclusion digne de mention.
Dans un discours maintes fois cité, prononcé devant une réunion mixte des clubs
Empire et Canadian a Toronto le 10 avril, Pearson a reconnu que «le temps des
relations politiques relativement faciles et automatiques avec notre voisin est, 2
mon avis, révolu»?,

Cette remarque valait particulierement dans le cas des relations de défense entre
les deux pays. Bien que les liens se soient resserrés et élargis en 1951, la gestion de
ces relations est devenue de plus en plus difficile. L’espace aérien canadien a été
graduellement intégré au cours de ’année dans un programme officieux mais trés
réel de défense conjointe de I’ Amérique du Nord. Au début de janvier, le Cabinet a
approuvé des plans pour étendre radicalement le réseau de radar qui allait fonder la
défense de I’ Amérique du Nord (documents 651 a 675). Par la suite, les deux pays
ont convenu de permettre aux vols d’interception de faire fi des frontieres natio-
nales lors de la poursuite d’aéronefs intrus (documents 753) et de renforcer automa-
tiquement leur aviation mutuelle en cas d’hostilités (documents 754). Le ministere
des Affaires extérieures et le Comité des chefs d’état-major ont commencé peu a
peu a évaluer les implications de la nomination d’un officier canadien pour aider le
commandant américain chargé de la défense des régions orientales de I’ Amérique
du Nord, 12 ot la démarche d’intégration était la plus avancée (documents 747 a
751). Ces questions complexes de commandement et de contrle ont ouvert une
nouvelle &re dans les relations de défense bilatérale, qui a atteint son point culmi-
nant lors de la création du Commandement de la défense aérospatiale de 1' Amé-
rique du Nord, en 1957.

Les Etats-Unis voulaient cependant davantage que la simple coopération du Ca-
nada dans la défense de I’ Amérique du Nord; ils cherchaient aussi & garantir leur
acces aux bases et aux installations dans le Nord du Canada. L’ accroissement de la
présence militaire américaine au Canada était une question qui avait inquiété pério-
diquement les gouvernements libéraux depuis le milieu de la Seconde Guerre mon-
diale. En 1951, les Américains avaient demandé un bail 2 long terme a Torbay
(Terre-Neuve), ce qui avait eu pour effet de placer la question devant le Cabinet.
J.W. Pickersgill, adjoint spécial du premier ministre, et Brooke Claxton, ministre
de la Défense nationale et personnage de plus en plus influent sur la scéne de la
politique étrangere & Ottawa, avaient insisté pour que le Canada ne concéde plus de
baux a long terme aux Etats-Unis (documents 714 2 746). On ne savait toujours pas

2 Cité dans John English, The Worldly Years: The Life of Lester Pearson, Volume II: 1942-1972, To-
ronto, 1992, p. 56.

3 Lester B. Pearson «Canadian Foreign Policy in a Two-Power World», Statements and Speeches,
51/14.
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report (Document 85), Pearson asked the Department of External Affairs to ex-
amine in general Canada’s relations with the United States. Although this study
was never completed, and its background papers proved too long and numerous for
publication here, it led to a noteworthy conclusion. In an oft-cited speech delivered
to a joint meeting of the Empire and Canadian Clubs in Toronto on 10 April 1951,
Pearson acknowledged that “the days of relatively easy and automatic political rela-
tions with our neighbour are, I think, over.”?

This was particularly true of defence relations between the two countries. Even
as these ties grew closer and more extensive during 1951, managing them became
increasingly difficult. Canadian airspace was gradually incorporated during the
year into an informal, but very real, program for the joint defence of North Amer-
ica. In early January, Cabinet approved plans to extend dramatically the radar sys-
tem on which the defence of North America was eventually erected (Documents
651 to 675). Subsequently, the two countries agreed to allow interceptor flights to
disregard national borders when pursuing airborne intruders (Document 753) and to
reinforce automatically each other’s air force in the event of hostilities (Document
754). The Department of External Affairs and the Chiefs of Staff Committee began
slowly to wrestle with the implications of appointing a Canadian officer to assist
the American commander responsible for defending the eastern portions of North
America, where the process of integration was most advanced (Documents 747 to
751). These complicated issues of command and control ushered in a new era in
bilateral defence relations, culminating in the establishment of the North American
Air Defence Command in 1957.

The United States, however, wanted more than just Canada’s cooperation in the
defence of North America; it also wanted secure access to bases and facilities in the
Canadian north. The growing American military presence in Canada was an issue
that had worried Liberal governments intermittently since the middle of the Second
World War. In 1951, an American request for a long-term lease at Torbay,
Newfoundland again placed the question before Cabinet. J.W. Pickersgill, the
Prime Minister’s special assistant, and Brooke Claxton, the Minister of National
Defence and an increasingly important influence on foreign policy, insisted that
Canada no longer grant long-term leases to the United States (documents 714 to
746). It remained unclear at the end of the year how the two countries would deal
with the continuing American requirement for bases in Canada.

Finding ways to exert Canada’s sovereign rights in other contexts was even
more difficult. The American request for a “canopy agreement” that would allow
the United States to import and store nuclear weapons at Goose Bay continued to
raise disturbing questions about Canada’s role and responsibilities in American
nuclear strategy and involved the two countries in a series of lengthy discussions
(Documents 682 to 713). For a while, they experimented with an ad hoc arrange-
ment under which the United States kept Canada abreast of those international
developments that might eventually prompt it to employ nuclear weapons. In ex-
change, the Canadian government promised to meet any American request for

3 Lester B. Pearson “Canadian Foreign Policy in a Two-Power World,” Statements and Speeches
51/14.
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a la fin de I’année comment les deux pays allaient aborder la question des bases que
les Américains continuaient d’exiger au Canada.

Or, il était encore plus difficile de trouver des moyens d’exercer les droits sou-
verains du Canada dans d’autres contextes. Les Américains continuaient de deman-
der un «accord parapluie» qui permettrait aux Etats-Unis d’importer et d’entreposer
des armes nucléaires 3 Goose Bay. Cette demande a eu pour effet de soulever des
questions troublantes au sujet du role et des responsabilités du Canada dans le cadre
de la stratégie nucléaire américaine et d’engager les deux pays dans une série de
longues discussions (documents 682 a 713). Pendant quelque temps, les deux pays
ont tenté de s’en remettre A une entente spéciale en vertu de laquelle les Etats-Unis
tenaient le Canada au courant des événements internationaux qui pourraient les in-
citer a avoir recours aux armes nucléaires. En échange, le gouvernement canadien
promettait de répondre sans tarder aux demandes d’installations formulées par les
Américains (documents 697 et 699). Cet arrangement s’est rapidement révélé insa-
tisfaisant; il ne répondait ni aux besoins de libre accés des Américains a leurs bases
au Canada ni au désir d’Ottawa d’€tre consulté au sujet d’une utilisation de son
territoire si lourde de conséquences. A la fin de I’année, les deux pays continuaient
(et ils allaient le faire jusqu’au milieu des années 1960) a se débatire avec ce
dilemme.

L’importance des questions de défense dans la politique étrangére du Canada en
1951 explique I’attention qu’accorde ce volume aux activités du Canada au sein de
I’ Alliance de I’ Atlantique Nord. Tout au long de I’année, le processus de réorgani-
sation amorcé en 1950 s’est accéléré. La décision de ’OTAN, a la fin de 1950, de
poster une force intégrée en Europe a créé une foule de problémes juridiques et
organisationnels pour I’alliance (documents 414 & 453), dont la question éternelle
de la répartition des frais n’était pas le moindre (documents 436 a 440). Dans le
méme ordre d’idées, ce volume aborde les problémes de procédure auxquels a eu a
faire face le Conseil de I’ Atlantique Nord réorganisé (document 435) pour détermi-
ner avec précision ce que signifiait la consultation entre les alliés (documents 429 a
434). En plus de suivre la réaction du Canada aux inquiétudes de ce type soulevées
au sein de I’alliance, le volume documente également les considérations politiques,
financieres et juridiques qu’ont soulevées la décision prise par le Canada d’envoyer
la 27° brigade d’infanterie en Allemagne (documents 393 a 428).

Qui plus est, le chapitre sur les affaires de I’ Atlantique Nord traite de 1’évolution
de la politique de défense et d’aide mutuelle du Canada lorsque le Conseil de I’ At-
lantique Nord a prié ses membres de déployer plus d’efforts pour combler le fossé
entre les ressources de I’alliance et ses obligations militaires (documents 352 a
392). 1l n’est pas surprenant que I’intense campagne de réarmement ait incité cer-
tains Etats membres i remettre en question les buts et le sens de I'alliance. Les
Etats-Unis ont proposé que le Conseil de 1'Atlantique Nord examine les moyens
que pourraient prendre les alliés pour en arriver au type de coopération non mili-
taire envisagé dans le deuxieéme article du traité. L’initiative américaine a offert
I’occasion aux fonctionnaires canadiens de débattre le bien-fondé d’une coopéra-
tion nord-atlantique plus étroite dans un échange de lettres et de notes qui expri-
maient, dans I’ensemble, un certain scepticisme quant a la valeur de ’article II (do-
cuments 477 a 484). Leurs soupgons n’étaient pas sans fondement. Au moment ot
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facilities with alacrity (Documents 697 and 699). This arrangement quickly proved
unsatisfactory; it met neither Washington’s need for unfettered access to its bases
in Canada nor Ottawa’s wish to be consulted about such consequential use of its
territory. As the year ended, the two countries continued — and they would do so
until the mid-1960s — to wrestle with this dilemma.

The importance of defence questions in Canadian foreign policy in 1951 ac-
counts for the attention this volume accords Canada’s activities in the North Atlan-
tic alliance. Throughout the year, the process of reorganization that was started in
1950 gathered speed. NATO’s decision in late 1950 to station an integrated force in
Europe created a host of legal and organizational problems for the alliance (Docu-
ments 414 to 453), not least among them the perennial question of who paid for
what (documents 436 to 440). In the same vein, this volume devotes some space to
the procedural problems that the re-organized North Atlantic Council (Document
435) addressed as it tried to determine exactly what inter-allied consultation meant
(Documents 429 to 434). In addition to tracing Canada’s response to these kinds of
alliance-wide concerns, the volume also documents the political, financial and legal
considerations that arose from Canada’s decision to despatch the 27th Infantry Bri-
gade Group to Germany (Documents 393 to 428).

More important, the chapter on North Atlantic affairs examines the evolution of
Canadian defence and mutual aid policy as the North Atlantic Council urged its
members to step up their efforts to close the gap between the alliance’s resources
and its military requirements (Documents 352 to 392). Not surprisingly, the ardu-
ous rearmament campaign prompted some member states to revisit the purposes
and meaning of the alliance. The United States suggested that the North Atlantic
Council investigate how the allies could achieve the kind of non-military coopera-
tion envisaged in the treaty’s second article. The American initiative provided an
opportunity for Canadian officials to debate the merits of closer North Atlantic
cooperation in an exchange of letters and memoranda which were, for the most
part, sceptical of Article II’s value (Documents 477 to 484). Their suspicions were
not misplaced. At the same time as the council asked Pearson to chair a committee
to study closer inter-allied economic and political cooperation (Documents 476 and
485 to 491), it established a new mechanism to coordinate alliance activities. Com-
posed of Britain, France and the United States, the new Temporary Council Com-
mittee acted as a kind of ‘star chamber’ which assessed each member’s contribu-
tion to the alliance (Documents 492 to 504). This experiment in co-ordinating
economic and military resources was hardly popular in Ottawa.

Cold War considerations influenced almost every aspect of Canadian external
relations in 1951. For instance, despite the fiscal restraint program imposed as a
result of the war in Korea, new posts were opened in Portugal — to consolidate
relations with a NATO ally (Documents 12 to 14) — and in Finland — to
strengthen the Baltic republic’s fragile independence vis-a-vis the Soviet Union
(Documents 7 to 11). Similarly, a peace treaty with Japan was concluded (Docu-
ments 950 to 968), and the postwar settlement with Italy revised (Documents 897
to 902), in a manner designed to please these new Cold War allies. Old friendships
assumed new significance in the tense bipolar context, as the documents on the sale
of Canadian wheat to Norway attest (Documents 903 to 908).
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le conseil demandait a Pearson de présider un comité pour éwdier le resserrement
de la coopération économique et politique entre les alliés (documents 476 et 485 a
491), il mettait en place un nouveau mécanisme pour coordonner les activités de
I’alliance. Composé de la Grande-Bretagne, de la France et des Etats-Unis, le nou-
veau Comité du conseil temporaire agissait un peu a la fagon d’une «chambre étoi-
l1ée» pour évaluer la contribution de chaque membre a Ialliance (documents 494 a
504). Cette expérience de coordination des ressources économiques et militaires
était loin d’étre populaire a Ottawa.

En 1951, I'ombre de la guerre froide planait sur presque chaque dimension des
relations extérieures du Canada. Par exemple, malgré le programme de restriction
financiére imposé dans la foulée de la guerre de Corée, de nouvelles missions ont
été ouvertes au Portugal — pour consolider les relations avec un allié de I'OTAN
(documents 12 a 14) — et en Finlande — pour renforcer la fragile indépendance de
cette république balte face a I’Union soviétique (documents 7 a 11). Dans le méme
ordre d’idées, un traité de paix a été conclu avec le Japon (documents 950 a 968) et
le reglement d’apres-guerre avec I’Italie a été révisé (documents 897 a 902) de fa-
¢on a donner satisfaction a ces nouveaux alliés de la guerre froide. Les anciennes
amitiés ont acquis un nouveau sens dans ce contexte bipolaire tendu, comme 1’at-
testent les documents sur la vente de blé canadien a la Norveége (documents 903 a
908).

La lutte entre le Bloc soviétique et les Etats-Unis et leurs alliés a également
influé sur la situation économique internationale. Les problemes suscités par 1'ex-
pansion du marché mondial de I’or, par exemple, ont affecté les relations du Ca-
nada avec le Fonds monétaire international (documents 294 a 296). D’une maniére
plus significative, Ottawa a été mélé de pres au travail de la nouvelle Conférence
internationale sur les produits de base, qui cherchait & répartir de facon équitable
des matieres premicres rares entre les pays occidentaux et non alignés (docu-
ments 298 a 337). En plus de veiller a ce que les alliés jouissent de suffisamment de
ressources pour se réarmer, le Canada a continué de limiter le commerce avec le
Bloc soviétique (documents 864 et 865) et la Chine (documents 946 a 948). Natu-
rellement, les themes de la guerre froide dominent le chapitre qui porte directement
sur I’Union soviétique et I’Europe de I’Est (chapitre 9). Ce volume documente par-
ticulierement le souci du gouvernement d’anticiper la politique étrangere de Mos-
cou (documents 924 a 926) et se penche sur les tentatives soutenues du Canada de
livrer une guerre psychologique en Europe de I’Est (documents 938 et 939).

La fin de I’année a amené une légere baisse des tensions est-ouest. Au début de
juillet, une initiative soviétique a encouragé les Etats-Unis et la Chine & amorcer le
difficile processus de négociation d’un cessez-le-feu en Corée. Le Canada n’a pas
été partie prenante a toutes les dimensions des négociations et ce volume ne tente
pas de rendre compte de I’ensemble de ces discussions. Il met plutdt I’accent sur les
événements d’un intérét particulier pour le Canada. Par conséquent, une bonne part
des documents sur cette question font état des efforts de Pearson en vue de modérer
le langage que Washington souhaitait utiliser pour avertir Pékin des conséquences
de toute violation d’une tréve (documents 155 a 179). Lors de la 6° assemblée géné-
rale des Nations unies, la réduction des tensions internationales s’est traduite dans
la décision de 'assemblée de réunir la Commission de I’énergie atomique de
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International economic conditions were also shaped by the struggle between the
Soviet Bloc and the United States and its allies. The problems created by the ex-
panding global market for gold, for example, affected Canada’s relations with the
International Monetary Fund (Documents 294 to 296). More significantly, Ottawa
found itself deeply embroiled in the work of the new International Commodity
Conference, which sought to distribute scarce raw materials among the western and
non-aligned countries in an equitable fashion (Documents 298 to 337). In addition
to helping ensure that its allies had sufficient resources to rearm, Canada continued
to restrict trade with the Soviet Bloc (Documents 864 and 865) and China (Docu-
ments 946 to 948). Naturally, Cold War themes dominate the chapter which deals
directly with the Soviet Union and Eastern Europe (Chapter 9). In particular, this
volume documents the government’s preoccupation with anticipating Moscow’s
foreign policy (Documents 924 to 926) and explores Ottawa’s continuing efforts to
wage psychological warfare in Eastern Europe (Documents 938 and 939).

The end of the year brought about a slight relaxation of East-West tensions. In
early July, a Soviet initiative encouraged the United States and China to begin the
difficult process of negotiating a cease-fire in Korea. Canada was not closely in-
volved in every aspect of the negotiations and this volume does not try to account
for the entire course of these discussions. Instead, it focuses on those developments
that were of particular interest to Canada. Consequently, much of the material on
this subject documents Pearson’s efforts to moderate the language Washington
wished to use to warn Peking of the consequences of breaching a truce (Documents
155 to 179). At the United Nations’ Sixth General Assembly the reduction in in-
ternational tension was evident in the Assembly’s decision to combine the U.N.
Atomic Energy Commission with the Commission for Conventional Armaments
into a single agency (Documents 206 to 216). The new Disarmament Commission
was expected to re-start stalled disarmament negotiations in 1952.

The attention accorded Cold War divisions and the money spent on rearmament
left a growing number of states unimpressed. In 1951 signs of a “serious rift” ap-
peared in the West’s relations with the less developed world.* Like the Cold War,
with which it would become inextricably linked, the division between rich and poor
was destined to become a permanent feature of international relations in the second
half of the twentieth century. As indigenous nationalism and pressure for
decolonization grew apace in Asia and Africa, Canada was forced to navigate
between its traditional allies and its newer Asian and African friends. This conflict
is documented in Ottawa’s response to Britain’s confrontation with Egypt (Docu-
ments 909 to 915) and in its moderate approach to South Africa’s dispute with
India and its non-aligned friends over the status of South-West Africa (Documents
217 to 230).

The emerging division between rich and poor is also apparent in the documenta-
tion reproduced in this volume on the debate surrounding the proposal that the
United Nations establish a special fund to aid the less developed countries (Docu-
ment 232 to 240). Canadian officials, overwhelmed by demands for assistance from

4 Canada, Department of External Affairs, Canada and the United Nations, 1951-52 (Ottawa: Queen’s
Printer, 1952), p. vi.
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IONU ainsi que la Commission des armements de type classique en un seul orga-
nisme (documents 206 a 216). On s’attendait 2 ce que la nouvelle Commission du
désarmement relance en 1952 les négociations sur le désarmement, qui avaient été
interrompues.

L’ attention accordée aux divisions suscitées par la guerre froide et I'argent con-
sacré au réarmement laissaient de plus en plus d’Etats sceptiques. En 1951, on a
constaté I’apparition d’un «profond désaccord» dans les relations entre I'Occident
et le monde en développement?. A Iinstar de la guerre froide, 2 laquelle il allait étre
inextricablement lié, le fossé entre les riches et les pauvres allait devenir une carac-
téristique permanente des relations internationales au cours de la deuxi¢me moitié
du XX siecle. Etant donné la rapide croissance du nationalisme autochtone et des
pressions en faveur de la décolonisation en Asie et en Afrique, le Canada a dil
manceuvrer entre ses alliés traditionnels et ses nouveaux amis asiatiques et afri-
cains. Ce conflit est documenté dans la réaction d’Ottawa a la confrontation entre la
Grande-Bretagne et I'Egypte (documents 909 2 915), et dans son approche modérée
a I’égard du différend entre I’ Afrique du Sud et I’'Inde et ses amis non alignés por-
tant sur le statut de la Namibie (documents 217 a 230).

La division croissante entre les riches et les pauvres ressort également de la do-
cumentation reproduite dans ce volume et portant sur le débat entourant la proposi-
tion a I'effet que les Nations unies constituent un fonds spécial pour aider les pays
en développement (documents 232 a 240). Les fonctionnaires canadiens, sub-
mergés par les demandes d’aide des bénéficiaires du plan Colombo (documents 543
4 586) et d’une variété d’organismes des Nations unies (chapitre 4), se sont empres-
sés de définir une politique cohérente d’aide a I’étranger (documents 273 et 274).
Ils en avaient surtout contre ce qu’ils considéraient comme une critique «irrespon-
sable» adressée au Canada et a ses alli€s occidentaux par les représentants du
monde en développement (documents 241 a 243).

Les relations personnelles, politiques et bureaucratiques qui avaient fagonné la
politique canadienne en 1950 demeuraient essentiellement les mémes. Au sommet,
le premier ministre Saint-Laurent continuait d’effectuer un travail en douceur avec
Pearson, son secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures de plus en plus habile et
confiant. Arnold Heeney continuait d’agir comme sous-secrétaire d’Etat aux Af-
faires extérieures. Charles Ritchie, H.O. Moran et Léon Mayrand étaient les trois
sous-secrétaires adjoints du ministére.

Les mémes titulaires dirigeaient toujours les missions les plus importantes du
Canada : Hume Wrong était encore & Washington, Dana Wilgress a Londres et
Georges Vanier a Paris. Il n’y a eu qu’un changement d’importance au sein des
représentants du Canada & I’étranger. R.G. Riddell, qui avait été nommé représen-
tant permanent aux Nations unies en aofit 1950, est décédé subitement en mars
1951 et a ét€ remplacé par John Holmes a titre intérimaire. David M. Johnson est
rentré du Pakistan pour occuper ce poste de fagon permanente en novembre 1951.

4 Canada, Ministere des Affaires extérieures, Le Canada et les Nations Unies, 1951-52 (Ottawa, Impri-
meur de la Reine 1952), pp. vi-vii.
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Colombo Plan recipients (Documents 543 to 586) and from a variety of United
Nations™ agencies (Chapter 4), scrambled to define a coherent foreign aid policy
(Documents 273 and 274). Most deeply resented what they considered to be “ir-
responsible” criticism levelled at Canada and its Western allies by representatives
of the developing world (Documents 241 to 243).

The personal, political and bureaucratic relationships that had shaped Canadian
policy in 1950 remained largely unaltered. At the top, the Prime Minister, St.
Laurent, continued to work smoothly with his increasingly sure-footed and self-
confident Secretary of State for External Affairs, Pearson. Arnold Heeney con-
tinued to serve as the Under-Secretary of State for External Affairs. Charles
Ritchie, H.O. Moran and Léon Mayrand served as the department’s three assistant
under-secretaries.

There were no changes in leadership at Canada’s most important posts: Hume
Wrong remained in Washington, Dana Wilgress in London, and Georges Vanier in
Paris. There was only one significant change among Canada’s representatives
abroad. R.G. Riddell, who became the Permanent Representative to the United Na-
tions in August 1950, died suddenly in March 1951 and was replaced by John
Holmes in an acting capacity. David M. Johnson returned from Pakistan to take
over the post on a permanent basis in November 1951.

This survey of Canadian foreign policy is drawn primarily from the records of
the Department of External Affairs and the Privy Council Office. These sources
were supplemented where necessary by the personal papers of many of the Cabinet
ministers and senior officials involved in these events and by the records of the
Departments of Defence, Trade and Commerce, Fisheries and Finance. In preparing
this volume, I was given complete access to the records of the Department of Ex-
ternal Affairs and generous access to other collections. A complete list of the
sources examined in the preparation of this volume may be found on page xxvii.

The selection of documents has been guided by the principles set out in the In-
troduction to Volume 7 (pp. ix-xi) of this series. The editorial devices used in this
volume are those described in the Introduction to Volume 9 (p. xix). A dagger (¥)
indicates a document that has not been printed and ellipses (...) an editorial
excision.

The work on this volume had already begun when [ became its editor in the fall
of 1992. I am grateful for the early start made on this project by Gaston Blanchet.
The staff at the National Archives of Canada was instrumental in bringing this
project to completion. Paulette Dozois, Paul Marsden and Dave Smith of the Mili-
tary and International Affairs Records Unit of the Government Archives Division
responded promptly, helpfully and, most important, cheerfully to my many inqui-
ries. Michael Way, from the Access to Information Section, and Janet Murray and
Michel Poitras at the circulation desk, worked hard at keeping a steady supply of
raw material flowing across my desk.

Christopher Cook and Brian Hearnden served ably as research assistants
throughout the enterprise. My colleague Ted Kelly, who helped edit the chapters on
the conduct of diplomacy and relations with the Soviet bloc, provided indispen-
sable assistance at all stages of the project. Angie Sauer helped with the selection of
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Ce survol de la politique étrangere du Canada s’appuie avant tout sur les dos-
siers du ministere des Affaires extérieures et du Bureau du Conseil privé. Au be-
soin, nous avons aussi consulté les documents personnels de nombreux ministres
du Cabinet et hauts fonctionnaires qui ont participé a ces événements ainsi que les
dossiers des ministeres de la Défense, du Commerce, des Péches et des Finances.
Pour préparer ce volume, j'ai joui d’'un acces complet aux dossiers du ministére des
Affaires extérieures et d’un accés généreux a d’autres collections. On trouvera 2 la
page xxvii une liste complete des sources consultées pour préparer ce volume.

Le choix des documents a été régi par les principes énoncés dans I’introduction
du volume 7 (pp. ix-xi) de cette série. Les outils rédactionnels utilisés dans ce vo-
lume sont les mémes que ceux décrits dans 1’introduction du volume 9 (p. xix). La
croix (f) indique un document inédit et les points de suspension (...) un passage
supprimé.

Les travaux portant sur ce volume avaient déja débuté lorsqu’on m’a chargé de
sa rédaction a I’automne 1992. Je remercie Gaston Blanchet d’avoir si bien lancé le
projet. Le personnel des Archives nationales du Canada nous a aidés a le mener 2
terme. Paulette Dozois, Paul Marsden et Dave Smith des sections des Archives mi-
litaires et des Affaires internationales de la Division des archives gouvernementales
ont répondu avec empressement et, surtout, avec entrain 2 mes nombreuses de-
mandes. Michael Way, de la section de I'Information, et Janet Murray et Michel
Poitras, du bureau du prét, ont tout mis en ccuvre pour m’alimenter en documents.

Christopher Cook et Brian Hearnden m’ont fait profiter de leurs compétences a
titre d’adjoints a la recherche tout au long du projet. Mon collégue Ted Kelly, qui a
participé a la révision des chapitres sur la diplomatie et les relations avec le Bloc
soviétique, m’a fourni une aide indispensable a toutes les étapes du projet. Angie
Sauer m’a aidé a choisir les documents sur I’ Allemagne, tandis que Robert Both-
well a partagé avec moi ses connaissances de I’énergie atomique. Norman Hillmer,
Hector Mackenzie et Don Barry, anciens directeurs de rédaction, ont toujours con-
senti 2 m’aider et leurs conseils se sont toujours avérés pertinents et pratiques. Le
rédacteur en chef de cette série, John Hilliker, a relu le manuscrit aussi attentive-
ment qu’a I’habitude. Ses commentaires ont sans doute amélioré le texte. La publi-
cation de cette série n’aurait pas été possible sans I’appui que j'ai recu des deux
directeurs de la Direction des communications ministérielles sous lesquels elle a
pris son envol — Mary Jane Starr et Alan Darisse. Je demeure le seul responsable
du choix final des documents présentés dans ce volume.

La section historique poursuit sa nouvelle pratique de fournir le texte supplé-
mentaire et de coordonner la préparation technique du volume. Le manuscrit a été
dactylographi€ et mis en page par Aline Gélineau. Gabrielle Nishiguchi a trouvé la
plupart des photographies présentées dans ce volume. Gayle Fraser, de I'Institut
canadien des affaires internationales, a gentiment fourni la photo de John Holmes et
Trygve Lie. Boris Stipernitz a compilé I’index et repéré une foule d’erreurs typo-
graphiques. Le service de traduction du Ministére a traduit en frangais les notes en
bas de page, les légendes et le texte auxiliaire. Notre collegue de la Direction des
communications ministérielles, Francine Fournier, nous a généreusement aidé a
peaufiner le texte frangais. Alan Bowker et Saul Grey, de la Direction générale de
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documents on Germany, and Robert Bothwell willingly contributed his knowledge
on atomic energy. Former editors Norman Hillmer, Hector Mackenzie and Don
Barry were always ready to help and invariably offered sound and practical advice.
The general editor of this series, John Hilliker, reviewed the entire manuscript with
his usual attention to detail. His comments undoubtedly have made this a better
book. The series would not be possible without the support I received from the two
directors of the Corporate Communications Division under whom it prospered -
Mary Jane Starr and Alan Darisse. I remain solely responsible for the final selec-
tion of documents in this volume.

The Historical Section continues its new practice of furnishing the supple-
mentary text and co-ordinating the technical preparation of the volume. The manus-
cript was typed and formatted by Aline Gélineau. Gabrielle Nishiguchi located
most of the photographs in this volume. Gayle Fraser of the Canadian Institute of
International Affairs helpfully supplied the picture of John Holmes and Trygve Lie.
Boris Stipernitz compiled the index and skilfully caught a number of typographical
errors. The department’s translation bureau rendered into French the footnotes, cap-
tions and ancillary text. Our colleagues in the Corporate Communications Division,
Francine Fournier and Nancy Sample, graciously provided us with editorial advice.
Alan Bowker and Saul Grey of the department’s Access to Information Office
helped secure the release of material on the United States Strategic Air Command
from the United States Department of State. Marlene Picard declassified the docu-
ments on Herbert Norman. Gail Kirkpatrick Devlin, who proofread the entire
manuscript and composed the list of persons generously shared the insights
gamered from her work on several earlier volumes. Mary and Katherine Donaghy
put up with the domestic distractions caused by my editorial work with cheerful
goodwill.

GREG DONAGHY
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I"acces a I'information du ministere, nous ont aidés a obtenir le matériel sur le Uni-
ted States Strategic Air Command du Département d'Etat des Etats-Unis. Marléne
Picard a déclassifié les documents sur Herbert Norman. Gail Kirkpatrick Devlin,
qui a lu les épreuves de I’ensemble du manuscrit et composé la liste des personnes,
nous a généreusement fait profiter de I’expérience acquise a 1’occasion de 1'édition
de plusieurs volumes antérieurs. Mary et Katherine Donaghy ont accepté de bon
cceur les distractions causées au sein du foyer par mon travail de rédaction.

GREG DONAGHY



PROVENANCE DES DOCUMENTS!
LOCATION OF DOCUMENTS'

Documents de Brooke B.C.
Claxton, Archives
nationales (MG 32 BS)

Documents de C.D. Howe, C.D.H.
Archives nationales
(MG 27 Il B20)

Dossiers de I’ambassade C.EEW.
du Canada 4 Washington,

Archives nationales

(RG 25 B3)

Dossiers du ministére DEA
des Affaires extéricures,

Archives nationales

(RG 25)

Ministere des Affaires DFAIT
étrangeres et du
commerce international

Dossiers du ministére des DF
Finances, Archives
nationales (RG 19)

Dossiers du ministere des DFI
Pécheries, Archives
nationales (RG 23)

Dossiers du ministére de DND
la Défense nationale,

Archives nationales

(RG 24)

Dossiers du ministére du DTC
Commerce, Archives
nationales (RG 20)

Documents de L.B. Pearson, L.B.P.
Archives nationales

(MG 26 N1)

Documents de LS.L.

L.S. St-Laurent, Archives
nationales (MG 26 L)

Bureau du Conseil privé— PCO
conclusions du Cabinet et
documents du Cabinet

Autres documents des
archives du BCP

"'Ceci est une liste des symboles utilisés pour indiquer la provenance des documents. Les cotes des

PCO/Vol #

Brooke Claxton
Papers, National
Archives (MG 32 BS5)

C.D. Howe Papers,
National Archives
(MG 27 111 B20)

Canadian Embassy,
Washington, Files,

National Archives

(RG 25 B3)

Department of External
Affairs Files, National
Archives

(RG 25)

Department of Foreign
Affairs and
International Trade

Department of Finance Files,
National Archives
(RG 19)

Department of Fisheries,
National Archives
(RG 23)

Department of National
Defence Files, National
Archives (RG 24)

Department of Trade and
Commerce Files, National
Archives (RG 20)

L.B. Pearson Papers,
National Archives
(MG 26 N1I)

L..S. St. Laurent Papers,
National Archives
(MG 26 L)

Privy Council Office—
Cabinet Conclusions and
Cabinet Documents

Other documents from
PCO records

collections déposées aux Archives nationales du Canada sont entre parenthéses.

This is a list of the symbols used to indicate the location of documents. The call numbers of collec-

tions deposited at the National Archives of Canada are in parentheses.






AA
AVM
AAA
ACW
AMC
BAOR
BCOF
BOAC
BLEU
CARE
CAS
CBCIS
CcCC
CDA
CGS
CIGS
CINCLANDCENT
CJS
CMC

HMCS
1ATA
ICAO
ICETP
uc
ILO
IMC

LISTE DES ABREVIATIONS
LIST OF ABBREVIATIONS

ANTI-AIRCRAFT

AIR VICE MARSHAL

AGRICULTURAL ADJUSTMENT ACT (USA)

AIRCRAFT CONTROL AND WARNING SYSTEM

ADDITIONAL MEASURES COMMITTEE (UN)

BRITISH ARMY OF THE RHINE

BRITISH COMMONWEALTH OCCUPATION FORCE

BRITISH OVERSEAS AIRWAYS CORPORATION
BELGIUM-LUXEMBOURG ECONOMIC UNION

COOPERATIVE FOR AMERICAN REMITTANCES TO EUROPE
CHIEF OF AIR STAFF

CANADIAN BROADCASTING CORPORATION—INTERNATIONAL SERVICE
CANADIAN COMMERCIAL CORPORATION

COMBINED DEVELOPMENT AGENCY (USA)

CHIEF OF GENERAL STAFF

CHIEF OF THE IMPERIAL GENERAL STAFF (UK)
COMMANDER-IN-CHIEF LAND FORCES CENTRAL EUROPE (NATO)
CANADIAN JOINT STAFF

COLLECTIVE MEASURES COMMITTEE (UN)

CANADIAN NATIONAL RAILWAYS

CANADIAN NATIONAL STEAMSHIPS

COORDINATING COMMITTEE ON EXPORT CONTROLS
CONTRACTING PARTY

CANADIAN PERMANENT DELEGATION TO UNITED NATIONS
COMBINED POLICY COMMITTEE (CANADA-UK-USA)
COMMONWEALTH RELATIONS OFFICE (UK)

CHIEFS OF STAFF COMMITEE

CANADA-UNITED STATES REGIONAL PLANNING GROUP (NATO)
DOCUMENTS ON CANADIAN EXTERNAL RELATIONS/DOCUMENTS
RELATIFS AUX RELATIONS EXTERIEURES DU CANADA
DOMINION STEEL AND COAL CORPORATION

DEFENCE PRODUCTION ADMINISTRATION (USA)

DEFENCE RESEARCH BOARD

ECONOMIC COOPERATION ADMINISTRATION (USA)
ECONOMIC AND SOCIAL COMMISSION (UN)

EUROPEAN DEFENCE COMMUNITY

EUROPEAN PAYMENTS UNION

EUROPEAN COMMAND (NATO)

FOREIGN ASSETS CONTROL DIVISION (USA)

FOOD AND AGRICULTURE ORGANIZATION

FINANCIAL AND ECONOMIC BOARD (NATO)

FOREIGN EXCHANGE CONTROL BOARD

FOREIGN RELATIONS OF THE UNITED STATES

FOREIGN SERVICE OFFICER

GENERAL AGREEMENT ON TARIFFS AND TRADE
GOVERNMENT FURNISHED PART

GROSS NATIONAL PRODUCT

GOoOD OFFICES COMMITTEE (UN)

His MAIJESTY’S CANADIAN SHIP

INTERNATIONAL AIR TRANSPORT ASSOCIATION
INTERNATIONAL CIVIL AVIATION ORGANIZATION
INTERDEPARTMENTAL COMMITTEE ON EXTERNAL TRADE POLICY
INTERNATIONAL JOINT COMMISSION

INTERNATIONAL LABOUR OFFICE

INTERNATIONAL MATERIAL CONFERENCE



XXX LISTE DES ABBREVIATIONS

IMF INTERNATIONAL MONETARY FUND

IRO INTERNATIONAL REFUGEE ORGANIZATION

ITO INTERNATIONAL TRADE ORGANIZATION

IWA INTERNATIONAL WHEAT AGREEMENT

JAMAG JOINT AMERICAN MILITARY ADVISORY GROUP (USA)

JPC JOINT PLANNING COMMITTEE

JPS JOINT PLANNING STAFF

KLM ROYAL DUTCH AIRLINES

LCB LIQUOR CONTROL BOARD

MATS MILITARY AIR TRANSPORT SERVICE (USA)

MDAP MUTUAL DEFENSE ASSISTANCE PROGRAM (USA)

MFN MOST FAVOURED NATION

MP MEMBER OF PARLIAMENT

MPSB MILITARY PRODUCTION AND SUPPLY BOARD (NATO)

MRC MILITARY REPRESENTATIVES COMMITTEE (NATQ)

NAFEL NEWFOUNDLAND ASSOCIATED FiSH EXPORTERS LIMITED

NAAFI NAVY, ARMY, AIR FORCE INSTITUTE

NAORPG NORTH ATLANTIC OCEAN REGIONAL PLANNING GROUP

NATIS NORTH ATLANTIC TREATY INFORMATION SERVICE

NATO NORTH ATLANTIC TREATY ORGANIZATION

NBC NATIONAL BROADCASTING COMPANY (USA)

NCO NON-COMMISSIONED OFFICER

NEAC NORTHEAST AIR COMMAND (USA)

OAS ORGANIZATION OF AMERICAN STATES

OEEC ORGANIZATION FOR EUROPEAN ECONOMIC COOPERATION

OMA OFFICE OF MILITARY ASSISTANCE, OFFICE OF THE ASSISTANT
SECRETARY OF DEFENSE (USA)

OPS OFFICE OF PRICE STABILIZATION (USA)

PICMME PROVISIONAL INTERGOVERNMENTAL COMMITTEE FOR MOVEMENT OF
MIGRANTS IN EUROPE

PIBD PERMANENT JOINT BOARD ON DEFENCE

POL PETROLEUM, OIL, LUBRICANTS

PRC PEOPLE’S REPUBLIC OF CHINA

PX POST EXCHANGE (USA)

QR QUANTITATIVE RESTRICTION

RAF ROYAL AIR FORCE

RCAF ROYAL CANADIAN AIR FORCE

RCMP ROYAL CANADIAN MOUNTED POLICE

RCN ROYAL CANADIAN NAVY

RFC RECONSTRUCTION FINANCE CORPORATION (USA)

RMC ROYAL MILITARY COLLEGE

ROK REPUBLIC OF KOREA

RTAA RECIPROCAL TRADE AGREEMENTS ACT (USA)

SAC STRATEGIC AIR COMMAND (USA)

SACEUR SUPREME ALLIED COMMANDER, EUROPE (NATQ)

SACLANT SUPREME ALLIED COMMANDER, ATLANTIC (NATO)

SCS SCREENING AND COSTING STAFF (NATQ)

SEC SECURITIES AND EXCHANGE COMMISSION (USA)

SHAPE SUPREME HEADQUARTERS, ALLIED POWERS, EUROPE (NATO)

TCA TRANS-CANADA AIRLINES

TCC TEMPORARY COUNCIL COMMITTEE (NATO)

UNCURK UNITED NATIONS COMMISSION FOR UNIFICATION AND REHABILITATION
OF KOREA

UNESCO UNITED NATIONS EDUCATIONAL, SCIENTIFIC AND CULTURAL
ORGANIZATION

UNICEF UNITED NATIONS INTERNATIONAL CHILDREN'S EMERGENCY FUND

UNKRA UNITED NATIONS KOREAN RECONSTRUCTION AGENCY



LIST OF ABBREVIATIONS

UNRAA
UNRWAPR

UNTAA
USAEC
USN
VCIGS

XXXi

UNITED NATIONS RELIEF AND REHABILITATION ADMINISTRATION
UNITED NATIONS RELIEF AND WORKS AGENCY FOR PALESTINE
REFUGEES

UNITED NATIONS TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE ADMINISTRATION
UNITED STATES ATOMIC ENERGY COMMISSION

UNITED STATES NAVY

VICE-CHIEF OF THE IMPERIAL GENERAL STAFF (UK)






LISTE DES PERSONNALITES!
LIST OF PERSONS!

ABBOTT, Douglas C. ministre des Finances.

ACHESON, Dean G., secrétaire d’Etat des Ftats-
Unis.

ACIILLES, Theodore C., délégué adjoint des
Ftats-Unis auprds du Conseil de I’ Atlantique
Nord.

ADENAUER, Konrad, chancelier de 1a République
fédérale d’Allemagne et ministre des Affaircs
éirangeéres.

ALl, Mohammed, haut-commissaire du Pakistan.

ALLARD, Hector, chef de mission au Canada de
I'Organisation internationale pour les
réfugiés.

ALLEN, Stanley V., adjoint spécial au sous-
ministre du Commerce (-mars); adjoint
spécial du coordonnateur des matieres
premieres, ministére de la Production pour la
défense (-juin); secrétaire commercial, ambas-
sade aux Ftats-Unis (juil.-), et représentant du
Canada au Comité sur les produits de la Con-
férence internationale sur les matériaux et
membre suppléant du groupe central de cette
conférence.

ALLISON, John M., sous-secrétaire d'Etat par in-
térim aux Affaires de I'Extréme-Orient,
département d’Etat des Etats-Unis.

ALPHAND, Hervé, délégué de France auprés du
Conseil de I’ Atlantique Nord.

ARNESON, R. Gordon, adjoint spécial au
secrétaire d'Etat des Ftats-Unis sur les ques-
tions atomiques.

ASSELIN, Pierre, secrétaire privé au premier
ministre,

ATTLEE, Clement R., premier ministre du
Royaume-Uni (-oct.).

AUSTIN, sénateur Warren R., représentant
permanent des Etats-Unis auprés des Nations
Unies.

BAIPAL sir Girja S., secrétaire général, ministére
des Affaires extérieures et des Relations avec
le Commonwealth de I’Inde.

ABBOTT, Douglas C., Minister of Finance.

ACHESON, Dean G., Secretary of State of United
States.

ACHILLES, Theodore C., Vice-Deputy of United
States to North Atlantic Council.

ADENAUER, Konrad, Chancellor of Federal
Republic of Germany and Minister of
Foreign Affairs.

ALl, Mohammed, High Commissioner of Pakis-
tan.

ALLARD, Hector, Chief of Mission of Interna-
tional Organization for Refugees in Canada.

ALLEN, Stanley, V., Special Assistant to Deputy
Minister of Trade and Commerce (-March);
Special Assistant to Coordinator of Raw
Materials, Department of Defence Production
(-June); Commercial Secretary, Embassy in
United States (July-), and Canadian
Representative on Commodity Committee of
International Materials Conference and Al-
ternate Member of Central Group of IMC.

ALLISON, John M., Acting Assistant Secretary of
State for Far Eastern Affairs, Department of
State of United States.

ALPHAND, Hervé, Deputy of France to North
Atlantic Council.

ARNESON, R. Gordon, Special Assistant to
Secretary of State of United States on atomic
energy questions.

ASSELIN, Pierre, Private Secretary to the Prime
Minister.

ATTLEE, Clement R., Prime Minister of United
Kingdom (-Oct.).
AUSTIN, Senator Warren R., Permanent

Representative of United States to United Na-
tions.

BAIPAL Sir Girja S., Secretary-General, Ministry
of External Affairs and Commonwealth Rela-
tions of India.

"'Ceci est une sélection des principales personnalités canadiennes et de certaines personnalités de 1’é-
tranger souvent mentionnées dans les documents. Les notices biographiques se limitent aux fonctions
qui se rapportent aux documents reproduits dans ce volume.

This is a selection of important Canadian personalities and some foreign personalities often men-
tioned in the documents. The biographical details refer only to the positions pertinent to the docu-

ments printed herein.
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BALDWIN, J.A., président, Commission des
transports aériens.

BANCROIT, Harding F., directeur, bureau des Af-
faifes politigues et de la sécurité, département
d’[:tat des Etats-Unis.

BANERIEE, P.K., haut-commissaire suppléant de
I'inde.

BATEMAN, George, ingénieur des mines, membre
de la Commission de controle de I'énergie
atomique.

BATES, Stewart, sous-ministre des Pécheries.

BiAUPRE, T.N., adjoint exécutif du sous-ministre
du Commerce (-mars); adjoint exécutif du
sous-ministre de la Production pour la
défense (mars-).

BENNET, W.F., président, Eldorado Mining and
Refining (1944) Ltd.

BERIA, Lavrenty P., vice-président du Conseil
des ministres de 1'Union soviétique.

BERLIS, N.F.H., secrétaire de la délégation
permanente auprés de I'Office européen des
Nations Unies.

BEVIN, Ernest, Foreign Secretary du Royaume-
Uni (-mars).

BLISS, Don C., ministre, ambassade des Etats-
Unis.

BONNLT, Henri, ambassadeur de France aux
Etats-Unis.

BRADLEY, général Omar N., p[ésidenl, Comité
des chefs d’état-major des Etats-Unis.

BROADBRIDGE, A.F., Direction européenne.

BRYCE, R.B., sous-ministre adjoint des Finances
et secrétaire du Conseil du Trésor.

BRYN, Dag, délégué de Norvege aupres du Con-
seil de I'Atlantique Nord.

BuLL, W.E., sous-ministre du Commerce (mars-)

BUNCIIE, Ralph J., directeur, Département de la
tutelle des Nations Unies.

BURBRIDGE, K.J., chef, Direction juridique.

BUTLER, R.A., chancelier de I‘Echiquier du
Royaume-Uni (nov.-).

CAMPBELL, vice-maréchal de I'air, Hqgh L., pré-
sident, état-major du Canada aux Etats-Unis.

CAMPBELL, P.G.R., deuxi¢me secrétaire, ambas-
sade aux Ltats-Unis.

CARTER, H.H., consciller de la délégation
permanente aupreés des Nations Unies.

LISTE DES PERSONNALITES
BALDWIN, J.A., Chairman, Air Transport Board.

BANCROFT, Harding F., Director of Political and
Security Affairs, Department of State of
United States.

BANERIEE, P.K., Deputy High Commissioner of
India.

BATIIMAN, George, mining engineer, member of
Atomic Energy Control Board.

BATIS, Stewart, Deputy Minister of Fisheries.

BEAUPRE, T.N., Executive Assistant to Deputy
Minister of Trade and Commerce (-Mar); Ex-
ecutive Assistant to Deputy Minister of
Defence Production (Mar.-).

BENNET, W.F., President, Eldorado Mining and
Refining (1944) Ltd.

BERIA, Lavrenty P., Vice-Chairman of Council
of Ministers of Soviet Union.

BERLIS, N.F.H., Secretary, Permanent Delcgation
to European Office of United Nations.

BLEVIN, Emest, Foreign Secretary of United
Kingdom (-Mar.).

BLISS, Don C., Minister, Embassy of United
States.

BONNET, Henri, Ambassador of France in United
States.

BRADLEY, General Omar N., Chairman, Joint
Chiefs of Staff of United States.

BROADBRIDGE, A.F., European Division.

BRYCE, R.B., Assistant Deputy Minister of
Finance and Secretary of Treasury Board.

BRYN, Dag, Deputy of Norway to North Atlantic
Council.

BuLL, W.F., Deputy Minister of Trade and
Commerce (Mar.-).

BUNCHE, Ralph 1., Director, Department of
Trusteeship of United Nations.

BURBRIDGE, K.J., Head, Legal Division.

BUTLER, R.A., Chancellor of Exchequer of
United Kingdom (Nov.-).

CAMPBELL, A/V/M Hugh L., Chairman, Canadi-
an Joint Staff in United States.

CAMPBELL, P.G.R., Second Secretary, Embassy
in United States.

CARTER, H.H., adviser, Permanent Delegation to
United Nations.



LIST OF PERSONS

CARTER, T.L., 2itme Direction de liaison avec la
Défense.

CARWELL, Joseph, section des Affaires de I'Ex-
tréme-Orient, département d’Etat des Etats-
Unis.

CASEY, Richard G., ministre des Affaires
extérieures de I’ Australie (avr.-).

CASSELLS, major-général A.J.M., commandant,
premiere (Commonwealth) division en Corée.

CAVELL, R.G. (Nik), Direction de la Coopération
économique et technique internationale,
ministere du Commerce.

CHANCE, Leslie G., chef, Direction des affaires
consulaires.

CIIAPDELAINE, J.A., conseiller, ambassade en
République fédérale d’Allemagne.

CHAPUT, Roger, deuxieme secrétaire, ambassade
en Belgique.

CHASE, J., adjoint spécial suppléant du secrétaire
d’Etat des Etats-Unis sur les questions atomi-
ques.

CHEVRIER, Lionel, ministre des Transports.

VOIR Tchang Kai-chek.

CHIPMAN, Warwick F., haut-commissaire en
Inde.

VOIR Tchou En-Lai.

CHURCIILL, Winston S., chef de 1'Opposition du
Royaume-Uni (-oct.); premier ministre et
premier lord du Trésor du Royaume-Uni
(nov.-).

CLARK, major-général S.F., président, état-major
du Canada au Royaume-Uni (-aoiit).

CIL.ARK, W.C., sous-ministre des Finances.

CLAXTON, Brooke, ministre de la Défense na-
tionale.

CLUTTERBUCK, sir Alexander, haut-commissaire
du Royaume-Uni.

COLDWELL, M.J., député (Rosetown-Biggar) et
chef du partie CCF.

CoLLINS, général J.L., chef d’état-major de
I’ Armée des Etats-Unis.

COLLINS, R.E., Direction européenne.

CONNALLY, sénateur Thomas (démocrate—
Texas), président du Comité des relations
étrangeres du Sénat.

CORDIER, Andrew W, adjoint exécutif du
secrétaire général des Nations Unies.

XXXV

CARTER, T.L., Defence Liaison (2) Division.

CARWELL, Joseph. Far Eastern Affairs Section,
Department of State of United States.

CASEY, Richard G., Minister of External Affairs
of Australia (Apr.-).

CASSELLS, Major-General A J.M., Commander,
First (Commonwealth) Division in Korea.

CaveLlL, R.G. (Nik), International Economic and
Technical Cooperation Division, Department
of Trade and Commerce.

CHANCE, Leslie G., Head, Consular Division.

CIIAPDELAINE, J.A.. Counsellor, Embassy in
Federal Republic of Germany.

CHAPUT, Roger, Second Secretary, Embassy in
Belgium.

CHASE, J., Deputy Special Assistant to Secretary
of State of United States on atomic energy
questions.

CIIEVRIER, Lionel, Minister of Transport.

CHIANG KAI-SIIEK, Generalissimo, President of
Republic of China.

CHIPMAN, Warwick F., High Commissioner in
India.

ClouU EN-LAI, Prime Minister and Foreign
Minister of People’s Republic of China.

CHURCINLL, Winston S., Leader of Opposition
of United Kingdom (-Oct.); Prime Minister
and First Lord of the Treasury (Nov.-).

CLARK, Major-General S.F., Chairman, Canadian
Joint Staff in United Kingdom (-Aug.).

CLARK, W.C., Deputy Minister of Finance.

CLAXTON, Brooke, Minister of National
Defence.

CLUTTERBUCK, Sir Alexander, High Commis-
sioner of United Kingdom.

CoLDWELL, M.J., M.P. (Rosetown-Biggar),
Leader of CCF Party.

COLLINS, General J.L., Chief of Staff, United
States Army.

CoLLINS, R.E., European Division.

CONNALLY, Senator Thomas (Democrat—Texas),

Chairman, Senate Foreign Relations Commit-
tee.

CORDIER, Andrew W., Executive Assistant to
Secretary-General of United Nations.
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CORLEY-SMITH, G.T., délégué du Royaume-Uni
aupres des Nations Unies; conseiller aux Af-
faires économiques et sociales.

COTr, E.A., premier secrétaire, haut-commis-
sariat au Royaume-Uni.
COUILLARD, J. Louis, représentant suppléant a la

Organisation européenne de coopération
économique.

COULSON, John E., représentant suppléant du
Royaume-Uni aupres des Nations Unies.

Cox, G.E., deuxieme secrétaire, ambassade aux
Etats-Unis (-oct.); Direction des Amériques et
de I’Extréme-Orient.

COYNE, J.E., gouverneur suppléant de la Banque
du Canada.

CRIEPAULT, AR., conseiller de la délégation
permanente aupres des Nations Unies.

CRIBBETT, sir W.C.G., secrétaire suppléant,
ministere de I’ Aviation civile du Royaume-
Uni.

CREAN, G.G., premier secrétaire, 1égation en
Yougoslavie.

CUNIIA, Paulo, ministre des Affaires étrangeres
du Portugal.

CURTIS, maréchal de I’air W.A., chef de I’état-
major des forces aériennes.

Davis, T.C., ambassadeur en République
fédérale d’Allemagne (juil.-).

DAvis, John H., secrétaire adjoint de I Agricul-
ture des Etats-Unis.

DAY, A.A., secrétaire de la Commission royale
des arts, des lettres et des sciences, 1949-
1951.

DESHMUKII, sir Chintaman, ministre des
Finances de 1'Inde.

Disy, Jean, ambassadeur en ltalie.

DruTscll, John J., directeur, Direction des Rela-
tions économiques internationales, ministere
des Finances.

DIEFENBAKER, J.G., député progressiste-
conservateur (Lake Center).

DILWORTI, Ira, superviseur général, R.C.I.

Di1SALLL, M.V, directcur, Office de la stabilisa-
tion des prix des Etats-Unis.

DonNgGr:s, Dr. T.E., ministre de I'Intérieur
d’Afrique du Sud; chef de la délégation
d’Afrique du Sud a I’Assemblée générale des
Nations Unies.

DORE, Victor, ministre en Suisse.

LISTE DLS PERSONNALITES

CORLLY-SMITII, G.T., Delegate of United
Kingdom to United Nations; Counsellor for
Economic and Social Affairs.

CoOrt, E.A., First Secretary, High Commission
in United Kingdom.

COUILLARD, J. Louis, Deputy Representative to
OEEC.

CoOULSON, John E., Deputy Representative of
United Kingdom to United Nations.

Cox, G.E., Second Secretary, Embassy in
United States (-Oct.); American and Far Eas-
tern Division.

Covne, J.E., Deputy Governor of Bank of Can-
ada.

CREPAULT, A.R., Adviser, Permanent Delegation
to United Nations.

CRIBBETT, Sir W.C.G., Deputy Secretary, Minis-
try of Civil Aviation of United Kingdom.

CREAN, G.G., First Secretary, Legation in
Yugoslavia.

CUNIIA, Paulo, Minister of Foreign Affairs of
Portugal.

CURTIS, Air Marshall W.A_, Chief of Air Staff.

Davis, T.C., Ambassador in Federal Republic of
Germany (July-).

DAvIs, John H., Assistant Secretary of Agricul-
ture of United States.

DAY, A.A., Secretary to the Royal Commission
on Arts, Letters and Sciences, 1949-51.

Di:sHMUKH, Sir Chintaman, Minister of Finance
of India.

DIisy, Jean, Ambassador in Italy.

DLuTSCIl, John J., Director, International
Economic Relations Division, Department of
Finance.

DIEFENBAKLR, J.G., Progressive Conservative
M.P. (Lake Center)

DILWORTH, Ira, General Supervisor, CBC-IS.

DISALLE, M.V., Director, Office of Price
Stabilization of United States.

DONGES, Dr. T.E., Minister of Interior of South
Africa; Chairman, Delegation of South Africa
to General Assembly of United Nations.

DORE, Victor, Minister in Switzerland.



LIST OI' PERSONS

DRURY, C.M., sous-ministre de la Défense na-
tionale.

DUDLEY, A.A., chef, département des Affaires
économiques et sociales des Nations Unies,
Foreign Office du Royaume-Uni.

DULLES, John Foster, conseiller du Parti républi-
cain en matiere de politique étrangere aupres
du président des Etats-Unis.

DUPLESSIS, Maurice, premier ministre du
Québec.

EBAN, Abba, représentant permanent d’Israél
auprés des Nations Unies.

EBERTS, C.C., secrétaire adjoint du Cabinet et
secrétaire du Comité du Cabinet sur la
défense.

EDEN, Anthony, Foreign Secretary du Royaume-
Uni (nov.-).

EISENHOWER, général Dwight D., commandant
supréme des Forces alliées en Europe.

ELLISTON, Herbert, correspondant diplomatique,
Washington Post.

ENGLISH, J.H. conseiller commercial, ambassade
aux Etats-Unis.

ENTEZAM, Nazrollah, représentant de 1'Iran
aupres des Nations Unies.

ERICHSEN-BROWN, J.P., Direction juridique.

FAwzl BEY, Mahmoud, représentant de 1'Egypte
a I’Assemblée générale des Nations Unies.

FLEURY, brigadier Frank J., commandant de la
mission militaire canadienne au Japon.

FORD, R.A.D., chargé d’affaires en Union sovié-
tique (avr.-).

FORTIER, colonel Laval, sous-ministre de la
Citoyenneté et de I'lmmigration.

FOULKES, Lt.-gén. Charles, chef de I'état-major
général et président du Comité des chefs
d’état-major.

FOWLER, R.M., directeur, Direction des pites et
papiers, ministére de la Production pour la
défense.

FRANKS, sir Oliver S., ambassadeur du
Royaume-Uni aux Etats-Unis.

FROST, Leslie, premier ministre de 1'Ontario.

GAITSKELL, Hugh, chancelier de 1'Echiquier du
Royaume-Uni (-oct.).

LE GALLAIS, Hugues, ministre du Luxembourg
au Canada, ayant résidence aux Etats-Unis.

GARDINER, J.G., ministre de I’ Agriculture.
GARSON, S.S., ministre de la Justice.
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DRURY, C.M., Deputy Minister of National
Defence.

DUDLEY, A.A., Head, United Nations (Economic
and Social) Department, Foreign Office of
United Kingdom.

DULLES, John Foster, Republican Party foreign
policy adviser to President of United States.

DUPLESSIS, Maurice, Premier of Québec.

EBAN, Abba, Permanent Representative of Israel
to United Nations.

EBERTS, C.C., Assistant Secretary to Cabinet and
Secretary to Cabinet Defence Committee.

EDEN, Anthony, Foreign Secretary of United
Kingdom (Nov.-).

EISENHOWER, General Dwight D., Supreme Al-
lied Commander in Europe.

ELLISTON, Herbert, Diplomatic Correspondent,
Washington Post.

ENGLISH, J.H., Commercial Counsellor, Embassy
in United States.

ENTEZAM, Nazrollah, Representative of Iran to
United Nations.

ERICHSEN-BROWN, J.P., Legal Division.

Fawzl BEY, Mahmoud, Representative of Egypt
to General Assembly of United Nations.

FLEURY, Brigadier Frank J., Commander,
Canadian Military Mission in Japan.

FORrRD, R.A.D., Chargé d’ Affaires in Soviet
Union (Apr.-).

FORTIER, Colonel Laval, Deputy Minister of
Citizenship and Immigration.

FOULKES, Lt-Gen. Charles, Chief of General
Staff and Chairman, Chiefs of Staff Commit-
tee.

FOWLER, R.M., Director, Pulp and Paper Divi-
sion, Department of Defence Production.

FRANKS, Sir Oliver S., Ambassador of United
Kingdont in United States.

FROST, Leslie, Premier of Ontario.

GATTSKELL, Hugh, Chancellor of Exchequer of
United Kingdom (-Oct.).

LE GALLAIS, Hugues, Minister of Luxembourg
to Canada with residence in United States.

GARDINER, J.G., Minister of Agriculture.
GARSON, S.S., Minister of Justice.
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DE: GASPERI, Alcide, premier ministre de I'ltalie.

GEORGE, James, 1 “¢ Direction de liaison avec la
Défense (-juin); conseiller de 1a délégation
permanente aupres des Nations Unies.

GiLL, E.T., conseiller, haut-commissariat au
Royaume-Uni.

GLAZEBROOK, G.P. de T., chef, 2™ Direction
de liaison avec la Défense.

GORDON-WALKIR, Patrick C., secrétaire d’Fat
des Relations du Commonwealth du
Royaume-Uni (-oct.).

GRANDY, J.F., Direction des Amériques et de
I'Extréme-Orient.

GREGG, MLE., ministre du Travail.

GRIFFIN, A.G.S., 1** Direction de liaison avec la
Défense (-juil.); Direction économique.

GROMYKO, Andrei A., sous-ministre des Affaires
étrangeres de 1I'Union soviétique.

GROSS, Emest A., représentant suppléant des
Etats-Unis auprés des Nations Unies et
représentant suppléant au Conseil de sécurité.

GRUENTIIR, Li-gén. AM., Armée des Etats-
Unis, chef d"état-major aupres du com-
mandant supréme des Forces alliés en
Europe.

HARRIMAN, W.A_, adjoint spécial du président
des Ftats-Unis.

HASAN, Said, secrétaire du ministére des Af-
faires économiques du Pakistan.

HARRIS, W.E., ministre de la Citoyenneté et de
I'Immigration.

HARVEY, Denis, directeur, Direction générale
des produits, ministere du Commerce.

HASELTON, Norris, agent chargé des Affaires du
Commonwealth, département d'Etat des
Etats-Unis.

HiASMAN, G.R., directeur, Service des délégués
commerciaux, ministere du Commerce.

Hi::NEY, A.D.P., sous-secrétaire d'Ftat aux Af-
faires extérieures.

Hiwirt, F.V.C., ministére du Commerce.

HICKERSON, John D., secrétaire d'Etat adjoint
aux Affaires des Nations Unies, département
d’Etat des Ftats-Unis.

HisLop, T.C.A., haut-commissaire de la
Nouvelle-Zélande.

HOLLAND, S.G., premier ministre et ministre des
Finances de la Nouvelle-Zélande.

LISTE DI:S PERSONNALITES

DE GASPERI, Alcide, Prime Minister of ltaly.

GLORGE, James, Defence Liaison (1) Division
(-June); Adviser, Permanent Delegation to
United Nations.

GiLi, ET., Counsellor, High Commission in
United Kingdom.

GLAZEBROOK, G.P. de T., Head, Defence
Liaison (2) Division.

GORDON-WALKER, Patrick C., Secretary of State
for Commonwealth Relations of United
Kingdom (-Oct.).

GRANDY, LF., American and Far Eastern Divi-
sion.

GREGG, MLE., Minister of Labour.

GRIFFIN, A.G.S., Defence Liaison (1) Division
(-July); Economic Division.

GROMYKO, Andrei A., Deputy Minister of
Foreign Affairs of Soviet Union.

GRroS$s, Emest A., Deputy Representative of
United States to United Nations and Deputy
Representative on Security Council.

GRUENTIIER, Lt-Gen. A.M., United States Army,
Chief of Staff to Supreme Allied Commander
in Europe.

HARRIMAN, W.A., Special Assistant to President
of United States.

HASAN, Said, Secretary, Ministry of Economic
Affairs of Pakistan.

HARRIS, W E., Minister of Citizenship and Im-
migration.

HARVEY, Denis, Director, Commodities Branch,
Department of Trade and Commerce.

HASELTON, Norris, Officer in Charge of Com-
monwealth Affairs, Department of State of
United States.

HEASMAN, G.R., Director, Trade Commissioner
Service, Department of Trade and Commerce.

HEENEY, A.D.P., Under-Secretary of State for
Extemnal Affairs.

HEweETT, F.V.C., Department of Trade and Com-
merce.

HICKERSON, John D., Assistant Secretary of
State for United Nations Affairs, Department
of State of United States.

HisLop, T.C.A., High Commissioner of New
Zealand.

HOLLAND, S.G., Prime Minister and Minister of
Finance of New Zealand.



LIST OF PERSONS

Hoi.MES, John W, chef, Direction des Nations
Unies et représentant permanent par intérim
aupres des Nations Unies (mars-nov.).

HOOTON, Frank, Direction économique.

Howt, C.D., ministre du Commerce et ministre
de la Production pour la défense.

HOYER Millar. Voir Millar, sir F.R. Derek
Hoyer.

IGNATIEEF, George, conseiller, ambassade aux
Etats-Unis.

IRELAND, Miss A.M., Direction du Com-
monwealth.

IRWIN, J.A., Direction économique.

ISBISTER, C.M,, directeur, Direction générale des
Relations commerciales internationales,
ministere du Commerce.

ISMAY, Lord, secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires du
Commonwealth du Royaume-Uni (nov.-).

JAMES, vice-maréchal de I'air A.L., chef supplé-
ant de I’état-major de I'air.

JiBB, sir H.M. Gladwyn, représentant permanent
du Royaume-Uni auprés des Nations Unies.

Jussup, Philip C., ambassadeur itinérant des
Etats-Unis.

JOHNSON, Alexis, sous-secrétaire adjoint aux Af-
faires de I'Extréme-Orient, département
d’Etat des Etats-Unis.

JONNSON, David M., haut-commissaire au Pakis-
tan (-oct.); représentant permanent auprés des
Nations Unies (nov.-).

JOHNSON, Jesse C., chef de la Direction des ma-
tieres premiéres de la United States Atomic
Energy Commission.

JoY, vice-amiral C. Turner, Marine des Ftats-
Unis, délégué principal, délégation de
I' Armistice du Commandement des Nations
Unies (Corée).

KaTtz-Suchy, Juliusz, membre de la délégation
de la Pologne 2 I’ Assemblée générale des
Nations Unies.

KATZIN, colonel Alfred G., représentant spécial
du secrétaire général des Nations Unies en
Corée.

KENNLEDY, général Howard, directeur, Office de
secours et de travaux des Nations Unies pour
les réfugiés de Palestine.

XXXiX

HOLMES, John W._, Head, United Nations Divi-
sion; Acting Permanent Representative to
United Nations (Mar.-Nov.).

HOOTON, Frank, Economic Division.

Howt, C.D., Minister of Trade and Commerce
and Minister of Defence Production.

HovtR Millar. See Miliar, Sir F.R. Derek
Hoyer.

IGNATIEFE, George, Counsellor, Embassy in
United States.

IRELAND, Miss A.M., Commonwealth Division.

IRWIN, J.A., Economic Division.

ISBISTER, C.M.. Director, International Trade Re-
lations Branch, Department of Trade and
Commerce.

ISMAY, Lord, Secretary of State for Com-
monwealth Affairs of United Kingdom
(Nov.-).

JAMES, A/V/IM A.L., Deputy Chief of Air Staff.

JeBR, Sir H.M. Gladwyn, Permanent Representa-
tive of United Kingdom to United Nations.

Jussup, Philip C., Ambassador-at-Large of
United States.

JOINSON, Alexis, Deputy Assistant Secretary of
State for Far Eastern Affairs, Department of
State of United States.

JorNsoN, David M., High Commissioner in
Pakistan (-Oct.); Permanent Representative to
United Nations (Nov.-).

JOIINSON, Jesse C., Director, Raw Materials
Division, United States Atomic Energy Com-
mission.

JOY, Vice-Admiral C. Turner, United States
Navy, Senior Delegate, United Nations Com-
mand (Korea) Armistice Delegation.

KATZ-Sucuy, Juliusz, Member, Delegation of
Poland to General Assembly of United
Nations.

KATZIN, Colonel Alfred G.. Special Representa-
tive of Secretary-General of United Nations
in Korea.

KENNEDY, General Howard, Director, United
Nations Relief and Works Agency for Pales-
tine Refugees.
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KENNEDY, Donald D., directeur adjoint, Office
des affaires de 1" Asie du Sud, département
d’Etat des Ftats-Unis, et chef de la délégation
des Etats-Unis 2 la réunion du Comité con-
sultatif a Colombo.

KHAN, sir Mohammed Zafrullah, ministre des
Affaires étrangeres du Pakistan.

KiM IL. SUNG, premier ministre de la République
populaire démocratique de Corée et com-
mandant supréme de I’ Armée populaire de
Corée.

KINGSLEY, J. Donald, directeur général de I'Or-
ganisation internationale pour les réfugiés;
agent-général du redressement de la Corée
(-déc.).

KIRKPATRICK, sir Ivone, haut-commissaire du
Royaume-Uni aupres de la Haute Commis-
sion interalliée en Allemagne.

KIRKWOOD, David, 1¥¢ Direction de liaison avec
la Défense.

KIRKWOOD, K.P., 2™ Direction de liaison avec
la Défense (-oct.); haut commissaire au
Pakistan (nov.-).

KRAFT, Ole Bjorn, ministre des Affaires
étrangeres du Danemark.

LACOSTE, Francis, représentant adjoint de
France aupres du Conseil de sécurité, et
représentant suppléant auprés du Comité des
Douze du Comité des mesures collectives des
Nations Unies.

LAMB, L.H., chargé d’affaires du Royaume-Uni
a la République populaire de Chine.

LANGE, Halvard M., ministre des Affaires
étrangeres de la Norvege.

Leppy, John M., directeur adjoint, Office de la
politique commerciale intcrnationale, départe-
ment d’Etat des Etats-Unis.

LEGER, Jules, chef, Direction européenne (-juin);
sous-secrélaire d’Etat adjoint aux Affaires
extérieures.

LEPAN, D.V., adjoint spécial du secrétaire d'Ftat
aux Affaires extéricures.

LESAGL, Jean, secrétaire parlementaire du
secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures.

LIAQUAT. Voir Khan, Liaquat Ali.

LIE, Trygve, secrétaire général des Nations
Unies.

LIPPMANN, Walter, correspondant diplomatique,
New York Herald Tribune.

LISTI: DES PERSONNALITES

KiNNEDY, Donald D., Deputy Director, Office
of South Asian Affairs, Department of State
of United States, and Head, Delegation of
United States to Consultative Committee
Meeting in Colombo.

KHAN, Sir Mohammed Zafrullah, Minister of
Foreign Affairs of Pakistan.

KIM IL SUNG, Premier of Democratic People’s
Republic of Korea and Supreme Commander,
Korean People’s Army.

KINGSLEY, J. Donald, Director-General, Interna-
tional Refugee Organization; Agent-General
for Korean Relief (-Dec).

KIRKPATRICK, Sir Ivone, High Commissioner of
United Kingdom to Allied High Commission
in Germany.

KIRKWOOD, David, Defence Liaison (1)
Division.

KIRKWOOD, K.P., Defence Liaison (2) Division
(-Oct.); High Commissioner in Pakistan
(Nov.-).

KRAFT, Ole Bjorn, Minister of Foreign Affairs
of Denmark.

LACOSTE, Francis, Deputy Representative of
France to Security Council, and Alternate
Representative on Committee of Twelve of
Collective Measures Committee of United
Nations.

LAMB, L.H., Chargé d’ Affaires of United
Kingdom in People’s Republic of China.

LANGE, Halvard M., Minister of Foreign Affairs
of Norway.

LroDY, John M., Deputy Director, Office of In-
ternational Trade Policy, Department of State
of United States.

LEGER, Jules, Head, European Division (-June);
Assistant Under-Secretary of State for Ex-
ternal Affairs.

LEPAN, D.V., Special Assistant to Secretary of
State for External Affairs.

LESAGE, Jean, Parliamentary Secretary to Secre-
tary of State for External Affairs.

LIAQUAT. See Khan, Liaquat.

L, Trygve, Secretary-General of United
Nations.

LIPPMANN, Walter, Diplomatic Correspondent,
New York Herald Tribune.



LIST OF PERSONS

LoviTT, R.G., secrétaire adjoint a la Défense
des Etals-Uni§ (-sept.); secrétaire a la
Défense des Etats-Unis.

MACARTHUR, général Douglas, commandant des
Forces des Etats-Unis dans |'Extréme-Orient
et commandant des Forces des Nations Unies
en Corée (-mars).

MACDONALD, Scott, ambassadeur au Brésil
(-juil.); ambassadeur en Yougoslavie (sept.-).

MACDONNELL, R.M., mintstre en France.

MACKAY, R.A., chef, 1** Direction de liaison
avec la Défense.

MACKENZIE, C.J., président, Conseil national de
recherches.

MACKENZIE, M.W., sous-ministre du Commerce
(-avr.); sous-ministre de la Production pour la
défense (avr.-).

MACMILLAN, H.R,, représentant aupres du
Bureau de la production de défense de
I'OTAN.

MAGANN, G.L., ambassadeur en Grece.

MALAN, Dr. D.F., premier ministre et ministre
des Affaires extéricures d’ Afrique du Sud.

MALIK, Y.A., sous-ministre des Affaires
étrangeres de I'Union soviétique; représentant
permanent, délégation de I'Union soviétique a
I’ Assemblée générale des Nations Unies.

MANION, James P., secrétaire commercial,
ambassade en France.

MAO TSE TOUNG, président, Parti communiste
de la République populaire de Chine.

MARSHALL, George C., secrétaire a la Défense
des Etats-Unis (-sept.).

MARTIN, Paul, ministre de la Santé nationale et
du Bien-étre social.

MATTHEWS, Freeman, sous-secrétaire d'Etat sup-
pléant aux Affaires politiques, département
d’Etat des Etats-Unis.

MATTIIEWS, W.D., ministre, ambassade aux
Etats-Unis.

Mavy1iiw, Robert, ministre des Pécheries.

MCCANN, Dr. James J., ministre du Revenu
national.

MCCARRAN, sénateur Patrick, président, sous-
comité de la sécurité interne du Comité
sénatorial sur I’organisation judiciaire des
Etats-Unis.

MCcCLOY JONN J., haut-commissaire des Ftats-
Unis aupres de la Haute Commission interal-
liée en Allemagne.
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LOVETT, R.G., Deputy Secretary of Defense of
United States (Sept.); Secretary of Defense of
United States.

MACARTIIUR, General Douglas, Commander of
United States Far Eastern Command and
Commander of United Nations Forces in
Korea (-Mar.).

MACDONALD, Scott, Ambassador in Brazil
(-July); Ambassador in Yugoslavia (Sept.-).

MACDONNELL, R.M., Minister in France.

MACKAY, R.A., Head, Defence Liaison (1)
Division.

MACKENZIE, C.J., Chairman, National Research
Council.

MACKENZIE, M.W_, Deputy Minister of Trade
and Commerce (-Apr.); Deputy Minister of
Defence Production (Apr.-).

MACMILLAN, H.R., Representative on NATO
Defence Production Board.

MAGANN, G.L., Ambassador in Greece.

MALAN, Dr. D.F., Prime Minister and Minister
of External Affairs of South Africa.

MALIK, Y.A., Deputy Minister of Foreign Af-
fairs of Soviet Union; Permanent Representa-
tive, Delegation of Soviet Union to General
Assembly of United Nations.

MANION, James P., Commercial Secretary, Em-
bassy in France.

MAO TSE TUNG, Chairman, Communist Party of
People’s Republic of China.

MARSHALL, George C., Secretary of Defense of
United States (-Sept.).

MARTIN, Paul, Minister of National Health and
Welfare.

MATTHEWS, Freeman, Deputy Under-Secretary
of State for Political Affairs, Department of
State of United States.

MATTIEWS, W.D., Minister, Embassy in United
States.

MAYIIEW, Robert, Minister of Fisheries.

MCCANN, Dr. James J., Minister of National
Revenue.

MCCARRAN, Senator Patrick, Chairman, Internal
Security Sub-Committee of Senate Commit-
tee on the Judiciary of the United States.

McCLoyY, John J., High Commissioner of United
States to Allied High Commission in
Germany.
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MCCORDICK, J.A., 2¢m Direction de liaison avec
la Défense.

MCINNIES, G.C., chef par intérim, Direction des
Nations Unies (mars-nov.).

MCKINNON, H.B., président, Commission du
tarif.

MCMAIION, sénateur Brian, (démocrate—Con-
necticut), président, Comité mixte du Congrés
sur I'énergie atomique.

MCNAMARA, W.C., commissaire en chef adjoint,
Commission canadienne du blé.

MCNAUGHTON, général A.G.L., président de la
section canadienne de la Commission mixte
internationale et président de la section
canadienne de la CPCAD.

MEAGIIER, Miss B.M., Direction économique.

MENON, V.K. Krishna, haut-commissaire de
I'Inde au Royaume-Uni.

MENZIES, Arthur, chef, mission de liaison du
Canada aupres du commandant supréme,
Forces alliées, Japon.

MeNzIES, R.G., premier ministre de I’ Australie.

MERCIIANT, Livingston, sous-secrétaire d'Etat
suppléant aux Affaires de I'Extréme-Orient,
département d’Etat des [itats-Unis.

MILLAR, sir F.R. Derek Hoyer, sous-secrétaire
suppléant du Foreign Office et délégué du
Royaume-Uni auprés du Conseil de I’ Atlan-
tique Nord.

MocCH, Jules, ministre de 1a Défense de France.

MOHAMMED, Ghulam, ministre des Finances et
des Affaires économiques du Pakistan.

MOLSON, P.T., Direction européenne.

MORAN, H.O., sous-secrétaire adjoint aux Af-
faires extérieures.

MORRISON, Herbert, secrétaire d’Etat aux Af-
faires étrangeres du Royaume-Uni (mars-
oct.).

MUDALIAR, sitr A. Ramaswami, représentant de
I’Inde auprés de ’ECOSOC et premier vice-
président de la douzieme session.

MURPITY, Charles, conseiller spécial au président
des Etats-Unis.

NENRU, Pandit Jawaharlal, premier ministre et
ministre des Affaires extérieures et des Rela-
tions avec le Commonwealth de I'Inde.

NERVO, Luis Padilla, représentant permanent du
Mexique aupres des Nations Unies.

NISOT, Joseph, représentant de la Belgique
aupres du Comité des mesures collectives.

LISTE DES PLRSONNALITES

MCCORDICK, J.A., Defence Liaison (2) Division.

MCcCInNNES, G.C., Acting Head, United Nations
Division (Mar.-Nov.).

MCKINNON, H.B., Chairman, Tariff Board.

MCMAIION, Senator Brian (Democrat—Conncc-
ticut), Chairman, Joint Congressional Com-
miltee on Atomic Energy.

MCNAMARA, W.C., Assistant Chief Commis-
sioner, Canadian Wheat Commission.

MCNAUGHTON, General A.G.L., Chairman,
Canadian Section, International Joint Com-
mission and Chairman, Canadian Section,
P.J.B.D.

MEAGIER, Miss B.M., Economic Division.

MENON, V.K. Krishna, High Commissioner of
India in United Kingdom.

MENZIES, Arthur, Head, Liaison Mission to
S.C.A.P.

MENZIES, R.G., Prime Minister of Australia.

MERCHANT, Livingston, Deputy Assistant Secre-
tary of State for Far Liastern Affairs, Depart-
ment of State of United States.

MILLAR, Sir F.R. Derek Hoyer, Deputy Under-
Secretary, Foreign Office, and Deputy of
United Kingdom to North Atlantic Council.

MOCH, Jules, Minister of Defence of France.

MoHAMMED, Ghulam, Minister of Finance and
Economic Affairs of Pakistan.

MOoLSON, P.T., European Division.

MORAN, H.O., Assistant Under-Secretary of
State for External Affairs.

MOoRrRisoN, Herbert, Foreign Secretary of United
Kingdom (Mar.-Oct.).

MUDALIAR, Sir A. Ramaswami, Representative
of India to ECOSOC, and First Vice-Pre-
sident of 12th Session.

MuRPIty, Charles, Special Counsel to President
of United States.

NEHRU, Pandit Jawaharlal, Prime Minister and
Minister for External Affairs and Com-
monwealth Relations of India.

NERVO, Luis Padilla, Permanent Representative
of Mexico to United Nations.

NisoT, Joseph, Representative of Belgium on
Collective Measures Committee.



LIST OF PERSONS

NITZE, Paul, directeur, planification des politi-
ques, département d'Etat des Etats-Unis.

NORMAN, E. Herbert, chef, Direction des Améri-
ques et de I'Extréme-Orient.

NOSEK, Jin, représentant permanent par intérim
de la Tchécoslovaquie aupreés des Nations
Unies.

OVERBY, Andrew N., directeur exécutif adjoint
du FML

PANIKKAR, Kavalam Madhava, ambassadeur de
I'Inde a la République populaire de Chine.

PARKINSON, J.F., conseiller de finance, ambas-
sade aux Etats-Unis (-aoiit); ministre, ambas-
sade en France, représentant aupres de la
Commission des afflaires économiques et
financiéres de I'OTAN et chef de la mission
aupres de 1'Organisation européenne de
coopération économique.

PEARSON, Lester B., secrétaire ¢’ Etat aux Af-
faires extérieures et chef de la délégation a
I’ Assemblée générale des Nations Unies.

PELLA, Guiseppe, ministre du Budget et du
Trésor de I'ltalie.

PERKINS, George W., sous-secrétaire d'Ftat aux
Affaires européens, département d'Etat des
Etats-Unis.

PHILLIPS, R.A.L., 1¥ Direction de liaison avec la
Défense; secrétaire de section canadienne de
la CPCAD.

PICK, A.J., Direction économique.

PICKERSGILL, J.W., adjoint exécutif du premier
ministre.

PIERCE, S.D., représentant aupres de I'Organisa-
tion européenne de coopération économique
(-avr.); ministre, ambassade aux Etats-Unis.

PLEVEN, René, premier ministre de France.
PLUMPTRE, A.F.W., chef, Direction économique.

POLLOCK, S.D., Direction des Relations
économiques internationales, ministere des
Finances.

Prisii:vi, Rade, ministre de la Yougoslavie.

QUEUNLLE, Pierre, conseiller commercial et
attaché financier de I'ambassade de France.
RAE, Saul, premier secrétaire, haut-commissariat

au Royaume-Uni.

RASMINSKY, Louis, adjoint exécutif du
gouverneur de la Banque du Canada.

RAU, sir Benegal, représentant permanent de
"Inde aupreés des Nations Unies.

xliii

NITZE, Paul, Director, Policy Planning Staff,
Department of State of United States.

NORMAN, E. Herbert, Head, American and Far
Eastern Division.

NOSIK, Jiri, Acting Permanent Representative of
Czechoslovakia to United Nations.

OVERBY, Andrew N., Deputy Managing Director
of IMF.

PANIKKAR, Kavalam Madhava, Ambassador of
India in People’s Republic of China.

PARKINSON, J.F., Financial Counsellor, Embassy
in United States (-Aug.); Minister, Embassy
in France, Representative to Economic and
Financial Board of NATO, and Head,
Mission to O.E.E.C.

PEARSON, Lester B., Secretary of State for Ex-
ternal Affairs and Chairman, Delegation to
General Assembly of United Nations.

PELLA, Guiseppe, Minister of Budget and
Treasury of Italy.

PERKINS, George W., Assistant Secretary of
State for European Affairs, Department of
State of United States.

PHiLLIPS, R.A L., Defence Liaison (1) Division;
Canadian Secretary, PIBD.

PICK, A.J., Economic Division.

PICKERSGILL, J.W., Executive Assistant to Prime
Minister.

PIERCE, S.D., Representative to O.E.E.C. (-Apr.);
Minister, Embassy in United States.

PLEVEN, René, Prime Minister of France.
PLUMPTRE, A.F.W., Head, Economic Division.

POLLOCK, S.D., International Economic Rela-
tions Division, Department of Finance.

Priginivl, Rade, Minister of Yugoslavia.

QUEUILLYE, Pierre, Commercial Counsellor and
Financial Attaché, Embassy of France.

RAL, Saul, First Secretary, High Commission in
United Kingdom.

RASMINSKY, Louis, Executive Assistant to
Governor of Bank of Canada.

RAU, Sir Benegal, Permanent Representative of
India to United Nations.
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RAYNOR, G. Hayden, directeur, Burcau des Af-
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PA-195872

Prime Minister René Pleven (seated right) meets with Prime Minister Louis St.
Laurent (seated left) in Ottawa in March 1951. Standing . to r.: the Under-Secretary of
State for External Affairs, A.D.P. Heeney; the French Ambassador to Canada, Hubert
Guérin; the Minister of Trade and Commerce, C.D>. Howe; the Minister of National
Defence. Brooke Claxton; the Secretary of State for External Affairs, Lester B. Pearson;
and the Secretary-General of the French Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Alexandre Parodi.

Le premier ministre René Pleven (assis a droite) rencontre le premier ministre Louis
Saint-Laurent (assis 4 gauche)a Ottawa en mars 1951, Debout de gauche a droite : le
sous-secrétaire d'Etat aux Affaires extérieures, A.D.P. Heeney; |'ambassadeur de France
au Canada, Hubert Guérin; lc ministre du Commerce, C.D. Howe; le ministre de la
Défense nationale, Brooke Claxton; le secrétaire d'Etat aux Affaires extérieures, Lester
B. Pearson; et le secrétairc général du ministere frangais des Affaires étrangeres,
Alexandre Parodi.




PA-196332 Montreal Gazette

The Minister of National Defence, Brooke Le ministre de la Défense nationale, Brooke

Claxton (right), turns over Canadian mutual aid  Claxton (2 droite), remet des fournitures canadi-

supplies to the Belgian Ambassador to Canada, ennes de l’aide mutuelle a I'ambassadeur de

Vicomte du Parc (middle), in March 1951. Belgique au Canada, le vicomte du Parc (au cen-
tre), en mars 1951.

PA-195380

Troops from the 27th Infantry Brigade Group Les soldats du groupe-brigade de la 27' infan-
arrive in Rotterdam in November 1951 enroute to  terie arrivent a2 Rotterdam en novembre 1951 en
West Germany. route pour I’ Allemagne de 1'Ouest.




C-20131 Acme News Pictures

The Secretary of State for External Affairs, Le secrétaire d'Etat aux Affaires extérieures,
Lester B. Pearson, signs the Japanese Peace Treaty in  Lester B. Pearson, signe le Traité de paix avec le Japon en
September 1951. septembre 1951.




PA-151996

Warrant Officer Maurice Rice Juteau of the 2nd L’adjudant Maurice Rice Juteau du 2 bataillon,
Battalion, Royal 22nd Regiment, distributing food to ~ Royal 22 Régiment, distribuant de la nourriture a des
Korean refugees in July 1951. réfugiés coréens en juillet 1951.
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PA-129118
Canadian sailors aboard H.M.C.S. Nootka ques- Des marins canadiens a bord du NCSM Nootka
tion captured Korean fishermen in May 1951. questionnent des pécheurs coréens caplurés en mai
1951.
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PA-195404

Dana Wilgress (right), High Commissioner in the
United Kingdom, shows their Majesties the King and
Queen around the Canadian booth at the 1951 British
Industries Fair.

Dana Wilgress (2 droite), haut-commissaire au
Royaume-Uni, montre a Ses Majestés le Roi et la Reine
le stand canadien a la Foire des industries britanniques
de 1951.

PA-195405
A meeting of Commonweaith  High Rencontre  des  hauts-commissaires  du

Commissioners in the offices of the Secretary of  Commonwealth dans les bureaux du secrétaire d’Etat
State for Commonwealth Relations in London. aux Relations avec le Commonwealth & Londres.
Dana Wilgress, High Commissioner in the United Dana Wilgress, haut-commissaire au Royaume-uni,
Kingdom, is fourth from the left. est quatrieme a partir de la gauche.




PA-87195 Philip Ellison
President Harry S. Truman (seated left) and Prime Minister Louis St. Laurent (seat- Le président Harry S. Truman (assis a gauche) et le premier ministre
ed right) at the White House in October 1951. Louis Saint-Laurent (assis a droite) a la Maison-Blanche en octobre 1951.
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R.G. Riddell on leaving Ottawa in
August 1950 to take up his duties as
Permanent Representative to the United
Nations. He died suddenly in March
1951.

R.G. Riddell a son départ d’Ottawa
en aodt 1950 pour aller occuper le poste
de représentant permanent aux Nations
unies. Il est décédé subitement en mars
1951.

UN-34399 United Nations Photo

John D. Kearney, Ambassador to
Argentina and head of the Canadian
Delegation to the 12th session of
the Economic and Social Council in
Santiago, Chile in February-March 1951.

Photo des Nations unies

John D. Kearney, ambassadeur en

Argentine et chef de la délégation

canadienne a la 12° session du Conseil

économique et social a Santiago au Chili
en février-mars 1951.



UN-33501 United Nations Photo Photo des Nations unies

John W. Holmes (left), Acting Permanent Representative to the United Nations John W. Holmes (3 gauche), représentant permanent intérimaire aux Nations unies
presents Trygve Lie, the Secretary General of the United Nations, with a cheque for  remet a Trygve Lie. secrélaire général des Nations unies, un cheque de huit mithions de
eight million dollars for relief and rehabilitation projects in Palestine and Korea. dollars pour des projets de secours et de redressement en Palestine et en Corée.










CHAPITRE PREMIER/CHAPTER I

CONDUITE DES RELATIONS EXTERIEURES
CONDUCT OF EXTERNAL RELATIONS

PREMIERE PARTIE/PART 1

STATUT DES HAUTS-COMMISSAIRES
STATUS OF HIGH COMMISSIONERS

SECTION A

LETTRES D’INTRODUCTION
LETTERS OF INTRODUCTION

1. PCO/Vol. 196

Le premier ministre du Royaume-Uni
au premier ministre

Prime Minister of United Kingdom
to Prime Minister

London, February 5, 1951

My dear Prime Minister,

When the question of the accreditation of High Commissioners was discussed at
the meeting of Commonwealth Prime Ministers in 1948 it was agreed that High
Commissioners should not be accredited to or by The King but that the question of
providing some form of credentials for them should be considered.

Since then, as you know, this question was raised at the end of 1949 by Mr.
Nehru in the light of certain assurances which he had given, when India’s position
as a Republic within the Commonwealth was under consideration in India, that
Indian representatives abroad would in each case be accredited by the President of
the Indian Republic to the Head of the State concerned. Following discussions
between the United Kingdom and Indian Governments, of which other Common-
wealth Governments were duly informed at the time, it was agreed that the United
Kingdom High Commissioner in Delhi and the Indian High Commissioner in
London should be given Letters of Commission signed by The King and the Presi-
dent respectively.

In these circumstances, 1 think you will agree that the time has come for Com-
monwealth Governments other than India to consider the adoption of some form of
intergovernmental accreditation for High Commissioners exchanged between
themselves. Subject to the views of other Commonwealth Governments, it seems to
me that the most appropriate procedure would be for such High Commissioners to
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be provided with a letter from their Prime Minister to the Prime Minister of the
country to which they are appointed. This is the procedure actually followed by the
Union Government in the case of their High Commissioners, and I suggest that it
should be adopted, or in the case of South Africa continued, in all future appoint-
ments of this kind.

I am writing in similar terms to the Prime Ministers of all the other Members of

the Commonwealth except India, and I am sending copies of my letters to the
respective Commonwealth High Commissioners in London.!

Yours sincerely,
CR. ATTLEE

2. PCO/Vol. 196

Le premier ministre
au premier ministre du Royaume-Uni

Prime Minister
to Prime Minister of United Kingdom

Ottawa, March 14, 1951

My dear Prime Minister,

I was glad to receive your letter of February 5 relative to the accreditation of
High Commissioners. You will be interested to know that it has for some time been
our practice to provide Canadian High Commissioners with letters of introduction
from the Secretary of State for External Affairs to his opposite number in the
respective Commonwealth capitals — i.e. to the Secretary of State for Common-
wealth Relations in London and to the Minister for External Affairs or for Com-
monwealth Relations in other Commonwealth countries.

The practice of Commonwealth governments varies with respect to appoint-
ments to Ottawa; the High Commissioner for Australia who arrived in 1947, like
his United Kingdom colleague who arrived the previous year, bore no letter of
accreditation, the High Commissioner for New Zealand who arrived in August
1950 and the most recent High Commissioner for India who arrived in August,
1949, carried letters of introduction from their respective Ministers of External
Affairs, and the High Commissioners for Pakistan and South Africa, both of whom
came in the middle of 1949, carried letters of introduction from Prime Minister to
Prime Minister.

I share what T believe to be your view that it is desirable to achieve so far as

possible uniformity between Commonwealth nations with respect to accreditation
and the designation of representatives exchanged between them. Consequently 1

! Note marginale :/Marginal note:
Mr Ritchie (o note
Mr Pick/Mr Feaver to prepare memo[randum) to P[rime] M[inister] & Minister & draft reply
A.D.P.Hfeeney] Feb 21.
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welcome your proposal to consider the adoption of some form of intergovernmen-
tal accreditation for High Commissioners.

We have felt that personal letters of introduction from the Secretary of State for
External Affairs to his corresponding colleague in other Commonwealth govern-
ments is in keeping with the informal and friendly relationship which exists within
the Commonwealth. At the same time we see no objection in principle to such
communications from Prime Minister to Prime Minister. However, if a change is to
be made affecting a number of Commonwealth nations and if we are to explore the
possibility of uniformity of accreditation, it occurs to me that it would be advisable
to examine the desirability of general adoption of the form of accreditation initiated
last year between the United Kingdom and India. It is clear that the wording of a
Commission accrediting a High Commissioner from one Commonwealth country
to another, in cases where India is not involved, must be worded differently to the
Commissions used by the United Kingdom and Indian High Commissioners in
New Delhi and London respectively.

I should be interested to learn from you of the nature of the replies received
from other Commonwealth Prime Ministers and trust that these will indicate that a
basic uniformity can be established in respect of this matter of accreditation.

Yours sincerely,
LS. ST. LAURENT

3. DEA/3011-A-40

Le premier ministre du Royaume-Uni
au premier ministre?

Prime Minister of United Kingdom
to Prime Minister?

London, June 30, 1951

My dear Prime Minister

Would you refer to your letter of the 14th March about the suggestion that in
future High Commissioners exchanged between Members of the Commonwealth
other than India should be accredited by a letter from their Prime Minister to the
Prime Minister of the country to which they are appointed?

The Prime Minister of Pakistan has not yet formally replied, but the Acting
United Kingdom High Commissioner in Karachi has been informed that the Paki-
stan Government would be happy to provide their own High Commissioner with,
and accept from the High Commissioners of other Commonwealth countries, Prime
Minister to Prime Minister letters. All the other Prime Ministers have sent favour-
able replies on the following lines.

2 Note marginale :/Marginal note:
Left by Mr. Thomson, Depluty} Hligh] Clommissioner] for U.K. July 9/51. E. Rfeid].
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Australia

The Prime Minister of Australia agrees that the most appropriate procedure
would be for the High Commissioners to be provided with a letter from their Prime
Minister to the Prime Minister of the country to which they are appointed.

New Zealand

The Prime Minister of New Zealand has arranged that in future New Zealand
High Commissioners will be provided with a letter of introduction from Prime
Minister to Prime Minister. He adds that this arrangement will not preclude them
from carrying at the same time a less formal letter from the Minister of External
Affairs, such as it has been New Zealand’s practice to provide in recent years.

South Africa

The Prime Minister of South Africa says that the Union Government readily
agree to continue their practice of furnishing their High Commissioners with letters
of introduction from Prime Minister to Prime Minister.

Ceylon

The Prime Minister of Ceylon agrees that it is desirable for Commonwealth
Governments other than India to decide upon a uniform manner of accrediting
High Commissioners exchanged among themselves, and that letters from Prime
Minister to Prime Minister would be appropriate. Mr. Senanayake adds that he has
in fact written such letters for High Commissioners recently appointed by the Cey-
lon Government, and that in his view uniformity in the wording of the letters of
accreditation is not necessary.

In the light of the foregoing replies, I think that we may now all proceed on the
assumption that in future High Commissioners, other than those exchanged with
India, will be furnished with an appropriate letter from their Prime Minister. For
our part we shall now arrange that United Kingdom High Commissioners
appointed hence-forward shall carry such a letter. I agree with the Prime Minister
of Ceylon that there need not be uniformity of drafting and hope that this view will
find general acceptance.

So far as the form of the letter is concerned, I quite agree that the wording
should be different from that used in the Commissions given to the United King-
dom and Indian High Commissioners in New Delhi and London. So long as the
general practice is uniform, as it is now agreed that it shall be, the actual form of
words can no doubt be left to the Prime Minister concerned.

I have written in similar terms to the Prime Ministers of Australia, New Zea-
land, South Africa and Ceylon.

I have also sent a letter to the Prime Minister of Pakistan telling him that the
new arrangements have the approval of the other Prime Ministers, and that I hope
that he too will find them acceptable.

A copy of this letter has been sent to your High Commissioner in London.
Yours sincerely,
CR. ATTLEE
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SECTION B

DOYEN DU CORPS DIPLOMATIQUE A OTTAWA
DEAN OF DIPLOMATIC CORPS IN OTTAWA

4. DEA/10062-40

Le secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures
au haut-commissaire au Royaume-Uni

Secretary of State for External Affairs
to High Commissioner in United Kingdom

TELEGRAM 2038 Ottawa, November 13, 1951
SECRET

DEAN OF DIPLOMATIC CORPS

Please arrange for delivery of the following telegram from the Prime Minister of
Canada to the Prime Minister of the United Kingdom. Message begins:

1. The present Brazilian Ambassador who is Dean of the Diplomatic Corps will
be leaving Ottawa shortly. Next in order of precedence are the High Commissioner
for the United Kingdom, the High Commissioner for Australia, the Ambassador of
Chile and the Ambassador of China.

2. As you are doubtless aware, at the meeting of Prime Ministers in 1948
approval was given to a report of the Committee appointed to consider the status of
High Commissioners. This report stated that “it was agreed that there was no good
reason why a High Commissioner should not become the doyen of the Diplomatic
Corps, but that it was unnecessary to press the point” and then concluded that
“there is no objection, on the assumption that this is not pressed, to the diplomatic
doyen of the Diplomatic Corps continuing to take precedence over other Ambassa-
dors or High Commissioners”. Application of this conclusion to the situation in
Ottawa would result in the Deanship devolving upon the Chilean Ambassador and,
when he leaves, upon the Chinese Ambassador. This latter eventuality would create
considerable embarrassment not only for the Canadian Government but also for
representatives in Ottawa of those Governments which have ceased to recognize
the Nationalist regime which he represents.

3. We feel that the close relations between the nations of the Commonwealth
should not be an obstacle to the acceptance by the representative of the United
Kingdom of a precedence and an honour which would be readily accorded to the
representative of a nation with which our relations are much less intimate.

4. 1 would hope that the United Kingdom Government would have no objection
to the Deanship going normally according to seniority to the United Kingdom High
Commissioner, a course which would give us pleasure and might spare us possible
embarrassment; if you concur I shall notify other Commonwealth Governments
that we propose with your concurrence to recognize the United Kingdom High
Commissioner as the successor of the present Dean.
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5. I need scarcely add that Sir Alexander Clutterbuck possesses qualities which
would make him a most distinguished Dean of the Diplomatic Corps in Ottawa.
Message ends.

S. DEA/10062-40

Le haut-commissaire par intérim au Royaume-Uni
au secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures

Acting High Commissioner in United Kingdom
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

TELEGRAM 2835 London, November 27, 1951

SECRET
Reference: Your telegram No. 2038 of November 13.

DEAN OF DIPLOMATIC CORPS

1. The following message dated November 26 has been received for Mr.
St. Laurent from Mr. Churchill, Begins: “Thank you so much for your message. It
is very good of you to consult us on this and I am gratified by your kind references
to Sir Alexander Clutterbuck. If you wish him to be Dean, and if this is also the
wish of the Diplomatic Corps, we should raise no objections.” Ends.

6. DEA/10062-40

Note du sous-secrétaire d’Etat adjoint aux Affaires extérieures
pour le sous-secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures

Memorandum from Assistant Under-Secretary of State for External Affairs
to Under-Secretary of State for External Affairs

CONFIDENTIAL [Ottawa], December 27, 1951

You are probably aware that some members of the Diplomatic Corps appear to
be uneasy about the Notet which was circulated recently whereby the Canadian
Government notified Heads of Missions that a Commonwealth High Commissioner
could now become Dean of the Corps and that on the departure of Dr. Paes, the
High Commissioner for the United Kingdom would succeed him.?

2. During the conversation I had with the Italian Ambassador yesterday, when I
handed him the answer to the Italian Note on the Peace Treaty,* I raised this issue
with Mr. di Stefano to try and clarify the matter. I asked him how he felt about the
ruling on the succession to Dr. Paes and what reactions it had among the local
Heads of Mission. Mr. di Stefano told me that personally he had found our Note
rather upsetting but that he certainly did not intend to make any official protest. He

* Clutterbuck a été doyen du corps diplomatique jusqu’au 22 mai 1952.
Clutterbuck served as Dean of the Diplomatic Corps until May 22, 1952.
4 Voir le document 901./See Document 901.
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added that he had discussed it only with two of his diplomatic colleagues, Messrs.
du Parc and Woodward, and that both had agreed with his interpretation. His main
argument is that Governments have nothing to do with the designation of a Dean
who, normally, is appointed by the Diplomatic Corps. According to a long-
standing tradition, the Dean is either the Papal Nuncio or the senior Ambassador.
Mr. di Stefano pointed out that according to this established tradition, Sir Alexan-
der Clutterbuck could only become Dean were he a full-fledged Ambassador.

3. I told the Italian Ambassador that none of his comments were irrelevant and
that if he so wished he could make a good diplomatic case against the action taken
by the Canadian Government. I added that taking the accords of the Congress of
Vienna as a landmark in world history he could go a step further and make a good
legal case against Canada ever having become an independent country. I further
pointed out that he was familiar enough with Canadian policy to realize that in the
slow process of constitutional evolution leading to a clarification of our interna-
tional status, there were and there would continue to be problems, the solution of
which might not always be tidy. In such circumstances, we were sure that our
friends would understand and that this was one of those cases where we hoped we
could rely on him.

4. Mr. di Stefano assured me that these considerations had come to his mind and
that as a matter of fact he had appended them to our Note when he transmitted copy
of it to his own Government. I told him that if it were at all possible, the best policy
might be to take that line also in private conversations with his colleagues. God
or/and Machiavelli only knows or know whether he will do so.

J. LiEGER]



8 CONDUCT OFF FXTIRNAL RI T ATIONS

2¢ PARTIE/PART 2

REPRESENTATION DIPLOMATIQUE ET CONSULAIRE
DIPLOMATIC AND CONSULAR REPRESENTATION

SECTION A

FINLANDE
FINLAND

7. DEA/11336-69-40

Note de la Direction de l'organisation et de l'effectif
pour les Directions du personnel, affaires consulaires,
européenne, éconontique, de liaison avec la Défense et des finances

Memorandum from Establishments and Organization Division
to Personnel, Consular, European, Economic, Defence Liaison and Finance
Divisions

[Ottawa], March 15, 1951

I enclose a copy of despatch No. 15 of March 1, 1951 from the Minister in
Stockholm concerning the possibility of sending a political officer 1o Helsinki.

