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INTRODUCTION

En 1952, aprés trois ans de réorganisation interne, le ministére des Affaires
extérieures était enfin en mesure de poursuivre adéquatement ses nouvelles
activités, tant au Canada qu’a l’étranger.! Une fois ce projet mené a bien,
Arnold Heeney quitta son poste de sous-secrétaire aux Affaires extérieures en
avril et devint le premier délégué permanent du Canada auprés du nouveau
Conseil de I’Atlantique Nord 4 Paris. Dana Wilgress, haut commissaire au
Royaume-Uni, succéda & M. Heeney, cependant que Norman Robertson
remplaga M. Wilgress a Londres. En septembre, de nouveaux changements se
produisirent au sein du sous-secrétariat. R.A. MacKay et R.M. Macdonnell
furent nommés sous-secrétaires adjoints en remplacement de Escott Reid, qui,
de sous-secrétaire suppléant, devint haut commissaire en Inde, et de H.O.
Moran, qui fut nommé ambassadeur en Turquie. En novembre, Charles
Ritchie, sous-secrétaire adjoint, était promu au poste de sous-secrétaire
suppléant. L’expansion des missions, qui s’était considérablement ralentie au
moment de la réorganisation, put reprendre en 1952, bien qu’a un rythme plus
modéré qu’au cours des premiéres années d’aprés-guerre (Chapitre I). Les
nouvelles missions avaient essentiellement comme objectif de promouvoir les
intéréts commerciaux du Canada a I’étranger (document 36).

La guerre de Corée continuait d’occuper le devant de la scéne interna-
tionale, alors que les négociations de paix entre le Commandement des forces
des Nations unies, placé sous la direction des Américains et les autorités
chinoises et nord-coréennes retenaient de plus en plus I'attention générale
(Chapitre II). Compte tenu du rdle central joué par les Etats-Unis dans la
conduite de la guerre et au cours des pourparlers de paix, les responsables
canadiens suivaient avec un intérét de tous les instants I’évolution de la
politique américaine d cet égard. Comme les responsables américains avaient
tendance 4 prendre des décisions unilatérales, Ottawa ne cessa de rappeler a
Washington combien I'information et la consultation étaient essentielles avant
de passer 4 'action. Toujours dans le but d’exercer une plus grande influence
sur les politiques américaines, les responsables canadiens ont aussi cherché a
maximiser le r6le des Nations unies lors des débats sur la Corée. Malgré des
résultats mitigés, de telles démarches ont néanmoins eu pour effet d’amener les
Etats-Unis, initialement peu favorables d cette idée, & accepter une résolution
de ’Assemblée générale parrainée par I'lnde et ayant trait a la libération des
prisonniers de guerre.

La délégation canadienne aux Nations unies s’occupa par ailleurs d’une
foule d’autres dossiers qui retenaient I'attention de I'ONU (Chapitre III).
Ainsi, méme si des sujets tels que la Commission de conciliation des Nations
unies pour la Palestine, ’Afrique du Sud-Ouest, la Tunisie et le Maroc ne le

"Pour de plus amples renseignements concernant cette réorganisation, voir John Hilliker et
Donald Barry, Ministere des Affaires extérieures du Canada, Volume Il (1946-1968} (a
paraitre).



INTRODUCTION

In 1952, the Department of External Affairs emerged from a three-year
administrative reorganization undertaken to enable the Department to sustain
its expanded operations at headquarters and abroad.’ In April, Arnold Heeney,
who as under-secrctary had been responsible for the project, left that post to
become Canada’s first permanent representative to the newly established
North Atlantic Council in Paris. Heeney was succeeded by Dana Wilgress, the
High Commissioner to the United Kingdom. Norman Robertson replaced
Wilgress in London. In September, there were other changes in the under-
secretarial group. R.A. MacKay and R.M. Macdonnell were appointed as
assistant under-secretaries, following the departures of Escott Reid, the deputy
under-secretary, who became High Commissioner to India, and H.O. Moran,
who was named Ambassador to Turkey. In November, Charles Ritchie was
promoted from assistant to deputy under-secretary. Post expansion, which had
slowed considerably during the reorganization, resumed in 1952, although at a
more measured pace than that of the early postwar years (Chapter I). The new
missions created were primarily designed to promote Canada’s trade interests
abroad (document 36).