Mr. Moran has commented on this despatch in the following terms:

“We can’t do this just now

(a) because we haven’t a Foreign Service Officer to spare

(b) no provision for the extra cost has been made in next year’s Estimates.

It would be useful to consult the Divisions concerned and obtain their views as
to the need.”

I am therefore passing on to you this information for whatever comments you
may care to make.

J K. STARNES
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[PIECE JOINTE/ENCLOSURE]

Le ministre en Suéde
au secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures

Minister in Sweden
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

DESPATCH 15 Stockholm, March 1, 1951
CONFIDENTIAL

OFFICE IN HELSINKI, FINLAND

1. The purpose of this despatch is to enquire whether any thought has been given
in the Department to the question of opening an office in Finland with a Secretary
who would act as Chargé d’ Affaires except when I am actually visiting that coun-
try. This officer would in the circumstances probably have to be at least F.S.0. 2 —
somewhat higher rank would perhaps be desirable.

2. You will recall that at the time of the appointment of the Assistant Military
Attaché to this mission, the Department of National Defence suggested that he
might reverse our present procedure by residing in Helsinki and visiting Stockholm
from time to time. To this suggestion I replied that in my view it would not be wise
to have a Service attaché open an office in Finland without the presence there also
of a political officer. I am still of this view.

3. There seems now, however, to be a definite possibility that a second depart-
ment of the government, the Department of Citizenship and Immigration, will have
to consider opening an office in Finland. Certainly the increase in interest in emi-
grating to Canada in Finland during the past months has been so great as almost to
frighten us here. On one day this week some 400 letters came from Finland and it
looks as if the daily average might soon reach this figure. It is, of course, quite
impossible for the visa section here to deal with these and at the same time cope
with the local customers to whom some 80 visas per day are being issued.

4.1 would not be inclined to take the same deep objection to the opening of a visa
office by itself in Helsinki as I took in the case of the proposal to send a Service
attaché there by himself. I cannot say, however, that I would be altogether happy
were we to send visa officers to that country unaccompanied by a political officer
of our own Service. It might be argued that there is a precedent for this in the
establishment of visa offices in Austria where we have no political officers, but it
seems to me that the situation in Finland is not really comparable. First and fore-
most there is the deep desire on the part of the Finns that we should as soon as
possible open a permanent legation in their capital and I think, although I have no
basis in fact for the thought, that they would be unhappy were we to send officials
of the Canadian Government of, if I may dare to put it this way, not quite so exalted
status as diplomatic officers, in the first instance. In the second place, in our experi-
ence here there have been many occasions when in my view political advice to the
visa officers has been useful. This would, I am sure, be even more the case in
Finland.
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5. There is no question in my mind that a junior officer who could act as Chargé
d’Affaires in a permanent legation in Finland could find plenty to do to occupy his
time. There is a certain amount of consular work and there is a wide open informa-
tion field. There are also problems of registration of Canadian citizens and the
determination of Canadian nationality in doubtful cases. In addition, as I suggested
above, such an officer would be called upon very often to assist and advise visa
officers if they were there, as they will probably have to be.

6. The arguments which I set forth above are for the most part almost self-evident
truths, as 1 am sure you will agree. I appreciate, however, the two over-riding
problems which you have to consider arising from shortages of officer personnel
and the necessity for economies in the expenditure of funds at the present time.
These I know must eventually determine any decision in this matter. I would ven-
ture to suggest, however, that if a visa office?® is to be opened in Helsinki, the rela-
tively small extra expense to the Canadian tax-payer of sending a political officer
along as well would be justifiable.

7. I understand that the establishment for the Stockholm mission recently recom-
mended to Treasury provides for two junior political officers. In ordinary circum-
stances I would prefer to have the second junior officer resident in Stockholm,
specializing to some degree on Finnish affairs and perhaps visiting that country
regularly and perhaps more often that we do now. If, however, another Department
or other Departments in Ottawa wish to have officers permanently in Helsinki, the
best plan would be to establish a mission there to which they could be attached. If
this were done, the Assistant Military Attaché could live in Helsinki in accordance
with the original desire of the Department of National Defence.

THOMAS A. STONE

8. DEA/8775-40

Note de la Direction européenne
pour la Direction de I'organisation et de l’effectif

Memorandum from European Division
to Establishments and Organization Division

[Ottawa], March 20, 1951

1 refer to your memorandum of March 15, 1951, enclosing a copy of Despatch
No. 15 of March 1, 1951 from the Canadian Minister in Stockholm concerning the
possibility of posting a political officer to Helsinki.

2. In view of Mr. Moran’s comments it seems clear that we cannot this year
appoint a political officer to Helsinki. It is, however, to be hoped that lack of funds
and a shortage of personnel will not remain permanent obstacles to the expansion
of Canada’s representation abroad. Mr. Stone has put forward a strong case on

* Note marginale :/Marginal note:
1 think he means Immigration’s office. 1 suggest we take this up with Citiz[enship} &
Im{migration]| Dept. See betow. [Joseph Jean Martial Coté]
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practical grounds for permanent Canadian representation in Helsinki and on those
grounds this Division supports him.

3. There is the further consideration that relations between Finland and the
U.S.S.R. offer an important field of investigation and political reporting particu-
larly in these days of East-West tension. In Finland we have a small and sturdy
nation living in uneasy proximity to the Soviet Union. Its whole economy is still
heavily influenced by the necessity of delivering reparations to the U.S.S.R. and its
political life is determined by its struggle to retain its independence in the face of
Soviet interference expressed through threats, warnings and propaganda. Finland is
perhaps the last country in Europe which the Soviet Union can take over without a
struggle and without precipitating a world war. Yet the treatment which Soviet Rus-
sia metes out to Finland is puzzlingly inconsistent. It sometimes looks as if the
Soviet Union wants to keep Finland as a horrid example of capitalist democracy in
the process of disintegrating, a process which the Russians accelerate by devious
rather than open means. There can be few Europeans with as intimate a knowledge
of the ways of Soviet diplomacy as the Finns. A political observer permanently
stationed in Finland would have an unrivalled opportunity of reporting at first hand
on the spectacle of an independent David living on uneasy terms with his neigh-
bour, Goliath. Mr. Stone has, for example, sent us a most interesting despatch (Fin-
land Despatch No. 67 of December 21, 1950) on what he terms the paradoxes of
Finnish neutrality and Finnish independence which he relates to Swedish neutral-
ity. The excellence of the reporting on Finnish affairs makes us regret its relative
infrequency.

4. The present coalition government is having great difficulty with the economic
situation of the country as we learn from newspaper articles but not from our repre-
sentatives in Stockholm. The latter obviously cannot look after all the work of the
Canadian Legation in Sweden and do a good job of reporting from afar on the
affairs of Finland, a country with more than half the population of Sweden, a diffi-
cult economic situation and a complex political life.

5. There can be no question that the Finns would welcome Canadian representa-
tion in their country. Mr. Stone does not exaggerate when he speaks of the “deep
desire on the part of the Finns that we should as soon as possible open a permanent
legation in their capital”. The presence of the Western Allies in Berlin has enabled
Germans there to give the most encouraging proof of their desire to line up with the
forces of democracy; it has also given the Allies a foothold behind the Iron Curtain.
A permanent Canadian representation in Helsinki would encourage the Finns, who
live on one of the frontiers of the Atlantic Pact, and would give us a useful listening
post near the Soviet Union in a country where the relations of the national Commu-
nist party to the Soviet Union are of an unusually interesting nature.

6. It is, therefore, recommended that in any plans for the expansion of Canadian
representation abroad the claims of Finland should be given favourable
consideration.

R.E. COLLINS
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9. DEA/232-AU-40

Note du ministre en Suéde
pour le secrétaire d'Etat aux Affaires extérieures®

Memorandum from Minister in Sweden
to Secretary of State for External Affairs®

CONFIDENTIAL [Stockholm], July 13, 1951

OPENING OF A LEGATION OFFICE IN FINLAND

The various Sections of the Legation have sent me memoranda on this question
as you requested. The following paragraphs give an outline of them, and also of
some consular and political considerations which occurred to me.

2. The Visa Section, as you know, has been pressing hard for an office in Helsinki
for two or three months now. Mr. Knowles’ attached memorandumt is worth read-
ing in full, as his is certainly the most important part of the problem. The following
main points emerge from it:

(a) The Visa Section is now issuing more visas to Finns than to all other nationals
combined. Nearly 53% of the 940 visas issued in June went to Finns, compared to
31% in May, 19% in April, and 6% back in January. Over two-thirds of outstand-
ing applications now are from Finns. This means that the proportion of visas issued
to Finns may reach 65% before levelling off.

(b) To handle this large Finnish business the Visa Section has to use roster doc-
tors in Helsinki for medical examinations and the British Legation there for secur-
ity screening. Roster doctors are never entirely satisfactory, and we must be
imposing rather a lot on the British.

(c) Serious hardships are too often caused to Finns because they must come to
Stockholm finally to get their visas. After they have received medical and security
clearance in Helsinki they are called over here for visa examination. Before coming
they very often sell their homes and possessions in Finland and buy their tickets for
Canada. Sometimes it happens that visas must be refused after the examination
here. It is then usually too late for the applicants to claim reimbursement of their
tickets or to regain possession of their property in Finland. More serious hardships
are caused when the applicants come to Stockholm with their entire families,
despite instructions that the head of the family must go to Canada in advance. You
will remember that Mr. Solanko of the Finnish Foreign Office drew this to your
notice when you were in Finland last month.

(d) Quite often Mr. Knowles has taken it upon himself, when these more serious
hardship cases arise, to issue visas contrary to regulations. He has explained to his
Department that these problems can only be solved by opening an office in Hel-
sinki, and that until then he feels he must interpret the regulations rather according
to the spirit than the letter. But this of course is not entirely satisfactory.

% Note marginale :/Marginal note:
Mr. Moran. This is the Stockholm memo[randum] A.D.P.H[eeney] Aug 7.
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3. The Commercial Section feels that trade possibilities between Canada and Fin-
land would not justify the posting of a full time Commercial Secretary in Helsinki.
But Mr. Bachand considers that it would be helpful to have a Canadian mission
there which could from time to time make commercial inquiries, promote the Cana-
dian International Trade Fair, and help Canadian business visitors. At present he
has to call upon the British Commercial Secretary for assistance, particularly for
inquiries regarding the end-use of Canadian exports to Finland.

4. Service Attachés. Group Captain Rutledge does not consider it necessary to
have a full time Service Attaché in Helsinki, in view of the small size of the Finn-
ish armed forces, the limited usefulness of Helsinki as a listening post, and the fact
that JIB inquiries are being adequately made by others. He adds, however, that the
opening of an office in Finland would, of course, help the Service Attachés from
Stockholm on their periodic visits over there.

5. Consular Section. We do our best to handle citizenship and passport cases in
Finland from here. But often Canadian citizens in Finland take their troubles to the
British Consul in the first instance, or we ourselves are obliged to invite his help at
some stage in certain cases. The British Consul maintains a register of Canadian
citizens and the responsibility for consular protection in the event of an emergency
would fall on him.

6. Chancery. These are some political considerations that occur to me:

(a) We want to give Finland every support in maintaining its place in the western
democratic system.

(b) We would be better able from Helsinki to convince Canadians that Finland is
part of that system and is not behind the iron curtain.

(c) We should have a political officer in Helsinki to give political guidance to the
Visa Section if one is opened there, and to the Commercial Secretary and Service
Attachés on their visits.

(d) Eventually we must face up to the necessity of reciprocating the presence of a
Finnish diplomatic mission in Ottawa.

T.A. SITONE]

10. DEA/232-AU-40

Note du sous-secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures
pour le sous-secrétaire d’Etat adjoint aux Affaires extérieures

Memorandum from Under-Secretary of State for External Affairs
to Assistant Under-Secretary of State for External Affairs

[Ottawa], August 7, 1951

The Minister said to me yesterday that he was satisfied that there was a need to
open an office in Helsinki.

This could be under a junior officer to whom would be attached the Immigration
staff. Apparently Stone has done a memorandum on this.
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Mr. Pearson feels the case is a strong one.
A D.P. HEENEY

11. PCO

Note du secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures
pour le Cabinet

Memorandum from Secretary of State for External Affairs
to Cabinet

CABINET DOCUMENT NoO. 323-51 Ottawa, December 15, 1951
SECRET

ESTABLISHMENT OF A PERMANENT OFFICE IN FINLAND

1. Diplomatic relations between Canada and Finland were established in 1947
with the opening of a Finnish Legation in Ottawa. At that time, the Finnish Gov-
ernment was informed that Canada could not immediately reciprocate owing to
lack of trained personnel. The Finnish Government, therefore, accepted our sug-
gested alternative that the Canadian Minister to Sweden, when appointed, should
also be accredited to Finland. Accordingly, in September, 1949, Mr. T.A. Stone
presented his credentials as the first Canadian Minister to Finland and has repre-
sented us there from time to time. This arrangement, however, has not proved too
satisfactory.

2. Finland is the only Scandinavian state in Europe where Canada has no resident
representative. That this matter is of some concern to the Finnish Government is
evident from the frequency with which the Finnish Minister in Ottawa has raised
the question of permanent Canadian representation in Helsinki. To open a perma-
nent office in that country, therefore, would be a gesture which would be appreci-
ated by the Finns and would be interpreted by them as an indication of Canada’s
recognition of and continued support for Finnish independence.

3. The Service Attachés in Sweden are also accredited to Finland. The Assistant
Military Attaché particularly makes visits to Finland from time to time. The estab-
lishment of an office in Finland would facilitate the work of these Attachés and
would make possible the permanent stationing of an Attaché in Finland should the
Department of National Defence wish to improve its arrangements for information
on Finland.

4. It is considered that the most economical way of meeting the needs of the
various Canadian Government agencies which must carry out business in Finland
and of satisfying the wishes of the Finnish Government would be by opening an
office in Helsinki under the direction of a diplomatic officer resident there. This
officer would be Chargé d’Affaires in the absence of the Head of Post who nor-
mally would continue to reside in Stockholm, but who would remain accredited as
the Canadian Minister to Finland, visiting that country from time to time.

5. 1t is therefore recommended that:
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(a) A permanent Canadian office be established in Helsinki under the direction of
a resident diplomatic officer;

(b) The Canadian Minister to Sweden continue as Head of the Canadian mission
to Finland; the resident diplomatic officer supervise the office as Chargé d’ Affaires;

c) This Department be authorized to increase its establishment to provide the
necessary additional supporting staff which will result from this change in Can-
ada’s representation in Finland and to provide in its Estimates for the expenses of
maintaining this office.’

L.B. PEARSON

SECTION B
PORTUGAL

12. DEA/1720-40

Note du secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures
pour le sous-secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures

Memorandum from Secretary of State for External Affairs
to Under-Secretary of State for External Affairs

[Ottawa], September 28, 1951

I should have told you before this that during the North Atlantic Council meet-
ing® I had two discussions with the Portuguese Foreign Minister on the question of
an exchange of diplomatic representatives. He felt very strongly that it was unnatu-
ral and unfortunate that Portugal alone of the North Atlantic countries should have
no diplomatic representative in Ottawa. I told him that I reciprocated his feelings,
but that our difficulties at the moment were financial; that we were concentrating
everything at the moment on our defence programme. This argument did not
impress him very much, any more than it impressed me! I added that I hoped that
before long the situation would change and that there would be an exchange of
diplomatic representatives.

2. I have mentioned this matter to the Prime Minister, who feels that we should
take steps soon to convert our Consulate into a Legation (the Portuguese do not
wish an Embassy) and to receive a Portuguese Minister here.

L.B. PJEARSON]

7 Approuvé par le Cabinet le 20 décembre 1951./Approved by Cabinet, December 20, 1951.
8 Voir le document 476./See Document 476.
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13. DEA/9233-40

Note du chef de la Direction européenne
pour le sous-secrétaire d’Etat adjoint aux Affaires extérieures

Memorandum from Head, European Division,
to Assistant Under-Secretary of State for External Affairs

CONFIDENTIAL [Ottawa], November 8, 1951

CANADIAN REPRESENTATION IN PORTUGAL

Attached is a copy of Despatch No. 36 of October 26th from the Acting Consul
General in Lisbon, reporting recent pressure tactics employed by the Portuguese
Ministry of Foreign Affairs, which would appear to be designed to hasten our deci-
sion on diplomatic representation at Lisbon. According to Mr. Glass, the Secretary
General has informed him that the present modus operandi could not under any
circumstances continue, since it is against all diplomatic tradition and procedure,
and that while matters presently outstanding, particularly the Visa Modification
Agreement, could be carried to a conclusion by the Consulate, thereafter another
channel would have to be used.

2. Mr. Glass requests our instructions as to future communications with the Por-
tuguese authorities and asks whether, until more permanent means are decided
upon, use should be made of the British Embassy.

3. It is unfortunate that this rather crude manoeuvre should have occurred at just
this time, since the Portuguese authorities may get the impression, if a favourable
decision is made in the near future on diplomatic representation in Portugal, that it
was in some way related to their virtual ultimatum. With reference to the request
for instructions, I assume that it would be best to delay a reply until we see whether
a Cabinet decision is likely to be forthcoming in the near future. If the decision is
not unduly delayed, and is favourable, I should imagine that the Portuguese Minis-
try of Foreign Affairs might be persuaded to hold their fire in view of the impend-
ing regularization of our position in Lisbon.’

J.B.C. WIATKINS]

 Note marginale :/Marginal note:
Agree. Submission has gone to Cabinet for authority to change status of our Consulate General to
diplomatic mission & accredit [William F.A.] Turgeon. H.O.M{oran].
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[PIECE JOINTE/ENCLOSURE]

Le consul général par intérim au Portugal
au secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures

Acting Consul General in Portugal
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

DESPATCH 36 [Lisbon], October 26, 1951

CONFIDENTIAL

CANADIAN REPRESENTATION IN PORTUGAL

Yesterday, the Count of Tovar, Secretary General of the Portuguese Ministry of
Foreign Affairs requested my presence at the Ministry. Upon arriving there I
learned that he wished to discuss the question of Canada’s representation in
Portugal.

2. He commenced by saying that for some time past Portugal had been most
desirous of entering into formal diplomatic relations with Canada which desire had
been intensified since both countries are members of NATO. He said that Mr. Paulo
Cunha, Portuguese Minister of Foreign Affairs had, when in Ottawa attending the
NATO Conference, broached the subject with the Canadian Authorities and had
been promised consideration and an early decision. He is disappointed that no reply
has yet been received.

3. Count Tovar then said that the present modus operandi could not under any
circumstances continue; that to give to a Consul access to the Ministry of Foreign
Affairs and to accept from him communications from his Government was against
all diplomatic tradition and procedure. He assured me that there was nothing per-
sonal in the decision, that indeed the contacts had been both pleasant and, he admit-
ted, convenient but the Portuguese Government was determined to revert to a
strictly formal Diplomatic relationship. He stated that so far as he was aware there
had never been a parallel in the history of Portugal and certainly never had such
privileges been extended to a Consul as I have enjoyed during the past four years.
He also said that Portugal could not remain in such an anomalous position in the
face of the decision taken by the Vatican concerning Mr. Marion Taylor and the
refusal to give recognition to a new Personal Representative of Mr. Truman.

4. I reminded him that the Portuguese Consul in Montreal enjoyed facilities at
least the equivalent of mine and pointed out also that with the ever increasing num-
ber of international bodies on which Canada is represented there was difficulty in
finding trained senior officers to fill existing diplomatic posts. His reply was that
the Portuguese Government did not wish to create any difficulties nor to place
obstacles in the way of intercourse between the two Governments and would gladly
accept any means of communication Canada might adopt providing such means
follow the traditional channels of diplomacy.

5. Count Tovar also referred to our request for “the usual courtesies and privi-
leges” on behalf of Mr. Birkett, Canadian Government Trade Commissioner in
Johannesburg, whose territory includes Mozambique. This was the subject of my
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Notet to the Ministry of the 22nd of January of this year and to which no reply has
been received. He said that Portugal did not and could not officially recognize these
hitherto unknown titles particularly as normal practice was to appoint Consuls. I
explained the development and functions of Trade Commissioners and mentioned
their acceptance in various countries including Spain where the Trade Commis-
sioner enjoys full diplomatic regalia. His reply was that it was up to each country to
decide but that Portugal was determined to follow traditional diplomatic procedure.

6. He agreed that matters presently outstanding, particularly the Visa Modifica-
tion Agreement, could be carried to conclusion by the Consulate but thereafter
another channel would have to be used.

7. You may recall that in my annual reports I have more than once referred to the
nature of our relationship with the Ministry for Foreign Affairs and sounded a note
of warning that it might one day come to an end as it was so entirely foreign to the
Portuguese who are the very breath of Protocol.

8. I would appreciate your instructions as to future communications with the Por-
tuguese Authorities and if, until more permanent means are decided upon, I should
make use of the British Embassy.

LESTER S. GLASS

14. PCO

Note du secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures
pour le Cabinet

Memorandum from Secretary of State for External Affairs
to Cabinet

CABINET DOCUMENT NoO. 300-51 Ottawa, November 12, 1951
SECRET

DIPLOMATIC REPRESENTATION IN PORTUGAL

1. Canada has had since December 1945 a Consulate-General in Lisbon, Portu-
gal, under the supervision of a Trade Commissioner, who has had the designation
of Acting Consul-General. Since October 1947, Portugal has been represented in
Canada by a Consul-General in Montreal. Portugal proposed an exchange of diplo-
matic missions early in 1947, but was informed that, because of shortages of
trained personnel, Canada would not be able to act upon the suggestion. During the
recent North Atlantic Council Meeting in Ottawa, the Portuguese Foreign Minister
urged that Canada and Portugal proceed to an early exchange of diplomatic mis-
sions. A similar and more recent approach has been made to the Acting Consul-
General by the Secretary-General of the Portuguese Ministry of Foreign Affairs.

2. In evaluating the importance of establishing some form of diplomatic represen-
tation in Portugal, primary consideration should be given to the fact that Portugal is
the only one of the North Atlantic Treaty nations with which Canada has not
exchanged diplomatic representatives. On political grounds, therefore, it would
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seem advisable that this renewed request of the Government of Portugal be met as
soon as possible.

3. From a point of view of commerce, the preservation and development of the
Portuguese market for Canadian fish and other natural products is of considerable
importance. Our Acting Consul-General and Trade Commissioner has stated on a
number of occasions that he has been handicapped in his trade promotion work
because of his non-diplomatic status.

4. It is, therefore, recommended that:

(i) the status of the Canadian Consulate-General in Lisbon be raised to that of a
diplomatic mission;

(ii) the Canadian Ambassador to Ireland be also appointed and accredited Head
of the Canadian Mission in Portugal. If this recommendation is approved, it would
be the intention to have the Canadian Ambassador to Ireland spend three or four
months in a year in Portugal. During the absence of the Head of Mission, it is
proposed that, for the present, the office remain under the supervision of the Trade
Commissioner. It is thought that this arrangement will satisfactorily meet the
wishes of the Portuguese Government while at the same time providing us with
adequate diplomatic representation at minimum cost in money and personnel;

(iii) this Department be authorized, to increase its establishment to provide the
necessary additional supporting staff which will result from this change in Can-
ada’s representation in Portugal, and to provide in its Estimates for the expenses of
maintaining this office.!®

BROOKE CLAXTON
for Secretary of State
for External Affairs

SECTION C

YOUGOSLAVIE
YUGOSLAVIA

15. PCO/Vol. 142

Note du sous-secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures
pour le premier ministre

Memorandum from Under-Secretary of State for External Affairs
to Prime Minister

CONFIDENTIAL [Ottawa}, June 27, 1951

APPOINTMENT OF AMBASSADOR TO YUGOSLAVIA

Some time ago my Minister spoke to you of his intention to recommend
appointment to Belgrade of our present Ambassador to Brazil, Scott Macdonald. At

1o Approuvé par le Cabinet le 15 novembre 1951./Approved by Cabinet, November 15, 1951.
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the time the appointment was made (in accordance with our practice of assimilating
wherever possible the title and status of all our Heads of Mission) the Canadian
Legation in Belgrade and the Yugoslav Legation in Ottawa would become
Embassies.

All of the preliminary arrangements and formalities having now been completed
it is desired to announce Macdonald’s appointment. Macdonald is leaving Brazil in
the first week of July and will proceed to Belgrade in September.

Would you be good enough to mention the appointment in Cabinet in the next
day or two so that announcement may be made immediately thereafter.!! 12

AD.P. HEENEY]

3¢ PARTIE/PART 3

PASSEPORTS POUR LES COMMUNISTES
PASSPORTS FOR COMMUNISTS

16. PCO
Extrait des conclusions du Cabinet

Extract from Cabinet Conclusions

Topr SECRET [Ottawa), January 24, 1951

SECURITY; POSSIBLE MEASURES IN CONNECTION WITH
CITIZENSHIP, IMMIGRATION AND TRAVEL

28. The Minister of Citizenship and Immigration, referring to discussion at the
meeting of November 22nd, 1950, said that an interdepartmental committee had
been considering possible measures that might be taken, if desired, to deal with
Communists and Communist sympathizers so far as citizenship, immigration and
travel were concerned. With regard to naturalization, the committee thought that no
change in policy was necessary but that in a public statement it be made clear that
citizenship would not be granted to Communists or Communist sympathizers. The
committee recommended that there be a discretionary power to revoke the citizen-
ship of naturalized Canadians for residence of two years (rather than six) in the
country of which the naturalized person was formerly a national, and that the provi-
sion for revocation on grounds of disaffection or disloyalty be broadened. It was
also recommended that revocation of citizenship be possible for all categories of
citizens, whether by birth or naturalization, in cases where there had been an oath
or affirmation or other formal declaration of allegiance to a foreign state. These
recommendations appeared to be desirable. So far as disaffection and disloyalty
were concerned, it would not be desirable to leave it entirely to the discretion of the

! Note marginale :/Marginal note:
Agreed. |L.] St. L{aurent]
'2 Approuvé par le Cabinet le 27 juin 1951./Approved by Cabinet, June 27, 1951.
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Minister to determine whether a person in Canada had been disloyal or disaffected.
It would be desirable to provide, in the case of persons in Canada, that revocation
take place only after conviction by a court of law for sedition, espionage, treason or
any other offence involving disaffection or disloyalty. This would be broader than
the present provision.

With regard to immigration entry and deportation there would be provisions
included in amending legislation that would be presented for introduction at the
forthcoming session. The policy on immigration entry appeared sufficiently strict at
present but the statutory provisions needed amendment. As to deportation, the diffi-
culties of carrying it out had to be considered and it appeared that the recommenda-
tions of the committee might be somewhat too broad.

29. The Secretary of State for External Affairs pointed out that the committee
made a number of recommendations concerning travel to the U.S.S.R. and satellite
countries. It would be useful if these could be examined by members of the Cabinet
and considered at a later meeting. As to the form of passports, it was recommended
that the “prayer for safe conduct” be deleted. This appeared to be desirable.

An explanatory memorandum was circulated.
(Memorandum, Secretary to the Cabinet, Jan. 23 — Cab. Doc. 24-51)}

30. The Cabinet, after discussion, noted the comments of the Minister of Citizen-
ship and Immigration and the Secretary of State for External Affairs concerning
suggested measures directed at Communists in connection with citizenship, immi-
gration and travel, and agreed:

(a) that draft legislation be prepared for amendment of the Canadian Citizenship
Act and the Immigration Act along the lines indicated by the Minister of Citizen-
ship and Immigration, the legislation to be considered at a subsequent meeting;

(b) that the Department of External Affairs consider what revision of the form of
Canadian passports would be desirable to eliminate the “prayer for safe conduct”
and to take into account the amendments to be made to the Citizenship Act; and

(c) that consideration be given at a subsequent meeting to proposals relating to
travel to the U.S.S.R. and satellite countries.

17. PCO
Extrait des conclusions du Cabinet

Extract from Cabinet Conclusions

ToP SECRET [Ottawa], March 8, 1951

TRAVEL BY CANADIAN COMMUNISTS

5. The Secretary of State for External Affairs, referring to the discussions at the
meeting on January 24th, 1951, said that, in consultation with other interested
authorities, his department had given further consideration to possible restrictions
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on travel by Canadian communists. It was now considered that to refuse passports
to a list of communists which might be regarded as a list of those likely to be
interned in the event of war would not in fact prevent their reaching the Soviet
Union and satellite countries, would indicate to the communist organization which
persons are earmarked for internment, and would involve a new principle that was
open to objections. Again, to require communists to secure a permit to travel
behind the “iron curtain” would be embarrassing since it would result in their
travelling with express permission of the government. It therefore appeared that the
disadvantages of taking action directed specifically at the travel of communists
would outweigh the advantages.

It seemed desirable, however, to take steps which would permit the government
to keep itself informed of movements of Canadian communists. To this end, he
recommended that the passport regulations be revised to require all holders of
Canadian passports, before travelling to the U.S.S.R. or satellite countries, to
inform the Department of External Affairs of their intention to undertake such
travel and of the length and purpose of their visit and, upon entry to such countries,
to give notice to the Canadian, or if appropriate, United Kingdom diplomatic mis-
sion of their arrival and, later, of their intention to depart. The regulations might
provide that the penalty for non-compliance with these procedures would be can-
cellation of the passports of offenders. Such regulations, by requiring communist
travellers to indicate their movements, might inhibit their freedom of action to
some extent. The new requirement could be explained as designed to make it easier
for the government to give diplomatic protection to Canadian travellers in the
countries in question.

It would also be advantageous to take further administrative action whereby the
R.C.M. Police would notify the security authorities of a friendly country whenever
they learned that a Canadian communist was planning to visit such a country. This
would enable the authorities of that country to refuse entry to the traveller.

The proposal to remove from Canadian passports the present “prayer for safe
conduct” in the name of the King was under discussion with the U.K. authorities.

(External Affairs memorandum to Minister, March 7, 1951)}

6. The Prime Minister thought that the proposed arrangement for notification of
security authorities in friendly countries of travel by known communists should be
reciprocal.

7. The Cabinet, after further discussion:

(a) approved in principle the proposals of the Secretary of State for External
Affairs for the revision of the passport regulations with a view to enabling the gov-
ernment to keep itself informed of the travel of Canadian communists to the Soviet
Union and satellite countries, it being understood that, when drafted, the proposed
regulations would be submitted for consideration;

(b) approved the Minister’s proposal for notification, to the security authorities of

friendly countries, of expected visits of Canadian communists, on the understand-
ing that this arrangement would be reciprocal; and,
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(c) noted the Minister’s report that the question of the removal from Canadian
passports of the present “prayer for safe conduct” was under discussion with the
United Kingdom.

18. PCO
Extrait des conclusions du Cabinet

Extract from Cabinet Conclusions

TOP SECRET [Ottawa], May 24, 1951

CANADIAN PASSPORT REGULATIONS: ARTICLE RE TRAVEL TO US.S.R.
AND SATELLITE COUNTRIES IN EUROPE

11. The Secretary of State for External Affairs, referring to the discussion at the
meeting on March 8th, 1951, when approval in principle had been given to modifi-
cation of the passport regulations to enable the government to keep itself informed
of the travel of Canadian communists to the Soviet Union and satellite countries in
Europe, submitted for approval a draft article for inclusion in these regulations.
This had been drafted on the lines contemplated at the earlier meeting and included
provision for a notice to travellers regarding such visits. The U.K. Foreign Office
had indicated that it was prepared to have its posts abroad provide information that
came to their attention with regard to Canadians visiting these countries.

An explanatory memorandum was circulated.
(Minister’s memorandum, May 22, 1951 — Cab. Doc. 151-51)t

12. The Cabinet, after discussion, approved for inclusion in the Canadian Pass-
port Regulations, as proposed by the Secretary of State for External Affairs, the
text of an article which would enable the government to keep itself informed of
travel by holders of Canadian passports to the Soviet Union and satellite countries
in Europe, and agreed that this article be published in the Canada Gazette and that
copies of the notice to travellers, referred to in the article, be given to all applicants
for passport facilities.!?

1 Publié¢ dans Gazette du Canada, le 30 juin 1951, Outawa : Imprimeur du Roi, 1951, p. 1817.
Published in Canada Gazette, June 30, 1951, Ottawa: King’s Printer, 1951, p. 1781.
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CONFLIT COREEN
KOREAN CONFLICT

PREMIERE PARTIE/PART 1

COMITE DU CESSEZ-LE-FEU
CEASE-FIRE COMMITTEE

19. DEA/50069-A-40

Le représentant permanent aupres des Nations Unies
au secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures

Permanent Representative to United Nations
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

TELEGRAM 5§ New York, January 4, 1951

CONFIDENTIAL. IMPORTANT.
Repeat Washington No. 4.

KOREA

1. The Political Committee of the General Assembly met yesterday (3 January) at
10.45 a.m. and received the report of the Cease-Fire Group' which was presented
by Sir Benegal Rau.? In an air-mail letter yesterday to the Under-Secretary 1 am
sending a copy of this report. After hearing the report and after some debate, the
Political Committee adjourned for forty-eight hours until 10.45 a.m., Friday, 5th
January.

2. Prior to the meeting of the Political Committee the Cease-Fire Group held an
informal meeting with the United States delegation, at the request of the latter. In
reply to a question from Gross, the members of the Group informed him that their
report would be of a purely factual nature and would not contain recommendations.
Gross then said that he understood Austin would wish to speak at the meeting of
the political Committee. In the opinion of the United States delegation it would be
insufficient for the Political Committee merely to meet, receive a report of failure
from the Cease-Fire Group, and then adjourn without any discussion. The United
States delegation considered this would be inadequate in view of the all-out Chi-

! Au sujet des activités du Comité du cessez-le-feu, voir aussi/On the activities of the Cease-Fire Com-
mittee, see also L.B. Pearson, Mike: The Memoirs of the Rt. Hon. Lester B. Pearson, Volume II:
1948-1957, Toronto: University of Toronto Press, 1973, pp. 279-314.

2 Voir Canada, ministére des Affaires extérieures, Documents sur la Crise coréenne, Ottawa :
Imprimeur du Roi, 1951, pp. 21-31.

See Canada, Department of External Affairs, Documents on the Korean Crisis, Ottawa: King’s
Printer, 1951, pp. 19-28.
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nese attack now taking place below the 38th Parallel. Gross said that Austin’s state-
ment would be short and of a general nature, and would emphasize the gravity of
the situation and the necessity for unity within the free world. The members of the
Group indicated that they did not consider that they were in a position to dissuade
any delegation from speaking on their report if such a delegation were ready to do
s0.

3. When the meeting of the Political Committee opened the first speaker was
Rau, who read out the report of the Cease-Fire Group. He emphasized the purely
factual nature of the report. He also stressed that, despite this initial failure, the
United Nations must continue to make every effort to bring about an end of the
hostilities.

4. The next speaker was Malik, who made a vituperative propaganda attack on
the United States in which he repeated all the former Soviet allegations regarding
United States aggression in Korea and the atrocities committed by the United
States forces as well as the “Syngman Rhee hangmen”. He also remarked that the
people of Western Europe, as well as the people of Asia, must now realize that they
were only regarded as cannon fodder by the United States militarists. He concluded
by proposing that the First Committee should see a film concerning alleged United
States atrocities in Korea which was in the possession of the Soviet delegation.

5. Austin replied in a generally restrained and dignified manner, considering the
provocation given him by Malik. He commended the efforts of the Cease-Fire
Group. He said that the constant ignoring and rebuffing of these efforts by the Chi-
nese Communists left no doubt as to where the blame lay for the failure to reach a
cease-fire. He said that the large-scale offensive across the 38th Parallel being
undertaken by the Chinese Communist forces “compounds the original aggression”
and that the free world must consider what the next step should be, in view of this
new situation. He emphasized that the United Nations must demonstrate that the
free world was united in resisting aggression, and that the United Nations troops
must remain in Korea. He also said, however, that the door should be held open for
every attempt to find an “honourable solution”. He concluded by saying that the
Committee should adjourn for a short period to permit representatives time to study
the Cease-Fire Group’s report and in order to allow consultation in an atmosphere
of “fresh air” as distinct from the “polluted atmosphere” created by Malik’s
statement.

6. The Norwegian representative, Sunde, then asked the Cease-Fire Group
whether they had given consideration to the formulation of principles underlying
the negotiation of outstanding issues, which could be put into effect if a cease-fire
were achieved. This intervention by Sunde was really an “arranged question”, as
the members of the Cease-Fire Group had asked him, prior to the meeting, to
address such a question to them.

7. Mr. Pearson then replied on behalf of the Cease-Fire Group and assured the
Committee that the Group had given serious consideration to the formulation of
such principles. He emphasized, however, that the cease-fire must come first,
before any such principles could be acted upon. He said that at a later stage the
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Cease-Fire Group might be able to inform the Committee of their views on these
principles for negotiation, but that they were not at present in a position to do so.

8. Jebb then made a short intervention in reply to Malik and also moved the
adjournment of the Committee for a period of forty-eight hours in order to allow
representatives time to study the Cease-Fire Group’s report. After a short discus-
sion this motion for adjournment was adopted by a vote of 46 in favour, 5 against,
and 7 abstentions. The Soviet bloc opposed the motion, claiming that the Commit-
tee should take up the previously submitted Soviet resolution on this question. Mr.
Pearson abstained on the motion, as did the other members of the Cease-Fire
Group.

9. A report on negotiations preceding the meeting is being given in separate tele-
grams from Mr. Pearson.

20. DEA/50069-A-40

Le représentant permanent aupreés des Nations Unies
au secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures

Permanent Representative to United Nations
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

TELEGRAM 6 New York, January 4, 1951

SECRET. IMPORTANT.
Repeat Washington No. 5.

CEASE FIRE FOR KOREA

Following from Pearson, Begins: I met with Entezam and Rau on Tuesday, both
morning and afternoon, to put in final form the report of the Cease Fire Group. A
copy of the report as finally presented has been sent to you by airmail. In preparing
the final draft, I was anxious to incorporate wording which would indicate that the
Cease Fire Group regarded as a satisfactory basis for discussion the suggestions
which had been put forward by the Unified Command. I wished also to have the
report make clear the fact that responsibility for our inability to make a recommen-
dation rested with the Chinese authorities in Peking. On both these points Rau was
cooperative. Although, in the end, the wording which he was prepared to accept in
regard to the second point was not as strong as I proposed, I think the object I had
in mind has been secured.

2. During our meeting in the morning, we agreed on all parts of the report except
the concluding paragraph. When we came to consider the last paragraph, Rau said
that he wished to report on conversations he had had during the week-end with
Malik of the U.S.S.R. and with Gross. As a result of a meeting of Asian states, he
and Fawzi Bey had called on Malik to determine if possible the attitude of the
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Soviet delegation to the second Asian resolution.® He said they had been received
with the customary Soviet statements about American imperialist aggression, but in
the end Malik had not said clearly that the Soviet delegation would oppose a reso-
lution along the lines of the second Asian resolution. As a result of his conversation
withh Gross, who had indicated again the extent to which the United States was
prepared to go in committing itself to the general terms of a Far Eastern settlement,
Rau had considered the possibility of preparing a statement of principles on which
a settlement might be based, in which both sides could acquiesce, and which might
be added to the report of the Cease Fire Group. The text of these principles, in a
revised form, is given in my immediately following teletype. As Rau first showed
them to us, they were at some points dangerously ambiguous, and they were also
based rather too obviously on the assumption that large scale fighting would not be
renewed in Korea.

3. I told Rau that, provided it was made clear that the Group realized the immi-
nence of renewed fighting in Korea, and the effect that a new Chinese offensive
would have on all proposals for a cease fire and subsequent negotiation, and subject
to some revision in the language, I thought there might be a good deal of merit in
his suggestion. It was agreed that during the lunch-hour, 1 should sound out the
Americans, and that I should also do some work on the text of Rau’s statement of
principles.

4. I saw Gross and Ross during lunch and showed them a copy of the draft report
as it stood. I also gave them the opportunity to comment on the draft, and two or
three suggestions they made were subsequently incorporated. I then discussed with
them the question of tactics and found them apparently genuinely concerned on the
one hand to keep the way open for a negotiated settlement in the Far East, without
on the other rendering ineffective the principles of collective security. I then raised
with them the question of attaching a statement of principles which might underlie
a settlement once a cease fire had been agreed upon, along the lines which had been
discussed by the Group in the morning. I indicated the points which it was thought
might be included in such a statement, and in some cases suggested the actual
wording. I found them quite receptive to this idea, and subject to certain revisions,
they thought the proposal might be helpful.

5. When the Cease Fire Group met again in the afternoon, we revised the pro-
posed statement of principles and agreed upon an introductory passage indicating
that the principles would have to be considered in the light of the military situation.
At this point Rau said that he could not agree to adding the statement of principles
to the report without consulting his Government. Since Mr. Nehru was in the air en
route to London, it would be impossible for him to get instructions before the First
Committee met on Wednesday. We therefore had to agree to submit the report with-

* La seconde résolution sur I’ Asie (Document de I'ONU, A/C.1/642) ne faisait pas mention d’un ces-
sez-le-feu en Corée, mais demandait la tenue d’une conférence des pays intéressés afin de trouver un
reglement pacifique aux conflits de I'Extréme-Orient, conformément aux principes des Nations
Unies.

The second Asian resolution (U.N. Document A/C.1/642) did not mention a cease-fire in Korea, but
called for a conference of interested nations to seek a peaceful settlement of the issues in the Far East
in accordance with U.N. purposes and principles.
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out referring the proposed statement of principles, but Rau said that he might be in
a position to subscribe to them at a later stage in the discussion.

6. Partly as a result of discussions on Tuesday evening with representatives of
smaller states contributing to the United Nations effort in Korea, reported on in a
separate telegram, 1 was able to carry one stage further the suggestion for a State-
ment of principles when the Political Committee met Wednesday moming. I
arranged with Sunde of Norway to ask whether, during its consideration of a cease
fire, the Group had given any consideration to the principles which might underlie
negotiations for a settlement following a cease fire. I had already agreed with Rau
that in reply to such a question, I could indicate that some consideration had been
given to such principles, and that the Group might be prepared at a later stage to
suggest them if they still seemed relevant in the light of the situation in Korea. I
had also gone over the revised statement of principles with Gross. I consequently
replied to Sunde’s question in the manner indicated, and matters were left in this
position when the Political Committee adjourned until Friday afternoon.

7. In all these discussions, the primary consideration was the desirability of
exhausting the possibilities of conciliation, to the satisfaction in particular of the
Asian states, before proceeding to a resolution condemning the Chinese as aggres-
sors, and to do so in a manner that would not be made ludicrous by the develop-
ment of a major military offensive in Korea. The Americans, for obvious reasons,
were anxious that neither the Political Committee nor their delegation should
appear to be dilatory in the face of Chinese aggression. On the other hand, they
seemed conscious of the desirability of being assured of as much support as possi-
ble for subsequent Assembly action in regard to Korea. A number of proposals for
keeping alive the possibility of negotiation were already under consideration,
including the second Asian resolution, and the Israeli proposal which had mean-
while been put in the form of a draft resolution. It seemed to me that, by adding to
the Cease Fire Group’s report the statement of principles to which I have referred,
and by having this statement communicated to the Chinese by the President, it
would be possible to carry through its final stage the conciliatory process which so
many different elements in the Assembly seemed to desire. If, therefore, Rau
receives clearance from Nehru, and if the circumstances are not wholly
unfavourable, it may be possible for the Group on Friday to put forward the state-
ment of principles given in my immediately following teletype. Ends.
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21. DEA/50069-A-40

Le représentant permanent aupreés des Nations Unies
au secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures

Permanent Representative to United Nations
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

TELEGRAM 7 New York, January 4, 1951

SECRET. IMPORTANT.
Repeat Washington No. 6.

CEASE FIRE FOR KOREA

Following from Pearson, Begins: With reference to my immediately preceding tele-
type, the following is the text of statement of principles, text begins:

In preparing its report, the Group recognized that the situation in Korea might
quickly change in such a manner that further consideration of a cease-fire in the
immediate future would be impracticable. Nevertheless, it seems worthwhile to
state or re-state certain principles for the peaceful settlement of the Korean
question.

1. The object of a cease-fire is to prevent needless destruction of life and property
while other steps are being taken to restore peace. No cease fire arrangement can be
called satisfactory unless it contains adequate safeguards for securing that it will
not be used for mounting a new offensive.

2. If a cease fire occurs in Korea as a result of a formal arrangement or, indeed,
as a result of a lull in hostilities pending some such arrangement, advantage should
be taken of it to pursue consideration of the further steps to be taken for the restora-
tion of peace.

3. The General Assembly has already decided, unanimously, that Korea is to be a
unified, independent, democratic sovereign state with a constitution and a Govern-
ment based on free popular election.

4. This will necessitate the withdrawal by appropriate stages of all armed forces
from Korea and the creation by the United Nations of machinery whereby the
Korean people can express their own free will.

5. Interim arrangements by the United Nations for the administration of Korea
and the maintenance of peace and security therein will be necessary pending the
establishment of the new Government.

6. The Governments of the U.S.A. and the United Kingdom have already
announced (December 8th, 1950) that they would seek, with the Soviet and Peking
Governments, through whatever channels that may be open to them a peaceful set-
tlement of existing issues.* The General Assembly might therefore set up an appro-
priate body, including the representatives of these four Governments, to make

* Voir/See: Public Papers of the Presidents of the United States: Harry S. Truman, 1951, Washington:
U.S. Government Printing Office, 1965, pp. 738-740.
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recommendations for the carrying out of the above purposes and for the peaceful
settlement of all other existing issues affecting the Far East. Text ends. Ends.

22, DEA/50069-A-40

Le représentant permanent auprés des Nations Unies
au secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures

Permanent Representative to United Nations
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

TELEGRAM § New York, January 4, 1951

SECRET. IMPORTANT.
Repeat Washington No. 7.

CEASE FIRE FOR KOREA

Following from Pearson, Begins: At dinner Tuesday evening in the Canadian Club,
I met informally the representatives of a number of smaller states which have made
actual contributions to the United Nations effort in Korea. Besides Riddell and
myself, the following were present: Sunde of Norway, Kyrou of Greece, Shann of
Australia, Sarper of Turkey, Langenhove of Belgium, Grafstrom of Sweden,
Berendsen of New Zealand, Lopez of the Philippines, Jooste of South Africa, Von
Balluseck of the Netherlands. Prince Wan of Thailand was invited but could not
accept, and we were unable to get in touch with his alternate here.

2. This occasion had the very good effect of bringing up to date on recent devel-
opments a group of representatives who quite rightly feel that their countries have a
considerable stake in the Korean operation and who have been somewhat neglected
in recent consultations. I told them quite frankly that 1 thought they had a good deal
more interest in a cease fire than some representatives who recently had come for-
ward as negotiators, and that I was very conscious of the desirability of keeping
them adequately informed. I gave them a full account of our report, of the negotia-
tions which had accompanied it, and of the United States position vis-2-vis the
Cease Fire Group in regard to the situation which would develop following the
submission of our report. They seemed to appreciate this very much.

3. The discussion was very free and prolonged, and I had the feeling that a good
deal of suppressed emotion amongst the group present was finding release. In gen-
eral, opinion seemed on the surface to vary widely from Berendsen at the one
extreme who took a strong line against any hint of appeasement, and said it would
be preferable to be driven in defeat from Korea than to compromise with the inter-
national criminal, to Sunde who said that, if the Chinese would make it possible to
hold honest elections in Korea no matter what the result, he would be prepared to
accept the Peking regime as representing China at United Nations. Beneath these
divergencies, however, there was a wide measure of agreement on the necessity of
reconciling as far as possible the following objectives:

(a) A war with China must be avoided;
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(b) Before proceeding to charge Communist China with aggression, as many peo-
ple as possible must be convinced that no reasonable chance remains of settlement
by negotiation. Since whatever effect the condemnation may have will probably
derive from its moral force, wide support is essential, especially amongst Asian
states;

(c) A full scale offensive in Korea will make it necessary to proceed quickly with
a resolution naming the Communist Chinese as aggressors;

(d) If the Chinese are to be named as aggressors, we must have a clear under-
standing with the Americans as to the consequences in further Assembly action of
this step;

(e) As far as possible, the integrity of the collective defence system must be
preserved.

4, Towards the end of the evening I gave the group some idea of the proposal for
a statement of principles which might underlie negotiations following a cease fire.
They showed great interest in this suggestion, which they considered preferable to
the second Asian resolution or the Israeli proposal as a method of making concrete
the offer to withdraw from Korea and negotiate a settlement of other problems.’ As
a consequence of their interest and encouragement, I made arrangements with Rau
and Sunde, referred to in another telegram, to give the Political Committee on
Wednesday a suggestion that a statement of principles might be forthcoming. Ends.

23. DEA/50069-A-40

Le représentant permanent auprés des Nations Unies
au secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures

Permanent Representative to United Nations
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

TELEGRAM 17 New York, January 5, 1951

SECRET. IMMEDIATE.
Repeat Washington No. 12; London No. 45.

> La résolution provisoire du 2 janvier 1951, présentée par les Israéliens, proposait six étapes (un ces-
sez-le-feu, I’affirmation des objectifs des Nations Unies en Corée, la participation de la Chine aux
travaux de la Commission des Nations Unies pour Iunification et le relevement de la Corée, le retrait
progressif des forces non coréennes, le redressement et la reconstruction ainsi qu’une garantie de la
Chine et de I’'ONU pour la reconstitution d’un Etat en Corée); par la suite, on étudierait toutes les
questions touchant aux relations entre 1a Chine et les Nations Unies afin d’en venir 2 un accord en
Corée.
The Israeli draft resolution of January 2, 1951 recommended six steps (a cease-fire, the affirmation of
U.N. objectives in Korea, participation of the People’s Replublic of China (P.R.C.) in the work of the
United Nations Commission for Unification and Rehabilitation of Korea, the progressive withdrawal
of non-Korean forces, rehabilitation and reconstruction, and a U.N.-P.R.C. guarantee to the reconsti-
tuted State of Korea) to be followed by consideration of all questions affecting relations between the
P.R.C. and U.N. toward reaching a settlement in Korea.
Voir/See United States, Department of State, Foreign Relations of the United States (FRUS), 1951,
Volume V11, Washington: Government Printing Office, 1983, p. 16fn.
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Following for Mr. St. Laurent from Pearson, Begins: You will by now have seen
my telegrams to Ottawa of January 4th giving an account of the way in which a
draft statement of principles concerning a Far Eastern settlement came under con-
sideration in the Cease Fire Group. Current text of this proposed statement is given
in my immediately following teletype.

2. United States delegation, which is under great pressure from public opinion
here to proceed in United Nations to action of some kind against Chinese Commu-
nists, have agreed, though only after considerable persuasion, to concur in an inter-
mediate step along the lines of the draft statement of principles. I have explained to
them that the main purpose of statement would be to demonstrate conclusively that
offer to settle Far Eastern issues by negotiation was sincere and had been made on
unequivocal terms, and they agree that this objective is worth pursuing. It will,
however, be difficult for them, in the light of public reaction to events in Korea, to
acquiesce in a prolonged delay before proceeding to the next stage in the Political
Committee. My own feeling is that it would be unfair to the United States, and
indeed inexpedient from every point of view, to delay beyond Monday without
either putting forward our statement of principles or, alternatively, admitting that it
is impossible for us to do so.

3. For these reasons, I hope that there will not be an effort in London either to
hold Political Committee in suspense while the merits of our principles are being
scrutinized in detail, or, alternatively, to substitute for them some other course of
action. I think quite frankly that the reality of the situation here will make it diffi-
cult to delay action of one kind or another beyond Monday. If we try to do so, the
United States delegation may be forced to withdraw its agreement to support any
intermediate stage, and may proceed at once to a resolution condemning Commu-
nist Chinese as aggressors. Ends.

24. DEA/50069-A-40

Le représentant permanent auprés des Nations Unies
au secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures

Permanent Representative to United Nations
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

TELEGRAM 18 New York, January 5, 1951

SECRET. IMMEDIATE.

Repeat Washington No. 13; London No. 47.

Following for Mr. St. Laurent from Pearson, Begins: Reference my immediately

preceding teletype.

Following is copy of current text of proposed statement of principles. Text begins:
“The following stages should be progressively achieved from cease-fire in

Korea to a peaceful settlement by discussion and negotiation of Far Eastern

problems.
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1. Cease-fire in Korea. The object of such a cease-fire is to prevent needless
destruction of life and property while other steps are being taken to restore peace.
No cease-fire arrangement can be called satisfactory unless it contains adequate
safeguards, under United Nations auspices, for securing that it will not be used for
mounting a new offensive.

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

3. The General Assembly has already decided, unanimously, that Korea is to be a
unified, independent, democratic sovereign State with a constitution and Govern-
ment based on free popular elections. This will necessitate the withdrawal, by
appropriate stages, of all non-Korean armed forces from Korea and the creation by
the United Nations of machinery whereby the Korean people can express their own
free will in respect of their future Government.

4. Pending the completion of the stages referred to in the preceding paragraph,
interim arrangements will be made by the United Nations for the administration of
Korea and the maintenance of peace and security there.

5. The Governments of the United States and the United Kingdom have already
announced (on December 8th, 1950) that they would seek with the Soviet and
Peking Governments through whatever channel that may be open to them a peace-
ful settlement of existing issues. The General Assembly should, therefore, set up an
appropriate body, which would include the representatives of these four Govern-
ments, with a view to achieving such a settlement for issues affecting the Far East.”
Text ends. Message ends.

25. DEA/50069-A-40

L’ambassadeur aux Etats-Unis
au secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures

Ambassador in United States
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

TELEGRAM WA-52 Washington, January 5, 1951

TOP SECRET
Repeat Permdel No. 11.

MILITARY SITUATION IN KOREA

1. At a meeting of Commonwealth Ambassadors at the British Embassy this
morning General Sir Neil Ritchie outlined the military situation. His information
was derived from Pentagon sources, but he had made some interesting calculations
of his own.

2. He said that the best way of estimating the relative strength of the opposing
forces was to discard listing them by armies, corps and divisions and to calculate in
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term of brigade groups or regimental combat teams. He reckoned that a Korean
division (either North or R.0.K.) equalled a combat team. In this way he reached
the conclusion that the identified enemy forces now in Korea amounted to 58 bri-
gade groups and the United Nations forces to 35, made up of 22 United States, 9
R.OK. and 4 others.

3. He went on to say that the diagonal line across the peninsula to which the
United Nations forces are retiring was about 130 miles in length as compared with
a front of 135 miles in the perimeter protecting Pusan late last summer. On the
United Nations side there were now in the forward areas forces equal to 21 brigade
groups (10 United States, 2 British, 1 Turk and 8 ROK). There is a strong reserve,
mainly composed of the tenth corps, comprising 12 United States brigade groups, 1
ROK and 1 other in effective strength. He spoke particularly highly of the Marine
division in the reserve.

4. He commented that fighting since the new attack on January Ist was “a tidy
battle” proceeding along pre-determined plans on the United Nations side and with
little confusion, except perhaps on the right flank where there is considerable
trouble with infiltration.

5. I felt that General Ritchie was not speaking his full mind at the meeting about
the prospects. After it Franks told me privately that Ritchie was much more troub-
led about the prospects than he had appeared to be and considered it doubtful
whether any foothold could be retained for long in Korea. He has a high opinion of
General Ridgway, but is not impressed by the quality of the subordinate United
States commanders or of the bulk of the United States troops in Korea.

6. Franks also told me that he had discussed the military situation with Acheson
yesterday on instructions from Bevin, who sought confirmation of the continued
intention to make a fighting stand in Korea. Franks mentioned to Acheson the
alarmist press reports coming through censorship from Tokyo and inquired whether
there was any change in the directive given MacArthur to hold whatever territory
he could. Acheson assured him that there has been no change in the directive, but
seemed rather troubled about the position, possibly about a different interpretation
of the directive by MacArthur from that understood here. While discretion must, of
course, be left to the commander to decide what is essential for the safety of his
forces, it might be that MacArthur is intending to conduct a fighting retreat ending
in evacuation rather than to make a fighting stand. This, however, is wholly
speculative.
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26. DEA/50069-A-40

Le représentant permanent aupreés des Nations Unies
au secrétaire d'Etat aux Affaires extérieures

Permanent Representative to United Nations
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

TELEGRAM 24 New York, January 6, 1951

SECRET. IMMEDIATE.

Repeat Washington No. 15; London No. 55.

Please transmit the following message to the office of the Canadian High Commis-
sioner in the United Kingdom, London, Begins:

Following for Robertson from Pearson, Begins: Re: My telegram No. 17 (to Exter-
nal) of yesterday’s date to the Prime Minister.

I am still somewhat mystified by the line taken in London, and which was
reported in telegram No. 28¢ (from External). I hope that you are not confusing the
second and third stages of the action which may have to be taken here. I quite agree
that we should delay as long as possible the third stage, which involves a condem-
natory resolution. That is one reason why I thought it was important to get our
statement of principles approved as quickly as possible, so that we could then delay
matters until time had been given to Peking to consider it. I am convinced, how-
ever, that if we delay the second stage much longer, we may be precipitating the
third stage, as opinion in the United States and among certain United Nations dele-
gations is getting impatient and demanding action. That demand will have to be
met in some form by the United States delegation. Surely the best way to do it is by
introducing our resolution on principles, especially as the fact that it will be passed
by a very large vote will make united and reasonable action later somewhat easier.
Is the difficulty really that Nehru refuses to allow Rau to support any statement of
principles here which has not previously been approved in Peking? This interpreta-
tion of events was circulating out at Lake Success yesterday, with unfortunate
results. If we are to keep the United States in line on the one hand, and Indian and
Asian opinion in line on the other, the sooner we reach agreement on a statement of
principles and make it public, the better. Bevin’s telegram to Jebb does not seem to
me to give sufficient weight to the above factors, especially to the impatience and
excitability of public opinion here in the face of inaction at Lake Success and heav-
ier fighting in Korea. In any event, the Committee is meeting again on Monday and
I feel that something will have to be done then or Tuesday. Your views would be
much appreciated.

Incidentally, can you give me some idea of the nature of the new approach
which the Prime Ministers are thinking of making to Washington. Ends.

5 Non retrouvé./Not located.
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27. DEA/50069-A-40

Extrait d'un télégramme du représentant permanent aupres des Nations Unies
au secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures

Extract from Telegram from Permanent Representative to United Nations
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

TELEGRAM 27 New York, January 6, 1951

CONFIDENTIAL. IMPORTANT.
Repeat Washington No. 17; London No. 58.

KOREA

1. The Political Committee met at 3 p m. yesterday (5th January) to continue
discussion of the report of the Cease-Fire Group. Mr. Pearson was the first speaker
and, on behalf of the Group, he said that he regretted that they were not able at the
present meeting to submit a statement of principles regarding negotiations follow-
ing the establishment of a cease-fire. Mr. Pearson stressed that since the last meet-
ing of the Committee, the Group had continued to work on such a statement of
principles and hoped to be able to submit a report to the Committee “shortly”.
Meanwhile, debate in the full Committee might provide the Cease-Fire Group with
some further useful ideas. Mr. Pearson also added that the Cease-Fire Group was
very conscious that any statement of principles it might draft must not “in any way
be disloyal to or be a betrayal of” the principles for which United Nations action
was being carried on in Korea.

28. DEA/50069-A-40

Le représentant permanent auprés des Nations Unies
au secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures

Permanent Representative to United Nations
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

TELEGRAM 32 New York, January 6, 1951

TOP SECRET

Repeat Washington No. 20.

Following for Wrong from Pearson, Begins: I find your telegram to External, WA-
52 on the military situation in Korea, very disturbing, indeed, especially the sug-
gestion that while the Unified Command have given MacArthur an instruction to
hold a line in Korea, MacArthur himself may have given this instruction a different
interpretation. I think we have a right to know what the United States military plans
are in this regard. I feel strongly about this because if MacArthur has, in fact,
started on a plan to withdraw from Korea, our efforts for a cease-fire here become
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quite ridiculous. Isn’t there any way we can, in fact, find out what the Unified
Command’s military plans actually are in Korea, and what MacArthur’s intentions
are in carrying them out?’ Ends.

29. DEA/50069-A-40

Le représentant permanent aupres des Nations Unies
au secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures

Permanent Representative to United Nations
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

TELEGRAM 33 New York, January 7, 1951

SECRET. MOST IMMEDIATE.

Repeat Washington No. 21; London No. 59.

1. At a meeting in the United States delegation offices Saturday afternoon,
attended by Gross and Ross of the United States delegation, Chauvel of France,
Stabell of Norway, Jebb and Riddell, tactics in First Committee were discussed at
some length.

2. Gross, who was under the impression that the Prime Minister’s conference had
asked formally as a group for postponement of debate on Korea until Friday next,
was anxious to know what could be expected in the First Committee at the end of
this delay. Jebb, who was speaking from his instructions to insist on postponement,
was not able to suggest what might be forthcoming on Friday next, but hoped that
alternative proposals to the principles suggested by the Cease Fire Group could be
put forward. Jebb did not, at this time, seem to be aware of the nature of the alter-
native proposals, any more than we were, which left us in a somewhat difficult
position.

3. Gross then indicated that he was by no means certain that United States dele-
gation would consent to wait until next Friday before proceeding to the next stage
of the procedure in regard to Korea. He said that they had been prepared to vote for
the statement of principles if it could have been embodied in a resolution early next
week. They were not sure, however, that the advantages of delay would out-weigh
the disadvantages, and it might, therefore, be necessary for them to put forward
their resolution condemning China some time during the week.

4. Gross then gave an outline of the resolution which they were contemplating,
which I think you will find disturbing. He did not give a text, but outline he sug-
gested is as follows.

“General Assembly, noting that the Central People’s Government has rejected
efforts to bring about a cessation of hostilities and that its armed forces continue
their flagrant invasion and large-scale attacks in Korea, and noting that the Security
Council has failed to exercise its primary responsibility because of the exercise of

" Voir/See United Kingdom, Foreign and Commonwealth Office, Documents on British Policy Over-
seas (DBPO), Series 11, Volume 1V, London: Her Majesty’s Stationery Office, 1991, pp. 298-299/n.8.
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the veto, finds that the Central People's Government has flouted United Nations
authority and has committed aggression. The General Assembly, therefore, calls on
the Central People’s Government to cause their forces and nationals to cease hostil-
ities and withdraw from Korea, and calls on all states and authorities to refrain
from giving encouragement or assistance to the Central People’s Government, and
calls on all states and authorities to give to the United Nations every assistance in
meeting this aggression, and requests the Collective Measures Committee:

(a) To consider urgently what measures should be employed to carry out the last
two preceding recommendations;

(b) To advise all states and authorities on a continuing basis on such measures;

(c) To make such recommendations to the General Assembly as it deems
appropriate.

Finally, the General Assembly affirms that it continues to be the policy of the
United Nations to bring about a cessation of hostilities in Korea with a view to a
peaceful settlement, and the achievements of United Nations objective in Korea by
peaceful means, and requests some unnamed body at any suitable opportunity to
use its good offices to this end.”

5. Immediate objection was raised to the fact that under these proposals, the Col-
lective Measures Committee would be given authority to advise states directly on
measures which they should take against the Chinese. It was pointed out that many
States would object to voting for a resolution which involved them in the commit-
ment of unknown extent, even though it were only a moral commitment to carry
out the recommendations of the Collective Measures Committee. It was also
pointed out that serious constitutional objections might be raised to extending the
authority of the Collective Measures Committee in this way. Gross said that in their
concept Collective Measures Committee was supposed to act as a restraint upon
States which might take unilateral action against the Chinese, and they had clearly
not considered the constitutional implications of the procedure which they sug-
gested. Jebb suggested alternative wording by which Collective Measures Commit-
tee would be asked to make recommendations to the Assembly on actions which
might be taken against the Chinese, adding that in the meantime individual States
could continue action they had initiated.

6. Gross concluded by saying that he was merely giving an informal outline of

ideas which they had in mind and that points which had been raised would be
referred to Washington.
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30. DEA/50069-A-40

Le représentant permanent aupreés des Nations Unies
au secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures

Permanent Representative to United Nations
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

TELEGRAM 34 New York, January 7, 1951

SECRET. MOST IMMEDIATE.

Repeat Washington No. 22; London No. 60.

Please transmit the following message to High Commissioner for Canada in the
United Kingdom, from the Minister, Begins: Arrival of your telegram No. 50 of
January 6th® clarifies position greatly for us, as I hope our telegrams, especially text
of draft principles, have for you. I had assumed that Nehru, who had this document,
would have produced it for the discussion on Friday, and it is unfortunate that he
did not do so. I agree entirely that we should proceed as slowly and cautiously as
possible here. That was the main reason why I felt that our draft principles should
have been introduced for discussion and submission, if agreed on, to Peking. This
would have given us a week or so — with the co-operation and support of the
United States — before the next stage would be reached. Indeed, in the unlikely
event that the Chinese accepted our principles, no further stage would be required. 1
do not think, however, we can postpone the introduction of some such document
much longer into the 60-member Political Committee of the Assembly (not the
Security Council as telegrams from London state). Otherwise, we run the risk of the
vacuum caused by delay being filled by the introduction of a condemnatory resolu-
tion, and the intermediate stage of agreement on the principles of a settlement
being abandoned. There is a real possibility of this happening. This is what worries
me most. Furthermore, a study of the United Kingdom paper,® which is presumably
a substitute for our principles, does not convince me that it is an improvement over
our draft. It is, I think, too detailed for its purpose, provides too much debatable
material and includes one or two things that the United States will not, I think,
accept. It will look too much like a promise of a reward for aggression. Would it
not be better to have the United Nations accept a shorter and more general state-
ment such as ours, with details to be worked out later if the principles are accepted.
Is there anything specifically objectionable in our document which, it should not be
forgotten, has now received a pledge, though a somewhat hesitant one, of support
by the United States, if it is produced before the Committee. In any event, if some
alternative document is preferable, it should, I think, be ready for submission on
Tuesday, as I feel we will not be able to delay matters beyond that date. However,
naturally I will do my best to assist others in securing a delay, while attempting to
conceal from the other 50-odd delegations the reasons for it. It would, I think, be
resented at the United Nations and in this country generally if a Commonwealth

8 Voir le document 530./See Document 530.
9 Voir le document 529./See Document 529.
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discussion in London on this matter were felt to be responsible for unreasonable
delay in any action being taken at Lake Success in respect of Korea. May I repeat
that it is not the policy being advanced in London which worries me. I think it is
the right one. It is a fear that the tactics being followed, because of the political
situation in Washington and the military position in Korea, may prevent that policy
being successfully carried out, and precipitate a less desirable substitute in the
immediate introduction of a resolution of condemnation, and an unfortunate disa-
greement between the United States and the Commonwealth countries. United
States opinion may also interpret developments as a concerted effort by the Com-
monwealth, as such, under the leadership of Nehru, to mediate between two mor-
ally equal parties, the United States and Communist China. The very suggestion of
this equality in our own statement of principles in the paragraph providing for
troop withdrawals caused some anxious doubts in Washington. It is an understanda-
bly sensitive point and one which should not be ignored. In short, I think that the
sooner we introduce some agreed resolution on principles and stages of negotiation
of Korean and related problems, the better. That means, I think, Tuesday at the
latest. Ends.

31. DEA/50069-A-40

Le représentant permanent aupres des Nations Unies
au secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures

Permanent Representative to United Nations
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

TELEGRAM 39 New York, January 8, 1951

SECRET. IMMEDIATE.

Repeat Washington No. 25; London No. 71.

Following from Pearson, Begins: When Political Committee met this morning
(Monday), Jebb asked and was granted postponement until Thursday. He had found
out previously that Rau was contemplating moving adjournment until Monday
next. It was generally agreed that adjournment of a full week’s duration from today
would not be granted, and Rau therefore agreed to support adjournment until
Thursday. The Soviet delegation of course pressed for immediate consideration of
its charges against the United States, discussion of which was commenced before
Christmas and then adjourned, but Committee voted them down.

2. If amendments to existing draft statement of principles, or alternative propos-
als, are to be suggested as a result of meetings in London, I should hope we might
have them by Wednesday noon at the latest, in order that we may secure necessary
clearance with other delegations here. Alternatively, if it has not been possible by
Thursday to agree upon draft statement of principles or some alternative intermedi-
ate step, I think that cease fire group should then state its inability to propose an
intermediate step, and leave way open for other delegations to make whatever pro-
posals they may have in mind. Mounting pressure on United States delegation here
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will make it difficult for them to acquiesce in further postponement beyond Thurs-
day. Ends.

32. DEA/50069-A-40

Le représentant permanent aupreés des Nations Unies
au secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures

Permanent Representative to United Nations
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

TELEGRAM 46 New York, January 9, 1951

SECRET. IMMEDIATE.

Repeat Washington; London No. 87.

Following for Prime Minister from Pearson, Begins: In the light of your comments
and suggestions, I have revised the proposed statement of principles and have gone
over it with Rau, Jebb, and Gross of United States delegation. Text given below
incorporates suggestions from all of them. Gross could not, of course, commit his
Government to acceptance, but said that he would send it at once to Washington.
Rau has not yet had opportunity to comment on text in this exact form, but it does
not differ materially from text he saw earlier today.

2. 1 think that this text will go far towards assuring Peking Government that
subjects which concern them will be discussed in favourable circumstances. If
United States Government is prepared to acquiesce in revised text with references
to Formosa and representation as agenda items, it will be important to know as
soon as possible whether Mr. Nehru will, as we very much hope, be prepared to
allow Sir Benegal when Political Committee meets on Thursday to be associated in
putting forward draft statement as addition to Cease Fire Group’s report.

3. Text of revised draft statement of principles is as follows, text begins:

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 a result of a formal arrange-
ment or, indeed, as a result of a lull in hostilities pending some arrangement,
advantage 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, sovereign 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 arrange-
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ments, 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.

4. Pending the completion of the steps referred to in the preceding paragraph,
appropriate interim arrangements, 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 a cease-fire has been arranged, the General Assembly shall set up
an appropriate body, which shall include representatives of the Governments of the
United Kingdom, the United States of America, the U.S.S.R. and the People’s
Republic of China, with a view to the achievement of a settlement of Far Eastern
problems, including, among others, those of Formosa and the representation of
China in the United Nations. Text ends.

33. DEA/50069-A-40

Le représentant permanent auprés des Nations Unies
au secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures

Permanent Representative to United Nations
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

TELEGRAM 49 New York, January 10, 1951

SECRET. MOST IMMEDIATE.

Repeat Washington No. 35; London No. 93.
Following for the Prime Minister from Mr. Pearson, Begins: Last evening Sir
Gladwyn Jebb showed me a telegram addressed to him from the Foreign Secretary,
outlining the decision reached at the Prime Ministers meeting as to the course
which should now be followed in regard to Korean and Far Eastern negotiations.!”
My first reaction in getting Jebb’s message was one of surprise and bewilderment,
almost consternation. In examining the message again, however, I realized that it
was ambiguous in character and that until this ambiguity had been removed, I
should reserve my own opinion concerning it. For instance, does the message mean
that we are to abandon the position which we have taken here, and, indeed, which
has been considered as absolutely essential, that the fighting must stop before nego-
tiations begin, or does the message assume that before the steps recommended
therein can be taken, a cease-fire in principle must have been agreed on by all
parties, including the Chinese Communists. If this latter interpretation is correct,
then I think that something can be worked out along the lines of the latest message.
Indeed, our revised draft statement, which you received yesterday, does in para-
graph 5, go a long way in carrying it out.

2. Jebb, however, has interpreted the message as meaning negotiations begin
before a cease-fire is agreed, and has indicated as much to the Americans, whose

1" Voir le document 535./See Document 535.
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reaction was one of amazement. He, however, may have been premature in this
interpretation.

3. Sir Benegal Rau has given the message another interpretation, but one which is
close to Jebb’s, namely, that the outstanding questions which the four powers are to
consider will include the negotiation of a cease-fire, as well as a negotiation of
political problems. If this is the correct interpretation, it means that discussions
begin with the Chinese Communists before they have accepted the principle of a
cease-fire, but that agreement will be sought first on ways to end the fighting. It
should be remembered, however, that the Chinese in Peking have always insisted
that they would not, repeat not, stop fighting in Korea until their other demands
have been satisfied, and 1 see no reason to believe that they would be led to depart
from that position by the offer of an immediate four-power conference, if the
existing draft statement of principles could not lead them to depart from that
position.

4. Presumably the course suggested also means that no further steps should be
initiated at the United Nations until the four-power discussions of cease-fire and
political questions are completed. This would be asking the Americans not to bring
forward a condemnatory resolution of any kind in the United Nations for an indefi-
nite period, during part of which, at least, the Chinese Communists would be con-
tinuing their attacks on United Nations troops. I do not think that there is much
likelihood of the Americans accepting this.

5. Meanwhile, the British Embassy in Washington is discussing the message with
the State Department, on the basis of their interpretation. I, however, do not feel
that we should do anything further until we get the clear intent of the message
established, and for this purpose I have been trying to get Mr. Robertson on the
telephone since last evening, succeeding only an hour or so ago. I think it would be
unfortunate if we abandoned the position we have taken in regard to the priority for
a cease-fire, and accepted the Chinese Communist position of negotiations first and
cease-fire later. However, that may not be intended. It is too bad that the message
to Jebb was not more specific on this very important point. I hope that the amended
statement of principles, which I sent you yesterday by telegram (No. 46 to Exter-
nal) will still be thought by you to be the most satisfactory basis for action in the
Political Committee tomorrow. The Americans are still considering this, though
their consideration will now be suspended, I assume, pending a clarification of the
later message from London. Ends.



44 KOREAN CONILICT

34 DEA/50069-A-40

Le représentant permanent auprés des Nations Unies
au secrétaire d'Etat aux Affaires extérieures

Permanent Representative to United Nations
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

TELEGRAM 50 New York, January 10, 1951

TOP SECRET. MOST IMMEDIATE.
Repeat Washington; London No. 97.

CEASE FIRE IN KOREA

Following for Prime Minister from Pearson, Begins: As a result of telephone con-
versations with London, messages from London and discussions in Washington, the
situation is now much clearer and, I think, much more satisfactory. Mr. Wrong has
just telephoned from Washington that the United States will not oppose paragraph 5
of our statement of principles in its last version, providing that the Indian delega-
tion will be able to join the other two members of the Cease-Fire Group in sponsor-
ing this paragraph and the rest of the statement before the Political Committee of
the United Nations tomorrow. The amended paragraph would now include, to meet
the Indian point of view, the additional words suggested by Mr. Robertson in his
teletype No. 72 of today’s date.!! We have secured American Agreement to the
addition of these words, not merely to their substitution in the paragraph in ques-
tion for the reference to Formosa and Chinese representation. This is more than we
expected the United States to agree to, and we feel very pleased here. Paragraph 5
would now read:

Quotation begins:

“As soon as a cease-fire has been arranged, the General Assembly shall set up
an appropriate body which shall include representatives of the Governments of the
United Kingdom, the United States of America, the U.S.S.R. 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 on Far Eastern problems, including, among other things, those of Formosa
and of representation of China in the United Nations”. Quotation ends.

2. If, however, Mr. Nehru is not in a position to authorize Rau to accept our
statement, even with paragraph 5 as above, then the United States would feel that
they were freed from their commitment in regard to it. They would, however, not
oppose the statement in its earlier form, even if it were agreed to by only two of the
three members of the Cease-Fire Group and introduced by them. However, their
support of any statement of principles must not be interpreted as precluding them
from taking any further steps later, which they may consider desirable. If the Chi-
nese Government in Peking reject the statement of principles, or if no reply is

"' Voir le document 534./See Document 534,
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forthcoming from them after a sufficient interval of time for consideration (I gather
by “sufficient interval” that would mean, say, until the middle of next week), the
U.S.A. would then feel free to introduce in the Political Committee a condemnatory
resolution if they desired to do so.

3. I hope very much that in view of the present form of paragraph 5, Mr. Nehru
will be able to authorize Rau to associate himself with the statement as a member
of the Cease-Fire Group. We must, however, have information on this by tomorrow
morning, as the Political Committee meets in the afternoon, when we will have to
make some kind of a report. Ends.

35. L.B.P./Vol. 35
Note du secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures

Memorandum by Secretary of State for External Affairs

[New York], January 11, 1951

KOREAN CEASE-FIRE

Mr. Robertson telephoned this morning from London after the morning session
of the Prime Minister’s Conference had been completed.'? They discussed again the
statement of principles and agreed on it in its final form, subject to the considera-
tions mentioned below.

1. It was felt that it would have been better if a specific reference had been made
to the Cairo Declaration in Paragraph 5, but they agreed that as this was probably
now impossible, the point could be made by an interpretative statement by Rau as
to what “international obligations” include. I told Mr. Robertson that there was no
possibility of getting specific reference to the Cairo Declaration at this stage.

2. They felt that the “appropriate body” referred to in Paragraph 5 should be
small, preferably only the Four Powers mentioned in the paragraph. I agreed, but
said that here again there should be no change in the present text, as the composi-
tion of the body could be determined by the Assembly in due course, and that we
should all support a very small body of four or five states.

3. They would have preferred Paragraph 5 to be put after Paragraph 1. I said I
would look into this.

4. Mr. Nehru was particularly worried about the beginning of Paragraph 5 — “As
soon as a cease-fire has been arranged . . .”. He thought that this might be construed
by the suspicious Chinese as an American device not to begin political discussions
until every detail of the cease-fire arrangement had been formally adopted, and this
might take some time. I agreed that I would try to get these words in Paragraph 5
altered to read, “As soon as a cease-fire has been agreed on . . .. If this could not
be done, then the three of us could interpret the original words in a sense which
might remove Chinese fears.

12 Voir le document 540./See Document 540.
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Mr. Robertson ended by saying that Mr. Nehru had not, however, agreed, when
the meeting closed, to authorize Rau to support the statement, but would make up
his mind within the next hour or so. As we meet at 3, he didn’t have much time.

I at once telephoned Washington to indicate the interpretations that the Indians
desired, and told the Embassy to take up at once with the State Department the
substitution of the words “agreed on” for “arranged”. I also asked them to do their
very best to press on the U.S. authorities the fact that they should now not merely
abstain, but vote in favour of the statement of principles, if the Indians would spon-
sor it. Both Mr. Wrong and Mr. Ignatieff will do their best to clear up this point and
I will see Gross here about it. Abstention would not be good enough, as the Chinese
would use it as an excuse for not paying any attention to the document, on the
ground that the Americans had not accepted it.

After these talks, just before lunch, Rau phoned to say that his Prime Minister
had agreed that he should sponsor the statement of principles, but he might have to
make some interpretative remarks. I told him that I was going to try to get the first
line of Paragraph 5 changed, in a way which would meet Mr. Nehru’s points. He
seemed pleased about this and I, in turn, am very pleased that he will be able to
sponsor the statement. It looks as if our main difficulties are now removed.

36. L.B.P./Vol. 35
Note du secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures

Memorandum by Secretary of State for External Affairs

New York, January 12, 1951

KOREAN CEASE-FIRE STATEMENT

A difficulty has arisen over the form in which our statement should be approved
by the Political Committee, and who should sponsor any resolution of approval. It
was our opinion that the resolution should be very short, merely noting, with
approval, our statement and forwarding it to Peking for their consideration. Rau,
with whom I talked about this matter yesterday, is worried about any formal endor-
sation by the Committee before the Chinese Communists have considered it. The
difficulty here, however, is that if we merely send it to Peking without any resolu-
tion of approval, the United States will not then be committed to it, and this would
give the Chinese an excuse to say that as the statement has not been approved by
the United States and others, they should not be asked to give prior approval to it.
Rau appreciated this point. In conversation with Jebb last evening, I suggested that
the Cease-Fire Group should not itself sponsor any resolution, because it would
deal with their own statement, but that Jebb should try to collect 5 or 6 sponsors
and draft a short resolution along the lines indicated above. The sponsors might
include a Latin American, a Scandinavian and a couple of Asians.

Meanwhile, we telegraphed a message to London asking Mr. St. Laurent to
impress on Mr. Nehru how important it was that Rau should support and vote for
any resolution of endorsation.
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This moring Jebb telephoned me that he had been trying to arrange a sponsor-
ing group for an endorsation resolution, and was having great difficulty. The
Asians, or at least some of them, were anxious to be the exclusive sponsors, and
were also anxious to amend the statement itself before it went to Peking, with a
view to removing the stipulation that a cease-fire must actually take place before
any negotiations begin. This, of course, is a fundamental part of the statement, and
without it the Americans naturally will not support it. Apparently they, the Asians,
have been influenced by Rau’s speech yesterday, saying that the first few lines of
Paragraph 5 were unnecessary. Jebb said that Alkhudairy, particularly if he were to
be a sponsor of this resolution, would want these lines removed from the statement
completely. I told Jebb that this was hopeless, and neither the Americans, nor our-
selves, nor the Latin Americans would support a statement amended like this. All
our work would have gone for nothing. Jebb also said that the Asians were willing,
as a gesture, to include Mexico among the sponsors. I told Jebb that there were
only two courses now that seemed to me to make sense. One is that the Asians
alone should sponsor the resolution as it stands, or that the Cease-Fire Group itself,
notwithstanding the disadvantages of this course, should introduce the sponsoring
resolution.

I then telephoned Rau to confirm, if possible, Jebb’s fears. Rau was somewhat
reassuring. He said that it is true the Asians had been talking about the question of
a resolution and its sponsorship, and had come to the conclusion that the sponsors
should not include any country which had forces fighting in Korea, as the Chinese
might use this as an excuse to state that the resolution and the statement were pri-
marily for the purpose of extricating such forces from their present difficulties. I
told Rau that this seemed to be to be not unreasonable, and I suggested to him that
he use his influence to have a resolution sponsored by four or five countries, such
as Mexico, Sweden, Syria, Burma, and possibly Indonesia. Rau said that he would
try to do this. He did not think that the Asians would try to amend the statement,
and in this respect was less pessimistic than Jebb. I mentioned to him the possibil-
ity of the twelve Asians who had sponsored the earlier resolution now sponsoring
the statement of principles. He said that as India was one of these, he himself could
not take this action without consulting Nehru, so we returned to the idea of the
group of five.

I passed this on to Jebb and he seemed to think that sponsorship by countries not
fighting in Korea would be satisfactory, and he agreed to try to get agreement on
that basis. He was having a meeting for this purpose at noon.
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37. DEA/50069-A-40

Le représentant permanent auprés des Nations Unies
au secrétaire d’'Etat aux Affaires extérieures

Permanent Representative to United Nations
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

TELEGRAM 54 New York, January 12, 1951

SECRET. MOST IMMEDIATE.

Repeat Washington No. 40; London No. 112.

Please transmit the following message to the High Commissioner for Canada,
London, England, Begins:

Following for the Prime Minister from Mr. Pearson, Begins: Our statement of prin-
ciples was introduced yesterday and got a very good initial reception. It will
receive a very large majority when the voting takes place, probably tomorrow.
Meanwhile, it is clear that the Russians will do their best to misrepresent it to the
Chinese in every possible way. Malik showed this yesterday. It is, therefore, of first
importance that the statement should be explained to Peking by more impartial and
friendly sources. This presumably means Panikkar. It would, therefore, be very
helpful indeed if Mr. Nehru could authorize Panikkar to see Chou En-Lai and put
the plan forward to him in the best possible light. Otherwise, he will get only the
Russian version. I asked the United Nations Secretariat last evening to telegraph
the statement to their representative in Shanghai, and this will be done this morn-
ing. He will then send it at once to Peking, so it should be in the hands of the
government there today. However, it would be safer if the Indians could telegraph
it themselves to Panikkar.

2. Austin made a very good statement yesterday and announced his definite sup-
port for the plan, though the United Kingdom representatives here and in Washing-
ton felt the night before that the best we could hope for from him was abstention.
However, we intervened strongly, both there and through the Embassy in Washing-
ton and I think that this had some effect in persuading them to adopt a more posi-
tive line. They were also agreeable to a change at the beginning of paragraph 4,
which, with Rau’s interpretation of that paragraph yesterday, should remove any
uneasiness Mr. Nehru has that the political negotiations may be unduly postponed.
The main thing now, however, is to bring about a friendly intervention at Peking on
behalf of the statement, and that can, I think, be done only by the Indians. Ends.
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38. DEA/50069-A-40

Le représentant permanent aupres des Nations Unies
au secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures

Permanent Representative to United Nations
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

TELEGRAM 55 New York, January 12, 1951
Repeat Washington No. 41; London No. 113.

KOREA

The following is the text of the supplementary report of the group on cease-fire in
Korea submitted at yesterday’s meeting of the Political Committee by Mr. Pearson
on behalf of the group. Text of the report begins:

“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 a result of a formal arrange-
ment or, indeed, as a result of a lull in hostilities pending some such arrangement,
advantage 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, sovereign 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 arrange-
ments, 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.

4. Pending the completion of the steps referred to in the preceding paragraph,
appropriate interim arrangements, 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 achieve-
ment of a settlement, in conformity with existing international obligations and the
provisions of the United Nations Charter, of Far Eastern problems, including,
among others, those of Formosa (Taiwan) and of representation of China in the
United Nations.” Text ends.
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39. DEA/50069-A-40

Le représentant permanent auprés des Nations Unies
au secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures

Permanent Representantive to United Nations
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

TELEGRAM 64 New York, January 13, 1951

RESTRICTED. IMPORTANT.
Repeat Washington No. 46; London No. 127.

KOREA

1. At the conclusion of the two meetings on Saturday, 13th January, the Political
Committee approved the statement of principles contained in the supplementary
report of the cease-fire group by a vote of 50 in favour (including Canada), 7
against and 1 abstention. The negative votes were cast by the Soviet Bloc, Nation-
alist China and El Salvador. The Philippines abstained, while Costa Rica and Nica-
ragua were absent. The Committee then adopted an additional proposal asking the
Chairman of the Committee, through the Secretary-General, to transmit these prin-
ciples to the Peking Government, and to ask Peking to inform him as soon as possi-
ble whether they accepted these principles “as a basis for the peaceful settlement of
the Korean problem and other Far Eastern problems”. The vote on this second
motion was 45 in favour (including Canada), 5 against (the Soviet Bloc) and 8
abstentions (China, El Salvador, the Philippines and most of the Arab Bloc). It was
also understood that, in the event of no reply from Peking, the Chairman should
summon the committee at his discretion.

2. Prior to approving the principles of the cease-fire group the Committee
adopted a Mexican proposal that the principles should be either approved or
rejected in their entirety. The vote on this proposal was 42 in favour (including
Canada), 4 against and 9 abstentions. The adoption of this proposal had the effect
of ruling out all amendments to the cease-fire group’s principles, and was opposed
by those delegations which had submitted amendments, or which wished to do so.

3. The two meetings on Saturday were marked by a retreat on the part of the Arab
Bloc from the support for the cease-fire group’s principles which they had
announced on the previous day. This altered position seemed to be due to (a)
Israel’s sponsorship of a resolution approving the cease-fire group’s principles, and
(b) annoyance on the part of the Arab Bloc that the twelve-power Asian resolution,
of which they had been co-sponsors, had not been given precedence over the prin-
ciples developed by the cease-fire group. They finally voted in favour of approving
the cease-fire group’s principles, but with the understanding that they would later
re-introduce the twelve-power Asian resolution, in an amended form, if the Peking
Government showed a willingness to negotiate on the broad basis of the cease-fire
group’s principles.
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4. The Arab Bloc, plus several of the Asiatic States, also contended that the ques-
tion of transmitting the cease-fire group’s principles to the Peking Government
required careful study, and that further time should be given to this question of the
method of transmittal. For this reason they supported an Indian proposal for
adjourning the Committee, which was defeated by a vote of 13 in favour (the Asian
States), 32 against (including Canada) and 10 abstentions. After this vote against
adjournment, the Committee adopted the motion for transmitting the cease-fire
group’s principles in the manner given above.

5. Tsiang of China made a bitter speech against the cease-fire group’s principles
and asserted that they amounted to a “sell-out” of the United Nations. In particular
he charged that paragraph 5 of the principles was tantamount to asking the Peking
Government “how do you want Taiwan — rare, medium or well-done?” The Phil-
ippine representative, Romulo, spoke in a somewhat similar fashion but abstained
on the principles, instead of voting against them. The vote of the representative of
El Salvador against approving the principles was due to the fact that he had submit-
ted a number of amendments to them, and the Committee had decided not to con-
sider any amendments.

6. In explaining his vote against approving the principles, Malik of the Soviet
Union confined himself to the formal argument that he could not support them
because neither the Peking Government nor the North Korean Government were
participating in the work of the Committee. At the meetings on 13th January he did
not speak against the substance of the principles in the same manner that he had
done at the meeting on 11th January (see paragraph 7 of my teletype No. 567).

7. No date has been fixed for the next meeting of the Committee, and this will be
determined either by (a) the reply of the Peking Government, or (b) the decision of
the Chairman, if no reply from Peking is forthcoming.

40. DEA/50069-A-40

Le représentant permanent aupres des Nations Unies
au secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures

Permanent Representative to United Nations
to Secretary of State for External Affairs
TELEGRAM 69 New York, January 15, 1951

SECRET. IMMEDIATE.
Repeat Washington No. 48.

KOREA
I. Ross of the United States delegation came to lunch with me today, and
although he said in advance that he had nothing particularly on his mind, 1 found
him wholly preoccupied with the question of steps to be taken if Peking Govern-
ment will not accept the cease fire proposals. He gave me the text of an outline of
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proposals which he said represents the current thinking of their delegation. Text is
contained in my immediately following teletype.

2. You will notice that this text, although it is a modification of the points out-
lined in my teletype No. 33 of January 7th, retains the two essential points that
Communist China will be designated an aggressor and that the Collective Measures
Committee will be given the task of determining appropriate measures to be taken
against the Chinese. The Collective Measures Committee will, however, report to
the Assembly rather than directly to member states.

3. Ross said that he thought alternatives between conciliatory attitude towards
Chinese and firm resistance had been too sharply placed. No one was really sug-
gesting a choice between offering the Chinese a peaceful solution on reasonable
terms and resisting their aggression. In fact this choice could not be made, and both
courses of action were necessary. Draft resolution which was being contemplated,
therefore, both held out the hope of a negotiated settlement and also showed inten-
tion to take firm action so long as Chinese persisted in their course.

4. In regard to the finding of aggression, I said that it seemed to me the Chinese
would not be turned from their present course until they ran into trouble of some
kind, either in their relations with the Russians or in their relations with the free
world. The important question was how, in showing firmness against Chinese
expansion, the free world could avoid on the one hand falling into disunity, and on
the other, closing the door against a possible accommodation. The arguments
against incorporating a specific charge of aggression in the proposed resolution
were, therefore, that support might be lost in the vote, and that the way might be
made harder for the Chinese eventually to come to terms. In regard to the first of
these arguments, Ross suggested that it was possible already to calculate the vote
with fair accuracy, and he was not sure that modifications in the wording would
greatly affect the result. He did not think the Indians and Indonesians and one or
two other Asian states would vote for the resolution in any case. The Arab vote
would probably be split. He seemed to doubt whether any wording would secure
the support of Sweden. He hoped, however, that other states would be prepared to
support a resolution along the lines the United States was suggesting. In regard to
the second objection, he thought that, if ever the Chinese made up their minds to
seek an accommodation, they would not be prevented from doing so by concern
about the language of resolutions. In the meantime, he thought that great advantage
would flow from the free world showing that it is prepared to face the realities of
the situation in Korea, and to call things by their proper names. In the course of
developing this point, he expressed very strongly the opinion that a voluntary with-
drawal from Korea, or a withdrawal upon dishonourable terms, would lead to dis-
aster elsewhere in Asia. Referring specifically to arguments in favour of
withdrawal now being advanced in the United States, he said that, failing a satis-
factory settlement with the Chinese, it seemed to him only reasonable to pin down
as many Chinese forces as possible in Korea for as long as possible and thus try to
prevent Peking engaging upon other ventures.

5. 1 said that my questions should not be taken as indicating an expression of
opinion, and that I would send the outline which he had given me to Ottawa.
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41. DEA/50069-A-40

Le représentant permanent aupres des Nations Unies
au secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures

Permanent Representative to United Nations
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

TELEGRAM 70 New York, January 15, 1951

SECRET. IMMEDIATE.

Repeat Washington No. 49.
Referring to my immediately preceding teletype, following is text of documents to
which reference is made. Text Begins:

POINTS FOR A RESOLUTION RE KOREA

1. The General Assembly should note that the Central People’s Government of
the People’s Republic of China has rejected efforts to bring about a cessation of
hostilities in Korea with a view to peaceful settlement, and that its armed forces
continue their invasion of Korea and their large-scale attacks upon United Nations
forces there;

2. The General Assembly should note that the Security Council, because of lack
of unanimity of the permanent members, has failed to exercise its primary responsi-
bility for the maintenance of international peace and security in regard to Chinese
Communist intervention in Korea;

3. The General Assembly should find that the Central People’s Government of
the People’s Republic of China has committed aggression in Korea;

4. The General Assembly should call upon the Central People’s Government of
the People’s Republic of China to cause its forces and nationals in Korea to cease
hostilities against the United Nations forces and to withdraw from Korea;

5. The General Assembly should affirm the determination of the United Nations
to continue its action to meet the aggression in Korea;

6. The General Assembly should call upon all states and authorities to continue to
lend every assistance to the United Nations in such action;

7. The General Assembly should call upon all states and authorities to refrain
from giving any assistance to the aggressors in Korea;

8. The General Assembly should request the Collective Measures Committee, as
a matter of urgency, to consider what additional measures should now be employed
to meet this aggression, and to make recommendations to the General Assembly
thereon;

9. The General Assembly should affirm that it continues to be the policy of the
United Nations to bring about a cessation of hostilities in Korea with a view to
peaceful settlement and the achievement of United Nations objectives in Korea by
peaceful means, and requests __ at any suitable opportunity to use its good
offices to this end.” Text Ends.
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42, DEA/50069-A-40

L'ambassadeur aux Etats-Unis
au secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures

Ambassador in United States
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

TELEGRAM WA-216 Washington, January 17, 1951

SECRET. MOST IMMEDIATE.
Repeat Permdel No. 38.

KOREA — ACTION IN UNITED NATIONS

1. At the regular meeting at the State Department today Hickerson reported the
information just received about the Chinese reply to the Cease-Fire Committee’s
proposal. He said that while the text was not completely translated in New York the
substance of it was clear and that it amounted to a complete rejection. The counter
proposal included in the reply was wholly unacceptable, and he was sure the gov-
ernments represented at the meeting would agree with this.

2. I was asked to stay after the meeting for a private talk with him and with Rusk,
and this report is an amalgam of what was said at the meeting and the private dis-
cussion. Hickerson showed me the brief statement just issued by Mr. Acheson con-
firming the line he took at the meeting.

3. He said that arrangements were in train for the Political Committee to meet
tomorrow to discuss further steps. The United States view on what should be done
was unchanged and a draft resolution had been sent to New York for discussion
with other delegations. The State Department hoped that tomorrow the resolution
would be considered by the Political Committee and that a vote would not be
delayed for more than three or four days at longest.

4. In reply to questions he said that another effort at a peaceful solution without
first any direct condemnation of Chinese intervention was unthinkable. The United
Nations had done ail it can honorably do to stop the fighting and should now put
the facts squarely on record.

5. Rusk emphasized that Chinese action in Korea was only a part of a more
general Chinese threat in the Far East with particular reference to Indo-China. Eva-
sion at this stage would only make matters worse.

6. Privately they both discussed with me the state of Congressional and public
opinion. Hickerson said that what had decided them finally to vote for the state-
ment of principles was your urgent appeal; otherwise they would have abstained.
He and Rusk had taken a battering when before the Foreign Relations Committee
yesterday because of this vote. Rusk admitted that they could now publicly explain
their motives in supporting the resolution, which they had been unable to do before
the Chinese answer for fear of undermining the proposals.

7. They emphasized that the central issues in the debate on foreign policy have
become the value to the United States of participating in any system of collective
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security, including the North Atlantic alliance. This concurs with my own opinion,
and, of course, at present what is done about Korea by the United Nations is the
hottest issue. Rusk is much concerned over Nehru’s attitude and the impossibility
of persuading him to exercise his great influence in Asia in a positive sense. He
considers that a strong lead from Nehru in the right direction would be worth many
divisions in checking Chinese adventures.

8. As to the United States resolution, they intend to press hard for its adoption by
as large a majority as possible. They are unwilling to accept any alterations of sub-
stance, but are prepared to consider amendments in its language.

9. I am reporting separately on the military situation.

43. DEA/50069-A-40

L’ambassadeur aux Etats-Unis
au secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures

Ambassador in United States
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

TELEGRAM WA-223 Washington, January 17, 1951

SECRET. IMPORTANT.

Repeat Permdel No. 39.

Following for Pearson from Wrong, Begins: In view of the reply of the Peking
Government,"? my strong recommendation is that we should not support any move
which may be introduced in New York for a further effort for a peaceful settlement
in Korea and should vote for a resolution on the lines proposed by the United
States. Apart from other reasons for this course, I think that the effect on United
States opinion, especially at the beginning of a most important session of Congress,
would be very serious if there is any further delay in the direct condemnation of
Chinese intervention. I think also that readiness on our part to support the United
States position after the failure of your great efforts to secure a cease-fire would
influence a number of other delegations.

2. I forgot to include in my earlier message of today a point made in my discus-
sion with Rusk about the Indian attitude. He said sadly that the United States cer-
tainly ought to send large quantities of food to India, where people are starving, but
added that the position taken by Nehru would make it difficult, if not impossible,
for them to discharge this humanitarian obligation. This was one of the reasons
why he hoped Nehru would change his line. Unless he does, there will be difficulty
in getting funds from Congress. Ends.

13 Voir/See FRUS, 1951, Volume VII, pp. 91-92.
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44, DEA/50069-A-40

Le représentant permanent aupreés des Nations Unies
au secrétaire d'Etat aux Affaires extérieures

Permanent Representative to United Nations
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

TELEGRAM 81 New York, January 18, 1951

SECRET. MOST IMMEDIATE.
Repeat Washington No. 53.

KOREA

I spoke to Ross this morning on the basis of the United States memorandum
containing points for a resolution on Korea, repeated to you in my teletype No. 70
of January 15th, and suggested certain revisions for his consideration, as follows:

Paragraph 3: for the words “... has committed aggression in Korea”, substitute
the words: “... has caused and permitted its forces and nationals to participate in
and assist the aggression in Korea”.

Paragraph 5: the phrase “... in Korea” should be placed after the word “action”,
to read: “... continue its action in Korea to meet the aggression”.

Paragraph 6 to be revised to read: “... to continue to lend every assistance to the
United Nations action in Korea”.

2. 1 also said that we would like to see paragraph 9 altered in such a way as to
indicate that the offer to negotiate a Far Eastern settlement was still open. I pointed
out that the present wording referred only to the situation in Korea and suggested
the possibility of a revision along the following lines: “... it continues to be the
policy of the United Nations to bring about a cessation of hostilities in Korea with
a view to the achievement of United Nations objectives in Korea by peaceful
means and the peaceful settlement of Far Eastern questions, following a cessation
of hostilities in Korea, upon the basis of principles approved in the Political Com-
mittee on January 14th, 1951, and requests ...”.

3. Ross asked what the intention was of the change suggested in paragraph 3, and
I said that what we had in mind was to limit the finding of the resolution to the
Korean situation and to focus upon Korea any action which might arise out of it.

4. Ross also asked whether we had any views in regard to the individual or group
to be named in the last paragraph to continue the work of conciliation. I said I had
no instructions in this regard but two ideas occurred to me. One was that, if there
were any disposition to continue the existing Cease Fire Group, the refusal of
Peking to communicate with the group should not worry us too much, since I
thought Peking quite capable of making use of an instrument tomorrow which it
had rejected today if it wished to do so. I also suggested that they might consider
naming in paragraph 9 six of the seven states which had been mentioned in the
communication from Peking, that is, United States of America, United Kingdom,
France, India, U.S.S.R., Egypt. By combining a reference to the statement of prin-
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ciples with the designation of a group conforming to the Chinese suggestions, it
would be made abundantly clear to the Chinese that they could at any moment pick
up the offer of a negotiated settlement which has been made to them.

3. Ross asked about sponsorship, and I said that you were prepared to give
favourable consideration to sponsorship, but that your decision would, of course,
depend upon the text that finally emerged and the list of sponsors. Ross then asked
whether or not our attitude towards sponsorship was directly related to that of the
United Kingdom. I told him that I did not think this was the case, and that we
would be more interested in the whole composition of the group of sponsors rather
than in the inclusion or omission of any particular state.

6. Langenhove called during the moring to enquire about our attitude towards
sponsorship, and said that he would be speaking to Van Zealand on the telephone.
He also said the United States delegation were sending him a full text of their pro-
posed resolution which he expected to receive almost immediately.

7. Ross did not offer to send me such a text and I did not ask for it. He said they
would take our suggestions into consideration and would let us know their inten-
tion. He did not think now, however, that they would insist on tabling a resolution
this afternoon, but would wish to proceed tomorrow. He told me that they had been
informed by someone in the Secretariat that you intended to ask for a postpone-
ment until Monday. I said 1 had no reason to believe this to be true and that I was
expecting you in New York tomorrow morning. I also told Ross that we were con-
templating suggesting, at some stage, that a request for clarification of certain parts
of their text be addressed to Peking. Ross thought this was a function which might
be taken up by the continuing group named in the last paragraph of the resolution.

45. DEA/50069-A-40

L’ambassadeur aux Etats-Unis
au secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures

Ambassador in United States
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

TELEGRAM WA-233 Washington, January 18, 1951

SECRET. IMMEDIATE.

Repeat Permdel No. 43.
Reference my WA-216. Korea — action in United Nations.

1. Hickerson telephoned Ignatieff this afternoon to express certain misgivings
about a report received through the United States Embassy in Ottawa of the line
which you are alleged to have taken in your press conference this morning. He was
particularly troubled by the report that you had said something to the effect that the
Chinese Communist reply was open to several interpretations and steps should be
taken to get a clearer understanding of what the Chinese meant.

2. Hickerson again repeated what he had said at the State Department yesterday
afternoon, as reported in our message under reference, to the effect that the United
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States had voted in favour of the statement of principles only as a result of your
urgent appeal as they would otherwise have abstained; that the State Department
had been severely criticized for this and that he earnestly hoped that the Canadian
delegation would now support a condemnatory resolution in the United Nations.

3. Hickerson added that, in the considered judgment of the State Department the
reply from the Chinese Communist Government constituted a clear turn-down of
the cease-fire proposals. He hoped that if there was any doubt on this matter you
would not hesitate to get in touch with him personally. He said that he did not
intend to be in New York but that he could be reached at the State Department by
telephone, the number being RE 5600, Extension 5241.

46. DEA/50069-A-40

Le secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures
a I’ambassadeur en France

Secretary of State for External Affairs
to Ambassador in France

TELEGRAM 21 Ottawa, January 18, 1951

TOP SECRET. MOST IMMEDIATE.

Repeat London No. 143, Washington EX-134, for information only.

Will you please have the following urgent personal message from the Prime
Minister delivered to Pandit Nehru who I understand is now in Paris. Message
begins.

2. 1 feel sure you share with me very grave concern because of the ambiguous
nature of the Peking Government’s reply to the United Nations proposals and of the
serious results which might follow very rapidly in the United Nations and the fur-
ther deterioration in the Asian and world situation.

3. There are several points in the Peking reply, the meaning of which is suscepti-
ble of varying interpretations and it seems to me that we should find out at once
what the Chinese intend.

4. The points I have in mind are:

(a) In paragraph 1 of the Chinese reply does the reference to negotiations “on the
basis of the withdrawal of all foreign troops from Korea” include Chinese “volun-
teers”? Malik has on a previous occasion indicated in the First Political Committee
that Chinese troops are included in this formula but we have never had a clear
statement from Peking to this effect.

(b) In paragraph 2 of the Chinese reply it is stated that “if a cease fire comes into
effect without first conducting negotiations to fix the conditions therefor, negotia-
tions after the cease fire may entail endless discussions without solving any prob-
lem”. This, taken in conjunction with the statement later in the same paragraph
“that the principle of a cease fire first and negotiations afterwards would only help
the United States to maintain and extend its aggression”, might seem to convey the
impression that the Chinese objection is to a cease fire preceding negotiations lead-
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ing up to a cease fire. If this were their real objection it would be easy to reassure
them on this point. Indeed the Cease Fire Committee have already made it quite
clear through General Wu that the conditions for a cease fire would have to be fully
discussed and agreed before the Cease Fire would actually become effective. Many
may fear, however, that this is not the real meaning of the Chinese and that what
they are demanding is that negotiations on the broad political questions at issue
should precede a cease fire. This interpretation could be borne out by the reference
in paragraph 2 of the Chinese note to the inacceptability to the Chinese Govern-
ment of the principle of “the arrangement of a cease fire in Korea first and the
conducting of negotiations among the various countries concerned afterwards”. If
the Chinese mean that the negotiation over political issues should take place prior
to the cease fire, this would be quite inacceptable as it would imply that negotia-
tions would be carried on for a peaceful settlement while military operations were
being continued to bring about a settlement by the force of arms. The ambiguity in
this paragraph makes it, in my view, desirable that the Chinese meaning should be
clarified beyond the possibility of misunderstanding.

If fighting cannot be stopped at once it might be possible, it seems to me, to
visualize the simultaneous suspension of fighting with the opening of the confer-
ence with the understanding that the resumption of the fighting by either side
would end and defeat the efforts to reach a settlement by negotiations. In the
meantime there would have to be an agreed lull in hostilities, otherwise we should
again find ourselves in the position of conducting negotiations under military
duress.

(c) The reference in paragraph 2 of the Chinese note to the Cairo and Potsdam
Declarations seems to me to be sufficiently covered by Rau’s explicit statement in
the Political Committee that existing international obligations referred to the Cairo
and Potsdam Declarations.

(d) In point (c) of paragraph 3 of the Chinese proposals, it is stated that “the
rightful place of the Central People’s Government of the People’s Republic of
China in the United Nations should be established as from the beginning of the
Seven-Power Conference”. This statement is obscure. Does it mean that this Chi-
nese government demands as a precondition to agreeing to a conference that it be
formally recognized as the spokesman of China in the United Nations? If so, there
seems no possibility that in existing circumstances their demand could be met. On
the other hand, the conference itself would necessarily imply a de facto recognition
which, unless the conference became abortive, would, in my opinion, have to be
followed by formal recognition and it might well be that this is what is intended in
the note.

5. I think you will agree that it is important that there be clarification on these
points immediately in relation to proceedings in the Political Committee in the next
day or two. Your Ambassador in Peking is clearly in the best position to seek such
clarification.

6. If you agree, would you think it advisable to ask Panikkar to see Chou En-Lai
immediately?
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7. The U.S. may now press for a resolution condemning Communist China. The
wording of such a resolution should, in my opinion, be very carefully considered
with a view, if possible, to finding a text which we can support. If some resolution
along these lines cannot now be avoided, I should hope that it would be made clear
in the body of the resolution that this does not close the door to a further effort
towards a peaceful solution. I do not think that the U.S. intend to exclude such a
further effort even if they ask for the passage of a condemnatory resolution. I am
sure that you will agree with me that the door should be left open for a further
attempt at reaching a settlement upon which the peace of Asia and perhaps of the
world may depend. With this objective in mind, 1 think any resolution should con-
tain a specific reference to the principles contained in the U.N. communication to
the Chinese government of January 13.

8. Pearson is leaving today for New York and will be discussing our ideas regard-
ing the timing and text of any such a resolution with other delegations there,
including, of course, your own. Message ends.

Please report at once by telegram when message has been delivered.
If Mr. Nehru has left Paris before you can deliver this message to him, will you

please let us know, at once, so that the message may be repeated from here to our
Mission in New Delhi for transmission to Mr. Nehru there. Ends.

47. DEA/50069-A-40

Le secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures
au représentant permanent auprés des Nations Unies

Secretary of State for External Affairs
to Permanent Representative to United Nations

TELEGRAM 78 Ottawa, January 19, 1951

SECRET. IMMEDIATE.
Repeat London No. 145, Washington EX-141, for information only. Important.

CHINESE INTERVENTION IN KOREA

Following for the Minister, Begins: The Acting Indian High Commissioner left
with the Prime Minister this morning a telegram dated January 18 to the Prime
Minister from Mr. Nehru. This telegram crossed the telegram from Mr. St. Laurent
to Mr. Nehru. The message from Mr. Nehru to the Prime Minister reads as follows:

I have seen Press Reports of Chinese reply to Political Committee’s proposals. I
do not consider the reply to be outright rejection. It is partly acceptance, partly
request for elucidation, partly counter-proposal, and leaves room for further negoti-
ations. All of us must have time to consider them before determining future line of
action. According to Press Reports, United States have already pronounced Chi-
nese reply unacceptable and asked that meeting of Political Committee be called,
presumably to declare China Aggressor. Any such move will shut door to negotia-
tion completely and make War inevitable. This would be contrary to policy which
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you and we decided to follow in Commonwealth Conference. I think there is room
for negotiation and we should take advantage of this. I would request you strongly
to urge Washington not to compound matters. Ends.

48. DEA/50069-A-40

L’ambassadeur en France
au secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures

Ambassador in France
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

TELEGRAM 22 Paris, January 19, 1951

SECRET. IMMEDIATE.

My telegram No. 17 of January 19th.¥

Following message is from Mr. Nehru to Prime Minister, Begins: Thank you very
much for your message which I have just received through your Ambassador in
Paris and which has crossed mine to you of yesterday. I am telegraphing points
mentioned by you at once to our Ambassador in Peking for clarification and shall
telegraph result to you as soon as I hear from him. Such information as I have from
him suggests that, although tone of Chinese reply is firm, Chinese Government
desire peaceful settlement by negotiation. It is of the utmost importance, therefore,
that door be kept open, and I am most grateful for your statesmanlike approach.

As I told you in my message of yesterday 1 feel that resolution condemning
Communist China, however worded, would have most unfortunate consequences
and probably make negotiated settlement impossible. We must, therefore, endeav-
our to avoid precipitate action and allow time for full consideration of Chinese
reply, with aid of elucidations that seem necessary.

With best wishes. Ends.

49. DEA/50069-A-40

Extrait d’un télégramme du représentant permanent auprés des Nations Unies
au secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures

Extract from Telegram from Permanent Representative to United Nations
to Secretary of State for External Affairs
TELEGRAM 82 New York, January 19, 1951

RESTRICTED
Repeat Washington No. 55.

KOREA

1. At the meeting of the Political Committee at 3 p.m., Thursday, 18th January,
the first speaker was Austin who, as anticipated, outlined the ingredients of a reso-
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lution condemning China as an aggressor, but did not submit the text of such a
resolution. Austin’s five-point “programme of action™ contained no new elements,
and the five points stressed by him were similar to points 3, 4, 5, 8 and 9 of the text
contained in my teletype No. 70. He described the Chinese reply as “a final rebuff™,
and said that the Chinese counter proposals were completely unacceptable. He
summed up his remarks by saying that, if the United Nations did not take action to
resist this aggression, “we should destroy here and now the principle of collective
security on which the safety of our nations rests”.

50. DEA/50069-A-40
Note du sous-secrétaire d’Etat suppléant aux Affaires extérieures

Memorandum by Deputy Under-Secretary of State for External Affairs

SECRET [Ottawa], January 20, 1951

Correction for:

TENTATIVE REVISION OF UNITED STATES RESOLUTION ON KOREA
DATED JANUARY 19, 1951

This revision was telephoned by the Canadian Permanent Delegate to the United
Nations, New York.

Revision agreed ad referendum by United States, United Kingdom, France, Aus-
tralia and Canada.

The General Assembly

1. Noting that the Central People’s Government of the People’s Republic of
China has rejected all U.N. proposals to bring about a cessation of hostilities in
Korea with a view to peaceful settlement, and that its armed forces continue their
invasion of Korea and their large-scale attacks upon United Nations forces there;

2. Noting that the Security Council, because of lack of unanimity of the perma-
nent members, has failed to exercise its primary responsibility for the maintenance
of international peace and security in regard to Chinese Communist intervention in
Korea; (the United States is disposed to omit this paragraph)

3. 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 aggres-
sion in Korea and by engaging in hostilities against United Nations forces there,
has itself engaged in aggression in Korea;

4. Calls upon the Central People’s Government of the People’s Republic of China
to cause its forces and nationals in Korea to cease hostilities against the United
Nations forces and to withdraw from Korea;

5. Affirms the determination of the United Nations to continue its action in Korea
to meet the aggression there;

6. Calls upon all states to continue to lend every assistance in Korea to the United
Nations action there;
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7. Calls upon all states to refrain from giving any assistance to the aggressors in
Korea;

8. Requests a committee composed of the members of the Collective Measures
Committee, as a matter of urgency, to consider additional measures to be employed
to meet this aggression and to make a report thereon to the Political and Security
Committee with a view to recommendations to the General Assembly.

9. Affirms that it continues to be the policy of the United Nations to seek to
present [sic] the extension of the present conflict (the United States may balk at this
language) and to bring about a cessation of hostilities in Korea with a view to the
achievement of United Nations objectives in Korea by peaceful means and the
peaceful settlement of other Far Eastern questions following a cessation of hostili-
ties in Korea and requests the President to designate forthwith two persons who
would meet with him at any suitable opportunity to use its good offices to this end.

51. DEA/50069-A-40

Le représentant permanent aupreés des Nations Unies
au secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures

Permanent Representative to United Nations
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

TELEGRAM 86 New York, January 20, 1951

SECRET. IMMEDIATE.

Repeat Washington No. 59.

Following from Pearson, Begins: When I arrived in New York Friday morning, I
found that a meeting had been arranged in the offices of the United Kingdom dele-
gation, in order to consider draft resolution on Korea, and I went directly from the
train to Jebb’s office with Riddell. Gross and Ross, from the United States delega-
tion, were present, together with Shann from the Australian delegation, and Lacoste
from the French delegation.

2. Jebb had just received instructions to press for the division of the resolution
into two parts in order that agreement could be reached on the measures to be taken
under the second part of the resolution before action was taken in the Assembly. He
was, however, prepared to accept the language of the first part of the draft resolu-
tion, in which a finding of aggression was contained, without amendment.

3. The revised text which resulted from our discussions, and which all those pre-
sent agreed to refer to their governments, is already known to you.' In the course
of the discussion Gross and Ross persistently held out against efforts to qualify in
any material degree the finding of aggression against the Chinese. They also
resisted any language which might seem to imply a commitment never in any cir-
cumstances to carry United Nations action beyond the borders of Korea, though
they were quite prepared to state, publicly if necessary, that they did not regard a

" Voir le document 50./See Document 50.
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draft resolution as in any way constituting an authority to the Unified Command to
undertake operations of any kind elsewhere than in Korea.

4. Gross and Ross seemed genuinely anxious to reach an accommodation with
other delegations, but it was clear that they were severely restricted by the rigid
instructions which they are now receiving. On some occasions it seemed to me that
the way in which they expressed these instructions reflected a determination in the
State Department to remain free to take strong action against China, if, in their
opinion, the circumstances and the military situation in Korea warranted such
action. They indicated, for example, that the United States Government now took
the view that a new and separate act of aggression, for which the Chinese Commu-
nists were responsible, had taken place, and they treated with some reserve the
desire that we and the French expressed to base our current action on events in
Korea which had originated in June, and which had already been denounced;
emphasizing in the wording of any resolution that we were condemning the Chi-
nese for participating in an aggression already committed than for a new and sepa-
rate aggression. They also made it clear that they wished the United States to have
a free hand to take unilaterally whatever action it considered necessary against the
Chinese, even if that action should not be decided upon or authorized by the United
Nations, though they explained that no such unilateral action was contemplated.
Gross, who accepted for reference to Washington a number of significant amend-
ments in the original text, kept expressing misgiving over the effect of these modi-
fications upon the sources from which pressure upon the State Department is now
being exercised.

5. After yesterday afternoon’s meeting of the Political Committee, I attended a
meeting with United States, United Kingdom, French and Australian representa-
tives at which Gross reported the views of Acheson and the State Department on
the amendments we had suggested in the morning. My immediately following tele-
gram contains the text of a draft resolution as amended by the Americans in the
light of Acheson’s views. Gross made the following explanations:

Paragraph 1. The State Department was neutral about this, but they were under
strong pressure from the Latin Americans to include some such paragraph to head
off a legal debate on the authority of the General Assembly.

Paragraphs 2, 3, 4, 5. Acheson was prepared to accept the redrafts of these
paragraphs, but Gross and Ross pointed out that paragraph 3 was not the “condem-
nation” of aggression which Congress and the American people were demanding
and emphasized that if they were left to sponsor the resolution themselves or with
the Latin Americans, they would go back to the more direct formula which they
very much preferred. Certainly they could not consider any change to the words
“participate in aggression”.

Paragraph 6. The State Department would strongly prefer to go back to the orig-
inal draft for a reason not mentioned at the morning meeting, that is that assistance
was not limited to Korea, in fact, for it included bases in Japan and naval facilities
all over the world. Gross emphasized that this preference indicated no intention to
extend the hostilities. The omission of “there” was purely for grammatical reasons
and had no other significance.
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Paragraph 7. The State Department thought “and authorities” should be rein-
stated so that the paragraph would have universal application without any possible
quibble. There might otherwise be suggestions that the question of recognition was
tied up with the question of what constitutes a state, as, for instance, in the case of
Japan. This was the language of the six-power resolution, and any change would
invite speculation.

Paragraph 8. The State Department thought it a mistake to refer to the Political
Committee. In the normal course the report would be made to the General Assem-
bly which would ask the Political Committee to take whatever action it saw fit.
There was no “political difference” here.

Paragraph 9. Acheson thought that a reference to anything but Korea here would
be interpreted as a “soft retrogressive action”. He much preferred the original
American draft, but would accept the wording put forward in the following tele-
gram. Acheson had been under heavy criticism for agreeing to broad discussion,
and he wasn’t prepared to take any more of “this kind of punishment”. Gross said
very specifically that Acheson had asked him to say again that the position of the
United States remained as it had been. They did not construe and would not con-
strue this resolution as extending any authority over and above that contained in
existing resolutions; and their policy on the bombing of Manchuria remained what
it was in the President’s last statement on the subject. When Gross at this point said
that the Secretary could not accept any change that suggested following further “the
line of appeasement”, I replied that public opinion in other countries was very wor-
ried about the new step involved in a formal condemnation which was the initial
step on a “line of new commitments”, leading possibly to full scale conflict with
China. Gross agreed that there was danger in following either line.

6. Gross said that the State Department felt it was absolutely necessary to table
the resolution tomorrow (Saturday). I said we would not be in a position to sponsor
the resolution under these circumstances, but that did not mean that we would
oppose it or even abstain in the vote. I explained that if we were not sponsoring, 1
would feel more free in explaining our position and interpreting the resolution.
Jebb said that the omission of any reference to the “principles” in the last paragraph
would affect Bevin’s attitude. Both he and Lacoste, however, said that they would
refer the new draft immediately to their governments. Shann indicated after the
meeting that he thought Australia would be co-sponsoring.

7. Gross asked what we would think of the United States sponsoring the resolu-
tion alone. Shann and Lacoste thought the absence of co-sponsors would have a
bad effect and would influence the vote in support. Gross himself thought the effect
on American opinion would be bad. When Jebb asked what the American attitude
would be if amendments were proposed, Gross said that they would not accept
them. He was obviously under instruction to be decisive. He recognized that they
might lose support in some quarters if they persisted with their own draft, but he
said they were being pressed very hard in the other direction by the Latin Ameri-
cans. His attitude was that the United States was prepared to go through with the
kind of resolution they wanted regardless of the amount of support they received.
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8. When Gross explained that the American people considered any further talk of
principles of negotiation as “churning over the same kind of weakness”, 1 said
again that there was a psychological factor to be considered on the other side.
Many other peoples considered that the condemnation of China was a very impor-
tant step which might have very far-reaching consequences, and in judging those
consequences they had to take into consideration the statements of very important
people in the United States, such as General O’Donnell. Gross made a rude com-
ment about General O’Donnell, and again showed understanding of the difficulties
that others might have. I am afraid such understanding, however, here and in Wash-
ington is very much subordinated to the necessity the Americans feel of satisfying
Congress and public opinion by following a tough condemnatory line with China.
Ends.

52. DEA/50069-A-40

Le représentant permanent auprés des Nations Unies
au secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures

Permanent Representative to United Nations
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

TELEGRAM 87 New York, January 20, 1951

SECRET. IMMEDIATE.

Repeat Washington No. 60.
Following from Pearson, Begins: With reference to my immediately preceding tele-
type, the following is the text of the United States draft resolution on Korea, text
begins:

The General Assembly

Noting that the Security Council, because of lack of unanimity of the permanent
members, has failed to exercise its primary responsibility for the maintenance of
international peace and security in regard to Chinese Communist intervention in
Korea;

Noting that the Central People’s Government of the People’s Republic of China
has rejected all United Nations proposals to bring about a cessation of hostilities in
Korea with a view to peaceful settlement, and that its armed forces continue their
invasion of Korea and their large-scale attacks upon United Nations forces there;

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 aggres-
sion in Korea and by engaging in hostilities against United Nations forces there,
has itself engaged in aggression in Korea;

Calls upon the Central People’s Government of the People’s Republic of China
to cause its forces and nationals in Korea to cease hostilities against the United
Nations forces and to withdraw from Korea;

Affirms the determination of the United Nations to continue its action in Korea
to meet the aggression;
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Calls upon all States and authorities to continue to lend every assistance to the
United Nations action in Korea;

Calls upon all States and authorities to refrain from giving any assistance to the
aggressors in Korea;

Requests a committee composed of the members of the Collective Measures
Committee as a matter of urgency to consider additional measures to be employed
to meet this aggression and to report thereon to the General Assembly;

Affirms that it continues to be the policy of the United Nations to bring about a
cessation of hostilities in Korea and the achievement of United Nations objectives
in Korea by peaceful means, and requests the President of the General Assembly to
designate forthwith two persons who would meet with him at any suitable opportu-
nity to use their good offices to this end. Text ends. Ends.

53. DEA/50069-A-40

Le représentant permanent aupreés des Nations Unies
au secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures

Permanent Representative to United Nations
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

TELEGRAM 88 New York, January 20, 1951

SECRET. MOST IMMEDIATE.

Repeat Washington No. 60.

Following from Pearson, Begins: At a meeting this morning, attended by Riddell
and Holmes, including United States, United Kingdom, French, Australian repre-
sentatives, Lacoste reported that he had not received instructions and that he could
not possibly be a co-sponsor today, although it was possible he might be in a posi-
tion to co-sponsor on Monday. During the discussion he indicated that it was
improbable France would co-sponsor if the text remained as contained in my tele-
type No. 87 of January 20th.

2. Jebb said that the Foreign Office was maintaining the view that the resolution
should be divided into two parts, and he had been instructed not to co-sponsor.

3. Shann said that Australia would co-sponsor. Before the meeting Shann told us
that he had received directly contrary instructions from Spender in Canberra and
from Menzies in London, but he was following those from his own Minister. Gross
said that they could not possibly delay tabling the resolution. On the understanding
that they would have a fairly representative group of co-sponsors, they had decided
to put forward the text he had given us Friday night (my teletype No. 87) and not to
revert to their original proposals. The co-sponsors in addition to Australia would be
Cuba, Uruguay, Colombia, Peru, Greece and Turkey, all of whom would prefer a
stronger original draft but would go along with Friday night revision. The Philip-
pines and Thailand were awaiting instructions but would probably co-sponsor.
South Africa and the Netherlands were almost possibles. Lacoste and Jebb said,
however, that the Netherlands instructions were to co-sponsor if either France or
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the United Kingdom did so as well. When Lacoste asked the American attitude on
making changes to broaden support, Gross said the State Department, after nursing
the illusion for some time that they might draw in some of the Asians by careful
wording, now believe that no changes in the language would affect those who are
determined to abstain.

4. In the course of the meeting Riddell said that the text as submitted by the
United States delegation late Friday had been communicated to the Prime Minister,
but we had not yet had an opportunity to learn his views. We had reason to believe,
however, that two amendments which we had previously suggested concerning the
finding of aggression and the settlement of Far Eastern questions would seem more
important to the Prime Minister now than they had previously. One of these
amendments had been incorporated only in partial form, and the other had not been
incorporated at all. We had therefore, no reason to believe therefore that we would
be in a position to sponsor as a result of further instructions.

5. Later in the discussion, in reply to a question concerning amendments, Riddell
said that our proposals for revision had been made not simply for the purpose of
gathering support, but because we thought the proposed text more clearly repre-
sented the policy which the Canadian Government thought acceptable in the cir-
cumstances. He said he was not sure whether this attitude could be made clear in
the Canadian statement on the resolution or, alternatively, whether it might be con-
sidered necessary to introduce amendments. He said he was inclined to think that
the former would be the case. Ends.

54. DEA/50069-A-40

L’ambassadeur aux Etats-Unis
au secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures

Ambassador in United States
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

TELEGRAM WA-265 Washington, January 20, 1951

TOP SECRET. IMMEDIATE.
Repeat Permdel No. 49.

KOREA

Following from Matthews, Begins: State Department asked to have someone attend
this afternoon to let us hear text of a message sent to their delegation in New York
outlining the provisions the United States would advocate in the recommendations
of the Collective Measures Committee. Their message is to be repeated to United
States Embassy in Ottawa. State Department do not know when or how fully the
contents will be passed on to our delegation or to the Department.

2. The memorandum was described as containing the “tentative views” of the

United States Government which are “sufficiently crystallized” to form the basis of
discussions.
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3. The memorandum comments on possible sanctions that might be recom-
mended by the Collective Measures Committee under three heads as follows:

(a) Military

The United States has not and will continue not to advocate the “present exten-
sion” of the area of hostilities. The United States does not consider that the passage
of the proposed resolution condemning China as an aggressor would constitute
authorization of extension of hostilities to the Chinese mainland nor would it con-
stitute permission to bomb China within the meaning of the President’s statement.
If the resolution is passed the United States does not “in the present circumstances
contemplate asking the Collective Measures Committee to recommend any military
operations against Chinese territories”.

At the request of General Marshall a caveat has been added stating that the
United States Government as the Unified Command, has always maintained it must
reserve the right to take action essential to protect United Nations forces under its
command e.g. in the event of large scale air attacks against United Nations forces
from Manchurian bases there must be freedom to bomb the air fields from which
the attacks are mounted: if Chinese Communist forces attack outside of Korea the
United Command must be free to counter attack.

State Department points out that in the event of an extension of hostilities of the
kind referred to they would consult with other countries, particularly those whose
troops were involved.

(b) Economic

The memorandum points out that the United States has applied a complete trade
embargo and would wish the Collective Measures Committee to explore the possi-
bility of recommending economic sanctions by all members of the United Nations.
The United States is aware that some countries would have strong objections to a
full embargo and therefor to preserve the greatest unity possible would be willing
to accept selective embargo covering key items for the Chinese Army or directly
serving war potential — this should include petroleum products, munitions, equip-
ment and commodities directly employed in the production of munitions. These
items are in the United States view an irreducible minimum.

Commenting on this it was pointed out that the proposals did not go further than
the present practice of the Western nations but it is considered that approval of the
present practice is desirable.

(c) Political

While the United States would consider itself justified in asking for a rupture of
relations by those countries that have already recognized Communist China they
realize such action would be just a forward gesture and would be resisted strongly
by several countries. They therefor propose that the Collective Measures Commit-
tee should recommend that no additional countries should recognize the Chinese
Communist Government and that that Government should not be seated in any
United Nations organization.
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It is also proposed the Committee should recommend that the Assembly adopt a
resolution that United Nations should not recognize any territorial gains resulting
from Chinese Communist aggression.

4. Commenting on these proposals State Department said they hoped that their
adoption would hamper China in future campaigns, would result in a greater drain
on Russian resources and might help to persuade China to change the terms upon
which she would be ready to negotiate a settlement. Ends.

s5. | DEA/50069-A-40

Le secrétaire d’Etat par intérim aux Affaires extérieures
au représentant permanent auprés des Nations Unies

Acting Secretary of State for External Affairs
to Permanent Representative to United Nations

TELEGRAM 86 Outawa, January 20, 1951

SECRET. IMMEDIATE.

Following for Minister from Heeney, Begins: Further study in the Department of
the texts of telegrams 841 and 857 of January 19 from New York containing Hutch-
ison’s'> account of his interview with Vice-Minister Chang and the summary of
Panikkar’s interview with Chou En-Lai do not in our opinion bear out the view that
the Chinese attitude is clearly and uncompromisingly negative.'s This applies in
particular to their attitude on the crucial question of whether the negotiation on
political issues should follow the cease-fire or not. While the Chinese may be delib-
erately confusing this issue, there is at least a possibility that genuine misunder-
standing exists and that there is a confusion in their minds between negotiations
leading up to a cease-fire and negotiations on the political issues. In this connection
it should be noted that Chou En-Lai is reported as having said to Panikkar that “as
regards Korea, cease-fire must in practice be reached by three stages — agreement
in principle, negotiations on conditions and implementation”. In this connection
Chou En-Lai quoted from the text of the Chinese reply “no matter what the agenda
and substance of negotiations are if a cease-fire should be arranged without being
preceded by negotiations to determine conditions for a cease-fire then negotiations
after cease-fire would be drawn out in endless discussions without solving any
problem”. With this general proposition we would, I suppose, be in agreement.
What we fear, of course, is the main political negotiations being conducted under
military duress. We have as yet no unequivocal indication that such is the real Chi-
nese intention. While even a slender doubt on this all important point remains, it
should surely be cleared up.

Perhaps it is worthwhile at this point summarising our own view of what would
be an acceptable basis for opening negotiations. We do agree with the Chinese that

1> Sir John C. Hutchison, chargé d’affaires du Royaume-Uni en République populaire de Chine.
Sir John C. Hutchison, Chargé d’affaires of United Kingdom in People’s Republic of China.
' Voir/See DBPQO, Series 11, Volume 1V, p. 310.
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the first steps should be those which they suggest, agreement in principle to a
cease-fire, negotiations of conditions and implementation. These negotiations
would presumably be under-taken by a new United Nations Cease-Fire Committee
and concurrently as to detail by the U.N. military authorities on the spot. During
this period of negotiation it is to be hoped that there would be a lull in hostilities in
Korea but we could hardly demand this as a formal pre-condition as the Cease-Fire
Committee has already shown itself willing to discuss conditions for a cease-fire
with the Chinese representatives in New York while fighting was going on in
Korea.

The implementation of the cease-fire and the opening of the Seven-Power Con-
ference could be simultaneous (preparations for the conference could proceed con-
currently with the cease-fire negotiations). The conference would meet with an
agenda agreed on in advance, the first item of which would be the question of
Chinese representation in the U.N.

In our opinion this programme would not represent any departure from the U.N.
communication of January 13 to the Chinese Government but would be a spelling
out the practical consequences of that message. Our doubt is whether the message
has been clearly understood in these terms by the Chinese and whether they would
in fact turn down a proposition of this kind. It may be that they would do so
because they have already made up their minds in favour of war. It may be that
they are genuinely afraid of a trap by entering into which they would lose military
advantage and that when the Americans had built up forces they would break off
negotiations and return to the offensive. On the other hand, it would always be
open to the Chinese at any stage, either in the cease-fire negotiations or the confer-
ence to break off negotiations themselves and to return to the offensive. The Ameri-
can and Far Eastern Division think that there is a substantial element of fear in the
Chinese position — that they fear a war with the U.S. but dare not show this feel-
ing. If this is so, the case is one which calls for delicate handling. The more so as
the Russians are no doubt continually playing on Chinese fears. It must be recalled
that it was the Soviet Union which jumped the gun in turning down the U.N. pro-
posals of January 13 before the Chinese had a chance to reply to them. As you
recall this was done by Malik in the First Committee and also by articles in Pravda.
It may be that some of the obscurities in the Chinese reply are dictated by their
necessity of meeting Soviet pressure (and ensuring the delivery of Soviet aid in the
event of war), while at the same time putting out faint feelers in the direction of a
peaceful solution which they may really desire.

The above considerations all point in our view at the desirability of delaying a
condemnatory resolution in the Political Committee until further clarifications have
been obtained from Peking. Other arguments pointing in the same direction are:

(a) We are still relying on Hutchinson’s summary of Panikkar’s account of his
interview with Chou En-Lai. We should certainly see Panikkar’s own account of
this very important conversation with the Chinese Foreign Minister before taking
action in the Political Committee.

(b) We have now had a reply from Nehru to the Prime Minister’s message indi-
cating that Panikkar will be instructed to seek further clarification from Peking. In
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view of the obscurities in the Chinese reply to which reference has been made
above, we should await this clarification. Moreover, we would be in a somewhat
awkward position vis-a-vis Nehru if we voted for the condemnatory resolution
before the Indian Ambassador in Peking had had time to get clarification which we
ourselves have requested.

(c) Nehru reiterates in his latest message his view that the passage of a condem-
natory resolution would “probably make negotiated settlement impossible”. This
view must be given full weight insofar as it affects the prospect of further attempt
at a peaceful solution following on a condemnatory resolution.

We are well aware of the strong pressure from the American side to press for-
ward with a condemnatory resolution. You will know better than we do what
chances they have of obtaining the necessary two-thirds majority in the Committee.
Meanwhile, we feel that however faint may be the chances of agreement, we should
if at all possible wait until we have a perfectly clearcut negative by the Chinese to
the proposals of January 13 before proceeding to a vote. We do not feel that, on the
basis of the material available to us, we have at present a firm Chinese turn-down,
especially on the crucial point of negotiations preceding or following the cease-fire.

56. DEA/50069-A-40

Le haut-commissaire en Inde
au secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures

High Commissioner in India
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

TELEGRAM 21 New Delhi, January 22, 1951

SECRET. MOST IMMEDIATE.

Repeat Permdel No. 93.
Reference my telegram No. 17 of January 21st.}

Menon called me in this afternoon to say that there was no answer yet from
Panikkar but to explain Nehru’s views pending this. Nehru much appreciates Can-
ada’s efforts. While he acknowledges difficulty of delaying United Nations resolu-
tion when Chinese procrastinate in answering, he points out that, as in fact there
seems to be no present fighting, there is no immediate urgency.

2. Nehru’s telegram to Panikkar following his message of January 19th to Mr. St.
Laurent had to be relayed through Delhi and three questions may not have gone
then in such specific form as they went yesterday. Panikkar saw Chang Han-Fu,
General Secretary, at 7 p.m., Sunday, prior to receiving yesterday’s instructions
from Menon and discussed substance of three questions without getting clarifica-
tion, but Han-Fu promised to put them to Chou En-Lai and get earliest reply.

3. Following yesterday’s cable, presumably Panikkar will have further interview.

4. Chinese Cabinet was in continuous session for two days before their earlier
answer,
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57. DEA/50069-A-40

Extrait d’un télégramme du représentant permanent auprés des Nations Unies
au secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures

Extract from Telegram from Permanent Representative to United Nations
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

TELEGRAM 92 New York, January 22, 1951

RESTRICTED. IMPORTANT
Repeat Washington No. 65.

KOREA

1. At the meeting of the Political Committee at 3.00 p.m., Saturday, 20th January,
the first speaker was Austin, who introduced the United States resolution. The text
of this resolution was identical with that contained in my teletype No. 87. The
United States introduced the resolution without any co-sponsors. In introducing the
resolution, Austin said: “My Government believes that the time to draw the line is
now. By standing together in Korea we support the United Nations Charter and
preserve the principle of collective security.” The representatives of Haiti, the
Dominican Republic, Uruguay, Greece, Colombia, Cuba, Peru, Panama and Turkey
all spoke in support of the United States resolution.

4. Much the most important statement of the day was that made by Rau of India
near the end of the meeting. He said that Peking’s reply was not an outright rejec-
tion of the cease fire group’s principles, but amounted to “partly acceptance, partly
non-acceptance, partly a request for elucidation, and partly a set of counter “pro-
posals”. He then proceeded to examine these counter-proposals in conjunction with
the principles of the cease fire group and contended that there was room for negoti-
ation and “adjustment” between the two sets of proposals. He said that clarification
of Peking’s reply was urgently needed and that the United Nations would not lose
prestige by continuing to negotiate with a government which might be considered
“a rebel against the United Nations”. He pointed out that Indian leaders had
rebelled against British authority in India but that this fact had not prevented Brit-
ain from negotiating with these leaders, and that today “the prestige of the United
Kingdom has never stood higher in India”. Rau spoke on the United States resolu-
tion only in general terms, but he made it clear that India would strongly oppose the
resolution. He asked what useful purpose would be served by merely branding the
Peking Government as an aggressor. So far as sanctions were concerned, he states
that “the severing of diplomatic relations will isolate China even more than at pre-
sent. Economic sanctions, even if feasible, will fall mainly on the people of China,
who no one desires to penalize. If so, what exactly is the purpose of this
stigmatization?”

5. Rau said that if such a policy of naming China an aggressor were adopted, “the
present tension in the Far East would be perpetuated and would continue
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unabated”. He concluded by saying that “my government is opposed to so disas-
trous a course”.

58. DEA/50069-A-40

Le représentant permanent auprés des Nations Unies
au secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures

Permanent Representative to United Nations
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

TELEGRAM 94 New York, January 22, 1951

TOP SECRET. MOST IMMEDIATE.

Repeat Washington No. 66.
Following is text of telegram received by Sir B.N. Rau from Indian Ambassador,
Peking, through Foreign Office. Text begins:

Please communicate following reply of Chinese Government to Pearson for
transmission to Mr. St. Laurent immediately.

We are glad to hear of the continued efforts of Mr. Nehru the Prime Minister of
India for settling peacefully the Korean problem and for securing peace in the east
and of the participation of Mr. St. Laurent, the Prime Minister of Canada, in the
efforts for settling peacefully the Korean problem. With regard to the two points
raised the reply is as follows:

(1) If the principle that all foreign troops should be withdrawn from Korea has
been accepted and is being put into practice, the Central People’s Government of
People’s Republic of China will assume the responsibility to advise the Chinese
volunteers to return to China.

(2) Regarding the conclusion of the war in Korea and the peaceful settlement of
the Korean problem, we think that we can proceed in two steps. First. A cease-fire
for a limited time-period can be agreed upon in the first meeting of the seven-
nation conference and put into effect so that the negotiations may proceed further.
Second step in order that the war in Korea may be concluded completely and peace
in East Asia may be ensured. All the conditions for the conclusion of the war must
be discussed in connection with the political problems in order to reach agreement
upon the following. The steps and measures for the withdrawal of all foreign troops
from Korea; the proposals to the Korean people on the steps and measures to effect
the settlement of the internal affairs of Korea by the Korean people themselves; the
withdrawal of the United States armed forces from Taiwan and the Taiwan Straits
in accordance with Cairo Declaration and Potsdam Declaration; and other problems
concerning the Far East.

(3) The definite affirmative of the legitimate status of the People’s Republic of
China in the United Nations must be ensured. Text ends.
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59.

DEA/50069-A-40

Note du secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures
et du représentant permanent aupres des Nations Unies

Memorandum by Secretary of State for External Affairs
and Permanent Representative to United Nations

SECRET [New York], January 22, 1951

STEPS TO BE TAKEN IN THE LIGHT OF CHINESE REPLY
TO QUESTIONS SENT BY MR. NEHRU:

1. Political Committee should designate some body (probably Cease Fire Group)
to consider whether, on the basis of Chinese replies, definite programmes for
cease-fire and negotiations can now be proposed.

2. Programme for cease-fire and negotiations might be considered along follow-
ing lines:

(i) Seven-power conference to be convened within one week at New York or
Lake Success.

(ii) At the moment conference convenes, orders for a cease-fire (and stand-still)
to be given to all commanders;

(iii) Conference agenda to be as follows:

(a) arrangements for cease-fire on basis of proposals!? outlined in paragraph 4
of Document A/C.1/643;

(b) Arrangements for the establishment of a free and independent Korea;
(c) Arrangements for the withdrawal of all non-Korean troops from Korea
which shall inc[lude] ;

(d) Arrangements for the peaceful settlement of other Far Eastern problems.
During this part of the discussion, other states might be associated with the
work of the conference as found appropriate. In regard to the question of the
representation of China in the United Nations, conference could agree to give
whatever advice it found desirable to the United Nations Assembly.

3. Programme along the lines indicated above should then be considered by the
Political Committee, and if found acceptable, referred to Peking for its acceptance.

17.C*était le “Rapport du Groupe chargé de la question de la cessation des hostilités en Corée” du 2

janvier 195]. Voir Canada, ministere des Affaires extérieures, Documents sur la Crise Coréenne,
Ottawa, Imprimeur du Roi, 1951, pp. 21-31.

This was the “Report of Group on Cease-Fire in Korea” of January 2, 1951. See Canada, Depart-
ment of External Affairs, Documents on the Korean Crisis, Ottawa: King's Printer, 1951, pp. 19-28.
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60. DEA/50069-A-40

Le représentant permanent auprés des Nations Unies
au secrétaire d'Etat aux Affaires extérieures

Permanent Representative to United Nations
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

TELEGRAM 104 New York, January 23, 1951

RESTRICTED
Repeat Washington No. 73.

KOREA

1. At the meeting of the Political Committee at 3.00 p.m. Monday, 22nd January,
the first speaker was Rau of India, who said that the Indian Ambassador in Peking
had submitted to the Chinese Foreign Office a request for clarification of three
points in Peking’s reply to the cease-fire proposals. Rau then proceeded to read out
the text of Peking’s additional reply which had been transmitted through the Indian
Ambassador. In my immediately following teletypet en clair I am sending you the
text of Rau’s statement. In the light of this further reply from Peking Rau said that
many delegations would require time for “further consultations and particularly for
obtaining new instructions” and, accordingly, he suggested that the committee
should adjourn for forty-eight hours, after giving representatives an opportunity for
preliminary comment on this further reply from Peking.

2. In the discussion which followed the representatives of the Philippines, Greece,
Turkey, Chile, El Salvador and the United States opposed the adjournment, while it
was supported by Jebb of the United Kingdom, Eban of Israel and Fawzi Bey of
Egypt. During this debate a number of additional Latin American states, as well as
the Philippines, reiterated their support for the United States resolution.

3. In supporting Rau’s request for an adjournment Jebb said the communication
read by Rau was “obviously of great interest and importance” and that, on the face
of it, it seemed to leave the impression that Peking had come closer to accepting the
cease-fire principles than had been indicated by the previous reply. Eban spoke
more cautiously, but said that the document read by Rau required close study and
that, for this reason, the committee might well adjourn. Fawzi intervened several
times to support the proposal for adjournment and urged the committee to resist
“outside pressures” which were trying to push it forward into hasty action.

4. In opposing the adjournment Romulo said that the committee could not ade-
quately study the message read by Rau unless it was also given the text of the
questions addressed by the Indian Government to Peking. Both the questions and
the reply were needed by the committee if it were to take cognizance of the matter.
To this Rau replied that he was not in possession of the text of India’s communica-
tion to Peking and that he had already given to the committee “all the materials 1
have”.
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5. In attacking the motion for adjournment Austin made an angry and emotional
statement which dismissed the communication read by Rau as being “not much
more than a postal card”. He also charged that this reply from Peking was a “trans-
parent effort to divide the free world”. Austin spoke contemptuously of those mem-
bers of the committee who attached importance to this communication and who
wanted to “hug it to their bosoms”. Meanwhile, the “very large majority” of the
committee who supported the United States resolution should get on with the
“pending business” — i.e., adopt the United States resolution.

6. The substance and tone of Austin’s outburst were so provoking that it no doubt
influenced a number of delegations, who had not yet made up their minds, to sup-
port the motion for adjournment. In any case, the motion was finally approved by
the committee by a vote of 27 in favour, including Canada, 23 against, and 6
abstentions. The vote was by show of hands and it was not possible to check the
vote of each delegation. However, all the Commonwealth countries, except New
Zealand and Australia, supported the motion for adjournment, as did France and
the Soviet bloc. Australia and Belgium abstained and New Zealand voted against
the adjournment. Nearly all the Latin Americans voted with the United States
against the motion, while the Arab and Asian delegations naturally supported it.

7. The next meeting of the committee will accordingly be at 3.00 p.m., Wednes-
day, 24th January.

61. DEA/50069-A-40

Le représentant permanent auprés des Nations Unies
au secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures

Permanent Representative to United Nations
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

TELEGRAM 100 New York, January 23, 1951

SECRET. MOST IMMEDIATE.

Repeat Washington No. 70.
Reference my immediately preceding teletype.

Rau asked me to come and see him this morning, saying that he now had views
as to the next step to be taken in the Political Committee as a result of the most
recent communication from Peking. He gave me a copy of a draft resolution, text
of which is given in my immediately preceding teletype. He said that he had
received clearance from his government to propose this resolution, and that the
eleven Asian states were prepared to be associated with him in proposing it. Asian
states were meeting him at six o’clock this evening, and decision would then be
taken whether or not to propose this resolution when Political Committee meets
tomorrow (Wednesday).

2. Rau said that he had no idea what the United States reaction would be to this
proposal, and he had rather hoped that you would be prepared to discuss it with the
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United States delegation. He said that he was anxious also to have the benefits of
your comment and advice before he met his Asian colleagues this afternoon.

3. You will notice that effect of the draft resolution is to provide for immediate
convoking of a seven-power conference, object of which will be to clarify the
obscurities in the Chinese position. In other words, it would be a conference to
determine whether or not negotiations for a cease-fire and for a Far Eastern settle-
ment could take place. I remarked to Rau that, in spite of its limited terms of refer-
ence, a conference of this kind might appear to concede the principle that a cease-
fire must precede a negotiating conference. We had of course always recognized
that the cease-fire itself might have to be a subject of negotiation, and it had never
been specified where the negotiations about the cease-fire should take place. To
summon a seven-power conference before any commitment, even in principle, of
the cease-fire had been taken might create difficulty.

4. 1 asked Rau whether he and his Asian colleagues had considered, as an alterna-
tive, the possibility of proposing a rather more precise formula providing for a
seven-power conference to establish a cease-fire and then to arrange a peaceful
settlement in Korea, arrange for withdrawal of troops, and proceed with the discus-
sion of other cease-fire problems. (I spoke along the lines of the memorandum
which I gave to you yesterday.) Rau said that they had considered proposals of this
kind and that his Asian colleagues were prepared to amend the second Asian reso-
lution in almost exactly the terms I had mentioned. He did not himself at the
moment have instructions which would enable him to do this, but he thought he
might be able to obtain the necessary clearance. If it were your view that a course
of action along these lines were preferable, he and his Asian colleagues would seri-
ously consider proceeding in that manner. He said, however, that there were certain
disadvantages to this course of action that should be kept in mind. A communica-
tion to the Chinese along the lines suggested would necessitate a delay for reply.
The reply would probably be equivocal, and a further delay might be necessary for
further clarification. The principal advantage of the proposal contained in the draft
which he gave me was that it would get around the delay and frustration caused by
a sequence of communications back and forth across the Pacific. He did not, how-
ever, seem to have strong views one way or the other as to which course of action
would be preferable.

5. I told Rau that I would send you immediately the text of his draft resolution
and an account of our conversation.
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62. DEA/50069-A-40
Note du chef de la Direction des Nations Unies

Memorandum by Head, United Nations Division
SECRET [Ottawa], January 23, 1951

KOREA

The following is the text of a note which I received from the Minister in mid
afternoon, January 23. In accordance with the Minister’s instructions, I telephoned
the message immediately to Mr. Riddell.

“Will you tell Mr. Riddell that the P.M. is very interested in the detailed propos-
als for a 7 Power Conference along the lines of our memo — though to meet the
U.S.A. position we should emphasize that other countries would be included for
particular questions. He would not mind my putting the idea in my speech but
would hope that a Resolution would be sponsored by the Asians — or by a group,
U.K., Canada, France, etc. — letting the U.S.A. know and emphasizing that this
was a 48 hour take it or leave it proposition.

A general Resolution such as that suggested by Rau would not do from our point
of view. Riddell should get into touch with Rau accordingly — empbhasizing that
the delay would not be for more than 48 hours and the resolution must be drawn in
such terms that a definite acceptance or rejection must be received within that time.
I would hope that Rau would accept responsibility for this but if not it should be
put in tomorrow by some one if it is to be any use.”

JOHN W. HOLMES

63. DEA/50069-A-40

Le secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures
au représentant permanent aupres des Nations Unies

Secretary of State for External Affairs
to Permanent Representative to United Nations

TELEGRAM 97 Ottawa, January 23, 1951

SECRET. MOST IMMEDIATE.

Following for Riddell from Holmes, Begins: The following is the Minister’s rough
draft resolution which I mentioned to you on the telephone:

“Having received the observations of the Central People’s Government of the
People’s Republic of China to the statement of principles submitted to it by the
Chairman of the Political Committee on January 11, and taking into account the
statement of the Delegate of India reporting a clarification that his Government had
received from Peking on certain points of that reply, the Political Committee rec-
ommends the following programme for a cease-fire in Korea and a peaceful settle-
ment of Korean and Far Eastern problems:
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(1) A conference of the following seven powers to be convened at Lake Success
or New Delhi on (approx. Feb. 5): US.S.R.,, US.A,, U.K,, France, People’s Repub-
lic of China, India and Egypt.

(2) Immediate instructions from this conference to those concerned that there
should be a cease-fire and stand-still in Korea within twenty-four (?) hours.

(3) The negotiation at once of a more permanent cease-fire and arrangements on
the basis of the plan submitted in the report of the cease-fire group of January 11,
this arrangement to remain in effect until superseded by a peace settlement as out-
tined below. (It is understood that if a cease-fire arrangement is broken by either
side, it is null and void).

(4) A peaceful solution of Korean problems in accordance with the principles laid
down in paragraphs 2 and 3 of the statement of principles of January 11, and with-
drawal from Korea of non-Korean forces, which shall include Chinese nationals
and forces. (The Minister suggested that UNCURK should be given some responsi-
bility for the solution of Korean problems although he recognized that it would be
necessary for Peking representatives to be associated with it in some way for this
purpose).

5. The discussion of Far Eastern problems in accordance with paragraph 4 of the
above statement, and as the first item of such discussion, the request of the Central
People’s Government for a definite affirmation of the legitimate status of the Peo-
ple’s Republic of China in the United Nations. For this matter the seven power
conference would take the place of the Assembly Committee on representation
which was instructed to report to the Assembly.

(6) In the discussion at the above conference of such subjects as the representa-
tion of China in the U.N. or the status of Formosa, any Government specially con-
cerned shall be invited to participate.

(7) This recommendation to be transmitted at once to the Central People’s Gov-
ernment with an indication that a reply is required within forty-eight hours of its
receipt in Peking in order that the conference may be convened on the date fixed.
Ends.

64. DEA/50069-A-40

Le représentant permanent aupres des Nations Unies
au secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures

Permanent Representative to United Nations
to Secretary of State for External Affairs
TELEGRAM 109 New York, January 23, 1951

SECRET. MOST IMMEDIATE.

Repeat Washington No. 77 (Immediate).
Reference to teletype No. 97 from Holmes, and to instructions telephoned by
Holmes at four o’clock this afternoon.
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1. In view of indications which we have now received from various sources of the
vigorous and apparently uncompromising opposition by the United States Govern-
ment to any effort to seek clarification of recent Chinese communication through
Panikkar at the expense of further delay in dealing with their resolution, I have
hesitated to carry out your instructions precisely. It has seemed to me that if I com-
municated to Rau the details of a resolution as contained in your teletype No. 97,
and encouraged him in too forthright a manner to have the resolution tabled, that
we would in effect be committed to supporting it. This commitment might prove
embarrassing, in view of the fact that it may be difficult to get the Asian States to
accept all of the points contained in our resolution.

2. In these circumstances, I told Rau that I had heard from you to the effect that
you were in favour of seeking further clarification on the Chinese position by some
method, that you thought a resolution along the lines that I had already indicated
would be a useful way of doing so, that the effect of such a resolution would, how-
ever, be lost if it were opposed uncompromisingly by the United States, that we had
no idea at the moment whether the United States would be prepared to acquiesce in
a resolution along the lines we had suggested, or even in any modification of such a
resolution. It seemed necessary therefore, before a decision was taken as to the
method by which a further clarification should be sought from the Chinese, to
determine whether the United States delegation would modify the decision which it
was now taking. I added that, if any resolution along the lines indicated were put
in, you felt very strongly that it should have a forty-eight hour time limit, as sug-
gested in paragraph 7 of your telegram under reference.

65. DEA/50069-A-40

L’ambassadeur aux Etats-Unis
au secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures

Ambassador in United States
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

TELEGRAM WA-280 Washington, January 23, 1951

SECRET. MOST IMMEDIATE.
Repeat Permdel No. 54.

KOREA

1. Dean Rusk, Assistant Secretary for Far Eastern Affairs, phoned Ignatieff this
morning to express State Department perplexity at the way in which the latest mes-
sage from the Chinese Communist Government had been announced publicly in
the Political Committee yesterday. Rusk said that it was understood in the State
Department that the message, which had come in some time in the forenoon, had
been the subject of discussion between certain delegations, but that the first notice
the United States Government (which was most directly concerned) had of this
message was the statement made by Sir Benegal Rau in the Political Committee.
This procedure, Rusk said, resulted in a disagreeable reaction in Washington. He
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added that the purpose of his remarks was not to lay any complaint against any
individuals, but merely to report a fact that the State Department took exception to
the procedure which had been followed.

2. Rusk went on to say that it would be helpful to the State Department to have an
indication of the status and significance to be attached to the Peiping message. It
was the State Department understanding that the message had been received by Sir
Benegal Rau from the Indian Ambassador in Peiping. The State Department would
like to know whether it was an oral message made to Panikkar in the course of a
conversation or whether it was a more formal written reply, made in reply to cer-
tain questions put in writing to Peiping.

3. Rusk did not offer any comment on the substance of the Peiping message. In a
conversation with Hayden Raynor, however, Ignatieff’s attention was drawn to
Reston’s article on the front page of the New York Times today which he said was a
fairly accurate reflection of some of the initial State Department reactions. Raynor
went on to say that, from the United States point of view, it would be hoped that
the resolution now pending before the Political Committee would be passed, not
closing the door, however, to the possibilities of reaching a peaceful settlement. On
a point of detail, Raynor observed that the proposed membership for the 7-power
group could not be acceptable to the United States Government. It excluded a num-
ber of Governments whose interests would be most directly concerned in any of the
negotiations envisaged. He thought that a solution might be worked out both by
changing the nucleus of the proposed group as well as altering the membership
according to the different subjects of the agenda being discussed. Thus, France
would have to participate in any discussion of Indo-China, the Nationalist Govern-
ment would need to participate in the discussion of Formosa and provision might
have to be made for participation of Australia and New Zealand in the discussion of
some Far Eastern questions.

4. We have withheld comment on the State Department’s reactions pending gui-
dance from you on what may be said concerning our part in the messages
exchanged with Peiping. Ignatieff merely undertook to draw Rusk’s comment to
your attention.

66. DEA/50069-A-40

L’ambassadeur aux Etats-Unis
au secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures

Ambassador in United States
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

TELEGRAM WA-293 Washington, January 23, 1951

SECRET. MOST IMMEDIATE.
Repeat Permdel No. 56 (Immediate).
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KOREA

1. After lunch, Jack Hickerson got in touch with us by telephone to say that it had
been decided that the United States delegation would be instructed to press for the
adoption of the condemnatory resolution pending before the Political Committee.

2. The latest message from Peiping had been analyzed in the State Department
and the only new content, in their opinion, was the idea that the cease-fire should
be the first item on the agenda of a 7-power conference which would be called to
discuss a broad agenda of Far Eastern questions. The United States view of a cease-
fire, he said, still remained unchanged; it should be accepted outright by all con-
cerned and the details worked out between the military commands in the field. The
negotiations now suggested seemed to provide for a temporary cease-fire with the
Chinese Communist forces apparently reserving the right to resume hostilities any
time the negotiations on the other matters proved unsatisfactory to them. Hickerson
said the United States insisted that negotiations should not be under duress.

3. Hickerson also said that he would not be frank if he did not say that the State
Department had been surprised that there had been no consultation with the United
States before an approach had been made to Peiping for clarification of their posi-
tion on the cease-fire. He said that it was quite realized that the governments were
at liberty to make approaches of this kind, but, in the view that any negotiations
with Peiping should be under United Nations auspices and under conditions
approved by the General Assembly and not under the auspices of a select group of
governments. Hickerson said the United States would oppose any further
approaches under United Nations auspices to the Peiping Government with regard
to a cease-fire.

67. DEA/50069-A-40

Le secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures
a U'ambassadeur aux Etats-Unis

Secretary of State for External Affairs
to Ambassador in United States

TELEGRAM EX-177 Ottawa, January 25, 1951

SECRET. IMMEDIATE.
Repeat Permdel No. 110 (Important).

KOREA
Your telegrams No. WA-280 and 293 of January 23.

1. You may explain to Rusk and Hickerson the following circumstances in con-
nection with the latest message from Peking.

2. Our inquiry was in no sense a negotiation with the Peking Government. We
were puzzled by the obscurities in the first Chinese reply, and as we had no channel
through which to seek clarification directly, the Prime Minister quite naturally
asked Mr. Nehru if Panikkar might be able to find out the real intentions of the
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Chinese. We assumed, as no doubt everyone else assumed, that Panikkar and other
representatives in Peking would be trying to find out what the Chinese meant by
their reply. We were very much surprised ourselves when the reply came back in
what seemed to be a direct reply to Mr. St. Laurent from Chou En-Lai. The reply
was a formal written communication.

3. The reply was transmitted to Rau in New York who sent me a copy. This
reached us late Monday morning, not long before we left for Lake Success. There
was, therefore, no time to discuss the matter with our friends, particularly as we had
first to consider the attitude which we would adopt. I did not consider, furthermore,
that I had the right to pass on a message which, in the form in which it reached us,
appeared to be addressed in the first place to Rau. There was no time even to con-
sider fully with Rau how this would be presented, and we did not know until we
reached Lake Success that Rau intended to make public the message. It was my
intention, of course, to discuss the matter with the Americans. The reason 1 did not
speak to them before the meeting was that there was not time after our arrival, and,
furthermore, I learned that Jebb had shown the text of the telegram to Gross. It is
not quite true to say that the U.S. Government learned of the message first from
Rau’s statement. They were given as much advance warning as anyone else, with
the exception of the U.K. who happened to be the technical agents for transmitting
the message to Rau.

4. You should remind Rusk that at a meeting last Friday in New York to discuss
possible amendment of the U.S. resolution, I told Gross and the others present that
the Prime Minister was in communication with Nehru about the meaning of the
Chinese reply. That was all there was to be said on the subject until just before
Monday’s meeting.

5. I see no reason at all why we were under any obligation to give the Americans
full details of an informal exchange of messages with another Commonwealth gov-
ernment. As for consulting the Americans about the enquiry, they had made them-
selves so clear on the subject of the Chinese reply, even to the extent of producing
a precipitate rejection, that there was really no point in asking for any clarification
of their views. We had certain doubts about the meaning of the Chinese reply, and
they obviously had none.

6. You might also point out to the State Department that Monday was a very
difficult morning for us. Before receiving the unexpected reply from Peking, we
had had the unpleasant shock of Gross’s apparent revision of U.S. policy reported
in the morning papers, about which we had had no advance notice. With this to
consider, as well as the message from Peking, I could not mention the matter to
anyone until I had had an opportunity to discuss our situation thoroughly with
Ottawa.

7. We consider that we have no reason at all to be apologetic about our actions.

You should be careful to avoid, furthermore, any suggestion that we are passing
any blame on to the Indians.
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68. PCO
Extrait des conclusions du Cabinet

Extract from Cabinet Conclusions

ToP SECRET [Ottawa], January 24, 1951

INTERNATIONAL SITUATION; RECENT DEVELOPMENTS

42. The Secretary of State for External Affairs said that recent developments in
the United Nations with respect to the Korean problem seemed to indicate that the
United States had never been truly convinced of the wisdom of the United Nations
accepting the Statement of Principles which had been submitted to Communist
China some time ago. Although the first reply from Peiping had seemed at first
glance to be unsatisfactory to the point of being unacceptable, subsequent clarifica-
tions obtained through the Indian Ambassador to Communist China had indicated
that the door was not closed to further negotiations. U.S. representatives, however,
were not inclined to accept these clarifications as the basis for further negotiations
or the actual calling of a peace conference but were still pressing for adoption of a
resolution condemning Communist China as an aggressor and calling upon the
Collective Measures Committee to recommend what further steps should be taken.
The U.S. resolution, as introduced in the First Political Committee, had been modi-
fied to meet, partially at least, the views of the United Kingdom, Canada and other
member nations. The U.S. position in this matter had been supported only by the
Latin-American countries, Turkey, Greece and the Philippines.

If and when the U.S. resolution came to a vote, it was recommended that the
Canadian representative should voice Canada’s interpretation of the true meaning
of the resolution which was to the effect that Communist China had, in fact,
assisted belatedly in an aggression which had been committed originally in June of
last year by the North Koreans and that adoption of the resolution would in no
manner grant automatic authorization to the Unified Command to carry out active
operational engagements against Chinese territory. With these reservations, it was
suggested that Canada should vote for the resolution as a whole.

43. The Minister of National Health and Welfare said that whether or not the
reply submitted by Communist China was sincere this whole episode had had, as a
practical result, the effect of causing a regrettable divergence of views between the
United States and Canada. Every care should be taken to avoid any widening of
this rift and indeed everything should be done to facilitate complete unity of views
between western democracies.

44. The Prime Minister said that when the U.S. resolution was put to a vote,
Canada should vote for it with an explanation as outlined by Mr. Pearson since the
fact could not be avoided that Communist China had aided the aggressor in Korea.

45. Mr. Pearson said it was possible that Asian members might sponsor a resolu-
tion calling for the establishment of a four-power conference to review far eastern
questions generally. Such a conference would include Russia, the United Kingdom,
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the United States and Communist China. It seemed inadvisable for Canada to sup-
port such a resolution, if presented, since the participation of Communist China in
a conference of this character while hostilities continued in Korea seemed clearly
unacceptable.

46. The Cabinet, after further discussion, noted the report by the Secretary of
State for External Affairs on recent developments at the United Nations respecting
the Korean problem.

69. DEA/50069-A-40

Extrait d’un télégramme du représentant permanent auprés des Nations Unies
au secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures

Extract from telegram from Permanent Representative to United Nations
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

TELEGRAM 121 New York, January 25, 1951

RESTRICTED
Repeat Washington No. 85.

KOREA

1. At the meeting of the Political Committee at 3.00 p.m. yesterday, 24th January,
Austin pressed for adoption of the United States resolution as being essential to
preserve collective security. He stated that “if any one of us is attacked, each of us
would in that situation desperately ask the United Nations to provide the unified
support of every other government in the world to meet the attack. How can we
bring that about for our own countries? Only by a determination to take united
action to support each other faithfully and vigorously when an act of aggression
occurs.” Austin also analyzed the additional reply by Peking read by Rau at the
meeting of 22nd January (my teletype No. 105)1 and dismissed this as being
“another rejection” of the cease fire principles.

4. During the meeting the twelve Asian-Arab states circulated a revision of their
previous draft resolution, but none of them have yet had the opportunity to for-
mally introduce it. The text of this new Asian resolution is contained in my teletype
No. 118.F It is expected that Rau will formally introduce it at the next meeting of
the committee today, 3.00 p.m., 25th January.
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70. DEA/50069-A-40

Le représentant permanent aupres des Nations Unies
au secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures

Permanent Representative to United Nations
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

TELEGRAM 131 New York, January 26, 1951
Repeat Washington No. 91.

KOREA

1. The Political Committee held a meeting this morning (26 January) and
adjourned until tomorrow morning without holding an afternoon meeting. The rea-
son for the adjournment was a Latin-American suggestion that, as today is “Repub-
lic of India Day”, it would be a courtesy to India not to meet in the afternoon. This
was adopted without discussion, and the meeting rose at 2 p.m.

2. The first speaker at today’s meeting was Mr. Pearson. A fairly full summary of
his statement is contained in press release GA/PS/422 on the United Nations tele-
printer. I shall send you by bag copies of the verbatim transcript of Mr. Pearson’s
statement as delivered.'®

3. Apart from Mr. Pearson’s statement, by far the most important other statement
today was that of Eban of Israel, who spoke in a very similar manner. I am com-
menting separately on Eban’s statement and on other behind-the-scenes develop-
ments today. :

4. There are still a number of representatives on the Speaker’s list, and it is by no
means certain that a vote will take place tomorrow, although this seems quite possi-
ble if two meetings are held. It also seems probable that, prior to voting on either
the United States or Asian resolutions, a procedural battle will develop as to which
of these resolutions has priority in the vote. The Asian group have introduced their
present resolution in the form of a revision of their resolution of 12 December, and
will argue that for this reason it has priority over the United States resolution.

'8 Voir Canada. ministere des Affaires extérieures, Déclarations et discours, 1951, Ne 2.
See Canada, Department of External Affairs, Statements and Speeches, 1951, No. 2.
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71. DEA/50069-A-40

Le représentant permanent auprés des Nations Unies
au secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures

Permanent Representative to United Nations
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

TELEGRAM 133 New York, January 26, 1951

SECRET

Repeat Washington No. 92.

1. After my statement this morning, first Jamali of Iraq and later Sir Benegal Rau
told me that the Asian group would be considering this afternoon an amendment of
their resolution to incorporate points which I had made. They both asked me how I
felt about this. I said that we ourselves were not proposing any new resolution or
any amendments to existing resolutions, but that naturally any suggestions made by
our delegation could be utilized by any other delegation, if it saw fit. 1 pointed out
to them both that in making the suggestions regarding a programme of cease-fire
and negotiation, I had had in mind that this programme might be taken up by the
Good Offices Committee immediately it was established. I agreed, however, that if
these points were incorporated in the Asian resolution, it would probably command
more support than it will at present. One objection to this course was that if the
Asian resolution was voted on first, and defeated, with the amendments now sug-
gested, it might be a little more difficult for the Good Offices Committee later to
put forward those suggestions to the Peking Government. This, however, was not a
difficulty of any great substance, I thought. Sir Benegal asked me point-blank
whether we would support the Asian resolution if it were amended along the lines
of our suggestions. I said that that would depend entirely on the form of the resolu-
tion as the Asians finally agreed on it. It would be difficult for us, certainly, to
oppose it, and it might even be drafted in a way which would command our support
if, in fact, it were voted on first. This question of priority of voting between the two
resolutions, is, indeed, becoming of increasing importance, and we are not certain
here what course we should follow in regard to it.

2. After the moming meeting, Gross of the United States delegation told me that
the British had proposed to them certain amendments to their resolution which
would have the effect of suspending action by the Collective Measures Committee
until the Good Offices Committee had reported to the Assembly. They forwarded
this suggestion to Washington where it was considered this morning at a Cabinet
meeting and was rejected both by the President and the Secretary of State. Wash-
ington, however, has agreed to an alteration of their resolution by which the cease-
fire group in its work would take into consideration the report of the Good Offices
Committee. Gross did not think they would go any further than this.

3. Afterwards I had lunch with Jebb who explained to me the latest attitude of his
Government toward the United States resolution, and their feeling now that if it
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could be amended along the lines of the Israeli proposal,'” and if it could be made
clear that there would be no consideration of Collective Measures until the Good
Offices Committee had reported, they would approve it. On the other hand, if these
amendments could not be accepted, they would vote against the United States reso-
lution, and they felt that several other delegations would support them in this
course. I suggested to Jebb that the American reluctance to accept their amendment
might be lessened if they attached a time limit to the work of the Good Offices
Committee, say three or four weeks, and he said he would pass on this idea to
London. I also pointed out to him that the amendment which the Americans had
agreed to accept did, in fact, seem to accomplish what they wish, because it would
mean that the Collective Measures Committee could be suspended until there was
something to report to it from the Good Offices group. He was interested in this,
and said that he hoped that his Government might, in the light of this interpretation,
be satisfied with the United States amendment, if Washington would not accept
anything else.

4. So far as we are concerned, I think that we should support the United Kingdom
and Israeli amendments to the United States resolution if they are submitted or,
alternatively, the United States amendment if that is all we can get. I should add
that the Americans have also agreed to accept a small change to paragraph 2 which
would alter the words “has rejected” to “has not approved”, or something like that.
This would make it possible for us to support that paragraph on which, in its pre-
sent form, we would abstain.

5. 1 think that if the United States resolution can now be put in an amended form
incorporating United Kingdom and Israeli ideas, it will get a very large majority.
Otherwise, I think that though it will command 2/3 majority, there may well be 20
or 23 votes against and abstentions.

6. My own feeling is that things are moving at the moment in a better direction,
and that there is still some possibility of a resolution which, by combining a con-
demnation with stronger provisions for cease-fire and negotiation, will command a
very great measure of support indeed. This would, of course, be the most desirable
result and we will do our best to bring it about. We should know pretty well where
we stand on these matters tomorrow afternoon.

1° La délégation israélienne a proposé un amendement 2 la résolution des Etats-Unis visant 2 inverser
I’ordre des paragraphes 8 et 9.
The Israeli delegation proposed an amendment to the United States’ resolution which reversed the
order of paragraphs 8 and 9.
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72. DEA/50069-A-40

Le représentant permanent auprés des Nations Unies
au secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures

Permancnt Representative to United Nations
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

TELEGRAM 134 New York, January 26, 1951

IMMEDIATE

Minister has given permission to use following summary of Canadian statement in
First Committee today which was requested earlier by Tremblay over telephone for
transmission to posts abroad, Begins: Statement began with analysis of first efforts
of cease-fire group, statement of principles January 11th, Peking note January 17th
and subsequent clarification through India. Direct summary of remainder follows.
Canadian delegation believes Political Committee would have been wise consider
six point programme as test China’s real intentions.

(1) Immediate conference United States, United Kingdom, France, USSR, India,
Egypt, People’s Republic; (2) First business appointment Cease-Fire Committee
United States, People’s Republic and members UNCURK to arrange immediate
cease-fire before other items; (3) Conference to consider peaceful solution Korean
problems and withdrawal foreign troops as in statement principles; (4) Discussion
Far East problems as in paragraph 5 statement principles. (Conference could only
express view on representation); (5) Governments with special interest would par-
ticipate as appropriate; (6) United Nations to transmit programme to Peking and
request answer 48 hours after receipt.

To ascertain such procedure worthwhile Canadian Prime Minister had asked
India address clarification questions Peking. Canada would have liked see consider-
ation given some such programme as outlined.

Asian resolution — is not best method reaching objective. Might lead discussion
general questions without cease-fire, thus sacrificing basic principle cease-fire first.

United States resolution — decision on it difficult if one accepts sense responsi-
bility under Charter and understanding where resolution may lead. Duty not dis-
charged by joining in moral condemnation. Infinite patience has been needed
maintain peace through United Nations. Even in present difficult situation Canada
believes in continuing efforts find peaceful honourable solution of conflict and dif-
ferences with China. We should be ready hold door open for further negotiations if
reason believe successful. Could wish last paragraph United States resolution
broader but if China has not closed door discussions could continue regardless this
resolution. Statement of principles still stands.

Canada supports resolution since cannot deny fact Chinese forces participating
in aggression. China must understand settlement impossible until participation
ended. Resolution not declaration war nor intention destroy Peking regime but call
Peking desist aggression engage peaceful settlement. Should recognize possibility
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China imprisoned by own dogma and thinks acting self-defence. Should give fur-
ther assurance our intentions.

Collective Measures Committee should recognize free world forces are limited
and free world as whole under menace greater than Chinese. Should be aware
Soviet complicity Korea. Must not be distracted into war with country when no
basic grounds quarrel. Committee should have major objective peaceful settlement
issues which can be settled while strengthening United Nations effort Korea.
Should show wisdom restraint.

Canada’s view resolution doesn’t give Unified Command Pacific any authority
not already possessed.

Some features resolution don’t carry considered judgment Canadian delegation
although will vote for resolution as whole, reserving position on amendments and
paragraph two. Delegation thinks presentation such resolution when possibility
negotiation with China not exhausted is premature and unwise. Supporting because
main purport is condemn Chinese assistance aggressor. United Nations cannot
ignore such defiance. Canada has honest differences with United States will con-
tinue press policies conducive peaceful settlement Far East. Text ends.

73. DEA/50069-A-40

Le haut-commissaire en Inde
au secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures

High Commissioner in India
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

TELEGRAM 31 New Delhi, January 28, 1951

Top SECRET. MOST IMMEDIATE.

My telegram No. 30 of January 27th.
Repeat Most Immediate to the Minister in New York.

The Prime Minister asked me to transmit to our Prime Minister following mes-
sage received from Panikkar. Message begins:

For the Prime Minister. I saw Chou En-Lai today at 3:30 p.m. and had an hour’s
discussion with him about your message. I explained to him at some length the
necessity of consolidating world opinion by an affirmation of China’s desire for
peace and her adherence to the principle of settlement through negotiation. This
was already known to friendly countries but needed to be emphasized in order to
reach as wide a circle as possible and that “a conciliatory statement made in a
proper way would rouse popular enthusiasm and produce favourable results in neu-
tral and friendly countries”. Chou, after expressing appreciation of your sentiments
and determination for a peaceful settlement, said “as to Premier Nehru’s suggestion
that we make a statement to mobilize world opinion, we believe it is correct. At the
proper time we shall do so. But we must not, repeat not, allow such a statement to
be taken as a sign of weakness by opponents to peaceful settlement”. He elaborated
this point by citing United States pressure on Canada and others. Canada had origi-
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nally supported Commonwealth proposals and in that belief they replied to queries
of St. Laurent. The present change in Canadian attitude, he charges, was due to an
attempt by the United States to put pressure on China to make further concessions
especially with regard to prior implementation of cease-fire. He added “when we
heard of peaceable efforts by Canada we were glad and willing to cooperate but
now they have changed their position under American pressure and are trying to
trap us and appease America”.

2. Chou did not, repeat not, therefore, consider the present a suitable moment for
a conciliatory statement. He drew attention to Chairman Mao's statement to me
yesterday “what India has been working for and what the 12-nation proposal means
is a genuine peace and we are willing to co-operate. But those who support
America’s demands to condemn us and at the same time talk of negotiation are not,
repeat not, working genuinely for peace”.

3. I tried to explain that, while no, repeat no, doubt America has been putting
pressure on her associates, we should not, repeat not, forget that her associates were
equally putting pressure on her. I drew attention to the British Ambassador’s repre-
sentation to the State Department regarding the (group corrupt as received) Tru-
man’s declaration about Formosa which, as a result, has been repudiated. I said that
there was much more pressure put on America behind the scenes than public state-
ments would lead one to suppose and he should not, repeat not, be misled by
appearances.

4. They could put this pressure on only by accepting some part of United Nations
position.

5. Chou replied that, if any attempt is made to combine condemnation of China
with proposal for conference, China could not, repeat not, accept it. The position,
he said, is simple. Question is a seven nation conference for which a basis exists
and we should not, repeat not, complicate it.

6. I said that this was position taken by India and that further examination and
discussion should be at conference. After redevising offer of conference with a
temporary cease-fire in order to facilitate negotiation, Chou said “what America
wants is a cease-fire without settling the basis for negotiation so that discussion
may be prolonged endlessly. It is because of our own desire for peace and our
regard for this country in (group corrupt) nations who genuinely desire peace that
we agreed to have cease-fire at first meeting of conference. This was a genuine
peace effort on the part of China”. I went back to the original question of a state-
ment by him and he replied again that at the proper time he would make it but “we
do not, repeat not, desire to give the United States the wrong impression that we are
weakening because it is putting pressure on other countries”.

7. He desired me to convey these sentiments to you and through you to all peace
loving countries.

8. Following are my impressions:

Firstly, China will consider a resolution condemning her as a hostile act and
possibility of peaceful settlement will thereby be finally extinguished. This, 1 sug-
gest, should be made unmistakably clear to the Commonwealth and other friendly
countries.
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Secondly, China is willing for an immediate conference on basis of 12-nation
resolution and would not, repeat not, enter into further elucidation and explanation
except at conference.

Thirdly, it is significant that in contrast to Soviet delegation objection, Chou did
not, repeat not, raise any points regarding the suggestion that time and place of
meeting should be settled by the President, but they have already made it clear that
they will not, repeat not, go to America.

I am convinced that this is the last opportunity for peaceable negotiation and the
Chinese believe that they have gone to maximum length to meet suggestions from
friendly countries, particularly India. American pressure on countries which were
inclined to be friendly and weakness shown by Canada and, in some measure, by
Britain have stiffened Chinese attitude, as they feel that America desires to humili-
ate them first before any negotiations take place. Message ends.

74. DEA/50069-A-40

Le représentant permanent auprés des Nations Unies
au secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures

Permanent Representative to United Nations
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

TELEGRAM 135 New York, January 28, 1951

SECRET. MOST IMMEDIATE.

Repeat Washington No. 93.

Following from the Minister, Begins: After talking to the Prime Minister last night
on the telephone, I changed my plans and decided to remain here until tomorrow
afternoon in the hope that the vote would be taken then on the Korean resolution.
Mr. St. Laurent felt that in view of the more understanding attitude of the United
States in the last few days, shown in Austin’s statement before the Political Com-
mittee yesterday, and in the amendments which they are now willing to accept to
their draft resolution, we could give that resolution stronger support than previ-
ously. He also hoped that the United Kingdom and France could now vote for it,
and indicated that if I could do anything to this end in New York, it would be a
good move. Consequently, this morning I tried to get Sir Gladwyn Jebb to discuss
with him recent United States moves and our hope that United Kingdom reaction to
them was favourable. I was unable to do this as Jebb was out of town, but Mr.
Riddell passed on our views to Coulson, and I telephoned them to Mr. Wrong for
transmission to Oliver Franks.

2. The frank and forthright acceptance by Austin, on behalf of the United States
Government, of our understanding that the United States resolution does not give
the Unified Command or its commanders in Korea any authority to take action
which it and they do not already possess is heartening. Also, the proposed amend-
ment to paragraph 8 means that the Collective Measures Committee would not
have to make any report as long as the work of the good offices group was proceed-
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ing satisfactorily. This amendment, which should remove many of the United
Kingdom doubts about this provision, would add to the present paragraph 8, the
following words:

“... it being understood that the committee is authorized to defer its report if the
Good Offices Committee referred to in the following paragraph reports satisfactory
progress.”

3. Yesterday at lunch, and later at dinner, Rau discussed with me ways and means
to facilitate the work of the Good Offices Committee, which might also make it
possible for him to serve on that committee as the President of the Assembly
desires. We thought that once the United States resolution carried in the Political
Committee, there might be a proposal to the effect that no action should be taken in
regard to its confirmation in plenary assembly until the Good Offices Committee
had an opportunity to pursue its work for a short time; the President to decide when
to call the Assembly together. This would mean that formal and final action would
not be taken at once against the Chinese. This would make some appeal, presuma-
bly, to Peking, while the strong condemnatory action which will presumably be
taken by the Political Committee might satisfy public opinion in the United States,
which would not then oppose a short delay in respect of confirmation by the
Assembly while the Good Offices Committee was working. I think that this sug-
gestion might have useful results. We have passed it on to the British but have not
yet mentioned it to the United States delegation.

4. Entezam told me yesterday that he was going to ask Rau and me to form the
Good Offices Committee. 1 told him that this might be difficult for me as I could
not continue to be in New York. He said, however, that in his view the Good
Offices Committee need not do the actual work of negotiation itself, but should
establish some machinery to this end, and merely supervise that machinery by
occasional meetings. For that purpose, he would be quite happy if Mr. Riddell
could take my place at such meetings in New York when I was not present. We also
discussed the appointment to the Good Offices Committee of someone as a Secre-
tary or Agent General, who would have to do most of the day-to-day work. I
expressed the view that for this purpose Ralph Bunche was the obvious choice, and
the others concurred. Entezam said that he did not feel that he could take on this job
unless he had the same group with him that had worked on cease-fire activities, as
he felt that if we could not accept appointment, it might be interpreted as a reflec-
tion on him and on our previous work. He, therefore, strongly urged Rau and me to
join him, emphasizing again that it would not involve for me any great activity or
frequent visits to New York. We both agreed to refer the matter to our governments.
I would be glad, therefore, if this matter could be brought at once to the attention of
the Prime Minister. I will also discuss it with the United States delegation here as it
would be out of the question for any Canadian, I think, to be appointed to this
group if he did not command the confidence of the authorities in Washington.
Ends.
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75. DEA/50069-A-40

L’ambassadeur aux Etats-Unis
au secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures

Ambassador in United States
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

TELEGRAM WA-354 Washington, January 29, 1951

SECRET. IMPORTANT.
Repeat Permdel No. 71.

KOREAN RESOLUTION

Following for Pearson from Wrong, Begins: I informed Riddell last night about my
discussion with Franks yesterday afternoon which indicated the very strong
probability that the United Kingdom would vote for the amended United States
resolution. Ignatieff saw Steel this morning to find out the results of a meeting late
yesterday with Rusk and Hickerson in which the British, under instructions from
London, sought assurances that the United States would not object to a program on
the general lines of your speech of January 26th.

2. Steel said that the State Department had agreed that the Good Offices Commit-
tee should consider your suggestions. They also agreed that the Peking Government
should participate in any negotiations for a cease-fire under the auspices of that
committee and said they were ready to deal with the Peking Government in further
negotiations for a peaceful settlement in Korea and other outstanding Far Eastern
issues. They retain their objection, however, to the composition of the seven-power
group mentioned by you and others as a negotiating body.

3. Steel said the Cabinet was meeting in London this morning to decide on the
instructions to Jebb, but he had no doubt that in view of these assurances Jebb
would be authorized to vote for the United States resolution. Ends.

76. DEA/50069-A-40

Le représentant permanent aupreés des Nations Unies
au secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures

Permanent Representative to United Nations
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

TELEGRAM 151 New York, January 31, 1951

IMMEDIATE
Repeat Washington No. 100.
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KOREA

1. At 10.10 p.m. last night, 30 January, the Political Committee adopted the
United States resolution, as amended by Lebanon. The vote on the resolution as a
whole was 44 in favour, 7 against (the Soviet bloc, Burma and India), 8 abstentions
(Afghanistan, Egypt, Indonesia, Pakistan, Sweden, Syria, Yemen and Yugoslavia),
and one state (Saudi Arabia) “not participating in the vote”. My immediately fol-
lowing teletypet en clair contains the text of the amended resolution as adopted.?

2. Prior to the vote on the main resolution five separate votes were taken on
portions of the resolution. The first seven paragraphs were adopted by a vote of 44
in favour, 7 against (the Soviet bloc, Burma and India) and 7 abstentions. The Leb-
anese amendment to paragraph 8 — i.e., to add the words “it being understood that
the committee is authorized to defer its report if the Good Offices Committee,
referred to in the following paragraph, reports satisfactory progress in its efforts”,
was then adopted by a vote of 42 in favour, 7 against (including China) and 9
abstentions. Paragraph 8, as amended, was then adopted by 42 in favour, 7 against,
and 10 abstentions. The first part of paragraph 9, down to the words “by peaceful
means” was then adopted by 46 in favour, 5 against and 7 abstentions; and the
remainder of paragraph 9 was adopted by a vote of 43 in favour, 5 against, and 11
abstentions. On these two latter votes the only negative votes were cast by the
Soviet bloc. Canada voted affirmatively on each of these votes.

3. Before the vote on the United States resolution the twelve-power Asian resolu-
tion was rejected by a series of individual votes on portions of the resolution, and
consequently, under Rule 128, no vote was taken on the resolution as a whole.
These individual votes were not by roll call so it was not possible to see how each
state was voting. Nevertheless, it was noticed that Yugoslavia voted for all parts of
the Asian resolution. The only other affirmative votes were cast by the Soviet bloc
for all of the resolution except the second sentence in the operative paragraph
beginning “as the first step towards this end”. The Soviet representative had moved
an amendment to this phrase which repeated practically verbatim Peking’s second
reply regarding a limited cease-fire, which was transmitted through Panikkar and
read by Rau in the committee on 22 January (see paragraph 2 of my teletype No.
105)t. In the vote on this Soviet amendment the Asian states did not “participate in
the vote” as they claimed they did not have instructions. The Soviet amendment
was defeated by 5 in favour, 38 against and 6 abstentions. After the defeat of this
amendment the Soviet bloc voted against the phrase in the Asian resolution begin-
ning “as the first step towards this end”, but supported the remainder of the
resolution.

4. The three meetings held on Tuesday prior to the voting on the Asian and
United States resolutions were marked by an apparent filibuster on the part of the
Soviet bloc to delay the voting. Strenuous efforts were also made by India and
Egypt to postpone the vote until today in view of the Soviet amendment to the
Asian resolution referred to above. Eventually a Turkish proposal calling for clo-
sure of debate and an immediate vote on the two resolutions was adopted by 36 in

0 Voir/See FRUS, 1951, Volume VII, pp. 150-151.
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favour, 17 against (the Soviet bloc and the Asian states) and 5 abstentions. The
voting then took place with the results given above.

5. In the course of the discussion preceding the voting Mr. Pearson explained our
vote on both the United States and Asian resolutions. The text of his statement is
contained in my teletype No. 149.%

6. During the discussion at yesterday’s meeting Sir Benegal Rau stated that his
government had been informed “from the highest sources in Peking” that on 26
January the Peking Government regarded the Asian resolution “as providing a gen-
uine basis for a peaceful settlement”. Just before the voting on the United States
resolution Rau intervened again to place it on record that “when the world was
marching, in our view, toward disaster we — most of the Asian powers — did all
we could to halt that march”. He argued vehemently that, if the United States reso-
lution were adopted, tension in the Far East would be perpetuated and “the atmos-
phere for successful negotiations would be vitiated”.

7. Before the plenary session of the Assembly can act on this resolution it will be
necessary, under Article 12 of the Charter, for the Security Council to drop this
item from its agenda. The council is meeting today, 31 January, at 10.45 a.m. for
this purpose, and it is possible that several meetings of the council will be required
to deal with the matter in view of the probable filibustering tactics of the Soviet
Union.

77. DEA/50069-A-40

Le secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures
au haut-commissaire en Inde

Secretary of State for External Affairs
to High Commissioner in India

TELEGRAM 24 Ottawa, February 3, 1951

TOP SECRET. IMPORTANT

Your telegram No. 31 of January 28.

1. In view of the fact that Canada is specifically mentioned in Panikkar’s message
of January 27 to Mr. Nehru and in order to ensure that the Canadian Government’s
position is completely understood by the Indian Government, I should be grateful if
you would give Bajpai a copy of the text of the statement which I made at the
United Nations on Jan[uary] 30 in explanation of the Canadian vote and if you
would also bring the following observations to Bajpai’s attention. The text of my
statement is given in my immediately following telegram.t

2. Chou En-Lai’s interpretation of the Canadian position as set forth in his discus-
sion with Panikkar was obviously based on a very incomplete summary of my
speech of January 26, since he shows a complete misunderstanding of the position
of the Canadian Government and misrepresents it very gravely. Chou En-Lai sug-

2! Voir Déclarations et discours, 1951, N° 3./See Statements and Speeches, 1951, No. 3.
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gests that we have altered our position because of United States pressure and that
acting under such pressure we are trying to trap the Chinese and appease America.
This, of course, is not true.

3. It has been clear to us since the beginning of December that if a resolution, in
appropriate terms and factually correct, condemning China for assisting in the
Korean aggression were introduced in the Assembly and were put to the vote, we
would have no alternative but to vote for it, even though we considered it, as stated
on January 26th, to be untimely and unwise. It seemed to us that not to vote for
such a resolution would be to refuse to face the obvious facts. We have, however,
since the Chinese assistance in Korean aggression became flagrant at the beginning
of December, consistently and forcefully urged that the United Nations should con-
tinue as long as possible to refrain from naming the Chinese People’s Government
an aggressor. The counsels of caution which we and other like-minded govern-
ments gave to the United States resulted in the United States refraining for some
time from pressing a resolution on aggression to a vote, but during last week it
became clear that the great majority of the members of the United Nations would
find it impossible to continue any longer to refrain from condemning the Chinese
People’s Government for the aid and assistance which they have given to those
who were already committing aggression in Korea.

4. When this became clear we tried to persuade the United States to modify its
resolution and agree to a conciliatory interpretation of it and we had a considerable
measure of success. In this sense we were putting far more pressure on the United
States than the United States had been putting on us.

5. Furthermore, if it had been possible for the Asian countries to modify their
resolution so that it not only made clear that fighting must stop before subsequent
political negotiations begin, but also included substantially our proposals of Janu-
ary 26th, we could have voted for it. My explanation of vote given on January 30th
does not spell out all of our objections to the revised Asian Resolution, but it gives
you generally the reasons why we could not accept it; our main objection was that
it did not lay down any specific programme with dates, etc., which would have
prevented the Government in Peking returning an ambiguous and delaying reply.
This seemed to us to be essential.

6. Although we are naturally disappointed to see how seriously Premier Chou has
misunderstood both our peaceful motives and the manner in which we have pur-
sued them, just as we have done our best to urge the United States authorities not to
close the door completely as long as there is hope of peaceful negotiations, we
would also view with the deepest regret any act on the part of the Chinese People’s
Government which would close the door from their side. We do not see why formal
condemnation of Chinese participation in aggression should be regarded as a final
end to all hopes of a peaceful settlement. In fact, together with other delegations,
notably the Indian and United Kingdom, we have insisted that efforts should be
continued through some Good Offices Committee to explore all possible opportu-
nities for peaceful negotiation on honourable terms. While on the one hand the
Canadian Government is determined to uphold the principles of the Charter, on the
other its purpose is not to humiliate the Chinese Government. If, in the light of
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these considerations, the Chinese People’s Government nevertheless takes such
steps as to close all avenues of negotiation, we cannot but feel that the full respon-
sibility for subsequent development must in all honesty lie with the Chinese Peo-
ple’s Government.

7. I can understand the attitude of the Indian Government with regard to Rau
serving on the Good Offices Committee, but I nevertheless regret the decision
taken. The fact that India voted against the United States Resolution would have
made Rau an even more useful member of the committee than if they had abstained
or voted for it. I, with the Prime Minister’s approval, would have been willing to
serve again with him, but as he has not been able to accept the President’s invita-
tion, I have informed Entezam that I also will not be available. Ends.

78. DEA/50069-A-40

Le secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures
au haut-commissaire en Inde

Secretary of State for External Affairs
to High Commissioner in India

TELEGRAM 26 Ottawa, February 3, 1951

TOP SECRET. IMPORTANT.

Please pass the following to Mr. Nehru from the Prime Minister, Begins: The
recent vote in the Political Committee on the United States resolution has brought
us to the end of one chapter, at least, in the record of United Nations efforts to deal
with Far Eastern problems. Though I greatly regret that on this occasion, our two
governments found themselves in opposing positions on the vote, I am less disap-
pointed by this circumstance than I am encouraged by the results of our joint efforts
in the interests of a peaceful settlement of Far Eastern problems.

2. We have been able through our efforts to bring about a modification in the
position of both the United States Government and the Central Peoples Govern-
ment to an extent, which, at the time of General Wu’s appearance in New York, I
would have thought impossible. On the one hand, we seem to have induced the
Chinese Government to accept the principle that a cease-fire must precede other
negotiations and that their troops must be withdrawn along with other non-Korean
troops from the Korean peninsula. On the other hand, the United States Govern-
ment, by concurring in the statement of principles contained in the report of the
cease-fire group of January 11th, has indicated its willingness to enter into discus-
sions with the Chinese Communists on basic Far Eastern problems.

3. There have of course been limitations for both our governments on the extent
to which we could carry out joint efforts. For you, these limitations arose out of
policies in regard to the United Nations and in regard to your relationship with
other Asian states which you have frequently made known. For us, they arose
equally out of our attitude towards the collective security system and our relation-
ships with our great neighbours. It has always been clear to us that once we were
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faced with the question of whether or not the Chinese had participated in aggres-
sion in Korea we could not do otherwise than answer yes. We have also felt that we
could not expect the United States Government to sit at the conference table with
Chinese Communists unless the Chinese were unequivocally committed to a pro-
gramme beginning with the cease-fire and proceeding with other subjects in an
orderly and pre-determined manner. Therefore, we were faced with the logical
necessity of abstaining on the Asian Resolution calling for a seven power confer-
ence. It seemed to us that further clarification from the Chinese should now be
sought by other means. But, despite Mr. Pearson’s efforts, it was not possible to
persuade the Committee to accept any such course before it dealt with the United
States Resolution. Therefore, our Delegation had to take up a position on that reso-
lution. We brought to bear our full influence on the United States Government to
make their resolution in as moderate terms as would still be acceptable to the
United States public. However harmful you may feel the United States Resolution
in its final form to have been, I am sure you would consider that our influence,
together with that of other delegations, had improved it very substantially.

4. Our joint efforts have, of course, been subject to a great deal of misinterpreta-
tion in both the United States and China. It is, I suppose, inevitable that such efforts
as ours should be misunderstood, and 1 am not therefore surprised that Chou En-
Lai, as reported by Mr. Panikkar, should have said that Canada had altered its posi-
tion because of United States pressure, and that under this pressure we were trying
to trap the Chinese and appease America. I am sure that your representative in
Peking will do whatever is possible to correct that misinterpretation of our position.

5. The great question before us now is, of course, whether or not adoption of the
United States resolution will put an end to all possibility of a peaceful settlement of
Far Eastern questions within the foreseeable future. The Chinese have, as your rep-
resentative has reported, said that this would be the case, and it may well be that
their prophecy will turn out to be correct on this as on previous occasions. It should
be pointed out, of course, that the Chinese People’s Government on their part do
not hesitate to condemn in violent terms the United States, acting as an agent of the
United Nations, for aggression in Korea, and nevertheless expect that country and
the rest of us to enter into negotiations around the council table. I hope Chou En-
Lai can be made aware of this inconsistency. We have not hesitated on our part to
press for negotiations with the Peking regime in spite of the language used by them
in their reference to United Nations action in Korea. If they now take the position
that a United Nations resolution condemning them puts an end finally to all hope of
settlement, it will seem to confirm the view of many that there was from the begin-
ning no hope of success in such negotiations and that the Chinese regime has been
insincere in discussing their possibility.

6. In the long run, however, it seems to me that the attitude adopted on both sides
will be determined by the realities of the material situation in the Far East generally
and in Korea in particular. Though it may be extremely difficult to make any pro-
gress in the near future, I nevertheless hope that before long a further chance of
negotiated settlement may emerge. With this in mind, I think we should hold firm
to the view that the statement of principles which we enunciated and which was
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accepted by the Political Committee provides an adequate basis for a peaceful set-
tlement. Ends.

2¢ PARTIE/PART 2

COMITE DE MESURES ADDITIONNELLES
ADDITIONAL MEASURES COMMITTEE

79. DEA/50069-A-40

L'ambassadeur aux Etats-Unis
au secrétaire d'Etat aux Affaires extérieures

Ambassador in United States
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

TELEGRAM WA-397 Washington, February 1, 1951

SECRET. IMPORTANT.

Repeat Permdel No. 78.

1. I had an interesting talk late yesterday with Rusk on the program which might
be followed in dealing with the Korean situation. He began by saying that the State
Department would welcome three-comered discussions with the British and our-
selves designed to work out a course of action on the lines that you proposed in
your speech of January 26th.22 They think that any program of this nature should
not be put in the form of a resolution, as it ought to be left flexible to meet chang-
ing conditions. The only criticism made of your suggestions was that they would
not be willing to bind themselves to sit down in a Far Eastern conference composed
as you suggested, although they would be willing to meet with the Chinese Com-
munists and the Russians provided that adequate diplomatic preparation by the par-
ticipating friendly countries had taken place. Rusk went on to describe the general
stages he thought should be followed, saying that this was not yet official policy,
but was likely to become so.

2. The first stage should be a cease-fire with the 38th Parallel as the boundary
line. The basis should be that laid down in the December report of the Cease-Fire
Committee after discussions with the Unified Command, except that they might be
prepared to forgo the creation of a demilitarized zone if this appeared to be feasible
from a military point of view.?> He thought such a cease-fire could best be dis-
cussed through confidential channels. He made it clear that what he called a de
facto cease-fire would not meet their requirements, as they would not be prepared
to desist from air attack in North Korea unless the arrangements had been negoti-

2 Voir le document 70./See Document 70.

23 Voir Canada, ministere des Affaires extérieures, Documents sur la crise coréenne, Ottawa,
Imprimeur du Roi, 1951, pp. 21-31.
See Canada. Department of External Affairs, Documents on the Korean Crisis, Ottawa: King's
Printer, 1951, pp. 19-28.
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ated in advance so as to ensure against a Chinese build-up; agreed methods of
supervision of the execution of the cease-fire were therefore necessary.

3. The next stage would be to work out a longer range settlement in Korea itself.
He said that the prospect of being able to establish a unified Korea had now
become distant and that he was thinking in terms of the possible re-establishment
of the situation prevailing up to June 25th. This would be tolerable, provided that it
was accompanied by international commitments which would safeguard the
Korean Republic from attack in conjunction with their own enlarged and re-
equipped military forces. He remarked that such an outcome would simplify
Korean reconstruction by confining United Nations responsibility to the R.O.K.;
North Korean towns were now “sticks and stones”.

4. If this stage could be successfully completed, they would then be prepared to
enter into discussions on Far Eastern questions. They would wish to match the two
major Chinese objectives of Formosa and seating in the United Nations with the
introduction of issues affecting Indo-China, Communist penetration elsewhere in
free Asia, the treatment of foreign interests and foreigners in China, and possibly
Tibet. The composition of the discussion should vary according to the subject. He
insisted, however, that where they were *“competing claimants” (i.e., the Chinese
Communists and Nationalists) they would want both of them to be represented in
the talks. He thinks that any discussions of this nature would have to be strung out
over a lengthy period and that the diplomatic preparation by the friendly countries
should be as careful and complete as that preceding the proposed meeting of the
Council of Foreign Ministers on European issues.

5. We then turned to discussing action under the resolution passed by the Political
Committee on January 30th. He said that they were in no hurry to put proposals
before the Collective Measures Committee, which ought to take its time before
making any proposals for sanctions. He did not disagree when I said that the threat
of possible sanctions might well be a greater deterrent or bargaining lever than any
sanctions which could in fact be agreed upon. He also remarked on the complexity
of the issues involved in working out selective economic sanctions. No instructions
on this subject have yet been sent to the United States delegation.

6. As to the new Good Offices Committee, I told him that I understood that Rau
would not be permitted to serve by Nehru and that you also would in these circum-
stances be unwilling to serve. He said that as alternatives they were thinking of a
Norwegian or a Swede, together with Malik of Lebanon if he were ready to act.
(He said there had been a bitter dispute in Stockholm preceding Swedish abstention
on Tuesday). I mentioned your view that an effective negotiator should be desig-
nated by the Secretary General to act for the committee, possibly Bunche. He
remarked that he doubted whether the Chinese would deal with an American citi-
zen and whether Bunche would himself agree to serve on this account. He agreed,
however, that the committee should have such an agent, and suggested the possibil-
ity that a suitable (continental European or British) person might be selected from
outside the United Nations Secretariat. He also thought that in filling Rau’s and
your places member should be chosen from a country effectively represented in
Peking.
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7. Rusk, as usual, was cool and constructive. On the military side he remarked
that it was evident that the United Nations forces should not attempt to see the Yalu
River again and should accept the limited objective in trying to free the Korean
Republic. On the other side, it was probable but not certain that the enemy could
not now expel the United Nations forces from Korea.

8. I met Franks immediately after seeing Rusk, and he took up with me the sug-
gestion, which_had been previously made to him, of three-cornered talks between
the United States, United Kingdom and Canada, which he is anxious to see
adopted. He thinks well of the general programme proposed by Rusk. Do you agree
that I should participate in such discussions?

80. DEA/50069-A-40

Le secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures
a l'ambassadeur aux Etats-Unis

Secretary of State for External Affairs
to Ambassador in United States

TELEGRAM EX-210 Ottawa, February 9, 1951

SECRET. IMPORTANT.

Repeat Permdel No. 163; London No. 277.
Your telegram WA-397 of February 1.

UNITED STATES FAR EASTERN POLICY

1. I was much encouraged by the sobriety of the views expressed by Rusk, as
reported in your telegram under reference. It came as a very welcome change from
the friendly but somewhat excited pressures to which we had been previously sub-
jected. 1 was glad, in particular, to receive this evidence that the United States
Administration is genuinely anxious to continue the work of negotiation with the
Chinese Communists and is no longer thinking in terms of a limited war with
China.

2. When you are in Ottawa, we can discuss the proposal that there should be
three-cornered talks in Washington with the Americans and the British about the
next steps that should be taken in Korea and the Far East. My present feeling is that
such an exchange of views would be valuable. However, I think that they should be
preceded, if possible, by an informal attempt on our part to sound out the State
Department on the long-term objectives of their policy in the Far East. I have been
concerned by what appears from here to be a lack of direction and consistency in
their Far Eastern policy. A despatch which will go to you in tomorrow’s bag elabo-
rates this concern and suggests some of the fundamental questions to which I
should like an answer. Once these questions had been answered, however tenta-
tively, it would be easier to discuss profitably the next steps which should be taken.
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3. If such three-cornered discussions are arranged, I assume that they will be kept
entirely private and informal. Otherwise, of course, a number of other countries
would consider, and with reason, that they had a good claim to be included.

4. The only difficulty I can foresee if we participate in such three-cornered dis-
cussions is that the Americans, after deferring to our wishes in some particulars,
may consider that we are then under a moral obligation to support them in the
United Nations and elsewhere, even though only some of our objections to their
proposals may have been met. You may feel that this suspicion is unworthy and
shows too cautious a determination to avoid commitments. My recent experience in
New York, however, has convinced me that caution is necessary in any prelimi-
nary, informal talks. On several occasions after 1 had told the United States repre-
sentatives there of my views on the United States resolution and when they had
made a few changes in an effort to be conciliatory, I was confronted with the feel-
ing that now I was expected to “lay Canadian support on the line” now that our
objections had been met. Since our main objections had not been met, I found this
method of doing business somewhat irritating. I therefore consider that if you par-
ticipate in discussions with the Americans and the British, you should make it clear
at the outset that, although we are more than willing to have a frank exchange of
views with them on the course to be followed now that the People’s Government
has been formally condemned, we cannot regard ourselves as bound in any way by
these discussions. Above all, you should tell them frankly that we are maintaining
the right to determine our own attitude to whatever action may be proposed in the
United Nations when the time comes to take such a decision.

5. I am looking forward to your visit to Ottawa which will give us a chance of
thrashing out this whole question further.

81. DEA/50069-A-40

Le secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures
a l'ambassadeur aux Etats-Unis

Secretary of State for External Affairs
to Ambassador in United States

DESPATCH Y-650 Ottawa, February 9, 1951

SECRET
Reference: My telegram No. EX-310 of February 9, 1951.

UNITED STATES FAR EASTERN POLICY

In view of the rapid drift in United States policy toward an irrevocable break
with the Chinese Communists and of the danger of the United States adopting a
policy of assisting the Chinese resistance movement on the mainland and of further
rearming Chiang Kai-Shek, I think you should seek an early opportunity to discuss
with the United States Government, at a high level, the long term objectives of
their Far Eastern policy, in which we must inevitably be involved.
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2. Since Mr. Acheson and other officials of the United States Government may
feel that we have been giving them too much gratuitous advice lately on United
States policy in the Far East, I do not think that at this stage we need to make
suggestions to them on what their policy should be. You should instead do your
best to draw them out. What follows in this despatch is material which I hope will
be of use to you in doing this.

3. There may be some lessons to be drawn between our present position in rela-
tion to China and the situation which existed in 1939 when the Soviet Union
attacked Finland. At that time it was plain that the Soviet attack was an outrageous
betrayal of all the principles which underlay the international community and one
had to define the Soviet action in those terms. Yet, it would have been disastrous if
we had come into conflict with the Soviet Union over Finland, particularly when it
was clear that the Soviet-German alliance was of the most opportunistic nature and
that unless any precipitate action on our side had prevented it, these two powers
were bound to fall out, thereby bringing Russian manpower to bear against Ger-
many. The parallel obviously should not be pressed too far, especially since Sino-
Soviet relations today are undoubtedly closer and more stable than Soviet-German
relations in 1939-41. Nevertheless, the principle of keeping the eye on the main
danger still holds good and any hostile action which we launch against China
would only have the effect of strengthening the grip of the Communist regime upon
the people on the one hand and increasing its dependence on the Soviet Govern-
ment on the other.

4. Another instance of the wisdom of restraint can be adduced from the events in
1946 when the United States came very close to a break with Yugoslavia over the
shooting down of a United States Army plane over that country. Precipitate action
at that time might well have had the effect, if not of preventing, at least of postpon-
ing the breach between Tito and the Soviet Union.

5. We think it is now a fitting time to review the events leading up to the vote of
January 30 and to frame a policy for the next stage. The main burden of responsi-
bility for framing a constructive policy for that stage rests on the United States. It is
therefore essential for us to know as precisely as we can what present United States
objectives are as regards the Far East in general and China in particular.

6. The Canadian Government and people have, as you know, been deeply con-
cerned during the past seven months over some aspects of United States Far East-
ern policy. If a policy is coherent and logical, even if one disagrees with it, it may
still command respect but some aspects of recent United States policy have seemed
to us erratic and confused. At times it has been difficult for the Canadian Govern-
ment to discover exactly what the current United States policy is. There have been
occasions when, within a comparatively brief period, we have been given or have
noted in the press statements by persons claiming to speak on behalf of the United
States Government which have been conflicting or indeed contradictory. Dean
Rusk has been wise and restrained but his expositions of United States policy have
not always been consistent with public or private expositions by officers of equal or
higher rank in the Administration, such as Hickerson, Gross or Austin. MacAr-
thur’s statements have, of course, added to.the confusion.
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7. This, plus outbursts of impatience and tactlessness, and the absence of any
clear-cut sense of direction, both in the forming and carrying out of current United
States policy, have, as you know, caused some differences between the United
States and their Western allies. These differences are, however, even wider with
certain Eastern governments, especially India.

8. I hope that we can now assume that the State Department has discarded all
ideas of limited war with Communist China and that it may even share our doubts
about the effectiveness and desirability of sanctions of any kind against China. We
have never, however, so far as 1 am aware, been assured that Mr. Acheson has
given up his advocacy of limited war. Even if ideas of limited war have been aban-
doned by the Administration, the outlines of an alternative United States policy
have not yet emerged. I realize, of course, that this emergence is not going to be
easy and will take some time. But I hope that the outlines of it will soon appear.

9. An alternative policy would have been to explore the possibilities of negotia-
tion. The United States, however, not only pushed through the Assembly a resolu-
tion condemning China as an aggressor, but also gave the impression during the
debate at Lake Success and even more in Washington that they were anxious to
seize on the first Chinese reply to the statement of principles of January 27 as an
excuse for withdrawing from their own commitment to those principles. One could
only deduce from this that the United States had no real desire to enter into negotia-
tions with China at that time.

10. We ourselves remained convinced throughout that negotiations with China
should be our objective and condemnation voted only as a last resort. Nevertheless,
in view of our recent experience at Lake Success we are not now prepared to lend
our support to any plan for negotiations unless we are certain that the United States
intends to work for their success. That is one reason why I did not accept the invi-
tation to serve on the Good Offices Committee. It seems to me that it would be
better to abandon for the immediate future all plans for negotiation than to enter
into negotiations which are clearly foredoomed to failure. An early breakdown of
negotiation, particularly if it arose from United States inflexibility or impatience,
might finally convince the Chinese that their only hope lay in complete dependence
on the Soviet Union. No doubt such a development would be welcomed in certain
quarters in Peking and we should be careful not to facilitate it. I should think, there-
fore, that for the immediate future it might be wise to fall back, if possible, on
diplomatic machinery outside the Good Offices Committee in an effort to bridge
the gap between Washington and Peking. I doubt if the Good Offices Committee,
tied up as it is with the resolution of condemnation, can do very much at this stage,
though it may be very useful later.

11. It is important that we know what objectives the United States would seek in
any negotiations. Would the United States subscribe to the following or would they
suggest others:

(i) Localization of the war in Korea and, if possible its liquidation;

(ii) Prevention or postponement of Chinese Communist attacks on Indonesia,
Malaya, Hong Kong, Burma, etc.;
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(iii) As a corollary of the above, the retention of the access to areas of raw materi-
als vital both to the West and to non-Communist Asian countries;

(iv) Agreement that our objective in the Far East is the defeat of aggression and
not the use of the United Nations to overthrow Communist Governments;

(v) Elimination of the danger of our being drawn into a lengthy and perhaps
indecisive military struggle with Chinese Communism when we have accepted the
axiom that Western Europe should be the principal area of our defensive effort;

(vi) The desirability of doing everything possible to drive a wedge between Com-
munist China and the U.S.S.R.; as a step towards this end, the opening up of China
to our diplomatic and economic influences; and

(vii) Finally, and following from the above, stabilizing the Far East.

12. Even the partial achievement of these objectives would tend to strengthen
friendly relations between the West and the non-Communist East which recent
United States tactics have strained. The United States Administration must be
aware that their recent policy has noticeably dismayed and vexed some of our
potential friends in non-Communist Asia. Take the case of India, for example, the
most important nation in this group. We think that India, though its reaction to
Chinese intervention in Korea has seemed to the United States to be timid and
wrong, has served as a useful channel of communication with Communist China
and that we should look to the Indians for continued help if negotiations with China
are to succeed. Yet the kind of misrepresentation of Indian motives given by Sena-
tor Austin in his speech of January 22 and the implicit threat of economic pressure
made recently by Senator Connally will certainly not induce in India a spirit more
co-operative with the aims of United States diplomacy.

13. We are, we hope, under no illusions about Mr. Nehru or Indian policy. We do
not look upon the present Indian leadership as being the heir to all the Wisdom of
the East, nor do we view all Indian proposals as realistic, as we showed by
abstaining on the Asian resolution. At the same time, we believe that in the present
circumstances we can hope for no more sympathetic or helpful administration in
that country, which is still in a formative condition.

14. We consider that in the present lull in the diplomatic front it is up to the
United States Government, following the vote of January 30, to indicate to coun-
tries such as Canada what they envisage as the next step and particularly whether
they can hold out any positive hopes that negotiations with China will bear fruit. In
entering such negotiations the United States would hold a comparatively favourable
position. The chief factors in United States bargaining strength would include the
following:

(i) The rapid increase of United States military strength, and the consequent
shrinking of the military liability arising from the Korean operations;

(ii) The present United States control of Formosa;

(iii) The increasingly strong position of the United Nations forces in Korea and
what appears to be now some strengthening of the French position in Indo-China;

(iv) The desire of the Chinese to participate in talks on the Japanese peace
settlement;
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(v) The desire of the Chinese Communist Government for recognition and entry
into the United Nations; and

(vi) A factor on which there is still considerable doubt, the desire of Communist
China, even at this late date, to avoid war with the United States.

15. In regard to point (vi) above, we would appreciate a State Department assess-
ment on an important problem, which we feel is still unsolved, namely, the extent
of Soviet influence on China, particularly on the conduct of the Korean aggression,
and more generally, whether the Soviet Union is exercising a restraining hand upon
Chinese Communist expansionist ambitions or pressing China forward. The answer
to this, it seems to us, depends in large part on a calculation of the extent of the
risks of a general war this year which the Soviet Union is prepared to run.

16. We are not blind to the powerful position which the Chinese would enjoy at a
conference table as a result of their vast armies, their strategic location in regard to
Korea and Indo-China and their backing by the military might of the Soviet Union.
It seems to us, however, that the United States and Communist China through a
realistic appraisal of both their own and others’ strength could cautiously enter into
a series of arrangements which would be in effect a wary and tortuous process of
disengagement on both sides from the fixed positions in which each party has
entrenched itself. If this process can only be commenced and followed up, even
with all the disappointments and problems it would involve, we consider that it
offers the only hope for a lessening of tensions and in the long run a comparative
stabilization of the Far East. The chances of success of such negotiations, we real-
ize, are slender. Chief among the difficulties, of course, are the fanatic marxist
obsessions of Chinese Communist leaders and the excitable state of public opinion
in the United States. Nevertheless, it is the task of diplomacy to pursue patiently
and doggedly what appears to be the only sensible course.

17. During your discussions with the United States Government at a high level on
the long term objectives of their policy in the Far East, I should be grateful if you
would take advantage of any opportunity which presents itself to make clear that,
while we have over the past seven months differed from the United States on their
Far Eastern policy, and while we continue to have apprehensions about the drift of
their policy in the Far East, the Canadian Government and people are fully con-
scious of the great debt of gratitude which they owe to the United States, and par-
ticularly to Mr. Truman and Mr. Acheson for the way in which they have, during
the past seven months, rallied the whole of the free world to defend its common
liberties against the increasing danger of Soviet aggression. Three years ago when
the Communists seized Czechoslovakia, the United States and its fellow-members
of the North Atlantic Community embarked on a process of strengthening their
armed forces and their unity. Looking back at this period of the last three years, it
is clear that up to the time of the attack on Korea last summer none of us in the
North Atlantic Community was moving fast enough. The result, I am afraid, was
that, instead of the gap between our strength and the Soviet strength narrowing, it
was in fact widening and the inevitable result would have been disaster. This sui-
cidal policy has been reversed because of United States leadership under Mr. Tru-
man and Mr. Acheson, and latterly General Marshall. The United States has with
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courage and imagination seized the opportunity which was presented by the devel-
opments in Korea to double and later to quadruple its defence effort and has carried
its North Atlantic allies with it. The result is that for the first time since the end of
hostilities there is good reason for believing that time is on our side and that if we
continue with our present defence policies and pursue a patient, restrained and firm
diplomacy, we may succeed in averting war and finally in reaching a tolerable
modus vivendi with the Soviet Union.
L.B. PEARSON

82. DEA/50069-A-40

Le représentant permanent aupres des Nations Unies
au secrétaire d’'Etat aux Affaires extérieures

Permanent Representative to United Nations
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

TELEGRAM 205 New York, February 12, 1951

SECRET. IMPORTANT.

Repeat Washington No. 138.
Reference paragraph 2 of my teletype No. 1961 — Committee on Additional Mea-
sures for Korea.

1. Coulson of the United Kingdom delegation has today shown me copy of a
telegram from London containing the instructions to the United Kingdom delega-
tion regarding the study of sanctions against China by the Additional Measures
Committee. You will no doubt have already received a copy of these instructions
from Earnscliffe. Briefly they boil down to rejection by the United Kingdom Gov-
ernment of all the United States proposals for either economic or diplomatic sanc-
tions against China by the United Nations.

2. So far as organization of the Committee on Additional Measures is concerned,
I understand from Coulson that the United Kingdom now believe that Sarper or
Muniz will be Chairman, with possibly Fawzi Bey or Gonzalez (Venezuela) as
Vice-Chairman, and with Shann as rapporteur. The United Kingdom thinking is
that once the bureau is formed, the Committee should adjourn for a period of per-
haps three weeks while the bureau (not, repeat not, the Secretariat as mentioned in
paragraph 2 of my teletype No. 196) prepares proposals for the Committee’s con-
sideration. During these three weeks it would be understood that the bureau would
receive a good deal of guidance from the United States, United Kingdom and
French delegations, and possibly ourselves, in order to ensure that the proposals
when finally submitted to the Committee would be ones which the major contribut-
ing States had already agreed to.

3. In view of the fact that the United Kingdom and United States Governments
are now so sharply divided regarding the question of sanctions, it seems to me that
there might be something to be gained by trying to switch the emphasis in the
Additional Measures Committee from the question of sanctions against China to
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the question of additional measures in securing United Nations objectives in Korea,
at least in the early stages of this work. The resolution adopted by the Assembly
made it clear that the charge against the Chinese Communist Government was that
it was assisting in an aggression which had already taken place in Korea. The oper-
ative paragraph concerned reads: “The General Assembly 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.” By paragraph 8, the new committee is requested as a matter
of urgency to consider additional measures to be employed to meet this aggression.
It can be argued that the “additional measures” which the Committee should con-
sider are, therefore, in the first instance, any measures which might contribute to
resisting the Korean aggression — i.e., not specifically the question of sanctions
against China.

4.1 am not sure that it would be possible to get support for this interpretation of
the Committee’s mandate, especially in view of the prevalent demand for sanctions
against China. It might also be inexpedient to raise in the Committee questions
concerning military assistance in Korea, and I am not sure what other additional
measures, apart from contributions of shipping, food, etc. could be considered. 1
should add also that Coulson of the United Kingdom delegation, who is the only
person to whom I have mentioned this possible approach, was singularly unim-
pressed (repeat, unimpressed) with it. Unless we devise some fresh approach, how-
ever, we will be confronted in this Committee with the stubborn and unreconciled
opposition of United Kingdom and United States objectives.

5. 1 should be grateful for instructions as to the line we should adopt when it
becomes necessary to consider the substance of the Committee’s mandate, as dis-
tinct from procedure, either in the Committee or a private discussion. The Commit-
tee meets on Wednesday next, February 14th, at 11 a.m.

83. DEA/50069-A-40

Le secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures
a U'ambassadeur aux Etats-Unis

Secretary of State for External Affairs
to Ambassador in United States

TELEGRAM EX-331 Ottawa, February 13, 1951

TOP SECRET. MOST IMMEDIATE.

We have been considering urgently the attitude we should adopt with respect to
possible movement of UN forces north of the 38th parallel. Although the military
situation now seems to make this question less immediate it has been raised in
Parliament and this afternoon 1 propose to answer a question (by Mr. Coldwell)
concerning the government’s attitude along the lines of the immediately following
paragraph of this message.
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2. The Canadian Government is of the opinion that the Unified Command should
not order its troops north of the 38th parallel until there has been consultation with
the United Nations especially with those countries which have contributed forces
for use in Korea.

3. Please inform the U.S. Secretary of State immediately of the government’s
attitude as set forth in the preceding paragraph. You should add that, in the Cana-
dian government’s view, this restriction should include South Korean forces.

4. In my answer in the House this afternoon I will state that you have been
instructed to communicate to Mr. Acheson in the above sense.

5. You will of course have noticed that the U.K. government have taken the same
position and Mr. Attlee has so stated it in the House of Commons.

6. In telegram 314 of February 71 from the High Commissioner in London
(referred to you by bag), Rusk was quoted as being of the opinion that the United
Nations forces should not proceed north of the 38th parallel. As you know, in
response to a United States invitation the United Kingdom Chiefs of Staff sent to
the United States an appreciation of the military situation in Korea in which they
recommended that the United Nations forces should hold a line across the narrow
part of Korea just south of the 38th parallel, covering Inchon and Seoul.

7. With respect to the South Koreans, news reports Sunday night stated that South
Korean forces had crossed the parallel as far as Yangyang on the east coast. We
realize that, when the question of crossing the 38th parallel arose after the success-
ful Inchon landing, MacArthur stated that he would control the non-Korean forces
but that he could not prevent the South Korean forces from crossing the parallel if
they wished. This statement was not effectively challenged at that time because of
concentration on the activities of the main body of MacArthur’s forces. It seems to
us therefore that this point should be taken up before the situation gets out of hand.
We fail to understand how MacArthur can contend that he cannot control the South
Korean troops who are in fact under his command. Without support from the
United States the South Koreans could not hope to maintain themselves north of
the 38th parallel or south of it. Therefore, before the South Koreans, presumably
with at least the tacit assent of the Unified Command, commit us to a return north
of the parallel, it would we think be advisable to have a clear understanding with
the United States government that the Unified Command will not exercise its dis-
cretionary authority to order an advance north of the parallel until there have been
full discussions with all the powers having forces in Korea. Such discussions, of
course, should serve to clarify the Far East generally.

8. We realize that, from time to time, it may be necessary for the United Nations
forces to engage in patrol activity or make some local tactical moves north of the
38th parallel for example to protect some particularly vital position south of it.
Such action should not, however, in our opinion be used as an excuse for making
territorial gains beyond the line.

9. Paragraphs 1 to 5 inclusive of this telegram confirm our telephone conversa-
tion earlier this morning.
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84. DEA/50069-A-40

L’'ambassadeur aux Etats-Unis
au secrétaire d'Etat aux Affaires extérieures

Ambassador in United States
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

TELEGRAM WA-574 Washington, February 13, 1951

TOP SECRET. IMPORTANT.

Your EX-331 of February 13th, possible passage of 38th parallel.

1. Before I received your message I had already spoken to Rusk on the basis of
my telephone conversation with Heeney. At this afternoon’s meeting of countries
contributing forces to Korea I enquired about MacArthur’s control of ROK forces
and was assured that they were fully under his command. 1 shall seek further verifi-
cation. We were definitely told on the basis of today’s official report from Tokyo
that there has been no crossing of the parallel on the east coast and that the report
of its passage by units of the ROK capital division was erroneous.

2. You have doubtless received the full text of MacArthur’s statement of today,
issued after inspecting the battlefront. 2 This is reassuring, at any rate in so far as
the possibility goes of any major operations in North Korea in the near future.

3. There will be a further discussion on this subject at Friday’s meeting at the
State Department, at which Rusk will report on the latest developments and the
views of the Chiefs of Staff. Questions were asked today about the consultations
with countries with forces in Korea. It was stated that no such consultations had
been or would be held in New York, but that the State Department meetings or
individual diplomatic approaches were being employed.

4. I think it is necessary to adopt a fairly flexible attitude on this issue, mainly for
the reasons set forth in paragraphs 5 and 6 of our WA-562 of February 12th.{ Cer-
tainly the Unified Command cannot publicly commit itself to keep its ground
forces south of the parallel without giving the enemy a distinct tactical advantage.
If it were known that United Nations ground forces would refrain from entering
North Korea, the effect would be to extend in some measure the “sanctuary” of
which MacArthur so often complains to the 38th parallel, although, of course, air
and naval operations could continue above it. It would also become unnecessary for
the enemy to deploy forces to prevent amphibious landings above the parallel.

5. The case for keeping the enemy guessing is thus strong. All that we can legiti-
mately demand, 1 think, is that prior private consultation should take place before
the parallel is crossed by other than occasional patrol forces. I should be glad to
learn whether you agree with this view.

6. In your message you suggest that before any advance north of the parallel there
should be “full discussions with all the powers having forces in Korea”. What form

2 Voir/See United States, Congress, Hearings on the Military Situation in the Far East, Washington:
Government Printing Office, 1951, p. 3539.



CONFLIT COREEN 113

do you think such consultation should take? There are now some twelve countries
with forces there, and experience here shows that the meetings of their Ambassa-
dors at the State Department are not well suited for debating delicate and secret
issues. When supplemented by ordinary diplomatic contacts, however, these meet-
ings are probably as good an occasion as can be devised. Ends.

85. L.B.P./Vol. 35

L’ambassadeur aux Etats-Unis
au secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures

Ambassador in United States
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

TOP SECRET Washington, February 16, 1951

Dear Mr. Pearson:

This letter and its enclosure are a partial reply to your despatch No. Y.650 of
February 9th asking me to seek information on the objectives of the Far Eastern
policy of the United States. The enclosure is my note of a long discussion on Feb-
ruary 14th on this subject with Mr. Dean Rusk. I had originally intended to follow
up a talk with Mr. Rusk by seeking an early interview with Mr. Acheson, but I now
feel it better to postpone seeing him until I have had an opportunity of talking over
with you the results of my meeting with Mr. Rusk.

I am giving this report to you in an informal manner because it is of such a
character that it is unwise that it should receive in the Department even the treat-
ment accorded to top secret papers. Mr. Rusk emphasized at several points that
what he was telling me was for your and my information only.

I think that you will agree that Mr. Rusk’s explanation gives a more coherent
account of the policy towards China than anything that we have previously
received. It also throws a good deal of light on the reasons why the tactics of the
United States representatives have been at times disingenuous and inconsistent. Mr.
Rusk states that the belief or hope that the attitude of the Peking Government may
be changed by some kind of upheaval within the regime is based on very secret
intelligence. A public avowal of their aim would tend to prevent its fulfilment, and
they are not in a position to give their reasons even in strictest secrecy to more than
a very few trusted people. I am not sure, for instance, whether Mr. Austin and Mr.
Gross have been fully informed. Hence, any public explanation of their policy must
be so incomplete as to be misleading.

While it is a relief for us to secure a rational explanation such as that given by
Mr. Rusk, we are inevitably at a disadvantage in assessing its possibility of success,
since this could only be determined by access to the secret intelligence which is
determining U.S. thinking or by the availability of other good intelligence sources
inside China. We must, in short, take what we are told either with skepticism or as
providing a real chance of success. Furthermore, we are not in a position to give
even the slightest public indication of what the present aim of the United States in
Peking is.
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In your despatch you emphasize the objectives to be sought in any Far Eastern
negotiations. I think from what Mr. Rusk has told me and from my discussions with
others here that the United States would endorse the objectives listed in paragraph
11 of the despatch and would agree that they can only be attained through eventual
negotiations with the Peking Government. They would, however, in my judgment
take the position that unless there were changes in that regime a negotiation aimed
to achieve these objectives would not only be fruitless but would solidify the Mos-
cow-Peking axis; they are therefore looking for time in the hope that internal pres-
sures in Peking will before long reach a bursting point. If the present pattern of
fighting in Korea can be maintained, with hugely disproportionate Chinese losses,
this should in their view hasten the desired development inside the Chinese Com-
munist Party.

The outcome they hope for seems to be neither the evolution of Mao-tze-tung
into a Chinese Tito nor the transformation of the Chinese Communists into agra-
rian reformers. It appears to be rather the overthrow or submergence of the leaders
whose first loyalty seems to be rather to Moscow than to the Chinese revolution,
and their replacement by others who would be Communists still but with a definite
nationalist slant. I did not get as far as this in my talk with Mr. Rusk, so that this is
my own deduction.

Yours sincerely,
H.H. WRONG

[PIECE JOINTE/ENCLOSURE]

Compte rendu d’une conversation entre le secrétaire d’Etat adjoint
aux Affaires de I’Extréme-Orient des Etats-Unis
et I’ambassadeur aux Etats-Unis

Record of Conversation between Assistant Secretary of State
for Far Eastern Affairs of United States
and Ambassador in United States

ToP SECRET [Washington], February 14, 1951

This paper should be treated with the greatest care and shown only to the minimum
number of senior officers.

I had a long talk with Mr. Dean Rusk in order to discuss with him the objectives
of United States policy in Korea and the Far East on the general lines proposed in
Ottawa despatch No. Y.650 of February 9th. Mr. Rusk, who has always been frank
with me, on this occasion spoke more freely than ever before about some of the
considerations guiding the policy of the United States. He gave me certain details
not set forth in this paper on the understanding that I would only pass them verbally
to Mr. Pearson. He asked me not to reveal to the Secretary of State that he had
given me these details.

The first question which I asked him was whether the idea of a limited war with
Communist China had been abandoned. He answered that a limited war was now
going on in Korea. No shot had been fired against China on purpose outside Korea
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in spite of intense provocation. This had involved the exercise of “almost incon-
ccivable restraint”. Any extension of the area of the fighting would only arise
because of actions which might be taken by the Chinese, such as extensive air oper-
ations from Manchuria or armed attacks on U.S. forces elsewhere. The United
States did not intend to take steps which would make incidents involving U.S. and
Chinese forces more probable; for example, in considering economic measures
against China they rejected the idea of a blockade of the coast and favoured instead
embargoes on shipments without enforcement by naval search and seizure.

In Korea there were five conceivable ways in which the fighting could be
brought to an end. First, all Korea could be unified by force through defeat of the
enemy forces; that solution had seemed likely until the massive intervention of the
Chinese, but it was now out of the question. Secondly, the United Nations forces
might wholly withdraw from Korea voluntarily or under enemy pressure; this solu-
tion was also rejected as it would endanger the entire position of the free countries
in the Far East and especially in Japan. Thirdly, the Korean war could be liquidated
by the forcible liquidation of the Peking regime; there is no thought of seeking any
such solution, and it was realized that it could only be achieved as a result of a war
between China and the United States unsupported by other countries. Fourthly,
there might be a military stalemate; this was a possibility but a dubious one in
present circumstances and would not be adopted by choice; it would mean the
maintenance of substantial forces in Korea for a long period facing Chinese and
North Korean forces on the other side of a military line. Finally, there was the
possibility of settlement by agreement, which would be the best solution; they see,
however, no prospect of an early agreed settlement and we should not be in any
hurry in the present military circumstances to try to achieve it.

Mr. Rusk told me in the strictest confidence that the directive under which Gen-
eral MacArthur was operating was defensive in nature. His instructions were to
adopt “a strategic posture of defence”. No major military effort was to be made to
capture the territory now held by the enemy south of the 38th Parallel. He hoped
that the United Nations forces would remain about where they were. When their
withdrawal was under way from the positions reached at the time of the Chinese
intervention various holding lines had been planned, known as lines A, B, C, D, E
and F. The withdrawal had reached line D (in the vicinity of the 37th Parallel) in
January and there had then been little expectation that the troops would move for-
ward. General Ridgway’s limited offensive has been brilliantly conducted with tre-
mendous losses to the enemy, but no serious military risks would be undertaken to
capture more Korean real estate. The present position on the western flank along
the south bank of the Han River is a good holding position and it was unlikely that
there would be any early effort to capture Seoul, which if taken would mean that
the U.N. forces would have the Han River at their backs.

The intention therefore was to do as much damage as possible to the enemy
forces at the lowest cost, in conditions in which the superior equipment and fire
power of the U.N. forces could be brought to bear. They would continue to jab and
strike at the enemy and this would probably involve the crossing of the 38th Paral-
lel at times by offensive patrols or by commando raids, such as the raid just con-
ducted on Wonsan. Any such crossings, however, would be for temporary military
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reasons in order to further the design of crippling the enemy as much as possible.
Mr. Rusk did not rule out the possibility that a slice of North Korean territory
might be occupied for a time for bargaining purposes. For example, if Seoul were
still in Chinese hands the possession of a stretch of North Korean territory, perhaps
on the east coast, might prove to be valuable in negotiating a cease-fire with the
38th Parallel as a boundary line, since this would then involve a mutual evacuation.

Our discussion then turned to the longer term purposes of United States policy
towards the Peking Government, and this was the most interesting part of our talk.
I started it by saying that it seemed to me that the difficulties in working out an
agreed policy between the United States, the United Kingdom, Canada and other
free countries centered around the answer to a question which might be framed as:
“Is the United States reconciled to the continued existence of the Peking Govern-
ment for some time or is its aim to overthrow the Peking Government?” Mr. Rusk
agreed that this was the central issue, and remarked that there had been very little
discussion of it between the governments concerned. He went on to give me some
very secret information on what was guiding the policy of the United States.

The United States, he said, considers the existence of the Peking regime disad-
vantageous to the Western world and does not intend to do anything which would
have the effect of consolidating its authority in China. He did not believe that
Peking could be wooed away from Moscow by making concessions now on the
issues on which the Peking Government was demanding the adoption of their
views, such as the handing over of Formosa and seating in the U.N. The United
States, in short, wished the existing regime in Peking to fall but they did not intend
to undertake any overt commitment to bring it down. They could, however, do
something to confuse and impede its activities.

He went on to tell me some of the reasons which led them to believe that such a
policy might succeed — reasons which he asked me not to put on paper. These led
to the view that the present regime was not nearly as monolithic as it might appear.
There are factions inside the regime which are much disturbed about the relations
with Moscow. Recent intelligence gave some reason to believe, for example, that
even the Chinese military commands in Manchuria and Korea had been separated
from the control under Peking of the north China theatre and had been placed under
the direction of the Soviet Siberian theatre command. Elements in Peking resented
the Russian penetration of Manchuria, and there was evidence that Russian advisers
were interesting themselves in all sorts of detailed matters. It was probable that all
Chinese purchases abroad had now to receive Russian approval. Developments
such as these and awareness of purges throughout the Communist sphere were cre-
ating lively apprehensions among these elements.

Mr. Rusk said that the main purpose of their present policy towards Peking was
“to get China unhooked from Russia”. The chief changes in world power in the last
two years arose from Russian possession of the atomic bomb and the addition of
China to the Russian sphere. He believed that the end of unhooking China from
Russia would be best achieved by making those in Peking realize the cost of living
with the U.S.S.R. In Peking the pro-Moscow elements in the Communist Party are
now on top, but there is a strong nationalist element. It would probably take some
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time before the balance could change, and one could not guess in advance what
would be effective in changing the balance. He suggested, however, that a differ-
ence might be made by the defeat of the 4th Chinese field army now engaged in
Korea, the commander of which was a strong supporter of the Moscow-Peking
axis. He added that the position of the commanders of the Chinese field armies in
some degree resembled that of the former war lords in China.

The current appreciation in the State Department of the extent of Soviet influ-
ence on China is that it is now very great and that Moscow therefore is playing a
controlling part in Chinese actions in Korea. China, however, is the weakest part of
the whole Communist sphere and the area most likely to break off from Soviet
domination. Concessions to current Chinese demands would strengthen the position
of the elements in Peking who are most subservient to Moscow.

I then brought up the question of the continued recognition by the United States
of Chiang Kai-Shek asking in view of what Mr. Rusk had said about the possibili-
ties of the Peking regime itself, through some internal convulsion, changing its
direction whether the support for Chiang was in the nature of a blind. He agreed
that this was partly the case, remarking that there were very few in Washington
who expected that control of the mainland could ever be recovered by the Chinese
Nationalists. In reply to a question he said that it was probable that the chief pur-
pose of those now in control in Peking in demanding a seat in the U.N. and the
return of Formosa was to secure the disappearance of Chiang Kai-Shek as leader of
an alternative government. Meanwhile, refusal to meet these demands in any way
was an effective means of exercising pressure inside the Peking regime; those in
Peking who wished to break away from Moscow would not welcome at this stage
the de-recognition of Chiang by the United States — presumably because they
could now blame on Russian interference the failure to attain legitimate Chinese
aspirations.

We turned then to the consideration of the extent of agreement possible between
the Western allies in the light of Mr. Rusk’s explanations. He said that it was easy
to see agreement with the United Kingdom, Canada and other countries on the
desirability of aiming for a cease-fire in Korea on the line of the 38th Parallel and,
as the next step, the establishment of a modus vivendi in Korea which would
involve a return to the territorial situation of last June and the withdrawal of foreign
forces. If, however, we went on from there to a conference on Far Eastern ques-
tions, he did not at present see how agreement could be reached even among the
Western powers on what the outcome should be. The United States would not make
any promises in advance involving concessions on the main issues. For the reasons
given he believed that such very desirable purposes as the prevention of Commu-
nist attacks on other Asian territories would best be achieved by their aim of work-
ing for a great change of direction in Peking, rather than by seeking commitments
at a conference in which the Russians and the present masters in Peking would be
seated.

I then said that a great deal in his explanation was new to me. It seemed to me
that there was no fundamental difference between the purposes of United States
policy in the Far East as he put them and the purposes of the British, insofar as I
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understood them, and of Canada. The difference related to the method of encourag-
ing the “unhooking™ of Peking from Moscow. Why should there not be a frank
discussion with the British? Mr. Rusk said he did not believe it possible for such a
discussion to take place at present, although if Mr. Bevin were able to return in
good shape to the Foreign Office something might then be done. He remarked on
what he called the “little England” attitude of the Labour Government and their
over-concentration on domestic affairs, and he left me with the impression that he
had exposed to me the thinking of the State Department more fully than had been
done to any representative of the United Kingdom.

At the close of our lengthy talk I read to him most of paragraph 17 of your
despatch expressing admiration and appreciation for the leadership given by the
United States since the Korean outbreak in strengthening the forces of the Western
world. He remarked that, putting on one side the compliments, he believed that the
conclusions drawn in your despatch were true and encouraging and that with
patience and firmness we might avoid war and discover some method of living
tolerably in the same world as the Soviet Union.

86. DEA/50069-A-40

Le représentant permanent auprés des Nations Unies
au secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures

Permanent Representative to United Nations
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

TELEGRAM 219 New York, February 16, 1951

SECRET. IMPORTANT
Repeat Washington No. 152.

KOREA

Late yesterday (Thursday) I called on Lie, who is leaving Saturday on a fort-
night’s visit to South America. He will be in Chile for the opening of ECOSOC,
and will return by way of Ecuador and Peru. I asked him about Korea, the Disarma-
ment Committee and one or two other topics on which I am reporting in this and
my immediately following teletypes.¥

2. Concerning Korea, Lie said that Entezam had now formed his Good Offices
Committee, but had delayed announcing it or indeed even formally constituting it.
He had, meanwhile sent a message to Peking through the Swedish Embassy. In this
message he had informed Peking that he had selected two persons to assist him
with his work of good offices, that the functions of good offices group could be
performed either by the group as a whole or by any members of it, and that he, in
his capacity as President, was prepared to meet a representative of the Chinese
Government either in New York or Geneva, or to have his representative go to
Peking to meet the Chinese authorities, and by one of these methods, to ascertain
their views concerning the possibility of working out a Far Eastern settlement. I am
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not sure of the actual phrasing of the message, but Entezam appears to have done
precisely what you suggested to him ten days ago, except that he has taken the
preliminary step of selecting though not formally constituting his cease fire group.

87. DEA/8508-40
Extrait du procés-verbal de la réunion des chefs de direction

Extract from Minutes of Meeting of Heads of Divisions

SECRET Ottawa, February 19, 1951

FAR EAST: KOREA

13. Mr. Norman. The Additional Measures Committee met for the first time dur-
ing the past week to organize its activities for carrying out the provisions of the
General Assembly resolution condemning China. It decided to maintain close con-
tact with the Good Offices Committee; it did not discuss sanctions against China.
The Canadian representative was instructed to take the same stand as the United
Kingdom representative on the question of sanctions, i.e., that any attempt to
impose economic or diplomatic sanctions should be resisted. (UNCLASSIFIED)

88. DEA/50069-A-40

L’ambassadeur aux Etats-Unis
au secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures

Ambassador in United States
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

TOP SECRET Washington, February 23, 1951

Dear Mr. Pearson®

Mr. Rusk suggested that I have a talk with him this afternoon after one of the
meetings of Ambassadors at the State Department, and 1 therefore took the oppor-
tunity of going over with him some of the matters which arose during our discus-
sions in Ottawa this week, especially with reference to your consideration of my
report of my talk with Mr. Rusk on February 14th which I handed to you in Ottawa
on Monday morning.

I sought to lead him into developing further the evidence in the possession of the
United States Government about the balance of forces inside the Peking Govern-
ment. I was not very successful in this, and although he repeated the general obser-
vations which he had made at our previous talk he did not amplify them

» Note marginale :/Marginal note:
Mr. Reid to see and show Mr. Norman only. A.D.P.H[eeney] Feb 27.



120 KOREAN CONFLICT

significantly. He pointed out, however, that public reports were coming in today
from Peking about internal difficulties in China. He would not go so far as to say
that he had a “reasonable hope™ that the nationalist elements would supersede or
get control of the pro-Moscow forces within a few months, although he thought
that there was enough chance of this taking place to warrant some waiting on
events. He added that the position should be rather clearer in a month or so.

He agreed when I said that his explanation of the basis of U.S. policy seemed to
show that the differences with the British in particular were over means rather than
ends. The withdrawal of recognition from Chiang Kai-Shek, for example, would in
his judgment be acclaimed inside China as a considerable victory for those now in
power and therefore would strengthen their hold. I told him that some thought had
been given in Ottawa to a Canadian withdrawal of recognition but that I judged
from my discussions there that consideration of this step would be deferred for
some weeks.%

I then brought up again the desirability of a frank and private exchange of views
with the British Government. He once more referred to their hesitation in undertak-
ing this at the present time because of some of the personalities involved. While he
did not specify, he seemed to have in mind the left-wing members of the govern-
ment and the frequent criticisms of the United States which have been coming from
their supporters in the Labour Party. He remarked that they had not talked to any-
one in London as freely as he had spoken to me but they would probably feel able
to do so if Mr. Bevin was fit enough to assume real control of the Foreign Office
again. He said that he might himself make a quick trip to London before long.

I asked him about the suggestion for private three-cornered talks here on Far
Eastern affairs inquiring whether it was still alive. He said that he thought it was. If
so, it will not be followed up for some days as Mr. Acheson is leaving this after-
noon for a holiday in Bermuda.

I then asked about their attitude in the event of a Chinese move into Indo-China.
He told me that there were some Chinese already in Indo-China although the
French had not publicly admitted this. Chinese had been killed in action and a few
prisoners had been taken. If the intervention became really strong he thought it
would be impossible for the French to defend Tonkin although they might be able
to hold out in the strong redoubt of Haiphong for a considerable period. There was
no possibility of the United States providing ground forces and it was doubtful
whether air strikes from carriers could do sufficient damage. He believed it unlikely
that the French would bring the issue before the United Nations, as they would be
unsure of the votes. He left me with the impression that the United States would not
take the initiative in such a case and also that they had not got very far in their
consideration of various courses of action.

Hc went on to say that their estimate of Chinese military capabilities was that if
they went all out they were strong enough in time to deal with Indo-China, Korea
and Hong Kong. They took the possible threat to Hong Kong more seriously than
the British. He showed me a telegram just received from their man there passing on

26 Voir le document 949./See Document 949.
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reports of substantial Chinese troop movements to the Hong Kong region. Their
conclusion from their current intelligence is that intervention in Hong Kong and in
Indo-China, or in one or the other of them, is more likely than an attack on
Formosa.

He remarked that an attack on Hong Kong would bring to an end the current
differences on policy between the British and the Americans, which would be to
Chinese disadvantage. He thought, however, that inside China it might well solid-
ify the supporters of the Peking regime and ease the present strains and stresses.
They might think that this would make an attack worthwhile.

I told him that the decision announced on Wednesday to send the balance of the
Special Force to Korea had been taken immediately and without argument as soon
as the Government had received a clear indication of the wishes of the Unified
Command.?” He was very pleased to hear this and said he would pass it on to Mr.
Acheson if I had no objection before Mr. Acheson’s departure today.

If after considering this letter there are further questions you would like me to
put to the State Department, it would be helpful to me if you would list them in a
letter or message to me. I am enclosing a copy of this letter which you might be
good enough to pass to Mr. Heeney.

Yours sincerely,

H.H. WRONG

P.S. They are puzzled about the absence of Russian equipment among the Chinese
forces in Korea. Apparently none has been identified with the Chinese. Rusk said
that the explanation might be that the Russians were only providing equipment on a
barter or payment basis which the Chinese were unable to meet. From documents
taken last year in Pyongyang they had found that there had been no free delivery of
Russian equipment to North Korea.

He remarked that they were ready to talk more freely with you than with any-
body now operating in London. If we do get into high level private talks here, we
might manage to arrange a discussion when you take a holiday at Easter. Franks is
leaving for London on March 3rd before Acheson gets back from Bermuda, but I
think that he will be back by about the time you might be coming this way.

H. W[RONG]

2" Voir le document 124./See Document 124.
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89. DEA/50069-A-40

Le représentant permanent auprés des Nations Unies
au secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures

Permanent Representative to United Nations
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

TELEGRAM 251 New York, February 26, 1951

SECRET. IMPORTANT.
Repeat Washington No. 178.

ADDITIONAL MEASURES COMMITTEE

After returning from Ottawa, I suggested to Shann of the Australian delegation
and to Jebb that consideration might be given to approaching the work of the Addi-
tional Measures Committee by concentrating in the first instance on additional
measures that might be undertaken to fulfil United Nations purposes in Korea. 1
added that in this way it might also be possible to limit the effect of any general
measures which might subsequently be contemplated. For example, if a general
recommendation to member states is contemplated for the purpose of preventing
military supplies reaching the Chinese, this recommendation could be formulated
as a measure to prevent military supplies reaching the forces engaged in the aggres-
sion in Korea. Action for this purpose would necessarily prevent military supplies
going to China, without China being specifically mentioned in any Assembly
resolution.

2. I hesitated to make this suggestion to the United States delegation until I had
gained some idea as to whether or not it would be acceptable to other delegations. 1
now find, however, that Jebb, in a meeting with the United States delegation late
last week, told the United States delegation that we were proposing to follow the
line indicated in paragraph 1 of this telegram, and said that we hoped the United
Kingdom would give us very strong support. I am not quite clear how the United
States delegation took this information, and I have not yet had an opportunity to
speak to any of them about it myself.

3. The United Kingdom delegation has been instructed to urge that the Additional
Measures Committee should concern itself in the first instance with diplomatic
measures. Their idea is that this will occupy time, and that since there will be no
agreement as to any diplomatic measures that might be taken, the effect will be to
delay the progress of the work. This procedure seems to me to have dangers, and I
think that they are now asking for new instructions which would enable them to
follow the line which we have suggested.
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90. DEA/50069-A-40

Le représentant permanent auprés des Nations Unies
au secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures

Permanent Representative to United Nations
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

TELEGRAM 265 New York, March 1, 1951

SECRET
Repeat Washington No. 192.

ADDITIONAL MEASURES COMMITTEE

1 spoke to Gross on February 28th about the work of the Additional Measures
Committee. He said that the United States delegation was disappointed over the
course of action which the bureau of this committee (as outlined in my teletype No.
263 of February 28th)T was proposing to take. If the bureau brought in a report
outlining all conceivable additional measures that might be considered, and the task
of making a selection amongst these measures was referred to a sub-committee
which included the United Kingdom, United States, and France, the effect might be
exactly the opposite of what was desired. In the public mind, the full list, as pre-
pared by the bureau, might become the norm or standard upon which action should
be based. Any selection amongst these measures would in that case be regarded as
a watering down of the full program. The expectation might then be built up that
the full program as outlined in the bureau’s report would gradually be put into
effect. The Chinese Communists on the other hand would regard the full list as
prepared by the bureau as a catalogue of horrors which was being brandished at
them but which the United Nations was not immediately putting into effect because
it lacked either the will or the ability to do so.

2. I told Gross that we had been concerned about the course of action which the
Additional Measures Committee should follow. It seemed to us that the difference
of opinion about additional measures which were both desirable and practicable
was so great that the debates which had taken place in the First Committee during
the Korean resolution might be repeated both in the committee and subsequently in
the Assembly with the same divisive consequences. In the end it might be impossi-
ble to secure in the Assembly the adoption of a recommendation for additional
measures which would have any material effect on the position of the Chinese
Communists. In these circumstances, we would get the worst of the matter both
ways. We would have had a disagreeable debate and a divided vote, and we would
have gone through the motions of disciplining the Chinese without seriously
impeding their aggressive activities. For this reason we had been wondering
whether the committee should not consider, in the first instance, the possibility of
recommending measures to support the United Nations resistance to aggression in
Korea, rather than consider measures to discipline the Chinese. In some respects,
this might produce the same result though terms would be used which could be
generally supported. For example, many Asian states might be unwilling to vote for
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an arms embargo against China. On the other hand they would find it difficult to
vote against a recommendation that member states take the necessary steps to pre-
vent arms reaching forces which were committing aggression in Korea. If the
United States delegation insisted on discussing diplomatic measures, the same con-
siderations might apply in that case. States which would be unwilling to vote in
favour of freezing the present situation in regard to representation of Communist
China as a sanction, might be prepared to support a recommendation to the effect
that, while the aggression in Korea continued, consideration should not be given to
the representation in the United Nations of authorities, not at present represented,
who supported that aggression.

3. Gross said that as far as the first of these considerations was concerned (the
divisive effect of the debate on the vote), they had been inclined to think that the
result at the end of the debate on the Korean resolution of detaching some of the
Arab states from the Asian bloc, and of separating Indonesia and Pakistan on the
one hand from Burma and India on the other, had been far from discouraging. He
thought that the violence which the Soviet bloc had shown in denouncing the reso-
lution, including the language used by Stalin who had felt that he personally must
come out against it, had demonstrated the effectiveness of the judgment which had
been recorded. As far as the effect of the measures actually proposed was con-
cerned, he was inclined to think that an effort to concentrate the attention of the
committee upon the aggression in Korea might create the expectation in the United
States that something should be done about Manchurian bases. He thought also that
in the diplomatic field, a recommendation of the General Assembly might be of
very considerable importance in preventing a change of representation in bodies
which were nearly equally divided between recognizers and non-recognizers. In the
Peace Observation Committee for example, which would have to be constituted
before very long, the balance was equal. He thought, however, that there might be
something to be said for the approach which I had suggested, particularly if it were
made clear that the Additional Measures Committee was not limiting itself indefi-
nitely to a consideration of the aggression in Korea alone, and that, if circum-
stances warranted, the application of measures over a wider field might be
considered. I do not think, however, that the United States delegation will be pre-
pared to accept the point of view I suggested without a good deal more persuasion.

91. DEA/50069-A-40

Le secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures
au représentant permanent aupres des Nations Unies

Secretary of State for External Affairs
to Permanent Representative to United Nations

TELEGRAM 210 Ottawa, March 2, 1951

SECRET. IMPORTANT.
Repeat Washington EX-471.



CONFLIT COREEN 125

Reference your telegram No. 251 of February 26 and telegram No. 204 of February
12.%

ADDITIONAL MEASURES COMMITTEE

1. As you will have learned from our discussions when you were in Ottawa, we
consider your suggestion that the Additional Measures Committee should concen-
trate on securing additional measures in Korea to be a fruitful approach. It is
encouraging to learn that Jebb is interested in this idea and I hope that the British
will support you. We consider this a sound policy and you should not hesitate there-
fore if you consider it opportune to take the initiative in putting forward this policy
privately to friendly delegations and supporting it in the Committee.

2. In Paragraph 3 of your telegram No. 205 [of February 12] you have spoken of
a switch of emphasis from sanctions against China to additional measures in Korea
and this seems to us the proper approach. To argue that the Committee ought not to
consider sanctions against China would be contrary to the intentions of those who
proposed the Assembly Resolution and might well provoke a sharp conflict with
the United States delegation and public opinion. To emphasize, however, that for
the time being the most effective and appropriate means of opposing Chinese
aggression would be by additional measures in Korea strikes a positive note which
might have its appeal for the Americans. In doing so you could emphasize that this
seems the best policy at the present time without raising the question as to whether
sanctions against China itself might later be considered.

92. DEA/50069-A-40

Le représentant permanent auprés des Nations Unies
au secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures

Permanent Representative to United Nations
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

TELEGRAM 292 New York, March 6, 1951

SECRET. IMPORTANT.
Repeat Washington No. 203.

ADDITIONAL MEASURES COMMITTEE

1. As reported in my telegram No. 265 of March 1st, the United States delegation
objected to procedure proposed by Bureau of Additional Measures Committee,
according to which bureau would present to committee a report outlining all con-
ceivable additional measures, and leave to a sub-committee the task of making a
selection from amongst this extensive list for consideration by the committee.
Sarper and Nisot, somewhat discouraged by heavy weather into which the bureau
had unexpectedly run, turned over to Shann the task of negotiating with the Ameri-
cans, British and French a report which would be mutually satisfactory. The report
which has gone through two revisions is now ready for the committee and will be
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presented on Thursday next (8th March). As you will see, bureau has concurred in
United States desire that a selected list be presented. List of possible additional
measures as given in my immediately following teletype is therefore much more
restrictive than in original proposal as given in my teletype No. 264 of February
28th.t On the other hand, United States and other delegations have concurred in
proposal that a sub-committee, to consist of United States, United Kingdom,
France, Australia, and the Philippines, be established for the purpose of considering
priorities in the work of the committee.

2. I understand that though United Kingdom delegation has agreed to concur in
the submission to the full committee of the list of possible additional measures
contained in my immediately following teletype, no (repeat no) agreement has been
reached between United Kingdom and French delegations on the one hand, and
United States delegation on the other, as to action which should eventually be taken
in regard to the measures to be proposed. In section II, for example, a list of diplo-
matic measures is given. As I understand, United Kingdom and United States still
take diametrically opposite views in regard to these proposed measures, and present
intention is eventually simply to put to a vote the question whether or not they shall
be adopted.

3. If it continues to be your view that we should adopt policy as approved in your
teletype No. 210 of March 2nd, I would suggest that I put a proposal in the terms
we have been considering, to the committee when it meets on Thursday, and then
suggest that the proposal, instead of being voted upon, be referred to the sub-com-
mittee for its consideration in determining how to proceed with the order of busi-
ness suggested in the report of the bureau.

4. Report of bureau contained in my immediately following teletype has been
given us by Australian delegation privately and it has not (repeat not) been given to
all other members of the committee.

93. DEA/50069-A-40

Le représentant permanent aupres des Nations Unies
au secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures

Permanent Representative to United Nations
to Secretary of State for External Affairs
TELEGRAM 293 New York, March 6, 1951

SECRET. IMPORTANT.

Repeat Washington No. 204.
Reference my immediately preceding teletype.

ADDITIONAL MEASURES COMMITTEE
Following is text of list of possible measures for consideration by the ad hoc Com-
mittee to be presented in the report of the bureau on Thursday next. First six
paragraphs are preamble by the committee. Annex II to which reference is made in
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sixth paragraph was forwarded under my despatch No. 197 of March Ist,T text
begins:

“In presenting the list attached as Annex I, the bureau wishes in no way to sug-
gest that the measures contained therein may be appropriate. It may be that some of
these lines of approach would be undesirable. If this were to be the case, the bureau
would feel that it would be better for the committee to face this fact rather than to
recommend action prematurely and without full consideration.

It should also be made clear that the mere fact that items are included in the list
does not permit the inference that they are under active consideration by the com-
mittee as practical measures.

The question of how practical this or that avenue of approach may be raises
matters concerned with the conduct of the committee’s work. It would seem to the
bureau unwise for the committee as a whole to take this list of possible measures as
a kind of agenda. In the circumstances, it would be the recommendation of the
bureau that the committee should appoint a sub-committee to consider what might
be practical in this field and to report to the main committee, thereby greatly sim-
plifying the work of the main committee and minimizing the possibility that it
might be implied that the committee was considering a wide field of punitive
action. The sub-committee should also consider priorities in the work of the
committee.

Such a sub-committee might consist of five members of the committee, includ-
ing some of the countries most closely involved.

This list does not include measures which have already been taken by the United
Nations, or which are in process of being taken, under existing resolutions of the
Security Council and the General Assembly, such as military, financial, economic
and other relief assistance to victims of aggression, appeals to the parties, and so
on.

For the information of the committee, a brief historical survey of the experience
of the League of Nations in this field, which has been prepared by the secretariat at
the request of the bureau, is attached as Annex II.

ANNEX 11

List of Possible Questions for Consideration by the Committee
I. Should any of the following economic and financial measures be taken?
(1) Arms embargo;
(2) Trade restrictions;
(3) Restrictions on communications with the aggressor;
(4) Financial restrictions.
I1. Diplomatic Measures
Should any of the following diplomatic measures be taken?
(1) Diplomatic representations, collective or otherwise;
(2) Withholding of recognition;
(3) Restriction of diplomatic relationships;
(4) Denial of representation in the United Nations;
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(5) Non-recognition of the results of an aggression.
111. Should any of the following military measures be taken?

A. Additional measures in support of United Nations armed action in Korea:
(1) Provision of additional forces by member states already participating in the
United Nations action in Korea;

(2) Broadening United Nations participation in the armed action in Korea, i.e.,
provision of armed forces by member states not currently participating in the

United Nations action;

(3) Increasing and broadening support assistance (i.e. supplies, air and sea trans-
port, medical aid etc.) of member states participating or who have not yet partic-
ipated, in support of United Nations armed forces in Korea.

B. Other military action.

IV. Should further steps be taken to bring to the knowledge of the people of the
world, especially the people of China and Korea, the nature of the United Nations
action in Korea, and the aims and objectives of the United Nations there? Text
ends.

9. DEA/50069-A-40

Le représentant permanent auprés des Nations Unies
au secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures

Permanent Representative to United Nations
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

TELEGRAM 302 New York, March 9, 1951

CONFIDENTIAL
Repeat Washington No. 208.

ADDITIONAL MEASURES COMMITTEE

1. A closed meeting of this committee was held at 3 p.m. yesterday, 8th March, at
which time the report of the bureau was submitted to the committee.

2. Before submitting the “list of possible questions for consideration” prepared by
the bureau, the chairman (Sarper) dealt with the various organizational matters
which had been referred to the bureau. These concerned (a) a title for the commit-
tee, (b) a request from the Republic of Korea to participate in the work of the com-
mittee, (c) liaison with the Clommittee] G[ood] Olffices] [sic].

3. So far as the title was concerned, the bureau recommended the name “Addi-
tional Measures Committee™. This was agreed to by the committee without discus-
sion. So far as (b) was concerned the bureau had drafted a letter to be sent to the
Republic of Korea pointing out that the composition of the A.M.C. had been deter-
mined by a resolution of the Assembly and that, in any case, the Republic of Korea
continued to have the opportunity to express its point of view in the Political Com-
mittee of the Assembly. This letter was agreed to with a2 modification to the effect
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that the A.M.C. might at some later stage decide to have a representative of Korea
appear before the committee. So far as (c) was concerned, the chairman pointed out
that he had understood from his discussions with the CGO that the latter had no
definite information to report regarding “satisfactory progress” and that, in view of
this, he had decided to call a meeting of the full AM.C.

4. The chairman then presented the “list of possible questions for consideration”,
together with the two annexes, which I have already sent to you (my teletype No.
293 of 6 March and despatch No. 197 of 1 March?). In presenting his report Sarper
emphasized that the bureau had not considered the substance of these possible mea-
sures or the question of priorities. He also stressed that the three members of the
bureau were not bound, as individual representatives, by this list. Finally he sug-
gested, on behalf of the bureau, that the sub-committee of five members should
consist of Australia, France, Venezuela, the United Kingdom and the United States.
This sub-committee would have the task of considering the practicability of the
various measures suggested and also the question of priorities.

5. Without discussion the committee agreed to the idea of the sub-committee and
to the composition suggested by the chairman.

6. LaCoste of France then made a short general statement emphasizing the impor-
tance his delegation attached to the preamble submitted by the bureau, and the need
for careful scrutiny of the practicability of the various measures suggested.

7. I then spoke in the sense agreed to in our previous correspondence emphasiz-
ing the Canadian view that the committee should, in the first instance, consider the
recommendation to the Assembly of direct additional measures in Korea itself, it
being understood that such consideration would not prevent the committee from
considering at a later stage additional measures of a “more general nature”.

8. After I had spoken there was no discussion of the substance of our proposal. 1
then said that I was prepared to submit our proposal in a formal manner, if this was
considered desirable, but that I did not think it was necessary to do so at the present
stage. I suggested that the sub-committee might consider the proposal.

9. No other representatives spoke on the substance of the committee’s work, and
a somewhat confused discussion then took place regarding relations of the commit-
tee with the press. This was precipitated by a letter from the Acting President of the
United Nations Correspondents Association addressed to the chairman of the com-
mittee, asking the committee to reconsider its decision to have the committee meet
in closed session. This letter, the first of its kind in the United Nations, pointed out
that three important committees of the United Nations were now meeting in closed
session (the AM.C., the CM.C,, and the C.G.0.) and in a careful and reasonable
manner raised some important questions about the access which correspondents
should have to United Nations proceedings. After discussion it was agreed that the
chairman should orally inform the Acting President of the U.N.C.A. that the com-
mittee had considered this letter carefully, but that, in the present circumstances,
the committee felt that it could proceed more usefully with its work in closed ses-
sions. Discussion then took place regarding a communication to the press following
the meeting of the committee.



130 KOREAN CONFLICT

10. T am sending you by bag an additional copy of the report of the bureau as
submitted at yesterday’s meeting.

95. DEA/50069-A-40

Le secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures
a 'ambassadeur aux Etats-Unis

Secretary of State for External Affairs
to Ambassador in United States

TELEGRAM EX-542 Ottawa, March 14, 1951

SECRET
Repeat Permdel No. 230.

KOREA

For Wrong from Pearson, Begins: It looks to me as if once again we will be con-
fronted, without warning, by a sudden change in American policy in Korea. You
will recall that we have been requested, very sensibly, not to give the impression
that any decision has been finally taken to cross or not to cross the 38th parallel. It
would appear, however, from General Ridgway’s statement that he or MacArthur
or the Unified Command, or all three, have already taken such a decision.?® As in
the case of the St. Lawrence, we have been asked to co-operate in mystifying the
opposition, with the only result that actions are taken by Washington which mystify
us even more than the opposition. From here it is difficult to give any other inter-
pretation to General Ridgway’s statement than that indicated above, but possibly I
may be wrong. Could you find out what, if anything, has happened. For one thing,
if Ridgway is correct, and victory will be won when we get to the parallel, what is
the point of sending the Canadian Brigade to Korea. It is certainly too good a Bri-
gade for police duties alone. Have there been any developments in Peking in regard
to the matter which you talked to me about when you were here, and on which the
U.S. authorities seem to rely as a means for ending the Korean conflict.

2 e 12 mars, le général Ridgway a indiqué aux reporters qu'il considérerait que les troupes de 'ONU
auraient remporté une victoire si, 2 la fin de la guerre, elles contrdlaient la Corée jusqu’au 38 paral-
lele. Voir Hearings, p. 454.

On March 12, General Ridgway told reporters that he would call it a victory if the war ended with
the U.N. in control of Korea up to the 38th parallel. See Hearings, p. 454.
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96. DEA/50069-A-40

L'ambassadeur aux Etats-Unis
au secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures

Ambassador in United States
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

TELEGRAM WA-966 Washington, March 15, 1951

SECRET. IMPORTANT.

Repeat Permdel No. 14].
Following for Pearson from Wrong, Begins: Your EX-542 of March 14th. General
Ridway’s statement of March 12th.

1. I am sure it would be inaccurate to regard Ridgway’s references to the 38th
parallel as indicating that a new decision has been taken that the parallel will not be
crossed in any circumstances. The position remains that there will be prior consul-
tation through the Ambassadors here of countries with forces in Korea before
major operations above the parallel are undertaken, although offensive patrols and
amphibious raids into North Korean territory may take place if operational condi-
tions warrant.

2. I personally welcomed Ridgway’s statement, except on the one point that he is
quoted as saying “We set out to stop Communism” instead of “We set out to stop
aggression in Korea”. I think his main purpose was to make it clear that the war in
Korea was worth fighting even if it ended with the re-establishment of the territo-
rial situation which existed when it began. I take it that you agree with the view that
the military objectives should be limited to the defeat of the aggression against the
Republic of Korea and that the United Nations ought not to seek to impose by force
the unification of the whole country. I reported as long ago as February 1st (my
WA-397) that Rusk had told me that this position was being taken. He repeated it at
a meeting of Ambassadors on February 16th (WA-6227), and it was set forth in the
paper which he circulated at the meeting of Ambassadors on February 20th (WA-
651%).

3. I think that Ridgway, with an eye to the spirit of his troops, had also in mind
the administration of an antidote to the effects of MacArthur’s grandiloquent state-
ment of March 7th and particularly to his reference to the prospects of reaching “a
point of theoretical military stalemate”.? Would you agree that it was good stuff
from this point of view?

4. The general expectation is that there will be another large Chinese offensive
and that the recent Chinese withdrawals are an example of “reculer pour mieux
sauter”. It is likely that the reported evacuation of Seoul is not welcomed by the
Field Command, as they would rather meet a new offensive on the Western flank
with the Han River in front of them. The Chinese certainly have the capability of
staging another offensive before long. I imagine that this expectation explains why

2 Voir/See New York Times, March 8, 1951.
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Ridgway described as “a purely hypothetical question” the establishment of mili-
tary control up to the parallel. Unless the Chinese unexpectedly clear out of the
Republic of Korea or are now ready to talk about a cease-fire, there will be a good
deal more fighting, and on present prospects there is no ground for assuming that
the Canadian brigade will have only police duties to perform in Korea.

5. I did not mean during our talks in Ottawa last month to leave you with the
impression that it was thought here that certain developments in Peking might pro-
vide a way to end the Korean war. I think that it is rather the other way around —
that the destruction of large Chinese forces in Korea might help to bring about
developments in Peking through discrediting those responsible for the Korean
venture.

6. Ridgway’s statement and Rosenthal’s despatch in yesterday’s New York Times
will be discussed at a meeting tomorrow at the State Department at 3:00 p.m. If
there are any points which you would like me to make, I should be glad to hear of
them in time for this meeting. Ends.

97. DEA/50069-A-40

Le secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures
a l’ambassadeur aux Etats-Unis

Secretary of State for External Affairs
to Ambassador in United States

TELEGRAM EX-598 Ottawa, March 21, 1951
SECRET. IMMEDIATE.

CEASE FIRE IN KOREA

As you will see by my statement in the House of Commons yesterday (a copy of
which has been sent to you by bag) I think that it would be unreasonable to attempt
to prevent the United Nations forces from maintaining contact with the enemy in
Korea at least to the extent necessary to prevent a new Communist offensive being
mounted without our knowledge. At the same time, I think that no major United
Nations offensive should be planned or initiated. Instead, an attempt should now be
made, taking advantage of the present de facto stabilization of the front to negotiate
with Peking, aiming at a cease fire and eventually a settlement. When Sir Benegal
Rau was in Ottawa last weekend there was an informal and frank discussion at
dinner on Saturday night. Rau showed considerable interest in the suggestion that
conditions might be propitious for an Indian attempt to induce Peking to enter into
negotiations. An accountt of this conversation will be sent to you by bag.

As I told you by telephone yesterday afternoon, my colleagues and I think that it
would be wasteful if the small but well-trained striking force represented by the
Canadian Special Brigade were sent to Korea merely to engage in some sort of
police action. The United States authorities will probably succumb to the tempta-
tion to argue that as they have borne the brunt during the heavy fighting we should
be willing to take over the police action and allow some of them to go home now.
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This, however, is an emotional argument and one which does not consider the best
use of the forces at the disposal of non-Communist powers. 1 should be grateful if
you would make these views known to the United States authorities, at the same
time making it clear that they are based on consideration of the general good rather
than on a desire of the Canadian government to escape from its obligations.

98. DEA/50069-A-40

L’ambassadeur aux Etats-Unis
au secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures

Ambassador in United States
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

TELEGRAM WA-1116 Washington, March 24, 1951
SECRET. IMPORTANT.

KOREA

1. Your EX-607 of March 22nd.} The changes in the proposed draft statement
were given to Rusk yesterday morning but there has as yet been no discussion of
them with the State Department. Mr. Acheson remarked to me on March 22nd that
the statement should be issued just as soon as possible. He said that there had been
considerable difficulty in securing agreement on its contents between the Defense
and State Departments. As of this morning, however, the views of the United King-
dom Government have not been received at the British Embassy.

2. Your EX-598 of March 21st crossed my messages WA-1069% and 1070} about
the draft statement. In view of your instructions to make known the views
expressed in it to the United States authorities, I thought it well to incorporate the
substance of your message, although not the exact language, in a letter to Mr.
Rusk, which I handed to him on the afternoon of March 22nd. He made little
comment on the matters raised in paragraph 1 of EX-598 except to repeat that no
major United Nations offensive was being planned or initiated. Both he and Mr.
Acheson, however, told me of their concern at the thinness of the United Nations
forces and the need, in order to preserve their security, of constantly keeping the
enemy off balance in order to increase enemy difficulties in mounting a strong
offensive; both mentioned in this connection the appearance in the present fighting
of two Chinese armies from the Third Field Army which had not been in contact
with the United Nations forces since last December.

3. With regard to the contents of the second paragraph of EX-598 concerning the
Canadian brigade group, in Rusk’s view it would be miraculous if the military situ-
ation were to be cleared up before the time of their departure for Korea sufficiently
to make it evident that they will not be needed for combat service but only for
police duties. He emphasized the urgent need for fresh troops in Korea and the
almost total lack of reserves. I reminded him that the Canadian troops were offered
only for combat service. He said that he was aware of this but no-one could say that
they would not be needed for combat service unless a cease-fire were arranged
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before they reached Korea. Failing this, I think that we must accept it that the Uni-
fied Command will not be moved to notify us that the balance of the brigade group
can be better employed elsewhere.

4.1 am sending by the next bag copies of my letter to Rusk of March 22nd based
on your EX-598. Incidentally, 1 was not able to speak to Sir Oliver Franks as sug-
gested in paragraph 10 of your EX-607 since he will not arrive from London until
the middle of next week.

99. DEA/8508-40
Extrait du procés-verbal de la réunion des chefs de direction

Extract from Minutes of Meeting of Heads of Divisions

SECRET Ottawa, April 2, 1951

KOREA

15. M. Delisle. As a result of General MacArthur’s statement of March 23, the
United States Government has postponed its plan for governments contributing
forces to Korea to issue a statement of United Nations objectives in Korea as a
prelude to possible negotiations with Chinese Communists. In the meantime the
United Kingdom has put forward another plan with the same purpose but consist-
ing of two different statements, one to be issued jointly by governments with forces
in Korea (along with India, Sweden and Denmark), and a second to be issued by
President Truman as Chief Executive of the Unified Command.

16. In the United Kingdom plan the announcement would be followed by an
approach to the Chinese and perhaps to the Soviet Governments drawing their
attention to the joint declaration, expressing the desire for a peaceful settlement in
Korea and requesting an expression of the views of the Chinese and Soviet Govern-
ments. The joint declaration would follow closely the Statement of Principles
adopted by the Political Committee of the United Nations on January 13 and the
lines of Mr. Pearson’s subsequent suggestions for a six-point programme.

17. The preliminary comments of the State Department were on the whole
favourable to the United Kingdom proposal. Mr. Rusk has suggested that the
United Kingdom should prepare a draft of the joint declaration for consideration by
the United States and other governments concerned and that the State Department
would undertake to prepare a draft of a declaration which might be issued by the
Unified Command.

18. While we favour the transmission of a joint declaration to the Chinese Peo-
ple’s Government as soon as possible, we have suggested the following changes to
the United Kingdom plan:

(a) the declaration should not be published before being sent to the Chinese Peo-
ple’s Government;
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(b) the United Nations should be brought in as soon as possible; the President of
the General Assembly might be asked to transmit the declarations in confidence
through the Indian Representative in Peking;

(c) we are not convinced of the wisdom of approaching the Soviet Government;

(d) careful consideration should be given to the question of the timing of the
declaration. (SECRET)

19. The United States Secretary of Defence clarified the question of General
MacArthur’s authority to cross the 38th Parallel when he said on March 27 that the
United Nations Commander would be guided by the necessity to safeguard the
security of his command and although there were no geographical limits to an
advance in North Korea so long as the security of his command was maintained,
the question of a sweep across the Parallel was a matter for political consideration.
The United Nations line presently extends across the peninsula roughly 4-8 miles
south of the Parallel. (SECRET)

100. DEA/50069-A-40

Note du sous-secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures
pour le secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures

Memorandum from Under-Secretary of State for External Affairs
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

SECRET [Ottawa], April 11, 1951

RE KOREA; GENERAL MACARTHUR’S PUBLIC STATEMENT

This is to record, briefly, what transpired on this subject at our conversation on
Saturday morning with the U.S. Ambassador.

You said to Woodward that the Canadian Government had been very much dis-
turbed by General MacArthur’s open difference in essential policy with the stated
objectives of the United Nations, in Korea. His letter to Representative Martin was
in direct contradiction to the policy of the United Nations in which the U.S. Gov-
ernment had concurred.

Substantial numbers of Canadian troops were about to embark to join U.N.
forces in Korea and this was an added reason for the Government’s concern. You
made it quite plain that we were opposed to any extension of the Korean hostilities,
that in our view MacArthur’s public attitude had set back materially the prospects
of negotiated settlement; at the same time we recognized that the U.S. Administra-
tion did not share MacArthur’s views.

You said that you would not wish the U.S. Government to be under any misap-
prehension as to the Canadian attitude and that our Ambassador in Washington had
been instructed to inform U.S. authorities to this effect.

AD.P. HEENEY]
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101. DEA/8508-40
Extrait du procés-verbal de la réunion des chefs de direction

Extract from Minutes of Meeting of Heads of Divisions

SECRET Ouawa, April 23, 1951

KOREA AND THE UNITED NATIONS

6. M. Delisle. A few days before General MacArthur’s speech to Congress the
United States Delegation at Lake Success suddenly pressed for a meeting of the
sub-committee of the Additional Measures Committee with the declared purpose of
having a proposal for economic measures against Communist China passed to a
meeting of the full committee before MacArthur spoke to Congress. The United
States move was designed to enable its representative in the full committee to urge
an immediate active programme of economic sanctions for public consumption and
thus counteract in advance part of the probable adverse effect of the MacArthur
speech. At the same time the United States representative pressed for a report to the
First Committee of the General Assembly which should meet as soon as delega-
tions had an opportunity to receive instructions.

7. Because of strong British, French and Australian objections in the sub-commit-
tee the United States move was modified to a recommendation that the Additional
Measures Committee give first priority to a consideration of economic measures
against China but with no agreement as to when the full committee should meet. In
view of the strong United States pressure it is probable the meeting will take place
no later than the week of April 23, although there is a strong desire for indefinite
postponement because of the belief that a recommendation on this subject at the
present stage is premature and likely to jeopardize possible negotiations.

8. Our Ambassador in Washington has obtained from the State Department a
different explanation of this move for action in the Additional Measures Commit-
tee. It is reported that the objectives are much more limited then those reported
from New York and that there is no thought of convoking a meeting of the Political
Committee. No advice on substance or timing is being given Mr. Holmes until
United States policy clarifies enough for us to know what is behind the move.
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102. DEA/50069-A-40

L’ambassadeur aux Etats-Unis
au secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures

Ambassador in United States
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

TELEGRAM WA-1718 Washington, April 25, 1951

SECRET. IMPORTANT.

Repeat Permdel No. 204.
Your EX-871 of April 20tht and Permdel’s 407 of April 24tht (repeated Washing-
ton 299). Additional Measures Committee.

1. We have now had an opportunity to obtain some clarification of State Depart-
ment thinking about the work of the Additional Measures Committee from the
State Department and from the British Embassy. From our consultations here we
judge that the apparent difference between the attitude of the United States delega-
tion in New York and the State Department in Washington derives from a differ-
ence in emphasis and the zeal with which the United States delegation apparently
has sought to push State Department views on this question.

2. As Holmes has reported to you in his No. 407, Franks saw Hickerson over the
weekend at Hickerson's request. A similar approach was made to the Australian
and French Ambassadors. These representatives were chosen because of their coun-
tries” memberships on the sub-committee of the A.M.C. Venezuela had apparently
already agreed to the United States proposals.

3. In his talks with Franks, Hickerson expressed the hope that the United King-
dom Government would not continue to insist that the Additional Measures Com-
mittee should withhold its report until the Good Offices Committee had submitted a
report on the progress of their negotiations. He said that in the opinion of the State
Department the Additional Measures Committee should meet at the latest by the
end of this month and should take up the proposal to impose a limited selective
economic embargo against Communist China. His remarks to Franks were an
appeal for co-operation and not in the form of a demand. Hickerson referred to the
state of public opinion in this country and admitted that the move to some extent
was determined by public pressure applied to the Administration in consequence of
the events connected with the dismissal of General MacArthur. Hickerson recalled
however that the State Department had not been happy about the delay which had
occurred in the implementation of the resolution setting up the Additional Mea-
sures Committee since February Ist, and said that it was now more difficult to
justify further delay.

4. The points made by Hickerson in support of the United States position may be
summarized as follows:

(a) The adoption by the United Nations of a resolution to impose limited selective
economic embargoes would provide those countries which had assumed the major
responsibilities for resisting aggression in Korea with a recommendation by the



138 KOREAN CONFLICT

United Nations which may be used to bring the more “reluctant” countries into line
with the policy of denying essential military supplies to the aggressors. (He pointed
out that the parties to the Consultative Committee in Paris were actually doing
more than was now proposed but these arrangements could not be cited in public).

(b) The tangible effects of a limited economic embargo might:
(i) Increase unrest in Communist China because of resulting unemployment;
(ii) Increase difficulties in industrial production;

(i1i) Make the public in China more conscious of the consequences of their gov-
ernment’s policy in Korea due to an increased lack of essential consumer sup-
plies such as cotton. (Hickerson particularly referred to Pakistan continuing to
supply China with cotton at a time when the pinch was already felt in China as a
result of the United States embargo).

(c) The effects of the limited embargo would not, in the judgment of the State
Department, seriously interfere with the work of the Good Offices Committee but
might on the contrary make the Chinese more disposed to seek a peaceful settle-
ment in Korea. (He noted that the Chinese could not have shown less disposition to
negotiate under the policy of inaction on the part of the A.M.C.);

(d) The main purpose of the United States proposals was their psychological
effect not only in China, but also upon those countries that had so far not made any
substantial contributions to the support of the United Nations in Korea and had
continued normal trading with China.

5. As to the time of the meeting, Hickerson said that the State Department fully
realize there was little use in calling a meeting of the Additional Measures Com-
mittee unless the United States could count on the support of the major Powers for
its minimum programme. They have urged that the Committee should meet if pos-
sible by April 30th, and Franks has consulted London with regard to the “appeal”
made to him by Hickerson.

6. In the course of our weekly meeting with Raynor, substantially the same points
were made as reported above. Raynor added that now that the Communist Chinese
have opened a full offensive in Korea, it was even more difficult to accept the view
that the prospects of negotiating a peaceful settlement could be harmed by further
postponement of action by the Additional Measures Committee; it was the State
Department view that the United Nations resistance in the field should be sup-
ported by such hindrance of the military plans of the Communists as would result
from the application of a selective economic embargo.

7. 1 have refrained so far from being drawn into these discussions, since I have
not been approached by Hickerson. I have, however, made it clear to the State
Department that we share the anxiety expressed by the United Kingdom and Aus-
tralia on this subject and believe that we should avoid airing our differences on Far
Eastern policy in public at a time when emotion in this country is running high.



CONFLIT COREEN 139

103. DEA/50069-A-40

Le représentant permanent par intérim auprés des Nations Unies
au secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures

Acting Permanent Representative to United Nations
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

TELEGRAM 411 New York, April 26, 1951

SECRET
Repeat Washington No. 305.

ADDITIONAL MEASURES COMMITTEE

1. Bolte of the United States mission called on the delegation yesterday to outline
the State Department thinking on the work of the Additional Measures Committee
and to ask our views. He explained the American anxiety to press on with the work
of the AM.C. The Good Offices Committee he indicated could carry on parallel
existence, but in the United States view the A.M.C. did not have to wait until the
G.0.C. had concluded its activities. The American view was that proceeding with
additional measures was the best way to encourage the Chinese to cease their
aggression or to negotiate. When I asked if they had any concrete plans for a meet-
ing of the First Committee, he implied that there was nothing definite, but that they
did envisage a report from the A.M.C. to the Assembly as soon as possible. I said
that I had no specific instructions on this subject, but I thought that we would be
very much concerned over the possibility of a repetition in any form of the
rancourous debates which took place last January. If pressing on with additional
measures would serve only to expose divisions among the democratic countries,
then I wondered if it was worth while. I said that I thought an important factor in
deciding our position would be whether or not the enforcement of the proposed
selective embargo would in fact tighten the controls which were now in existence.
In pressing for action, was his government primarily concerned with the moral
effect of a United Nations decision, or the concrete harm which would be done to
Chinese war production by measures which could be taken? Bolte had no informa-
tion to offer about the effects of the embargo, and I got the impression that this not
unimportant aspect of the matter was one on which the Americans had not been
concentrating. He did not say that it was the moral aspect they were interested in,
but he did talk about the great effect of overwhelming support for economic sanc-
tions by the members of the United Nations. When we pressed him, however, he
admitted that there was very little chance of the Asian countries, except the Philip-
pines and Thailand, agreeing to the proposal and that there was considerable doubt
of support by the Middle Eastern States.

2. Bolte did indicate that the Americans were anxious not to have a public display
of disunity. It was for that reason, he said, that they were sounding out other dele-
gations in advance. He did not say that if the reaction of friendly delegations was
unfavourable, State Department would alter its course.
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3. If you consider that it is important to avoid a public display of difference, it
would, I think, be a useful time to express such views to the State Department. It
would be helpful also if we could find out whether the proposed embargo would in
fact increase the pressure on Chinese war production, bearing in mind the fact that
countries such as India would probably not join us.

4. A week or so ago the Australians showed me a report of discussions they had
had with the Foreign Office in London on this issue, in which someone in the For-
eign Office had indicated that the British view of the application of additional mea-
sures would change if the Chinese launched a new offensive. If this were the case,
then the situation with regard to the American program for the AM.C. might be
considerably altered. We should then presumably not have to worry about a display
of disunity among the major participating powers, although presumably differences
with India and her Asian associates would still exist.

104. DEA/50069-A-40

Le secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures
a 'ambassadeur aux Etats-Unis

Secretary of State for External Affairs
to Ambassador in United States

TELEGRAM EX-931 Ottawa, April 27, 1951

SECRET. IMMEDIATE.
Repeat Permdel No. 308; London No. 721.

ACTION IN ADDITIONAL MEASURES COMMITTEE

1. Reference your WA-1718 of April 25, WA-1728 of April 261, and C.P.D.U.N.
messages 4101 and 411 repeated to you as 303 and 305 of April 26.

2. We are most grateful for the action you have taken as outlined in para. 7 of
your WA-1718. While we are sympathetic towards the needs of the United States
Administration in present circumstances and do not wish to embarrass it in any
way in coping with General MacArthur and his followers, the proposals made by
Hickerson present several difficulties. They appear to be based on the proposition
that cutting off trade with China will in some way create serious difficulties in that
country. Our assessment is that China will not be materially affected because it has
learned largely to get along without trade with the West and because it can fill some
of its more important needs in any case by trade with the Soviet bloc. As Hickerson
is aware, the parties to the Consultative Committee in Paris are actually doing more
than would be proposed by the measures the United States wishes the Additional
Measures Committee to adopt. I think the fact that economic difficulties have not
already caused the Central People’s Government trouble such as that outlined in
paragraph 4 of WA-1718 is in itself a demonstration of the accuracy of our
assessment.
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3. Furthermore, Hickerson’s assessment of the effects of an economic blockade is
based on the fundamental miscalculation that we shall be able to sell our point of
view to the people of China but that the Chinese Government will not be able to
sell theirs. Instead of the Chinese people blaming their Communist government for
unemployment and the policy being pursued in Korea, they are far more likely to
believe government propaganda which will blame the United States and its allies
for any harmful effects which may result.

4. Tt is hard to see how Hickerson’s proposals will lead to any increased eco-
nomic pressure on China even if one concedes that economic pressure is possible.
The United States is going to have considerable difficulty in gathering sufficient
support for its policy (see the last sentence of No. 411 from New York to Ottawa).
It would seem probable that the states which did not agree with United States pol-
icy would, if that policy is adopted by the Additional Measures Committee, refuse
to consider themselves bound by it. Therefore, no additional trade is likely to be cut
off. In addition the internal argument used by Hickerson does not appear very con-
vincing. He states that the measures which are proposed to be adopted by the Addi-
tional Measures Committee are less severe than the measures already being applied
by the Consultative Commiitee in Paris yet he seems to expect that a public decla-
ration of intention to take measures which are not as effective as measures actually
in effect will in some way have greater results than the restrictions being applied by
the countries party to the Consultative Committee.

5. I should think that the two outstanding effects of the United States proposal
would be to create public dissension among the non-Communist states in the
United Nations and to widen the misunderstanding which already exists between
the United States and India.

6. Paragraph 4 of No. 411 from New York to Ottawa suggests that the position of
the United Kingdom may have been changed by the launching of the new Chinese
offensive. We should like to have clarification on this point before we make up our
minds definitely on what our position will be on the United States proposal.

105. DEA/50069-A-40

Le haut-commissaire au Royaume-Uni
au secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures

High Commissioner in United Kingdom
fo Secretary of State for External Affairs

TELEGRAM 1055 London, April 28, 1951

SECRET. IMMEDIATE.

Your telegram No. 721 of April 27. Action in Additional Measures Committee.
The present position taken by the Foreign Secretary was set out in a telegram of
April 26 to Sir Oliver Franks who will, no doubt, have spoken by now to the State
Department. We read the text of the message at the China and Korea Department of
the Foreign Office this morning, April 28,. shortly after receiving your telegram
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under reference. The following sub-paragraphs contain the substance of the Foreign
Office telegram to Franks:

(a) The Foreign Secretary approved the line taken by Franks with Hickerson
(apparently the views stated by Hickerson were similar to those reported to you by
Mr. Wrong from Washington);

(b) The United Kingdom seemed to be reaching a stalemate with the United
States over future policy concerning Korea. The United Kingdom and other coun-
tries wanted an early declaration of aims in order to rally world opinion and to
supplement the work of the Good Offices Committee. The Foreign Office had
refrained from pressing the State Department during the past week in view of the
present political atmosphere in the United States. The State Department were say-
ing that they had delayed the pace of the Additional Measures Committee since
February out of deference to other governments’ views;

(c) But in the absence of a reaffirmation of aims the Foreign Secretary doubted
whether the United Nations would be in a strong position to convince Chinese or
world opinion generally of their peaceful intentions and of their steadfast purpose
to continue resisting if no settlement could be reached. There was a danger of drift
and some set purpose was needed. The Foreign Secretary hoped that he would
receive soon Mr. Acheson’s comments on the joint draft declaration. (We under-
stand that the Foreign Office have as yet received no official United States com-
ment but that they are expecting Mr. Acheson to send a letter on this subject and
possibly on other Far Eastern issues to Mr. Morrison.)

(d) Meanwhile the Foreign Secretary agreed that he could not object to the con-
vening of the Additional Measures Committee on April 30 since the Good Offices
Committee was making no progress and the pressures on the United States Govern-
ment were strong. Nevertheless he is not enthusiastic and would object strongly to
the Additional Measures Committee rushing ahead and submitting a report at once
to the Political Committee of the General Assembly. He hopes that the Additional
Measures Committee will spend some time in occasional meetings and that before
the committee becomes ready to consider its report, there will be another opportu-
nity to consult further with Washington along present lines in the light of the pre-
vailing situation. By that time it may have been found that:

(i) A final decision on a declaration of aims has become feasible;
(ii) The nature of the Chinese offensive will have become more clear;
(iii) The present pressure on the United States Government may have lifted.

(e) If, moreover, the Chinese offensive is blunted, Peking may be more chastened
and it would, therefore, be highly inopportune for the United Nations to embark at
that stage on economic sanctions. Economic sanctions might:

(i) Rule out any chance of negotiations;

(i) Cause embarrassment;

(iii) Make the Foreign Secretary’s own position more difficult;
(iv) Stimulate anti-American feeling in the United Kingdom.

(f) As regards Hickerson’s belief that economic sanctions might bring the Peking
authorities more to heel, Franks was referred to a recent message from Lamb in
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Peking and authorized to make use of it at his discretion. (We also read Lamb’s
message, the essence of which was that the present position of the Peking Govern-
ment continued to be strong in spite of any slight loss of prestige with the Chinese
people owing to the military situation in Korea. Lamb doubted very much whether
Hickerson’s arguments were good and the Foreign Office quite obviously shared
his views.)

2. Krishna Menon called at the Foreign Office on April 27. He indicated that in
the Indian view the present was not a propitious moment to make the proposed
declaration of aims although the initiative in this matter lay chiefly with the United
Kingdom. He said that the Peking authorities had not been persuaded by the
removal of General MacArthur to alter their views on United States policy in the
Far East.

106. DEA/50069-A-40

L’ambassadeur aux Etats-Unis
au secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures

Ambassador in United States
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

TELEGRAM WA-1806 Washington, May 1, 1951

SECRET. IMPORTANT.

Repeat Permdel No. 214.
Your EX-931 of April 27th, Additional Measures Committee.

1. When seeing Hickerson today on another matter, I mentioned the difficulties
which we thought might follow from pressure by the United States for the early
imposition of a selective economic embargo. He agreed that the economic effect in
China was likely to be slight, although some in the State Department considered
that the movement of strategic materials to China would be further restricted. He
argued, however, for the imposition of the embargo on other grounds, to which he
attached substantial importance.

2. First, he said that it was necessary in order to convince the Chinese Commu-
nist that the United Nations was not “weak, irresolute and disunited” in its resis-
tance to aggression in Korea, nor afraid to undertake what was a logical and safe
action — safe in that it would involve no risk of extending the Korean war. The
present embargoes were secret, and to obtain this result it was necessary to come
out into the open. It would show the Communists that the United Nations meant
business in Korea. Of course the main method of demonstrating this was to carry
on a successful campaign in Korea itself, but a selective embargo imposed by the
United Nations nevertheless had, in his view, a subsidiary value. Since the princi-
pal suppliers of strategic materials were in fact imposing an embargo, why not let
the Chinese know that this was being done and place it under the authority of the
United Nations?
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3. Hickerson’s second main argument was that this was the best way to silence
the unfair charges against the British, French and other governments that they were
allowing munitions of war to go to China. Attacks of this nature are being made
daily in the United States and not only from irresponsible sources. From the point
of view of public relations, it was most important to bring into the open the actual
and effective co-operation between the governments mainly concerned. It would
help the administration in dealing with the opposition centering around MacArthur,
and it would help to restore the damaged prestige of the United Nations both in the
United States and, he thought, in some other countries as well.

4. Although Hickerson admitted that there might be some public disagreements
among the allies, he did not appear to regard this as of much importance. He
remarked that when it came to the point of an actual vote in the Political Commit-
tee or the Assembly, it would be difficult even for India to oppose the modest
selective embargo which the United States was urging. I observed that a reluctant
affirmative vote wrung from India by United States pressure might damage rela-
tions with the United States worse than a negative vote or an abstention, and he
admitted that this was possible.

5. The case as put by Hickerson rests on the intangible effects of an official
embargo, and it is therefore not easy to controvert.

107. DEA/50069-A-40

Le secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures
a I’ambassadeur aux Etats-Unis

Secretary of State for External Affairs
to Ambassador in United States

TELEGRAM EX-950 Ottawa, May 1, 1951
SECRET. IMPORTANT.

FOURTEEN-POWER DECLARATION

1. I have been giving further thought to the possibility of reviving action on the
Fourteen-Power Declaration on Korea originally proposed by the United Kingdom.
I realize that the height of the Communist offensive is no time to make a declara-
tion, but as you have commented, it will take a considerable time before agreement
can be reached between fourteen governments on a move of this sort so it seems to
me that it is not too early to start trying now to achieve an agreed text for a declara-
tion which could be ready by the time the Communist offensive has been repelled
and before the United States is riding the high tide of a counter-offensive.

2. 1 feel that an agreed declaration should not constitute a retreat from the Five
Principles of January 13, although I recognize that conditions in the United States
may make it necessary to have arrangements for a settlement in Korea almost com-
plete before other Far Eastern questions can be discussed.
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3. Would you therefore please discuss the matter with Sir Oliver Franks to see
where the matter stands between him and the State Department and, if you consider
it advisable, tell the State Department that we think it is now time to start the pro-
cess of trying to get agreement on a text of a joint declaration, especially as the
domestic controversy over the Far East is not quite as excitable as it was 10 days
ago.

108. DEA/50069-A-40

Le représentant permanent auprés des Nations Unies
au secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures

Permanent Representative to United Nations
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

TELEGRAM 421 New York, May 1, 1951

SECRET. IMPORTANT.
Repeat Washington No. 309.

ADDITIONAL MEASURES COMMITTEE

1. There seems to be general agreement among the British, French, Belgians, and
Australians with whom I have discussed the policy to be adopted in the Additional
Measures Committee that we should endeavour to put off decisions and avoid a
public display of disunity for the time being at least. The United States would
undoubtedly have the support of Venezuela, the Philippines, Turkey, and probably
Brazil. The Mexican representative has adopted a neutral position, and it is quite
possible that Padilla Nervo, because of his position on the G.O.C. would not sup-
port the United States move. Egypt will do whatever seems opportune to Fawzi but
is hardly likely to support an embargo. There may be shifts in these positions, but
there is very little chance of the United States securing a majority for an unequivo-
cal recommendation to the First Committee. Divergence of opinion is certain. One
can also be sure that any differences which are expressed in the Committee will be
made known in the press.

2. Under these circumstances it seems desirable to put off as long as possible not
merely a decision by the Additional Measures Committee, but discussion in the
Committee. As the United States is expected to put forward a new proposal at
Thursday’s meeting, we should be able to adjourn the meeting in order to consider
this proposal. If this tactic seems achievable, I think we ought not to make a state-
ment unless it is to support a deferment of consideration.

3. The other delegations principally concerned have not yet had instructions or
made up their minds definitely about the tactics for Thursday. The Australians had
been told ten days ago that if there was a meeting of the A.M.C., they should indi-
cate that although they did not necessarily disagree with the substance of the United
States proposal, they did disagree with the timing. They were instructed on these
grounds to vote against the American proposal if it came to a decision. Yesterday,
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however, they received a further telegram indicating that their new minister is
being consulted, and that new, although not necessarily different, instructions will
be sent. Nisot of the Belgian delegation strongly shares the view that it would be
better to adjourn the meeting on Thursday as soon as possible without any state-
ments on the substance, and he has no intention of speaking himself. The British
and French are completely agreed on the necessity of preventing a report going
from the A.M.C. to the Assembly, but they are not yet agreed on the method. While
the British think it would be best for the A.M.C. to take the United States proposals
under consideration and endeavour to postpone any decision, the French would pre-
fer to refer the proposals to the sub-committee previously established on the
grounds that there are a good many legal and technical problems arising out of the
proposals which must be considered. I am inclined to think that the French sugges-
tion might have more chance of success. The Americans are not likely to be
attracted by the idea of another sub-committee stage, but this would at least give
some impression of movement. In view of what the Americans have been saying to
us, I doubt if they would allow us to go on considering their proposals indefinitely
without holding a further meeting of the A.M.C. The French and British will be
meeting with the Americans before Thursday’s meeting and will try to reach some
agreement.

4. Yesterday I had a long talk with Lacoste and Tine of the French delegation on
this whole question, from which it became quite evident that their views and ours
are very close together. They think the United States has nothing to gain from pro-
voking differences in the A.M.C., and they are convinced after serious, and I gather
somewhat technical, discussions in Washington that the proposed selective
embargo would have no effect at all on the Chinese war effort. The French delega-
tion is aware of the fact that there are difficulties in the way of making public what
the North Atlantic countries are doing in the way of restricting war materials, but
they have asked their government to reconsider the question in view of the decided
advantages at the present time of being in a position to assure the American public
that France and its associates are not supplying China with unlimited quantities of
products to support their war effort. Lacoste told me that both he and Bonnet in
Washington had pleaded with the Americans not to press ahead and had warned
them that they would not get a majority in the Assembly. The response of the
United States mission to this warning was to point out that the French and British
had said the same thing in January but when it came to the test, the United States
had got the majority it wanted.
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109. DEA/50069-A-40

Le secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures
au représentant permanent auprés des Nations Unies

Secretary of State for External Affairs
to Permanent Representative to United Nations

TELEGRAM 320 Ottawa, May 3, 1951

SECRET. MOST IMMEDIATE.

Repeat Washington EX-961; London No. 756 (Important).
Your telegram 421 of May 1. Additional Measures Committee.

1. We agree with the position you have taken in paragraph 2 that rather than
opposing the United States proposal at this stage we should resort to deferment in
the hope that the pressure on the United States Government for some public action
of the nature proposed may be relieved by other means.

2. Tt seems to us, for example, that the United States position might be made
easier if the Governments which are already imposing restrictions on trade with
China could be brought to reveal the existence of these restrictions. The govern-
ments need not relate the steps they have taken to the existence of the Consultative
Committee in Paris if revelation of such relationship appears unwise. One method
by which the secrecy of the relationship could be maintained would be to have the
Additional Measures Committee ask all the members of the United Nations what
steps they are now taking to restrict the flow of war materials to China. The coun-
tries members of the Consultative Committee would then be free to state what steps
they are taking without mentioning the existence of the Consultative Committee.
Otherwise it would be difficult to avoid the appearance of concerted action if the
countries which are members of the Consultative Committee suddenly and volunta-
rily announced the existence of almost identical restrictions. (Sweden and Switzer-
land are not members but are merely associated with it.)

3. Please try to consult before the meeting this afternoon with other friendly dele-
gations on this suggestion. It might be that one of the members of the Sub-Commit-
tee of the Additional Measures Committee such as France, the United Kingdom or
Australia might wish to put it forward formally. It seems to me that the chief merit
of our suggestion is that a strong argument could be made that, before the Addi-
tional Measures Committee considers recommending additional measures against
China, it should first find out what measures are now being taken in the field of
selective economic embargoes by the member states of the United Nations.

4. My immediately following telegramt gives information about the Paris Con-
sultative Group on export controls.
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110. DEA/50069-A-40

Le représentant permanent par intérim aupres des Nations Unies
au secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures

Acting Permanent Representative to United Nations
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

TELEGRAM 431 New York, May 4, 1951

SECRET
Repeat Washington No. 315.

ADDITIONAL MEASURES COMMITTEE

1. A following telegram will contain a report of yesterday’s meeting of the Addi-
tional Measures Committee.

2. I have discussed the suggestion of a general enquiry of all members about the
economic measures which they are taking against China with the United Kingdom,
the United States, the French, and Australian delegations. It was clear before the
meeting that although the British, French, and Australians listened with interest to
the suggestion, none of them wished to put it forward yesterday without consulting
their governments. The British and French indicated that they would not want to
propose such an enquiry until they were certain that their governments would not
be embarrassed by it. LaCoste, who was anxious to refer the United States proposal
to the sub-committee for study, thought that our proposal might be considered at
the sub-committee stage. Neither the British nor the French, however, were particu-
larly receptive to the suggestion, primarily, I think, because they have accepted a
defeatist attitude. Coulson told me before the meeting that he saw no hope at all of
stalling the Americans by any device and said they had concluded that there was
nothing to be done but to meet the Americans frontally in the committee with a
statement of their objections. LaCoste is convinced that nothing will deter the
Americans and that we are certain to be faced with their proposal in the Assembly
within a fortnight.

3. The Americans did not reject our proposal out of hand and said they would
look into it. They are, however, determined to press forward with their resolution at
the earliest possible moment and indicated that they were not likely to accept any
action which would involve delay. Ross expressed doubts as to the value of the
results of such a survey on the grounds that the authorities in Washington knew
what every country was doing and was already in a position to assess the results.
He did, however, to some extent accept the argument that it was one thing for the
United States and a few of her close allies to have this confidential information on
record, and another thing for certain basic information to be in the hands of all
members of the United Nations so that they might consider the question of eco-
nomic measures in the proper perspective. I doubt, however, if there is any hope of
deterring the Americans from pressing forward with their programme, unless they
are given firm reason to believe that they cannot get a majority in the AM.C.
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When 1 talked to Gross after the meeting, I found him pretty confident of the
results. He said candidly that the British were the key country. He thought that they
would eventually give in and then the opposition from Western European and Com-
monwealth countries would collapse. He may have some reasons for this expecta-
tion. Although the United Kingdom delegation is still expressing categorical
objections, Jebb is in an uneasy position, because he is by no means certain that
Morrison will not change his instructions at a later stage. It was for this reason that
his statement in the committee yesterday was very cautiously worded and gave the
impression of more agreement with the Americans than the substance of his state-
ment warranted.

4. When I talked to Gross he emphasized that what the Americans were now
asking was the very least they could urge in view of the strong pressures for much
more vigorous action. He said that he would have liked to make this fact clear in
his statement, but did not wish to do so lest it be considered a veiled threat. He did,
however, indicate to me that if we did not accept this proposal, undoubtedly we
would be faced sooner or later with much less acceptable recommendations from
the Americans.

111 DEA/50069-A-40

Le représentant permanent par intérim aupres des Nations Unies
au secrétaire d'Etat aux Affaires extérieures

Acting Permanent Representative to United Nations
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

TELEGRAM 432 New York, May 4, 1951

CONFIDENTIAL. IMMEDIATE.
Repeat Washington No. 318.

ADDITIONAL MEASURES COMMITTEE

1. In this message I am giving a factual report on the closed meeting of the AMC
held at 3 p.m. yesterday, 3 May. In a separate messaget I am reporting on several
private conversations I had before and after the meeting.

2. LaCoste, who is chairman of the sub-committee, submitted their report which
merely contained a recommendation that the AMC give priority to the study of
economic measures. Gross, who spoke first, said that the United States delegation
had come to the conclusion that economic measures were those most likely to com-
mand widespread support within the United Nations and for this reason the United
States supported the sub-committee’s recommendation. He then described what the
United States had done in banning exports to Communist China and in freezing
assets of the Communist Chinese in the United States. He then referred to the fact
that certain other governments such as the Philippines, Australia and the United
Kingdom also imposed a strategic embargo (to a greater or lesser extent) against
Communist China. He said that the United States considered that the objective of a
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full economic embargo should be kept in mind by the United Nations but that the
effectiveness of an embargo depended on its securing widespread support; the
United States believed that it would be more effective if “most of us” were to agree
to a strategic embargo “rather than having a smaller number of us agree to a com-
plete embargo”. Gross then outlined the ingredients of a recommendation which, in
the opinion of the United States delegation, the AMC should make back to the
General Assembly for a selective economic embargo. He said, “we have in mind a
formula which would call for the embargo of shipments to Communist China of
arms, ammunition and implements of war; petroleum; atomic energy materials; and
items useful in the production of arms, ammunition and implements of war”. Each
state should determine for itself what specific commodities it would embargo under
this formula, and what controls it would apply to make the embargo effective. The
resolution of the AMC should call on every state not to “nullify”, through trans-
shipment or re-export, the effectiveness of the embargoes imposed by complying
states. Finally, such a resolution of the AMC should call for the establishment of
machinery for keeping this programme of selective embargoes under continuous
review and for determining the effectiveness of the economic measures being
taken. This would require the establishment of a committee — possibly the AMC
itself — to which all states would report regarding the measures they had taken,
and which would make recommendations back to the Assembly.

3. Gross stressed that, in his government’s view, it was now time to “record the
actions some United Nations members have already taken and to widen, through
cooperation, the scope of such measures”. He said that, in essence, the United
States programme amounted to “recording the determination that no United
Nations soldier fighting in Korea should be the target of a bullet manufactured in
the free world”. He also stressed again the United States view that the imposition of
economic measures on the recommendation of the AMC would not hamper the
work of the Good Offices Committee but might assist the GOC by bringing pres-
sure on Peking to negotiate a peaceful settlement. He said, as other United States
spokesmen had frequently said before, that the work of the AMC and the GOC
were complementary, not contradictory.

4. Gross’s statement was somewhat more moderate than might have been
expected. He did everything possible to minimize differences and went out of his
way to emphasize the action being taken by other countries to restrict exports to
China.

5. Jebb then made a generally cautious and moderate statement, in which he
started off by concurring with the recommendation of the sub-committee to give
priority to the consideration of economic measures, and also by agreeing generaily
with the five headings suggested by Gross, if the AMC decided that now was the
proper time to proceed with a recommendation for economic measures. He said the
United Kingdom already had in existence a system of control of strategic exports to
Communist China which more than amounted to compliance with the programme
suggested by Gross. However, Jebb said that the actual effect of such a recommen-
dation by the AMC, and by the General Assembly, might be very slight, as it was
not likely to diminish materially trade with China, in view of the fact that the major
states were already adopting such a system of selective embargoes. The psycholog-
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ical effect on Peking of such a resolution was at least “arguable” and, instead of
inducing them to negotiate, as Gross had suggested, such a resolution might
increase their recalcitrance. The AMC should carefully study this aspect of the
question. Jebb also said that, if such a resolution were to be effective, it must com-
mand a wide majority in the General Assembly, and that, if divisions over this
resolution were revealed in the AMC, these divisions would be considerably multi-
plied in the public debates in the Assembly. The United Kingdom was most anx-
ious to avoid a further acrimonious debate on this matter in the Assembly. In
conclusion, the United Kingdom believed that the programme outlined by Gross
should be carefully considered by the AMC in the light of all these factors and that
considerable time might be required to arrive at a judgment as to whether the
United States proposals should be proceeded with at the present time.

6. LaCoste spoke in a generally similar manner to Jebb. He said that the French
Government already had a system of strategic embargoes against Communist
China which went further than the programme suggested by Gross. Nevertheless,
France wanted to consider very carefully the implications of the United States pro-
posal which involved a number of highly “technical” aspects.

7. Shann of Australia spoke much more strongly than either Jebb or LaCoste
regarding the undesirability of a public debate in the Assembly and on the question
of timing. Australia did not share Gross’s views regarding the psychological effects
of his proposal on the Peking Government, and they were not convinced that a
public discussion of this matter in the Assembly “was in the best interests of the
United Nations”. He thought that, in view of recent developments, it would be well
to postpone a resolution of this nature until the prospects for a peaceful negotiation
were more clear. He said Australia was already doing more than the United States
programme called for in the way of embargoes, but that they disagreed with the
United States delegation regarding the timing of this proposal. Nor was Australia
convinced that the adoption of this resolution would have much effect on China, as
the embargoes it called for were already being applied by nearly all the major
countries. Therefore, what the AMC must consider was whether the “dubious
effects” of such a resolution on restricting trade with China were sufficient to offset
the dangers of an acrimonious public debate which would inevitably reveal sharp
disunity between the major democracies.

8. The representatives of Brazil, Turkey, Venezuela and the Philippines all spoke
in support of the United States proposals; and Sarper of Turkey desctibed the pro-
posal as the “bare minimum” which the AMC could respectably adopt.

9. Nisot of Belgium, without committing himself either way to the substance of
the United States proposal, urged the necessity of considering its implications very
carefully. As it appeared as if all other members of the committee would be expres-
sing views and putting themselves on the record as restricting exports to China, I
spoke very briefly in the same sense as Nisot. I said that we were already applying
controls over strategic materials to China. As for the United States proposal, I
thought there should be due opportunity to consider all its implications. I added that
we also wished to consider the “tactical” arguments which had been advanced by
Jebb and Shann.
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10. Some discussion then took place concerning the question of referring the
United States proposal to the existing sub-committee for further study. Gross
pointed out that his delegation had not yet submitted a resolution and that, while he
expected to do this sometime next week, there was nothing so far which the sub-
committee could consider. Moreover he disagreed with LaCoste, who had made the
suggestion of reference to the sub-committee, on the grounds that the United States
resolution was not really of a technical nature and that it could be perfectly well
examined in the full committee. Sarper of Turkey also supported this view.
LaCoste did not press for reference of this matter to the sub-committee at the pre-
sent stage, but made clear that he had merely postponed his proposal until the
United States submitted a formal resolution. He then repeated his arguments that,
in view of the technical considerations involved, this matter should first of all be
considered in a smaller body than the AMC.

11. When the United States formally table their resolution, probably at the next
meeting of the AMC, a sharp debate will probably take place on whether or not it
should be referred to the sub-committee. The United States will undoubtedly resist
this course. I would appreciate your instructions as to what position 1 should take
on this point.

12. Before the meeting adjourned the committee formally approved the sub-com-
mittee’s recommendations that priority be given to considering economic measures.
There were no negative votes, but Egypt and Mexico did not participate in the vot-
ing. The Mexican representative explained that he had no instructions on this point
(Padilla Nervo was not present), while Fawzi Bey of Egypt said he was not “partic-
ipating” because he would have wished more time to consider this point.

13. In answer to a question from the chairman, Fawzi declined to give any real
information regarding progress by the twelve Asian-Arab countries in their efforts
to find a basis for negotiation with Peking. He confined himself to saying that they
were maintaining contact with Peking through the Indian Ambassador there. He
did, however, say that he would speak to Rau and report at the next meeting of the
AMC on the latest information received from Panikkar.

14. The next meeting of the AMC will take place on Monday, 7 May, at 3 p.m. At
that time it is probable that the United States will formally submit their proposals
as a resolution, but Gross would not give any definite assurance that his delegation
would be ready to submit a resolution by that date.
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112. DEA/50069-A-40

L'ambassadeur aux Etats-Unis
au secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures

Ambassador in United States
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

TELEGRAM WA-1884 Washington, May 4, 1951

SECRET. IMPORTANT.
Repeat Permdel No. 219.

UNITED STATES POLICY IN KOREA

1. Hickerson told me today that Mr. Acheson sent a personal message to Mr.
Morrison on April 30th restating the views of the United States Government on the
Korean situation.’® He said that he and Merchant prepared a draft last week at Ach-
eson’s request. Acheson had re-written it in his own language over the week-end,
adding an appeal for a moratorium on the issue of Chinese representation in the
United Nations. The message is therefore a fresh and important statement of policy
written in the light of the turmoil caused by MacArthur’s removal from command.

2. Yesterday evening Ignatieff was shown the text of this message at the British
Embassy under a promise that we would not reveal to the State Department that we
had seen it. Ignatieff was able to make notes, and he has given me the following
full summary:

Summary begins:

(I) General Approach

The message starts by saying that the United States and United Kingdom are on
common ground in their approach to Far Eastern problems, in desiring peace and
security in the Pacific and the earliest conclusion of the Korean conflict. The prob-
lem is how to achieve these agreed aims in Korea.

(IT) Ending the War in Korea

Mr. Acheson said that “short of a change in the aggressive Communist purposes,
I do not see how hostilities can cease”. After pointing out that there had been no
indication of any change of purpose by Communist China, he went on to say that
there was no alternative but to continue the fight and that “our economic and politi-
cal measures and attitudes must back up our military ones”. The objective should
be to demonstrate to Communist China that a cessation of hostilities would be in
their interest. It was also essential to make plain in every “sensible way” that allied
military objectives in Korea are limited and that we agree that fighting should cease
“when aggression stops”.

(II1) Air Counter-attack

* Voir/See United States, Department of State, FRUS. 1951, Volume VII, Washington: Government
Printing Office, 1983, p. 390-394.
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On this point Mr. Acheson’s message recited the line which has been given to us
by Hickerson and Merchant, but had this significant clarification of what Mr. Ache-
son means when he says that “the decision must be made in Washington”. His mes-
sage says that the particular circumstances of an aerial attack cannot be anticipated.
“For these reasons we believe that this government, as unified command, must
retain latitude to determine whether an attack requires counter-action in order to
preserve the safety of the forces. This requires confidence on the part of our allies
that the decision will be soberly and wisely made”. In explaining this position, Mr.
Acheson said “the authority to take counter-action to preserve the command is
inherent in, and essential to, the very concept of a command”.

(1V) Selective Economic Embargoes

On this point Mr. Acheson’s message covered familiar ground. He recalled that
the proposal now to impose selective economic embargoes against China arose
from the decision taken last January by the United Nations. It had then been agreed
by the United States that action by the additional Measures Committee would be
deferred so long as the Good Offices Committee was able to report satisfactory
progress. Almost three months have passed and the Good Offices Committee “can-
not even report progress”. It had been argued, the message said, that the imposition
of economic sanctions might further alienate the Chinese Communists and make it
more difficult to re-align China with the free world. Mr. Acheson’s answer to this
was that only the ending of the aggression in Korea would make it possible to bring
China into re-alignment with the free world, that the addition of economic embar-
goes was calculated to encourage China to decide to end the aggression, and that
failure to take this decision would only encourage continued aggression. Mr. Ache-
son also recalled that the United States had ended all commercial and financial
arrangements with China. Instead of pressing other nations to go as far as this, the
United States was only asking them to proclaim publicly what was already in effect
being done secretly.

(V) Admission of Communist Chinese Representatives to the United Nations

After recalling differences between the two governments on this question in the
past, Mr. Acheson had this to say — “whatever may have been the merits of the
debate, can we not now agree to a moratorium upon it?”, In support of this posi-
tion, Mr. Acheson argued that, at a time when the Chinese Communist forces were
fighting United Nations forces, the discussion of the admission of representatives
of Communist China to the United Nations only tended to divide the allies and to
encourage the aggressors. He also said that the public in the United States just
could not understand how anybody should consider “admitting the enemy to the
organization which they are fighting”.

(VD) Public Declaration

Mr. Acheson recalled that the two governments had given “careful thought to
the possibility suggested last month of having a new declaration of aims which
would re-emphasize our desire for a peaceful settlement upon the conclusion of
aggression”. He would be glad to have further talks with officers of the British
Embassy on this question but noted that the State Department had already
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expressed serious objections to certain “elements of the United Kingdom draft”. As
to the timing of the declaration, Mr. Acheson expressed the view that at the present
moment (i.e. at the beginning of this week) it was not opportune when the military
issue was still being fought out in Korea. While the results of the Communist
offensive were still undecided, any statement looking towards a peaceful settlement
was sure to be rejected by the Chinese “which would be deemed as a try for peace
by nations sorely pressed”. Summary ends.

3. I am sending separate messages commenting further on the State Department’s
attitude towards the British suggestion for a draft declaration and on the conditions
in which air action beyond the Yalu River might be undertaken.

113. DEA/50069-A-40

L’ambassadeur aux Etats-Unis
au secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures

Ambassador in United States
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

TELEGRAM WA-1885 Washington, May 4, 1951

SECRET. IMPORTANT.

Repeat Permdel No. 220.
My immediately preceding message and your EX-950 of May 1st, proposed joint
declaration on Korea.

1. The following views were put to Tomlinson of the British Embassy yesterday
by Hickerson and other officers of the State Department. The references are to the
United Kingdom draft, which was submitted to the State Department on April 10th.
Begins:

(a) The United States could never accept a proposal that a conference be called
while fighting is in progress. A cease-fire must precede any conference. In any
case, the United States Government could not see that a conference was necessary
to bring about a cease-fire. All that was required to bring about a cessation of fight-
ing in Korea was a will to do so on both sides. If this will existed, arrangements
could be made through the commanders in the field.

(b) The composition of the conference as proposed by the United Kingdom in the
text of their draft declaration was unacceptable. Apart from the People’s Republic
of China, the United Kingdom list included three countries which had recognized
Peking. Moreover, France, so Hickerson said, tended to waver on this issue in
response to developments in Indo-China. In any conference the United States
would insist that the proportion of recognizing to non-recognizing countries should
conform more closely to the proportion of recognizing to non-recognizing mem-
bers in the United Nations.

(c) By placing the emphasis on a conference of select powers, the United King-
dom had not given recognition to the responsibilities of the United Nations some of
which had been delegated to its commission in Korea and to the United Nations
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Relief and Rehabilitation Agency. Moreover, the existence of the Republic of
Korea had been ignored.

(d) The United States saw difficulties in having a declaration issued by the group
of fourteen nations, since they could not speak upon behalf of the United Nations
as a whole and this might result in other select groups, such as the Asian-Arab
group issuing a contradictory statement of aims. If a further declaration of aims is
made, the State Department prefer that it should take the form of a report made by
the President, representing the Unified Command, addressed to the Secretary Gen-
eral of the United Nations, who would be asked to circulate this report to all mem-
bers. Ends.

2. Hickerson made most of these points to me today after 1 had shown him your
EX-950. With regard to point (d) above, he remarked that there had already been
grumblings from Asian countries about the limitation of the State Department
meetings on the Korean situation to representatives of the countries with forces in
Korea, and he thought it likely that there would be an outburst from the Asian-Arab
group and possibly the Latin American group if the governments of these countries
took it on themselves to issue a declaration of aims.

3. He went on to say, however, that they intended to go ahead with the prepara-
tion of a report to the United Nations by the President on behalf of the Unified
Command along the general lines discussed some time ago. He agreed that it was
desirable to have something ready in case the military situation seemed to offer an
opportunity for arranging a cease-fire. You will see from my report of today’s State
Department meeting that the Far East Command thinks it probable that the Chinese
offensive will go through two more phases, possibly with increasing violence,
before it can be regarded as ended.

4. T have not been able to talk this over with Sir Oliver Franks as he has been
away from Washington all week.

114. DEA/50069-A-40

L’ambassadeur aux Etats-Unis
au secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures

Ambassador in United States
to Secretary of State for External Affairs
TELEGRAM WA-1894 Washington, May 5, 1951

SECRET. IMMEDIATE.
Repeat Permdel No. 225 (Information).

KOREAN ISSUES — ADDITIONAL MEASURES COMMITTEE
Following for Pearson from Wrong, Begins: I apologize for adding to the stream of
messages 1 sent yesterday. You should know, however, that Hickerson telephoned
me last night after giving consideration to our suggestion for an inquiry by the
Additional Measures Committee addressed to all members of the United Nations
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about the restrictions currently imposed on trade with China. While admitting that
there were some attractions in this idea at least as an intermediate step towards an
embargo, he said that he was afraid that it would cause considerable delay in the
consideration of the United States proposal which they intend to introduce on Mon-
day, and that from the domestic point of view it was very important to get action as
soon as possible. He referred to General MacArthur’s reference here yesterday to
an embargo on strategic materials, in which he declared that this should have been
done long ago. He asked me to pass to you a personal appeal for your help towards
getting prompt action by the United Nations.

2. Elmer Davis, who is talking sound sense about the issues raised by MacArthur,
in last night’s broadcast mentioned the proposed action by the A.M.C. and said:
“Every delay of a day at Lake Success is likely to make about a million more votes
for MacArthur’s policy”. I think that failure by the A.M.C. to take action soon will
further discredit the United Nations in the minds of the American public and
encourage the isolationist trends which MacArthur has so greatly stimulated in
spite of his support of a dangerous military policy in the Far East. It will make still
more difficult the approval by Congress of the foreign assistance program, which is
going to have a rough time in any event.

3. There are, of course, many other considerations to be weighed in connection
with the embargo besides these compelling reasons of American domestic politics.
I think you should know that, in the really frightening atmosphere in Washington at
this time, I attach very serious importance to the probable consequences of failure
by the United Nations to take action promptly, even at the cost of renewed public
differences with India and other countries. I share the view mentioned by Wilgress
and Holmes of their telegrams of yesterday that the United Kingdom will come
round to accepting the American proposal; if so, the more gracefully and promptly
they do it the better. Ends.

115. DEA/50069-A-40

Le représentant permanent par intérim auprés des Nations Unies
au secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures

Acting Permanent Representative to United Nations
to Secretary of State for External Affairs
TELEGRAM 435 New York, May 5, 1951

SECRET. IMPORTANT.
Repeat Washington No. 322,

ADDITIONAL MEASURES COMMITTEE

1. It seems to us that the only means of persuading the State Department to mod-
ify in any way their present attitude is by convincing them that they will not get a
majority in the Additional Measures Committee for their recommendation. At pre-
sent there is, I think, a majority of members of the committee who think the United
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States proposal is unwise at this time and who would join in supporting a reasona-
ble proposal for moderating or postponing proposed action. Any such purpose
would be supported, I think, by the United Kingdom, France, Australia, Belgium,
and possibly Mexico. (Bebler has recommended to Belgrade that he take his seat in
the AMC, but his presence during this discussion is, to say the least, doubtful.)
Voting would almost certainly be close, and our position therefore is of considera-
ble importance. The members listed above, however, could not be counted upon to
oppose the American proposal in substance. The Americans recognize this fact and
are therefore not overly impressed by the argument that there would be a public
display of disunity. The tactical objections which we have had to their proposal are
not very good material for opposition in the Assembly, and as Mr. Wrong pointed
out in his telegram WA-1861 of May 31, the arguments against the substance of the
United States proposal are not particularly effective. Differences with Asian and
Arab states the Americans accept as inevitable, but they point out that they would
be supported by the Philippines, Thailand, and probably, as in January, by some
Arab states. (Gross described the Asian-Arabs to me yesterday as a synthetic
group.)

2. As for the public display of disunity, this in a sense has already begun. The
American public now know that the United States has formally proposed “eco-
nomic sanctions” and they understand that these are being opposed by the British
and French. The effect therefore of a rejection of the United States programme in
the Additional Measures Committee would do as much harm to relations among the
principal allies as would a subsequent debate in the assembly, although the damage
in the latter could be more widespread. If we are going to support the United States
recommendations in the end, there is a good deal to be said for agreeing now
before feelings in this country have become further exacerbated.

3. One argument against the United States action which we might bear in mind is
that by provoking another session of the Assembly, the Americans may be stirring
up trouble for themselves. It is by no means impossible that the Asian-Arabs will
take the opportunity to introduce a resolution of their own and thereby force the
Americans into stating their present position on the January principles.

116. DEA/50069-A-40

Le secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures
au représentant permanent par intérim auprés des Nations Unies

Secretary of State for External Affairs
to Acting Permanent Representative to United Nations

TELEGRAM 338 Ottawa, May 5, 1951

SECRET. IMMEDIATE.

Repeat Washington EX-990; London No. 767.
Your telegrams Nos. 431 and 432 of May 4. Additional Measures Committee.
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1. If the United States are determined to go ahead with their proposals for a U.N.
selective economic embargo against China (and it seems from all accounts that they
are quite firm in this), we are not (repeat not) prepared to oppose a resolution to
that effect when put forward by the U.S. Delegation. Nevertheless, we remain
unconvinced that this action is at all likely to contribute in any way to the solution
of the Korean problem and we would have preferred to have action upon further
measures deferred.

2. We had thought that the suggestion which we asked you to canvass informally,
namely, that national representatives agree to make public through the AM.C. the
economic measures which they were now enforcing for denial to China of strategic
materials, might have accomplished, at least as well, the immediate purposes which
the U.S. Government have in mind. But we are not prepared to have you put this
proposal forward to the Committee as an alternative to a U.S. resolution for a selec-
tive economic embargo.

3. If the U.S. resolution is put on Monday you should therefore vote in favour of
it without however making any statement in support. If it is necessary to make any
explanation you should confine yourself to indicating that, since the Canadian Gov-
ernment is already imposing controls upon shipments to Communist China at least
as extensive as those called for by the resolution, it is prepared to support general
action by the United Nations along the same lines.

4. The fact is that, while we are convinced that the action proposed by the United
States will prove quite ineffectual, the issue between us is not sufficiently important
for us to press further our difference with them. Indeed, it is not so much the mea-
sures now proposed by the United States that cause us concern but rather the dan-
ger that, when the results of this particular action prove illusory, we and other
members of the United Nations will be urged to support progressively more severe
sanctions which simply will not be enforced and may do more harm than good. For
this reason we are asking Wrong to inform the State Department that your support
of the present resolution must not be taken as an indication that the Canadian Gov-
ernment would be willing to go along with any more drastic measures at a later
stage which we do not consider to be wise and for which we are convinced they
will fail to secure general effective support. Ends.

117. DEA/50069-A-40

Le représentant permanent par intérim auprés des Nations Unies
au secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures

Acting Permanent Representative to United Nations
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

TELEGRAM 448 New York, May 8, 1951

CONFIDENTIAL. IMPORTANT.
Repeat Washington No. 329.
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ADDITIONAL MEASURES COMMITTEE

1. At the meeting of the A.M.C. on 7th May, Gross submitted a draft resolution,
the text of which is contained in my preceding teletype No. 447t1. You will note
that the operative part of this draft resolution is substantially the same as that con-
tained in my teletype No. 438,*! but that a paragraph has been added to the pream-
ble. In introducing his draft resolution, Gross laid considerable emphasis on this
paragraph of the preamble as pointing up that the economic measures suggested
would be supplementary to the military sanctions already taken against the aggres-
sors in Korea. He repeated the argument he had previously made, namely that the
present proposal for economic measures was different from similar proposals for
sanctions made in the League of Nations in that, in the present case, military mea-
sures were already being taken, and the economic measures suggested were
intended not as an end in themselves but as a supplement to the military action.

2. Gross also stressed the paragraph in the operative portion of the resolution
which would leave to the discretion of the individual states concerned the determi-
nation of which commodities, under the general formula, they considered should be
embargoed. He said the United States thought it would be “deplorable” if the
Assembly became “mired down” in a technical discussion of which specific com-
modities should be embargoed. In any case the resolution provided for reports back
to the A.M.C. from each state regarding the items they had embargoed, and the
United States considered that, in the light of these reports, general uniformity
would be achieved regarding the specific items which should be banned.

3. Jebb then made a statement saying that he would be glad to transmit this reso-
lution to his government. He said that, while he could not give any definite com-
mitment at present, he nevertheless thought it was “quite possible” that his
government would agree that the time had now come for the A.M.C. to submit such
a proposal to the Assembly with the recommendation that the latter adopt it. How-
ever, Jebb indicated that his government would prefer a specific list of items which
should be banned, rather than the more general formula used in the United States
draft. He did not, however, make any concrete suggestion in this connection in the
committee.

4. Gross replied that the United States preferred the idea of a general formula,
because of the difficulty of arriving at an agreed specific list, and he thought that,
as the reports from individual states came in, experience would show that there was
no very great difference of opinion as to which items should be banned. In answer
to a question from Nisot of Belgium, Gross indicated that the United States consid-
ered that the discretionary authority of states to determine which items should be
embargoed would continue, even if a difference of opinion did develop, and that
the United States did not consider that there would be any need for a further resolu-
tion of the Assembly which would spell out the formula in greater detail.

5. Both Lopez of the Philippines and Jebb indicated that, in any case, they would
like to have some verbal amendment of the first operative paragraph ‘b’ (regarding

31 Non retrouvé./Not located.



CONFLIT COREEN 161

the discretion of states to determine commodities) in a way which would make
more precise the intention of the paragraph.

6. Both the Turkish and Philippine representatives said they would support the
United States proposal, but no other representatives made any definite commitment
at this meeting. A confusing procedural discussion then took place as to the ques-
tion of referring this proposal to the existing sub-committee. LaCoste of France
again urged that the proposal should be examined by the sub-committee in view of
its technical features. Both the chairman (Sarper of Turkey) and Gross expressed
objections to referring the proposal formally to the sub-committee, on the grounds
that it would lead to unnecessary delay. However, it was finally decided that the
next meeting of the full committee would take place on Monday, 14th May, and
that, meanwhile, the chairman of the sub-committee (LaCoste) could call informal
meetings of that body, in order to obtain further clarification of any points in the
United States resolution. It was also agreed that any other members of the full com-
mittee who wished to do so could attend these informal meetings of the sub-
committee.

7. It seems probable that a vote will be taken on the United States resolution at
the next meeting on 14th May. Meanwhile, if you wish me to advance any amend-
ments to the resolution, I should appreciate receiving them as early as possible, in
order that I can discuss them at the informal meetings of the sub-committee
referred to above.

118. DEA/50069-A-40

Extrait d'un télégramme du haut-commissaire au Royaume-Uni
au secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures

Extract from Telegram from High Commissioner in United Kingdom
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

TELEGRAM 1171 London, May 11, 1951

TOP SECRET

At the Far East Department of the Foreign Office today we were shown, on an
informal and confidential basis, a copy of Mr. Morrison’s reply to Mr. Acheson’s
earlier personal message of April 30th re-stating the views of the United States
Government on the Korean situation, referred to in Washington teletype WA-1884
of May 4th. This reply was sent yesterday through the British Embassy in Washing-
ton. You may be receiving a summary based upon the reply through the Common-
wealth Relations Office, but since we were able to take notes the main points are
summarized below for your own information:

(1) General Approach, and (2) Ending the War in Korea

The message starts by referring to the large area of common ground underlying
Anglo-American policy in the Pacific, and expresses agreement with Mr. Ache-
son’s statement that short of a change in the aggressive Communist purposes it is
difficult to see how hostilities can cease. Communist aggression in Korea must be
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opposed with United Nations force. It goes on to say, however, that a final political
settlement cannot be achieved by military force but only by negotiation.

(3) Air Counter-attack

Mr. Morrison’s message states that in the event of heavy air attacks he agrees
that there would be no alternative but to meet the threat by the most effective mili-
tary means at our disposal, i.e., by bombing bases in China from which the original
attacks are launched. This involves risks which must be foreseen. The United King-
dom Government have decided that in the event of heavy, repeat heavy, air attacks
on United Nations forces from bases in Chinese territory, the United Kingdom
Government will associate themselves with the policy of retaliatory action against
those bases in order to prevent future attacks and reduce the loss to United Nations
forces. The message emphasizes, however, that this was a decision in principle, and
that it had to be borne in mind that the consequences were grave and might even
involve general war. In view of the gravity of these consequences the decision to
authorize such retaliatory air action should be subject to concurrence “by us” at the
time. Mr. Morrison points out that it is not really a question of “confidence” but of
the responsibility of the United Kingdom Government on policy matters from
which they could not divest themselves. The suggestion is put forward that just as
on the United Kingdom side a decision of the Prime Minister would be required to
confirm the authorization for retaliatory action, it is assumed that on the United
States side a presidential decision would also be required.

In recognition of the fact that such a decision might have to take place at short
notice, the message requests that full factual information should be made available
on the scale and nature of the Communist air attacks on United Nations forces, and
suggests that possibly the British Joint Services Mission in Washington might be an
appropriate channel for this purpose. Further, the request is made that full details
should be made available as to the evidence bearing on such attacks, particularly in
view of the fact that United Kingdom estimates of Chinese air strength are gener-
ally lower than current United States estimates.

It is also emphasized that other Commonwealth Governments, naming Canada,
Australia, New Zealand and South Africa, which are contributing forces in Korea
have a definite interest in this problem and that adequate consultation with them on
this point would be necessary.

In stating these views, it is emphasized that they pertain to the possibility of air
attack from bases in China, and that the foregoing decision did not, repeat not,
apply to the case of possible attack originating from Soviet bases, which would
have to be separately considered.

(4) Selective Economic Embargoes

On this point Mr. Morrison’s message begins by stating that the United King-
dom is opposed to political sanctions, that such measures would not influence Chi-
nese behaviour with regard to Korea, and might only operate to give the Russians a
propaganda point. So far as economic sanctions are concerned, the message points
out that with the exception of rubber no goods of direct military value from British
sources had gone to China over a considerable period, and covers ground similar to
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that covered in two recent statements in the House of Commons by Sir Hartley
Shawcross which we are reporting separately. A special point is made of the posi-
tion of Hong Kong. It is pointed out that Hong Kong in Chinese Communist hands
would be a menace to the South Pacific area and that if normal trade in consumer
goods were cut off the population of Hong Kong would become a likely target for
Communist infiltration. Steps would be taken to ensure that no exports to China
which would contribute to the Chinese war effort went from Hong Kong. But to cut
off all commercial contacts would make no difference to the fighting in Korea and
would mean the ultimate loss of an important centre of free speech and western
ideas in the whole area. The phrase is used: *“I am sure you would not wish to give
Hong Kong to the Chinese”.

It is also pointed out that the United Kingdom is opposed to general as distinct
from selective economic sanctions against China, and the argument made that such
measures would not obtain general support among the Europeans and Asians.
While agreeing to the principle of a selective embargo, the Good Offices Commit-
tee should be given the opportunity of continuing its efforts to establish contact
with Peking. The United Kingdom Government has decided that they would not
press for any delay in the presentation of a resolution dealing with a selective eco-
nomic embargo from the Additional Measures Committee to the Assembly.

(5) Admission of Communist Chinese Representatives to the United Nations

On this point the message re-states the United Kingdom position that Commu-
nist China is a political fact, which must be “recognized”, and states that in the
opinion of the United Kingdom Government the legal arguments are conclusive. It
adds that the United Kingdom Government could in no way act to imply support
for the fiction that Chiang Kai-Shek’s representative in the United Nations could
speak for China. You will recall that Mr. Acheson had suggested that a “morato-
rium” should be placed on the question, and in Mr. Morrison’s reply he asks for
further clarification of what is implied by a “moratorium”.

(6) Public Declaration

Here Mr. Morrison agrees that the time is not propitious for the issuance of a
public declaration of aims. At the same time he expresses the view that it is impor-
tant to give a lead to public opinion on the general aims of United Nations policy
and expresses the view that if a stalemate should be reached in the fighting such a
declaration would have considerable value. He hopes, therefore, that Mr. Acheson
would continue to consider this possibility further with Sir Oliver Franks in the
hope that a statement could be eventually issued.

2. The foregoing are the principal points in the message.
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119. DEA/50069-A-40

Le représentant permanent par intérim auprés des Nations Unies
au secrétaire d'Etat aux Affaires extérieures

Acting Permanent Representative to United Nations
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

TELEGRAM 466 New York, May 14, 1951

CONFIDENTIAL. IMMEDIATE.
Repeat Washington No. 344.

ADDITIONAL MEASURES COMMITTEE

1. At the meeting at 10.30 a.m. today (14 May) the AMC adopted the revised
United States draft resolution calling for an embargo on the shipment of strategic
materials to China and North Korea. The vote was 11 in favour (including Canada),
none against, 1 abstention (Egypt) with 2 absent (Burma and Yugoslavia). In my
immediately following message I am sending you the text of the revised resolution
as adopted.*

2. The meeting was an open meeting. Apparently the chairman had made
arrangements beforehand to have the meeting open without consulting all members
of the committee. Therefore, when the meeting began, large numbers of the press
were present and no discussion took place as to whether the meeting should be
open or closed.

3. Gross was the first speaker and introduced the revised United States resolution.
He said that the changes made during the informal sub-committee meetings were of
an “editorial” nature and that they did not affect the substance of the resolution. He
then described the intention of the three component parts of the resolution in the
same way that he had done at the closed meeting on 7 May (our teletype No. 448).
He concluded by emphasizing that adoption of this resolution would not mean that
the GOC had failed in its work but that, on the contrary, it was the hope of the
United States delegation that the adoption of this resolution would strengthen the
hand of the GOC in its negotiations.

4. Shann then spoke as rapporteur of the committee and presented a draft report
from the AMC to the assembly. The first part of this report was purely factual but
the last part contained a number of interpretations of paragraphs of the United
States draft resolution agreed to by the majority of members at the informal meet-
ings of the sub-committee. Subsequently, this report was approved at to-day’s
meeting of the AMC, with Mexico reserving its position on the interpretative parts
of the report because of “lack of instructions”. I am sending you in a separate tele-
typet the section of the report containing these interpretative comments.

5. Jebb then said that the United Kingdom would “wholeheartedly” support the
United States draft resolution. He added that, while they had previously had some

32 Voir/See FRUS, 1951, Volume VII, pp. 1988-1989.
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doubts about the timing of the resolution, they would no longer insist on this point
of view in view of the demonstrated unwillingness of Peking to enter into negotia-
tions. However, Jebb did say that, so far as the last paragraph B of the resolution
was concerned, (regarding the continuation of the consideration of additional mea-
sures), the United Kingdom hoped that any consideration of further additional mea-
sures by the AMC would be limited to the consideration of specific extensions of
the embargo on strategic materials. LaCoste of France made a similar statement
supporting the United States resolution and also agreeing with the United Kingdom
comment regarding this paragraph B.

6. The representatives of Belgium, the Philippines, Venezuela and Brazil then
announced their support for the United States resolution. Shann of Australia also
supported the resolution, saying that, while the Australians still had some doubts
about the timing of the resolution, they considered that these doubts were greatly
outweighed by the necessity of having a “show of unity” among the democracies.

7. I then said that, as Canada was already imposing at least as broad restrictions
on trade to China as were proposed in this resolution, we would be willing to sup-
port United Nations action along the same general lines.

8. Sarper of Turkey supported the resolution, but only as a “bare minimum”. He
emphasized strongly that Turkey believed more stringent additional measures
would be needed in the future.

9. Fawzi Bey of Egypt made no comment in explanation of his abstention. Fol-
lowing the vote on the United States resolution (with the result given above), the
committee then approved the draft report to the assembly, with a notation concern-
ing Mexico’s reservation on the interpretative portions.

10. After the meeting, LaCoste of France showed me a small amendment which
his delegation is planning to introduce in the Political Committee regarding the first
operative paragraph A of the resolution. This amendment would add to the general
list of items which should be embargoed “transportation material of strategic
importance”. The French consider that, by specifying transportation material of this
type, the resolution will be strengthened and they indicated to me that the United
States had accepted this amendment. The United Kingdom have referred the
amendment to London. I would appreciate your instructions as to what reply I
should give to LaCoste regarding the Canadian views on this proposed amendment.
It now looks as if the Political Committee will meet on Thursday, 17 May.
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120. DEA/50069-A-40

Le représentant permanent par intérim aupreés des Nations Unies
au sous-secrétaire d’Etat suppléant aux Affaires extérieures

Acting Permanent Representative to United Nations
to Deputy Under-Secretary of State for External Affairs

PERSONAL AND CONFIDENTIAL New York, May 15, 1951

Dear Escott [Reid],

I am enclosing for your own information a draft letter I prepared yesterday
under the influence of anger. It has to do primarily with the behaviour of our Amer-
ican colleagues, a behaviour which after yesterday’s meeting I considered intolera-
ble, and which now that 1 have cooled seems damned annoying. This morning I
was going to tear it up but I thought perhaps there would be some value in commu-
nicating the information and the impressions contained in it to you. Although I may
have gone a little far in the conclusions to which I was led by what was perhaps a
minor matter, I am still convinced that there are tendencies in United States beha-
viour which need to be watched carefully.

2. On this expedition to New York I am struck with the extent to which the whole
United Nations has been Americanized in the past year. The U.S. Mission, it seems
to me, are taking for granted rights and privileges which I am sure they would not
have assumed a year ago. And those countries which formerly would not have tol-
erated such behaviour are cowed by the fury of the U.S. press and Congress, and of
course by the brute facts of the inequality of power, particularly in Korea. The
Secretary-General since the lamentable events of last autumn is no longer in a posi-
tion for independent manoeuvre.

3. A good many people are quite unhappy about this situation, including a good
many Americans of the Secretariat and in the press corps. Even the most friendly
Americans, however, seem convinced that the rest of us have not upheld our share
in the Korean enterprise and that the best way of checking a tendency which they
and we dislike is to increase our fighting forces. Even non-American members of
the Secretariat, although they appreciate the strategic difficulties better than do the
Americans, nevertheless express strong hopes that other countries can find a way of
so enlarging their United Nations forces that some kind of proper balance will be
restored. Leo Malania for instance, who could scarcely be more unsympathetic
with the U.S. position and U.S. tactics, argued very strongly some time ago that the
best possible response on the part of Western European and Commonwealth coun-
tries to the dismissal of General MacArthur would be immediate announcements of
the sending of additional forces to Korea. He called me yesterday to say that some
of the men in the Secretariat had been discussing the forthcoming discussion in the
Assembly on Additional Measures. They hoped very much that the Commonwealth
countries in particular would seek to avoid the impression that they were coming
along reluctantly under United States pressure and rather to take their place in the
van of those upholding the U.N. cause.
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4. These are rambling thoughts which need not be taken too seriously, and I hope
you don’t conclude I have lost all sense of proportion.
Yours sincerely,
JOHN [HOLMES}]

[PIECE JOINTE/ENCLOSURE]}

Projet d’une lettre du représentant permanent par intérim aupres des Nations
Unies
au sous-secrétaire d'Etat aux Affaires extérieures

Draft Letter from Acting Permanent Representative to United Nations
to Under-Secretary of State for External Affairs

CONFIDENTIAL [New York], May 14, 1951

ADDITIONAL MEASURES COMMITTEE

1. One of the disturbing aspects of recent activities of the Additional Measures
Committee has been the attitude adopted towards a “closed meeting”.

2. As you will recall, it was agreed at the first meeting of the Committee that its
sessions should be closed but that this rule might be changed if the members of the
Committee agreed. We had no strong views on the necessity of closing the doors
for these meetings, but when a majority of members had decided that they should
be closed we accepted this decision and have treated the discussions in the A.M.C.
as private. The press was not happy about this ruling and protested in the early
stages.

3. In spite of the supposed confidential nature of the discussions in the Commit-
tee, the newspapers have contained as full and as accurate reports of such meetings
as they have of open sessions in the United Nations. The reason is that the United
States Representative has adopted a practice of holding a press conference after the
meetings, at which he explains not only the United States position but also the
position taken by other countries. It may be that the United States Representative is
not the single source of information available to the press, but the supplementary
information which is given by other Representatives, and, I think, by members of
the Secretariat as well, may be attributed to the feeling that there is not much point
in maintaining silence. It has not been necessary for us to report on these meetings
to Canadian correspondents even if we wished to do so. The correspondents, how-
ever, have frequently telephoned to check Mr. Gross’s report of what we had said
in the meeting.

4. While the desire of the United States Mission to impress upon the people of
this country the energy with which they are pressing for additional measures
against China may be understandable, these practices have become humiliating to
other members of the Committee. When our Australian colleague protested in vig-
orous terms to the press liaison officer of the U.S. Mission for presuming to report
what the Australian Representative had said in the Committee, he was told that he
had no right to interfere in regulations between the United States Mission and the
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people of the United States, and given a lecture on the unique respect for freedom
of speech and the press possessed by the people of the United States.

5. In spite of their circumvention of the Committee’s rules, the United States
Mission has been anxious to open the doors at A.M.C. meetings. They have found a
willing instrument in the Chairman of the Committee, Mr. Sarper. At a previous
session, Mr. Sarper endeavoured to declare a meeting open rather than closed
before Representatives had time to realize what was happening. At that particular
session both the United Kingdom and Australian Representatives had remarks to
make about the unwisdom of the United States proposals which they were most
anxious to make confidentially. They managed therefore to protest against the
Chairman’s ruling, and they were supported by the rest of the Committee. The
United States Mission was determined, however, to have an open meeting when
their resolution came up for a vote today. At about half past one last Saturday after-
noon, at the tail end of a Sub-committee meeting to consider the text of the resolu-
tion, Mr. Ross calmly referred in the course of discussing some other subject to his
understanding that the meeting would be open on Monday, the implication being
that there had been a general desire for this. I challenged this assumption, on the
grounds that it was very difficult for Delegations not to know whether a meeting
would be open or closed, because their Governments would undoubtedly give them
different instructions as to what to say in an open as distinct from a closed meeting.
The Venezuelan Representative indicated that he too would like to know in
advance, and a suggestion was made that the Chairman should consult the Repre-
sentatives. In order that there should be no misunderstanding, I explained that I was
not pressing for a closed meeting and that personally I saw certain advantages in
officially recognizing that the meetings were open.

6. Certainly nothing which could have been interpreted as a decision on this ques-
tion was taken, or could have been taken, at the purely informal meeting on Satur-
day, at which not all the members of the Committee were represented.
Nevertheless, 1 learned on Sunday that the press had been informed that the meet-
ing would be open, and it was so announced in this morning’s newspapers. Conse-
quently, when we arrived for the meeting, we found the room filled with
newspapermen as well as representatives of Delegations not represented on the
Committee. As the Chairman had not communicated with us or, so far as I am
aware, with other Delegations, I assumed that he would put the matter to the Com-
mittee at the beginning of the meeting. The meeting began, however, with no refer-
ence whatever having been made to this question. Although I should have liked
very much to raise the question, it was not an opportune time to do so. It would
have been necessary to put oneself in a position in front of all the press of seeming
to oppose their attendance. Without instructions from you on this subject, I did not
think it wise to complicate thus the more important issues of the day.

7. T am reporting this aspect of the work of the A.M.C. not only because we
should consider future policy on this particular question of open or closed meetings
when the Committee begins meeting again, but also because it is, I think, an exam-
ple of an increasing assumption by the United States Mission of the right to manip-
ulate United Nations bodies as they wish. For the most part proper forms of
democracy are observed, but it seems to me that the Americans are becoming
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increasingly cynical even in their pretences. They would be indignant, no doubt, if
they were confronted with charges of this kind, and I am sure they do not realize
what they are doing. As usual they are so absorbed in the crusade of the moment
that they cannot think very much about their scruples. They are aided by what
seems to me an increasing tendency on the part of those who dislike this behaviour
to consider that there is little use resisting. I found that although the Australians,
Belgians, French, and others to whom I spoke on this subject shared my view that
the situation was lamentable, there was a tendency on their part to consider it some-
what ingenuous on my part to do anything but shrug my shoulders. As my Austra-
lian colleague said, “You’ve got to get used to realizing who’s running things here
now”.

8. It would be a mistake, I realize, to see these difficulties out of perspective. It
would certainly be a great mistake for any country to determine its attitude on the
U.S. draft resolution on the basis of pique over American behaviour in the Commit-
tee. As candid friends I think we might take note of a tendency, the results of which
will not be good for the United Nations or for the United States.

9. One has the impression from time to time that our work in the United Nations
is purely a sideshow for the main spectacle in Washington. We are in danger of
losing our independence of judgment because of the increasing extent to which our
judgment is guided by what we consider to be the impact of our policies on Ameri-
can public opinion. It is not only that the U.S. Mission remind us of this important
factor and urge us to adopt policies which will ease the position of the Administra-
tion, but also that even the non-American Representatives have become so
obsessed with the national controversies of this country that they have lost sight of
opinion in Leeds and Liege, and certainly Lucknow.

10. We are not in a good position to control developments because, having given
in to the pressure of American public opinion on two occasions, we have very
much weakened our bargaining position. I do not wish to suggest that we were
wrong in voting for the United States resolutions in the Assembly in January and
this week in the Additional Measures Committee. Faced with these resolutions
there was no alternative to supporting them. In doing so, however, we have ful-
filled the predictions made by the United States Mission. There was never any hope
of our shaking them in their resolve to press on with these resolutions because they
were confident from the beginning that we would go along with them. So far no
great harm has been done, but it is very doubtful if the United States Administra-
tion intends to stop here with “sanctions” — or could stop here if it wished. If we
do not wish to support any further proposals for Additional Measures, it will not be
easy to convince the Americans that we will continue to oppose them right through
to the end of a vote in plenary session of the Assembly. At times I am at a loss to
think of any means by which we can oppose them even on minor matters — as for
instance the procedural question of an open or closed meeting. With the United
States press in full cry breathing down our neck — arrogantly confident of its own
sacred right to decide all issues — it takes a good deal of courage, and perhaps
illusions of grandeur, to resist.

JOHN W. HOLMES
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121. DEA/50069-A-40

Extrait d'un télégramme du représentant permanent aupreés des Nations Unies
au secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures

Extract from Telegram from Permanent Representative to United Nations
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

TELEGRAM 480 New York, May 18, 1951

SECRET. IMPORTANT.

Repeat Washington No. 362.
Reference my telegram No. 476 of May 17.

ADDITIONAL MEASURES AGAINST CHINA

1. The assembly in plenary session this morning passed the resolution [with the
French amendment] proposing a selective economic embargo by 47 in favour
[including Canada], none against, with 8 abstentions, and 5 members not participat-
ing in the vote. The majority was increased over that in committee by Ecuador,
which received instructions overnight, and by the Luxembourg Minister who came
from Washington to vote. The session was prolonged by the insistence of the Soviet
Bloc repeating their arguments about the unconstitutionality of the measure in the
guise of explanations of their votes.

2. This telegram is not intended as a summary of the sessions in committee and
plenary as these have been fully reported in the U.N. teleprinter and the press.
These are merely a few impressions of the debate.

3. The decision of the Soviet delegation to reject the right of the assembly to
consider such a resolution and therefore not to participate in the vote greatly
assisted the United States in securing a swift passage with a minimum amount of
controversy. Such embarrassing questions as the United States attitude to the Janu-
ary principles were never even alluded to, and as the Russians were not raising
substantive matters, India and other countries who wished to abstain were only too
happy to explain their votes briefly and get the session over with. Even on the
constitutional argument the Russians fared rather badly when Gross this morning
surprised them by quoting their views in 1946 on the right and duty of the assembly
to declare diplomatic and economic sanctions against Spain (an idea which Walter
O’Hearn of the Egoreal [sic] Star had suggested to the United States delegation
yesterday through their Information Officer).™

8. Although the absence of controversy was gratifying, there is some anxiety on
the part of Commonwealth and western European countries about the conclusions
which may be drawn in the United States from the size of the majority and the
ineffectiveness of the opposition. The United States Mission are jubilant and

3 Walter O’Hearn était correspondant aupres des Nations Unies du Montreal Star de 1945 a 1953,
Walter O'Hearn was the U.N. correspondent for the Montreal Star from 1945 until 1953.
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frankly admit they had no idea it would be so easy. The New York press is cheering
the smashing victory in what the Daily News significantly calls in its front page
headline “first boycott against China”. If a sober journal like The New York Times
considered that the vote in the A.M.C. indicated readiness for further action (para-
graph 5 of our telegram No. 471 of May 15), they will certainly interpret the vote
in the assembly as more than confirmation of this impression. Delegations like the
Philippines, Brazil and Thailand made clear that this resolution did not go far
enough, and Tsiang specifically demanded “diplomatic sanctions”.

122. DEA/50069-A-40

Note du sous-secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures
pour le secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures™

Memorandum from Under-Secretary of State for External Affairs
to Secretary of State for External Affairs*

TOP SECRET [Ottawa], May 19, 1951

Attached is copy No. 11 of telegram Y-254 of May 11, 1951,1 containing the
text of Mr. Morrison’s letter to Mr. Acheson on the Korean war.* Sir Alexander
Clutterbuck, in an interview with me earlier in the week, asked for comments on
the portion of the letter which deals with the bombing of bases in China. I outline
below some of the points I should raise with Sir Alexander when he comes back to
hear our views, if you approve.

2. Mr. Morrison, in paragraph 3, states that if heavy air attacks are made on
United Nations forces there will be no alternative but to bomb the bases in China
from which the attacks have been launched. This is in accord with your statement
in the House of Commons on May 7 in which you envisaged a situation in which
allied planes would pursue enemy bombers back to, and attempt to destroy, the
" Manchurian air bases from which they came.

3. In paragraph 5, Mr. Morrison says that, while he agrees in principle to the
decision to take retaliatory action, he cannot agree to the actual initiation of such
action without consultation at the time of the provocation which requires counter-
action. At some length he outlines the machinery which the United Kingdom can
make available to ensure that it can be consulted promptly during a crisis. This
differs from the position you took on May 7 when you said “It is possible to visual-
ize a situation in which immediate retaliatory action without prior consultation
might be unavoidable in pursuing enemy bombers back to, and in attempting to
destroy, the Manchurian air bases from which they came”. While, therefore, you
desire that consultation with all the interested parties should take place at the time
of provocation, you consider that there may be circumstances in which time does
not permit of consultation, but the United Kingdom does not consider that such a

* Note marginale :/Marginal note:
Mr Reid: see Minister’s comments — perhaps a note for Clutterbuck should be prepared May 20
A.D.P. H{eeney]. .

 Voir/See FRUS, 1951, Volume VII, pp. 427-431.



172 KOREAN CONFLICT

situation can be permitted to exist in view of the consequences which may follow
upon air action against China.*

4. In his paragraph 6, Mr. Morrison pleads that the decision on the United States
side to bomb China be made by the President himself and asks that authority to
make this decision be not delegated. This again differs from the position we have
taken. In his telegram WA-1801 of May 11 Mr. Wrong reported that “General
Ridgway has been given authority, in case of an air attack from Manchuria, so
extensive and dangerous to the United Nations forces as to satisfy him that prompt
counter-action is required, to order retaliation if he is unable physically to commu-
nicate with Washington™.*” No action has been taken to inform the State Depart-
ment that this authorization is unacceptable and, unless such action is taken,
presumably we have no objection to the authorization.*®

5. The United Kingdom authorities take the view that this circumstance cannot
possibly arise. They have pointed out to us orally that General Ridgway in Tokyo
has at his disposal special radio communications, ordinary commercial radio com-
munications, telephone communications, submarine cables which run both east and
west from Japan to the United States, and the facilities of United States warships in
Japanese waters the wireless sets of which can reach Honolulu at the very least.
They therefore deny that General Ridgway can in fact be cut off from communica-
tion with Washington unless he himself wishes to be cut off.* Paragraph 6 of Mr.
Morrison’s letter is probably an attempt to make British incredulity apparent.

6. In summary, both the United Kingdom and ourselves have placed the same
limitation on the sort of air action which can be permitted. We both consider that it
must be confined to the air bases from which actual attacks on United Nations
forces take place. On the other two points, however, our positions diverge as we
have allowed the United States greater latitude than the United Kingdom has. We
would, however, no doubt hope that the United Kingdom would be successful in
securing United States agreement to its insistence that the United Kingdom be con-
sulted before actual retaliation takes place.*’ It is not that the United Kingdom in
this case would in any constitutional sense be speaking for us. The United King-
dom might, however, be able to impose a certain amount of restraint upon the
United States which we could only welcome. If, of course, time permits the United
States to consult us we should expect the United States to do so but, as the British
have pointed out to us orally, it is likely that any provocation will be accompanied
by such an emotional crisis that the United States will in fact deny that there is any
opportunity for consultation. Similarly, we should probably welcome United King-
dom success in urging on the United States that the President himself rather than

3 Voir/See FRUS, 1951, Volume VII, pp. 427-431.
7 L..B. Pearson a consigné les cinq notes marginales suivantes :/L.B. Pearson recorded the following
five marginal notes:

1 still think that our version of “hot pursuit” in certain circumstances without consultation is the
more realistic one L.B.P[earson]

% Not if “he is physically unable to communicate with Washington”

» Ok — if this is the case then he has no authority to act without consultation

“ Yes
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any subordinate military or civilian official should make the decision to initiate air
attacks on China.*!
AD.P. HIEENEY]

123. DEA/50069-A-40

Le secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures
au haut-commissaire du Royaume-Uni

Secretary of State for External Affairs
to High Commissioner of United Kingdom

ToP SECRET [Ottawa], May 23, 1951

Dear Sir Alexander [Clutterbuck],

When you were in to see me last week you asked for my comments on the
portion of Mr. Morrison’s letter to Mr. Acheson which concerned the possible
necessity of bombing bases in China.

There appear to be three points at issue: the nature of air attacks on China, the
necessity for consultation before the bombing takes place, and who is to authorize
such bombing on behalf of the United States.

I think that the position taken by Mr. Morrison on the nature of the bombing is
the same as my own. Mr. Morrison implies that air attacks should be confined to
the bases in China from which attacks on United Nations forces have been
launched. I had the same limitation in mind when I said in the House of Commons
that allied planes might have to pursue enemy bombers back to, and attempt to
destroy, the Manchurian air bases from which they came.*> We appear to agree that
bombing is permissible only against bases which are actually used to launch attacks
against United Nations forces and that we do not contemplate general retaliatory
bombing.

I note that, while Mr. Morrison has agreed in principle that bombing might have
to be undertaken, he has not given his consent to the initiation of such attacks as yet
and that he cannot convey United Kingdom consent until his government has had
an opportunity to decide that some specific instance of attack has been sufficient to
warrant counter-action. While I too have conceded the principle that air action
against China may become necessary, I have maintained that, except in the unlikely
event that communication between Tokyo and Washington should be physically
impossible, such action should not be initiated until we have had an opportunity to
be consulted. This is still my position.

The Canadian government has not contemplated an approach to the United
States government with a request that the decision on the United States side to
initiate bombing of Chinese bases should be taken by the President himself rather

41 Yes L.B.P[earson]
42 Voir Canada, Chambre des Communes, Débats, le 26 avril 1951, p. 2453,
See Canada, House of Commons, Debates, April 26, 1951, pp. 2396-2397.
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than by any subordinate military or civilian official. However, 1 would view with
satisfaction any success your Government might have in this direction.

Yours sincerely,
L.B. PEARSON

3¢ PARTIE/PART 3

LA DIVISION DU COMMONWEALTH EN COREE
COMMONWEALTH DIVISION IN KOREA

124. PCO

Extrait du proces-verbal d’une réunion
du Comité du Cabinet sur la défense

Extract from Minutes of Meeting
of Cabinet Defence Committee

TOP SECRET [Ottawa], February 20, 1951

VII. CONTRIBUTIONS TO THE UNITED NATIONS FORCES IN KOREA AND THE INTEGRATED
FORCE IN EUROPE

28. The Minister of National Defence, referring to the discussions in Cabinet on
December 28, 1950, January 24, 1951 and February 1, 1951, said that, when the
Chairman, Chiefs of Staff Committee had been in Washington on February 19th, he
had conferred with General Bradley, Chairman of the United States Joint Chiefs of
Staff, and General Collins, Chief of Staff, U.S. Army, regarding Canadian Army
contributions to the United Nations forces in Korea and to the Integrated Force in
Western Europe.®?

29. The Chairman, Chiefs of Staff Committee recalled that, originally, a brigade
group had been offered to the United Nations, subject to completion of training,
and that the offer had been accepted. In November, when it appeared that the action
in Korea would end shortly, the U.S. Joint Chiefs of Staff had indicated that one
battalion for occupation duties would be the total Canadian Army requirement in
Korea. While the State Department was considering confirmation of this view to
the Canadian Government, the situation in Korea had deteriorated as a result of the
Chinese assault and it had taken no further action. The Second Battalion, Princess
Patricia’s Canadian Light Infantry, had then been despatched to Korea and the rest
of the Canadian Brigade Group had remained at Fort Lewis, Washington, to com-
plete its training.

During his discussions with General Bradley on February 19th, the latter had
indicated that the Chinese had recently had a serious set-back in Korea. The line
had been stabilized, although it was not an unbroken line and allowed for consider-
able manoeuvring by both sides. Chinese casualties had been very heavy. The posi-

3 Voir le document 505./See Document 505.
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tion of the U.N. forces was quite good. Their morale and training had greatly
improved under General Ridgway, although the South Korean divisions were still
not dependable. The U.S. troops had been reorganized into two corps and were
now much better soldiers. Because of the gaps in the front and the instability of the
South Korean troops, Chinese infiltration behind U.N. formations was now quite
normal but a technique had been developed for relieving surrounded U.N. troops
after a considerable toll had been taken of the Chinese. Chinese equipment was still
primitive.

The Unified Command intended to fight a war of attrition roughly in the present
position and, although amphibious attacks and thrusts through the enemy land front
might be made continuously, no general advance was planned. The aim was to
demonstrate to the Communists that their superiority in numbers was to no avail
against determined troops with first-class equipment. The U.S. Joint Chiefs of Staff
hoped that, as a result, the Communists might think twice before initiating any
other operations in Asia. While realizing that these tactics might create a stalemate
in Korea, they felt that, if they could take a sufficient toll of the Communists, the
latter might be more ready to negotiate a settlement. General Bradley did not antici-
pate any major campaigns by the Communists before June, when movement of the
heavy equipment of the U.N. forces would be difficult.

General Bradley considered that, while General Ridgway was able to hold the
Communists, he still had no troops to spare and was running considerable risks
with the South Koreans. It was not possible for his troops to be relieved from the
line to rest. The Americans were sending to Korea eight additional artillery regi-
ments, as well as 25,000 reinforcements. They had no intention of sending further
formations but would keep their units up to strength. For the last month U.N. casu-
alties had been light, but the divisions had never been built up since the disastrous
withdrawal from North Korea.

General Bradley had expressed to him the view that the Canadians should fulfil
their offer to send a full brigade group to Korea in spite of the desirability of
despatching forces immediately to the Integrated Force. He had pointed out that the
other nations concerned had made good their offers and had suggested that it would
be misunderstood in both military and political circles if the U.N. troops engaged in
Korea had to continue to fight without rest and the Canadian offer remained
unfulfilled.

As regards plans for U.S. contributions to the Integrated Force, one division
would be sent in April, one in the latter part of June, one in September, and possi-
bly one in November. These would be only half-trained and would have to com-
plete their training in Europe. General Bradley thought that any Canadian
contribution would be very acceptable. He had suggested that it might be
despatched to Europe in one of the periods between the sailings of the U.S. divi-
sions, and that August might be soon enough for this movement.

He had emphasized to General Bradley Canada’s difficulty in both meeting the
commitment in Korea and providing one-third of a division for Europe, with the
reinforcement problem in Korea and the problem of rotation in Europe after eigh-
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teen months. General Bradley had commented that he could not visualize the pre-
sent Korean situation continuing that long.

General Bradley had mentioned to him that, while General MacArthur was con-
fident that the Communists in Japan would not make much headway, there was
anxiety over reports that Japanese prisoners in Russian hands had been formed into
divisions in northeast Manchuria. As these troops might make a move against
Japan, the U.S. Joint Chiefs of Staff were considering sending two half-trained
divisions to bolster Japan while the Korean situation lasted. If the Korean war were
brought to an end, it was intended to post four divisions to Japan.

General Collins, whom he had seen next, had expressed the same views as Gen-
eral Bradley with regard to Korea, and had said that he could not recommend to the
Unified Command that the remainder of the Canadian brigade group was not
required there.

General Collins had mentioned that the situation in Yugoslavia was giving con-
siderable concern, there being some possibility of a move against that country this
spring. General Collins had enquired whether any surplus Canadian equipment
could be supplied to Yugoslavia and had been informed that it was all committed to
the North Atlantic Treaty Organization. Tito, with whose staff the Americans had
had talks, had indicated that any equipment provided from Western sources should
be supplied as quietly as possible. As the Yugoslavs preferred Soviet equipment,
such equipment of that type as was being captured in Korea was being passed on to
the Yugoslavs.*

After his discussions with Generals Bradley and Collins, he had talked with the
Standing Group and warned it that Canada would have to re-examine the timing of
its contribution to the Integrated Force in the light of the request for more troops
for Korea.

30. The Secretary of State for External Affairs said that, on February 19th, the
State Department had confirmed the report given to the Chairman, Chiefs of Staff
Committee, that the Unified Command had been considering the force require-
ments for Korea in the light of the strategy of stabilizing the front and carrying on a
campaign of attrition in the hope that this would induce the Chinese Communist
Government to negotiate a satisfactory settlement. In so doing, the State Depart-
ment had conveyed to the Embassy in Washington an official request from the Uni-
fied Command that the Canadian Government consider (a) announcing at an early
date an intention to send to Korea further contingents of the Special Force, which
was expected to complete its training at Fort Lewis by April 1st, and (b) having
these contingents leave for Korea prior to completion of their training. Further, it
had been explained to the Embassy that the Unified Command desired additional
force contributions by other U.N. members in view of the importance of maintain-
ing the U.N. character of the operation. It was therefore making similar approaches
to several other members, including Australia, New Zealand, Greece, Turkey, Bra-
zil, Colombia, Chile and Mexico.

“ Voir le document 505./See Document 505.
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In view of Canada’s offer of a brigade group, it appeared desirable to comply
with the request of the Unified Command. He thought the Unified Command might
be unduly optimistic about the possibilities of an aggressive war of attrition bring-
ing Communist China to terms in the near future.

31. General Foulkes did not think the Chinese were likely to make an early with-
drawal from Korea. To permit this, however, they might re-equip the North Kore-
ans who would then be able to maintain a stiff opposition. The Americans were
anxious to reduce their commitments in Korea as soon as possible, with a view to
concentrating their efforts in Western Europe. To this end they might possibly build
up the South Korean forces with heavy equipment.

32. Mr. Claxton said that the Canadian troops at Fort Lewis were in an advanced
state of training. Their Commanding Officer would be in Ottawa on February 28th,
when he could be consulted as to their readiness for despatch to Korea.

33. General Foulkes suggested that, since this request was bound to leak out in
Washington, and as the U.S. authorities knew that the Canadians at Fort Lewis
were far better trained than the U.S. troops that had been sent to Korea, it would be
advantageous to announce, as soon as possible, the despatch of further elements of
the Special Force.

34. The Prime Minister said that, as Canada had offered a full brigade group and
the Unified Command had now officially requested the despatch of the remainder
of it to Korea, it appeared very desirable to agree to the request promptly. While the
Unified Command was perhaps somewhat optimistic about the prospects in Korea,
it appeared to have adopted the only strategy open to it in present circumstances. Its
request for additional troops from Canada and a number of other U.N. members
was apparently being made not only because reinforcements were needed but, also,
in the not unreasonable hope that, if the Chinese Communists saw that an impres-
sive proportion of the United Nations were determined to prevent their aggression
from succeeding, they would be more inclined to recognize the futility of their
campaign and agree to negotiate a reasonable settlement.

35. The Committee, after further discussion, noted the reports of the Secretary of
State for External Affairs and the Chairman, Chiefs of Staff Committee, regarding
the request of the Unified Command for an early announcement that additional
contingents of the Canadian Army Special Force be sent to Korea and that they be
despatched before completion of their training at Fort Lewis on April Ist, and
agreed to recommend to Cabinet the despatch to Korea, as soon as possible, of the
remainder of the 25th Brigade Group originally offered to the United Nations; the
early announcement of this plan; and notification of it to the Unified Command,
through the State Department.*’

“ Approuvée par le Cabinet, le 21 et 22 février 1951./Approved by Cabinet on February 21 and 22,
1951.
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125. DEA/50069-B-40

Note du secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures
pour le premier ministre

Memorandum from Secretary of State for External Affairs
to Prime Minister

TOP SECRET [Ottawa], March 19, 1951

Attached for your information is a copy of letter No. 239 of March 10, 1951,
from Tokyo, in which Mr. Menzies discusses sympathetically the possibility that
Canada might take the initiative in negotiations for the formation of a Common-
wealth Division in Korea.

It occurs to me that the points raised by Mr. Menzies might appropriately be
considered in conjunction with the account given in the letter transmitted under
General Odlum’s despatch No. 83 of February 19, 1951.1 This letter, of which a
copy was sent to you on March 7, is a detailed statement by a British officer, appar-
ently of some considerable background and intelligence, of his experience in the
Korean fighting toward the end of 1950. He argues that the formation of a Com-
monwealth Division, with a Commonwealth command and headquarters staff,
would be very valuable from a purely practical point of view in conserving the
lives of Commonwealth troops and in ensuring, as far as possible, their efficient
employment.

Mr. Menzies’ recent letter is in general accord with the views expressed orally
by Brigadier Fleury.

L.B. PEARSON

[PIECE JOINTE/ENCLOSURE]

Le chef de la mission de liaison au Japon
au sous-secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures

Head, Liaison Mission in Japan,
to Under-Secretary of State for External Affairs

LETTER NoO. 239 Tokyo, March 10, 1951
TOP SECRET

CANADIAN BRIGADE FOR KOREA — COMMAND AND SUPPORT PROBLEMS
The decision to send a full Canadian brigade to Korea raises certain political
questions conceming command and support on which I will venture to submit my
views in this letter.

2. The only information which I have concerning the decision to send additional
Canadian forces to Korea, apart from that available in the public press, was con-
tained in a copy of teletype WA-635 of February 19+ from Washington, conveying
the official request from the Unified Command. I do not know what considerations
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dictated the Government’s decision in this matter, but I assume that the following
points were taken into account:

(a) Public statements by Government leaders said that the Special Force would,
when trained, be sent to Korea if it appeared that was where they could be most
usefully employed then.

(b) It would be difficult to turn down a request from the United States for use of
these troops in Korea when the United States was already supplying such a large
proportion of the United Nations troops, and when the United States Government
had indicated that it had weighed the Korean against the European requirement.

(c) Canada’s voice in the discussion of Far Eastern problems inside and outside
the United Nations would be stronger if backed by a larger military contingent in
Korea.

3. It seems to me that, if Canada is to get the most out of this contribution of a
further 5,500 men, careful political as well as military administrative attention
should be given to the arrangements for their use here. Our brigade of 6,400 men
will rank as the fourth largest military group in Korea, after the United States,
Republic of Korea and United Kingdom (about 10,000) contingents. I think that we
should look pretty carefully at just how our Brigade will fit into the United Nations
Force in Korea, in order that our contribution will have the maximum desired
effect.

4. When our Brigade arrives in Korea, there will be three Commonwealth Bri-
gades there: (a) the wholly U.K. and strong 29th Brigade, (b) the 27th Brigade,
made up of two U.K. infantry battalions, (Middlesex and Argylls), an infantry bat-
talion of the Royal Australian Regiment, a regiment of New Zealand field artillery,
the Indian Field Hospital, but short some supporting units, and (c) our 25th Bri-
gade. Because these three brigades use largely British-type equipment, it will be
necessary for them to operate near each other so that they can be served by the
same line of communications. Right now, the 27th and 29th Brigades are not serv-
ing together, but they never are permitted to get far apart because they draw from a
common supply line. It would be most logical for the three brigades to serve
together in one division. This would have the following advantages:

(a) The brigades would use a single supply line which would be more economical
even than three brigades operating separately near each other.

(b) The brigades would be commanded by a divisional headquarters that operated
on the same basis as they did.

(c) A division commander and staff would carry more weight with United States
Corps, Army and Theatre Commanders than three separate brigade commanders
with their smaller headquarters.

(d) A division would make more of a public impression than three brigades as
you will notice most of the reporting is about the operation of divisions as news
reporters operate from divisional headquarters at the lowest.

(e) A cooperative effort to establish and operate a divisional headquarters would
serve a constructive purpose. It would demonstrate to other Commonwealth Gov-
ernments that, when practical considerations dictate, we are as prepared to put an
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effort into cooperation with other Commonwealth Governments as we are with the
United States when different practical considerations suggest another pattern of
military cooperation.

5. It seems to me altogether likely that the U.N. Command will seek to have these
three brigades associated in one division. I understand that the United Kingdom is
not being asked to supply more troops and that it would be very difficult for them
to do so. We do not know here yet what response there will be in Australia and
New Zealand to the request of the Unified Command for additional troops. Perhaps
one of them would supply the missing Service units for the 27th Brigade. Then
there will just be the question of a divisional headquarters and divisional service
and supply units. It seems to me that, if a divisional headquarters is to be estab-
lished, it should be a cooperative venture, rather than being staffed by officers of
one nationality only. I can see the possibility of minor frictions and some public
misunderstanding if an Australian major-general, for instance, commanded the
division and had a wholly Australian divisional headquarters staff.

6. I understand that the present British Commonwealth Occupation Forces base
facilities in Japan which we are now using for the logistic support of the Second
Battalion of the Princess Patricia’s Canadian Light Infantry are already pretty heav-
ily taxed by the 27th and 29th Brigades. It may be necessary for us to contribute
some administrative personnel to BCOF when our brigade comes out.

7. Brigadier Fleury is returning to Canada this weekend for consultations in
National Defence Headquarters on various questions connected with the command
and support for the Canadian brigade. I have written this letter to suggest that, in
addition to military administrative problems, there is a political side to these ques-
tions which should be considered. It seems to me that, if necessary to round out and
make more effective our contribution, we should be prepared to consider locating
extra men for a divisional headquarters and for logistic support, and should take the
initiative, if necessary, in discussing arrangements with other Commonwealth
Governments.

8. I have discussed this matter with Brigadier Fleury. He is far more familiar with
the practical problems involved and their implications than I am. Since you have
invited me to express my opinions on the use of Canadian forces in Korea, I
thought it might not be out of place for me to write and draw the political aspects of
this problem to your attention as I fancy that National Defence Headquarters may
be more immediately concerned with the difficult manpower and other military
administrative problems involved in the decision of the Government to send out the
brigade and probably not too anxious to contemplate at this stage anything more.
My point is that, if 10% more effort is required to make our contribution fully
effective, then such an additional effort should be considered from the political as
well as the military administrative point of view.

AR. MENZIES
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126. DEA/50069-B-40

Note du sous-secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures
pour le secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures

Memorandum from Under-Secretary of State for External Affairs
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

ToP SECRET Ottawa, April 9, 1951

FORMATION OF DIVISION OF COMMONWEALTH TROOPS IN KOREA

Attached is a copy of a note on the formation of a division of Commonwealth
troops in Korea left with me on April 6 by Sir Alexander Clutterbuck.

It will be observed that the note proposes the formation of a division of ground
forces from Commonwealth countries under the title “First (Commonwealth) Divi-
sion, United Nations Forces”. This was the title agreed to by the Government some
time ago.*® The memorandum proposes the formation of this division as soon as
feasible after the arrival of the remainder of the Canadian brigade.

I understand that informal discussions have already taken place at the Service
level and that National Defence is examining the matter. I am inclined to think that
from an operational standpoint there is much to be said for this development.’

Copies of the memorandum have gone to the Chiefs of Staff Committee with the
suggestion that they report to the Cabinet Defence Committee as soon as feasible.

I am enclosing a copy of this memorandum addressed to the Prime Minister
should you wish to send it forward.*®

A.D.P. HEENEY]

[PIECE JOINTE/ENCLOSURE]

Note du haut-commissaire du Royaume-Uni

Note by High Commissioner of United Kingdom
TOP SECRET Ottawa, April 6, 1951

FORMATION OF DIVISION OF COMMONWEALTH TROOPS IN KOREA

The question of the possible formation of a division of Commonwealth troops in
Korea has been the subject of recent exchanges between the Canadian Chief of
General Staff and the Chief of the Imperial General Staff. United Kingdom Minis-
ters have now decided that, if the other Commonwealth Governments concerned
agree, the United Kingdom should link its land forces in Korea with theirs to form

“ Voir/See Volume 16, Document 94.
47 Note marginale :/Marginal note:
This was agreed to at Cabinet this moming L.B.P{earson].
“¢ Note marginale :/Marginal Note:
The Minister said it was not necessary (illegible) to.go [to] the P.M. in view of Cabinet’s agreement.
[inconnu/unidentified)
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a division of Commonwealth troops. The United Kingdom Government regard
such a division as a most desirable objective with important advantages both in the
military and in the international field.

2. After consulting General MacArthur, the United Kingdom Government have
decided to maintain two United Kingdom brigades, less one battalion, in Korea for
the time being. In the United Kingdom view, the division might comprise these two
United Kingdom brigades (less the one battalion) together, as they would hope,
with the Canadian 25th Infantry Brigade and the Australian, New Zealand and
Indian contingents which are at present attached to the United Kingdom 27th
Brigade.

3. As regards timing, the United Kingdom Government consider that the objec-
tive should be to form the division as soon as possible after the arrival in the
Korean theatre of the balance of the Canadian 25th Brigade, which it is understood
will take place in May. The programme at present contemplated by the United
Kingdom Government is that the additional United Kingdom personnel involved,
which are referred to in paragraph 6 below, should be assembled in the United
Kingdom or in the Middle East by the end of May and despatched to Korea without
further training. The completion of their training will be carried out in Korea if this
is approved by the Unified Command. Delay in these proposed timings may be
imposed by difficulties involved in the provision of shipping for vehicles and
equipment.

4. Should this be acceptable to the other Governments concerned, the United
Kingdom Government would be ready to make available a United Kingdom officer
as Divisional Commander.

5. In their view the staff of the Commander should be an integrated one with
officers serving on it from all the contributing Commonwealth countries. As in the
case of the 27th Brigade, the division would come under United States operational
control and under the non-operational control of the Commander-in-Chief of the
British Commonwealth Occupation Force in Japan.

6. The United Kingdom War Office have had exploratory talks with the military
liaison representatives in London of Canada, Australia and New Zealand as to how
the additional troops required for the division might be provided, and the United
Kingdom authorities are basing their plans for the moment on the assumption that
New Zealand will be able to provide

(i) the Headquarters of a R.N.Z.A.S.C. infantry division transport platoon,

(ii) one R.N.Z.A.S.C. infantry division transport company,

(iii) one Light Aid Detachment.
The United Kingdom Government are ready to find the remaining divisional troops
except that they hope that Canada, Australia, New Zealand and India will be in a
position to contribute certain officers and other ranks to the integrated Divisional
Headquarters, and it has also been suggested to the Canadian, Australian and New
Zealand authorities that they might consider the possibility of contributing to the
Divisional Signals.
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7. In his letter of 8th December to the High Commissioner, the Under-Secretary
of State for External Affairs stated that, should a division of ground forces from
Commonwealth countries ultimately be formed, the proposed title “First (Common-
wealth) Division, United Nations Forces” would be acceptable to the Canadian
Government.*? This suggestion has also been agreed by the New Zealand and
Indian Governments, and in the view of the United Kingdom Government this title
should be given to the division at present proposed, subject to the agreement of the
Unified Command.

8. The High Commissioner has been asked to ascertain as soon as possible
whether the Canadian Government concurs in the formation of a division of Com-
monwealth troops and in the main outlines of its organisation as proposed above;
and, if so, whether it would authorise the Canadian military liaison representatives
in London to proceed at once to discuss with the War Office the detailed arrange-
ments, for instance as regards finance and administration.

127. DEA/50069-B-40

Note du secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures
au haut-commissaire du Royaume-Uni

Note from Secretary of State for External Affairs
to High Commissioner of United Kingdom

No. D-32 Ottawa, April 24, 1951

TOP SECRET

The Secretary of State for External Affairs presents his compliments to the High
Commissioner for the United Kingdom in Canada and acknowledges the High
Commissioner’s note of April 6, 1951, concerning the possible formation of a
Commonwealth Division in Korea. The proposals outlined in this note have now
been examined by the Canadian Government, and it is understood that certain
negotiations have been carried on between representatives of the Canadian General
Staff and the War Office.

The Canadian Government has agreed that Canada should participate in the for-
mation of a Commonwealth Division in Korea. It is intended that the Canadian
contribution will consist of the 25th Canadian Infantry Brigade Group, of which
part is now in Korea and the remainder en route to Korea, plus eight officers and
fourteen other ranks for the Divisional Headquarters Staff. The Canadian Govern-
ment is glad to accept the suggestion that the United Kingdom Government should
make available a United Kingdom officer as Divisional Commander.

It is understood that further negotiations will be carried on between the War
Office and the Canadian General Staff in order to complete the necessary adminis-
trative and financial arrangements.

*? Voir/See Volume 16, Document 95.
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128. DEA/50069-B-40

Note du chef de la 1 Direction de liaison avec la Défense
pour le sous-secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures

Memorandum from Head, Defence Liaison (1) Division,
to Under-Secretary of State for External Affairs

ToP SECRET Ottawa, June 26, 1951

Attached is a memorandum from Earnscliffe together with a draft directive to
Major-General Cassels, the Commander of the First (Commonwealth) Division in
Korea. This is an extremely interesting document, particularly paragraphs 4 and 5,
which obviously aim to retain considerable political control over the disposition of
the Division by the Unified Command.

I have sent a copy to Chiefs of Staff for their comments and a copy to Mr.
Claxton for his information®

R.A. M[ACKAY]

[PIECE JOINTE/ENCLOSURE]
Note du haut-commissaire du Royaume-Uni

Memorandum by High Commissioner of United Kingdom
ToP SECRET Ottawa, June 22, 1951

FIRST (COMMONWEALTH) DIVISION, UNITED NATIONS FORCES

A draft Directive has been prepared for Major-General Cassels, the Commander
of the First (Commonwealth) Division in Korea, and has been approved by the
Ministry of Defence on behalf of the United Kingdom Government. The text of the
draft is annexed.

The High Commissioner has been asked to ascertain the views of the Canadian
Government on the terms of this Directive and would be grateful if the Department
of External Affairs could inform him of any amendments which the Canadian
authorities might wish to make as early as possible.

The other Commonwealth Governments which are contributing to the division
are similarly being asked for their views.

% Note marginale :/Marginal note:
Mr. MacKay. Mr. Claxton feels (as I do) that in view of [the] Robertson-Melbourne channel we
should have special arrangements to have Fleury brought in so that Ottawa has immediate notice
of anything vital A.D.P. H[eeney] June 27.



CONFLIT CORELN 185

[ANNEXE/ANNEX]

Projet d’une directive pour le major-général A.J. M. Cassels, commandant,
Premiére Division (Commonwealth), Forces des Nations Unies en Corée

Draft Directive to Major-General A.J.M. Cassels, Commander,
First (Commonwealth) Division, United Nations Forces in Korea

TOP SECRET

The role of the force under your command is as an integral part of the United
Nations forces to act in operations designed to restore international peace and
security in the area.

This force is composed of contingents contributed by the Governments of the
United Kingdom, Canada, Australia, New Zealand and India. Contingents may be
contributed by other Commonwealth countries in the future.

It has been agreed by the Governments who support the United Nations action
in Korea that unified direction is essential to the speedy success of these opera-
tions. To this end the force under your command together with the units of the
British Commonwealth Korean sub-area which are under the command of the
Commander British Commonwealth Korean sub-area had been placed under the
supreme command of the head of the United Nations Unified Command Korea,
General Matthew B. Ridgway. You will carry out loyally any orders issued by him
or by any American Commander subordinate to him under whose command you
have been placed.

Lieutenant-General Sir Horace Robertson, Commander-in-Chief British Com-
monwealth Occupation Force, will act as the theatre commander for the purpose of
non-operational control and general administration for all United Kingdom, Cana-
dian, Australian, New Zealand and Indian forces in the Korea/Japan theatre. He
will exercise this control through Administrative Headquarters British Common-
wealth Forces Korea.

If an order given by the Head of the United Nations Unified Command Korea,
or by any American Commander subordinate to him, under whose command you
have been placed, appears in your opinion not to accord with the object of the
United Nations operations in Korea as declared in paragraph 1 above, you will be
at liberty to appeal to the Commander-in-Chief British Commonwealth Occupation
Force, who will transmit your appeal to the Defence Committee, Melbourne, before
the order is executed. You will however first inform the head of the United Nations
Unified Command Korea, through any American Commander subordinate to him
under whose command you have been placed, that you intend to appeal and you
will give your reasons therefor.

If an order given by the head of the United Nations Unified Command Korea or
by any American Commander subordinate to him, under whose command you have
been placed, appears in your opinion to imperil the safety of the Commonwealth
troops under your command to a degree exceptional in war, you will inform the
head of the United Nations Unified Command Korea through any American Com-
mander under whose command you will have been placed, that you will carry out
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the order but that you intend to report the circumstances and your reasons for your
opinion to the Commander-in-Chief British Commonwealth Occupation Force for
transmission to the Defence Committee, Melbourne, and you will take such action.

A report which may later be classified as “a despatch to be published” covering
the operations of all Commonwealth forces under your command will be prepared
by you for submission to the Defence Committee, Melbourne, through the Com-
mander-in-Chief British Commonwealth Occupation Force, and the Head of the
United Nations Unified Command Korea. You attention is drawn to Army Order
404 of 1920, a copyt of which is attached to this Directive.

129. DEA/50069-B-40

Le président du Comité des chefs d'état-major
au sous-secrétaire d’Etat suppléant aux Affaires extérieures

Chairman, Chiefs of Staff Committee,
to Deputy Under-Secretary of State for External Affairs

TOP SECRET Ottawa, July 6, 1951

Dear Mr. Reid:

The Minister has requested that I forward the Chiefs of Staff views on the matter
of the draft Directive to the Commander of the First (Commonwealth) Division in
Korea, in which he concurs.

In regard to the channel of communication to be used by General Cassels should
he find himself in disagreement with orders issued to him for carrying out opera-
tions in Korea as shown in paragraphs 5, 6 and 7 of the Draft Directive, it appears
to us at the outset that an effort is being made to use the same machinery for deal-
ing with operational questions as was agreed to by the Canadian Chiefs of Staff
insofar as non-operational control and general administration in Korea are con-
cerned. It appears that any questions of disagreement on carrying out operational
orders by General Cassels is a question of such wide magnitude that it could not be
settled by the Defence Committee in Melbourne, in consultation with the accred-
ited representatives of New Zealand and the United Kingdom in Melbourne. Any
disagreement between General Ridgway and General Cassels on operations could
only be settled by, at least, the Chiefs of Staff of the countries concerned, and quite
likely would have to be referred to respective Governments, as it may involve an
interpretation of the objects of United Nations operations in Korea.

Therefore, it is felt that we should make an observation that in our opinion these
non-operational channels which were agreed to for this purpose are wholly unsuita-
ble to deal with the cases mentioned in paragraphs 5, 6 and 7.

It appears to us that the channel for dealing with operational disputes should be
to the Chiefs of Staff of the participating countries in the Commonwealth Division,
and in our case I would suggest that General Robertson should be instructed to
transmit any such information to the Canadian Chiefs of Staff, through our repre-
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sentative in Tokyo, Brigadier Fleury, for whatever action the Canadian authorities
deem necessary.

The Chiefs of Staff feel that the likelihood of any misunderstanding arising with
the personalities that are out there now is very remote, but there may be certain
decisions in regard to occupation which may be highly political, therefore, it is
essential that any decisions affecting Canadian troops should come through this
channel.

Yours sincerely,
CHARLES FOULKES
Lieutenant-General

[PIECE JOINTE/ENCLOSURE]}
Note

Memorandum
TOP SECRET Ottawa, July [n.d.], 1951

FIRST (COMMONWEALTH) DIVISION, UNITED NATIONS FORCES

The draft direction for Major-General Cassels, enclosed with the memorandum
of June 22nd from the High Commissioner for the United Kingdom, is satisfactory
to the Canadian Government except in one respect.

2. In the fifth, sixth, and seventh paragraphs it is stated that General Cassels will
send certain communications to the Commander-in-Chief British Commonwealth
Occupation Force (General Robertson) who will transmit them to the Defence
Committee, Melbourne.

3. Presumably the Defence Committee, Melbourne, will, on receipt of such com-
munications, consult the accredited representatives in Australia of the United King-
dom and New Zealand Chiefs of Staffs. However, the Canadian Chiefs of Staff
have no representative in Australia; they do have a representative in Tokyo. He is
Brigadier Fleury, Commander, Canadian Military Mission, Far East.

4. It will be recalled that a similar problem arose when the directive to General
Robertson was considered in December, 1950. It was then decided to say that the
responsibility for non-operational control of Commonwealth forces in Korea
should rest with “the Australian defence machinery together with the accredited
representatives of the Chiefs of Staff of all the participating Commonwealth coun-
tries. The accredited representatives of the United Kingdom and New Zealand
Chiefs of Staff are located in Australia. The Canadian Military Liaison Officer at
Tokyo has been designated as the accredited representative of the Canadian Chiefs
of Staff in so far as non-operational control and general administration of the Cana-
dian Army Force are concerned.”!

5. The Canadian Government accordingly suggests the following changes in the
draft directive to General Cassels:

>t Voir/See Volume 16, Documents 95 and 96.
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Fifth Paragraph Insert, after the words “who will transmit your appeal to the
Defence Committee, Melbourne,” the words *(and to the Canadian Military Mis-
sion in Tokyo),”.

Sixth Paragraph Insert, after the words “Defence Committee, Melbourne,” the
words “(and to the Canadian Military Mission in Tokyo),”.

Seventh Paragraph Insert, after the words “Defence Committee, Melbourne,”
the words “(and to the Canadian Military Mission in Tokyo),”.

130. DEA/50069-B-40

Le sous-secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures
au secrétaire du Comité des chefs d’état-major

Under-Secretary of State for External Affairs
to Secretary, Chiefs of Staff Committee

CONFIDENTIAL Ottawa, October 15, 1951

RE DIRECTIVE TO COMMANDER OF COMMONWEALTH DIVISION IN KOREA

With reference to Mr. Escott Reid’s letter of July 11, 19511 to General Foulkes,
I am enclosing a copy of a telegram No. 957 of October 12, 1951, from the Secre-
tary of State for Commonwealth Relations to the High Commissioner for the
United Kingdom in Canada, which was transmitted to this Department by
Earnscliffe.

You will note that the suggestions made in General Foulkes’ letter of July 10
have been included in the final text. Although the wording of some paragraphs has
been modified and a new paragraph (paragraph 8) has been added, these modifica-
tions would not appear to change the substance of the first draft.

[A.D.P. HEENEY]

[PIECE JOINTE/ENCLOSURE]

Le secrétaire d’Etat des Relations du Commonwealth du Royaume-Uni
au haut-commissaire du Royaume-Uni

Secretary of State for Commonwealth Relations
to High Commissioner of United Kingdom
TELEGRAM 957 London, October 12, 1951

CONFIDENTIAL

Addressed Canberra No. 830; Wellington No. 574; Delhi No. 1955.
Repeat Saving Pretoria No. 167.
My telegram No. 923 to Ottawa, No. 809, Canberra, No. 556 Wellington.
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DIRECTIVE TO MAJOR GENERAL CASSELS

Following is text of directive approved by His Majesty’s Government in United
Kingdom which has been issued by War Office, Begins: The role of the force under
your command is as an integral part of the United Nations forces to act in opera-
tions in Korea designed to restore international peace and security in the area.

2. This force is composed of contingents contributed by the Governments of the
United Kingdom, Canada, Australia, New Zealand and India. Contingents may be
contributed by other Commonwealth countries in the future.

3. It has been agreed by the Governments who support the United Nations action
in Korea that unified direction is essential for co-ordination and control of forces
contributed by them. To this end the force under your command has been placed
under the supreme command of the head of the United Nations Unified Command
Korea. You will carry out loyally any orders issued by him or by any American
commander subordinate to him under whose command you have been placed.

4. Commander-in-Chief British Commonwealth Occupation Force will act as
Theatre Commander for the purpose of non-operational control and general admin-
istration of the United Kingdom, Australian and New Zealand army and air forces
and Canadian and Indian army forces which have been or may be made available to
United Nations for operations in Korea. He will exercise this control through
administrative headquarters British Commonwealth Forces Korea.

5. If an order given by the head of the United Nations Unified Command Korea
or by any American commander subordinate to him under whose command you
have been placed appears in your opinion not to accord with the object of the
United Nations operations in Korea as declared in paragraph 1 above you will be at
liberty to appeal to the Commander-in-Chief British Commonwealth Occupation
Force, who before the order is executed, will represent the case to the head of the
United Nations Unified Command Korea and report to the Australian Chiefs of
Staff Committee and to the Canadian Chiefs of Staff through the Canadian Military
Mission Tokyo. You will however first inform the head of the United Nations Uni-
fied Command Korea through any American commander subordinate to him under
whose command you have been placed that you intend to appeal and you will give
your reasons therefore.

6. If an order given by the head of the United Nations Unified Command Korea
or by any American commander subordinate to him under whose command you
have been placed, appears in your opinion to imperil ?security? of the Common-
wealth troops under your command to a degree exceptional in war, you will inform
the head of the United Nations Unified Command Korea through any American
commander under whose command you have been placed that you will carry out
the order but that you intend to report the circumstances and your reasons for your
opinion to the Commander-in-Chief British Commonwealth Occupation Force for
representation to the head of the United Nations Unified Command Korea and
report to the Australian Chiefs of Staff Committee and to the Canadian Chiefs of
Staff through the Canadian Military Mission Tokyo.

7. A report which may be later classified as “a despatch to be published” covering
the operations of all Commonwealth forces under your command will be prepared
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by you for submission to the Australian Chiefs of Staff Committee and the Cana-
dian Chiefs of Staff (through the Canadian Military Mission Tokyo) through the
Commander-in-Chief British Commonwealth Occupation Force and the head of the
United Nations Unified Command Korea. Your attention is drawn to Army Order
404 of 1920 a copy of which is attached to this directive.

8. You will forward periodically to the War Office situation reports on operations
in which your forces are engaged. Copies of these reports will also be sent to the
Commander-in-Chief British Commonwealth Occupation Force for distribution to
Australia, Canada, New Zealand and India. Please inform Commonwealth
authorities.

4¢ PARTIE/PART 4

NEGOCIATIONS EN VUE DE L’ARMISTICE
ARMISTICE NEGOTIATIONS

131. DEA/50069-A-40

Le haut-commissaire au Royaume-Uni
au secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures

High Commissioner in United Kingdom
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

TELEGRAM 1565 London, June 26, 1951

SECRET. IMMEDIATE.

Following for the Prime Minister from Pearson, Begins: Yesterday I met the Depu-
ties of the North Atlantic Council and made to them a short statement} which is
being sent by airmail. It was very general in character, but seems to have been
pretty well received.

2. In the morning I had a press conference as the journalists here, especially the
Canadians, had been clamouring for some statement. The first question was on
Malik’s broadcast, and 1 expressed the view that while there were a great many
ambiguities in the Soviet statement, and though we had had unhappy experiences in
the past with certain Russian statements on issues of this kind, nevertheless it
would be a great mistake not to follow up Mr. Malik’s proposals, so that we could
at least find out what they meant.”? I added that if they contained a satisfactory
basis for ending the Korean war, on terms which the United Nations could accept,
then we should make the most of it. I referred to the “cease-fire” proposals of last
December as constituting, at that time, such a satisfactory basis, and suggested that
they should be re-examined.>

52 Voir/See Documents on International Affairs, 1951, London: Royal Institute of International Affairs-
Oxford University Press, 1954, p. 633.
53 Voir le document 19./See Document 19.
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3. I received by telegram last night your own comments on this matter in the
House of Commons, which have also been reported in the press here.

4. Lie, who is flying back from Norway to New York, has sent a message to
London that he is anxious to see me here between planes. I am conferring with Mr.
Morrison at 3:30 this afternoon, and will then go out to the airport to see Mr. Lie. I
shall cable you if there is anything to report after that talk. Ends.

132. DEA/50069-A-40

Le haut-commissaire au Royaume-Uni
au secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures

High Commissioner in United Kingdom
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

TELEGRAM 1589 London, June 27, 1951

SECRET

Following for the Prime Minister from Pearson, Begins: I had an interesting talk
with Morrison yesterday afternoon, who I found well and cheerful, in spite of the
difficulties that beset him at present.

2. He said that the government here felt that the Malik proposals should be
treated seriously but cautiously; that we should avoid giving the U.S.S.R. any
chance to say that they had been ignored or categorically rejected, and that they
should be followed up at once, but with a minimum of publicity. He was hoping
that Mr. Lie could remain in the background at present, because of the fact that he
was so unacceptable to the Russians, and that subsequent enquiries of Malik might
be made through Jebb and Austin and the French representative at the United
Nations. I told him that this was our general attitude as well.

3. When I left Morrison I motored to the London Airport and spent a half an hour
with Lie, who was enroute to New York. His general line was the same as Morri-
son’s. He thinks Malik’s proposals should be taken seriously, and that contact
should be established with Malik at once for further clarification, but through the
mechanism of individual enquiries rather than through the Political Committee of
the United Nations or in any other public way. He himself does not intend to get in
touch with Malik directly, for reasons which would appeal to Morrison, but hopes
to use Zinchenko, who has apparently been closely in touch with him in regard to
the Russian reaction to Korean developments.

4. On American advice, Lie has abandoned the idea which he discussed with me
in Ottawa of a communication direct to Chou En-Lai, or even a journey to Peking,
and has also, in view of the Malik proposals, decided it would be unwise to proceed
with his suggestion that the Assembly might now be adjourned. I think that, in
present circumstances, he is right on both these scores.

* Voir Canada, Chambre des Communes, Débats, le 25 juin 1951, pp. 4745-4746.
See Canada, House of Commons, Debates, June 25, 1951, pp. 4617-4618.
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5. I suggested to Lie that in approaches to Malik, the cease-fire proposals of last
December could be put forward, but that it might be unwise to put the Good
Offices Committee or the Political Committee of the Assembly behind these pro-
posals at present, as there might be more chance of success if a new departure were
made. However, the proposals of last December for a cease-fire should suit the
present situation if the U.S.S.R. is serious in its desire to bring the Korean conflict
to an end. Lie is quite hopeful and thinks that important developments may be in
the offing. I emphasized to him, though the emphasis did not seem to be necessary,
that if so, these developments should be allowed to proceed normally and that we
should be neither too impatient nor too obvious in following up Malik’s suggestion.
The thing is to work as effectively and as quickly as possible, but by confidential
methods, if possible. Lie seemed entirely to agree with this. He added that the
recent appeal that he had addressed to members of the United Nations for ground
forces for Korea was badly timed in view of Malik’s pronouncement, and he
thought he might follow up this appeal by a personal and private letter to the For-
eign Ministers of the governments concerned, asking them to postpone their reply
to this appeal until the genuineness of Malik’s proposals had been explored. Ends.

133. DEA/50069-A-40

L’ambassadeur aux Etats-Unis
au secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures

Ambassador in United States
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

TELEGRAM WA-2697 Washington, June 29, 1951

SECRET. IMMEDIATE.

Reference: My WA-2683 of June 29th.{
Repeat Permdel No. 311.

CEASE-FIRE IN KOREA

1. The usual State Department meeting this afternoon was concerned entirely
with a discussion led by Mr. Rusk on the next steps to be taken in following up
Malik’s proposal for a cease-fire in Korea. The military situation remains substan-
tially unchanged.

2. Rusk said that during the course of the day the administration had been consid-
ering what further action should be taken in view of Gromyko’s clarification of
Malik’s proposal of June 23rd.%5 It had been decided that some move should be
made to endeavour to ascertain whether the other side wished to take specific steps
towards a cessation of hostilities. There had been no real definition of Peking's
attitude, nor was it known whether the Communist commanders would be willing
to meet the United Nations commander to discuss arrangements for a cease-fire on

55 Voir/See FRUS, 1951, Volume VII, pp. 560-561.
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a purely military level. It was thought that the first thing to do would be to attempt
to elicit some indication that the opposing commanders would be willing to under-
take such a meeting.

3. The matter had been discussed with General Ridgway during the day, and
Ridgway had just confirmed that he thought it would be practical to indicate to the
opposing commanders his own willingness to meet them to discuss the possibilities
of a cease-fire. General Ridgway had been authorized to address “by a number of
means of communications™ the following message to the Commander-in-Chief of
the Communist Forces in Korea at 6:00 p.m., July 29th (8 a.m. Tokyo time) Text
Begins:

Message to the Commander in Chief Communist Forces in Korea

As Commander in Chief of the United Nations command I have been instructed
to communicate to you the following:

“I am informed that you may wish a meeting to discuss an armistice providing
for the cessation of hostilities and all acts of armed force in Korea, with adequate
guarantees for the maintenance of such armistice.

“Upon the receipt of word from you that such a meeting is desired I shall be
prepared to name my representative. I would also at that time suggest a date at
which he could meet with your representative. I propose that such a meeting could
take place aboard a Danish hospital ship in Wonsan harbor.

MB. RIDGWAY
General, United States Army
Commander in Chief
United Nations Command”

4. In explanation of the message Rusk said that it was considered important to
follow up the initiative that the other side had taken, but not to give the impression
that the enemy was considered to be suing for peace; in other words, care had been
taken to avoid raising prestige obstacles which might prevent the enemy from
responding. Furthermore, Ridgway’s message would now place some responsibil-
ity for the continuation of peace efforts on the other side.

5. Ridgway used the title of Commander-in-Chief, United Nations Command,
and made no reference to governments as such in his message, in an effort to
accommodate the apparent desire of the other side to keep cease-fire conversation
within a military framework and off the government level. On the other hand, it
was necessary to make it quite clear that General Ridgway was speaking with full
authority.

6. Mention had been made in Ridgway’s message of the necessity for “adequate
guarantees” because this was regarded as a sine qua non of any cease-fire arrange-
ment. In the initial stage, agreements reached would not be inter-governmental
agreements, but would be of a military character, and it would be necessary for
each side to have safeguards against the surreptitious build-up of forces during the
period of an armistice. (It was pointed out that Gromyko had referred to safeguards
being discussed by the commanders in the field). The principle of supervision is of
the utmost importance. The United Nations, for instance, could not be expected to
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withdraw from air activity without suitable guarantees against a military build-up
by the opposing forces possibly through the use of observers.

7. A Danish hospital ship was suggested as a possible meeting place, with the
thought that this would not require either side to go into the other’s camp. The port
at Wonsan was chosen, since this would be as convenient a location as any for the
Communists. The hospital ship in question was the Jutlandia, which is already in
Korean waters. It is understood that the Danish Government would be agreeable to
the use of the hospital ship for this purpose. The ship would be operating under the
control of the Danish Government, not of the United Nations command.

8. An anonymous address was to be used in Ridgway's message because there
was no certain knowledge as to the identity of the opposing commander or com-
manders, nor was the relationship between the Korean and Chinese command
known.

9. It is anticipated that if cease-fire discussions are held Ridgway will be assisted
by a staff from the Unified Command Headquarters, including a senior representa-
tive of the South Korean command.

10. In the conduct of such discussions Ridgway would act under directives from
Washington. There would be general consultations with the governments of coun-
tries having forces in Korea on such directives through their representatives in
Washington. The report of the group on cease-fire in Korea, of January 2, 1951, to
the General Assembly might be a useful starting point.’ Discussions in the field by
the military commanders would require some latitude and Rusk pointed out that a
stage might be reached where Ridgway would have to act under immediate and
most secret instructions.

11. Questioned as to the attitude of the South Korean government toward negotia-
tions for a settlement, Rusk conceded that a very difficult problem was involved.
He thought that it would be of assistance when the Korean Ambassador joined the
regular meetings on Korea held at the State Department, since it was necessary that
the Koreans should not feel that they were being entirely excluded from any settle-
ment of the Korean affair. Rusk said that, although the South Korean Government
would never abandon its stand on unification, nevertheless he personally felt that
there would be limits to how far the South Koreans would wish to go to press their
view. Ambassador Muccio was taking every occasion to point out to the South
Korean Government that the unification of Korea was also a declared political aim
of the United Nations.

12. In conclusion Rusk defined the United States position as being willing to
accept an armistice, if satisfactory terms for a cease-fire can be arranged, because
(1) the military aims of the United Nations armies in Korea have now been accom-
plished, and (2) it is the view of the United States Government that if the Korean
war continues it will increase in scope, not lessen.

% Voir le document 19./See Document 19.
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134. DEA/50069-A-40

Le sous-secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures
a la délégation permanente auprés des Nations Unies

Under-Secretary of State for External Affairs
to Permanent Delegation to United Nations

LETTER NoO. Y-1133 Ottawa, June 29, 1951

SECRET

Repeat Washington No. Y-2414; London No. Y-2487; Paris No. Y-1005; Moscow
No. Y-338.

MR. MALIK’S PEACE PROPOSAL

Since Mr. Malik made his very brief offer on Saturday, we have been trying to
get clear in our own minds what could be the possible motives for his action. This
is an attempt to put that thinking down on paper; the result is unfortunately to pose
questions but not to answer them. The matter can on the basis of the small amount
of information available to us only be explored on a basis of alternatives.

2. The first series of alternatives is that either the offer was genuine or it was not.
If it was genuine it would appear to follow that the Russians must have consulted
the Central People’s Government of China and that the latter must have consented
to Mr. Malik’s making the offer. This is a necessary deduction because the Rus-
sians would be in an impossible position if the offer was picked up and the Chinese
refused to go along with Russian proposals. On the assumption, therefore, that the
Chinese gave their consent to the offer and that the offer is meant to be a genuine
one, again there are two possibilities. The terms of the offer were very brief and no
conditions for a truce were specified. It is, therefore, not clear whether or not they
intend to put conditions on the offer. If they do not intend to put conditions on the
offer one is led to the assumption that they are ready for peace without necessarily
obtaining their objects of a seat in the United Nations, control of Formosa and the
destruction of Chiang Kai-Shek.

3. Seven reasons have occurred to us why the Chinese might be willing to agree
to a truce without the attainment of their objectives. These seven reasons might be
alternative or cumulative. They are:

(a) The Central People’s Government may feel a need to be free to devote its full
energies to strengthening its position inside China, i.e., to consolidate the
revolution.

(b) The Central People’s Government may see that it cannot win the war under
present conditions. It apparently cannot get supplies from the Soviet Union in suffi-
cient quantities to overcome allied technical superiority and, therefore, wants to
call off the war and cut its losses. If this is an important factor, it follows that there
is probably the germ of some unpleasantness here between China and the Soviet
Union.
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(c) The economic blockade (which of course began long before the United
Nations passed its resolution) may be having a more serious effect than we have
estimated.

(d) The Central People’s Government may fear that a continuation of the war
might provoke a naval blockade which in turn might have serious effects on the
Chinese economy which the Central People’s Government would be at a loss to
counteract.

(e) The Central People’s Government may fear that a continuation of the war will
provoke a major war, accompanied by attacks on China. It may estimate that such a
war would not be in its best interest at the present time and that the possible bene-
fits to be gained from continued war in Korea will do little or nothing to compen-
sate for the consequences of provoking a general war.

(f) The Central People’s Government may have estimated that it would be worth
considerable sacrifice to get United Nations (and especially United States) forces
out of Asia in the belief that once out they would not return even under greater
provocation than the original attack on South Korea a year ago.

(g) Consultations between the Chinese Communists and the Russian Communists
may have led to the conclusion that it is in the interests of the world revolution to
take steps which might abate the present rate of Western re-armament even at the
sacrifice of principles and interests in Korea. While some Americans might be
inclined to term this subservience to the Kremlin, it would be preferable to call it
an identity of long-term interests.

4. We may find, however, that the Chinese are not planning on peace without the
attainment of their objectives. They may think that by offering an armistice in
Korea they can ultimately gain a seat in the United Nations, gain possession of -
Formosa, and destroy Chiang Kai-Shek. The Central People’s Government may
have estimated that a continuation of the present course, so far from making the
attainment of its objects more likely is in fact making their attainment more
remote. In short, it may have estimated that the time has come for a change of
tactics without a change of objectives. It may think that, after the Korean war has
ended, more countries will recognize the Central People’s Government and consent
to seating it in the United Nations. If this were to come about, the Formosan prob-
lem could come in front of the United Nations, as Mr. Acheson has said the United
States wants it to, and the Central People’s Government will stand some chance of
either securing Formosa outright or at least of getting the Nationalist Government
removed from it.

5. To go back to the original alternatives, it is possible that the offer made by Mr.
Malik is not genuine. In this event, again two alternatives unfold. The offer can be
made ineffective either by the Soviet side or by the United States side. Under the
first of these alternatives, the Soviet Union or China may be planning to place
impossible conditions on a settlement. This could have as its object injuring the
morale of the allies (and especially of the European allies) by holding out the hope
of peace and then letting their hopes down with a bang. The disadvantage of this
course is that it might provoke strong United States reaction and possibly even lead
to a third world war. On the other hand, it is possible that the Soviet Union and
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China may want war to break out now on terms which will make it look like the
fault of the United States.

6. If the Soviet Union made the offer in the expectation that the United States
would take action to make a settlement impossible it would necessarily be assum-
ing that the United States would place impossible conditions on a truce. The object
of this, obviously would again be to attack allied morale, to divide the Western
alliance and to ensure that the Indians and other neutralist states would not take
sides with the United States in the event of war.

7. While we may be uncertain as to the motives which lay behind Mr. Malik’s
offer, the Western powers would be negligent if they failed to try to take advantage
of the offer.. While this attempt is being made it will be particularly important to
have any clues which may throw light on the reasons for the offer. It would be
appreciated if such information could be forwarded by telegram.

C.A. RONNING
for Under-Secretary of State
for External Affairs

135. PCO/Vol. 167

Le chef de la 1°¢ Direction de liaison avec la Défense
au premier ministre

Head, Defence Liaison (1) Division,
to Prime Minister

TELEGRAM Ottawa, July 1, 1951

The following message delivered over Peking Radio Station at 13.30 GMT today
was given Mr. Ignatieff by State Department and telephoned Ottawa. Message
begins:

Here is important news from the Korean front:

A notification was issued jointly today after consultation by General Kim Il
Sung, Supreme Commander of the Korean People’s Army, and General Peng Teh
Huai, Commander of the Chinese volunteers in reply to the statement of General
Ridgway, Commander-in-Chief of the United Nations Forces.

The notification of General Kim Il Sung and General Peng Teh Huai reads as
follows quote General Ridgway, Commander-in-Chief of the United Nations
Forces.

Your statement of June thirtieth this year concerning peace talks has been
received. We are authorized to inform you that we agree to meet your representa-
tives for conducting talks concerning cessation of military action and establishment
of peace. We propose that the place of meeting be in the area of Kaesong on the
38th parallel. If you agree our representatives are prepared to meet your representa-
tive between July 10 and 15, 1951. (Signed) General Kim Il sung, Supreme Com-
mander of the Korean People’s Army and General Peng Teh Huai, Supreme
Commander of the Chinese volunteers.
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The above is unclassified, the following is confidential.

Comment of the State Department:

1. That General Ridgway’s existing instructions would permit him to make a
reply to this message accepting it.

2. That his only query might be the time of meeting. But it is left to his discretion
whether to accept this time.

1 asked Mr. Ignatieff whether the State Department had any views as to why date
so far in advance is proposed. He stated that the State Department suggested two
possibilities:

(1) The Chinese, Koreans, and Russians may not yet have agreed on armistice
terms they will accept.

(2) Perhaps they were hoping to be able to strengthen their military situation
meantime in order to be in a better bargaining position.

Mr. Ignatieff stated that the State Department seemed to be reasonably optimis-
tic. He stated that the matter of instructions to Ridgway would be discussed at a
meeting of representatives of participating countries to be held probably tomorrow.
The basis of discussion would be the statement of armistice terms issued by UN
Committee on January 2nd. He thought it would be useful to have our views by
tomorrow moming. I am endeavouring to contact Mr. Claxton and Mr. Reid. Pre-
sumably we will have few comments if any on statement of January 2 which was
then carefully considered by all governments concerned.

R.A. MACKAY

136. DEA/50069-A-40

Le secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures
a 'ambassadeur aux Etats-Unis

Secretary of State for External Affairs
to Ambassador in United States

TELEGRAM EX-7354 Ottawa, July 2, 1951

CONFIDENTIAL. IMMEDIATE.
Your WA-2699 of July 2.%

CEASE-FIRE KOREA

Text of reply from Peiking to General Ridgway together with comments trans-
mitted by Ignatieff to MacKay yesterday were sent by telegraph to the Prime Min-
ister. The Prime Minister’s comments as conveyed in telegram from Asselin to
MacKay are as follows:

“After reading your message Prime Minister feels that terms along the lines of
Statement of January 2 would be satisfactory and that large latitude should be left
to General Ridgway.”
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It is felt that the Prime Minister’s comments will serve for your guidance in the
projected meeting today or tomorrow of representatives of sixteen U.N. nations to
discuss instructions to General Ridgway regarding details of cease-fire.

137. DEA/50069-A-40

L’ambassadeur aux Etats-Unis
au secrétaire d’'Etat aux Affaires extérieures

Ambassador in United States
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

TELEGRAM WA-2721 Washington, July 3, 1951

SECRET. IMPORTANT.
Repeat Permdel No. 318.

GUIDANCE FOR GENERAL RIDGWAY IN ARMISTICE TALKS

1. This part of the discussion in today’s State Department meeting was led by
Rusk. He began by commenting on the Communist reply to General Ridgway’s
first message and General Ridgway’s message of acceptance of today. He said that
the Communist message of July st (contained in WA-2699)"" was drawn up in
such precise and courteous terms that it seemed that the Communist Military Com-
mand was desirous of going ahead with talks leading to the cessation of hostilities.
General Ridgway’s reply of today was drafted on that assumption. The location of
Kaesong was accepted by the Unified Command, with the difference, however, that
General Ridgway’s message specified “in Kaesong” while the Communist message
had spoken of “in the area of Kaesong”. General Ridgway also suggested a prelimi-
nary meeting between liaison officers on the 5th of July for the reason that a num-
ber of preliminary arrangements would have to be made to assure the security of
the truce talks in a neutralized territory. This would be necessary in a front-line
battle zone, but would not have been necessary had the Communists accepted a
meeting on a hospital ship at Wonsan.

2. Rusk then outlined the broad principles of the guidance under which General
Ridgway would conduct his discussions leading to an armistice.

3. Rusk said that the talks now contemplated between General Ridgway and the
commanders of the North Korean and Chinese Communist forces, would be strictly
military in character. What was contemplated were technical military arrangements
for the cessation of hostilities with guarantees against their resumption, and the
complete avoidance of any talks on territorial or political subjects. Rusk recalled
that this separation of military from political discussions was in accordance with
Soviet views as given in Gromyko’s explanation to Kirk of Malik’s statement. (See
WA-2666 of June 27th)} Special arrangements, as Gromyko had suggested, would
have to be made for political and territorial settlements. This, Rusk suggested,

57 Voir le document 135./See Document 135.
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would imply a different forum for such negotiations with a different composition
for the negotiators and terms of reference. It would also be understood that General
Ridgway, for his part, would not enter into any commitments or agreements that
would prejudice the United Nations principle of a unified Korea. Discussion of this
question would be excluded from the military negotiations.

4. There could be no restriction on General Ridgway’s military operation until
agreements for an armistice had been worked out and put into effect. Rusk pointed
out that the United Nations side was at a distinct disadvantage in regard to the
capability to reinforce or replace its forces. The proximity of Manchurian bases,
and of China as a source of manpower, made it possible for the other side to con-
tinue their build-up, which could obviously have an effect upon the relative bar-
gaining powers of the two sides. Thus, for example, until agreements have been
reached on an armistice it would be essential for the United Nations air operations
to be continued. The cost of continuing military operations while the armistice
talks were in progress would have to be accepted in order to maintain the present
favourable military position of the United Nations forces. (Rusk suggested that it
may be desirable to make some public statement in explanation of this aspect of the
problem).

5. Details concerning any demilitarized zone should be left to the discretion of
General Ridgway. It was not contemplated that there should be any significant
change in the position of the armies under the armistice. It was important that the
United Nations Command should maintain its present comparatively favourable
military position until a settlement is reached in Korea. To give up the dominating
ground at the base of the Chorwon-Kumwha-Pyongyang triangle would be very
prejudicial to United Nations interests. (Rusk thought that the demarcation of a line
would be the most difficult problem in the armistice negotiations).

6. Any armistice agreed upon should embrace air, ground and naval operations. If
an armistice were concluded, air force activity would cease, and it was contem-
plated that United Nations naval units off North Korea would proceed into interna-
tional waters outside the three-mile limit. The position of ground forces would be
settled in accordance with any agreements reached as to a demilitarized zone.

7. Rusk reiterated that the United States was greatly concerned over the question
of supervision. It would be absolutely necessary for the two sides to know what the
other was doing during the armistice. It might be possible for the opposing com-
manders to establish a Mixed Military Commission, with officers appointed from
both sides to have free access throughout Korea to supervise the observance of the
armistice.

8. In short, from the remarks made by Rusk it appears that the United States
Government envisages the talks now contemplated as being essentially concerned
with comprehensive military arrangements for the cessation of hostilities and as
being without prejudice to the character of the political settlement in Korea, which
would have to be conducted in a different forum. When speaking after the meeting
about the question of associating the United Nations with these negotiations, Hick-
erson expressed the view that after agreement had been concluded for an armistice
it should be put immediately into effect. As soon as hostilities had ceased the agree-
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ment would be transmitted to the appropriate organs of the United Nations, pre-
sumably to be noted with approval. He thought that the Unified Command’s
existing authority would permit Ridgway to conclude an armistice without further
United Nations authority. It would be an entirely different matter when questions of
territorial or political settlement were under discussion. Specific United Nations
authority would be required for the discussion of this category of questions.

9. The Korean Ambassador attended for the first time.

10. The comments of governments represented were invited on Rusk’s state-
ments. The next meeting will be on Friday, July 6th.

138. DEA/50069-A-40

Le secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures
a l'ambassadeur aux Etats-Unis

Secretary of State for External Affairs
to Ambassador in United States

TELEGRAM EX-1370 Washington, July 4, 1951

SECRET. IMPORTANT.

Repeat Permdel No. 432; London No. 1147.
Reference: Your WA-2721 of July 3.

COMMENT ON RUSK’S STATEMENT

Following from Acting Under-Secretary, Begins: In paragraph 10 of your message
you suggested that the comments of other governments represented were invited on
Rusk’s statements at the meeting held on July 3. I think there is no need to com-
ment on what Rusk has said as the United States position, as both Mr. Acheson and
Mr. Rusk have made clear, is that the United Nations Commander already has the
power to conclude an armistice if he wishes to do so. This is a proposition which
we do not wish to argue one way or another. The attitude of the United States
government at this point appears to be most reasonable and we think that General
Ridgway can be trusted to make the best possible bargain neither giving away any-
thing unnecessarily nor pressing for so much that the negotiations will come to an
end. This of course is based on the assumption that the enemy offer was seriously
meant.

2. While we are content to leave the negotiation of the armistice in Ridgway’s
hands, it is of course understood that we will wish to make our views known on a
political settlement in due course. As this position appears to be understood by the
State Department, I think that it is unnecessary to offer any comment.
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139. DEA/50069-A-40

L’ambassadeur aux Etats-Unis
au secrétaire d'Etat aux Affaires extérieures

Ambassador in United States
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

TELEGRAM WA-2985 Washington, July 31, 1951
SECRET

KOREA

Following for Heeney from Wrong, Begins: In your EX-1519 of July 27th} you
asked me to give an appreciation of the prospects and problems of the armistice
negotiations. Such an appreciation can be little more than a summary of the main
points in our reports of the meetings at the State Department.

2. On the whole, developments from Malik’s speech on June 23rd to the agree-
ment by the negotiators in Kaesong on the agenda for the discussions were mildly
encouraging. Objections on the United Nations side to the presence of armed forces
in Kaesong and to the denial of ready access to the conference site were met
promptly and fully. The Communists also, as soon as they realized that they could
not get their way, dropped their insistence on an agenda item dealing with the with-
drawal of all foreign forces from Korea and substituted general language which
was acceptable.

3. I think it likely that if agreement can be reached on the armistice line, it will
mean that agreement on the other items will be forthcoming, though quite possibly
after protracted negotiation. The case for fixing the southern boundary of the
demilitarized zone at approximately the present position of the United Nations
forces is unanswerable on military grounds. If the 38th paraliel were to be accepted,
the first defensive position to the south of it would be the Han River line, and Seoul
would be extremely vulnerable if fighting broke out again. I have not heard any
suggestion that other governments with forces in Korea would support withdrawal
below the 38th parallel.

4. There is probably some room for bargaining in the position taken by the
United Nations negotiators with respect both to the proposed southern limit for the
Communist forces and the northern limit for the United Nations forces. The basic
United Nations military position (the Kansas line) is several miles south of the pro-
posed armistice line which in the main follows their advanced posts, and it does not
include any territory across the Imjin River. The best early test of Communist
intentions is likely to be whether they will accept any line other than the 38th paral-
lel. If they do not, the negotiations will break down. The negotiators have been
wholly deadlocked on this issue for half a dozen meetings, but that is the usual
pattern in dealing with Communist delegates.

5. If agreement is reached on this, there is sure to be much argument over the next
item, which deals with the means for ensuring the observance of the armistice, as
inspection is rightly regarded as an essential condition to avoid build-ups and sur-
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prise attacks. During the debates on the agenda very little was said on this subject,
and we therefore have not much to go on in assessing its difficulties.

6. The item on prisoners-of-war is also expected to prove troublesome. The Com-
munists have already shown themselves very sensitive to suggestions that their
camps might be visited by the International Red Cross. Possibly they would be less
opposed to placing all arrangements relating to prisoners under the direction of one
country, such as Sweden. I gather that on the United Nations side they intend to
stick to the idea of a man-for-man exchange. There is no information in Washing-
ton on the numbers of South Korean prisoners held by the Communists, but it is
thought that probably the United Nations side holds more North Koreans. Chinese
prisoners in our hands and United Nations prisoners (other than Koreans) in Com-
munist hands may be in rough balance.

7. If the negotiators work through the agenda successfully up to this point, the
ambiguous fifth item on recommendations to governments may not prove very dif-
ficult. Agreement on the other items would establish, in my judgment, the intention
of the Communists to go through with an armistice.

8. I think that there is little to criticize in the general line adopted by the United
Nations command in the negotiations. Only if one felt wholly confident that a
cease-fire would be promptly followed by an acceptable political settlement would
concessions be justified on such matters as the use of the 38th paralle] as the mili-
tary demarcation line and loose arrangements for the observance of the armistice
terms. There is certainly not enough reason for confidence to warrant acceptance of
conditions which would gravely prejudice the safety of the United Nations forces if
fighting were resumed. Ends.

140. DEA/8508-40
Extrait du procés-verbal de la réunion des chefs de direction

Extract from Minutes of Meeting of Heads of Divisions

SECRET Ottawa, August 7, 1951

KOREA

7. Mr. Norman. Armistice talks have been deadlocked during the past week on
the first substantive question on the agenda i.e., the fixing of a demarcation line and
a demilitarized zone. The Communist Delegation has insisted on the 38th parallel
as a dividing line with a ten mile demilitarized zone on either side; the United
Nations Delegation has declared this to be a completely unacceptable basis for dis-
cussion. The United Nations Delegation has offered to consider a line other than
the 38th parallel and adjustments in the demilitarized zone which it originally pro-
posed but the Communist Delegation has not been receptive to this suggestion. The
United Nations Delegation intends to wait out the deadlock on this issue and will
not take the initiative in breaking off negotiations over it. (Secret)
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141. DEA/50069-A-40

Le secrétaire d'Etat aux Affaires extérieures
a U'ambassade aux Etats-Unis

Secretary of State for External Affairs
to Embassy in United States

TELEGRAM EX- 1607 Ottawa, August 13, 1951

SECRET. IMPORTANT.
Repeat London No. 1431; Permdel No. 501.

KOREA — CEASE-FIRE TALKS

1. 1 should be grateful if you would see Mr. Hickerson or Mr. Rusk and give him
orally and informally a message from me along the following lines.

2. While we are all greatly relieved here that the cease-fire talks have been
resumed, we are also concerned by the possibility that the talks may break down
over the issue of the demarcation line, and in such a way as to give the Communists
good propaganda material.

3. It is my understanding that at the last cease-fire meeting, the Communists were
still refusing to discuss the demarcation line on any other basis than the 38th paral-
lel, and that they appeared either not to appreciate or else to be reluctant to respond
to Admiral Joy’s suggestion that the demilitarized zone proposed by the United
Nations was susceptible of some adjustment. I realize that the United Nations bar-
gaining position might be weakened if the United Nations now tell the Communists
the precise compromise which the United Nations is willing to make. However, if
the stalemate should reach the point at which there is imminent danger of a com-
plete breakdown, I would think that the disadvantages of the United Nations volun-
teering a precise compromise would be less than the danger of the talks breaking
down because the Communists had not realized that the United Nations was pre-
pared to make this concession.

4. I am not myself entirely certain of the precise nature of the instruction which
has been given to Admiral Joy in this regard. Am I correct in assuming that he has
been authorized to make the proposal which Hickerson mentioned (your WA-3041
of August [sic])T: “the present battleline as the demarcation line with a shortened
demilitarized zone less than 10 miles on either side.”

5. I can myself see very considerable political merit in this kind of compromise
proposal since it would mean that each side would withdraw its forces the same
distance from the present battleline. I am sure that to most people this would seem
an eminently reasonable offer and if the Communists refused it, it would be clear
that the responsibility for a breakdown in the negotiations rested with them.

6. It is important, of course, not to weaken on matters of substance in the current
Kaesong talks. But it is also important not to give either the Communists or the
peoples in our own countries the impression that the cease-fire negotiations, so far
as the United Nations is concerned, are on a take-it-or-leave-it basis. If the Com-



CONFLIT COREEN 205

munists were given this impression, there is danger that they would conclude that
the United Nations has no real desire for a cease-fire. The Communist propaganda
line at present is certainly building up towards making such a case. That case
would be strengthened for them by the fact that they could compare our stand today
as to where the cease-fire line should be with that which was put forward, with
United States agreement, by the United Nations Cease-Fire Committee on Decem-
ber 15th last.

142. DEA/50069-A-40

L’ambassadeur aux Etats-Unis
au secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures

Ambassador in United States
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

TELEGRAM WA-3114 Washington, August 15, 1951

SECRET. IMPORTANT.
Repeat Permdel No. 380.

KOREA — CEASE-FIRE TALKS

1. The message contained in your EX-1607 of August 13th was discussed yester-
day with Hickerson by Campbell.

2. Hickerson said he was quite in accord with your thinking and he wished you to
be assured about this. The danger of the Communists making propaganda capital, if
the present deadlock at Kaesong should result in breakdown of the cease-fire nego-
tiations, is fully appreciated by the administration.

3. Hickerson read out portions of Ridgway’s instructions, to show that the United
Nations negotiator had latitude to make such a compromise as mentioned in para-
graph 4 of your message. Ridgway’s main limiting instruction is that he must not
compromise the security of his forces, which means in effect that he must not com-
promise the “Kansas” line.”® You will have seen from our WA-3100 of August
14th,T paragraph 5, that at the 23rd session of the armistice talks, Admiral Joy
stated that he would be willing to discuss adjustments to the United Nations propo-
sal for a demilitarized zone which could include changes in the demarcation line or
changes in the boundaries of the proposed demilitarized zone.

4. Hickerson went on to say that he thought the time might come when it would
be advisable for Ridgway to authorize Joy to make a compromise proposal (which
might be an intermediate proposal or a final one). This however was a matter of
conference tactics. The State Department, which has consulted the Pentagon on the

* La Ligne du Kansas divisait la Corée au nord du 38 parallle jusqu’a la riviere Imjin, qu'elle suit
jusqu’a la mer.
The Kansas Line divided Korea north of the 38th parallel until it encountered the Imjin River, which
it followed to the sea.
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question, does not think that the present is the proper time for presenting a compro-
mise proposal.

5. The adamant front of the Communist delegation has shown some slight sign of
weakening, in that they have now at least been brought to discuss the United
Nations proposal for demilitarized zone, even if critically. The State Department
does not believe that the United Nations side should offer a specific compromise
proposal at this time, when the first slight relaxation in the Communist position is
beginning to show.

6. If the Kaesong Conference seemed in imminent danger of breaking down,
Hickerson agreed that a compromise proposal should be made by the United
Nations in an effort to avert collapse of negotiations. Hickerson believes, however,
that there is not immediate danger of a breakdown. He asserted that the United
Nations negotiators would certainly not terminate the discussions, if that could be
avoided, and the State Department concurred in Ridgway’s opinion that indications
were that the Communists desire the talks to continue. Nam Il has not threatened to
discontinue discussions if the Communist proposal is not accepted, but rather that
there will be continued deadlock; Pyongyang broadcasts have also been in this
vein.

7. Asked if Ridgway might in time present a compromise proposal, even if the
Communists did not make the first move by abandoning their insistence on the
38th Parallel as the demarcation line, Hickerson replied in the affirmative. The
United States, he said, would not wish to see the negotiations collapse over this
issue.

8. It was revealed by Hickerson that the United States government had on August
13th sent a message of encouragement to Ridgway, commending the efforts of his
negotiators in difficult circumstances and urging calmness, firmness and continued
patience. The message was however critical of the “crisis atmosphere” generated by
press reports issuing from Korea and Tokyo and it was requested that efforts be
made to have these reports toned down.

9. Hickerson himself discussed the whole question of the Kaesong negotiations in
a temperate manner and gave the impression that the attitude of the State Depart-
ment in this matter is consonant with the message sent to General Ridgway
enjoining patience.
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143. DEA/50069-A-40

Note du sous-secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures
pour le secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures™

Memorandum from Under-Secretary of State for External Affairs
to Secretary of State for External Affairs>®

TOP SECRET [Ottawa], August 24, 1951

The Chargé d’Affaires in Washington reports in WA-3171 of August 217 that
General Ridgway has urged the United States government to impress on govern-
ments with forces in Korea the value of making public statements in the near future
supporting the Unified Command’s contention that the 38th Parallel cannot be
accepted as a basis for a demilitarized zone and that a militarily defensible line
approximating the present battle line should be accepted by the enemy as a proper
and reasonable basis for such a demilitarized zone.

2. You have no doubt seen the recent article by the Alsop brothers in which they
suggest that the reason for the present difficulties over an armistice arises from the
manner in which the talks were first suggested. They point out that Malik’s offer
fitted in well with Mr. Acheson’s testimony, before the joint committees of the
Senate, in which he appeared to support the idea of returning to the status quo ante
bellum. This was a coincidence which we had already noticed in the Department.
Between the time of Mr. Acheson’s testimony, however, and the time when the
truce talks were initiated, the United Nations forces in Korea made substantial
gains north of the 38th Parallel and I think that it would be fair to say that we on
the United Nations side have altered, however slightly, the basis on which we are
willing to negotiate. That the United States itself has changed its point of view is
proved by a footnote which appears in a publication of the Central Intelligence
Agency approved July 5 (“Effects of Operations in Korea on the Internal Situation
in Communist China”) where the following words appear: “If the U.S.S.R. and
Communist China do, in effect, desire a cease-fire along the 38th Parallel, they are
probably motivated by considerations ... .” I think that this language is in itself
evidence that the original intention of the United States in entering negotiations
was to achieve a truce along the 38th Parallel rather than north of it.

3. As the Alsop brothers have pointed out, while the amount of territory involved
is not large, if the Communists were to concede the present conditions of the nego-
tiators of the Unified Command they would be accepting their first loss of territory
since the end of the Second World War. This will certainly be a very difficult thing
for them to do. It is a matter of debate whether statements in support of the position
of the Unified Command by countries other than the United States would add any-
thing to the bargaining position of Admiral Joy. There is no doubt, however, that a
public statement on our part now, strongly supporting a demilitarized zone along
the “Kansas Line”, would tie our hands if, at a later date when the negotiations

% Note marginale :/Marginal note:
This of course precedes the breakdown at Kaesong A.D.P.H[eeney].
(Les négotiations ont échoué le 23 aoiit./Negotiations collapsed on August 23.)
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might seem to be on the verge of collapse, we wished to urge upon the United
States a return to the original conditions which we all undoubtedly had in mind
when Malik made his offer.%” We might wish to urge a return to the 38th Parallel in
a last attempt to keep the negotiations from collapse.

4. If you concur, therefore, I suggest that our best policy would be for the time
being not to make a declaration such as General Ridgway desires and at the same
time not to go out of our way to tell the State Department that we do not intend to
make such declaration.®! In short, I suggest that we should be glad to see the Uni-
fied Command achieve a settlement along the “Kansas Line” but that we should
remain free to suggest a settlement on the 38th Parallel if necessary, even though
such a line would be more difficult to defend. If he is pressed for a reply, we could
instruct the Chargé d’ Affaires to answer that no decision has yet been taken.

A.D.P. HIEENEY]

144. DEA/50069-A-40

L’ambassadeur aux Etats-Unis
au secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures

Ambassador in United States
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

TELEGRAM WA-3367 Washington, September 13, 1951
SECRET. IMPORTANT.

POSSIBLE COURSES OF ACTION IN KOREA

1. A meeting was held this morning at the invitation of the State Department for
the purpose of explaining to representatives of the Canadian, Australian, New Zea-
land and South African Embassies the possible courses of action which were put by
Mr. Acheson to Mr. Morrison on September 11th.%? In the absence of Rusk his
Deputy, Livingston Merchant, presided. He began by saying that the meeting had
been suggested because in this restricted company fuller information could be
given than in the larger regular meetings.

2. He said that, in the unlikely event that an armistice was achieved, the United
States adhered to its earlier proposal that the next step should be a political confer-
ence to consider a settlement in Korea, which would only proceed to larger causes
of tension in the Far East if agreement was reached on Korea. It now looked, how-
ever, as though the armistice negotiations would not be resumed, and it was there-
fore necessary for the governments chiefly concerned to consider what should be

% Note marginale :/Marginal note:
1 agree L.B.P[earson]
8! Note marginale :/Marginal note:
Agreed L.B.P|earson]
52 Voir/See FRUS, 1951, Volume VII, pp. 893-899.
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done in that event. Ridgway would not himself definitely break off the negotia-
tions, but he was far from hopeful that they would be continued.

3. Spender made the point that if the present deadlock in the discussions contin-
ued without any exchanges marking a definite break, it was desirable to develop
our views on the length of time which should elapse before the United Nations
should consider that there was a de facto break and that the discussions were there-
fore at an end. The last message despatched on September 11th from the enemy
command categorically rejected the suggestion for a change of location and
repeated in extreme language the earlier charges of violation of the armistice zone.
This crossed Ridgway’s prompt apology for the one established instance of viola-
tion by a United Nations aircraft on September 10th; the apology was sent before a
formal protest had been received. Merchant remarked that the Communist reply to
this apology might give some evidence of their intentions. Ridgway is completely
satisfied that there is no foundation whatever for the long series of earlier charges.

4. Merchant said that military evidence pointed to preparation for a large new
Communist offensive. Far East Command estimated that supplies were now availa-
ble in forward areas sufficient to maintain an offensive by 46 divisions for 26 days,
compared with the stockpile before the April offensive of supplies for a two-week
offensive. Two Chinese armoured divisions have been positively identified, and
one North Korean armoured division has been tentatively identified. This is the
first appearance of Chinese armour. They are equipped with T.34 tanks. The
strength of the Chinese airforce is now put at 1,255 planes, of which 750, mostly
MIG’s, are in Manchuria.

5. On military grounds Ridgway has ruled out the possibility of a de facto cease-
fire, on the ground that the security of his forces would be endangered by it in face
of such a formidable enemy. If a breakdown in the negotiations is therefore recog-
nized, it is considered essential that active United Nations operations should con-
tinue. Such a breakdown must also be regarded as indicating that the Soviet
Government was prepared to incur greater risks.

6. The following counter measures were put to Mr. Morrison by Mr. Acheson as
representing the views of the United States Government on the action to be taken
when the negotiations are admitted to be broken off:

(a) Ridgway should be released from any restrictions imposed on his ground
operations in the area between his present lines and the neck of Korea north of
Pyongyang. If United Nations forces were to reach the neck, there would be con-
sultation with the interested governments before they moved further north.

(b) The training and equipping of Korean units should be speeded up to provide
some military reserves.

(c) The air force should be free to attack any air targets in North Korea, including
the power installations and the Yalu dams, but no violation would be authorized of
Manchurian airspace and existing instructions to stay clear of the Siberian frontier
would be unchanged. In the event of massive air attack Ridgway’s present orders
still stood — that there should be no retaliation outside North Korea without prior
authorization from Washington, which would only be given after consultation with
other governments; the exception also still stands — that if there is a breakdown in
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communications Ridgway has authority to protect the safety of his forces in
extreme circumstances.

(d) The development of the Japanese police reserve force, now numbering
75,000, should be expedited.

(e) Ridgway should promptly report to the United Nations on the breakdown of
the armistice talks. The United Nations should then by resolution reaffirm its posi-
tion on the aggression in Korea and efforts should be made to secure more troops
from members of the United Nations. Furthermore, the United Nations should sup-
port a complete economic blockade of China (excluding Port Arthur and Dairen
because of the Russian position there). The aim would be to bring about as com-
plete a severance as possible of all commerce with China. I asked whether this
meant naval enforcement. Merchant said that it might be agreed that governments
unable to exercise effective control of their own shipping, e.g. Panama, would
accept naval assistance in preventing ships flying their flag from entering Chinese
ports. There would, however, be no naval interference with Soviet or satellite ships,
and it was contemplated that the part of the navy would be limited to action against
vessels trading in defiance of their own government’s instructions.

7. Merchant did not comment on Mr. Morrison’s reception of these proposals. We
shall report separately on the British reaction, giving information provided by the
British Embassy. In general the proposals strike me as being reasonable, except
possibly for the economic blockade, which raises many thorny questions. I think it
would be advisable to put to the State Department quickly any comments we may
wish to offer on the proposals outlined by Merchant.

145. DEA/50069-A-40

L’ambassadeur aux Etats-Unis
au secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures

Ambassador in United States
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

TELEGRAM WA-3370 Washington, September 13, 1951

SECRET. IMPORTANT.
Reference: WA-3367 of September 13.

POSSIBLE COURSES OF ACTION IN KOREA
(INITIAL UNITED KINGDOM REACTIONS)

1. Later this morning some information on initial British reactions was given to
us by Tomlinson, Counsellor on Far Eastern matters at the British Embassy, to the
proposals of possible courses of action put forward by Mr. Acheson to Mr. Morri-
son on September 11. Unless otherwise indicated, the reactions reported were those
of Mr. Morrison at this meeting.

2. Commenting on Mr. Acheson’s proposals generally, Mr. Morrison said that
they obviously contained some new thoughts and that he would have to consult his
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colleagues in the British Cabinet before making any commitments. He made the
general observation, however, that it was necessary always to keep in mind that the
potential dangers from Communist aggression were to be found not only in the Far
East but in other areas of the world and that, the United Kingdom Government
certainly did not desire to “get bogged down” in a war with Communist China,
leaving the field open to Soviet trouble-making in other dangerous areas. He partic-
ularly referred to the opportunities for “troublemaking” open to the Soviet Union in
the Middle East.

3. Taking up Mr. Acheson’s point about a political conference to consider a set-
tlement in Korea in the unlikely event that an armistice was achieved (see para-
graph 2 of WA-3367), Mr. Morrison observed that while in the view of the United
Kingdom Government such a conference would be desirable, the United Kingdom
Government would attach great importance to the possible composition of such a
conference. He emphasized that the United Kingdom Government would not
favour a conference which would in effect confront the Communist Belligerents by
a select group of Belligerents acting in the name of the United Nations on the other
side. The United Kingdom Government would favour something more in the
nature of a round table conference held under the auspices of the United Nations,
recognizing the United Nations to be a universal body open for membership to
Communist and non-Communist States alike.

4. The other specific points made by Mr. Morrison referred to the views of the
United States Government on action to be taken when negotiations are admitted to
be broken off, as set out in paragraph 6 of WA-3367 of September 13.

(a) As to 6(a) on the question of releasing Ridgway from restrictions imposed on
ground operations in the area between his present lines and the neck of Korea north
of Pyongyang, Mr. Morrison noted that the United Kingdom Chiefs of Staff still
believe that the best line of defence is the “Kansas™ line but agree that Ridgway
should be given leeway to make tactical advances up to the waist or neck of Korea.
No advance beyond the neck of Korea north of Pyongyang, however, should be
permitted to Ridgway without prior consultation between governments which have
contributed forces to the United Nations command.

(b) As to 6(b), the United Kingdom agree that the training and equipping of
Republic of Korea units should be speeded up.

(c) As to 6(c) on the question of permitting the air force to attack any air targets
in North Korea, including the power installations and Yalu Dams, Mr. Morrison
reserved the United Kingdom position. Tomlinson observed, however, that the
United Kingdom Government would probably agree to this while stressing the
importance of avoiding any violations of the Manchurian and Siberian frontiers. On
the question of retaliation in the event of massive air attack, Tomlinson noted that
the views of the United States Government as stated by Mr. Acheson did not
appear to represent any change from the present agreed position on this point.

(d) As to 6(d) on the development of the Japanese reserve police force, Mr. Mor-
rison observed that anything that might be regarded as a precipitate general
rearming of Japan would give rise to political complexities and would have to be
carefully considered. He admitted, however, the necessity of expediting the devel-



212 KOREAN CONJALICT

opment of the police reserve force in limited numbers for purely home defence
purposes. We took Mr. Morrison’s reservation to apply to the three or four combat
divisions which have been mentioned by the United States Government as a possi-
ble target in the re-establishment of a regular army.

(e) As regards 6(e), Mr. Morrison agreed that Ridgway should promptly report to
the United Nations on the breakdown of the armistice talks, should this eventuality
occur. The United Kingdom Government would see no objection to the United
Nations reaffirming its position on aggression and urging members to supply more
troops to the United Nations command. On the proposal however that the United
Nations should be asked to support a complete economic blockade of China
(excluding Port Arthur and Dairen), Mr. Morrison displayed “a marked lack of
enthusiasm”. He recalled that the United Kingdom Government had looked into the
question thoroughly before and could not agree that there would be substantial
advantages from trying to impose a complete economic blockade. Such efforts
would not substantially affect the economy of China and would serve to cement
further Sino-Russian relations. However, he undertook to report the United States
views to the British Cabinet and to consider the question further. As to the question
of naval enforcement, Tomlinson’s understanding of the United States proposals
are as given in 6(e) of my message under reference.

146. DEA/50069-A-40

Le secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures
a I’ambassadeur aux Etats-Unis

Secretary of State for External Affairs
to Ambassador in United States

TELEGRAM EX-1884 Ottawa, September 27, 1951

TOP SECRET

Repeat London No. 1739; Permdel No. 572.
Reference: Your messages 3367 and 3370 of Sept. 13.

POSSIBLE COURSES OF ACTION IN KOREA

The following are my views on the proposals Mr. Acheson made to Mr. Morri-
son for dealing with the situation if the outcome of negotiations for a truce is
adverse. I have taken into account the clarification contained in your message WA-
3475 of Sept. 24.1

(a) Suggestion that General Ridgway should be released from any restrictions
imposed on his ground operations in the area between the present battleline and the
neck of Korea north of Pyongyang. The Canadian government would wish to take a
position nearer to the United Kingdom’s than to Mr. Acheson’s. If General Ridg-
way is free to plan a strategic advance from the Kansas line to the northern neck of
Korea, there are both military and political complications. On the military side as
the UK Chiefs of Staff have pointed out, the present position is preferable because
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it is backed by the Kansas line of fortifications whereas any position seized near the
neck would not have this strong line immediately behind it upon which the allied
troops could fall back if need be. Communications are more difficult for the Chi-
nese the farther south in the peninsula the fighting takes place. A planned advance
to the neck would cause more casualties than action to hold the present line and
rely upon aerial attack unless the advance followed a collapse of Chinese resis-
tance. An advance to the neck would also increase the security problem facing the
allies. The Chinese will suffer more casualties if they attack the allied forces in the
neighbourhood of the Kansas line than if the allies should make an advance to the
neck. On the political side, as soon as the allied forces had reached the northern
neck they would again be presented with the problem of what to do next and this
problem would arise before the enemy commanders would have had time to decide
that continuation of the fighting is less profitable than a negotiated truce. The
enemy political leaders would also be convinced that allied motives are less inno-
cent than we say they are. On the other hand, in the absence of a negotiated truce
providing for satisfactory machinery to ensure that the enemy are not merely build-
ing up for a new offensive, General Ridgway cannot well be denied the right to
protect his forces by making short tactical advances. The sum total of these short
advances might well, over a period of time, amount to a creeping advance to the
neck of Korea, but in that case the enemy would have full opportunity to decide
that a negotiated truce would be worth the price we ask.

(b) The Canadian government could have no objection to the suggestion for
speeding up the training and equipping of South Korean units to provide military
reserves.

(c) The proposal that the air forces be free to attack the Yalu dams and power
stations is on the face of it a disagreeable one. The risk of extending the action to
Chinese territory is extreme and the possibility of provoking Chinese retaliation
against Japan cannot be discarded. On the other hand, it can be argued that to
impose an embargo on all other strategic materials to China while leaving impor-
tant electrical resources to flow into the country is illogical. It will in consequence
probably be necessary for Canada to accept this United States proposal to take
advantage of the opportunity of hampering Chinese industry in Manchuria.

(d) There can be no objection to the proposal to develop the Japanese police
reserve provided it is understood that such development should not be forced upon
the government of Japan and provided that it is understood, as it appears to be, that
these forces should not be used in Korea.

(e) We readily accept the suggestion that if the negotiations are broken off Gen-
eral Ridgway should report that fact promptly and that the United Nations, if the
majority so wish, should re-affirm their position on aggression in Korea. Partly
because we would probably be unable to supply more troops at the present time and
partly because it is desirable that some states in the United Nations should learn the
responsibility attaching to their membership, we should wish to suggest that any
plea for additional troops be addressed in the first instance to those states who have
supported action in Korea but have so far failed to contribute troops. Such an
appeal should be certainly precede an appeal for more men to the countries who
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have already provided troops. We share Mr. Morrison’s doubts that there would be
substantial advantages from trying to impose a complete economic embargo against
China. Not only would this tend to make China more dependent upon the Soviet
Union but in addition it places a further strain on the alliance formed by the coun-
tries resisting aggression in Korea. It helps still further to sub-divide this latter
group by creating a category of countries which believe in strategic embargo but
not in total embargo. The members of the alliance are placed in the position of
having to oppose the United States openly or to knuckle under and accept United
States domination as gracefully as they may. I am glad to learn that the United
States is convinced of the impracticability of a naval blockade of the China coast.
We should of course raise no objection to a system under which countries which are
unable to enforce their own restrictions on their own ships can have countries with
larger navies do this for them but we would not be willing to see a system set up
which would allow the naval vessels of one ally to interfere with the merchant
vessels of another ally without the consent of the latter.

2. There are two further points on which I should like to comment as a result of
seeing the United Kingdom version of the Morrison-Acheson conversations. I
noted that Mr. Morrison did not comment on the suggestion that the allied air
forces in Korea should be free to bomb Rashin as necessary. As the air forces are in
fact doing this at present in any case, and as General Ridgway has shown great
moderation in his conduct of the war we hope to let this pass without comment.
Secondly, as reported in the United Kingdom telegramt (paragraph 5(VIII)) there
appears to be a difference in understanding between Mr. Acheson and ourselves
about General Ridgway’s instructions on bombing military targets in China. It is
possible that this difference arises from an endeavour to keep the telegram as short
as possible and that Mr. Acheson may in fact in his conversations have included all
the reservations which we understand to be on General Ridgway’s freedom in this
respect. It is our understanding that General Ridgway is under instructions not to
bomb bases in China or to follow enemy aircraft across the Chinese frontier with-
out prior authorization from Washington. It is further our understanding that such
authorization from Washington will be given only after consultation with the other
countries having troops in Korea if time permits such consultation. We understand
that if communications between Tokyo and Washington break down completely
General Ridgway will be able to authorize such action on his own authority for the
protection of the safety of his command.

3. In conveying these comments to the State Department you should endeavour to
leave the impression that we have confidence in the intentions of the United States
Administration and in General Ridgway’s moderation and caution in his conduct of
the action to resist aggression in Korea. The reason I have felt it necessary to make
the foregoing restrictive comments is that unfortunately I cannot have the same
confidence in the moderation of Congressional opinion. It may even be of some
slight assistance to the Administration to be able to rely upon the opinion of its
allies in trying to urge moderation upon Congress.
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147. DEA/50069-A-40

L’ambassadeur aux Etats-Unis
au secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures

Ambassador in United States
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

TELEGRAM WA-3571 Washington, October 2, 1951

ToOP SECRET. IMPORTANT.
Reference: Your EX-1884 of September 27th.

POSSIBLE COURSES OF ACTION IN KOREA

1. I passed on the contents of this message to Messrs. Rusk and Adams at the
State Department yesterday afternoon.

2. Our discussion was chiefly concerned with the proposal that if the armistice
talks break down General Ridgway should be freed from any restrictions on his
ground operations as far north as the neck of Korea. Rusk said that he did not know
what plans had been prepared by the United Nations Command, but he was sure
that Ridgway was fully aware of the political and the military difficulties men-
tioned in your message, which would arise in case a strategic advance were under-
taken to the neck of Korea. Rusk indeed mentioned several additional military
difficulties: First, a general United Nations forward movement could not be under-
taken without substantial reinforcements; secondly, if it succeeded, a United
Nations air action against enemy communications would be gravely impeded
through the shortening of the enemy lines; thirdly, if it succeeded, a United Nations
communications would run through miles of difficult country methodically devas-
tated for many months by our own bombing; fourthly, if it succeeded, the forward
lines would be within easy operations range of jet fighters based in Manchuria.

3. He said that the central object of the United Nations Command continued to be
to cripple the enemy forces, not to capture Korean real estate. If the enemy were to
attempt, without success, another large offensive, this might be the best way of
attaining the object. If they did not do so, the present tactical pattern of creeping
United Nations advances, with the capture of one ridge making desirable the cap-
ture of the next ridge, would presumably continue. There might be also opportuni-
ties for amphibious operations, although anything on the scale of the Inchon
landing would be out of the question without a large number of new troops. The
idea is that the United Nations command should be free to operate up to the waist
without political strings. When General Bradley and Bohlen return from Korea, we
may be able to get additional information.

4. As to possible air action against the Yalu dams and power stations, Rusk
pointed out that rail and road bridges over the Yalu have for long been a standard
target, and the risk of inadvertent bombing on the wrong side of the river would not
be greatly increased by adding as targets the dams and power houses. The restric-
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tions on bombing close to the Soviet frontier are still in effect, although Rashin has
been placed in bounds.

5. This led to a discussion of the marked increase in enemy air activity, which
Mr. Acheson told me on Sunday was causing him great concern. Rusk said that the
nature of the activity had not changed as yet, as it remained defensive in character
and was designed to impede bombing of the road and rail communications in
north-eastern Korea whereby supplies reach the enemy front. More enemy planes
were now being used, and the jet battles with them extended further south than
hitherto, centering more around Siniuju than Sinanju.

6. With regard to the current restrictions on Ridgway’s air operations, Rusk con-
firmed that these conformed with the statement at the end of paragraph 2 of your
EX-1884, with one addition which we have previously reported on several occa-
sions. This is that Ridgway has authority, as a last resort to protect the safety of his
command, to order retaliation outside Korean territory in the event of a massive air
attack. He has orders, however, that he is to secure fresh authority from Washing-
ton if this is at all possible. Rusk commented that he was sure that Ridgway would
do his best to consult Washington, and added that special arrangements had been
laid on for instant consultation between the Defense and State Departments in
event of a massive air attack, and also for consultation between the State Depart-
ment and the embassies of countries with forces in Korea. The expanded enemy air
activity naturally increases the concern that a “massive air attack” might be
unleashed against United Nations ground forces, ships and communications as part
of a new offensive.

7. With regard to United Nations action Rusk recognized the force of our argu-
ment that if an appeal were to be made for further troops it should in the first
instance be addressed to co-operating governments which have not provided any
forces. He confirmed that the proposal for tight restrictions on trade with China did
not contemplate a naval blockade, but did contemplate the sort of policing action
described in my WA-3474 of September 24th.f The general aim would be to
tighten the screws on China by making it more difficult for ships to enter Chinese
ports. He appeared to appreciate our argument that the imposition of a complete
economic embargo might well add to the strains within the alliance against aggres-
sion in Korea.

8. As to the armistice negotiations, Rusk read me a message just received from
Ridgway in which he said that he did not propose to insist that the site of the talks
must be moved from Kaesong. If the enemy would not accept his suggestion to
remove to another site a few miles away — a suggestion which has not been
answered yet — he might propose that the negotiations should be renewed at any
point between the lines which they might choose to designate. Ridgway remains
determined to avoid responsibility for a definite break if one occurs.
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148. DEA/50069-A-40

Note du sous-secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures
pour le secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures

Memorandum from Under-Secretary of State for External Affairs
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

SECRET [Ottawa], October 12, 1951

Attached is a copy of CRO telegram W No. 217 of October 3, 1951,1 concern-
ing the views of the Foreign Office on an article entitled “War and Peace in Korea”
in the London Times of October 1.

2. The Times has argued among other things that “the best hope of success in the
truce talks lies in the United Nations proclaiming its willingness to accept a politi-
cal settlement based on the 38th parallel once the Communists have agreed to an
armistice on the present military line”. The Foreign Office is afraid that the article
may be wrongly interpreted as representing the policy of the United Kingdom Gov-
ernment on Korea and it sets out what in fact is the real position of the government
on this issue. On the particular point quoted it supports General Ridgway’s insis-
tence on the present battleline as the demarcation line between the opposing forces
and says that this line “would then be retained as a temporary frontier between
North and South Korea until a broad political settlement can be reached”.

3. I think that the most important thing about this telegram for us is the clear
indication it gives of the United Kingdom Government’s full support for General
Ridgway’s present stand on the question of the cease-fire line. In view of the agree-
ment of the United States and the United Kingdom on this issue it would seem only
realistic for us to adopt the same attitude.5

AD.P. HEENEY]

149. DEA/50069-A-40

Le secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures
au chef de la délégation a I'Assemblée générale des Nations Unies

Secretary of State for External Affairs
to Chairman, Delegation to United Nations General Assembly

TELEGRAM 27 Ottawa, November 9, 1951

SECRET. IMPORTANT.
Repeat Washington EX-2177; London No. 2014.

8 Note marginale :/Marginal note:
1 agree L.B.P[earson])
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THE KOREAN TRUCE TALKS

Following for the Minister from Reid, Begins: In telegram WA-3916 of November
71 (copy of which is leaving by air courier November 9), Wrong states that,
because the large attendance at the State Department meetings on Korea may make
it difficult for the United States officials to talk freely about the Kaesong dispute,
he is thinking of arranging a private meeting shortly with Rusk, Hickerson, or some
other appropriate officer, to discuss the present situation of the armistice talks but
before doing so he would welcome our views.

2. The situation as reported in the most recent State Department meeting is that
both sides are agreed on the width of the demilitarized zone and on the principle
that the demarcation line should be based on the line of contact of the opposing
forces. However, the Communists are demanding that the demarcation line should
be based on the present line of contact whereas the United Nations negotiators
argue that it should be based on the line of contact at the time of signing of an
armistice. Recent Associated Press reports indicate the Communists may be weak-
ening in their demand.

3. If they give in on this point the main question to be settled concerns possession
of Kaesong. The United Nations’ suggestion to place it in the demilitarized zone
has been rejected by the Communists who continue to insist that the city must be
controlled by them. United Nations side remains firmly opposed to this because of
the military importance of the Kaesong area.

4. It seems to me that if Kaesong is the sole stumbling block the United Nations
should give in, especially since nearly all the concessions hitherto on the cease-fire
line have been made by the Communists.

5. You may wish to discuss this problem with the British and with Mr. Acheson
before authorizing a reply to Wrong. Ends.

150. DEA/50069-A-40

Le chef de la délégation a I’Assemblée générale des Nations Unies
au secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures

Chairman, Delegation to United Nations General Assembly,
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

TELEGRAM 25 Paris, November 12, 1951

SECRET

Reference: Your telegram No. 27, November 9th.

KOREAN TRUCE TALKS
Following for Reid from the Minister, Begins: I have had a talk here with Jessup
about this. It was somewhat inconclusive, except that he reiterated very emphati-
cally that the United States authorities, both in Washington and in the Far East,
sincerely desired the above talks to succeed, and an armistice to be negotiated. I
think it would be useful if you could ask Wrong to discuss the matter with Rusk,
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along the lines of your telegram. I will have a word with Eden and Acheson here at
the first opportunity. Meanwhile you might send the message to Wrong. Ends.*

151 DEA/50069-A-40

Le secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures
a I'ambassadeur aux Etats-Unis

Secretary of State for External Affairs
to Ambassador in United States

TELEGRAM EX-2194 Ottawa, November 13, 1951

SECRET
Reference your WA 3951 of November 9.1

KOREAN TRUCE TALKS

Following from Under-Secretary, Begins: We are particularly interested in para-
graph 8 of your teletype. We, of course, share the concern expressed at the meeting
over the hitch which has developed in the matter of the demarcation line. We
understand the anxiety of the Unified Command that a firm settlement now of the
demarcation line might result in a lessening of military pressure upon the Commu-
nists to reach agreement on all items on the armistice agenda. We can also under-
stand that the effects on the morale of the United Nations troops might be serious if
any ground they gained from now on in the fighting would have to be given up
once an armistice were concluded.

2. We are most interested in the fact that the Unified Command is now tentatively
considering the possibility of proposing a time limit for discussing all other items
of the agenda. We interpret this to mean that the Unified Command would propose
to the Communists that if an armistice agreement is reached before the end of X
days the demarcation line and the demilitarized zone would be based on the
existing line of contact. It seems to us that this is a fruitful suggestion. It has very
great political advantages and unless these advantages are outweighed by military
disadvantages, we hope it can be pursued. You might tell Hickerson this.

% Note marginale :/Marginal note:
Mr. Ronning, See Minister's request & draft message to Wrong please A.D.P.H[eeney] Nov 13
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152. DEA/50069-A-40

Extrait d'un télégramme de I'ambassadeur aux Etats-Unis
au secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures

Extract from Telegram from Ambassador in United States
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

TELEGRAM WA-3971 Washington, November 13, 1951

SECRET
Repeat Permdel No. 489.

KOREA — STATE DEPARTMENT MEETING OF NOVEMBER 13TH

1. There has been no change from the situation as outlined in our message WA-
3951 of November 9th.T At the sub-delegation meetings held from the 9th to the
12th inclusive, both sides maintained their respective positions with regard to the
determination of the military demarcation line. The United Nations sub-delega-
tion’s impression that the Communists would regard agreement on the location of
the demarcation line now as a de facto cease fire is strengthened by the fact that
part of the Communist suggestion is that liaison officers should proceed at once to
mark out an agreed demarcation line in the field, while other items of the agenda
are being discussed.

2. We informed Hickerson of the views expressed in your EX-2194 of November
13th and he appeared to be gratified. He said that serious consideration was being
given to the possibility of making some new suggestion to break the impasse, such
as that of a time limit for discussing all other items of the agenda. He confirmed
your understanding that, if this were done, it would mean that the Unified Com-
mand would propose to the Communists that, if an armistice agreement is reached
before the end of a certain number of days, the demarcation line and the demilita-
rized zone would be based on the existing line of contact. Hickerson said that, if the
present deadlock continues, he would hope that there might be a development of
this sort within the next day or so. He observed that the United Nations and Com-
munist positions were sufficiently close that the Unified Command would expect to
see continuance of efforts at progress towards an armistice, if there is any reasona-
ble way of guarding against stalling by the Communists during the remainder of
the negotiations.
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153. DEA/50069-A-40

Le secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures
au chef de la délégation a I’Assemblée générale des Nations Unies

Secretary of State for External Affairs
to Chairman, Delegation to United Nations General Assembly

TELEGRAM 37 Ottawa, November 14, 1951

Repeat London No. 2050; Washington EX-2209.
Reference: Your telegram No. 25 of November 12.

KOREAN TRUCE TALKS

Following for the Minister from Under-Secretary, Begins: Your telegram under ref-
erence has been transmitted to Wrong to authorize him to go ahead with talks con-
cerning Kaesong.

2. Meantime, he has reported in his message WA-3951 of November 9,T which is
going to you by bag, that the deadlock over the degree of definiteness with which
the cease-fire line should be agreed upon continues. A Communist proposal to
agree on a fixed line now subject to alteration at the time of signing the armistice
was rejected by the United Nations negotiators because the Communists would
have a veto over any proposed changes and would not be required to accept altera-
tions no matter how reasonable those alterations might be. Hickerson referred again
to the serious problem which the United Nations commanders would have with the
morale of their men if United Nations troops should have to advance over ground
which they now were committed to give up. He also said that the United Nations
sub-delegation had the “impression” that it was implicit in the Communist proposal
that there should be a cessation of fighting when the question of a demarcation line
and a demilitarized zone had been agreed upon and before a settlement of other
items on the agenda.

3. Replying to expressions of conccrn over the hitch which has developed in the
matter of the demarcation line, Hickerson said that the Unified Command and the
State Department have been giving serious thought to the problem and to what
might be the way out. Since the Unified Command has anxiety that the firm settle-
ment of the demarcation line and the demilitarized zone now might result in a les-
sening of military pressure upon the Communists to reach agreement on all items
in the armistice agenda, a possibility now tentatively being considered is to propose
a time limit for discussion of other items of the agenda.

4. The suggestion for a time limit seemed to present an equitable solution and I
have, therefore, sent Wrong a message, the text of which is contained in my imme-
diately following telegram.t Ends.
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154. DEA/50069-A-40

L’ambassadeur aux Etats-Unis
au secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures

Ambassador in United States
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

TELEGRAM WA-4061 Washington, November 23, 1951
Repeat Permdel No. 506.

KOREA

1. Following is text of the agreement on designating the cease-fire line concluded
on November 23 by subdelegations Panmunjom:

Quote. 1. The principle is accepted that the actual line of contact between both
sides (as determined under either paragraph two or three, as appropriate) will be
made the military demarcation 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, determined by the subdele-
gations on the basis of the above stated principle and in accordance with the pre-
sent line of contact as indicated in the attached map and explanatory notes, the
military demarcation line and demilitarized zone shall not be changed, regardless of
whatever changes may occur in the actual line of contact between both sides.

3. In view of the fact that hostilities will continue until the signing of the Armi-
stice 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
specific location of the military demarcation line and the demilitarized zone as
determined in paragraph two above, the subdelegations shall revise, immediately
prior to the signing of the Military Armistice Agreement, the above military demar-
cation line and the demilitarized zone in accordance with the changes which have
occurred in the actual line of contact between both sides so that the revised military
demarcation line will coincide exactly with the line of contact between both sides
immediately prior to the signing of the Military Armistice Agreement and will con-
stitute the military demarcation line for the duration of the military armistice.
Unquote.

2. My immediately following teletypet refers.
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155. DEA/50069-A-40

Le secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures
au chef de la délégation a I’Assemblée générale des Nations Unies

Secretary of State for External Affairs
to Chairman, Delegation to United Nations General Assembly

TELEGRAM 95 Ottawa, December 1, 1951

TOP SECRET. IMMEDIATE.

Repeat London No. 2149; Washington EX-2308.
Following is text of telegram Circular Y. No. 668 of November 30, 1951 from the
Secretary of State for Commonwealth Relations, London, Begins: Korea.

Repeated Delhi, Karachi and Colombo.

My immediately preceding telegram.t

Following is text of telegram to Rome, Begins: Your telegrams Nos. 653 and 654.
Please arrange to convey communication in following terms as soon as possible

to Acheson, if available, or failing him, Lovett and Bradley.

2. I have discussed with my colleagues the suggestions made at our meeting in
Rome on the evening of 28th November about the next steps in the Korean armi-
stice talks. We are most grateful to Mr. Acheson and his colleagues for taking us
into their confidence as they did and we are most anxious to keep in very close
touch on this matter.

3. We think that the United Nations negotiators should continue to press for the
most effective possible supervision arrangements. They might try for joint inspec-
tion teams at key points or failing this for supervision teams led by neutrals (e.g.
Scandinavians). We realize however that it may prove impossible to get any satis-
factory arrangements and that if the talks are not to be allowed to break down Ridg-
way may have to proceed on the assumption that the Communists are acting in
good faith. In that event we agree that on conclusion of an armistice he should
report back to the United Nations that it has not been possible to agree on what he
considers adequate supervision arrangements, but that in order to bring hostilities
to an end he has accepted arrangements, the effectiveness of which depend entirely
on the bona fides of the other side.

4. We agree that in that event warning statements should be issued about the very
serious consequences which would arise from a major breach of the armistice
arrangements by the Communists. I do not consider that the warnings should be
made only by the United States and United Kingdom nor do I think that a collec-
tive statement by the United Nations would be practicable. It seems to me that the
statements should be made by the United States, United Kingdom and as many as
possible of the countries contributing forces. These warning statements should be
in very general terms and in our view should if possible be identical. It would be
unwise to be precise about the nature of the counter action which we should feel
obliged to take but we might for example say that in the event of such a major
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breach it might prove impossible to localise hostilities as hitherto. We should of
course like to discuss the draft.

5. We agree that such a major breach of the armistice agreement would confront
us with an entirely new situation which might well necessitate more drastic mea-
sures on the part of the United Nations forces but we do not think we should at this
stage commit ourselves as to what precise measures should be taken.

6. Our preliminary views on the two measures mentioned by the Americans are:

(a) Naval blockade of China. China is not dependent to any real extent upon
seaborne imports for the maintenance of her present war effort in Korea and in the
short term this war effort could be maintained in the face of a sea blockade as a
combination of the overland supplies from the U.S.S.R. and the production of
China’s own war industry. Admiralty do not feel that a sea blockade would produce
effective results except over years rather than months. They also feel that unless the
Soviet ports were included it would be futile. This last point has to my mind raised
the gravest issue as it would be direct hostile (corrupt group) against the Soviet
Union which is exactly what we are both so anxious to avoid. Therefore we are not
at all convinced that a sea blockade would be a useful measure.

(b) Bombing north of the Yalu. Neither are our staffs sure that decisive results
would follow from the bombing of the Chinese airfields and bases and junctions
across the Yalu. However we would much rather proceed in this way than by the
sea blockade. It is here to be noted that munitions sent through Soviet ports might
be intercepted in this way.

7. We would like the United States and United Kingdom Chiefs of Staff to dis-
cuss these matters in detail between them and our people over with you are fully
briefed on the details.

8. We are sending you shortly a notet on trade with China. Our information is
somewhat different from yours.

9. I know you will understand that we must inform Canada, Australia, New Zea-
land and South Africa of these exchanges. Ends.

Ends.

156. DEA/50069-A-40

Le secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures
au chef de la délégation a I’Assemblée générale des Nations Unies

Secretary of State for External Affairs
to Chairman, Delegation to United Nations General Assembly
TELEGRAM 96 Ottawa, December 1, 1951

Topr SECRET. IMMEDIATE.

Repeat London No. 2150; Washington EX-2309.
Following is text of telegram Circular Y. No. 664 of November 29, 1951 from The
Secretary of State for Commonwealth Relations, London, Begins: Korea.
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My immediately preceding telegram.}
Following is text of Rome telegram No. 653 of 29th November, Begins: Following
for Prime Minister from Secretary of State.

Mr. Acheson asked to see me this evening (November 28th) about Korea. The
meeting was attended on his side by Lovett, Bradley and Pace and 1 was accompa-
nied by the Secretary of State for Air, C.A.S., V.C1.G.S. and Sir William Elliot.

2. Acheson said that since agreement had now been reached on Item 2 of the
armistice negotiations (the line for the cease-fire) the negotiators would now have
to deal with Item 3 (the question of supervision). On this the American view had
originally been that they should hold out for a very strict and complete system of
inspection. They had now reached the conclusion that there was little prospect of
persuading the Communists to agree to supervision strict enough fully to safeguard
the security of the United Nations forces. It was not in the character of a Commu-
nist regime to accept inspection on the scale which would be necessary. The Amer-
icans therefore considered that it might be necessary to reduce our demand in this
respect and the security of the United Nations forces would then demand some
other form of safeguard. They had in mind to make a statement if an armistice were
agreed upon to the effect that a breach of that armistice by the Communist forces
would be a very serious matter and would make impossible the localisation of the
subsequent conflict. In Mr. Acheson’s words we should make it clear that if the
Communists broke the armistice “we should have to go after them”. In Berlin we
were secured against attack not by the forces at our command but by the knowledge
that if our forces were attacked this would be regarded as an attack upon the North
Atlantic Treaty Allies. In Korea if an armistice were agreed upon we should want
to reduce our troops there. But having regard to the ability of the Chinese to rein-
force in Manchuria and North Korea we could only do this if we could command
an effective deterrent. If the arrangements for inspection were inadequate to guar-
antee us against a Communist build-up in North Korea we could only be safe-
guarded by a knowledge on the part of the Communists that “if they jump on us
they will be for it”.

3. General Bradley said that there were five possible degrees of inspection:

(a) Completely adequate inspection;

(b) Inspection by teams at key points of entry and rail centres;

(c) Area inspection by joint teams;

(d) Inspection within a limited area say twenty-five miles back from the demarca-
tion (group undecypherable);

(e) Inspection within the demilitarised zone (four km. back from the line).

The last two would be quite inadequate since the Communists could build up an
aggressive potential twenty-five miles back and without the present methods of
interdiction they could develop effective rail communications and airfields in
Korea for a powerful offensive thrust. Even with complete inspection facilities
throughout North Korea our forces would not be safe for two reasons; first because
an air threat could be developed north of the Yalu River and second because we
could not demand that the rail communications in North Korea remain in the state
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of disruption to which our present air offensive had brought them. We had con-
stantly forced the powerful Chinese offensive forces back on to their heels by our
interdiction methods and once these were stopped there would be nothing to pre-
vent them from building up a great offensive strength.

4. We were therefore faced with a choice of two courses. Either we must insist on
the fullest measure of inspection (and even this as General Bradley had explained
would not be 100 per cent effective) or we must admit that the Communists would
never agree to such methods — if so we must adopt a policy of taking their good
intentions to a certain extent on trust and let it be known that if they should violate
the armistice “no holds would be barred”. By this he had in mind a blockade of
China and the bombing of bases in Manchuria and China.

5. In reply to my questions Lovett and Bradley repeated that it could not (repeat
not) be part of the armistice terms that the Communists must refrain from repairing
the rail communications and airfields in North Korea.

6. Mr. Acheson then said that General Ridgway should of course begin on Item 3
by trying to obtain the greatest possible measure of inspection. If he could get a
degree of inspection which he regarded as adequate for the security of his forces
well and good. If however he was obliged to retreat from this position (which he
would certainly do slowly) he would want to know whether there was any alterna-
tive assurance of security. He ought to be given confidentially the assurance that it
would be made plain to the Communists after the armistice had been concluded
that treachery on their part would involve the serious consequences described
above.

7.1 asked whether it was suggested that these serious consequences would follow
minor infringements of the armistice terms. Mr. Acheson replied this was certainly
not his idea. The situation would arise only in case of “a major attack on the forces
of the United Nations”. General Bradley confirmed this. Nor did he mean that any
announcement of this kind should be made while the armistice negotiations were in
progress; all that was necessary in that period was that General Ridgway should
know that he could accept a lesser degree of inspection than he would otherwise
require because of the intention to issue (group undecypherable) warning which he
had in mind.

8. In further discussion the Americans admitted that the need for a warning of
this kind might continue for a very long time. On the other hand once an armistice
was signed the likelihood would be that the danger of a violation would fade away.
The longer the armistice was in force the more difficult politically would it be for
the Communists to renew the war. General Bradley said that in his opinion the
Communists would be unlikely to violate the armistice; they had suffered enough
in the Korean war and he did not think they would want to begin fighting again at
least until the disparity of force in the area had become a very great temptation. Mr.
Acheson said that what was required was to make it clear to the Chinese that a
renewal of fighting after the armistice this time would be far more serious than
their incursion into the Korean war in 1950 and that it could in fact “be the
trigger”.
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9. I asked what the Americans wanted us to do and how soon they wanted deci-
sions from us. I assumed that the first thing needed was some guidance to General
Ridgway as to how he should proceed if he was held up in the negotiations over
supervision. They replied that this item would probably come up within the next
two or three days and that there might be three or four days sparring round the
subject after which the moment for decision would arrive. 1 said that I would talk
the matter over with you and let Acheson have our views at the earliest possible
moment. He thanked me and said that he was certainly not expecting an answer
from me today.

10. In pursuing the matter further I said that it seemed to me there were three
stages (a) the advice we should give confidentially to General Ridgway (b) the
statement we should make after the armistice was concluded; and (c) the agreement
we require to reach among ourselves as to precisely what measures we would con-
template taking in the event of the warning being ignored and an attack being made
on our troops.

Mr. Acheson agreed. As regards the statement he thought that we ought to be
able to find some formula based on what had been said in the case of Berlin i.e.
that an attack on the United Nations forces in Korea would be regarded as an attack
on the Nations participating. He was doubtful however whether it would be possi-
ble to bring the United Nations into it. Nor did he think that the statement should
specify in any way what action would follow a breach of the armistice; it should
rather be a general statement designed to make the Chinese Government and people
conscious of the grave consequences of any treachery. There could be no time limi-
tation placed upon it nor should it involve us in any unlimited future commitment.

11. As regards stage three the Americans repeated in reply to my questions that a
blockade of China should be a part of the action. The number of ships entering
Chinese ports had doubled in the past year and such measure would undoubtedly
hit the Chinese very hard. I said that I doubted the wisdom and efficacy of such
methods. The Americans added that bombing attacks beyond the Yalu would also
undoubtedly be necessary. When asked whether this meant simply bombing the
airfields from which Communist aircraft were now operating just north of the river
the Americans said that it certainly meant much more than this. No mention was
made of atomic attacks.

12. 1 thanked them for consulting us in this way and said that I assumed they
would continue to consult us on the lines already agreed between us.

13. Mr. Acheson said he would be in Rome until Monday. I said that I would try
to send the comments of His Majesty’s Government on these matters on Friday.
Ends.

Ends.
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157. DEA/50069-A-40

Le secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures
au chef de la délégation a I'Assemblée générale des Nations Unies

Secretary of State for External Affairs
to Chairman, Delegation to United Nations General Assembly

TELEGRAM 97 Ottawa, December 1, 1951

TOP SECRET. IMMEDIATE.

Repeat London No. 2151; Washington EX-2310.
Following is text of telegram Circular Y. No. 665 of November 29, 1951 from The
Secretary of State for Commonwealth Relations, London, Begins:

My immediately preceding telegram.
Following is text of Rome telegram No. 654 of 29th November, Begins: Following
for Prime Minister from Secretary of State. Korea.

Conversation with Acheson, Lovett, Bradley and Pace recorded in my immedi-
ately preceding telegram has left me with following impressions.

2. The Americans want an armistice and are prepared, in order to get it, to accept
arrangements for supervision which they fear will be unsatisfactory. But they feel
bound to take precautions against infringement of the armistice in the form of a
major attack by the Communists which they might not be able to foresee owing to
inadequate supervision arrangements. Even so, like us, they doubt whether the
Communists will break the armistice since they believe that the Chinese have had
enough.

3. Finally the Americans left me in no doubt that the United States would rise in
its wrath if there was a major attack. They clearly feel that the American adminis-
tration could not hold the position against the clamour of public opinion.

4. I promised Acheson that I would let him and his colleagues know our consid-
ered views as soon as possible. What they seek is to assure Ridgway that if he
cannot get satisfactory terms on supervision he is to work for an armistice nonethe-
less keeping at the back of his mind that if the Communists broke the armistice by
a major attack drastic measures against China would be taken. We also need to give
United States Government in the near future our reaction to the proposal that
immediately after the conclusion of an armistice there should be an announcement
in general terms of the serious consequences which must flow from a major
infringement.

5. Meantime I suggest that Chiefs of Staff might be instructed to examine and
report (a) on the actions that would be desirable (if the occasion should arise)
against the Communist air force and their bases north of the Yalu and (b) on the
implications of naval blockade. Ends.

Ends.
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158. DEA/50069-A-40

Le chef de la délégation a I’Assemblée générale des Nations Unies
au secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures

Chairman, Delegation to United Nations General Assembly,
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

TELEGRAM 126 Paris, December 3, 1951

ToOP SECRET
Reference: Your telegrams Nos. 95, 96 and 97.

KOREA

I have read these with much interest and some anxiety. Mr. Eden had told us in
Rome that Acheson had talked to him about Korea along the lines of the Cornmon-
wealth Relations Office messages. I was somewhat worried, after a talk Eden had
had with Heeney about the meeting, lest Acheson felt that in talking to Eden he
was passing on the information in question not only to the United Kingdom but the
Commonwealth. I was also somewhat surprised that Acheson, in discussing Korean
matters, which are of especial interest to Canada, did not include us in the discus-
sion so that we could get the United States views first-hand. I think it would be
desirable that our Ambassador in Washington should let the Americans know that
we expect direct consultation on a matter of this kind, which is of such immediate
importance to us. Otherwise, we may find that the United Kingdom and the United
States have agreed on a course of action, and even on a form of announcement,
which we will be asked to accept unaltered; or without sufficient time to make our
views known.

2. The issues involved in the proposed United States procedure are, of course,
very far-reaching, and deserve the most careful consideration by every government
concerned. I am not now commenting on the American suggestions themselves, but
am merely indicating my anxiety lest, in the absence of direct information from
Washington, we may be confronted with decisions reached in London and Wash-
ington and which we will be expected to accept unaltered.

3. It may well be, of course, that Acheson expects the United Kingdom to take
these matters up with other Commonwealth countries. But this, of course, is not
nearly so satisfactory as direct discussions both with Washington and London, and I
think that Washington should be informed of that fact.

4. T will, of course, have a chance to talk about these matters with Eden and
Ismay when I reach London. Meanwhile, I thought you should have my prelimi-
nary reaction to the messages in question.
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159. DEA/50069-A-40

Le chef de la délégation a I'Assemblée générale des Nations Unies
au secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures

Chairman, Delegation to United Nations General Assembly,
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

TELEGRAM 130 Paris, December 3, 1951

ToOP SECRET. IMMEDIATE.
Reference: My telegram No. 126 of December 3.

KOREA

I suggest that something along the following lines be sent immediately to Wrong
for purposes of discussion with the State Department. It represents my preliminary
thoughts on the problem raised by Mr. Acheson in Rome. While our views should
be made known to the Americans, it might be left to Wrong’s discretion as to how
he presents them, Begins:

2. I realize that the formula which the United States is seeking to meet any seri-
ous breach of the armistice, is important. The United States willingness to allow
Ridgway to accept less than 100 percent inspection is commendable and realistic. |
am somewhat encouraged in addition by Bradley’s assessment that the Communists
may have had enough. My worry is, however, that insufficient attention may be
given to the possibility of a major war in the desire to bring about a speedy armi-
stice without insisting on adequate inspection.

3. It is not too clear from the telegrams we have received whether General Ridg-
way would be given freedom to reopen unlimited hostilities only if the Communists
made a major attack on United Nations forces or whether he would be free to do so
if the build-up of Chinese forces behind the lines were sufficiently dangerous in his
opinion to jeopardize his military position. You might seek clarification on this.

4. I agree that the immediate problem seems to break down into the stages sug-
gested by Mr. Eden in paragraph 10 of telegram No. 96 of December 1st (EX-2309
to Washington). The first stage, instructions to General Ridgway, will set the pat-
tern for what follows. For that reason, some use should be made of the arrange-
ments which exist in Washington for liaison with governments which have troops
in Korea. The necessity of immediate instructions is obvious, but the time element
scarcely counterbalances the gravity of the decision to be taken. My preliminary
thought on the specific question of inspection is that every effort should be made to
get the Communists at least to accept inspection teams led by bona fide “neutrals”.
Representatives of the Scandinavian countries or of India might be acceptable.

5. The second stage, the declaration to be made at the conclusion of the armistice,
offers difficulties of both form and substance. I am not clear whether the United
States envisages a single United States declaration, a United States-United King-
dom declaration, or a United States-Commonwealth declaration. I am not con-
vinced, in spite of what appears to be the United States view, that the United
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Nations could not be associated more directly with some such declaration. 1 see
merit in the United Kingdom suggestion contained in paragraph 3 of telegram No.
95 of December 2 (EX-2308 to Washington). Such a report by Ridgway might lead
to the adoption of a resolution by the General Assembly, noting with satisfaction
the report and agreeing that any breach of the armistice would involve very serious
consequences for those responsible for such a breach. It seems highly desirable to
associate the United Nations with the settlement phase of the Korean war, when
such an effort has always been made to associate it with the action in Korea. I
attach as you know great importance to maintaining the United Nations character
of the operations in Korea.

6. In considering the idea of a declaration along the lines suggested by the United
States, I am not completely convinced that it would be the best way to achieve what
is required. It makes sense to leave the Chinese in no doubt as to the consequences
of a breach of the armistice. Yet such a formal statement as I gather the United
States would wish to make may be unnecessarily (provoking?) an already high-
developed Chinese sensitivity. It seems to me worth examining the possibility of
making the point just as effectively to the Chinese military representatives in the
course of the discussions. Such a point would certainly get to the press of the
world, and if the suggestion contained in paragraph 5 above could be implemented,
the main purpose would be achieved. I am certainly anxious to avoid the necessity
of Canada making an individual statement of the type under consideration.

7. 1 believe we might support the United Kingdom view as to the inefficacy of
naval blockade. I am further of the opinion the bombing beyond the Yalu is itself
no magic device to bring the Chinese to terms. In considering specific measures,
however, I would wish to have a good deal of clarification of the implication in
paragraph 11 of telegram No. 96 of December 1 (EX-2309 to Washington) that
bombing beyond the Yalu would be but the opening move in carrying the war to
Continental China.

8. You will realize our interest in obtaining as soon as possible a first-hand
account of United States views on these questions from United States officials. If
this can be secured before I reach London on Thursday, December 6, so much the
better.

160. DEA/50069-A-40

Le secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures
au chef de la délégation a I’Assemblée générale des Nations Unies

Secretary of State for External Affairs
to Chairman, Delegation to United Nations General Assembly
TELEGRAM 115 Ottawa, December 5, 1951

ToOP SECRET. IMMEDIATE.

Repeat Washington EX-2331; London No. 2174.
Reference: Your telegrams 126 and 130 of December 3, 1951.
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KOREA

Following for Minister from Acting Under-Secretary, Begins: Your telegrams
under reference have been relayed to Washington for the action of the Ambassador.
In making the following observations my purpose is to develop our own thinking
on a number of problems rather than to provide specific questions which Mr.
Wrong might ask the State Department.

2. There are some points which are raised in paragraph 3 of your message 130
which are not fully met in paragraph 7 of telegram Y. No. 664 (repeated to you as
my No. 96). The point as we see it is not only the distinction between a major and
minor infringement of armistice terms, a point on which Mr. Acheson reassured
Mr. Eden, but also whether the United States military might not consider that a
massive and challenging build-up on the part of the enemy would justify action
which would, if postponed, expose U.N. forces to greater hazards when the enemy
finally launches his attack. In the event of a violation of the armistice terms, while
the U.N. command in Korea will naturally be fully aware of an attack, there might
be a practical problem as to what body, if any, should be set up to judge the nature
and extent of any violation. Not only will the inspection teams be confined to spe-
cific localities but they might not be in an area where they could be a witness to an
enemy attack. Even if there were “neutral” inspection teams which might also be
charged with the responsibility for judging the nature of armistice violations, would
the U.S., for example, feel that their decision should be binding and final? Alter-
nately, would it be desirable to create a U.N. commission specifically for the pur-
pose of acting as a watch-dog over the armistice terms?

3. The proposal for a declaration as discussed in paragraph 5 of your No. 130
raises a number of problems:

(1) A declaration made solely by the U.S. Government. This seems to raise seri-
ous objections. It will provide the Communist world with an attractive propaganda
target in that they can argue that here at last is clearly shown the U.S. monopoly in
the Korean operation.

(2) A declaration by the U.S. and a number of Commonwealth governments. This
also would be undesirable as it would ignore a number of effective allies in the
Korean struggle; further it would be impossible to get Commonwealth unanimity,
and hence it might end up with only non-Asian members of the Commonwealth
subscribing, thereby again providing propaganda ammunition.

(3) A declaration by those governments with troops in Korea. This would
strengthen what I believe to be a dangerous tendency to perpetuate within the U.N.
a distinction between those governments which not only vote against aggression
but are expected to bear the burden of implementation and those which merely
vote.

(4) A declaration by all UN. governments which have voted in support of the
U.N. action in Korea. The objection to this is that the influence of a number of
countries which have not as direct a stake in the issue as others, and which there-
fore might act irresponsibly would come into play. Moreover, in order to achieve
anything like unanimity, such a declaration might have to be so carefully tailored
that it would not resemble the original design fashioned by the sponsoring govern-
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ments. It thus seems to me that no combination of governments within the U.N.
provides a happy grouping to be the signatories of such a declaration.

4. 1 agree that we would wish to have clarification of paragraph 11 of telegram Y.
No. 664 as requested in your paragraph 7. I am fully aware of course that it will be
difficult for Mr. Wrong to secure authoritative commentaries on this paragraph by
consulting the State Department, particularly in the absence of Mr. Acheson. We
are entitled, however, to explore in our own thinking what might be the meaning of
such language as “no holds barred”. My impression is that this definitely envisages
the fullest possible use of the dreadful panoply of modern war. Although the U.S.
officials did not mention the use of atomic weapons against China to Mr. Eden,
neither did they rule it out. While I am somewhat puzzled as to why the British
would prefer, for example, the bombing of Manchuria to a naval blockade of
China, it seems clear that the answer to this lies not so much in what type of attack
on China is most effective from a military point of view as an estimate of what
actions, e.g., naval blockade or air attacks on bases and lines of communications in
Manchuria, would be more likely than others to bring the U.S.S.R. fully into the
war.

5. From these preliminary views you will see that I feel, at the present at least,
that there appear to be serious objections to a declaration such as that contemplated
by the U.S. There remains the possibility raised by you in your paragraph 6 of
injecting the substance of such a declaration into the cease-fire talks with the
expectation that it would very soon be made public through the world press. This
would have to be done most skilfully to avoid giving the other side what might
appear a good pretence to break off the talks or to utilize the statement for effective
propaganda purposes. It has the advantage, however, that since it will not be given
as a public declaration with all the consequent obligations, it will not tie the hands
of governments subscribing to it and thereby tend to make their policy rigid and
inflexible.

6. On this point we think that the analogy between the proposed declaration on
Korea and the one on Germany which has already been made is dangerous. Ger-
many is of such extreme importance strategically that we are right to threaten a
general war if Western Germany is attacked. Korea is of such minor importance,
strategically, that it might well be unwise to promise in advance that if Southern
Korea is attacked we would conduct a general war against China regardless of the
strategic situation which might exist in other parts of the world at the time of the
attack. We should also keep in mind the point which Mr. Schuman made in Rome
that a guarantee to Southern Korea might conceivably be interpreted by the Chi-
nese Communists as a signal that it would be safe for them to go ahead in Indo
China.

7. While on the whole, therefore, I am sceptical of the wisdom of the proposed
declaration, 1 feel I should mention some points in its favour. First, it may be a
convenient device by which the U.S. Administration can sell the armistice more
effectively to the U.S. public and, at the same time, muzzle the opposition which
will be always ready to cry appeasement. It will also make it easier for those gov-
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ernments with troops in Korea to proceed with withdrawal at a comparatively early
stage.

8. Since we were first informed of the U.S. views on this matter by the U.K. High
Commissioner’s Office here, I trust that you would have no objection if we keep
them informed of our thinking on the whole question.

161. DEA/50069-A-40

L’ambassadeur aux Etats-Unis
au secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures

Ambassador in United States
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

TELEGRAM WA-4149 Washington, December 5, 1951

TOP SECRET. IMMEDIATE.

Repeat London No. 2179.
Reference: Your EX-2321 of December 4th.}

KOREA

1. I have discussed the substance of the Minister’s telegram 130 from Paris with
Hickerson, who is the senior officer now at the State Department working on the
armistice negotiations. His comments follow on each paragraph using the same par-
agraph numbers.

2. He pointed out that there can be no such thing as one hundred percent inspec-
tion even if the full United Nations military desiderata were met by the Commu-
nists. The most obvious illustration is that the armistice can in no way prevent or
limit Communist ground and air build-up in Manchuria, and also that it would be
impossible with the most complete inspection we could contemplate to prevent sub-
stantial infiltration of men and supplies across the Yalu.

3. He assured me, as indeed seems evident from paragraph 7 of Mr. Eden’s report
repeated in your EX-2309 of December 1st, that the present proposals related only
to the action to be taken in the event of a major attack on United Nations forces. He
added that if during the armistice there was convincing evidence through build-up
in Manchuria (or indeed in Korea) that an attack was imminent, counter measures
might have to be taken, but this possibility was not included in the current
negotiations.

4. The State Department is not willing at this stage to bring up the questions at
issue at the regular meetings of representatives of governments with forces in
Korea for fear of a leak. They would also later on not be prepared to discuss in that
forum the military measures which might be taken in the event of an attack,
although they are prepared to discuss a warning declaration. During the last two
days the situation about neutral observers has changed, and it is reported today that
the Communists have suggested as possible countries of origin Czechoslovakia,
Poland, Switzerland, Sweden and Denmark.
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5. The State Department has in mind that the declaration on conclusion of the
armistice should preferably be made collectively by the sixteen countries with com-
batant troops in Korea, and the United States Ambassador in London was
instructed last night so to inform Mr. Eden. They favour the association in some
way or other of the United Nations with a declaration on these lines, but believe
that the initiative must be taken by the sixteen countries. They think that Ridgway’s
report on the conclusion of an armistice should go both to the General Assembly
and to the Security Council, and that the Assembly at least might in receiving it
endorse the substance of the declaration on consequences of a breach. They realize
that to secure without elaborate negotiations an agreed text of the declaration even
among the sixteen countries will mean that it must be concise and general in its
terms. There is thus no difference between their view and ours of the desirability of
associating the United Nations, and they are giving thought to the best means of
doing it.

6. Hickerson sees difficulties in the way of giving a general warning to the Chi-
nese and North Koreans only in the course of the armistice discussions. This would
lack the weight of a joint declaration by the governments concerned and would also
introduced an element of chance in the publicity it would receive. I emphasized that
Mr. Pearson would be anxious to avoid making a separate statement of this sort on
behalf of the Canadian Government.

7. Hickerson commented that a major attack in violation of the armistice would
in effect constitute a new war. It is impossible to agree in advance on the extent of
the military action that might have to be taken by the United Nations forces, as the
prime necessity would be to protect their security. All that can be discussed at this
stage is the initial action following such an attack. The United States government
continues to favour both bombing beyond the Yalu and a naval blockade. (I think
that Hickerson himself has doubts about the value of the naval blockade, at any rate
as an initial step.) As to air action, what they have in mind here is attacking Chi-
nese air bases wherever this would be most likely to damage their use of air power
and also communications and supply depots. They are seeking agreement with the
United Kingdom now only on the minimum steps initially required.

8. With reference to Mr. Pearson’s message No. 126 of December 3rd repeated in
your EX-2322, the position as stated by Hickerson is that they feel it necessary to
work out a general understanding with the United Kingdom before taking into their
confidence all the other countries with combat forces in Korea. He readily assured
me, however, that the State Department would keep the Embassy directly informed
of developments. Certainly Mr. Acheson did not consider that Canada was being
indirectly consulted as a result of his discussion with Mr. Eden in Rome. Indeed,
they are mildly plaintive here that the British promptly informed “the old Domin-
tons”, although they are quite ready to give Canada special treatment. They wish to
keep the discussions at present on a very secret basis until they are sufficiently
advanced to bring in the French in particular and others as well. They will not,
however, discuss with all the countries with forces in Korea possible future opera-
tions in the event of a breach of an armistice for fear of dangerous leaks.

9. 1 shall send further comments tomorrow.
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162. DEA/50069-A-40

Le chef de la délégation a I'Assemblée générale des Nations Unies
au secrétaire d'Etat aux Affaires extérieures

Chairman, Delegation to United Nations General Assembly,
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

TELEGRAM 152 Paris, December 6, 1951

SECRET. IMMEDIATE.

Repeat London No. 269.
Reference: Our telegram No. 130 of December 3.

KOREA

Mr. Pearson and two members of the delegation had an hour’s talk last evening
with Gross and Ross of the United States delegation on the subject of Korea. Atten-
tion was given to both the immediate problem of negotiations in Korea and action
in the United Nations in the post-armistice period. It was an informal talk and Mr.
Pearson advanced a number of ideas especially as to future action in the United
Nations with respect to Korea. An attempt has been made below to set out in some
logical sequence the main points made in the conversation. It will be appreciated
that the conversation did not proceed in this orderly fashion and that no attempt
was made to exhaust the possibilities of any single suggestion.

Present Negotiations in Korea

2. The Minister made it clear that Mr. Acheson’s consultations with Mr. Eden in
Rome were not to be thought of as adequate consultation with ourselves or other
members of the Commonwealth and said that we were consulting the State Depart-
ment through Wrong. Gross seemed to appreciate the point. Some of the sugges-
tions made in our telegram under reference were repeated to Gross and special
emphasis was laid on the idea that every attempt should be made to have any decla-
ration along the proposed lines made within the framework of the United Nations
insofar as that was possible. We got the general impression that United States
thinking on the proposed declaration was neither as firm or as extreme as was at
first suggested in Mr. Eden’s telegrams.

3. We agreed that every effort should be made to achieve inspection procedures
as satisfactory as possible to the Unified Command. Whatever these procedures
might be, it was agreed that some warning of the consequences of a major breach
of the armistice would have to be given to the Chinese. However, Mr. Pearson
argued that any such declaration should not spell out the specific consequences of a
breach but rather should be general in character. He urged the good sense of mak-
ing the declaration here and the further value of its being contained in a General
Assembly resolution. There was no opposition offered to the suggestion nor was
there any expression of warm agreement by Gross. In answer to specific question-
ing, Gross left us with the impression that the United States does not envisage
admitting any discussion of the future of Korea or of the political problems of the
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Far East under Item 5 (Recommendations to Governments) of the immediate
agenda in Korea. In his opinion such a development would reintroduce the old
controversy (on which in his opinion our side had now won its point) as to whether
a cease-fire should precede or follow negotiations on the future status of Korea and
related Far Eastern problems.

Action in the United Nations

4. Gross made it a point to tell us that he had obtained specific clearance from
Washington to talk on this subject with Mr. Pearson before the latter’s departure
from Paris. He said he had not discussed the question with any other delegations,
including the United Kingdom on French delegations. After this introduction, the
substance of his remarks was somewhat disappointing, although an opportunity
was afforded for Mr. Pearson to make a number of informal suggestions as to pos-
sible future courses of action.

5. Gross said that United States views on action in the United Nations in the post-
armistice period were not yet firm and that the State Department and the Pentagon
were discussing the problem as a matter with urgent priority. We understood from
his words, however, that the United States considered a thorough airing of the sub-
ject in the United Nations to be desirable. The United States envisaged a report by
Ridgway to the Security Council along the lines already familiar to us; i.e., a report
indicating that in the interests of achieving an armistice the Unified Command had
accepted inspection procedures which were not completely satisfactory to it. An
anodyne resolution might then be introduced which would merely note the report
with satisfaction. There was some division of opinion within the State Department
as to whether such a resolution should reaffirm earlier Security Council and Gen-
eral Assembly resolutions on the subject of Korea. Gross believed that, in the inter-
ests of preventing a Soviet veto, reference to these earlier resolutions might be
omitted. He thought this view might prevail.

6. There could be no question of the Security Council in this resolution relin-
quishing its interest in the subject, nor should the resolution have anything to say
concerning the future of the Unified Command. (This approach is similar to that
which was discussed in parallel informal Commonwealth talks which are being
reported separately.) A second resolution might be introduced in the Security
Council which would transfer consideration of the post-armistice settlement in
Korea to the General Assembly. Gross believed that if the Soviet Union was inter-
ested in stopping the fighting in Korea it might not use its veto to prevent the
passage of such a resolution. Gross was of the opinion that the discussion of the
present Korean item should be delayed for the time being, and in addition that
some decision should be taken to prevent discussion of Korea (at present it would
be discussed not only under Item 17 but also under Item 67, the Soviet item on the
agenda) until a cease-fire agreement had been reached in Korea.

7. It was apparent that beyond this point, United States thinking is not firm, and
Gross was anxious to have Mr. Pearson’s views. From what Gross said, it seemed
likely, however, that the United States:

(a) Would be unwilling to agree to any machinery which would involve a confer-
ence of spokesmen of governments in formal session, since this would raise not
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only the United States problem with respect to the Communist Chinese Govern-
ment but also the problems of the position of the R.O.K. Government, the North
Korean Government, and the Chinese Nationalist Government;

(b) Would find it difficult, if there were to be a mediator, to entrust the role to any
non-American;

(c) Considered it important to have all the Big Four powers on any commission
which might be established;

(d) Would not regard the prolongation of negotiations over a long period with any
concern;

(e) Would insist that any General Assembly resolution which might be passed
concerning the future political settlement in Korea should reaffirm the important
resolutions on Korea which had already been passed;

(f) Would be wary of the concept of “neutrals” in the function of any future
United Nations negotiations with the Communists, (and similarly in the composi-
tion of inspection teams) since there are theoretically no neutrals in the United
Nations insofar as the Korean issue is concerned.

8. The discussion then centered on the type of machinery which might be most
acceptable and effective. Gross suggested four possibilities. They did not seem to
us to be mutually exclusive, nor did Gross explain in any detail the essential differ-
ences among them or the priority assigned in his thinking to them. They were:

(a) A commission with advisory functions either as a separate organization or
linked with a United Nations mediator;

(b) A commission with good offices functions;
(c) A negotiating commission;
(d) A single United Nations mediator.

9. Mr. Pearson offered several more concrete suggestions for consideration. He
stressed first the importance of the quality of the members of any United Nations
Commission which might be set up, and the desirability of its being a small body.
A three-man commission with the United States, the USSR, and one competent
member, who might perhaps be an Indian, would have the advantage of small size
but would put tremendous pressure on the third member. A five-power group might
reduce this pressure if it were to consist of the United States, the USSR, two
friendly but responsible members, possibly representing governments with troops
in Korea, and one “free-wheeler”. The Minister thought some consideration might
be given to the desirability of not including the United Kingdom or France, since
the great-power nature of the group might lead to additional difficulties. Finally, he
examined the possibility of a United Nations mediator, chosen with great care as a
man of experience, tact, and patience who might report to a commission of undeter-
mined size. The work of Bunche in Palestine or Graham in Kashmir might be con-
sidered as examples. It would be clear that the mediator would have to go not only
to Korea but also to Peking. The commission to which the mediator would report
might sit in New York and would be responsible for reporting to the Assembly the
existence or non-existence of a basis of agreement among the parties. The Minister
emphasized the desirability of inviting India to sit on any body which might
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emerge, not only because of its contacts in Peking but also for the experience it
would gain in the difficulties of negotiations with Far-Eastern Communists. He
indicated in addition that while Canada would certainly not press for a place on any
United Nations commission, which might be set up, we might be willing to serve if
our assistance were requested.

10. It was generally implied, although not spelled out in any detail, that the terms
of reference of any United Nations commission set up would be based on the prin-
ciple of a free, unified Korea with a government elected by democratic processes.
Further, its terms of reference would be limited to settlement of the Korean prob-
lem with no mandate given it to discuss Chinese representation, Formosa, or other
Far Eastern problems. The commission would have a mandate to discuss the
Korean settlement with all interested powers.

11. Gross thanked the Minister for his suggestions, and expressed the hope that
we might put any further thoughts we had on paper and give them soon, not only to
Washington but to the delegation here. Mr. Pearson said we would do so as soon as
possible. For that reason, we would be grateful to have an early expression of views
from the department on:

(a) The procedure which might be followed in bringing the post-armistice prob-
lem of Korea before the General Assembly;

(b) The type of resolution which might serve as a useful base for debate in the
General Assembly;

(c) The United Nations machinery which might be set up to carry on considera-

tion of long-term political settlement in Korea.
The Minister has indicated that even the preliminary views of departmental offi-
cials along these lines would be useful to him in his London talks, and has
expressed the hope that it might be possible for some such expression of views to
be sent to him in London within the next few days. We shall continue to canvass
the views of other delegations here. Ends.

163. DEA/50069-A-40

L’ambassadeur aux Etats-Unis
au secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures

Ambassador in United States
to Secretary of State for External Affairs
TELEGRAM WA-4153 Washington, December 6, 1951

TOP SECRET. IMMEDIATE.

Repeat London No. 2184 (Important); Candel Paris No. 120.
Reference: My WA-4149 of December 5th.

KOREA

1. This message is a summary of my own impressions of the armistice negotia-
tions. It seems more likely than not that an armistice will be concluded. The United
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Nations negotiators have succeeded in securing their main desiderata on the line
for contact and demilitarized zone. The discussions over supervision are now in an
extremely complicated phase, but I think that something that can be accepted is
likely to emerge. It is essential that the Communists give some real satisfaction on
the question of prisoners of war, and we do not yet know what their position will
be. The final item of recommendations to governments ought not to produce a long
wrangle; if no agreement can be reached on joint recommendations, separate rec-
ommendations from each side might be forwarded.

2. It is becoming apparent that the basic sanction of observance of the armistice
depends partly on good faith but that a lively fear on the Communist side of the
consequences of a flagrant violation should be created because of our lack of confi-
dence in their good intentions.

3. As suggested in paragraph 2 of WA-4149, no system of supervision of the
terms can be fully effective even if the Communists were to accept all the United
Nations proposals. In addition to the impossibility of banning a build-up in Man-
churia, complete inspection along the Yalu River is physically impossible. The Yalu
is frozen from source to mouth during the winter months and can be crossed any-
where, and I am told that there are many points at which it can easily be crossed by
men and supplies even when it is open. The lateral roads on the Manchurian side
would permit undetected movements to selected points of crossing other than the
regular ports of entry. There are nine or ten regular ports of entry, coastal and
interior, at which inspection would be desirable, but movement through them could
easily be avoided.

4. Another point to consider is that the armistice may remain in effect for a long
time because the negotiation of a political settlement proves impossible. Elaborate
supervision procedures included in the armistice itself might well lead to constant
wrangles and mutual charges of violation, which would prevent a gradual easing of
tension and keep passions alive. Given that nothing in the armistice terms could
really guarantee its faithful observance, my conclusion is that we should accept the
best arrangements that can be made banning reinforcement in Korea and creating a
supervisory body, but recognize that the only recourse in case of bad faith is to
resume fighting and remove some of the limitations on operations against China.

5. This message up to this point was prepared before I received Reid’s telegram
to Mr. Pearson repeated in EX-2331 of December 5th. Some of the points made in
that telegram have been clarified as a result of my discussion with Hickerson yes-
terday. I feel moved, however, to enter a demurrer against the negative approach to
the question of a declaration taken in this telegram. It seems to me only common
sense that the other side should understand that if the fighting ceases because of an
armistice they will only resume it deliberately with very grave consequences to
themselves. We can argue about just what these consequences should initially be,
but we cannot prescribe in advance the courses of action which the United Nations
forces might have to take to protect themselves. My own belief is that if there were
a flagrant sustained and substantial breach of the armistice terms by the Commu-
nists, this would mean that the Chinese and Russians were deliberately incurring
the risk of a general war.
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6. Surely, the main accomplishment of the United Nations in Korea has been to
warn the Communist hierarchy that they cannot undertake military aggression with-
out the risk of grave consequences, including the possibility of general war. The
military intervention of the United Nations forces itself constituted such a warning
in the most compelling terms. It would seem logical, therefore, that if hostilities
were brought to an end by an armistice arrangement, this warning should be
repeated by or on behalf of the United Nations. Indeed, it would seem to me that a
declaration of this type might be regarded as essential in order to preserve the force
and integrity of the United Nations position in resisting aggression.

7. With regard to paragraph 6 of EX-2331, it should not be overlooked that
United Nations military intervention in Korea was a specific application of the gen-
eral principle of deterring Communist aggression, the effects of which might not be
confined to Korea alone. It does not follow that those countries that undertook to
commit forces in support of this principle in Korea, by issuing or supporting the
proposed declaration, commit themselves to full-scale war against China in the
event of the breaking of the armistice agreement. In the exchanges which have
taken place it is clear that there are to be consultations on what specific military
measures might have to be undertaken in such an event.

164. DEA/50069-A-40

Le secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures
a 'ambassadeur aux Etats-Unis

Secretary of State for External Affairs
to Ambassador in United States

TELEGRAM EX-2339 Ottawa, December 7, 1951

TOP SECRET. IMPORTANT.

Repeat London No. 2191; Candel Paris No. 122.
Reference: Your WA-4153 of December 6.

ARMISTICE IN KOREA: PROPOSED DECLARATION
Following from the Acting Under-Secretary.

1. The problem is so complex and difficult that I would not want it to be confused
by any misunderstanding by you of the Departmental position as set forth in our
telegram No. 115 of December 5 to Paris for Mr. Pearson, repeated to you as EX-
2331 and to London as 2174.

2. T agree with the point made in your paragraph 5 that the other side should
understand that if they deliberately resume fighting after an armistice, the conse-
quences to them would be very grave. It does not however follow from this that
there should be a declaration of the kind suggested by the Americans. Instead of a
declaration, the position of our side could, as the Minister suggested, be made clear
to the other side in the course of the cease fire talks.



242 KOREAN CONILICT

3. I agree further with the point you make in paragraph 5 of your telegram that
“we cannot prescribe in advance the courses of action which the United Nations
forces might have to take to protect themselves” in the event that the other side
deliberately resumes fighting after an armistice. Indeed, our worry about the Amer-
ican proposals is in part that the Americans now are trying to get the United King-
dom and presumably us to agree that a minimum initial course of action should be
the bombing of Chinese air bases, communications and supply depots, and a naval
blockade. (Your telegram WA-4149 of December 5, paragraph 7.) It is one thing to
give a warning to the Chinese, either in the form of a public declaration or during
the cease fire talks; it is another thing for the Americans or for any of us to commit
ourselves now to precise courses of military action which we would take against
China in the event of a flagrant breach of the armistice.

4. I am inclined to share your belief that “if there were a flagrant, sustained and
substantial breach of the armistice terms by the Communists, this would mean that
the Chinese and Russians were deliberately incurring the risk of a general war”.
Since there is, however, a distinct possibility that this belief may not be well
founded, I suggest it would be unwise for us now to make commitments based on
this belief which assumes that the North Koreans can be controlled by the Chinese
and the Russians, and that the Chinese would not agree to a breach of the armistice
without Russian concurrence and vice versa. If twelve months from now there is a
flagrant, sustained and substantial breach of the armistice terms by the South Kore-
ans, would this mean that the Americans and the British were deliberately incurring
the risk of a general war? The parallel of course is far from perfect but might it not
be unwise to assume that there are no significant similarities in the relationships
between the United States, the United Kingdom and the South Koreans on the one
side and between the Chinese, the Russians and the North Koreans on the other?

165. DEA/50069-A-40

Le secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures
au haut-commissaire au Royaume-Uni

Secretary of State for External Affairs
to High Commissioner in United Kingdom

TELEGRAM 2199 Ottawa, December 7, 1951

ToOP SECRET. IMMEDIATE.

Repeat Washington EX-2343; Paris No. 124.

Following for the Minister from Acting Under-Secretary, Begins: The exchange of
views concerning a declaration on the breach of an armistice in Korea and the steps
to be taken following the conclusion of an armistice has now become so compli-
cated that it would perhaps be well to begin by a general review of what the United
States appears to want.

2. The United States appears to want to draw a line in East Asia beyond which
the Chinese cannot cross because they will be deterred by the threat of dire conse-
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quences on the analogy of the deterring of Soviet aggression in Berlin and Western
Germany. It is proposed that this line be drawn by a general statement to the effect
that “a breach of the armistice by the Communist forces would be a very serious
matter and would make impossible the localization of the subsequent conflict”.
This declaration, in the view of the United States, should preferably be made col-
lectively by the 16 governments with troops in Korea, although the United States
appears to be willing to have the declaration embodied in or approved by a resolu-
tion of the General Assembly.

3. The initial purpose of the declaration is stated to be that of deterring a breach
of the armistice by Communist forces. It appears to be assumed that these forces
act by some central and possibly single direction. As far as can be deduced this
central direction in Korea is considered to be vested in the Central People’s Gov-
ernment of China though it is obviously assumed that the Soviet Union is in com-
plete accord with China on the Korean question. There is a good deal of evidence
in our opinion to support this view, though the evidence is by no means conclusive
and it might therefore be dangerous to base policy too firmly on the belief that the
Soviet Union, China and North Korea are as unanimous on the implementation of
Communist doctrine as they are on their belief in that doctrine.

4. The declaration once made, in the view of the United States, must be capable
of being implemented in case of need through military action. Such action, ini-
tially, should include a naval blockade of China and the bombing of air bases, sup-
ply centres and communications centres not only in Manchuria but in the rest of
China as well. The United States has informed us that such action would be the
result of a “major attack on the forces of the United Nations”. The United States
has also informed us that the action to be taken in the case of “convincing evidence
through build-up in Manchuria (or indeed in Korea) that an attack was imminent”
is not included in the present negotiations. This, so it seems to us, is not satisfac-
tory in that it is obviously a contingency which should be faced. It is probably safe
to assume that in the event of such convincing evidence the United States would
ask for a further declaration that a build-up would justify active opposition. The
United States has said that it will not discuss the ultimate limits of military mea-
sures in the event of a breach of the armistice at all and that it will not discuss
immediate military measures in the meeting of ambassadors in Washington.

5. General Bradley has said that it is his opinion that the Chinese have had
enough in Korea and would be “unlikely to violate the armistice”. It seems to me
that if the Chinese violate the armistice they must realize that they are likely to
provoke a large-scale war and that they will do so because they are willing to
accept this risk. For this purpose a declaration is not needed. In these circum-
stances, it is perhaps admissible to consider the motives behind the United States
desire for a declaration. Undoubtedly, the desire to make it clear beyond all ques-
tion that they will tolerate no breach of the armistice comes foremost but there are
probably subsidiary motives as well, For example, it will be easier for the Adminis-
tration in the United States to meet its critics if it can point out that in accepting a
less than ideal armistice it has taken steps to try to rectify the lack of perfection.
Also, the United States Administration may think that it will be easier to withdraw
a large proportion of their troops from Korea if there is in existence some explicit
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threat that the troops will return if advantage is taken of their withdrawal. Thirdly,
the United States government might be hoping that by means of a declaration it
will commit its present allies to further activity in Korea in case of need.

6. The post-armistice procedure the United States appears to envisage may be
outlined as follows:

(a) A report from General Ridgway to the Security Council indicating that in the
interests of securing an armistice, the armistice has been accepted without “com-
pletely satisfactory™ inspection procedures but that an armistice has been concluded
and that firing has ceased;

(b) The Security Council would then note with satisfaction General Ridgway’s
report. Some officers in the State Department appear to want to include a reference
to the earlier resolutions by the Security Council and the General Assembly dealing
with Korea but they appear to realize that the inclusion of such references might
endanger the plan by provoking a Soviet veto. As the United States plan appears
acceptable in its broad outline, it would seem to us to be wise to support those in
the State Department who favour the omission of any reference to the earlier reso-
lutions. A resolution confining itself to noting with satisfaction would not involve
the Security Council in any relinquishment of its interest in Korea and would not
tamper with the Unified Command in any way. The continued existence of the
Unified Command is apparently a strong consideration with the United States gov-
ernment, and one which we would certainly wish to support;

(c) A second resolution might be introduced into the Security Council to invite
the General Assembly to consider a post-armistice settlement in Korea. It is our
view, however, that such a resolution is unnecessary and might well prove unwise.
It is unnecessary because the General Assembly can debate such a subject if an
appropriate item is put on its agenda; it does not have to depend on the Security
Council to put the item there. Such a resolution might be unwise for several rea-
sons. One is that there would be a great temptation to refer to earlier resolutions
and to include statements of principle. The inclusion of references to earlier resolu-
tions might transform the resolution from a procedural into a substantive one. The
inclusion of statements of principle might provoke a Soviet veto for the reason that
the Soviet Union has hitherto taken the position that the future of Korea was a
matter not for the General Assembly, nor for the Security Council but for the Big
Four. They might also object to referring the matter to a body where the Central
People’s Government of China is not represented although it is barely possible that
they might acquiesce if the initiative were taken by the General Assembly;

(d) The United States is anxious to avoid any discussion of Korea in the General
Assembly until an armistice has been signed. There are two items, numbers 17 and
67, which deal with Korea. This United States suggestion is well taken.

7. The United States apparently has not yet formulated definite views on the way
in which the General Assembly could tackle its problem. It has considered four
methods: (1) an advisory commission, possibly linked with a mediator; (2) a good
offices commission; (3) a negotiating commission; and (4) a United Nations media-
tor acting alone. Any of these four bodies should, in the view of the United States,
be instructed to proceed on the basis of a free, unified Korea with a government
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elected by democratic processes, and there would be no latitude to include other
subjects such as the future of Formosa and the Chinese seat in the United Nations.
With this position we should agree.

8. The following are the terms on which the United States is willing to proceed to
a political settlement. I comment on these in the order in which they are given in
paragraph 7 of telegram No. 152 of December 6 from the Canadian Delegation in
Paris:

(a) The United States will not agree to any system in which spokesmen of the
United States government and the governments of North Korea and China would
have to meet together as representatives of governments. This is obviously con-
nected with the question of recognition and therefore we may have to accept United
States insistence on this point for the time being. In consequence the only methods
open for the negotiation of a political settlement in Korea are the four types of
commissions named in paragraph 7.

(b) Preference for a mediator who is an American (we assume this to mean a U.S.
citizen) if maintained would rule out the possibility of a single mediator. While
Americans such as, for example, Bunche and Graham appear to us to be dispassion-
ate and impartial, it is unlikely that they would appear so to the Chinese or the
Russians. After all, if the Americans can trust nobody but an American, it is hardly
to be expected that the Chinese or the Russians could trust an American. If the
United States could be persuaded to modify its views on this point, a neutral media-
tor might be found. As the reasons for favouring an American mediator are not
given, it is impossible to assess whether such a change is possible.

(c) The inclusion of all four of the Big Four powers on a commission presumably
refers to the United States, the United Kingdom, France, and the Soviet Union and,
therefore, excludes the question of Chinese representation. But the presence of
these four powers must lead to a large commission if there are to be on it any
powers not directly concerned in the war. A commission of seven would appear to
be almost mandatory unless the United States can be persuaded to give up this
preference. It might be worth while to urge the Five Power group, excluding the
United Kingdom and France, as you have suggested.

(d) The lack of concern in the United States Government over the prolongation of
post-armistice negotiations has already been made plain to us by Mr. Rusk in a
conversation with Mr. Wrong in Washington. Internal evidence, noticeably desider-
ata (b) and (e) in this list, give the impression that prolongation of the negotiations
might even be considered advantageous.

(e) Insistence on reaffirming existing General Assembly and Security Council
resolutions on Korea in any new General Assembly resolution might well lead to
the failure of the whole plan. Reaffirmation of the past resolutions will add nothing
and might lead to failure to secure the necessary degree of co-operation from the
Soviet Union and Communist China. All the present “neutrals” would probably
consider a resolution containing such reaffirmations as a propaganda device.

(f) We do not read this desideratum as meaning that in actual practice the United

States will oppose the use of representatives of countries commonly spoken of as
neutrals.
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9. Taking the foregoing considerations into account, I think that a brief outline of
the most desirable plan to be followed is as set forth below:

(a) The Security Council should note with approval the report of General Ridg-
way that an armistice has been concluded.

(b) The First Committee of the General Assembly should consider a resolution
noting the conclusion of the armistice with approval, favouring the unification of
Korea under a democratically-elected government (provided the Soviet Union does
not object too strongly to this) and setting up a sub-committee consisting of five
individuals (one the Chairman of the First Committee and four members to be cho-
sen by him from the United States, the Soviet Union, India, and one other state).

(c) The terms of reference of the sub-committee would be to use its good offices
in trying to reach a long-term political settlement of the Korean problem. We
would interpret this to mean that the sub-committee would meet with representa-
tives of the People’s Republic of China and the North Korean authorities on the
one hand and with representatives of the governments of the United States and
South Korea on the other hand. It would not be necessary for all members of the
sub-committee to meet with the representatives of any given government.

10. In coming to these conclusions, we have been influenced not only by the
consideration outlined in paragraph 6 of Mr. Wrong’s telegram WA-4153 of
December 6 that “the main accomplishment of the United Nations in Korea has
been to warn the Communist hieratchy that they could not undertake military
aggression without the risk of grave consequences, including the possibility of gen-
eral war” but also by the action of the Chinese in the fall of 1950 clearly indicating
(and this appears to be an historical axiom, not merely a matter of ideology) that
China will not accept a hostile regime in Korea: that so long as an attempt is made
to unify all of Korea under a government hostile to China, China will ensure that
we have years of unrest in the Far East.

166. DEA/50069-A-40

L’ambassadeur aux Etats-Unis
au secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures

Ambassador in United States
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

TELEGRAM WA-4204 Washington, December 12, 1951
TOP SECRET. IMMEDIATE.

KOREA — UNITED STATES UNITED KINGDOM NEGOTIATIONS
ON DECLARATION ON BREACH OF ARMISTICE ETC.
Following for the Under-Secretary, Begins: We have learned on a most personal
and confidential basis that Australian High Commissioner in London has reported
in telegrams to Casey in Washington that the United States attitude is that negotia-
tions on the Korean settlement should be kept at present on a bilatcral basis
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between the United States and the United Kingdom and should not be communi-
cated to the Commonwealth Governments mentioned in paragraph 9 of EX-2308 of
December 1st (this view was apparently made known to the Foreign Office by
means of a memorandum from the United States Ambassador in London). High
Commissioner reported that the Foreign Office and Commonwealth Relations
Office were pressing for the ban to be lifted and hoped that Mr. Eden would soon
be able to telegraph the United Kingdom Embassy in Washington to this effect. The
Australian messages further stated that Commonwealth Relations Office will very
shortly be communicating with Commonwealth Governments mentioned above to
the following effect:

(1) The United Kingdom will insist that these Commonwealth Governments be
taken into confidence,

(2) The United Kingdom believes that if inspection terms were satisfactory or
even relatively satisfactory, warning declaration would be unduly provocative and
might harden Chinese opposition,

(3) The United Kingdom is inclined to interpret the establishment of a neutral
inspecting organ as “relatively satisfactory”. Ends.

167. DEA/50069-A-40

Message personnel du secrétaire d’Etat des Relations du Commonwealth du
Royaume-Uni
pour le secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures

Personal Message from Secretary of State for Commonwealth Relations of
United Kingdom
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

TOP SECRET [London], December 13, 1951

High Commissioner will convey to you information as to the further approach
which Mr. Acheson has made to Foreign Secretary regarding warnings which
might be given to Communists in regard to major infractions of any armistice
terms, including arrangements for supervision. OQur High Commissioner will also
give you the terms of the reply which Foreign Secretary is making.®

This exchange of views does not, of course, take the place of the consultations
which, at the appropriate stage, will have to take place with the various Govern-
ments with forces in Korea. The exchange is nothing more than a means of ensur-
ing that the views of the United Kingdom and United States are not widely
divergent when definite proposals have to be formulated. You will also see that in
fact we and the United States are by no means yet in line with each other in our
thinking on the subject.

I have thought it only right that even at this very preliminary stage you should
be kept informed, but it would I think be helpful if you would keep the information
to a very narrow circle in Canada, as is being done here.

 Voir/See FRUS, 1951, Volume VII, pp. 1238-9, 1249-50, 1317-19.
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There has been no communication at all as yet on the subject between the
United States and the foreign countries concerned. The United Kingdom cannot, of
course, speak for another Commonwealth country at any time unless requested to
do so and, on this occasion, were in any case precluded from doing so by United
States insistence on informal and bilateral consultation, to which they wish to con-
fine present United Kingdom/United States exchange of views. But we have
insisted with United States on necessity of our keeping you informed. In spite of
these difficulties, we here shall naturally be very glad to have any views which you
may feel able to express in the light of this personal exchange between Mr. Ache-
son and the Foreign Secretary.

168. DEA/50069-A-40

Message personnel du secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures
pour le secrétaire d’Etat des Relations du Commonwealth du Royaume-Uni

Personal Message from Secretary of State for External Affairs
to Secretary of State for Commonwealth Relations of United Kingdom

ToP SECRET Ottawa, December 14, 1951

Thank you for your personal message of December 13 concerning the recent
exchanges of views between Mr. Eden and Mr. Acheson on a warning statement
which might be made of the consequences of a major breach of the armistice which
we all hope will soon be concluded in Korea.

2. 1 am making sure that the information which you have been good enough to
pass to me is safeguarded by being made known to a very narrow circle in Canada.

3. I am in substantial agreement with Mr. Eden’s comments on the United States
proposals and I am particularly pleased that Mr. Eden has emphasized the need to
have a positive plan for action in the event of the armistice being concluded and
loyally observed. There are two points on which I should like to comment.

4. Mr. Eden’s revision of the last paragraph of the State Department’s draft decla-
ration is, in my opinion, a great improvement over the original. Mr. Eden, however,
has retained in his revision the term “aggression” which appears in the State
Department draft. The effect of this is to relate the warning to “another act of
aggression” and not to a major breach of the armistice. It seems to me essential to
restrict the warning to the consequences of a major breach of the armistice. Other-
wise the warming could be interpreted to involve a special commitment of indefi-
nite duration to defend against aggression whatever permanent settlement in Korea
may emerge from the discussions which we hope will take place after the conclu-
sion of an armistice.

5. This interpretation could not be given if the last two sentences of the proposed
declaration were to read as follows: “We affirm that if there is a breach of the
armistice which challenges again the principles of the United Nations, we should
again be united and prompt to resist. The consequences of such a breach of the
armistice would be so grave that it might then prove impossible to confine hostili-
ties within the frontiers of Korea”.
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6. I note that the conclusion of the State Department is that “a collective state-
ment by the United Nations is not practicable”. I am not convinced that this conclu-
sion is justified. In order to secure an overwhelming majority in the United Nations
it would, of course, be necessary to tone down any statement about the conse-
quences of a major breach of the armistice. The farthest that the United Nations
General Assembly might be prepared to go might be to state that the consequences
of a major breach of the armistice would be grave. It seems to me, however, that
the advantages of action through the United Nations outweigh the disadvantages of
toning down the warning.

169. DEA/50069-A-40

L’ambassadeur aux Etats-Unis
au secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures

Ambassador in United States
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

TELEGRAM WA-4241 Washington, December 17, 1951

TOP SECRET. IMPORTANT.
Reference: My WA-4204 of December 12th.

PROPOSED DECLARATION CONCERNING BREACH OF A KOREAN ARMISTICE

1. I saw Hickerson at his request this afternoon. He had with him Raynor and
Alexis Johnson. The purpose was to bring me up-to-date on the proposal for a dec-
laration, in the event of an armistice by the governments with forces in Korea. He
is seeing also the Australian, New Zealand, and South African chiefs of mission,
but as yet no other governments except the United Kingdom are being consulted.

2. He said that the considered view here is that the major sanction against a Com-
munist breach of the armistice must be the fear of the consequences and that there-
fore something would have to be done to make clear the consequences, even if the
Communists agreed to satisfactory inspection procedures. It was quite apparent,
however, that they would not agree to such procedures and that the armistice, if
concluded, would fall short of adequate inspection arrangements.

3. He also said that the settled view was that the parties to the declaration should,
if possible, include the sixteen governments with combat forces in Korea. They
stood in a special position among the United Nations and their forces would have
to face the consequences of renewed fighting. The declaration should be issued
within 48 hours of the signature of the armistice. The United States Government is
satisfied that it would be impossible to negotiate a satisfactory declaration in the
General Assembly, but they would hope that the General Assembly would note
with approval the declaration in a resolution on Korea which would have to come
before it after the armistice was concluded.

4. A draft declaration was submitted last week to the British Government. The
first sentence, which was acceptable in London, declared the intention of the gov-
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ernments concerned fully to observe the terms of the armistice and to seek a peace-
ful settlement in Korea. The second sentence of the United States draft was to the
effect that, in the event that renewed aggression was committed in Korea, the coun-
tries responsible would receive the full retribution, without geographic limitations,
which they would so richly deserve. The British have objected to this sentence as
too strong and have proposed an alternative which is regarded here as too weak; it
is to the effect that, in the event of a renewal of aggression, it might not be possible
to confine the hostilities to Korea.

5. The United States Government is now preparing an alternative draft less
emphatic than their original proposal, but more so than the British counter-propo-
sal. Hickerson said that he would give me a copy of this alternative as soon as it
was ready for presentation to London, probably tomorrow or Wednesday. He told
me that they were most anxious to receive any comments or suggestions from the
Canadian Government as soon as possible and asked me to assure you that full
consideration would be given to the Canadian point of view.

6. He also asked that these discussions should continue to be treated as very
secret, since they did not wish to broach the subject to the other governments con-
cerned until they had got somewhere in their discussions with the British, our-
selves, and the three other “old dominions”. They would like to make progress as
rapidly as possible in the hope that the remaining points at issue in the armistice
negotiations, difficult though they are, may be settled by December 27th.

7. 1 said that one of the major difficulties that I saw was that, by agreeing to this
statement, the governments concerned might be letting themselves in for an unlim-
ited war in the Far East at the discretion of the Unified Command, which was the
Government of the United States; I recognized that a large-scale renewal of fight-
ing in Korea would mean that the Unified Command must be free to take steps
necessary for the security of the forces, but that there were very important political
as well as military considerations involved in any extension of the hostilities
outside Korea. Could he throw any further light on what type of military action was
contemplated? He answered that the view here was that the use of air power against
any targets in China which were worth attacking from a military point of view,
such as communications centres in addition to air bases, would be a quick and use-
ful counter-stroke against renewed aggression in Korea. The Communists had
some 800,000 men in Korea itself, and it was thought that they had there supplies
sufficient for a 20 day general offensive. If they repaired their lines of communica-
tion from Manchuria during an armistice as they would be free to do, they would be
able to maintain a sustained offensive of longer duration without adding to their
forces. This possibility could be to some degree reduced if on the outbreak of fur-
ther fighting there was a widespread attack on Chinese communications at any use-
ful point. No one, he added, was thinking of using ground forces on the Asiatic
mainland outside Korea. A naval blockade, however, excluding Port Arthur and
Dairen, continued to be favoured by the Unified Command, even though it would
not bring quick results. He did not ask for agreement at this stage to any precise
military plan of action, but to the general proposition that the Communists would
have to pay heavily for it in some way or other if they resumed fighting and should
be made to understand this as soon as the armistice was concluded.
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8. I pointed out that it might conceivably be part of general Communist strategy
to draw as much of the air and land forces of the United Nations as possible into
the Korean area without the Soviet Government having committed itself deeply, in
order to help clear the way for Soviet invasion of Western Europe. He said that
they were certainly alive to this possibility and that the decision on what to do
could only be taken at the time the crisis arose. Certainly if war began in Europe,
the governments concerned would not be in any way committed to keeping their
forces in Korea at all. There would obviously have to be consultations as the situa-
tion developed, and he recognized that the issues involved were by no means
purely military. Much would depend on the degree to which the Soviet Government
committed itself in any renewal of fighting in Korea.

9. Hickerson also said that the State Department would be consulting us soon on
the steps to be taken following an armistice towards the achievement of a political
settlement in Korea.

170. DEA/50069-A-40

L’ambassadeur aux Etats-Unis
au secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures

Ambassador in United States
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

TELEGRAM WA-4246 Washington, December 18, 1951

TOP SECRET. IMPORTANT.
Reference: Your EX-2391 of December 18th.§

PROPOSED DECLARATION CONCERNING BREACH OF A KOREAN ARMISTICE

1. We were handed by the State Department late this afternoon the re-draft
referred to in paragraph 5 of my WA-4241 of December 17th. This draft is being
given today to the British, Australians, New Zealanders, and South Africans for
comment. The last two sentences follow closely the revision proposed by the
United Kingdom, although the intimation that a renewal of fighting in Korea would
involve retaliation outside Korea is in somewhat stronger language. You will note
that the draft includes the change suggested by the British, conveying in effect a
pledge to resist aggression anywhere. I should be glad to have your instructions as
soon as possible.

2. The text of the new draft is as follows: Text begins:

We the nations participating in the Korean action support the decision of the
Commander-in-Chief of the United Nations Command to conclude an armistice
agreement. We hereby affirm our determination fully and faithfully to carry out the
terms of that,armistice. We expect that the other parties to the agreement will like-
wise scrupulously observe its terms.

The task ahead is not an easy one. We will support the efforts of the United
Nations to bring about an equitable settlement in Korea based on the principles
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which have long been established by the United Nations, and which call for a
united, independent and democratic Korea. We will support the United Nations in
its efforts to assist the people of Korea in repairing the ravages of war.

We declare again our faith in the principles and purposes of the United Nations,
our consciousness of our continuing responsibilities in Korea, and our determina-
tion in good faith to seek a settlement of the Korean problem. We affirm that if
another act of aggression were to challenge again the principles of the United
Nations we should again be united and prompt to resist. Should aggression be com-
mitted again in Korea the consequences would be so grave that it would, in all
probability, not be possible to confine hostilities within the frontiers of Korea. Text
ends.

171. DEA/50069-A-40

L’ambassadeur aux Etats-Unis
au secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures

Ambassador in United States
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

TELEGRAM WA-4263 Washington, December 20, 1951

ToP SECRET
Reference: My WA-4246 of December 18th.

PROPOSED DECLARATION CONCERNING BREACH OF A KOREAN ARMISTICE

1. T have now received your despatch Y-3565 of December 15th} covering the
messages exchanged with Lord Ismay on the original United States draft and
related issues. I share the view expressed in paragraph 4 of your message to Lord
Ismay of December 15th that the declaration should relate to a major breach of the
armistice rather than to aggression in general.

2. An additional comment relates to the sentence in Mr. Eden’s revision (which is
incorporated in the State Department’s re-draft) beginning “we affirm that if
another act of aggression ...” This sentence could be read as implying a promise by
the governments party to the declaration to resist promptly “another act of aggres-
sion” anywhere in the world and not merely in Korea. I doubt whether such an
interpretation was meant by the Foreign Office; it certainly would be an inappropri-
ate and unwise undertaking for sixteen governments to make. Your own revision
would look after this.

3. The State Department wants something rather more positive than either Mr.
Eden’s or your wording for the last sentence, as is evident from my talk with Hick-
erson and from the language used in their revision. The question is whether we
should be prepared to go as far as this language if reference to a serious breach of
the armistice is substituted for the word “aggression”. I suggest that you might
consider the following alternative wording for the last two sentences:
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“We affirm that if the armistice should be broken by another act of aggression
which challenges the principles of the United Nations we should again be united
and prompt to resist. The consequences of such a breach of the armistice would be
so grave that, in all probability, it would not be possible to confine hostilities
within the frontiers of Korea.”

4. I doubt that we will get anywhere by pursuing the suggestion that the declara-
tion should be made by the United Nations rather than by the governments contrib-
uting forces in Korea. The State Department and the Foreign Office agree that this
course is not practicable and that the most that could be attained would be to have
the declaration later noted with approval by the Assembly. The timing, which is of
considerable importance, could not be controlled if the matter were thrown into the
Assembly for debate. I think also that any statement which could secure the desira-
ble large majority in the Assembly would have to be so watered down that it would
mean very little.

172. DEA/50069-A-40

L’ambassadeur aux Etats-Unis
au secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures

Ambassador in United States
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

TELEGRAM WA-4268 Washington, December 20, 1951

TOP SECRET. IMPORTANT.
Reference: My WA-4263 of December 20th.

PROPOSED DECLARATION AFTER A KOREAN ARMISTICE

1. Hickerson asked me to see him again this afternoon on this matter. 1 told him
that I had not received your comments on my discussion with him on December
17th (my WA-4241) or on the United States redraft given us on December 18th
(My WA-4246). I knew, however, that if a declaration were agreed on you would
wish the last two sentences to refer to a breach of the armistice instead of to aggres-
sion generally, and I mentioned the terms of the revision which I suggested to you
in paragraph 3 of my WA-4263. He appeared to think that a revision on these lines
would probably be acceptable here.

2. He told me that last night telegrams had been despatched to the United States
Ambassadors in France, Greece, Turkey, Belgium and the Netherlands instructing
them to submit the proposed declaration to those governments. The Belgians were
to be asked to inform the Luxembourg Government, as the Luxembourg contingent
is part of the Belgian battalion in Korea. This left the governments of Thailand, the
Philippines, Colombia and Ethiopia still to be consulted. They are putting this off
for the moment because of their great anxiety to maintain complete secrecy. He
asked that we should not in Ottawa or here indicate to any of the missions of the
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countries consulted, other than those of the United Kingdom, Australia, New Zea-
land and South Africa, that we had been brought into the picture earlier.

3. He read me a telegram sent last night by Mr. Gifford stating that Mr. Eden had
told him that the last United States draft was acceptable to him, but that he would
have to secure Cabinet concurrence, which he proposed to do at the earliest
opportunity.

4. He went on to say that his special reason for seeing me today was to tell me the
views expressed by the Joint Chiefs of Staff at a long discussion yesterday, at
which he and Johnson represented the State Department. This left him with the
strong impression that agreement on the issuance of a declaration on the lines pro-
posed as soon as possible after the signature of an armistice might make the differ-
ence in getting an armistice at all. (The Joint Chiefs have not yet approved the
draft, but have not raised objections to it.) The Joint Chiefs were particularly con-
cerned over the danger of airfield construction and reconstruction in Korea at
points which would permit jet fighters to operate efficiently against the United
Nations ground forces. Three such fields have already been built, but are not now
operational because of the damage inflicted by bombing. It seems fairly certain that
the Communists will refuse to accept a commitment against the repair and employ-
ment of airfields in Korea as part of the armistice terms, which would be policed by
the stationing of observer teams at the airports. The Joint Chiefs were only inclined
to give in on this if a solemn warning of the consequences of violating the armi-
stice were issued.

5. He also referred again to the Joint Chiefs’ concern about the possibilities of a
sudden attack without the movement of additional supplies and forces to Korea if
the Communists were able to repair their railways and roads during an armistice.
The latest estimate of Far East Command is that there are 770,000 Communist
troops in Korea with adequate supplies for a 26-day major offensive. If they were
able to move supplies in quantity from Manchuria over repaired lines of communi-
cations, they could continue an offensive for a considerably longer period. There-
fore the Joint Chiefs thought that for this military reason also a grave warning must
be issued.

6. In addition he mentioned the problem of morale in South Korea. If the armi-
stice endured for some time and the United Nations forces were reduced the South
Koreans might feel that they were being deserted by the United Nations and the
way would be opened for Communist subversion and infiltration. A solemn assur-
ance would help to meet this risk.

7.1 told him that you continue to see advantages in aiming at a declaration by the
General Assembly rather than by the sixteen countries. He repeated with emphasis
reinforced by the views of the Joint Chiefs, the argument he had previously given
me. These are, first, that the declaration must be made almost immediately after the
signing of the armistice, secondly, that any resolution for which a large majority
could be secured in the United Nations would be so diluted in substance as not to
meet the requirements.
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8. I hope that you will be able to send me your comments very shortly. We are
having a discussion within a day or two with the State Department on the means of
proceeding towards a settlement after an armistice comes into effect.

173. DEA/50069-A-40

Le secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures
a I’ambassadeur aux Etats-Unis

Secretary of State for External Affairs
to Ambassador in United States

TELEGRAM EX-2406 Ottawa, December 20, 1951

TOP SECRET

Repeat London No. 2261.
Reference your telegram WA-4246 of December 18.

PROPOSED DECLARATION ON KOREA

The fresh draft of the declaration, as you say, includes the changes suggested by
the British with the addition of stronger language in the last sentence. 1 think, how-
ever, that there may have been a misinterpretation of British motives and that it was
not Mr. Eden’s intention that this declaration should be a pledge to resist aggres-
sion wherever it might occur. Our conversations with Earnscliffe lead us to believe
that Mr. Eden was confining himself to Korea.

2. Even if it was the British intention to give a pledge against aggression any-
where this does not meet my views, which have been outlined in EX-2391 of
December 181 and in the exchange of personal messages with Lord Ismay which
you will by now have received. I would prefer that any declaration should be con-
fined to the consequences of a major breach of the armistice and should not appear
to give a blanket pledge against aggression in general or to give a timeless guaran-
tee in Korea. These limitations as to time and place are taken care of in the redraft
of the last two sentences of the declaration which I sent to you yesterday:

“We affirm that if there is a breach of the armistice which challenges again the
principles of the United Nations, we should again be united and prompt to resist.
The consequences of such a breach of the armistice would be so grave that it might
then prove impossible to confine hostilities within the frontiers of Korea.”

3. In communicating my views on what a declaration could suitably contain, I
should like you to let it be understood that I am not necessarily at this time agreeing
to subscribe to a declaration made outside the United Nations. I am not convinced
that the possibility of giving an adequate warning through the United Nations has
yet been thoroughly explored. I realize that a declaration made through the United
Nations might have to be somewhat milder in language than that proposed by the
United States but this might be advantageous rather than disadvantageous, provid-
ing that the modification did not remove all warning significance from the
declaration.
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174. DEA/50069-A-40

Message personnel du secrétaire d’Etat des Relations du Commonwealth du
Royaume-Uni
pour le secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures

Personal Message from Secretary of State for Commonwealth Relations of
United Kingdom
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

SECRET [London], December 22, 1951

KOREA ARMISTICE TALKS

Your personal message of December 15th has been discussed with Foreign Sec-
retary and was considered by Cabinet yesterday when they had before them United
States suggestions for further amendments of the draft statement.

As our High Commissioner will inform you we have told the United States that
we are prepared to accept their amended text but have at the same time made it
clear that this is subject to further discussion between the United States, United
Kingdom, Canadian, Australian, New Zealand and South African Governments,
and that in particular we think there is much force in your criticism (which we have
not ascribed to you by name) about the use of the term “aggression”. 1 assume that
you will now have yourself put this point to the United States Government and we
should be very glad to learn of their reactions from you.

With reference to paragraph 6 of your message we have also told the Americans
that we agree with you that action by the United Nations would be preferable if it is
practicable. But is it? We should be most grateful for your further views on this
point having regard first to the general acceptability to the Assembly of the draft, as
now revised, and secondly to the possibility of Soviet or Egyptian opposition lead-
ing to an undesirable split vote in the Assembly, and probably to long and acrimo-
nious discussion of the whole Korean issue there. There is also the possibility of
certain States abstaining on a resolution implying risk of an extension of hostilities
to other parts of Asia. We might therefore find any resolution so watered down to
secure the necessary majority as to become unacceptable to the United States Gov-
ernment. In all the circumstances our own feeling is that most practical solution
might be for statement to be addressed to the Assembly by the powers with forces
in Korea.
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175. DEA/50069-A-40

Le secrétaire d'Etat aux Affaires extérieures
a ’ambassadeur aux Etats-Unis

Secretary of State for External Affairs
to Ambassador in United States

TELEGRAM EX-2430 Ottawa, December 22, 1951

ToP SECRET. MOST IMMEDIATE.
Reference your WA-4268 of December 20.

PROPOSED DECLARATION AFTER A KOREAN ARMISTICE

1. I regret that my message to you, EX-2406, of December 20 containing my
redraft of the last two sentences of the declaration and setting forth my views on
how to bring the declaration within the United Nations, did not reach you in time to
be of assistance to you in your interview with Hickerson on Thursday afternoon.

2. On December 20 I repeated to London my telegram EX-2406. I also requested
our High Commissioners in Australia, New Zealand and South Africa to inform
these three Governments of the amendment which I had suggested of the last two
sentences of the declaration, and the views set forth in paragraph 3 of my telegram
to you No. EX-2406.

3. It appears, however, that your compromise draft of the last two sentences has
been forwarded to London and, according to a message which I have just received
from Lord Ismay, accepted by the Cabinet there. This puts us in somewhat of a
difficulty. The last sentence of your compromise we are now prepared to accept,
though I still think that our original wording is preferable. However, in the revision
you suggest to the first sentence, you refer to the possibility of the armistice being
broken by “another act of aggression”. The use of this language might be inter-
preted to mean that the Security Council or the General Assembly would have to
declare that another act of aggression had taken place before action was possible.
Our draft, on the other hand, regarded any breach of the armistice which constituted
a challenge to the principles of the United Nations as a continuation of the old
aggression. For this reason, we prefer our original draft of this first sentence and
hope that the State Department will agree to it. I have informed Clutterbuck, who
called on me this morning, to this effect.

4. So far as the relationship of the declaration to the United Nations is concerned,
we will not press for any U.N. resolution embodying its terms. We would hope,
however, that the U.N. could endorse the declaration in some way, or at least that it
could be brought formally to its attention. In the note which Clutterbuck left with
me from his Secretary of State, he suggests that the most practical solution would
be for the declaration to be addressed to the Assembly by the powers with forces in
Korea, though he does not indicate how this should be done.
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176. DEA/50069-A-40

L’ambassadeur aux Etats-Unis
au secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures

Ambassador in United States
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

TELEGRAM WA-4290 Washington, December 26, 1951

TOP SECRET
Reference: Your EX-2433 of December 24tht (received December 26th).

' PROPOSED DECLARATION AFTER A KOREAN ARMISTICE

1. I left a memorandum with Alexis Johnson on the morning of December 24th. I
judge from what he said that there is unlikely to be any difficulty here in substitut-
ing reference to a breach of the armistice for the term “aggression” used in the
State Department’s draft. Johnson said that the word “aggression” had been used to
make it clear that the warning would apply only in the event of a renewal of the
war in Korea in violation of the armistice, and not to incidents short of this. I told
him that we should certainly have no objection to their adding to our proposed
redraft a qualifying adjective, such as “major” or “serious” before the words
“breach of the armistice”. He and Hickerson have both told me that they saw merit
in our comment that if the word “aggression” were used it could be interpreted as
requiring a finding by the Security Council or General Assembly before action
could be taken.

2. I also have had a word with the Secretary of State on limiting this part of the
declaration to a violation of the armistice, and he appeared to agree.

3. I asked Johnson whether they were contemplating an extension of the 30-day
limit for agreement on the line of contact under item 2 of the agenda for the armi-
stice talks. He said that as the battle-line had not changed during the 30 days it
would not be necessary to secure an extension, but agreed that if on December 27th
it looked as though the remaining points at issue might be resolved within a brief
period an extension to a specific date might help to secure the completion of the
negotiations.

4. Since the memorandum left with Johnson varied in some minor details from
the version given in your EX-2433, I am repeating it in my following message.
None of the differences is of any importance, but if you are giving the memoran-
dum wider circulation it will be well to use the exact text handed to the State
Department.
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177. DEA/50069-A-40

L’ambassadeur aux Etats-Unis
au secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures

Ambassador in United States
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

TELEGRAM WA-429] Washington, December 26, 1951

ToP SECRET
Reference: My immediately preceding teletype.

PROPOSED DECLARATION AFTER A KOREAN ARMISTICE

The text of the memorandum given the State Department on December 24th is
as follows:

1. If an armistice is concluded in Korea, the government of Canada is prepared to
concur in the publication of a warning declaration by the governments with combat
forces in Korea, provided that a change is made in the last two sentences of the
draft submitted to the Canadian Embassy by the Department of State on December
18th and that the Department of State is in agreement with the understandings set
forth below.

2. On the text of the declaration, the Canadian Government considers that the
warning in the last paragraph should be restricted to Korea and should refer to a
serious breach of the armistice rather than to an act of aggression. The purpose of
the declaration is to seek to ensure the faithful observance of the armistice by the
Communists until a political settlement can be achieved. Furthermore, the use of a
term “another act of aggression” instead of “breach of the armistice” might be
interpreted to mean that the Security Council or General Assembly would have to
find that a new act of aggression had taken place before action was possible. The
adoption of the following language in these sentences would meet this point:

“We affirm that if there is a breach of the armistice which challenges again the
principles of the United Nations we should again be united and prompt to resist.
The consequences of such a breach of the armistice would be so grave that, in all
probability, it would not be possible to confine hostilities within the frontiers of
Korea”.

3. The Canadian Government would prefer that the warning of the consequences
in the final sentence of the declaration should be in less specific language such as:
“The consequences of such a breach of the armistice would be so grave that it
might then prove impossible to confine hostilities within the frontiers of Korea”. It
is, however, prepared to accept the stronger language suggested by the Department
of State if the other governments concerned consider that this would be acceptable.

4. It is the understanding of the Canadian Government that participation in the
declaration does not commit the parties to any particular form of sanctions if a
major breach of the armistice takes place.
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5. It would be preferable for the declaration to be made by the United Nations
rather than by the sixteen governments with forces in Korea, but the serious diffi-
culties in the way of embodying a satisfactory declaration in a resolution of the
United Nations are recognized. The Canadian Government, however, is firmly of
the opinion that the declaration should, if possible, be endorsed in some way by
United Nations’ action, or at the very least brought formally to the attention of the
United Nations.

6. An early expression of the views of the Department of State on these sugges-
tions would be welcomed.

178. DEA/50069-A-40

L’ambassadeur aux Etats-Unis
au secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures

Ambassador in United States
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

TELEGRAM WA-4296 Washington, December 26, 1951

TOP SECRET. IMMEDIATE.
Reference: My messages WA-4290 and WA-4291 of today.

PROPOSED DECLARATION AFTER A KOREAN ARMISTICE

1. The State Department has this afternoon given us a new wording for the last
two sentences of the draft declaration, which has been prepared in order to meet
both the Canadian criticism and criticism made by some other governments. Their
new draft reads as follows: “We affirm, in the interests of world peace, that if there
is a renewal of the armed attack, challenging again the principles of the United
Nations, we should again be united and prompt to resist. The consequences of such
a breach of the armistice would be so grave that, in all probability, it would not be
possible to confine hostilities within the frontiers of Korea”.

2. They are most anxious to get the concurrence of the governments consuited by
Friday at latest, a main reason being that the negotiations about the supervision of
the armistice are making no real progress and they therefore want to be able to
inform Ridgway that he can rely on the publication of the declaration. This would
enable the United Nations negotiators to make some concessions which they other-
wise are not prepared to propose.

3. The new language is designed to make clear the following points:

(a) That the pledge applies to Korea only;

(b) That it would be effective only during the period of the armistice;

(c) That counter-action against a renewed attack would be undertaken without
seeking new authority from the United Nations.

4. We were also given verbal comments on the other points made in our memo-
randum of December 24th. On our suggestion in paragraph 3 that the Canadian
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Government would prefer less specific language in the final sentence of the decla-
ration, their view is that the language proposed is as unprovocative as can be
devised if the necessities of the situation are to be met; no other government has
proposed less specific language, except the British Government which has now
agreed to the stronger version. On paragraph 4, the State Department agrees that the
declaration does not commit the parties to any particular form of sanctions, com-
menting that the action required in the event of a renewal of the war must depend
on the military situation at the time. On paragraph 5, they certainly hope it will
prove possible to secure an endorsement of the declaration by the General Assem-
bly and will work to this end.

5. Of the governments already consulted, the United Kingdom, Turkey and
Greece have definitely accepted the United States proposals; Belgium and the
Netherlands are prepared to go along with whatever the United Kingdom approves;
South Africa, Australia and New Zealand do not seem to have approved specifi-
cally as yet; no word has been received from the French Government. They have
not extended the consultations yet to include Thailand, the Philippines, Ethiopia
and Colombia, presumably on the ground that they wish to get an agreed text
between the 12 other governments before approaching them.

179. DEA/50069-A-40

Le secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures
a U'ambassadeur aux Etats-Unis

Secretary of State for External Affairs
to Ambassador in United States

TELEGRAM EX-2441 Ottawa, December 27, 1951

TOP SECRET. IMMEDIATE.

Repeat London No. 2298.
Reference: Your WA-4296 of December 26.

PROPOSED DECLARATION AFTER A KOREAN ARMISTICE

Following from Under-Secretary, Begins: We have examined the text of the last
two sentences submitted by the State Department and consider that, although there
is still room for improvement, we need not press for any further revisions, in view
of the attitude of the United States and other governments with forces in Korea.

2. The revised text meets our essential requirements as stated by the Minister and
discussed by him with the Prime Minister. For this reason, I do not propose to
consult the Minister again before authorizing you to tell the State Department that
we now give our agreement to the wording of the declaration on the understanding,
already settled, that agreement to it does not commit the parties to any particular
form of sanction. You are accordingly authorized to communicate to the State
Department the agreement of the Canadian Government. Ends.
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5¢ PARTIE/PART 5

AIDE A LA COREE
KOREAN RELIEF

180. PCO

Note du secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures
pour le Cabinet

Memorandum from Secretary of State for External Affairs
to Cabinet

CABINET DOCUMENT NO. 56-51 Ottawa, February 20, 1951
CONFIDENTIAL

CANADIAN CONTRIBUTION TO THE UNITED NATIONS
PROGRAMMES FOR KOREAN AND PALESTINE RELIEF

A. Korean Relief

On November 22, 1950, Cabinet authorized the Canadian Delegation to the
General Assembly to agree that the Canadian Government, subject to Parliamentary
approval, would contribute to the United Nations Relief and Rehabilitation Pro-
gramme in Korea 3.2% of the total funds required for the period January 1, 1951 to
early 1952, subject to the condition that the contribution should not exceed $8
million.

2. The Report of the United Nations Negotiating Committee made public on Feb-
ruary 1, 1951, indicates that a total sum of approximately $225 million has been
offered, the largest offers being as follows:

Millions of $ U.S.

United States 162.50
United Kingdom 28.00
Canada 7.50
Thailand 4.37
Australia 4.30
Philippines 3.73
Brazil 2.70
Uruguay 2.14

3. The decision of the Unified Command to remain in Korea, and the likelihood
that it will continue to control all South Korea, mean the creation of a relatively
stable situation for both immediate and long-term planning. An Agent-General for
Korean Relief has been appointed and is now making a preliminary survey in
Korea. The Unified Command states that the need is now greater than ever since
the country has been thrice fought over; physical destruction is greater; large num-
bers of destitute refugees crowd the area held by the United Nations and adjacent
islands; and the Chinese Army is carrying typhus to the civilian population.
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B. Palestine Relief

4. On June 12, 1950, Cabinet, after authorizing a Canadian contribution of
$750,000, to the United Nations Relief and Works Agency for Palestine Refugees,
directed that the head of the Agency be informed that:

“If the initial sum of $750,000 has been fully used up or earmarked for program-
med purchases in Canada by December 31, 1950, and if he requires more funds,
the Canadian Government would give sympathetic consideration to a request for
a further $750,000.”

5. In a telegram dated January 2, 1951, the Director of the Agency, General How-
ard Kennedy, urgently requested a further contribution of $750,000 for the period
January to June 1951. As of this date the original contribution has all been used or
earmarked for programmed purchases in Canada.

6. It is recommended that Cabinet authorize, subject to Parliamentary approval,
the contribution by the Canadian Government of $7.2 million to the United Nations
Relief and Rehabilitation Programme in Korea, and of $750,000 to the United
Nations Relief and Works Agency for Palestine Refugees, the total sum of $7.95
million to be voted in the final supplementary estimates for 1950-51.%

|IL.B. PEARSON}

181. DEA/8508-40
Extrait du procés-verbal de la réunion des chefs de direction

Extract from Minutes of Meeting of Heads of Divisions

SECRET Ottawa, March 19, 1951

KOREAN RELIEF
(cf. Heads of Division Meeting No. 10 of March 12, 1951)

39. Mr. Mcinnes. J. Donald Kingsley, Agent-General for Korean Relief, recently
returned to Geneva from Korea, visiting New York en route to communicate his
findings to the United Nations Secretariat. It was his opinion (subsequently ampli-
fied by a Press Conference which he gave in Geneva and which was fully reported
in the New York Times of March 11) that UNKRA would have to be “completely
integrated” with the Unified Command.

40. Our Delegation to the United Nations was instructed to enquire whether
Kingsley’s views represented those of the United Nations, and also to express our
belief that such an arrangement would not be acceptable to the contributing nations.
Meanwhile protests had been received by the Secretariat from a number of delega-
tions; and Cordier informed CPDUN that he was “not happy” about the situation.
CPDUN then approached the United States Mission which, though apparently
reluctant to discuss the matter, admitted that the question of the status of UNKRA
was very much a subject of concern to the State Department and the Unified Com-

% Approuvé par le Cabinet, le 21 et 22 février 1951./Approved by Cabinet, February 21 and 22, 1951.
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mand. The United States Mission emphasized that no final or definite arrangements
had yet been made.

41. We also expressed concern over Kingsley's proposal to operate Korean relief
from Geneva as Director-General of IRO. While we had known that he would be
carrying on both jobs simultaneously. we had assumed that since IRO was winding
up this year, Kingsley would be able to devote more attention to Korean relief.
Such is apparently not the case, and Kingsley is presently proposing to send his
deputy, Rucker, to Korea and to remain himself in Geneva. We asked our delega-
tion in New York to look into the matter and to suggest informally, but in definite
language, that we do not regard Kingsley’s absentee Agent-Generalship with
favour and that we feel, in any case, that he should not have assumed this position
nor made his Geneva statement without a prior meeting of the Advisory Commit-
tee. The United Nations Secretariat is also dissatisfied with the proposed arrange-
ments to have the headquarters of UNKRA in Geneva, as well as with the
relationship between UNKRA and the Unified Command, and is anxious that the
Advisory Committee be called.

42. It does not appear that anything final can be done until after the meeting of
the General Council of the IRO in Geneva on April 9. This meeting will consider
not only IRO problems, but also the confirmation of the appointment of Kingsley
as Agent-General for Korean relief. If, as is expected, it confirms his appointment,
he can then appear before the Advisory Committee.

182. DEA/8254-G-40

Le représentant permanent par intérim aupreés des Nations Unies
au secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures

Acting Permanent Representative to United Nations
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

DESPATCH 302 New York, April 6, 1951

SECRET
Reference: My teletype No. 364 of April 3, 1951, and previous communications.

AGENT-GENERAL FOR KOREAN RELIEF

1. We have acquired from members of the Secretariat and other delegations a
certain amount of additional information concerning the position of Mr. Kingsley
and of UNKRA. We understand that immediately after Mr. Kingsley made his ill-
timed definition of policy in Geneva, he was sent by the Secretary-General an
extremely strong reprimand. To this reprimand Mr. Kingsley replied with an
equally strong retort. We are not aware of the exact contents of either of these com-
munications, but we are told that Mr. Kingsley took a somewhat high handed atti-
tude to the United Nations and any efforts on the part of the Secretariat to interfere
in the work of himself or the Unified Command. Apparently, however, he repented
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in a short time and sent an apology. Colonel Katzin was then despatched to Geneva
to tell Mr. Kingsley that he was not to issue statements on policy and also to tell
him of the serious concern held by some governments regarding the status of
UNKRA. Colonel Katzin came back to New York on Wednesday, April 4, and
Crepault had a talk with him yesterday concerning the results of his negotiation.

2. According to Colonel Katzin, he was able to convince Mr. Kingsley that it
would be disastrous to the whole Korean relief operation if care wasn’t taken to
assure UNKRA'’s autonomy. It was pointed out to Mr. Kingsley that for him to try
to sweep aside political considerations in a venture of this nature would certainly
undermine the confidence of those governments which had assented to his appoint-
ment and might jeopardize the whole financial basis of the operation. Colonel Kat-
zin was confident that Kingsley finally appreciated the well-founded necessity of
this approach, and agreed to inform Unified Command immediately of his “conver-
sion”. You will find as an annext to this despatch the text of the telegram which
Mr. Kingsley subsequently sent to the United Command and which was shown to
us by Colonel Katzin in strict confidence.

3. It will be seen by this communication that Mr. Kingsley has modified to some
extent his original position, and that he now seems prepared to adopt a more sensi-
ble course of action. This so-called declaration of intentions has not yet, of course,
been concurred in by MacArthur, but the Secretariat have confidence that the State
Department and the Army, who have already agreed apparently to this arrange-
ment, will succeed in making the General understand. You might wish to let us
know of your own reaction to this communication by Mr. Kingsley to the Unified
Command.

4. We may add that some of the strong feeling in the Secretariat had not only
been due to what Mr. Kingsley had said in public, but to private information con-
cerning the agreement reached between General MacArthur and Mr. Kingsley in
Tokyo. Colonel Katzin, on the occasion of a visit to Hickerson of the State Depart-
ment, was able to see a telegram which General MacArthur had sent to Washing-
ton, describing the agreement and expressing his complete confidence in Mr.
Kingsley’s understanding of the facts of life.

5. The fact that Kingsley started off badly was, of course, unfortunate. He had
two strikes on him to begin with because of the way in which he had been spon-
sored for various positions by President Truman; and his disregard of UNKRA and
his press releases have created a gulf between him and the Secretariat which might
delay genuine cooperation. Strangely enough, some members of the Secretariat
seemed to have enjoyed the difference of opinion and showed a tendency to mag-
nify Mr. Kingsley’s offences. This was particularly untimely when a sense of pro-
portion was necessary.

6. There obviously cannot be established in Korea a relief agency which is
entirely independent of military facilities. What seems to be required is a workable
arrangement by which military facilities will be used to the best advantage, while
the United Nations maintains control over the general political aspects of policy. To
judge from his talk with Mr. Berlis as reported in your despatch No. V-587 of
March 28,1 Mr. Kingsley himself had tended to obscure the issue. By implying that
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those who differed from him were advocating an unrealistic separation, he almost
ridiculed those who advocated a moderate solution along with those who were
ignoring the exigencies of the situation. In our view his recent change of heart, if
accepted by all, should do much towards eliminating the basic differences of
approach and should help considerably in bringing this whole incident to a close.

7. You will recall that in my teletype under reference 1 mentioned that Sir Arthur
Rucker will be passing through New York on his way to Korea. It has now been
agreed further that Sir Arthur will probably need about a month in Korea to famil-
iarize himself with the problems at hand and to hold the necessary consultations
with the Korean authorities and the members of UNCURK. Upon his return to New
York he will then officially meet with the members of the Advisory Committee and
Mr. Kingsley will also come to New York for the occasion. Colonel Katzin was,
however, unable to confirm whether Mr. Kingsley would remain in New York
afterwards or whether he would abide by his original belief that the Korean relief
operation could be run as efficiently from Geneva. We were actually given the
impression that, in the opinion of the Secretariat, this is a matter which should be
dealt with between Mr. Kingsley himself and the Advisory Committee. It may be
now, in view of Sir Arthur’s appointment, that Mr. Kingsley’s residence either in
New York or in Washington might not be as essential as before. You might wish to
give further consideration to this problem and to let us know at your convenience
whether we should still continue to insist that the Agent-General should establish
his headquarters in some place other than Geneva.

8. Mention might be made in conclusion of two very unfortunate recent develop-
ments in the field of Korean relief. Both the Thai contribution in rice and the New
Zealand contribution in wheat were spoiled and totally inedible on arrival in Korea.
Both contributions were reported to have been dumped in the sea. It is not too
surprising that facilities for shipment in Thailand were not good, but such careless-
ness on the part of the New Zealanders is somewhat harder to understand.

9.1 am also enclosing in duplicate some material on Korea which has been kindly
made available to us by the Australian Mission to the United Nations. I think that
this documentation provides some useful and interesting supplementary informa-
tion on the subject discussed in this despatch.

J.W. HOLMES

183. DEA/8254-G-40

Le secrétaire d'Etat aux Affaires extérieures
au représentant permanent par intérim aupres des Nations Unies

Secretary of State for External Affairs
to Acting Permanent Representative to United Nations

DESPATCH V-722 Ottawa, April 18, 1951

SECRET
Reference: Your despatch No. 302 of April 6, 1951.
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AGENT-GENERAL FOR KOREAN RELIEF

We have noted with considerable gratification the attitude which Mr. Kingsley is
apparently prepared to adopt in regard to the status of UNKRA vis-@-vis the Uni-
fied Command. If he can succeed in having the military authorities agree to an
equitable division of responsibility for relief operations in Korea along the lines
proposed in his telegram of March 30,1 I should think that most of the causes of
our own dissatisfaction and that of other contributing countries would have been
removed.

2. As you know, we have not been disposed to challenge the authority of the
Unified Command to exercise control over certain phases of relief activities in
Korea, so long as active military operations were being conducted in that country.
At the same time, we could see no justification for the complete integration of all
relief and rehabilitation agencies under the military command as implied in Mr.
Kingsley’s statement to the New York Times representative on March 10. The pro-
posals now outlined by Mr. Kingsley in his telegram to the Unified Command
would, you will agree, go a long way toward meeting our point of view. It would
seem particularly desirable to us that certain functions, such as the provision of
technical advice and assistance to the Korean Government and the initiation of
rehabilitation activities in areas not now the scene of military operations, be
assumed by UNKRA at this stage, so that the Agency might be well established in
the field as and when the military situation permits a transition from military to
civilian control. This, you will recall, figured prominently among the desiderata
outlined by Mr. Plimsoll, the Australian representative on UNCURK, the substance
of whose views was transmitted to you under cover of our despatch No. V-601 of
March 30.

3. In view of Mr. Kingsley’s intention to have his Deputy, Sir Arthur Rucker,
establish his headquarters in Korea and assume overall and direct responsibility for
all phases of relief and rehabilitation operations in which the interests of the mili-
tary authorities would not appear to be directly involved, I doubt if, for the time
being, we should continue to insist too emphatically that Mr. Kingsley establish his
operational headquarters in some place other than Geneva. With a competent Dep-
uty in Korea and what we assume will be a more propitious atmosphere in Tokyo,
there would no longer seem to be the same urgency for Mr. Kingsley’s presence in
either Korea or the United States until UNKRA can assume complete responsibility
for the relief and rehabilitation programme in Korea.

4. In the light of these considerations, there is probably no immediate need to
press for a meeting of the Advisory Committee to discuss the questions of (a) the
relationship between UNKRA and the Unified Command, and (b) the proposed
headquarters of the Agent-General. Nevertheless, there would be no harm in raising
these questions if, as intimated in your teletype No. 364 of April 3,1 an informal
meeting is held during Sir Arthur Rucker’s stay in New York. The firm support of
the members of the Advisory Committee for Mr. Kingsley’s latest proposals to the
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United Command might well be required to ensure the acceptance and eventual
implementation of these proposals.
AD.P. HEENEY
for Secretary of State
for External Affairs

184. DEA/8254-G-40

Le secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures
a la délégation permanente auprés des Nations Unies

Secretary of State for External Affairs
to Permanent Delegation to United Nations

TELEGRAM 371 Ottawa, May 23, 1951

CONFIDENTIAL. IMPORTANT.
Reference your Despatch No. 469 of May 16.7

PROPOSED PROGRAMME FOR UNKRA

Following from Under-Secretary, Begins: We understand that the Advisory Com-
mittee of UNKRA is meeting on May 23 and that Pollock has already given you the
preliminary views of the Department of Finance on the Agent-General’s proposed
programme for the twelve-month period ending June 30, 1952.

2. As you know, Kingsley visited Ottawa on May 17 in his dual capacity as
Director-General of IRO and Agent-General for Korean Relief. He had an inter-
view with the Minister from which the following emerged as the salient points:

(a) He expressed warm appreciation for the Canadian contribution of $7.25 mil-
lion which, as the only cash contribution to date, had been “very helpful”. This
confirms your view that our contribution and our representations have made our
voice one which is listened to in UNKRA councils;

(b) Kingsley outlined a fresh agreement recently negotiated with General Ridg-
way. Under its terms, UNKRA is to function with complete independence in the
technical assistance field, but will continue to distribute supplies under UNCAC
[sic]. Kingsley regarded this as a realistic compromise, while admitting that the
situation was difficult because of the presence of an army-in-being;

(c) He briefly outlined the twelve-month programme to go into effect on July 1.
He stressed that the emphasis was on reconstruction rather than on relief, but added
that the programme could be put forward from ‘“quarter to quarter” if the need
arose, thereby inferring that its implementation was heavily dependent upon the
changing phases of the Korean war;

(d) Kingsley proposed shortly to establish a procurement office for UNKRA in
Canada;
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(e) Kingsley hopes to secure the assistance of the Department in obtaining the
services of a Canadian as Assistant Agent-General for Korean relief (i.e., the num-
ber three man) with headquarters probably in New York.

3. The total impression received from the interview, despite the outlines of fresh
agreements and programmes, was that Kingsley was to some extent whistling in the
dark. There appeared to be an undercurrent of slightly cynical fatigue running
through his talk, as if in acknowledgment of the difficulties of implementing his
plans with any success so long as the present phase of the Korean war continues. (It
is possible that the Minister may wish to add to or modify this summary of the
interview, and any comments which he may have to make will be sent to you
immediately by telegram.)

4. We would suggest that, at the meeting of the Advisory Committee, you make
the following points:

(a) The desirability of the maximum independence of UNKRA from the Unified
Command which may be consistent with the military situation;

(b) The hope that the Canadian contribution will be used for procurement rather
than administrative costs, and that, though the gift is untied, some proportion of it
may be spent on Canadian commodities;

(c) While we cannot criticize in detail the Agent-General’s programme, it seems
to us that, as a matter of broad principle, there is a danger of too much emphasis
being placed at this time on long-range rather than short-term projects.

5. I believe you are aware that Finance attaches particular importance to the
necessity for co-ordination in the field and the avoidance of duplication of effort
amongst the various agencies working in Korea.

185. DEA/8254-G-40

Le représentant permanent par intérim auprés des Nations Unies
au secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures

Acting Permanent Representative to United Nations
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

DESPATCH 500 New York, May 24, 1951

CONFIDENTIAL
Reference: My despatch No. 491 of May 22, 1951, and previous correspondence.

ADVISORY COMMITTEE TO UNKRA

1. The Advisory Committee to UNKRA met again yesterday to elect a chairman,
to complete its examination of the financial regulations for UNKRA, and to con-
sider the Proposed Programme and Plan of Expenditure of UNKRA, as outlined by
the Agent-General in his document of May 11, 1951.

2. Following receipt of your teletype No. 370 of May 22,1 we explained to the
UK. and U.S. representatives our inability to accept the chairmanship of the Com-
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mittee. Mr. Corley Smith of the U.K. agreed with Dr. Lubin that it was doubtful
whether Uruguay could be a suitable chairman for such a Committee; they thought,
on the other hand, that the election of India to the post could easily prove embar-
rassing, since she had so far found it impossible to contribute to the Korean pro-
gramme; and secondly, in view of India’s general attitude towards the Korean
question. In the light of this situation the U.S. representative withdrew his objection
to having the representative of a great power as chairman of the Committee, and
Mr. Corley Smith was unanimously elected chairman.

3. The Committee then considered the text of the financial regulations as revised
at its meeting of Monday, May 21. The Committee confirmed the decision reached
at its previous meeting that these draft regulations were now effective on a provi-
sional basis, subject to final concurrence by the Secretary-General and the Advi-
sory Committee on Administrative and Budgetary Questions. A copy of the revised
financial regulationst is attached for your information.

4. The Proposed Programme and Plan of Expenditure of UNKRA was introduced
by Mr. Kingsley. We had previously been told, on a confidential basis, that this
Programme had been prepared mainly for the purpose of convincing the U.S. Con-
gress of the urgent need for funds for UNKRA, and of the magnitude of the task
ahead. This explained the emphasis in the Programme on long-term projects and its
somewhat unrealistic approach in the light of the present situation in Korea. The
U.K. authorities had, in fact, been disturbed by the scale and the lavishness of the
Plan outlined in this document of May 11, 1951, prepared by Mr. Kingsley, and
Mr. Corley Smith had been instructed to explain at the meeting of the Advisory
Committee the misgivings of his government about such a Plan. Mr. Kingsley’s
introductory remarks, however, succeeded in dissipating whatever apprehensions
the members of the Committee might have had about the scope of the proposed
Programme. Mr. Kingsley made it clear that the Plan had been drafted on the
assumption that it would ultimately be possible to carry out in Korea a full pro-
gramme of relief, rehabilitation and reconstruction. He pointed out that the imple-
mentation of such a plan at the moment was, of course, impossible, and that this
document should be looked upon only as a maximum framework within which the
Agency might, at a later date, be called upon to operate. For the time being, the
activities of the Agency would be limited, and probably confined to technical assis-
tance and to such emergency relief as might be of assistance to the military
authorities.

5. The organization of the Agency’s administrative services would, therefore,
proceed only on a scale appropriate to the tasks which may be implemented now.
There will be an office in Pusan under the direction of General Lloyd from Austra-
lia; a liaison office would be established in Tokyo under the direction of a retired
Major General from the U.S. Army. Other liaison and procurement offices would
be set up as the need arose. There would, of course, be an immediate need for an
office in New York, one in Washington and one in Geneva, where accounts would
be handled, since Mr. Kingsley himself would be remaining in Geneva for some
time to come. Mr. Kingsley estimated that the setting up of the required administra-
tive machinery, including the purchasing of a certain number of trucks and jeeps,
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and the construction of a suitable house in Pusan, would cost approximately
between $1,500,000 and $2,000,000.

6. Mr. Kingsley’s remarks about the nature of the future activities of the Agency
and about its relationship with the Unified Command would appear to have been
similar to those which he made in Ottawa on the occasion of his recent visit. He
seemed well convinced now of the necessity of having an Agency independent
from the Unified Command, to the extent that it does not conflict with the military
operations; he mentioned the agreement which was recently worked out between
Sir Arthur Rucker and General Ridgway, the text of which is at present under con-
sideration in Washington by the officials of the Unified Command. He did not hide
the fact that the operations of the Agency in Korea would have to be handled very
carefully so long as the military campaign continued. It was natural, he said, for the
Unified Command to insist that the operations of the Agency should not interfere
in any way with the conduct of the war.

7. After various comments by the members of the Committee it was agreed that
the Proposed Programme and Plan of Expenditure, as submitted by Mr. Kingsley in
the document dated May 11, 1951, would be placed “on ice”, and that the Agency
would actually be operating on the basis of periodical programmes approved by the
Committee, and which will have been submitted by the Agent-General as their
implementation appeared practicable. Attached for your information are two copies
of the textf of the resolution which the Committee approved unanimously, and
which will now enable the Agency to begin operating. This resolution met the
wishes of the Agent-General satisfactorily, and at the same time, we thought, safe-
guarded the right of the Advisory Committee to exercise a closed control over the
“quarter to quarter” programmes on which the Agency would actually be operating
in Korea.

8. In the course of the discussion on the Proposed Programme, the U.K. represen-
tative made a statement concerning the U.K. contribution which was, we thought, a
little disturbing. We are reporting on this point in a separate communication.

9. Upon adjourning, the Committee agreed that the next meeting of the Commit-
tee should be tentatively scheduled to be held in Geneva, either during or shortly
after the Thirteenth Session of ECOSOC. It was pointed out that the activities of
UNKRA would be on the agenda of ECOSOC, and that all the members of the
Committee were members of the Council.

10. I might add that in the course of the general debate, I made the various points
outlined in paragraphs 4 and 5 of your teletype no. 371 of May 22. As indicated in
previous communications to you, these various points had already been mentioned
informally to the Secretariat, as well as to Sir Arthur Rucker. In order to make
point B of paragraph 4 of your teletype, I thought it best to generalize the comment
to a request. that quite apart from the question of spending contributions made in
soft currency, it was desirable that the agency would spread its procurement of
supplies as broadly as possible. I made it clear that what we had in mind was the
spending of the Canadian contribution as much as possible in Canada, but in view
of the fact that the Advisory Committee is so very small and is intended to act as
trustee for all the United Nations, I hesitated to state what might have been looked
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upon as a bad example by using it as a forum in which to put forward a request
purely on behalf of our own government. Mr. Kingsley said that he knew exactly
what I was driving at and would endeavour to see that this request was carried out
in so far as possible.

11. I am reporting in a separate despatch} on the openings which might be availa-
ble in UNKRA for Canadian nationals.

JOHN W. HOLMES

186. DEA/8254-G-40

Le représentant permanent par intérim auprés des Nations Unies
au sous-secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures

Acting Permanent Representative to United Nations
to Under-Secretary of State for External Affairs

LETTER No. 502 New York, May 24, 1951

CONFIDENTIAL
Reference: My despatch No. 500 of May 24, 1951.

CONTRIBUTIONS TO KOREAN RELIEF

1. There was one aspect of yesterday’s meeting of the United Nations Advisory
Committee on UNKRA which was not included in our report in despatch No. 500,
as I wished to deal with it separately.

2. In outlining his short term intentions, Mr. Kingsley’s emphasis was on gradual
expansion, on a more or less ad hoc basis, as circumstances permitted. He was
anxious to indicate to the Committee that he did not intend to spend all the funds
available as soon as possible in a grandiose establishment which might be needed at
a later stage but which was not appropriate for the present interim period. In outlin-
ing this approach, he implied that it might be possible to make drawings from gov-
ernment contributions by stages.

3. This point made by Mr. Kingsley was picked up by the United Kingdom Rep-
resentative, Mr. Corley Smith, who was under instructions to make an explanation
about the United Kingdom contribution. Mr. Corley Smith, in referring to the prin-
ciple enunciated by the Agent General, said that although the United Kingdom
Government intended to proceed with the appropriation of ten million pounds as
promised, they would not release the full amount immediately. They would release
a certain amount for the interim program but could not make the full contribution
available until they had an opportunity to study and approve the long range plans
for post-hostilities operations and consider the circumstances in which these would
be implemented.

4. This was the first time I had heard of these intentions on the part of the United
Kingdom, and it seemed to me they had disturbing implications. 1 pointed out
therefore that although I liked the Agent General’s emphasis on gradual expansion
and the use of funds only as necessity determined, nevertheless the situation was



CONFLIT CORELEN 273

thereby complicated for countries which had already made their full contributions. I
thought it necessary to point out that the size of our contribution, like that of all
countries, was determined by the calculation of what seemed our fair share in rela-
tion to contributions promised by other countries. If a general principle were to be
established by which subsequent contributions were to be in stages, with the possi-
ble implication that they might not eventually be paid in full, then the early contrib-
utors would have paid more than their share. It seemed to me furthermore that the
establishment of such a principle would have a demoralizing effect on contributors.
We would probably have hesitated ourselves to pay the full amount at the begin-
ning. Nevertheless the Canadian contribution, coming at the time when it did, had
been of crucial importance to the Agency. It seemed to me that the Agency, if it
were to make any rational plans for operation, would need quickly further contribu-
tions in full from other governments.

5. Mr. Corley Smith, who was, I think, somewhat embarrassed by his instruc-
tions, proceeded to go into a further explanation of the intentions of the United
Kingdom. I was anxious not to be drawn into a bilateral argument with the United
Kingdom Representative on the policy of his government in a forum of this kind,
and I emphasized therefore that my intention was not to criticise one member but to
oppose the recognition of a general principle of contributions in stages, at least
without further consideration. The United States Representative, who seemed
somewhat embarrassed by this discussion, concluded by pointing out that the
prompt Canadian contribution in full had not only been important to the Agency
but had also had a strong moral effect. In particular it was of very great value to the
United States Administration in securing an appropriation from Congress. He
touched on a vital point when he referred to the faith in the Agency which had been
shown by the Canadian Government.

6. After the meeting Mr. Crepault and I discussed this subject further with Mr.
Corley Smith. Mr. Corley Smith recognized our difficult position, and I think that
he was not very happy about his instructions, but he indicated that there was noth-
ing he could do about them. He said frankly that the reason for this policy was that
the United Kingdom did not wish to be committed to a large contribution until they
had seen a feasible plan of which they approved. Their attitude seems to be condi-
tioned by considerable skepticism about proposals which Mr. Kingsley might
make. Frankly he said that they were adopting this policy as a means of putting
pressure on the Agency to be sensible. He did not think, however, that we had any
serious reason to be disturbed, because we knew that the United Kingdom always
fulfilled her obligations and that the money would be paid. I said that this was not
really the point. The United Kingdom in fact was claiming a right which other
countries did not claim. If they did not approve of the Agency’s plans, they had a
right to express their views and attempt to alter these plans in the Advisory Com-
mittee. What was unwarranted, however, was to attach financial pressure and to
presume to influence the policy of the Agency by withholding funds. Although this
might seem to be a reasonable principle when only one government was concerned,
it was a principle which would make international activities of this kind
impossible.
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7. I should be grateful for your views on this subject. If you consider that the
view which I adopted was unnecessary, I could easily explain our position, as 1
made it clear that I was expressing only personal and preliminary views. I was
particularly anxious to challenge the U.K. policy in view of your instruction to ask
that the Canadian contribution be spent for procurement rather than on administra-
tion costs. While presumably a certain proportion of all contributions must be spent
on administration, the acceptance of the U.K. principle might well mean that the
Canadian contribution would to a large extent be used for initial administration
costs. If you agree that the United Kingdom attitude is unsound, you may wish to
consider discussing this subject in London. My impression is that the policy deci-
sion was taken in London without an appreciation of the effects of such a policy on
ourselves in particular and on the general work of the Agency. (Mr. Corley Smith
and Sir Arthur Rucker implied that it was the work of the Treasury.) We have gone,
I think, about as far as we can in the Advisory Committee by questioning this prin-
ciple. From the comments of Mr. Lubin and Mr. Kingsley, I am sure they will do
what they can to discourage the general adoption of the principle of withholding
funds. The matter had, I think, been thrashed out between Mr. Kingsley and the
United Kingdom authorities when he was in London, and his general comments on
this subject were intended to imply his perfunctory acceptance of what the United
Kingdom were determined to do. Neither the Advisory Committee nor the Negoti-
ating Committee could presumably interfere with the right of the United Kingdom
to make a contribution in whatever form it wishes. Nevertheless, if the second most
important contributor does adopt this attitude, the effect on other contributors could
be unfortunate. The effect might also be felt in subsequent programs of a similar
nature. I should think it might very well inhibit the Canadian Government from
making prompt payments in the future.

JOHN W. HOLMES

187. DEA/5475-EP-40

Le secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures
au haut-commissaire au Royaume-Uni

Secretary of State for External Affairs
to High Commissioner in United Kingdom

DESPATCH V-2964 Ottawa, August 29, 1951

CONFIDENTIAL
Reference: Your Despatch No. 2526 of June 16, 1951.1

UNKRA AND THE FINANCING OF INTERNATIONAL RELIEF AGENCIES

You will recall that in my Despatch No. V-2202 of May 30, 1951,1 1 drew your
attention to the proposal made by the United Kingdom representative at a meeting
of the United Nations Korean Advisory Committee on May 23 that his Government
release its contribution to UNKRA by stages, dependent upon study and approval
of the long-range plans for the rehabilitation of Korea. We informed you of our
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misgivings concerning the United Kingdom attitude, including the likelihood that it
would make other governments reluctant to furnish prompt payments in the future,
and we asked you to secure the views of the United Kingdom authorities.

2. In your despatch under reference you informed us of talks which you had had
with Williams of the United Kingdom Treasury and Scopes of the United Nations
(Economic and Social) Department of the Foreign Office, who explained that their
proposal to withhold contributions to UNKRA did not represent the initiation of a
general policy towards international organizations and agencies, but arose out of
the particular situation in Korea. These officials also expressed *“some surprise” at
our interpretation of their policy and you yourself suggested that the United King-
dom did not, in fact, intend to exert financial pressure on UNKRA but was rather
exercising extreme caution in view of the uncertainty surrounding the future of the
Agency’s operations.

3. In the light of your despatch we were not wholly satisfied that the United
Kingdom authorities had foreseen all the implications of such an attitude. It appears
to us that while they might think UNKRA a special case, the position taken by
them would inevitably be used as an excuse by other governments when the ques-
tion of contributions to other agencies arose. The Department of Finance shares our
views, and its misgivings as to the prospects for the successful financing of interna-
tional agencies have, of course, been greatly reinforced by the recent action of the
House Foreign Affairs Committee of the United States Congress in reducing the
United States contribution to UNKRA by $101,250,000. We should therefore be
grateful if you would re-open the matter with the United Kingdom authorities on a
more formal basis, reporting our doubts and seeking, if possible, some reassurance
as to their long-term plans in this field.

4. Perhaps the most disturbing aspect of both the United Kingdom and United
States attitudes is that they depart from the spirit in which contributions were
pledged in the Negotiating Committee, and may thus make future international
cooperation in this and related fields very difficult. In the case of the United King-
dom, their intermittent payment of contributions, even though they have indicated
that they will ultimately honour their pledge, opens the way to serious difficulties.
We can, of course, agree with their desire for the development of a sound and eco-
nomical programme and we have already stressed the necessity for such a pro-
gramme in ECOSOC, the General Assembly and the Korean Advisory Committee,
but it seems to us that if each government were to decide to set its own standards of
performance before releasing its contribution, it would lead to a situation in which
the Agency would be unable to rely on a regular flow of funds without direct con-
sultation with each large contributor involving, no doubt, undesirable pressures.

5. Will you please make these views known to the United Kingdom authorities.
In doing so, you should point out that the United Kingdom, through its membership
in ECOSOC, the General Assembly and the Korean Advisory Commiitee, is well
able to exert a direct and continuing influence on the development of the pro-
gramme. By refusing to make full use of these appropriate forces and by making an
individual decision to curtail the flow of funds, the United Kingdom’s action may
well lead other governments to withhold payment of their contributions. You will
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readily understand that if this were to occur, the responsibility for financing such
essential relief operations would fall directly on the shoulders of those who have
provided the funds: in this case, Canada. It seems to us that the line between “exer-
cising extreme caution”, and the actual withholding of funds is a very thin one
indeed.

6. It will, of course, be amply evident to you that if the United States contribution
is in fact finally reduced by the amount mentioned, it will be extremely difficult, if
not impossible, to convince Cabinet and Parliament of the value to Canada of par-
ticipation in future projects of this nature. We are therefore inclined to attach
importance to the attitude of the United Kingdom.5

AD.P. HEENEY
for Secretary of State
for External Affairs

188. DEA/5475-EP-40

L’ambassadeur aux Etats-Unis
au secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures

Ambassador in United States
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

DESPATCH 2827 Washington, September 7, 1951

CONFIDENTIAL
Reference: Your Despatch V-2823 of August 29, 1951.F

UNKRA AND THE FINANCING OF INTERNATIONAL RELIEF AGENCIES

1. As you know, the U.S. Administration included in their proposed Mutual
Security Program for the fiscal year 1952, which was presented to the Congress, a
request that $112.5 million be authorized and appropriated to help meet the U.S.
contribution pledged to UNKRA. In addition, the proposed legislation contem-
plated authority to use unexpended funds, previously appropriated for economic
assistance to Korea to the Economic Cooperation Administration, totalling $50
million. The total of these sums, if authorized and appropriated, would meet the
United States commitment of $162.5 million for approximately the first year of
UNKRA operations in Korea. It is, however, significant to note that in presenting
their proposals, the Executive Branch pointed out that U.S. contributions of major
amounts would be forthcoming only when agreement had been reached that
UNKRA should assume full responsibility for relief and rehabilitation operations in
Korea.

2. During the initial Hearings before the House Foreign Affairs Committee,
Administration witnesses admitted that it was unlikely that anything like the total

67 Une dépéche semblable, numéro V-2823, a été envoyée 2 Washington le 29 aoiit 1951.
A similar despatch, numbered V-2823, was sent to Washington on August 29, 1951.
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amount requested from Congress as the U.S. contribution would be spent by
UNKRA in the current fiscal year. Subsequently, the House, following a recom-
mendation of the House Foreign Affairs Committee, voted that authority be granted
to the Administration to utilize $11,250,000 of new funds in addition to the
unexpended funds appropriated to E.C.A. for economic assistance to Korea. It was
recognized that the pipeline of U.S. supplies which would be in existence when
UNKRA took over the relief and economic assistance operations in Korea would
also be available. The House Committee and the House as a whole recognized that
this sum represented only a downpayment and the House Committee report specifi-
cally pointed out that “the United States has responsibilities in this area and is pre-
pared to consider further action at the appropriate time”.

3. The Senate, in considering the Mutual Security Act, had before it a recommen-
dation of its joint Foreign Relations and Armed Services Committees to the effect
that $75,750,000 should be authorized in the fiscal year 1951-52 as a U.S. contribu-
tion to UNKRA. In addition, the Senate Committees recommended that authority
be granted to transfer the $50 million previously authorized for E.C.A. purposes in
Korea to help meet the UNKRA commitment of the United States. In this respect,
the Senate Committees’ report makes the following comment: “Since there will be
a substantial carry-over of unexpended funds already appropriated for economic
assistance to Korea by E.C.A. and from the pipeline of United States financed
relief, it is believed that the authorization herein provided (i.e. $75,750,000) will be
sufficient to meet the United States share in the United Nations program.”

4. In acting on the Senate Committees’ report the Senate as a whole, as an econ-
omy measure, voted a $6 million reduction in the funds to be appropriated to
Korea. Thus, a House-Senate Conference Committee will convene about mid-Sep-
tember to iron out the differences between the House and Senate version of the
Mutual Security Act, the House having recommended that not more than
$11,250,000 of new funds be contributed to UNKRA, and the Senate not more than
$69,750,000. Both the House and Senate agree that the $50 million formerly appro-
priated to E.C.A. for its Korean operations could be transferred to UNKRA. It is, of
course, obvious that the Conference Committee cannot recommend as a U.S. con-
tribution to UNKRA in the current fiscal year an amount greater than that approved
by the Senate. It is also significant to note that in presenting the joint Senate Com-
mittees’ report to the Senate, Senator Connally, the Chairman of the Senate Foreign
Relations Committee, pointed out that the joint Committees had approved the
authorization “with the thought that an appropriation will probably not be necessary
at this session of Congress”.

5. With this background information in mind, we discussed the problems raised
in your despatch under reference with Joseph Carwell of the Far Eastern Affairs
Section in the State Department. We pointed out that in the first place, the Admin-
istration itself, in its presentation to Congress, in effect, had recommended that the
major part of the U.S. contribution should not be made to UNKRA until the agency
was in a position to assume full responsibility for relief and rehabilitation opera-
tions in Korea. Moreover, the cuts imposed by the House and Senate in the author-
izing legislation, and the possibility that no new appropriations will be available,
might be interpreted by foreign observers as a lessening of the U.S. interest in the
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proposed operations of UNKRA. In any event, the fact that the major contributor
proposed to dole out its contribution to UNKRA would make future multilateral
action in this and related fields extremely difficult. It would be particularly difficult
for us to justify the full Canadian payment which, on the basis of present prospects,
will be quite out of proportion to the total amounts to be contributed in the near
future.

6. In reply, Carwell pointed out that at the time UNKRA was established and the
U.S. contribution assessed, it seemed probable that the Agency could begin full
operations without too much delay. At that time, the U.S. Administration had even
considered seeking from Congress a special appropriation to meet the U.S. commit-
ment. It had, however, soon become apparent that UNKRA could not begin full-
scale operations in Korea for some time and that in the interim the responsibilities
of the Unified Command for relief and short-term economic aid would be para-
mount. At the time the Administration was preparing its Mutual Security Program,
the Defence Department was seeking special appropriations for civilian relief in
Korea and, indeed, $50 million was appropriated for this purpose in January (the
Department of Defence is seeking another $50 million for similar purposes at the
present time). The Administration did not feel that it could honestly support, with-
out prejudice to the more vital requirements under the Mutual Security Program
and the appropriations sought by the Department of Defence, the full contribution
to UNKRA in the current fiscal year, particularly as the sums contributed could not
be utilized by the Agency. Thus, in view of the short-term operations of the U.S.
Military in this field, they believed it would be useful to make some commitment to
Congress to the effect that major contributions would not be made until UNKRA
was prepared to assume full responsibility for relief and rehabilitation. He recalled
that the cuts in the Administration’s programme imposed by the Congress were not
restricted to the U.S. contribution to UNKRA. With respect to UNKRA however,
the Congressional cuts were based on the fact that the money could not be spent in
any event, and the Administration, without prejudicing other parts of the Mutual
Security Program, was not in a position to offer more than token resistance. Despite
the suggestion by Senator Connally that appropriations would be unnecessary, the
Administration will seek appropriations to the full extent of the amount authorized.
Carwell said that it had been made unmistakably clear by the Congressional com-
mittees that the sums authorized represented only a downpayment and that the U.S.
commitment to make its full contribution was unaffected. Carwell also emphasized
that the State Department would be prepared to request from Congress the full
amount of the U.S. contribution whenever it believed such a request would be met
by the Congress and certainly as soon as the U.S. contribution could be made use of
by UNKRA.

7. We thanked Carwell for these assurances, pointing out that we were not ques-
tioning the ability or the desire of the United States Government to fulfill its
pledges to UNKRA. Rather, our concern was with the method by which the United
States was apparently prepared to meet its contribution, the establishment of this
method as a principle of making contributions to international organizations such
as UNKRA, and our particular concern in that the Canadian Government had made
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its full contribution, a contribution which would now be out of proportion to the
total amounts which might be contributed in the near future.

8. Carwell stressed that the full Canadian contribution had been a great help to
the Administration in appearing before Congressional committees. He said that our
full contribution, in addition to the representations with which he fully sympa-
thized, would be of assistance to the Administration in the Hearings before the
appropriation committees.

W.D. MATTHEWS
for Ambassador

189. DEA/5475-EP-40

Le haut-commissaire au Royaume-Uni
au secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures

High Commissioner in United Kingdom
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

DESPATCH 3826 London, September 13, 1951

CONFIDENTIAL
Reference: Your Despatch No. V-2964 of August 29th, 1951.

UNKRA AND THE FINANCING OF INTERNATIONAL RELIEF AGENCIES

In accordance with your instructions we re-opened on a more formal basis the
question of United Kingdom policy concerning contributions to UNKRA and wrote
the United Nations (Economic and Social) Department of the Foreign Office
expressing the views contained in your despatch under reference. We have now had
a talk with Dudley, Head of this Department of the Foreign Office, and can report
with greater precision the United Kingdom position.

2. Dudley began by saying that he had a good deal of sympathy for the point of
view expressed in our approach to the Foreign Office, and recognized that the prob-
lem of contributions to UNKRA was of importance to us both because of its gen-
eral implications and because Canada had promptly paid its pledged contribution at
the outset. But he felt that it was important, in understanding the United Kingdom
position, to recall both the history of events in Korea and the background of the
negotiations which had taken place between UNKRA and the Unified Command.
He recalled that the General Assembly Resolution had been passed at a time when
United Nations forces were pushing the Communist forces up the peninsula, and
when the end of hostilities in Korea appeared to be in sight, with the prospect of the
early implementation of relief and reconstruction measures applicable to Korea as a
whole. These hopes were subsequently belied by military developments and the
scope and character of the relief programme originally envisaged was affected as a
result.

3. From Dudley’s subsequent exposition of the United Kingdom attitude there
appear to be two main reasons for the caution which the United Kingdom has been
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exercising with respect 1o its contribution to UNKRA. The most important one is
the uncertainty surrounding the whole question of the Agency’s actual programme
of operations in Korea. Dudley has pointed out that there was a delay of six months
between the General Assembly resolution setting up the Agency and the conclusion
of an agreement with the Unified Command allowing the Agency to commence
work in Korea. Even then that agreement constituted only a partial authorization
for limited purposes and provided for a form of technical assistance to South Korea
rather than for the full-scale relief and reconstruction work originally envisaged by
the Assembly for the whole of Korea. It is true that Mr. Kingsley contends that the
approval which the Korean Advisory Committee gave to his report on May 23rd
constituted full authorization for the proposed UNKRA programme of $250 mil-
lion. In Dudley’s view, however, this contention is without foundation since the
Advisory Committee did not have the power to give such authorization and since
the total amount of this programme had never received formal approval (as is
reflected in the fact that the United Kingdom contribution was pledged on a sliding
scale: £10 million for a total programme of $250 million and £8 million for a total
of $200 million). In any case conditions in Korea itself render it impossible at the
moment to draw up long-term relief plans, due to the uncertainty attendant on the
truce negotiations. If large-scale fighting is renewed, the relief eventually required
will probably be greater than was originally planned. On the other hand, it is likely
that such relief will be confined to South Korea and may in this respect be more
restricted than was envisaged in the original resolution. Because of the difficulties
referred to above, UNKRA had not been able to carry out the general programme
covering the period up to early 1952 envisaged by the Assembly’s resolution. The
current need was therefore to arrive at the formulation of the revised longer-term
programme for Korea, and this would have to be tackled at the next Assembly.

4. The United Kingdom authorities therefore argue that in these uncertain cir-
cumstances it is not unreasonable to make their contribution available as the money
can be spent, reserving payment of the full amount pledged until a full-scale relief
plan can be drawn up and approved. In the meantime they have made £250,000
available and have pointed out to the Agent-General that a further £400,000 of the
total of £10 million authorized by Parliament for the period ending March 31st,
1952 is in the form of a direct contribution to the United Nations, which the Secre-
tary-General can spend at any time.

5. A second reason for caution, which has not been expressed in so many words
but seems to underlie the United Kingdom attitude, is a certain concern lest the
Agent-General might use funds available now to build up a formidable administra-
tive machinery before the eventual shape of UNKRA’s work can be clearly seen.
The United Kingdom authorities feel that Mr. Kingsley is in any case too suscepti-
ble to the attractions of a large establishment and are apparently unwilling to put
more temptation in his way than is necessary for the limited needs of this interim
period.

6. We drew Dudley’s attention to our concern that the cautious policy the United
Kingdom has been following because of the special circumstances in this particular
case might have disturbing implications with respect to the successful financing of
international agencies if it were given general application. Dudley has given a cate-
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gorical assurance, however, that it is not their intention to apply such a policy to
other operations in this general field. Further, in the case of Korean relief, when it
becomes possible to formulate a long-term relief programme in Korea, the United
Kingdom will not be backward in providing its fair share of the contributions
required.

7. Although they both have disturbing aspects for us, I think you will agree that it
is necessary to draw a distinction between the matter of the United Kingdom con-
tribution and the difficulties which have arisen in connection with the United States
contribution. In the latter case the question involved is the total amount of the
United States contribution and, if the recent reduction made by the House Foreign
Affairs Committee of Congress is not restored, the United States will not be able to
contribute the amount promised by the Administration. In the case of the United
Kingdom, however, the amount promised has already been approved by Parliament
and the only question is the rate at which it is to be spent.

8. You may also be interested to know that Dudley has been giving some prelimi-
nary thought to the discussion of Korean relief at the forthcoming session of the
General Assembly. In his view one of the most important questions with which the
Assembly will have to deal is the relation of UNCURK with UNKRA. He believes
that, when conditions in Korea allow a full-scale relief programme to be under-
taken, it will be both desirable and necessary that there be only one United Nations
body in Korea to deal with it. This might be accomplished by making UNKRA the
operating Agency in Korea and by withdrawing UNCURK from Korea and per-
haps merging it with the Advisory Committee. Dudley emphasized, however, that
these were not more than personal thoughts at this stage.

SAUL RAE
for High Commissioner

190. DEA/8254-G-40

La délégation permanente auprés de I’Office européen des Nations Unies
au secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures

Permanent Delegation to European Office of United Nations
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

DESPATCH 392 Geneva, September 20, 1951
CONFIDENTIAL

ADVISORY COMMITTEE OF UNKRA

During the 13th Session of the Economic and Social Council (September 1951)
the Advisory Committee, United Nations Korean Reconstruction Agency, met in
Geneva under the chairmanship of Mr. G.T. Corley Smith of the United Kingdom.
The United States was represented by Mr. Isador Lubin, Head of the U.S.A. Dele-
gation to ECOSOC. Delegates from India and Uruguay attended, and Canada was
represented by Mr. James Sinclair, M.P., Parliamentary Assistant to the Minister of
Finance, Miss B.M. Meagher of the Department of External Affairs, and Mr.
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N.F.H. Berlis of the Canadian Permanent Delegation to the United Nations,
Geneva.

2. At a preliminary meeting held for purely informational purposes, the Agent
General, Mr. Kingsley who had recently returned from a trip to Korea, made a
lengthy and very impressive statement describing conditions there, the present sta-
tus of UNKRA operations, and possible long-term projects. He painted a most
depressing picture of the situation in Korea and informed the Committee that,
while valid statistics were next to impossible to obtain, his personal estimate was
that South Korea has suffered about a two billion dollar loss in capital goods. He
emphasized the fact that no loss of this magnitude would be made up directly by
international assistance and urged that we should not merely attempt in Korea “a
dreary task of relief” but that “we must so develop our programme and so utilize
our resources that the Korean people themselves experience a sort of renaissance
with all of the cultural, social and economic creativity implied in the term”. Two
copies of the text of Mr. Kingsley’s statement are attached as Annex 17 to this
despatch.

3. One of the most important items on the agenda was the question of initial long
range programmes which might be undertaken by UNKRA. The programmes dis-
cussed were the following:

(1) Teaching hospital and revival of medical education

(2) Draught cattle project

(3) Coastal vessel programme

(4) Vocational training centres

(5) Medical rehabilitation

(6) Housing
It was explained by the Agent General that no approval for any of these projects
had yet been given by the military authorities, but he was anxious to have the
advice of the Committee so that negotiations could proceed. The only item not
included in the original $250 million programme was that relating to coastal ves-
sels, as it was originally thought that it would be necessary to use exclusively the
military pipe line. The Agent General indicated that in his view the draught cattle
project and the coastal vessel programme are particularly important.

4. With respect to medical education, the Agent General explained that an inte-
grated and comprehensive health programme is being developed in cooperation
with WHO, but that arising out of a proposal of the Danish Government a narrower
project is being considered to establish a Scandinavian Teaching Hospital in Seoul
in connection with the Faculty of Medicine of Seoul University. It is expected that
this project would be financed partly by contributions from the Scandinavian Gov-
ernments, partly by the ROK Government, and the balance by UNKRA. Budget
estimates have not yet been worked out.

5. The draught cattle project envisages the importation of 20,500 working cattle
and approximately 1,000 breeding cattle over a three year period. It is hoped to
obtain 500 working cattle in the near future, 10,000 during 1952, and the balance in
1953. Half the breeding cattle would be imported from Pakistan in the spring of
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1952. A quarantine station would be rehabilitated, a new station and agricultural
experiment center constructed, and six smaller stations developed.

6. This programme would not cost over $100,000 in 1951, but is expected to
exceed two million dollars in 1952 and again in 1953.

7. To assist in expanding the Korean merchant marine, the Agent General is anx-
ious to obtain five coastal cargo vessels (type CI-MAV-I) to be operated by the
Korean Shipping Company. These ships would be of about 5,000 deadweight tons
and carry up to 5,000 tons of cargo. They would be of shallow draft to permit use
in small Korean harbours, and although they would be too small for use in trans-
Pacific runs, they would, according to shipping experts, be ideal for trips between
Korea and Japan or even between Korea and the Philippines. The total cost of this
project would be between three and four million dollars.

8. The Agent General pointed out that implementation of the coastal vessel pro-
gramme would assist the reconstruction of the Korean economy, would impress the
Korean officials and people, and would be a source of revenue for the Korean Gov-
ernment. This project would also permit the import of consumer goods and
UNKRA supplies independent of military channels.

9. With respect to vocational training, the Agent General explained that there is
not sufficient skilled manpower in Korea to carry out a large scale reconstruction
programme and a labour force must therefore be built up as rapidly as possible.
This project is to be started immediately by the opening of two demonstration train-
ing centres to train Korean instructors and the Koreans themselves will then open
other centres for the training of the general population. At least one of the demon-
stration centres should be in operation by the beginning of 1952.

10. The Agent General explained that nothing is being done at the present time
for the medical rehabilitation of civilians, including a large number of amputees as
a result of war injuries. It is, therefore, proposed that UNKRA should begin to
provide medical rehabilitation facilities and in conjunction with this programme a
small industry for the manufacture of artificial limbs would be developed.

11. Housing, of course, is a desperately serious problem in Korea for it is esti-
mated that 600,000 houses have so far been destroyed and additional losses are
occurring daily. UNKRA is not yet in a position to make any substantial contribu-
tion to the alleviation of this situation but plans are being made to hold a design
competition for both rural and urban housing open to Korean architects and engi-
neers. It is hoped that in this manner Korean talent may be developed and greater
interest in the project aroused which will be of long term value.

12. In connection with this problem, Mr. Kingsley mentioned the need for emer-
gency housing for the large number of unaccompanied children among the refu-
gees. Of the estimated total of 100,000 such children, an undetermined number of
whom are orphans, approximately 50% are being sheltered in orphanages and other
institutions and plans are being discussed for the importation, in collaboration with
UNICEF, of prefabricated housing from Yugoslavia. This matter is still in the ini-
tial planning stage and no definite project was put forward by the Agent General at
this meeting of the Advisory Committee.
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13. There was general agreement in the Committee that all projects mentioned by
the Agent General would be of value although the United States Delegate had some
reservations concerning the coastal vessel scheme and requested more details to be
presented to the next meeting of the Committee. The Indian Delegate did not have
instructions from his Government with respect to the coastal vessel project and he
too suggested that a decision on this matter be postponed until the next meeting.
The Agent General will continue to give the matter consideration and will provide
the Committee with more detailed information at a future date.

14. During the course of discussion concerning long range programmes the Cana-
dian Delegate expressed the view that the draught cattle project and medical reha-
bilitation might be given highest priority as they appeared to be the easiest projects
to begin and would have an immediate impact on the Korean people.

15. Having provided this guidance for the Agent General with respect to long
range programmes, the Committee then considered personnel and administrative
problems. The Agent General presented a gloomy picture with respect to personnel
recruitment, for out of 50 persons presently employed with the Civil Assistance
Command 40 contracts will expire before the end of the year and the other 10 soon
after that time. Indications are that more than half of these persons will wish to
leave Korea and within the next few months UNKRA will need from 50 to 75
persons, including medical officers, supplies officers and sanitary experts. There is
a particular need for top level people and as an example of the difficulties encoun-
tered, the Agent General explained that he was looking for a first class economic
expert to lead economic programming; but out of 50 names so far supplied no one
had accepted the position. Attempts are being made to recruit through specialized
agencies and by direct approaches to governments but so far the results are very
disappointing.

16. The Agent General explained that recruiting for service in Korea is difficult
because of the depressing conditions in that country including lack of housing and
sanitation and the impossibility of being accompanied by dependents.

17. The representative of the United States wondered whether an appeal to gov-
ernments in the form of a resolution by the Advisory Committee might be helpful.
The Canadian Delegate expressed the view, however, that direct approaches to
appropriate governments by the Agent General might be as effective as a resolution
and it was eventually agreed that a resolution should not be adopted. Members of
the Committee undertook to bring to the attention of their respective governments
the seriousness of the problem faced by the Agent General in the hope that sincere
efforts will be made to make available to him the names of appropriate persons
who might be prepared to accept employment with UNKRA.

18. Under this item of the agenda, the Committee considered the distribution by
nationality of international personnel employed by UNKRA and it was learned that
out of a total of 67 persons, 22 come from the U.S.A., 15 from Denmark, 14 from
the United Kingdom, 5 from Canada and smaller numbers from other countries. It
was pointed out that there was a shortage of Asians and South Americans but the
Canadian Delegate expressed the view that, although the figures were of interest,
the question of distribution by nationality must remain of secondary importance so
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long as recruiting difficulties were as serious as had been described by the Agent
General.

19. Of the administrative problems, the chief one concerned the location of
UNKRA headquarters. The United States, supported by the United Kingdom, sug-
gested that the Agent General should make public a statement of intention to trans-
fer the headquarters to Korea as soon as practicable. The Canadian Delegate
informed the Committee that Canada was also anxious that the headquarters should
be established in Korea and he welcomed any suggestion which would indicate
progress towards that end.

20. The Agent General, however, pointed out certain practical difficulties which
had to be faced with respect to this problem. The points which he mentioned were
the following:

(1) The Agent General could not spend full time or even most of his time in
Korea for he was required at meetings in New York, Geneva and elsewhere, and
must travel extensively to visit governments;

(2) The United Nations High Command will not provide facilities for staff, and
the persons who must be in Korea are living in insufferably crowded and
unhygienic quarters;

(3) An announcement which implied that all UNKRA staff would be located in
Korea would seriously affect recruiting which is already a difficult problem;

(4) The Korean economy and supply lines are already strained and it would not
be sensible to aggravate that situation by unnecessarily creating conditions which
would require additional housing, schools, commissary services, etc.

(5) The Agent General appreciated the political problems involved, but in view of
the practical difficulties he was reluctant to use his organization as “a political front
for something we won’t be able to carry out”.

21. The Agent General also claimed that he did not fully understand what govern-
ments meant by the term “headquarters”. If headquarters were in the place where
most of the staff were located, he could point out that out of a total personnel of 67
persons, 41 are located at Pusan. If headquarters were in the country where the
most senior officials were located, out of the six highest ranking UNKRA officials,
four are in Korea full time and the deputy Agent General has full authority to deal
with the Korean Government. If headquarters are where the Agent General is, the
Agent General has spent a third of his time in Korea during the past year.

22. The Canadian Representative said that the figures provided by the Agent
General were of great interest and suggested that UNKRA headquarters were in
fact already located in Korea. He wondered therefore why the Agent General
should not say so publicly, it being understood that in view of the practical difficul-
ties involved the Advisory Committee could not expect that every UNKRA
employee should move immediately to Korea. In fact, the move of further person-
nel and transfer of additional operations to Korea might be discussed at future
meetings of the Committee in the light of changing circumstances.
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23. Though a lengthy discussion took place with respect to this matter no firm
decision was reached. The Agent General, however, stated that he understood the
feeling of the Committee and that he would always take the Committee’s advice.

24. The Advisory Committee also considered financial questions, and under this
item of the agenda discussion took place with respect to the revised Financial Reg-
ulations. The matter was first raised tentatively at the preliminary meeting of the
Advisory Committee and at that time, the Canadian Representative took the oppor-
tunity, in accordance with instructions from Ottawa, to state that the Canadian
Government approved the Financial Regulations as revised by the Advisory Com-
mittee on Administrative and Budgetary Questions.

25. During the more detailed discussion on this point which took place at the
final meeting of the Advisory Committee, the United Kingdom made the following
comments with respect to the financial regulations:

Article 3.1 A plan of expenditure for each financial year is to be submitted for
approval to the Advisory Committee and in the view of the United Kingdom, it
should be stipulated that this document should be submitted to members of the
Committee well in advance of the meeting at which it is to be considered. The
Agent General agreed to this suggestion and informed the Committee that a plan of
expenditure would be submitted prior to the next meeting. He emphasized, how-
ever, that under the present conditions, it is difficult to prepare a very exact plan of
expenditure.

Article 4.1 This article provides that the Agent General may make transfers to the
extent authorized by the Advisory Committee. The United Kingdom suggested that
transfers should not be made between operational and administrative items and the
Agent General said that he was not opposed to this suggestion although he pre-
ferred the widest possible flexibility.

26. The Canadian representative agreed with the proposals made by the United
Kingdom on the understanding that revised articles would be drafted for considera-
tion at the Committee’s next meeting.

27. As the representative of India was without instructions on this item of the
agenda, the Committee agreed that tentative approval might be given to the Finan-
cial Regulations and that the Agent General might operate in accordance with those
regulations on the understanding that the Committee will consider the matter of
final approval at its next meeting.

28. The Committee also had before it financial statements for the period ending
June 30, 1951 (Annex 27 to this despatch) including statements of contributions set
out in appendices I and II to the document. With respect to contributions, the Cana-
dian Representative stated that planning could be much more effective if money
pledged to UNKRA were made available. He emphasized that contributions should
not be withheld until suitable projects might be developed but that pledges should
be honoured and funds made available now so that the UNKRA work could pro-
ceed on a realistic basis. This statement was welcomed by the Agent General who
pointed out that if governments followed the example of the United Kingdom, the
agency would be quite unable to operate. With respect to contributions in kind, the
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Agent General expressed the view that cash contributions would be much more
satisfactory and he wished that other countries might follow the Canadian example.

29. The United States representative said that his country would continue to make
contributions to direct relief in Korea through the Unified Command. He said that
the U.S. Administration will continue to press for a contribution of $162 million to
UNKRA for the first year. A limited appropriation of $69 million has been
approved and it is expected that Congress will provide the balance.

30. Budget allocations and projections for the first and second quarters 1951/52
were presented to the Committee in a document attached as Annex 37 to this des-
patch. Although reference was made to particular items in this document during the
course of discussion on other subjects, there was no discussion with respect to the
document itself.

31. The Agent General requested advice concerning circulation of Advisory
Committee summary records and UNKRA papers, and the Committee agreed that it
would be inadvisable to give general distribution to such papers. It is obvious that
to do so would have the effect of restricting discussions and the free expression of
views, and would thus lessen the value of the advice which the Committee might
give to the Agent General.

32. The United States suggested that all papers might be considered confidential,
but that the Committee’s decisions be announced, and the Chairman wondered
whether it could be left to the Agent General to draw up for general distribution a
report on each session. The Canadian Delegate asked whether the Agent General
would be satisfied to undertake the work and the responsibility involved in the
suggested procedure, and in reply the Agent General said that the Secretary of the
Committee might prepare a summary of decisions which could be approved by the
Chairman prior to distribution. This procedure will be followed for the session of
the Committee just concluded and will be continued if it is found to be satisfactory.

33. The Agent General said that UNCURK had asked for UNKRA papers, and he
suggested that they be provided with the public record. If that should not prove
satisfactory the question of providing additional documentation might be discussed
by a subsequent meeting of the Committee.

34. In respect of the question of coordination with the United Nations Technical
Assistance Administration, the Agent General, in reply to a question from the
Canadian representative, maintained that there was close cooperation between
UNKRA and UNTAA and that the latter had loaned them a representative who was
now stationed in Korea. He also stated that he worked through UNTAA in recruit-
ing technical assistance experts for Korea but that because of the delays which
often occurred in locating such experts, he found it advisable for UNKRA itself to
operate independently and simultaneously in the search for appropriate experts. His
explanation was not entirely satisfactory but he insisted that experts could be found
more easily and more speedily if both UNKRA and UNTAA channels were used
simultaneously.

35. The final item considered by the Committee was the time and plan of the next
meeting. The Agent General expressed the wish for another meeting before Christ-
mas and he suggested that this might take place in Paris about December 10. This
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was agreed, and the Agent General promised that basic papers would be circulated
to members two weeks in advance, although it was always possible that he might
wish to raise points not covered by documentation because of the rapidly changing
situation in Korea.
N.F.H. BERLIS
Secretary

191. DEA/8254-G-40

La délégation permanente auprés de I'Office européen des Nations Unies
au sous-secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures

Permanent Delegation to European Office of United Nations
to Under-Secretary of State for External Affairs

LETTER NO. 460 Geneva, October 31, 1951

U.N. KOREAN RECONSTRUCTION AGENCY

In a brief conversation with Sir Arthur Rucker, Deputy Agent General of
UNKRA, I learned that the chief purpose of Sir Arthur’s return to Geneva and his
forthcoming visit to the United States with the Agent General, is to report complete
frustration with respect to the Agency’s work.

2. Sir Arthur claims that the High Command is not implementing the terms of the
agreement with UNKRA entered into some months ago and that UNKRA is able to
do virtually nothing in Korea. Both Sir Arthur and Mr. Kingsley, the Agent Gen-
eral, are greatly concerned about this situation and are leaving today for the United
States where they hope to reach a satisfactory understanding concerning the rela-
tionship between the Agency and the High Command.

N.F.H. BERLIS
Secretary

192. DEA/8254-G-40

Le représentant permanent par intérim auprés des Nations Unies
au secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures

Acting Permanent Representative to United Nations
to Secretary of State for External Affairs
TELEGRAM 784 New York, November 5, 1951

CONFIDENTIAL. IMPORTANT.
Repeat Washington No. 555.

UNKRA AND THE UNIFIED COMMAND

1. Prospects are not good that the military authorities in Washington will agree to
the transfer to UNKRA of even limited responsibility for relief and rehabilitation
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work in Korea. This was the gist of information received at the Secretariat this
morning from Kingsley, who is to meet tomorrow with the heads of the Defence
and State Departments in an attempt to convince them that assumption by the
agency of responsibility for specific projects in specified areas need not interfere
unduly with the Unified Command.

2. Kingsley’s deputy in Korea, Sir Arthur Rucker, told me today that Kingsley
has already had informal talks with officials of the Pentagon and the State Depart-
ment, and as a result now is inclined to believe that the army will not consider a
transfer of authority in Korea so long as hostilities continue. Even if a cease-fire is
negotiated, it is doubtful whether the Unified Command would be willing to relin-
quish its control over relief operations until there is strong evidence that a perma-
nent political settlement is in sight. Kingsley had originally thought that the basic
opposition to UNKRA did not come from the top echelon in the Department of
Defence but was largely confined to an “empire building™ group of senior officers
in Pusan and Tokyo which is anxious that responsibility for relief activities should
remain in their hands. Since arriving in Washington, however, he has gained the
impression that the views of this group are shared by the top brass in the Pentagon.
While the State Department would like to see the army divorced from relief activi-
ties as soon as possible, it is doubtful whether their opinions will carry great
weight.

3. Sir Arthur is proceeding to Washington on Wednesday and has promised to
keep us informed of developments. He made many interesting comments about the
agency and its relationships with the Unified Command, the Korean Government
and UNCURK, on which I shall report separately in a despatch.t

193. DEA/8254-G-40

L’ambassadeur aux Etats-Unis
au secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures

Ambassador in United States
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

TELEGRAM WA-3914 Washington, November 6, 1951

CONFIDENTIAL

Repeat Permdel No. 476.
Reference: Permdel New York’s No. 555 to Washington (No. 784 to Ottawa).

UNKRA AND THE UNIFIED COMMAND
1. Contrary to the views expressed by UNKRA officials in New York, there
appears to be no disagreement between the State Department and the Department
of Defence as to when UNKRA should assume full responsibility for relief and
rehabilitation activities in Korea. It is true that the Unified Command would not be
willing to transfer full authority to UNKRA while hostilities continue. It would,
moreover, seem difficult to advance logical arguments for such a transfer.
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2. The United States Department of Defence, on the basis of present plans, will
be providing some $200 million for relief and rehabilitation work in Korea in the
current fiscal year, $100 million of which has been specifically authorized “for
emergency relief for the civilian population of Korea”. If UNKRA were to assume
full responsibilities in this field, and it is not equipped at the moment to do so,
further expenditures for civilian relief in Korea by the Department of Defence
could not be made. As these Defence Department expenditures in Korea will not be
considered as a part of the United States contribution to UNKRA, the net result
would be a smaller overall United States contribution for Korean relief and rehabil-
itation. When UNKRA is ir a position to assume full responsibility, the Depart-
ment of Defence will no longer be able to justify to the general accounting office
continued expenditures for civilian relief in Korea.

3. I would be grateful to receive your general views on this subject. In the
meantime, I think we must accept with some reservation the statements made by
UNKRA officials in New York which purport to interpret the attitude of the State
Department.

194. DEA/8254-G-40

Le représentant permanent par intérim aupres des Nations Unies
au secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures

Acting Permanent Representative to United Nations
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

TELEGRAM 786 New York, November 7, 1951

CONFIDENTIAL

Repeat Washington No. 559.
Reference: Washington teletype WA-3914 of November 6.

UNKRA AND THE UNIFIED COMMAND

1. While conceding the point has not yet been reached when full responsibility
for Korean civilian relief should pass to UNKRA, I think considerable political
damage will be done to the agency and to the United Nations as a whole if UNKRA
has to be placed in cold storage as the result of the discussions now going on in
Washington between Mr. Kingsley and the Department of Defence.

2. There can be little complaint if the Pentagon, through the Unified Command,
has complete control over military operations in Korea. Furthermore, there would
be no advantage to the army’s ceasing its relief activities until a political settlement
is reached. However, I would suggest there are serious objections to having the
Unified Command play a completely lone hand in the relief picture, even while
hostilities continue. If we wish to continue to give conclusive evidence that relief
operations in Korea have the support of the great majority of the members of the
United Nations, it is important that some United Nations organ should function
which is less directly responsible to the policy-makers in Washington than the Uni-
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fied Command. Otherwise it becomes increasingly difficult to answer effectively
Soviet charges that the United Nations action is primarily another aspect of the
operation of United States foreign policy in Asia.

3. Admittedly UNKRA cannot now implement more than a small portion of the
ambitious programme it had originally planned. However, it can assume responsi-
bility for specific projects which the army’s Civilian Assistance Command (whose
hands are admittedly full already) cannot handle.

4. There are also practical reasons why UNKRA should not have to suspend oper-
ations. If the Unified Command wants to “go it alone” on relief and rehabilitation
work, there should be no surprise in Washington that other members of the United
Nations are reluctant to help the United States taxpayers finance relief operations
over which they have no control.

195. DEA/8254-G-40

Note de la Direction des Nations Unies
pour le sous-secrétaire d’Etat suppléant aux Affaires extérieures

Memorandum from United Nations Division
to Deputy Under-Secretary of State for External Affairs

CONFIDENTIAL [Ottawa], November 19, 1951

UNKRA

At my request, Mr. Mclnnes has reviewed our policy towards UNKRA in the
light of Washington’s WA-3914 of November 6, and PERMDEL’s No. 786 of Nov-
ember 7 (attached), and we have jointly prepared for your signature, if you concur,
the attached telegram to Washington in reply.

2. A useful suggestion has been made by Thurrott, concerning which we should
welcome your opinion, but we think it is too early to incorporate it in the telegram
to Washington. It concerns a possible relationship between UNKRA and the Tech-
nical Assistance Programmes, and particularly the part which might be played by
Cavell’s office.

3. As you know, UNKRA is at present operating about 90% on Canadian money.
If, at the Sixth Session of the General Assembly, when the UNKRA item comes up
for debate, it becomes apparent that, owing to the failure to obtain a cease-fire,
contributing nations are unwilling to honour their pledges to UNKRA, the Agency
will be left with comparatively little that it can do, with a very modest sum of
money with which to do it, and the great bulk of that money having been supplied
by Canada.

4. It is suggested that we explore the possibility of returning some of this money
to Canada in the form of an UNKRA-financed programme of training in useful
technical accomplishments, at Canadian institutions, of Korean students and
Fellows.

5. If, for example, UNKRA were able to place 100 young Koreans in Canada in
the fields of vocational training, social welfare, medicine, bridge-building, etc., it
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could make a very real and specific contribution to the rehabilitation of Korea,
which should have the advantage of costing very little, and also of the funds
involved being expended in Canada. Such a scheme would also have the advantage
of enabling UNKRA to keep up the appearance of being usefully busy at a time
when, in fact, it is not really going to be able to perform any major activities. By
the time the trainees had received their instructions, the political and military situa-
tion in Korea might have improved to the point where the Agent-General's more
ambitious programme can be started.

6. If you think there is any merit in the suggestion, it could be explored with
Cavell’s office.

S. MORLEY SCOTT

[PIECE JOINTE/ENCLOSURE]

Projet d’un télégramme du secrétaire d'Etat aux Affaires extérieures
a U'ambassadeur aux Etats-Unis®

Draft Telegram from Secretary of State for External Affairs
to Ambassador in United States®®

CONFIDENTIAL Ottawa, November 19, 1951

Repeat Permdel.
Reference: Your WA-3914 of November 6, and Permdel’s 786 of November 7.

UNKRA AND THE UNIFIED COMMAND

1. We have consistently discounted optimistic views expressed by UNKRA' offi-
cials and our instructions to the Canadian Delegation to the Sixth Session of the
General Assembly of the United Nations (copy of which was sent to you under
cover of Letter No. V-3211 of October 31t), are confined to a request that every-
thing be done to persuade other nations to honour the pledges which they have
made to UNKRA. The Policy Guidance Section (para.16) points up the essential
dilemma of UNKRA, which has now been reinforced by your telegram under refer-
ence, by Permdel’s 786 of November 7, and by Permdel’s Letter 1206 of Nov-
ember 67 (also referred to you), describing a conversation with Sir Arthur Rucker.

2. The fact is that work on the Agent-General’s programme, announced to the
Committee at its meeting in May, 1951, remains dependent upon the implementa-
tion of the agreement reached between Mr. Kingsley and General Ridgway on
August 13, 1951. This agreement stated that the Unified Command would not
transfer any authority to UNKRA (the question of UNKRA assuming full responsi-
bility was never at issue) until such time as hostilities ceased.

3. Nevertheless, we think that there is still a useful area of activity open to
UNKRA (see para. 5 below), and we agree with Permdel that there are grave politi-
cal objections to UNKRA's ceasing operations. In addition to the arguments out-
lined in paras. 2 and 3 of Permdel’s No. 786 of November 7, there is the by no

8 Ce télégramme n'a pas été envoyé./This telegram was not sent.
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means negligible point that the closing up of the Agency would have domestic
repercussions in Canada, both in governmental circles, and among church and wei-
fare groups, which have taken the existence of UNKRA, and Canada’s participation
in it, as an earnest of our concern over the humanitarian aspects of the Korean war.

4. We think that severe damage would be done to the prestige of United Nations
if UNKRA were to suspend operations. It would be a confession of failure on the
part of the Free World. It would be a denial of our often-expressed humanitarian
aims. It would lend strength to the contention, made on both sides of the Iron Cur-
tain, that the only result of the Korean war has been to strip, batter and impoverish
the country and people of Korea. It seems to us that the one positive achievement
which can come out of Korea, pending a successful outcome of hostilities, is a
measure of rehabilitation work to be undertaken by UNKRA.

5. As to the area of activity open to UNKRA, we have in mind the specific and
practical projects outlined by the Agent-General before the Advisory Committee’s
Meeting in Geneva on September 10, e.g., establishment of a teaching hospital;
draught cattle project; coastal vessel programme; vocational training centres; medi-
cal rehabilitation and housing. We are also considering, at the official level,
whether UNKRA might use part of its funds to take advantage of facilities offered
to the United Nations expanded programme of Technical Assistance. We may com-
municate later with you on this point.

6. I should be grateful if you would present this point of view to the State Depart-
ment and express the hope that the State and Defence Departments will take it into
account in considering the Agent-General’s assessment of the possible activities of
UNKRA in the immediate or near future.

7. It remains our opinion that contributing nations should be asked to honour
their pledges so that UNKRA may carry on such work as is possible in the immedi-
ate future, and plan with some confidence its later programme.

196. DEA/8254-G-40

L’ambassadeur aux Etats-Unis
au secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures

Ambassador in United States
to Secretary of State for External Affairs
TELEGRAM WA-4051 Washington, November 21, 1951

SECRET. IMPORTANT

Repeat Permdel No. 504.
Reference: Reid-Campbell telephone conversation, November 21st.

UNKRA
1. We were asked this afternoon to discuss the question of possible postponement
of the special meeting of the agency’s Advisory Committee, scheduled for Decem-
ber 10th, with William Sanders, Acting Assistant Secretary of State for United
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Nations Affairs, Graham Hall, Special Assistant for Korean Relief and Rehabilita-
tion and Ward Allen of Hickerson’s staff.

2. The State Department wished to inform us, in strict confidence, that Kingsley
had signified his intention to resign from UNKRA. It was thought this new factor
might influence our decision with regard to the proposed postponement of the spe-
cial meeting of the Advisory Committee, since it would add to the present confu-
sion for the committee to meet with UNKRA in an almost headless state.
Furthermore, the State Department pointed out that the agreement between
UNKRA and the Unified Command is now in the delicate stages of final negotia-
tions. Apprehensions are felt that if a special meeting of the committee is held at
this juncture, things might be said which might impede or even upset conclusion of
the agreement. The State Department believes that Kingsley, on the verge of sever-
ing his connection with UNKRA, would not be likely to discuss with the committee
in a satisfactory manner plans for implementation of the agreement. There is also a
danger that if committee members, anxious to criticize Kingsley, should urge the
espousal of elaborate plans by UNKRA, the Unified Command might be frightened
off altogether when just at the point of reaching an understanding with UNKRA.

3. As stated in our WA-3914 of November 6th, it appears that there is not sub-
stantial disagreement between the State Department and the Department of Defence
as to when and how UNKRA should become active in Korea. The State Depart-
ment considers the agreement presently under negotiation to be a good one, as pro-
viding a practical basis for the initiation of operations by UNKRA, despite the
limitations which must inevitably apply to the operation of a civilian agency in a
theatre of war. They have provided us in advance and on a confidential basis with a
draft of the proposed memorandum of understanding between the Unified Com-
mand and the UNKRA. The full text follows in my immediately following tele-
type,T but the essential paragraph reads as follows:

QUOTE (d) To such extent as may be mutually agreed, UNKRA will undertake,
from time to time, relief and rehabilitation projects in Korea, additional to the
United Nations Command program. Proposals for such projects will be initiated by
UNKRA through the Joint Committee in Tokyo; and arrangements for the opera-
tion of agreed projects will be determined by the Joint Committees in Korea, Tokyo
or Washington, as may be appropriate. UNQUOTE.

4. The State Department officials explained that the United States could hardly
take the initiative themselves in obtaining postponement of the Advisory Commit-
tee meeting because the United States had in the first instance proposed the holding
of such a meeting some months ago, when it had appeared in different circum-
stances that a useful purpose would be served. Furthermore the United States, to a
large extent, might be considered as a party principal to the agreement at present
under negotiation.

5. They recalled that when this special meeting had been first suggested, the
Canadian Government had not been enthusiastic about it. We pointed out the diffi-
culties in the way of the Canadian Government undertaking to initiate postpone-
ment of the Advisory Committee’s special meeting. The State Department
indicated it might not be necessary for any government to initiate a proposal for
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postponement formally. The main thing is whether governments concerned would
be prepared to agree to postponement and to so instruct their representatives; if that
could be done, the postponement might be brought about merely by means of dis-
cussions between representatives in New York or in Paris. There would then be no
question of any one country in particular having taken the initiative.

6. The State Department officials offered the suggestion that if the special meet-
ing of the Advisory Committee scheduled for December 10th were postponed, it
might be advisable to schedule the next regular meeting of the committee for the
early part of January, in order to avoid giving the impression of indefinite shelving
of the question of UNKRA’s commencing active operations. It is also thought
likely that by that time the agreement between UNKRA and the Unified Command
would have been concluded and therefore the Advisory Committee would be abie
to embark upon a practical discussion of projects.

7. The State Department requested us to convey their views to you immediately
and they would appreciate receiving your decision as soon as possible. If postpone-
ment can be arranged, the State Department would be glad to know before Sunday,
in the interest of economy, since it would then be possible to cancel reservations
for air passage to Europe of certain officials concerned with the Advisory Commit-
tee meeting who would have to leave the United States in advance.

197. DEA/8254-G-40

Le secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures
a Uambassadeur aux Etats-Unis

Secretary of State for External Affairs
to Ambassador in United States

TELEGRAM EX-2258 Ottawa, November 23, 1951

SECRET. IMMEDIATE.

Repeat Permdel No. 646.
Reference: Your WA-4051 and 40521 of November 21 and Reid-Campbell tele-
phone conversation of the same date.

UNKRA

1. In the light of your telegrams under reference, we are prepared to agree to a
postponement of the meeting of the Agency’s Advisory Committee provisionally
scheduled for December 10, provided that other members of the Committee are in
accord, and that postponement is to a definite date not later than the end of the
Paris part of the Sixth Session of the General Assembly, in order to permit, inter
alia, a review of the finances and spending policy of the Agency.

2. We think that the reasons for the desired postponement should be fully

explained by the State Department to India and Uruguay, as well as to the United
Kingdom.
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3. We are not expressing at this time any views on the proposed agreement, which
we have not examined for this particular purpose, as we do not know whether it
represents a proposal unilaterally put forward by the Unified Command and/or the
United States Administration, or whether it represents an amicable settlement
agreed to by UNKRA.

4. The request made to Olivier by Hall and reported to us in Permdel’s 794 of
November 17,7 that we initiate postponement, we now consider to have been with-
drawn. We therefore propose to take no action, but are willing to abide by the
wishes of the majority of the members of the Committee.

5. I should be grateful if you would transmit these views to the State Department
and inform us as soon as possible of their reaction, in order that we may keep the
Delegation at Paris informed.

198. DEA/8254-G-40

Le secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures
au chef de la délégation a I’Assemblée générale des Nations Unies

Secretary of State for External Affairs
to Chairman, Delegation to United Nations General Assembly

TELEGRAM 80 Ottawa, November 27, 1951
CONFIDENTIAL

UNKRA ADVISORY COMMITTEE

1. You may already have learned that the next session of the Advisory Committee
of UNKRA, which was to have been held in Paris on December 10, has now been
postponed until January 10.

2. At the request of the United States State Department, we concurred in this
decision, the initiative in which was, however, taken by Kingsley himself.

3. Chief reasons given by State Department for urging postponement were immi-
nent resignation of Kingsley as Agent-General of UNKRA, and inadvisability of
Advisory Committee meeting while fresh agreement was being negotiated between
UNKRA and the Unified Command regarding the former’s status in Korea, and its
ability to start operations in the near future.

4. We are re-examining commentary for Item 27 in the light of these and other
events. Despatch follows.
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NATIONS UNIES
UNITED NATIONS

PREMIERE PARTIE/PART 1

SIXIEME SESSION DE L’ASSEMBLEE GENERALE A PARIS,
PREMIERE PARTIE, 6 NOVEMBRE-21 DECEMBRE 1951
SIXTH SESSION OF THE GENERAL ASSEMBLY IN PARIS,
FIRST PART, NOVEMBER 6-DECEMBER 21, 1951

SECTION A

INSTRUCTIONS A LA DELEGATION CANADIENNE
INSTRUCTIONS TO THE CANADIAN DELEGATION

199. DEA/5475-DW-15-40

Le sous-secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures
aux chefs de poste a l'étranger

Under-Secretary of State for External Affairs
to Heads of Posts Abroad

CIRCULAR DOCUMENT No. A. 79/51 Ottawa, October 31, 1951
SECRET

PAPERS FOR THE GUIDANCE OF THE CANADIAN DELEGATION
TO THE GENERAL ASSEMBLY

I attach copies of three papers which were prepared for the guidance of the
Canadian Delegation to the Sixth Session of the General Assembly in Paris and
which were approved by Cabinet on October 23, 1951.

The papers are:

(1) General Instructions for the Guidance of the Canadian Delegation.
(2) Asian Question before the General Assembly.
(3) Draft International Covenant on Human Rights.

S. MORLEY ScortT
for Under-Secretary of State
for External Affairs
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[PIECE JOINTE 1/ENCLOSURE 1]
Déclaration générale pour la gouverne de la délégation canadienne

General Statement for the Guidance of the Canadian Delegation

SECRET [Ottawa], October 17, 1951
GENERAL

1. While the various organs of the United Nations should be used to the maximum
extent possible for strengthening the unity of the Free World, no support should be
given to action in the United Nations which would force the withdrawal from the
organization of the Soviet Union or which would give the U.S.S.R. a convincing
pretext for such a withdrawal. The United Nations still provides opportunities for
contact between the Cominform World and the Free World, and the withdrawal of
the Soviet Union would only lead to breaking off this contact without in any way
altering the present balance of power in the world. Moreover, if the Western
democracies act in a manner which forces the U.S.S.R. to leave the organization,
this might well be followed by the withdrawal of such “neutralist” states as India
and Indonesia, with the consequent decline in United Nations™ prestige in Asian
territories where its influence is of great importance to the West.

POLITICAL AND SECURITY QUESTIONS

Collective Measures Committee

2. The Collective Measures Committee, which was established by the “Uniting for
Peace” Resolution adopted by the Assembly on November 3, 1950, has included in
its report a number of recommendations and guiding principles for military, eco-
nomic and political sanctions which might be taken by the United Nations against a
future aggressor.

3. In view of its composition and its cumbersome mechanism, the United Nations
is clearly not the appropriate body to direct actual military operations in a major
war. Yet the United Nations could not remain purely passive if such a war broke
out and still retain any real moral authority. In the event of a general war, the
United Nations should be used by the Western Powers as an agency for securing
the maximum support from states not directly and initially participating in military
operations. It follows from this that the role of the United Nations in a major war
should be at least as active as has been its participation in the Korean crisis. In the
debates at the Assembly on the report of the Collective Measures Committee the
Delegation should be guided by these principles.

Disarmament and Atomic Energy

4. The Western Powers are publicly committed to accepting unconditionally a
plan for the international control of atomic energy which was approved by a large
majority of the Members of the United Nations some time ago, provided that the
Soviet Union also accepts this plan. The democracies are also committed to the
unanimous resolution of the General Assembly of December, 1946, in which the
Assembly recognized the necessity of an early general regulation and the reduction
of armaments and armed forces. In view, however, of the present overwhelming
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superiority of the Soviet Union in conventional armaments and, in particular, in
numbers of trained troops, the real position of the democracies is not quite so
straightforward.

5. Debate on these questions at the Assembly will probably centre around the
report of the Committee of Twelve, which recommended that a single commission
should be established to take over the functions of the present Atomic Energy Com-
mission and the Commission for Conventional Armaments. While it is unlikely that
the establishment of a single commission will have the effect of modifying the
declared policies of either the United States or the Soviet Union, the Delegation
should support its establishment since it would at least provide the opportunity for
a fresh start. The Delegation should guard against any precipitate rejection of pro-
posals in this field which may be advanced by the Cominform states, particularly
since such rejection out of hand would offend such influential states as India and
Yugoslavia.

Treatment of Indians

6. The Assembly will also discuss again the perennial question of the treatment of
people of Indian origin in the Union of South Africa. Primarily because of the
South African Government’s refusal to agree to any United Nations intervention in
this matter, negotiations for a round-table conference between India, Pakistan and
South Africa have now broken down. It seems evident that the present impasse will
continue, and a fruitless and acrimonious debate take place at each Assembly,
unless and until an advisory opinion is obtained from the International Court of
Justice regarding the competence of the United Nations to intervene in this ques-
tion. As long ago as November 25, 1946, the Canadian Delegation supported the
view that an opinion on this matter should be obtained from the Court. To date,
however, India has objected to this, on the grounds that the question is essentially
political, not legal. The Delegation might do anything it could to persuade the Indi-
ans to modify their opposition to a reference to the Court, pointing out that, without
such a reference, there is little chance of the present deadlock being broken.

ELECTIONS

Security Council

7. The Delegation should support Pakistan and Chile for the seats now occupied,
by India and Ecuador. The arguments against electing a Cominform state to replace
Yugoslavia are not convincing, but the Delegation should not support the
Cominform candidate (probably Czechoslovakia) if both the United States and the
United Kingdom oppose its election. In the latter event the Delegation should vote
for Ethiopia, rather than for Greece, which is also a candidate, as the election of
Greece would give the Council too strong a NATO complexion.

Economic and Social Council

8. The Delegation should support the re-election of China, France and Belgium
(on the understanding that the Netherlands is not a candidate). For the seats now
filled by Chile and Peru the Canadian Delegation should support the two states
which are the choices of the Latin American bloc, with the exception that the Dele-
gation should not support Argentina in view of the repressive actions taken against
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freedom of the press by its present regime. For the sixth seat the Delegation should
support India for re-election, even though Australia is also a candidate since India
has exercised a moderating influence on some of the other under-developed states
and Canada is supporting Pakistan for the Security Council.

International Court of Justice

9. The Delegation should vote for the re-election of Judges Green H. Hackworth
of the United States, Charles de Visscher of Belgium and Helge Klaestad of Nor-
way. The Soviet candidate to replace the retiring Judge Krylov will probably be
Professor Golumsky and the Delegation should support his election. The Delega-
tion should also support the election of Sir Benegal Rau of India in place of the
retiring Mexican incumbent (Judge Alfaro). Apart from Sir Benegal’s own personal
abilities, his election to the Court would have the desirable effect of increasing the
representation of Asia and of common law systems. In the by-election occasioned
by the death last May of the Brazilian member of the Court, Judge Azevedo, the
Canadian Delegation should support, for the remainder of this term, the election of
the Brazilian candidate, Dr. Levy Carneiro.

ECONOMIC AND SOCIAL QUESTIONS

Economic Development

10. The main economic item on the agenda of the Assembly concerns the various
aspects of the economic development of under-developed countries, in particular
the methods of financing such development, the provision of technical assistance
and the promotion of land reforms. The Delegation might express agreement with
the principles formulated by the thirteenth session of the Economic and Social
Council on these subjects. It should, however, oppose proposals which Chile is
expected to make for the creation at this time of new international machinery or of
a special international fund for the purpose of making outright grants to under-
developed countries to finance their development programmes. The Delegation
should commend the United Nations and the Specialized Agencies for the progress
made and the results so far achieved in their various programmes of technical assis-
tance. The Delegation should also emphasize that the principle of self-help is basic
to the successful operation of all United Nations programmes for assistance to
under-developed countries.

Korean Relief

11. The twelve-month rehabilitation programme proposed by the Agent-General
for the United Nations Korean Reconstruction Agency (UNKRA) has received
general approval from UNKRA’s Advisory Committee, on which Canada is repre-
sented. It seems unlikely, however, that the Agency can proceed much beyond the
planning and procurement stage so long as hostilities continue in Korea. The Gov-
ernment is particularly concerned over the failure of member nations to honour
their pledges to UNKRA’s Contributions Fund. Though $205,000,000 (U.S.) has
been pledged, less than $8,000,000 (U.S.) has so far been received in cash. The
Delegation should therefore press hard for the honouring of all outstanding
pledges.
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TRUSTEESHIP QUESTIONS

South-West Africa

12. This perennial problem is probably the most important item in the field of
trusteeship and non-self-governing territories on the Assembly’s agenda. On this
subject the Committee of Five, established by a resolution of the Assembly last
December, has formulated a number of compromise proposals designed to imple-
ment the advisory opinion of the International Court of Justice and yet to take into
account the arguments made by the representatives of the Union of South Africa.
The South African Government has now rejected the proposals of the Committee of
Five and the latter will be submitting a report of failure to the General Assembly.
There is little doubt that the proposals developed by the Committee of Five were
very moderate, particularly in that they tried to overcome South Africa’s objections
by suggesting a plan which adhered very closely to the procedures of the League of
Nations. South Africa’s rejection of these proposals will make it difficult for coun-
tries like Canada not to take a stand against her. By refusing to agree to the find-
ings of the Court or to perform the obligations which the Court found still to exist,
the South African Government has acted in a way which will undoubtedly provoke
a hostile reaction in the General Assembly. Nevertheless, the Delegation should not
support condemnatory resolutions phrased in intemperate language because the
adoption of such resolutions would make the South African Government even more
intransigent. The Delegation might support a resolution regretting the South Afri-
can Government’s unwillingness to comply with the International Court’s advisory
opinion and its unwillingness to submit a report on the administration of the terri-
tory. Such a position is in accordance with the previous Canadian support for the
advisory opinion of the Court.

Participation of Italy in the Trusteeship Council

13. At present, under the rules of procedure of the Trusteeship Council, Italy has
the right to participate without vote in the Council when the latter discusses the
reports on Italian Somaliland, for which Italy is the administering authority. As
Italy is not a Member of the United Nations it seems clear that Italy has already
received the maximum consideration which is possible at the present time. The
Delegation should therefore take the position that, while we would like to see Italy
a Member of the United Nations, we believe that until it has obtained such mem-
bership it cannot have a vote in the Trusteeship Council, without violating the pro-
visions of the Charter (in particular, Article 86).

ADMINISTRATIVE AND BUDGETARY QUESTIONS

The Budget

14. The Secretary-General has submitted budget estimates for the year 1952 total-
ling $46,568,300. The Advisory Committee on administrative and budgetary ques-
tions has recommended reductions in these estimates amounting to $2,035,400. The
Delegation should, as in previous years, support proposals, including those of the
Advisory Committee, designed to ensure the efficient and economical administra-
tion of the United Nations without impairing essential services. It should also
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encourage efforts to achieve greater co-ordination and the elimination of overlap-
ping and duplication between the United Nations and the Specialized Agencies.

Scale of Contributions

15. In direct response to objections raised by Canada and other countries at the
Fifth Session of the General Assembly, the Contributions Committee has recom-
mended a substantial increase (totalling 3.72%) in the contributions of the
Cominform states, in order to reflect more closely their true capacity to pay. How-
ever, a further reduction in the United States contribution (from 38.92 to 36.90
percent) in partial implementation of the principle of a 33 1/3 percent ceiling
accepted by the Assembly in 1948, together with a significant improvement in Can-
ada’s economic position, has resulted in a recommendation for a small increase of
.05% (from 3.30 to 3.35 percent) in Canada’s contribution for 1952. The Delega-
tion may support the Committee’s recommendations provided that the Canadian
increase does not exceed .05% and that the principle of a per capita ceiling is
maintained. It should emphasize that reductions in the contribution of the United
States toward the 33 1/3 percent ceiling should be accompanied by compensating
increases in its contributions to other United Nations agencies where it pays less
than this ceiling. The Delegation should also insist that further progress toward the
elimination of the maladjustments still remaining in the scale, particularly in the
contribution of the U.S.S.R., should be made during the next year.

[PIECE JOINTE 2/ENCLOSURE 2]

Questions relatives a I'Asie étudiées lors de la sixiéme session de I'Assemblée
générale

Asian Questions Before the Sixth Session of the General Assembly

SECRET [Ottawa], October 18, 1951

During the past year the gap between the North Atlantic Treaty powers and the
countries of Asia has widened. China has adopted an attitude of hostility toward the
western world which will take many years of patience and goodwill to break down.
Its alignment with the Soviet Union is more definite, the identification of their
interests is firmer, and the potential differences between them have receded for the
time being into the background. Some of the minor countries of Asia have been
irritated by the favour shown to Japan in an effort to gain the support of that coun-
try for the west. A large and growing area of misunderstanding and distrust has
arisen between Asian countries led by India and some members of the United
Nations led by the United States, over relations with China and the course to be
followed in trying to bring the Korean war to an end.

2. If the differences between the west and the Asian states led by India should
become more pronounced, the result could be extremely serious, especially in its
effects on Western attempts to restrain the expansionism of the Soviet Union.
Canadian effort at the Sixth Session of the General Assembly should therefore be
directed toward helping to eliminate misunderstanding and, where possible, to
bridge the gaps between the policies of the United States government and those of
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the Asian governments. This will be no easy task in view of the inflexibility of
United States policy as a result of the difficulties created for the Administration by
the dismissal of General MacArthur and the Republican attack on the Administra-
tion’s Far Eastern policies, and as a result of the tendency in the United States to
place opposition to Communism above all other considerations.

3. Chinese representation and the position of Formosa are almost certain to come
before the Assembly in some form while the situation in Korea and Chinese
Nationalist charges of Soviet intervention in Chinese affairs are already on the
agenda.

Chinese Representation

4. A change in Chinese representation in the Assembly is most improbable during
the Sixth Session. The United States, United Kingdom and Canadian governments
are on record as opposing admission of the Central People’s Government to the
United Nations, the former apparently without limit and the latter two until China
shall have ceased to aid aggression in Korea. It is unlikely that any motion for a
change in representation would receive substantial support. The Canadian delega-
tion would be consistent if it voted against a change of representation. Any state-
ment against changing Chinese representation should, to be realistic, avoid any
suggestion that the change is opposed from any admiration for the Nationalist Gov-
ernment or from any conviction that it represents the Chinese people. It should be
related solely to China’s intervention in Korea. An opportunity may arise to defer a
decision on Chinese representation on procedural grounds: a proposal in such terms
would avoid the substantive question of which government should represent China,
and would be preferable from the Canadian point of view. The United Kingdom
would support such a procedural resolution, and probably the United States would
also. The special committee set up by the Fifth Session to study Chinese represen-
tation has proved abortive; it would probably, therefore, be as well to avoid sup-
porting any extension of its life.

Formosa

5. The Cairo Declaration by the representatives of the United States, the United
Kingdom and China in 1943 promised the restoration of Formosa to the Chinese
state. This promise was confirmed in the Potsdam Proclamation by the United
States, the United Kingdom and China, subsequently adhered to by the Union of
Soviet Socialist Republics in 1945. The Japanese Instrument of Surrender, also
signed in 1945, was based on the Potsdam Proclamation and provided that the
terms of the Proclamation should be carried out. Canada signed the Instrument of
Surrender. De facto administration of Formosa by the Chinese Nationalist Govern-
ment has been acquiesced in by the Canadian government through the acceptance
of a note from the Nationalist Government in 1946 stating that Formosa was
restored to Chinese sovereignty and that Formosans had regained their Chinese cit-
izenship; through agreement that the commercial modus vivendi with China should
cover Formosa; and through various administrative actions. While it is true that
circumstances have now changed in that China is ruled by a government which we
do not like, it is open to doubt whether it is wise to repudiate a wartime agreement.
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6. The Canadian delegation should try to prevent the question of the disposition of
Formosa from being raised as a substantive question and should endeavour to have
the question left open until after a cease-fire has been arranged in Korea. Any
debate on the substantive question is bound to widen the rift between the orient and
the occident, and to force the United States to take an increasingly firm position
from which it will have difficulty in retreating when the time comes.

Korea

7. The situation in Korea is so unpredictable that only general instructions can be
given before the Assembly meets. In the absence of an agreed truce, it would be
advisable, if possible, to maintain the present machinery of an additional measures
committee of the General Assembly, where recommendations can be formulated.
This procedure has advantages over consideration of additional measures in the
first instance by the Political Committee. Our aim in the Additional Measures
Committee might well be to try to avoid the imposition of additional military, dip-
lomatic or economic sanctions until present measures have had better opportunity
to demonstrate their worth. In this way it will be possible to avoid an undue risk of
driving China more firmly into the arms of the Soviet Union.

8. If an armistice is concluded it is to be expected that the United Nations Com-
mander will submit a report to that effect to the United Nations. If the report is
made to the General Assembly, the problem arises who is to be responsible for the
next obvious step, political negotiations aimed at a larger settlement. As negotiators
for the United Nations, the group of countries which together are supplying the
forces in Korea would probably be adequate provided India (which provides an
ambulance unit but no fighting troops) is included. Their aim should be to achieve
a general settlement in the Far East even though this would be difficult in view of
the attitude of the United States towards the seating of Communist China in the
United Nations and the disposition of Formosa. It is unlikely that any body set up
by the General Assembly at this session would be able to approach the problem of a
general settlement in the Far East during the lifetime of the Sixth Session of the
Assembly.

Nationalist Chinese Charges Against the Soviet Union

9. It is difficult to deal realistically with the charges laid by the Nationalist gov-
ernment because even the countries which maintain relations with the Nationalists
recognize that in fact they are not the effective government of China. The most
desirable line to pursue at the Sixth Session of the General Assembly would there-
fore be one leading to the adoption of a course which would allow the charges to be
left in abeyance. One solution would be to support any move which would continue
this problem in the Interim Committee rather than in the General Assembly proper,
along the lines of the resolution passed on December 1, 1950.
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{PIECE JOINTE 3/ENCLOSURE 3]
Pacte international provisoire sur les droits de I’homme

Draft International Covenant on Human Rights

CONFIDENTIAL [Ottawa], October 12, 1951

The General Assembly of the United Nations, at its Sixth Session opening on
November 6th, will “reconsider” the decision taken last year in Resolution 421(V)E
to include in one covenant articles on economic, social and cultural fights, together
with articles on civil and political rights. This is in consequence of a recommenda-
tion made to it by the Thirteenth Session of the Economic and Social Council,
which concluded its meetings on September 21st.

2. It has been the consistent Canadian view that the Commission on Human
Rights should first concentrate on drafting a covenant restricted to the traditional
civil and political liberties. This view has been expressed, or is at least implicit, in
Cabinet Memoranda of March 14th and July 30th, 1951, has been communicated to
the Secretary General of the United Nations, and was the basis of instruction given
to the Canadian Delegation to the Thirteenth Session of the Economic and Social
Council.

3. At the Sixth Session of the General Assembly, therefore, the formulation of
economic, social and cultural rights, either as a part of the “first” covenant or as a
separate covenant, will be an item on the Agenda.

4. A study of the articles relating to economic, social and cultural rights, as drafted
by the latest (Seventh) Session of the Commission on Human Rights, shows that
the best covenant that could be hoped for would comprise no more than a series of
commendable objectives, provisions for the implementation of which would
amount merely to a reporting procedure. These objectives are already adequately
covered, at least for the time being, in the present Universal Declaration on Human
Rights. The reporting procedure envisaged in the present draft covenant would
appear to be unnecessary in the light of the arrangements already established for
annual reports from member states on developments in the field of human rights
submitted for inclusion in the United Nations Year Book on Human Rights.

5. It is recommended that the following instructions regarding the formulation of
economic, social and cultural rights be given to the Canadian Delegation to the
Sixth Session of the General Assembly:

(a) The Delegation should maintain the position that it is impractical to combine
economic, social and cultural with civil and political rights in a single covenant;

(b) Should it be proposed to formulate a separate covenant on economic, social
and cultural rights, the Delegation should oppose the proposal for the reasons set
forth above and especially on the ground that the precise formulation of such rights
in an international legally binding instrument is impracticable, and that legal reme-
dies for the violation of such rights would be unworkable.
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SECTION B

ELECTIONS
ELECTIONS

SUBDIVISION I/SUB-SECTION 1

POLITIQUE
POLICY

200. DEA/5475-CX-1-40

Note du sous-secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures
pour le secrétaire d'Etat aux Affaires extérieures

Memorandum from Under-Secretary of State for External Affairs
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

CONFIDENTIAL [Ottawa], April 10, 1951

ELECTIONS TO THE PRINCIPAL ORGANS AND COMMITTEES
OF THE UNITED NATIONS

I attach for your consideration a copy of a memorandum of August 28+ on the
subject of Turkey’s candidature for one of the non-permanent seats on the Security
Council. In a marginal comment on this memorandum you suggested that the time
had perhaps come for us to reconsider our increasingly unrealistic policy of refus-
ing to pledge advance support for candidates and confining ourselves to an assur-
ance of “sympathetic consideration”.

2. There are, of course, certain advantages in the policy we have followed in the
past. Coupled as it has been with a reluctance formally to canvass support for our
own candidatures, it has kept us from becoming involved in the more flagrant
horse-trading that inevitably occurs in the context of elections to the principal
organs and committees of the United Nations. Secondly, our refusal to make
advance commitments has left our hands comparatively free, and has enabled us to
support the election of countries whose candidature was not definitely announced
until the final stages of the electoral campaign. Finally, by responding to the
approaches of all prospective candidates in uniformly neutral terms, we have per-
haps succeeded in creating a minimum of disappointment and resentment among
candidates we are either unable or unwilling to support.

3. On closer consideration, however, it seems to me that these advantages are
somewhat precarious in nature. While elections in the United Nations are held by
secret ballot, candidates are, as a rule, fairly certain as to the quarters from which
they may expect support or opposition. The net result of our traditionally coy atti-
tude, therefore, is probably that we succeed neither in winning friends, as we might
by clearly indicating our support for specific candidates, nor in influencing people,
where such influence may be required to ensure the election of the most responsible
and best qualified candidate.
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4. As an illustration of the political advantages which might be derived from an
unequivocal advance pledge of support, it would suffice to recall the case of
Egypt’s recent candidature for election to the Economic and Social Council when
we did, in fact, decide to assure the Egyptian Consul-General of our proposed sup-
port. Since 1947, when Canada came out in favour of the partition of Palestine, our
relations with the Arab world have been cool, if not strained. The Arab thesis has
been that Canada was inexorably committed to the policy followed by the major
Western powers in the Middle East and a basis of mutual understanding between
Canada and the Arab world was thereby precluded from being established. In the
light of this slightly exaggerated persecution complex we should perhaps avail our-
selves of every opportunity of responding to reasonable overtures on the part of the
Arabs, insofar as such a response does not conflict with the general objectives of
Canadian policy. Egypt’s request that we support its candidature for a seat on the
Economic and Social Council presented a good opportunity for creating a more
favourable atmosphere in Canadian-Arab relations, and the disadvantages inherent
in an advance pledge of support in such a case would seem to be offset by tangible
political advantages.

5. Once we have reached a considered decision to support a country for election to
one of the principal organs or committees of the United Nations, we should, I
think, be prepared to assist our candidate in securing election. The difficulties
experienced by Turkey in gaining a sufficient majority for its recent election to the
Security Council provide, I believe, a case in point. Canada was strongly convinced
that Turkey could play a far more effective role in the Council than the Lebanon,
and active Canadian support for Turkey’s election might well have succeeded in
persuading wavering delegations, where United States efforts to swing the balance
in favour of Turkey could be resented as a form of pressure.

6. In the light of these considerations, I believe that we might henceforth abandon
the cautious and, in the final analysis, unrealistic attitude we have adopted in the
past. Once the field of potential candidates has emerged clearly and we are in a
position to reach a definite and final decision, the only sensible course of action
would seem to be for us to give explicit assurances to the candidates we propose to
support, and to exert some effort in seeing to it that they are elected. This would
not, of course, preclude us from confining our response to an assurance of “sympa-
thetic consideration” in cases where it would be politically unwise to make an
advance commitment or where we were genuinely uncertain as to our eventual line
of action.

7. As a corollary of this policy we should be justified, I think, in pressing our own
candidature for office in the organs and committees of the United Nations with
more vigour than we have displayed on previous occasions. It is, of course, gratify-
ing for us to be elected on the initiative of others rather than an a result of a system-
atic and formal campaign of canvassing votes on our part, but I doubt if such an
approach is likely to increase our chances of election in the immediate future. The
delicate restraint, which characterized our recent bid for a vice-presidency in the
General Assembly, lost for us the votes of many friendly delegations which, until
the very last moment, were uncertain as to the definiteness of our intentions, There
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can be little doubt that a formal request for support at an early stage in the electoral
campaign would have assured Canada’s election by a substantial margin.

8. I do not believe that a change in our policy, along the lines indicated in this
memorandum, would necessarily have to involve us in electoral horse-trading. It
should be quite possible for us to be more forthright in regard to our own candida-
ture for office without, at the same time, deviating from our previous practice of
supporting other candidates for office solely on the basis of individual merit.'

A DP H[EENEY]

SUBDIVISION [I/SUB-SECTION I

CONSEIL DE SECURITE
SECURITY COUNCIL

201. DEA/5475-DW-14-40

Extrait d’une note du sous-secrétaire d’Etat suppléant aux Affaires extérieures
pour le secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures

Extract from Memorandum from Deputy Under-Secretary of State for External
Affairs
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

CONFIDENTIAL [Ottawa], September 22, 1951

PRE-ASSEMBLY TALKS

This year the annual pre-Assembly talks are four-cornered — the United King-
dom, the United States, France and Canada. One talk has already taken place in
New York and another will probably take place on Tuesday or Wednesday of next
week, September 25-26.

Elections to the Security Council

3. The continuing non-permanent members are the Netherlands, Turkey and Bra-
zil. The retiring members are India, Ecuador and Yugoslavia. We have promised
our support to Pakistan to replace India. We have been informed that the Latin
American states are considering Chile or El Salvador as a replacement for Ecuador.
I think we should use whatever influence we can against the candidacy of El Salva-
dor, which obviously does not meet the primary requirement of Article 23.2

4. The main difficulty in elections to the Security Council will be over the election
of the successor to Yugoslavia. The State Department appears to be determined not

! Note marginale :/Marginal note:
I agree with the conclusions reached above. They seem sensible to me L.B.P|earson]
2 L’article 23 de la Charte des Nations Unies décrit 1a composition du Conseil de sécurité et les condi-
tions d’admissibilité.
Article 23 of the United Nations Charter describes the composition of the Security Council and eligi-
bitity of membership.
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to support any candidate from a Cominform state. At first they thought of Greece
as a possible successor to Yugoslavia and later on of Ethiopia.

5.1 am not myself impressed by the arguments against electing a Soviet satellite.?
It seems to me that one serious disadvantage of not electing a Soviet satellite, par-
ticularly as long as the Peking Government is not represented at the Security Coun-
cil, is that the Security Council is obviously being packed against the Russians.
This, like the votes at the San Francisco Japanese Peace Conference, tends to mis-
lead opinion in our own countries about the comparative strength of the Soviet and
the non-Soviet worlds. It seems to me that the only argument against electing a
Soviet satellite, such as Poland, is that it increases the difficulty of mustering the
necessary seven votes in the Council. I do not see, however, why this should be
particularly difficult, except on very rare occasions. If the three Western Powers in
the Council are agreed, they will have no difficulty in getting the two Latin Ameri-
can votes and the votes of the Netherlands and Turkey. This will give them seven
votes. As long as Nationalist China is on the council, they can usually get the Chi-
nese vote, and on most issues they ought to be able to get the Pakistani vote. About
the only time when they will face difficulties will be on votes on Asian questions,
such as Kashmir and Palestine.

6. If the Assembly decides against electing a non-Cominform state to succeed
Yugoslavia, I suggest that the successor should come from that great part of the
world which lies between Pakistan and the Pacific coast of the Americas which
would otherwise be unrepresented on the Council, except by the puppet regime in
Formosa. Indonesia might be the best but we could not have three Muslim states on
the Council at the same time (Turkey, Pakistan and Indonesia). The choice would
therefore seem to lie between Burma and Ethiopia.*

E. RIEID]

202. DEA/5475-CX-1-40

Note de la Direction des Nations Unies
pour le conseiller de la délégation permanente auprés des Nations Unies

Memorandum from United Nations Division
to Advisor, Permanent Delegation to United Nations

CONFIDENTIAL [Ottawa], October 2, 1951

ELECTIONS TO SECURITY COUNCIL

I asked Mr. Pearson to amplify his views on the seat to be vacated by Yugosla-
via. He said:

3 Note marginale :/Marginal note:
1 agree {L.B. Pearson]
“ Le Ministre a fait valoir le cas de I'Ethiopie et a ajouté la note marginale suivante :/The Minister
underlined Ethiopia and added the following marginal note:
Probably the better of two unsatisfactory candidates L.B.P[earson]
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(1) His first preference was for a Soviet-satellite state. We should therefore, in
pre-Assembly talks, continue to advocate this.

(2) However, we should not, at the Assembly, vote for a satellite state if the U.S.
and U.K. were supporting a non-Communist state.

(3) Among the non-Communist states mentioned for the seat, Mr. Pearson’s pref-
erence, at least until pre-Assembly talks cleared the atmosphere further, was for
Ethiopia because of her contributions to the United Nations effort.’

S. MORLEY SCOTT

203. DEA/5475-CX-1-40

Le représentant permanent par intérim auprés des Nations Unies
au secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures

Acting Permanent Representative to United Nations
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

TELEGRAM 717 New York, October 5, 1951

CONFIDENTIAL

Repeat Washington No. 506.
Reference: Our letter No. 1055 of September 201 and our teletype No. 714 of Octo-
ber 4.7

PRE-ASSEMBLY TALKS — SECURITY COUNCIL ELECTIONS —
“SATELLITE SEAT”

1. At yesterday’s pre-Assembly talks, Gross said that the State Department had
been reviewing their policy for Security Council elections and still favoured Greece
as a candidate for Yugoslavia’s seat.

2. When the rest of us said that we were not greatly impressed by the arguments
against electing a satellite, Gross said that they still had an open mind concerning
possible compromise candidates but they would not contemplate voting for a satel-
lite. If the Korean fighting continued, he said, he thought it inconceivable that a
satellite would be elected. He therefore urged us to ask our governments to con-
sider second choice candidates. If there was no prior understanding among us
whatever, there would be great confusion in a free for all election in Paris.

3. We then discussed possible second choices in a very tentative way. Gross said
that Romulo had told him in confidence that the Philippines might run for Yugosla-
via’s seat and would, if elected, withdraw from ECOSOC. The United Kingdom
and French said they thought that the Philippines had already had more than their
share of United Nations offices and proposed Thailand. We said that as between

3 Note marginale :/Marginal note:
Mr. Reid: This is an obiter dictum from the Minister following his talk with the Chilean Ambas-
sador. S.M.S{cott].
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Burma and Ethiopia, you would prefer the latter, particularly in view of their
Korean contribution, although you were not much impressed with either candidate.

4. The United States are still thinking of Lebanon as a possibility (see our letter
No. 1055) as, unless an Arab were already on the Council, they would oppose
Greece as a replacement for Turkey next year. United Kingdom do not want an
Arab.

204. DEA/5475-CX-1-40

Le chef de la délégation a I’Assemblée générale des Nations Unies
au secrétaire d'Etat aux Affaires extérieures

Chairman, Delegation to United Nations General Assembly,
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

TELEGRAM 76 Paris, November 21, 1951

CONFIDENTIAL

SECURITY COUNCIL ELECTIONS

1. When the Security Council elections take place at the next plenary of the
Assembly, Pakistan and Chile are virtually assured of election. We shall vote for
both. Chile is the choice of the Latin-American caucus which has picked Salvador
for the Trusteeship Council.

2. As regards the Yugoslavia seat, only Greece and the Philippines are in the run-
ning, and the Philippines hardly qualify as “Eastern European” — a tradition it
might be well to maintain. Ethiopia has expressed desire to be on the Council and
has abstained on almost everything so far. I think we shall vote for Greece.

3. Some of the reasons which have led me to favour Greece are given in a memo-
randum which will be forwarded to you in the next bag.

205. DEA/5475-CX-1-40

Le chef de la délégation a I’Assemblée générale des Nations Unies
au secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures

Chairman, Delegation to United Nations General Assembly,
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

DESPATCH 47 Paris, November 21, 1951

CONFIDENTIAL
Reference: My telegram No. 76 of November 21, 1951.
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SECURITY COUNCIL ELECTIONS

I am enclosing a copy of a memorandum of November 14th giving some of the
reasons which led me to decide to support Greece for the Security Council seat
being vacated by Yugoslavia.

DAVID M. JOUNSON
for Chairman

[PIECE JOINTE/ENCLOSURE]}

Note du représentant permanent auprés des Nations Unies
pour le secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures

Memorandum from Permanent Representative to United Nations
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

CONFIDENTIAL {Paris], November 14, 1951

SECURITY COUNCIL ELECTIONS — YUGOSLAV SEAT

From what you said at the meeting this morning, I gather you have not yet made
up your mind as to whether to vote for a satellite or Greece. Ethiopia has expressed
no desire to be on the Security Council, and the Philippines hardly qualify as “East-
ern European”.

2. There is still a good deal of obscurity, in my mind at least, as to the nature of
the understanding between the Great Powers on the “Eastern European seat”. You
have your own recollections to draw on, but, as you know, the Americans do not
admit that there ever was an understanding to give the “Eastern European seat” to
the Soviet nominee every year. Some kind of agreement was reached in London in
1946, which recognized that, for the First Assembly, the Western Powers would not
oppose a Soviet nominee, thus giving the communists a second seat on the Security
Council. Perhaps the implication of this agreement was that it might be extended in
future years,5 but Sir Gladwyn Jebb, who was a party to the agreement reached in
London, does not challenge the American interpretation that it applied only to the
first Session of the Assembly.

3. Not only do the Americans now deny that the agreement was intended to cover
future years, but they argue that even when the agreement was made it was under-
stood as a precedent applying to the election of an Eastern European state — and at
that time Czechoslovakia was not a communist state.

4. If we accept the thesis that no promises were ever made to the Russians to vote
for their nominee for the Security Council, all we now have to go on is the well-
established precedent that a Council seat goes to an Eastern European country.
Greece, like Yugoslavia, qualifies under this heading. From the point of view of the
Soviet Union, the provocation was certainly greater in electing Yugoslavia last year
than it would be if Greece were elected this year.

¢ Note marginale :/Marginal note:
This was certainly the implication generally drawn [L.B. Pearson).
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5. The Greeks themselves have been using a further argument with delegations
such as ours who are known to favour the tradition of electing a satellite from that
part of the world. They say that this year the effective choice is between Greece and
the Philippines — now that the United Kingdom has decided not to vote for a satel-
lite. While there might be much to be said for not limiting the chances of election
of states in other parts of the world by maintaining the tradition of an Eastern Euro-
pean seat, the Greeks argue that if we wish the tradition to be kept alive, we would
do better to vote for them than for the Philippines, so that, if there should be an
easing of the tension between East and West, we might again elect a Soviet nomi-
nee without too much inconsistency.

6. So far as we know at present, the only delegation with which we are closely
associated which is still thinking seriously of voting for a satellite is the Australian
delegation, and they are not definite.

7. There is some discussion in the commentary of the undesirability of “packing”
the Security Council with N.A.T.O. countries, especially while the Nationalists
continue to represent China. This is certainly not a point to be lightly dismissed. On
the other hand, an analysis of the voting in the Security Council in recent months,
and notably the example of the Anglo-Iranian dispute, shows how difficult it is
even now, with Yugoslavia rather than a satellite on the Council, to secure seven
affirmative votes. Abstentions are increasingly in vogue. Further, with the strong
possibility that there will be a cease-fire in Korea and the perhaps more remote
chance that this might lead to a change in Chinese representation in the United
Nations within the next year, it seems to me gratuitous to give away a seat on the
Council. Three Soviet votes would better reflect the real balance of power in the
world but would tend to make it still more difficult for the Council to agree on
anything but the weakest and lowest common denominator in any situation.

8. The difficulty of getting seven affirmative votes in the Security Council might
be of very considerable importance to Canada in the field of collective security. We
want the U.N. to be able to act in this vital field. We have supported the “Uniting
for Peace” resolution and the Collective Measures Committee. We now have means
of circumventing a Soviet veto in the Council. But we have no way of getting U.N.
action without seven affirmative votes in the Council.”

DAVID M. JOHNSON

"La Grece a été élue au Conseil de sécurité le 20 décembre 1951 au dix-neuvieme tour de scrutin.
Greece was elected to the Security Council on December 20, 1951 on the nineteenth ballot.



314 UNITED NATIONS

SECTION C

DESARMEMENT
DISARMAMENT

206. DEA/50271-40

Note du sous-secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures
pour le secrétaire d'Etat aux Affaires extérieures

Memorandum from Under-Secretary of State for External Affairs
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

ToOP SECRET [Ottawal, October 27, 1951

THE NEW U.S. PROPOSALS ON REDUCTION OF ARMAMENTS

The two attached telegrams from Wrong (WA-3825 and WA-3827)t relate to the
new U.S. position on the regulation and reduction of all armed forces and arma-
ments including atomic weapons. This new position is set out in a paper which has
been approved by Mr. Truman, Mr. Acheson and Mr. Lovett; the text appears in
WA-3825.8 The paper is regarded as so secret that it has not yet been given to the
U.S. Permanent Delegation to the U.N., and among foreign governments has so far
been shown only to the U.K. and ourselves. It is expected, however, that the U.S.
Ambassador in Paris will very shortly discuss it with Mr. Schuman in an effort to
obtain French support for joint action by the Big Three at the opening of the
Assembly.

We have not yet had time to prepare a well-rounded and detailed commentary on
the new U.S. proposals, and these notes are made up of preliminary remarks on
particular aspects of the subject. The attached telegram to Wrong, for your signa-
ture if you approve, prescribes a course of action which appears to meet the imme-
diate circumstances.

A. New Features

There appear to be two really new features incorporated in the U.S. paper;
outside of these and some propaganda material, it does not differ notably from the
terms of the General Assembly resolution of 1946 on disarmament.’®

The first new point is the express willingness of the U.S. Government to accept
as a first step “a progressive system for international disclosure and verification of
all armed forces and armaments on a continuing basis. This means revealing in
appropriate stages all armed forces — including para-military, security, and police
forces — and all armaments, including atomic, and providing for proper and pro-
gressive international inspection to verify the adequacy and accuracy of this infor-
mation.” Hitherto the U.S. has not been prepared to disclose atomic weapons.

8 Voir/See United States, Department of State, Foreign Relations of the United States (F RUS), 1951,
Volume 2, Washington: United States Government Printing Office, 1979, pp. 559-562.
? Voir/See Volume 12, pp. 801-21.
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The second new point is the list of criteria, termed “examples which could be
suggested for consideration in the course of detailed negotiations on the pro-
gramme” for the regulation, limitation and balanced reduction of all armed forces
and armaments. This schedule of criteria is something which has not been
attempted since the debates on disarrnament in the League of Nations; it appears to
lead to proposals of the same general type of those put forward in the League,
although we have not yet had time to work out in detail the implications of the
criteria listed. This point is discussed in the attached telegram to Wrong.

B. A Genuine Offer?

We now know that the U.S. refusal in 1946 to disclose the number of atomic
weapons which it held arose from the fact that the number was very small. This is
no longer the case, and perhaps the U.S. would rather like to make public the
figures on the respective atomic capabilities of the U.S. and the U.S.S.R. now,
when the disparity is greater proportionally as it is ever likely to be again. If so, the
U.S. may in this proposal be making a genuine offer to the U:S.S.R. in the hope
that the latter will accept, and not be putting forward a proposal they do not them-
selves believe in, in the expectation that the Russians will reject it. At any rate,
considered as a genuine offer, the paper appears to us to be a good proposal; it is
the first U.S. overture which gives any appearance of being a real effort at horse-
trading, and in this light it appears both realistic and enlightened.

C. Propaganda Aspects

It may be that there is no expectation in the U.S. that the U.S.S.R. will nibble. In
this case, presumably the proposal is being put forward as a propaganda exercise.
As such, it is from the U.S. point of view a good manoeuvre, for it will help to
reduce the doubts of the countries of Western Europe that the U.S. is honestly will-
ing to seek for a real accommodation with the Russians and is not hell-bent for a
show-down. Unless the Russians come out with something even better at the
Assembly, this proposal should also capture the propaganda initiative for the West
for the sweeping references to reduction of international tensions, easing of the
burden of armaments, cessation of fighting in Korea and reduction of the danger of
war are supported by at least one concrete and significant concession on atomic
energy.

D. Tactics

The U.S. hopes that the U.K. and France will support it in sponsoring this pro-
posal in the Assembly, but is likely to go ahead on its own if necessary. We are told
that these new proposals, having been approved at the very top level, are not sub-
ject to modification for bargaining purposes but represent a firm position. On most
of the points covered, this is probably justifiable, but there is one item which we
think might be of value as a bargaining counter should the U.S.S.R. show any inter-
est. This point is the reference to the Majority Plan for atomic energy which in the
context appears to us superfluous; it is not a necessary safeguard, and it is possible
that a skilful approach on our part might persuade the U.S. that this reference could
be deleted if genuine negotiations should develop.
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It is intended that Mr. Acheson shall put forward the new proposals in his open-
ing speech, but it is unlikely that any real answer can be given by the U.S.S.R. until
a good deal of time is spent in examining the terms. The Americans wish to have
their proposal considered as a separate new item on the agenda instead of being
considered in the debates on the report of the Committee of Twelve.'?

AD.P. HIEENEY]

207. DEA/50271-40

Le secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures
a 'ambassadeur aux Etats-Unis

Secretary of State for External Affairs
to Ambassador in United States

TELEGRAM EX-2096 Ottawa, October 27, 1951

ToOP SECRET
Your messages WA-3825 of October 25+ and WA-3827 of October 27.1

NEW U.S. PROPOSALS ON REDUCTION OF ARMAMENTS

Following for Wrong from Pearson: In our immediately following teletype we are
giving the text of a preliminary note prepared in the Department on the contents of
your messages. In this message I shall outline certain steps which you might take.

2. It seems to me that there are certain significant gaps in our information on this
subject. From paragraph 3 of your message WA-3827 I judge that Franks and Ach-
eson have been discussing this matter for some time. It would be most valuable if
you would talk to Franks, explaining our interest in the proposals which have just
been made known to us and admitting frankly that we are not sure to what extent
this is a genuine offer and to what extent a propaganda exercise. Apparently the
original initiative lay with the U.K., but the project appears now to have been taken
up vigorously by the U.S. It seems that in the course of this development the pro-
ject has changed in character. (“The U.K. Government had pressed for a general
program of disarmament and said that the U.S. proposals might be considered as
falling short of the U.K. desiderata.” “The most important consideration in the
view of the State Department is that the Western Powers under the U.S. leadership
should take the initiative at the outset of the General Assembly meeting in the gen-
eral debate on the issue of ‘peace’.””) Any light which Franks can throw on the
background of these proposals would be useful, and I should like particularly to
know what U K. desiderata the U.S. has refused to incorporate.

10 Au sujet des origines du Comité des 12, voir le volume 16, pp. 514-538; pour un bref résumé de ses
travaux, voir Canada, ministere des Affaires extérieures, Le Canada et les Nations Unies, 1951-52,
Ottawa, Imprimeur de la reine, 1952, p. 11.

On the origins of the Committee of 12, see Volume 16, pp. 514-38; for a brief account of its work,
see Canada, Department of External Affairs, Canada and the United Nations, 1951-52, Ottawa:
Queen’s Printer, 1952, p. 11.
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3. Other points on which I should be glad to have fuller information arise from the
actual text of the U.S. paper. Does the U.S. Government envisage a timetable
according to which agreement concerning the procedures for disclosure and verifi-
cation would be reached, the disclosures made, and the necessary inspection
machinery then established, or is it intended that the inspection teams’ should actu-
ally be in existence and ready to function prior to any significant disclosures being
made? I am doubtful whether the U.S.S.R. would be willing to accept the latter
alternative, while there might be very serious risks for us in the former; the U.S.
paper appears ambiguous on the question of which scheme should apply.

4. Another point on which I am concerned is the criterion set out in para. 4C (2) of
WA-3825 to determine the magnitude of permissible defence spending. Surely to
use national product alone is to weight the scale so much against the highly-popu-
lated have-not countries that it could not be taken seriously by them. A more realis-
tic criterion, I should judge, would be one incorporating in a single formula two
variables such as national product and per capita defence expenditure. I notice,
however, that these criteria are put forward as “examples which could be suggested
for discussion”, so I presume that they do not fall under the ban in para. 5 of WA-
3827 (“The U.S. representatives would not be in a position to go any further than
the position set out in the U.S. paper.”)

5. While, as indicated above, we recognize the difficulties of working out this
proposal and how much remains to be done to fill in the details, you should be sure
to make clear to the State Department that we welcome this initiative and agree
with the general principles which underlie the proposal.

6. These and other questions could perhaps be discussed with Matthews. I think,
however, that you should wait until we have had an opportunity to digest what
information you may be able to get from Franks, and to give more thought here to
the particular aspects of the U.S. paper which you might go into with Matthews,
before approaching him.

208. DEA/50271-40

L’ambassadeur aux Etats-Unis
au secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures

Ambassador in United States
to Secretary of State for External Affairs
TELEGRAM WA-3860 Washington, October 30, 1951

TOP SECRET. IMPORTANT.
Reference: Your EX-2096 of October 27th and EX-2097 of October 29th.+

NEW UNITED STATES PROPOSALS ON REDUCTION OF ARMAMENTS

1. As a first stage in filling the gaps in our information referred to in your mes-
sage, I obtained from the British Embassy some information on the background of
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these proposals including the nature of the United Kingdom desiderata on this
subject.

2. The consideration of new proposals on the reduction of armaments apparently
originated from discussions which took place in the Deputies of the Council of
Foreign Ministers when they were working on a possible agenda for a meeting of
Foreign Ministers earlier this year. In their talks in Paris, the Deputies of the 3
Western Foreign Ministers agreed that any discussion of the release from present
international tensions would have to include the question of disarmament.

3. When efforts at convening the Foreign Ministers of the four powers were frus-
trated, United States and United Kingdom officials continued informal consulta-
tions on this question in Washington. Apparently about two months ago it was
decided that preparations should be made for the submission of new proposals in
the United Nations and it was agreed that United Kingdom and United States offi-
cials separately would study the problem and work out separate schemes on which
they would then consult.

4. These talks apparently were confined to United States and United Kingdom
officials on the “working level”. Franks had one talk with Acheson some weeks
ago on this question, but they have not been involved in substantive discussions.
The United Kingdom and United States studies, although conducted separately,
were based on a similar premise, namely, that the main object of the exercise was
to gain initiative in the propaganda for peace in the United Nations. It was also
assumed that there is no contradiction between the making of a genuine offer for
the regulation and reduction of armaments and conducting a useful propaganda
exercise. It was recognized that to be effective from a propaganda point of view, it
was necessary to put forward a scheme which could be implemented by all nations
concerned (in the unlikely event it were accepted in good faith by the Soviet
Government).

5. The United Kingdom officials in their scheme, placed primary emphasis on the
need for specific criteria which would govern the level of military manpower and
armaments. General language, they thought, would be ineffective compared with
the specific percentage cut proposed on more than one occasion by the Soviet
Union. The United Kingdom scheme also referred primarily to the five great pow-
ers — the United Kingdom, United States, U.S.S.R., France and China. Their pro-
posals apparently envisaged that there should be a five power parity in military
manpower of 3 million for the west and 3 million for the east. Each of the five
would be permitted to have roughly 1 percent to 1 1/2 percent of its population
included in its armed forces with an absolute ceiling of one million or one and one-
half million. Russia and China would be permitted a ceiling of say one and one-half
million each; this ceiling would be balanced by permitting the United States one
and one-half million effectives and France and the United Kingdom seven hundred
and fifty thousand each. It was envisaged that limitations on the level of armaments
would be worked out in relation to the manpower quantities indicated above. The
United Kingdom plan also suggested that there should be a more concrete timetable
governing the various stages of implementation, including procedures of verifica-
tion and disclosure.
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6. The British Embassy emphasized that these United Kingdom proposals never
had any ministerial clearance. Since the change of government in London, it is
doubtful whether they will be submitted for the consideration of ministers, since
they differ markedly in conception from the more general but limited proposals
which have now been approved by President Truman and Messrs. Acheson and
Lovett.

7. Apparently on the United States side, objections were raised to including spe-
cific percentages or other figures on the grounds that this kind of detail should be
left to subsequent negotiation, after it had been clearly established whether the
Soviet Union was willing to co-operate to the extent of negotiating on the basis of a
plan which provides for safeguards, including complete disclosure of existing
armaments and armed forces accompanied by international verification.

8. Having in mind the record of the Soviet attitude in the discussions on the regu-
lation and reduction of armaments, the more cautious United States attitude seems
to be justifiable. It was, of course, acknowledged in the bilateral consultations in
Washington, that there was a distinct possibility that the Russians might make the
gesture of accepting the proposals on the reduction of armaments for their propa-
ganda effect and then stall the detailed negotiations which would presumably have
to follow.

9. The British Embassy has not received any new instructions on this matter since
the change of government in London. It was thought not unlikely that the United
Kingdom Government would agree to associate themselves with the sponsorship of
the new proposals. The British Embassy realizes that there is a strong current of
opinion in the United States, expressed in Congress as well as in organizations
such as the American Association for the United Nations, which favors the United
States taking the initiative in new proposals for disarmament. They referred to the
resolutions submitted by Senator McMahon, as well as other Senators in the 82nd
Session of Congress, on this question, as well as to the memorandum submitted by
the American Association for the United Nations yesterday to the United States
delegation to the General Assembly urging the United States Government to “put
forward bold proposals” at the General Assembly for disarmament.

10. We were also told by the British Embassy that the United Kingdom Govern-
ment has now obtained the consent of the United States Government to inform
certain other Commonwealth Governments, namely, Australia, New Zealand,
South Africa through the High Commissioners in London, of the discussions which
have been going on. The French Government has been informed by the United
States Government.

11. I think that in your message to me and in the memorandum given to the minis-
ter a false antithesis is included in describing the United States proposal as either “a
genuine offer” or as “a propaganda exercise”. I feel sure that the proposals are both
genuine and designed for propaganda employment, and surely the best propaganda
is based on a statement of intentions which one is ready to carry out if agreement is
secured. I also think that it would be very difficult to persuade the State Department
to eliminate all reference to the United Nations plan for control of atomic energy,
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since if this is not mentioned the Russians might use the proposal as another occa-
sion for pushing their own alternatives.

209. DEA/50271-40

Le secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures
a I’ambassadeur aux Etats-Unis

Secretary of State for External Affairs
to Ambassador in United States

TELEGRAM EX-2112 Ottawa, October 30, 1951

TOP SECRET. IMPORTANT.

Repeat London No. 1936; Candel Paris No. 1.
Reference: Our EX-2096 of October 27 and your WA-3860 of October 30.

NEW UNITED STATES PROPOSALS ON REDUCTION OF ARMAMENTS

The information in your message gives us a much clearer picture of the back-
ground of the new proposals. For our part, we have today been given by the U.K.
High Commissioner’s Office three telegrams from the C.R.O. including the text of
the U.S. proposals and certain U.K. comments on them. The only new information
thus obtained is given in the following quotation: “However, with a view to launch-
ing their programme to the greatest advantage, United States Government propose
that shortly before the opening of the Assembly, the United Kingdom and French
Prime Ministers should join with the President of the United States in issuing a
tripartite statement foreshadowing the disarmament programme.” With this in
mind, and with our earlier comments as general guidance, you might now have a
talk with Matthews about the subject and perhaps sound him out on whether such a
statement is likely.

2. Incidentally, we agree with the point made in the first two sentences of para-
graph 11 of your message WA-3860. Indeed, the false antithesis to which you refer
was introduced inadvertently and arose from our uncertainty as to whether or not
the United States really is ready to carry out the terms of the new proposal if agree-
ment should be secured.
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210. DEA/50271-40

L'ambassadeur aux Etats-Unis
au secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures

Ambassador in United States
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

TELEGRAM WA-3878 Washington, November 1, 1951

TOP SECRET. IMPORTANT.
Reference: Your telegram No. EX-2112 of October 30th.

NEW UNITED STATES PROPOSALS ON REDUCTION OF ARMAMENTS

1. In conversation with Hickerson (who is handling this subject in the State
Department rather than Matthews) he provided a good deal of further information
today about the background and nature of the United States proposal and also about
the way in which it is to be presented.

2. In outlining the philosophy behind the proposal Hickerson stressed two points.
He emphasized first that, in the State Department’s view, if there were to be an
initiative of this general kind, it must be an honest initiative. It must be a proposal
that the United States would be glad to see accepted. Although Hickerson, from
past experience, was not sanguine that the Soviet Union would accept this proposal,
he asserted that it had been very carefully considered and that the United States
would be prepared to live with it if by any lucky chance it did prove acceptable.
Secondly, Hickerson explained that it was believed in the State Department that
progress towards disarmament could be made only if the problem of inspection
could be solved. For that reason, they had put at the forefront of the United States
proposal the necessity of “a progressive system for international disclosure and
verification”.

3. In tracing the history of the proposal, he said that the consultations with the
British had grown both out of the meetings of the Deputies of the Council of For-
eign Ministers (as I reported in my telegram No. 3860 of October 30tht) and also
out of exchanges between the United States and United Kingdom representatives
on the United Nations Committee of Twelve. Sir Pierson Dickson had discussed
this subject with Hickerson when he was in Washington in September with Mr.
Morrison. Early in October, a Foreign Office official had come to Washington and
had worked on an early United States draft with officials in the State Department.
As a result of this cooperation a joint (United States-United Kingdom) paper was
produced about the middle of October, which had not, however, secured the
approval of either government.

4. The chief difference between the earlier joint paper and the memorandum sent
you under cover of our despatch No. 3825 of October 25th!' was that in the earlier

" Voir/See FRUS, 1951, Volume I, pp. 559-562.
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draft illustrative figures were included for sub-paragraphs 1 and 2 of paragraph 4C
of the present paper. At that time it was intended that sub-paragraph 1 should read:

“Limiting the size of armed forces including para-military security and police
forces to a fixed percent of population, say one percent, but subject to a ceiling for
any country of an agreed maximum figure, say one million.”

The percentage of national product proposed, in a similarly tentative way, as the
ceiling in sub-paragraph 2 would have been five percent.

5. The Pentagon were unconvinced of the wisdom of including such illustrative
figures at this early stage in the initiative, although they would have been prepared
to see these figures used, if in fact negotiations with the Soviet Union developed.
Mr. Acheson also was doubtful whether figures should be included. It was the Pres-
ident himself who took the decision to omit them. Those who have worked on this
project in the State Department are inclined to regret their disappearance, since
concrete figures, they think, might have added considerably to the propaganda
effectiveness of the initiative. They are anxious, however, to make clear that the
paper you have received represents the very farthest that the United States can go
now; and I think you will agree that it shows a very considerable advance.

6. One other point worried Mr. Acheson. He was concerned lest the launching of
this proposal should lead the public here and in other countries “up the garden
path” and give them the impression that there had been some marked improvement
in the international situation. There can be no such improvement, in his opinion,
until the Soviet Union has shown some willingness to negotiate the outstanding
political issues which now embitter its relations with the West. It was to meet this
point of Mr. Acheson’s that paragraph 6 of the present memorandum was inserted.

7. Hickerson provided a good deal of clarification of the way in which the pro-
posed system of disclosure and verification would operate if it were ever accepted
and put into practice. He said categorically that it was essential that agreement con-
cerning the procedures for disclosure and verification should be reached and that
inspection teams should actually be in existence before any disclosures were made.
He also threw- some light on what is meant by “a progressive system for interna-
tional disclosure and verification”. The idea would be to start with the easiest cate-
gories first. For example, it might be agreed that the number of training camps or
the size of police forces should be the first data to be disclosed. The disclosure
would proceed according to an ascending scale of sensitivity. This would mean that
information concerning atomic weapons would be disclosed at a comparatively late
stage although it would not necessarily be reserved for the very final stage. Indeed,
information about nuclear activity would in all probability be spread over a number
of stages. It might be proposed, for example, that information about output and
reserves of fissionable materials should be disclosed relatively early; then informa-
tion about refining capacity might be asked for; and so on until, ultimately, signifi-
cant figures for the capacity of the various countries to produce nuclear fuel would
be available. The counting of bombs by themselves would have little meaning.

8. In discussing the reference in paragraph 4D of the paper to the United Nations
plan for the international control of atomic energy, Hickerson said firmly that, in
spite of the phrase “unless and until a better and more effective plan can be
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devised”, the United States Government has no other plan in mind. No decision has
yet been taken as to what course should be pursued if the Soviet Union seemed
inclined to accept all the other facets of the proposal with the exception of the
United Nations plan for the control of atomic energy.

9. In your telegram No. 2096 of October 27th, you suggested that the use of
national product alone as a criterion for setting a ceiling on permissible defence
spending was unrealistic. Some explanations of sub-paragraph 4 (2) that Hickerson
provided may help to remove this stumbling-block. He pointed out that, since it
was proposed that production for military purposes should be restricted, so that it
bore a direct relation to the amount needed for the armed forces, a cross rate, as it
were, would be established between manpower and defence expenditure and this
would provide an additional ceiling on defence spending. If this ceiling in the case
of the United States, for example, were lower than the ceiling reached by taking a
percentage of the national product of this country, the lower ceiling would prevail.
He was unwilling, however, to have the formula proposed in the United States
memorandum diluted by adding present per capita defence expenditure as a further
criterion. Any such step would tend to freeze the relative state of military prepared-
ness of the Soviet Union and the west in its present disequilibrium.

10. Preliminary soundings in Paris show that the French will probably be willing
to join in sponsoring this proposal before the United Nations. No hint has yet been
received from London of the British reaction. The State Department are anxious to
have both French and British support, but will proceed without it if necessary. If it
proves impossible for the British to associate themselves with the proposal, the
State Department would prefer to launch it themselves rather than to be supported
merely by the French. It is still hoped, however, that it may be possible for Truman,
Churchill and Pleven to issue identical statements presenting the proposal about
noon on November 7th. This statement would be, as it were, a précis of the paper
which you have already received.

11. After that, it is intended that the following steps should be taken:

(a) Truman would deliver a “fireside chat” on the night of November 7th; and it is
thought that Churchill and Pleven might make similar broadcasts.

(b) The next day Acheson, at an early stage in the general debate in the Assembly,
would make a much fuller statement in which the whole of the memorandum which
you have seen would be incorporated. He would also ask that this be placed on the
agenda of the Assembly as a new and separate item.

(c) The British and French representatives would support Acheson before the
Assembly, if they were by then in a position to do so.

(d) The General Committee would be asked to approve the United States request
that this be placed as a new item on the agenda and to assign it to whichever of the
Assembly committees is to be responsible for considering the report of the Com-
mittee of Twelve, i.e. either to the Political Committee or to the Ad Hoc
Committee.

(e) In one or other of these committees this new proposal would be considered
together with the report of the Committee of Twelve.
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(f) When the report of the Committee of Twelve has been approved and when a
new commission has been established in accordance with its recommendations, a
formal resolution would then be introduced to refer this United States proposal to
the new commission. At every stage in the procedure in the United Nations an
effort would be made to draw out the Russians and to make them take up a position
towards the proposal.

12. Hickerson concluded that he very much hoped they could count on Canadian

supportt. In reply, he was merely told that this United States initiative had been
warmly welcomed in Ottawa.

211 DEA/50271-40

Le chef de la délégation a I'Assemblée générale des Nations Unies
au secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures

Chairman, Delegation to United Nations General Assembly,
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

TELEGRAM 38 Paris, November 15, 1951

SECRET. IMMEDIATE.

Reference: Your telegram No. 7 of 2 November.}

UNITED STATES DISARMAMENT PROPOSAL AND REPORT OF COMMITTEE
OF TWELVE

The first committee will probably meet Saturday morning 17 November to agree
on order in which items will be taken up. As soon as this is settled, it is expected
that “disarmament” and “Committee of Twelve report” will be taken up together:
This may begin Monday, 19 November.

2. My immediately following telegram gives text, as it stands at present, of United
States draft for resolution on both items. It is expected that this will be sponsored
jointly by United States, United Kingdom, and France, but the delegations have not
yet agreed on a text. The text has therefore not yet been shown to other delegations,
and we have only today been given this text in “special confidence” by United
States delegation.

3. The main reservation of United Kingdom and French delegations concerns the
advisability of highlighting detailed criteria to relate size of armed forces to popu-
lations. United Kingdom delegation thus far feel that these details should be left for
debate inside the Commission. [ understand that the French, who were not con-
sulted much in advance, are concerned particularly at their dwindling population
relative to Germany. The United Kingdom feels that there would be many other
examples of concern which would be brought out in the general debate — for
example, Israel worrying about much larger population of Egypt.

4. The United Kingdom delegation is also inclined to deprecate the provision in
paragraph 4 of United States draft for twice yearly reports to Security Council and
General Assembly or member governments, as they think that these reports would
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merely be statements of Soviet obstructions, and would lead to unnecessary and
repetitious poisoning of atmosphere.

212. DEA/50271-40

Le chef de la délégation a I'Assemblée générale des Nations Unies
au secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures

Chairman, Delegation to United Nations General Assembly,
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

TELEGRAM 39 Paris, November 15, 1951

CONFIDENTIAL. IMMEDIATE.

Reference: My immediately preceding telegram.

DISARMAMENT AND REPORT OF COMMITTEE OF TWELVE
Following is tentative text of draft resolution: Text Begins:

The General Assembly

Desiring to lift from the peoples of the world the burden of increasing arma-
ments and the fear of war, and to liberate new energies and resources for positive
programs of reconstruction and development,

Believing that the necessary means to this end is the development by the United
Nations of comprehensive and coordinated plans, under international control, for
the regulation, limitation and balanced reduction to levels adequate for defense but
not for aggression of all armed forces and all armaments, and for the effective
international control of atomic energy to ensure the prohibition of atomic weapons
and the use of atomic energy for peaceful purposes only,

Recognizing that a genuine system for disarmament must include all kinds of
armed forces and armaments, must be accepted by all nations having substantial
armed forces, and must include safeguards that will ensure the compliance of all
such nations,

Noting the report of the Committee of Twelve established by resolution 496(v),
and especially its recommendation that the General Assembly establish a new com-
mission to carry forward the tasks originally assigned to the Atomic Energy Com-
mission and the Commission for Conventional Armaments,

1. Establishes an Arms Reduction Commission under the Security Council, hav-
ing the same membership as the Atomic Energy Commission and the Commission
for Conventional Armaments;

2. Dissolves the Atomic Energy Commission and recommends to the Security
Council that it dissolve the Commission for Conventional Armaments;

3. Directs the Arms Reduction Commission to prepare a draft of a treaty (or trea-
ties) for the regulation, limitation and balanced reduction of all armed forces and
all armaments. The Commission shall be guided by the following principles:
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(a) In a system of guaranteed disarmament, there must be progressive disclosure
and verification on a continuing basis of all armed forces — including para-mili-
tary, security and police forces — and all armaments, including atomic.

(b) There must be effective international inspection to verify the adequacy and
accuracy of the information disclosed.

(c) In working out plans for the regulation, limitation, and balanced reduction of
all armed forces, and all armaments, the Commission should seek to formulate cri-
teria of general application, which could be simply and clearly stated. The Com-
mission might consider, among other criteria, whether in the case of armed forces
the size of such forces should be related to population, and whether in the case of
armaments the amount of such armaments should be related to national production,
subject to maximum national figures for both armed forces and armaments.

(d) After formulating limits and restrictions for all armed forces and all arma-
ments, and within these limits and restrictions, the Commission should consider
methods of developing mutually-agreed national programs concerning the armed
forces and armaments that each country would maintain.

(e) In formulating the draft treaty (or treaties) referred to above, the Commission
should include provisions for the international control of atomic energy which
would be no less effective than the United Nations plan in ensuring the prohibition
of atomic weapons and the use of atomic energy for peaceful purposes only.

(f) There must be an adequate system of safeguards to ensure observance of the
disarmament program, so as to provide for the prompt detection of violations while
at the same time causing the minimum degree of interference in the internal life of
each country.

(g) The treaty (or treaties) should be open to all States for adherence and must be
ratified by at least those States whose military resources are so substantial that their
absence from the program would endanger it.

4. Directs the Commission to commence its work not later than thirty days from
the adoption of this resolution and to report at least twice a year to the Security
Council and to the General Assembly, or to the members of the United Nations
when the General Assembly is not in session;

5. Requests the Secretary-General to convene a conference of all States to con-
sider any draft treaty (or treaties) prepared by the Commission as soon as the work
of the Commission shall have progressed to a point where in the judgment of the
Commission any part of its program is ready for submission to governments.

6. Requests the Secretary General to furnish such experts, staff, and facilities as
the Commission may consider necessary for the effective accomplishment of the
purposes of the present resolution. Text ends.
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213. DEA/50271-40

Le secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures
au chef de la délégation a I’Assemblée générale des Nations Unies

Secretary of State for External Affairs
to Chairman, Delegation to United Nations General Assembly

TELEGRAM 50 Ottawa, November 16, 1951

CONFIDENTIAL. IMPORTANT.

Repeat London No. 2067.
Reference: Your telegrams Nos. 38 and 39 of November 15.

U.S. DISARMAMENT RESOLUTION

We have not yet had time to obtain the views of National Defence on the U.S.
text given in your telegram No. 39. As the subject may come up for discussion,
before we have an opportunity to do so, we are sending you now our own prelimi-
nary views.

2. We are favourably impressed by the United States draft resolution. It seems to
us that the language and tone are such as to make it difficult for the Russians to
reject the resolution and that the resolution can therefore be represented as a serious
effort to launch disarmament discussions. This makes it good propaganda.

3. We suggest that, in debate, stress should be laid on the point that there is noth-
ing in the resolution which conflicts with the terms of the disarmament resolution
of December 14, 1946, which the Russians and all other members of the Assembly
accepted. So far as we can see, the only substantial differences are the inclusion of
a specific provision for the disclosure of atomic weapons and the suggestion of
possible criteria to be applied in the regulation of national armaments and armed
forces. The Russians have always wanted the disclosure of atomic weapons and the
criteria mentioned are only suggestions and do not appear to be loaded against the
Russians.

4. Some of the points made in the resolution of December 14, 1946, are omitted
from the new U.S. resolution but we assume that if the Russians want these points
included, the Western Powers would be willing to include them.

5. We are not impressed by the arguments against mentioning the criteria which
are set forth in paragraph 3 of your telegram No. 38. If the criteria are not men-
tioned, the resolution will not constitute a very great advance over the resolution of
December 1946.

6. The possible French and Israeli objections to the criteria would apply to any
reasonable disarmament proposal and in effect represent opposition to any realistic
disarmament scheme.

7. We note that the second criterion is now related to “the amount of armaments”
rather than to “the portion of national production which could be used for military
purposes”. We are inclined to prefer the earlier wording. Presumably, it has been
amended because of the fact that the United States spends much more per soldier in
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the maintenance of its armed forces (as distinct from armaments) than most of the
other countries.

8. The unequivocal application of an upper limit both to the size of armed forces
and the amount of expenditure is an improvement over the previous proposal.

9. The language in Paragraph 3(e) on atomic energy is well chosen since it gives
the Russians no valid reason for objecting.

10. The language of paragraph 3(g) needs some tightening up. Instead of “must be
ratified” it should read “should come into force when ratified”.

11. We suspect that the provision that the Commission should report at least twice
a year is designed to indicate that the Commission is expected to be an active body.
A mere provision for an annual report might easily appear pessimistic concerning
the progress of the work which the Committee is to undertake. Nevertheless, we
recognize the force of the U.K. argument outlined in paragraph 4 of your telegram
No. 38. Accordingly, we consider that the Commission might be required “to sub-
mit an annual report to the Security Council and to the General Assembly, and to
make such other reports to the members of the United Nations as its progress shall
warrant”.

214. DEA/50271-40

Extrait d’une note du représentant permanent auprés des Nations Unies
pour le secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures

Extract from Memorandum from Permanent Representative to United Nations
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

TOP SECRET [Paris], November 18, 1951

DISARMAMENT

In my memorandum of November 15 I gave you the United States draft, as it
then stood, of the disarmament resolution, together with an indication of United
Kingdom and French views, and a few comments of our own.

There have been a number of developments since then.

In telegram No. 50 of November 16 the Department sent us their preliminary
comments on the United States draft. Copy attached.

Meanwhile the United States, United Kingdom and French Delegations have
agreed on a revised text, which will probably be formally submitted Monday morn-
ing. Attached is a copy of this revised text.t The most significant changes from the
earlier draft are:

(i) Paragraph 3(d) refers in a much more rigid manner to the United Nations plan
for atomic controls, which it directs “should continue to serve as the basis unless
and until a better and no less effective system can be devised”. The Department had
liked the relative flexibility of the earlier draft, and Mr. Heeney had even wondered
in his memorandum of October 27 whether specific reference to the majority plan
might not be superfluous in a context stressing adequate inspection and safeguards.
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(ii) The explicit reference to criteria of percentages of population and national
income, to which the United Kingdom and French had taken exception, has been
dropped from the new text. The Department had welcomed this reference, as mark-
ing a realistic advance over the 1946 resolution.

DAvVID M. JOHNSON

215. DEA/50271-40

Le chef de la délégation a I'Assemblée générale des Nations Unies
au secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures

Chairman, Delegation to United Nations General Assembly,
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

TELEGRAM 62 Paris, November 20, 1951

CONFIDENTIAL

COMMITTEE 1 — DISARMAMENT DEBATE

1. In opening the discussion of the three-power disarmament proposals yesterday
morning, Acheson was at his best. In contrast to his statement in plenary, he
refrained from so much as mentioning the Soviet Union and simply presented a
thoroughly lucid exposition of the western proposals.

2. The only other delegate ready to speak was Moch who said little beyond recal-
ling earlier French proposals for an arms census as a preliminary step towards
reduction of armaments.

3. As the three power resolution was not circulated to delegations until Sunday
evening, it is hardly surprising the debate had to be adjourned yesterday because no
other speakers were ready. The smaller countries also want to hear first what the
great powers have to say but neither Vyshinsky nor Selwyn Lloyd (United King-
dom) want to speak early in the debate. As I shall be leaving for Rome tomorrow
afternoon, I shall speak tomorrow morning after the Czech representative. The rep-
resentatives of Brazil, Peru, Haiti, and Iran spoke this morning after which the
committee adjourned for lack of further speakers.

4. I expect Vyshinsky will bide his time until next week when he can point to the
empty places of the NATO Foreign Ministers and say that they have left the dis-
armament discussion in the hands of their deputies, giving first place to their re-
armament plans in Rome. At any rate, if his performance last Friday is any indica-
tion, Vyshinsky will not make the mistake of laughing at western proposals again.

5. I shall, in my statement, explain that there is no inconsistency between NATO
defence plans on the one hand, and sincere western disarmament proposals on the
other.

6. Both Acheson and Vyshinsky have spoken of the problem of stages and I shall
be saying something about this too. In effect, western proposals in their present
form might be interpreted as calling on the U.S.S.R. to disclose secret information
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in the early stages in return only for information, most of which is already pub-
lished in the west, about military establishments, etc. Vyshinsky made effective
play on this point, and opposed the whole concept of stages.

7.1 am, in my statement, going to emphasize that acceptance of the principle of
stages, as well as of the principle of effective international verification and control,
is a test of any delegation’s sincerity.'? It is obviously ridiculous to propose, (as
Vyshinsky did) that all information on all armaments, bombs and bases should be
disclosed in one month, without time for verification. As Acheson said yesterday,
no government should be asked to risk its national security upon the unsupported
affirmation of another government. I shall add that on the particular details of each
stage, our delegation’s view is of course not rigid, and that if the Soviet delegation
is seriously interested in disarmament we would be glad to consider carefully any
sincere proposals on such details which they may care to put forward. I think it
essential that the stages should provide at each step an equitable balance of risks
and safeguards on both sides, so that at each step both sides should make disclo-
sures of real and equivalent value. Thus by the mutual acceptance of limited and
balanced risks, each sides’ confidence in the agreed procedures and safeguards, and
simultaneously our confidence in each other, will grow.

8. I am, of course, giving strong support to the three power proposals.

216. DEA/50271-40

Extrait d’une lettre de la délégation a I’Assemblée générale des Nations Unies
a la 1¥¢ Direction de liaison avec la Défense

Extract from Letter from Delegation to United Nations General Assembly
to Defence Liaison (1) Division

PERSONAL AND CONFIDENTIAL Paris, December 5, 1951

Dear David [Kirkwood}:

The disarmament debate is really depressing.!* I think we helped to some extent
in the Minister’s speech in Committee One and also behind the scenes to loosen up
the Americans and get them to take a much more flexible line in interpreting and
explaining the Three Power proposals. Dr. Jessup and Harding Bancroft are, of
course, easily convinced of this kind of approach, and so I believe is Mr. Acheson,
but President Truman’s inept launching of the proposals has been hard to catch up
with in Paris. Perhaps the prevailing cynicism is only a reflection of the more
profound discouragement of most people here who have had anything to do with

12 Voir Canada, ministére des Affaires extérieures, Déclarations et discours, 1951, N° 47.
See Canada, Department of External Affairs, Statements and Speeches, 1951, No. 47.

13 Pour un résumé du débat qui suivit, dans lequel le Canada n’a joué qu'un petit role, voir Le Canada
et les Nations Unies, 1951-52, pp. 12-13 et 164-165.
For an account of the subsequent debate, in which Canada played only a small part, seec Canada and
the United Nations, 1951-52, pp. 12-13 and 157-158.
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the subject. If Vyshinsky shows the slightest sign of loosening up on his side, 1
think it would be possible for the Three Powers to go a good deal further than they
have until now, but in the more or less private Four Power talks now being held
nothing at all seems to be happening behind stonewall positions on both sides. If
anyone in Ottawa has any ideas — official or unofficial — I wish you could let me
know.

Yours sincerely,
JIM GEORGE

SECTION D

AFRIQUE DU SUD-QUEST
SOUTH WEST AFRICA

217. DEA/5475-N-40

Le chef de la délégation a I’Assemblée générale des Nations Unies
au secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures

Chairman, Delegation to United Nations General Assembly,
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

DESPATCH 40 Paris, November 20, 1951

CONFIDENTIAL

Reference Our telegram No. 46 of November 171 and United Nations documents
A/C 4/R-201-4, A/C 4/187, A/C 4/189 and A/C 4/190.

TRUSTEESHIP COMMITTEE OF THE GENERAL ASSEMBLY

Before the opening of the present session of the Assembly we had informal indi-
cations from United Kingdom sources here that at least some of the critical non-
administering countries might be persuaded to adopt a more moderate line towards
the administering authorities. Unfortunately, in its first four meetings, the Trustee-
ship Committee became involved in a series of procedural arguments which can
have given little comfort to the “colonial” powers.

2. From the standpoint of the great majority of the Committee, South Africa is, of
course, the villain of the piece. When the South African Delegation requested at the
first meeting on November 14 that the item on South-West Africa be given second
place in the Committee’s agenda, this was a signal for a preliminary attack, led by
the Cuban and Guatemalan representatives, on the South African position. It
seemed to us that the South African request — based on Dr. Donges’ desire to
return early in December to his Cabinet duties in South Africa — was a reasonable
one to which the Fourth Committee might well have acceded. But so unpopular are
the South Africans in United Nations circles that it is futile for them to expect to
have a favour granted without conceding some quid pro quo. In this case the critics
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used the South African request as an occasion for raising the question on granting
hearings to representatives of the Hereros and other elements of the indigenous
population of South-West Africa. This the South Africans bitterly opposed, and for
a time it appeared that their request for the early consideration of this item would
be rejected. The adjournment of the first meeting, however, enabled the United
Kingdom Delegation to arrange a compromise whereby, in return for agreeing to
the South African request, the Committee would resolve to treat the matter of
granting hearings as a prior question, to be taken up before the first item on the
Committee’s agenda. This compromise was approved, and the Commitiee there-
upon agreed without difficulty on the arrangement of the rest of its agenda (our
telegram No. 46 of November 17).

3. The Committee then turned to the prior question of whether it should grant
hearings to representatives of indigenous populations (U.N. documents
A/C.4/SR.202, 203 and 204). A request for such a hearing from certain representa-
tives of the Ewe peoples was readily approved, after the United Kingdom Delega-
tion had stated its willingness that they should proceed to Paris and be heard as
petitioners from a trust territory. A request for a hearing from representatives of the
Hereros and other South-West African tribes, however, gave rise to heated contro-
versy. The discussion centred on a nine-power draft resolution (U.N. document
A/C4/190) introduced by Guatemala, proposing that the Fourth Committee should
grant hearings to these representatives, and expressing the wish that the South Afri-
can Government would facilitate their “prompt travel” from South-West Africa to
Paris.

4. Sir Alan Burns, the United Kingdom Representative, pointed out that the Char-
ter provided only for hearing and discussing petitions relating to trust territories;
since South-West Africa was not a trust territory there was no provision whereby
petitions from that territory could be heard by the United Nations.

5. This argument was subsequently developed by the South African Representa-
tive, Dr. Donges, who gave four reasons for opposing the nine-power draft resolu-
tion. In essence these were:

(a) that it substituted another authority (the Fourth Committee) for the Ad Hoc
Committee set up by the General Assembly to consider the matter, and that it disre-
garded the specific instructions in resolution 449 (V) of the General Assembly as to
how petitions from South-West Africa should be dealt with;

(b) that the Ad Hoc Committee had submitted in its report a number of proposals
regarding the appropriate body to deal with petitions from South-West Africa; that
the Committee’s report was still to be considered; and that the adoption of the reso-
lution might endanger the success of the Ad Hoc Committee’s work;

(c) that the draft resolution conflicted with the Court’s advisory opinion as to the
procedures which should be employed with regard to reports and petitions from
South-West Africa, and if passed would be a “slap in the face” to the Court, the
General Assembly, the Ad Hoc Committee, and to South Africa itself;

(d) the passage of the draft resolution would be an “unwarranted slight” to South
Africa.
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6. Strong as the South African argument appeared to be from the legal point of
view, it had little effect on the Committee, most of whose members did not attempt
to refute the argument adduced by Dr. Donges and by the United Kingdom and
Australian representatives, who spoke in his support. Judge Ingles (Philippines),
however, claimed that there was a difference between, on the one hand, a petition
to air grievances such as that provided for under Article 87 of the Charter and, on
the other, an oral hearing such as that now requested by the representatives of
South-West Africa; and that the Committee was entitled to consult all sources of
information so as to form a fair opinion. Other delegations pointed to the precedent
of the hearings on the Palestine question, and implied that the Committee would
not be going beyond its authority in hearing representatives from South-West
Africa. :

7. On the whole, however, the argument in favour of granting the hearings was an
emotional one, derived not so much from logic as from an active distrust of South
African motives. When the vote was taken 37 delegations supported the resolution;
only 7 countries (Australia, Belgium, France, the Netherlands, New Zealand, South
Africa and the United Kingdom) opposed the resolution; while 7 more (Canada,
China, Denmark, Israel, Norway, Peru and the United States) abstained.

8. The Canadian Delegation did not take part in the debate. The Canadian absten-
tion, which was cast on the Minister’s instructions, was based principally on the
belief that at this early stage in the Committee’s proceedings it would be impolitic
for Canada to appear to stand firmly in the camp of the administering authorities on
this issue. Moreover, although the legal case against the adoption of the resolution
was strong, the Delegation considered that certain factors existed which weakened
the South African position. For one thing, the Assembly had in the Palestine case
granted hearings to representatives of a former mandated area, and had in 1949
granted a hearing to the Reverend Michael Scott, the designated representative of
the South-West African peoples. For another, as the Philippine representative
pointed out, the resolution, by proposing that a hearing be granted and by omitting
mention of a petition, appeared to avoid the objection that it would be contrary to
the Charter for the Committee to receive representatives from South-West Africa.
Thirdly, there seemed to be some substance in the contention that since South
Africa had shown no inclination to accept that part of the International Court’s
opinion dealing with petitions and annual reports, the Assembly was morally justi-
fied in consulting representatives from that territory as a means of obtaining fuller
information on local conditions.

9. Our general conclusion from this procedural debate is that the South African
Government has shown no signs of giving ground at this Session on the South-West
African issue. Indeed, there are rumours current here, mainly in press circles, that
the Malan Government will be so stung by the Fourth Committee’s invitation to the
South-West African chieftains as to walk out of the United Nations, or at least to
repeat its 1949 boycott of the Fourth Committee.

DAvVID M. JOHNSON
for Chairman
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218, DEA/5431-40

Le chef de la délégation a I'Assemblée générale des Nations Unies
au secrétaire d'Etat aux Affuires extéricures

Chairman, Delegation to United Nations General Assembly,
to Sccretary of State for External Affairs

TELEGRAM 104 Paris, November 27, 1951

CONFIDENTIAL
Repeat London No. 252.

SOUTH WEST AFRICA

At a meeting which we attended yesterday together with representatives from
Australia, New Zealand and the United Kingdom, Dr. Donges, Chairman of the
South African delegation, elaborated on the lettert which he sent on Saturday to the
President of the Assembly regarding South West Africa. (Text of letter follows by
air bag.)

Dr. Donges apologized for not giving the members of the “old Commonwealth”
advance warning of South Africa’s intention to defy the recent Fourth Commitice
resolution inviting the Hereros to appear before it. The French walkout on Friday
had forced his hand. In his letter to the President he had reviewed South Africa’s
objections to the resolution and had stated that the South African delegation would
“withdraw from further participation” in the work of the committee “pending
review of the constitutionality of the resolution by the General Assembly™.

2. Dr. Donges described this letter as “indicting the Fourth Committee before the
highest authority” and as “throwing the onus on the President of the Assembly”.
His government had walked out of the Fourth Committce in 1949 but only after
Reverend Michacel Scott had been granted a hearing. This time they had felt it nec-
essary to go a step further; they would stay out until the question was reviewed.

3. Asked how South Africa hoped to benefit by having the recent Fourth Commit-
tee resolution reviewed by the Assembly, Dr. Donges replied that if the *big guns™
of the major administering powers took a strong line in plenary some of the critics
might not vote as they had in the Committee. He had had no indication however
whether the President would in fact act to have the matter reviewed, and he seemed
1o imply that he was not greatly concerned whether the President did so or not. He
admitted that even if the matter were reviewed South Africa could hardly hope for
a favourable outcome. If the Assembly reiterated the invitation to the Hereros, he
could not say what South Africa would do.

4. Dr. Donges® attitude was one of quiet firmness and assurance. He was careful
(o point out that the South West Africa problem was only one symptom of the
tendency towards unconstitutionality in the Fourth Commitice and he appealed
without success for ideas as to how the committee could be “brought to its senses™.
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219. DEA/5431-40

Le chef de la délégation a I'Assemblée générale des Nations Unies
au secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures

Chairman, Delegation to United Nations General Assembly,
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

TELEGRAM 137 Paris, December 4, 1951

CONFIDENTIAL. IMPORTANT.
Repeat London No. 264.

SOUTH-WEST AFRICA

1. My immediately following telegram contains present text of draft resolution on
South-West Africa which is being privately discussed among delegations of Cuba,
Ecuador, India, Pakistan, Thailand and the United States. This text, which is in a
very preliminary stage, has been shown to us in strict confidence by United States
delegation. Although it has not yet been tried out on South Africa, it now appears
likely to be principal basis of discussion in coming debate on South-West Africa.
United Kingdom are not participating in actual discussions at this stage but are
active behind the scenes in preserving the moderate terms of this draft, on which
however they would probably abstain.

2. It is too early to assess degree of support which this resolution may win. Pre-
sent sponsors however represent influential cross section of Fourth Committee.
United Kingdom and United States hope that by bringing in Cuba and Ecuador
they will forestall some of the more militant Latin American criticism of South
Africa. Asian support is virtually assured by inclusion of India and Pakistan in
addition to Thailand whose representative, Prince Wan, was Chairman of ad hoc
Committee on South-West Africa. Arab attitude is not yet known but one or more
Arab delegations will probably be invited to attend meetings called by sponsors in
next few days.

3. Donges is absent from Paris at the moment and no developments in South
African position can be expected until his return later this week. It is, therefore,
impossible to predict whether South Africans will take part in the Fourth Commit-
tee’s discussion of this item or whether they will maintain position taken in their
letter to Nervo (my telegram No. 104, of November 27). This letter, incidentally,
has still not been officially released and Chairman of Fourth Committee has refused
to be drawn into discussing it. It is now an open secret, however, that Hereros will
not be permitted to come to Paris and this may precipitate a further argument at
opening of debate.

4. Our preliminary reaction to substance of draft resolution is that it is probably
the most feasible solution. It avoids violent condemnation of South Africa and
gives Malan Government an opportunity to reconsider its attitude towards the very
reasonable proposals of the ad hoc Committee. If you have any comments, we
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should appreciate them as promptly as possible, as draft resolution may be intro-
duced in next day or two.

220. DEA/5431-40

Le chef de la délégation a I'Assemblée générale des Nations Unies
au secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures

Chairman, Delegation to United Nations General Assembly,
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

TELEGRAM 138 Paris, December 4, 1951

CONFIDENTIAL. IMPORTANT.
Repeat London No. 265.

SOUTH-WEST AFRICA

Following is text of draft resolution on South-West Africa referred to in my imme-
diately preceding telegram. Text begins:

“The General Assembly,

BELIEVING that an agreed solution of the vexed question of South-West Africa
would not only bring greater peace and harmony to the continent of Africa, but
would contribute significantly to the relieving of tensions in wider areas of the
world;

2. CONSIDERING that the general acceptance of the advisory opinion of the
International Court of Justice of 11 July 1950 would greatly strengthen the rule of
law and reason in international affairs and thus the defenses of the United Nations;

3. HAVING by Resolution 449(V) of 13 December 1950 accepted the advisory
opinion of the International Court of Justice with respect to South-West Africa;

4. HAVING established a committee of five consisting of the representatives of
Denmark, Syria, Thailand, the United States of America and Uruguay to confer
with the Union of South Africa conceming the procedural measures necessary for
implementing the advisory opinion of the International Court of Justice;

5. HAVING authorized this committee, as an interim measure, to examine the
report on the administration of the territory of South-West Africa covering the
period since the last report, as well as petitions and any other matters relating to the
territory that may be transmitted to the Secretary-General;

6. HAVING received the report of the ad hoc Committee on South-West Africa
(A/1901, A/1901/Add.1, A/1901/Add.2, A/1901/Add.3);

7. NOTING that the Union of South Africa submitted to the ad hoc Committee on
South-West Africa a proposal which the ad hoc Committee found unacceptable
because it did not allow for an adequate implementation of the advisory opinion of
the International Court of Justice and because the proposal made no provision for
the supervision of the administration of the territory of South-West Africa by the
United Nations;
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8. NOTING that the ad hoc Committee submitted to the Union of South Africa a
counter-proposal based on the existing Mandates Agreement and providing for a
procedure for the supervision of the administration of the territory of South-West
Africa by the United Nations as nearly as possible analogous to that which existed
under the League of Nations, and to the extent practicable, involving international
obligations no more extensive or onerous than those existing under the League of
Nations;

9. NOTING that the Union of South Africa, in reply to the ad hoc Committee’s
counter-proposal, was willing to resume negotiations only on the basis of its own
proposal, and informed the committee that the Union of South Africa was unable to
accept the principle of submission of reports on the administration of the territory;

10. NOTING with concern that the ad hoc Committee was unable to comply with
the resolution of the General Assembly to examine the report on the administration
of the territory of South-West Africa because no report was received and that no
petitions were transmitted by the Union of South Africa;

11. RECALLING that the advisory opinion of the International Court of Justice
with respect to the territory of South-West Africa sets forth, inter alia, that

(a) The territory of South West Africa is a territory under the international man-
date assumed by the Union of South Africa on 17 December 1920;

(b) The Union of South Africa, acting alone, has not the competence to modify
the international status of the territory of South-West Africa, and that the compe-
tence to determine and modify the international status of the territory rests with the
Union of South Africa acting with the consent of the United Nations;

(c) The Union of South Africa continues to have the international obligations
stated in Article 22 of the Covenant of the League of Nations and in the mandate
for South West Africa as well as the obligation to transmit petitions from the inhab-
itants of that territory, the supervisory functions to be exercised by the United
Nations, to which the annual reports and the petitions are to be submitted;

12. COMMENDS the ad hoc Committee on South-West Africa for its earnest and
constructive efforts to find a reasonable basis of agreement;

13. ENDORSES, in principle, as a minimum, the proposal of the committee,
appended hereto; (see document A/1901 of October 8, 1951);

14. DEPLORES the fact that the Union of South Africa, in the course of the
negotiations with the committee, while prepared to negotiate on the basis of certain
articles of the mandate, indicated its unwillingness to give adequate expression to
its international obligations with respect to South West Africa, and in particular
with regard to the supervisory responsibility of the United Nations