The Korean conflict continued to dominate the international agenda, with
the armistice negotiations between the American-led United Nations
Command and North Korean and Chinese authorities occupying increasing
attention (Chapter II). Given the central role of the United States in the
conduct of the war and in the armistice talks, that country’s policies were a
major preoccupation of Canadian officials. Faced with the tendency of
American policy makers to act unilaterally, Ottawa pressed upon Washington
the importance of providing full information and adequate opportunities for
consultation in advance of contemplated actions. Canadian officials also sought
to maximize the role of the United Nations in deliberations on Korea in order
to enhance their capacity to influence American policies. In this, Canada
achieved mixed results, although it was instrumental in persuading the United
States to agree to an Indian-sponsored General Assembly resolution on the
release of prisoners of war, which American officials had initially been
unwilling to accept.

Beyond Korea, the Canadian delegation to the United Nations was involved
in a wide range of issues which came before the organization (Chapter I11).
Although Canada had little direct stake in such matters as the Palestine
Conciliation Commission, South West Africa, and Tunisia and Morocco, it
took considerable interest in them. Its approach was conditioned by its NATO
and Commonwealth associations in the context of continuing East-West
tension. An important tribute to the role that Canada had played at the United

"The reorganization is discussed in John Hilliker and Donald Barry, Canada’s Department of
External Affairs: Coming of Age, 1946-1968, (forthcoming).



XVi INTRODUCTION

concernaient pas directement, le Canada s’intéressa vivement a ces questions
pour la bonne raison que, en tant que membre de 'OTAN et du Common-
wealth, il était déja accoutumé aux perpétuelles tensions Est-Ouest. En octobre
1952, les Nations unies rendirent un vibrant hommage au rdle que le Canada
avait joué au sein de cette organisation depuis sa fondation en élisant Lester B.
Pearson a la présidence de la septiéme session de I’Assemblée générale.

Parfois, la délégation canadienne & I'ONU réclamait la participation
d’autres ministéres que celui des Affaires extérieures (Chapitre 1V). Ceux-ci
collaboraient habituellement de bonne grice, mais des frictions ne manquaient
pas de se produire a I'occasion, comme ce fut notamment le cas au sujet de la
Commission du désarmement. Les responsables du ministére de la Défense
nationale étant peu enclins & s’occuper de questions politiques, la délégation
canadienne ne put participer pleinement aux débats de la Commission. Par
ailleurs, le ministére des Affaires extérieures était en désaccord avec celui des
Finances sur la question des principes régissant les contributions volontaires
aux diverses institutions de TONU. Aux Affaires extérieures, on voyait d’un
mauvais cil les tentatives des responsables des Finances d’appliquer des
critéres rigoureux de performance financiére relativement aux contributions
canadiennes. Le ministére des Affaires extérieures souhaitait plus de souplesse
afin d’apporter son soutien & certains programmes louables. Dans le cas des
organisations internationales fonctionnelles, les deux ministéres s’entendaient
toutefois assez bien sur I'importance qu’il y avait, pour leur bon fonctionne-
ment, de doter ces organismes de programmes congus avec soin et de méthodes
administratives et comptablcs efficaces, tout en veillant 4 ce que les contribu-
tions financiéres qui leur étaient versées par les Etats participants fussent
équitables.

Aprés la réorganisation de 'OTAN, qui eut pour conséquence la mise sur
pied d’un secrétariat placé sous la direction d’un secrétaire général et d’un
conseil permanent ayant leur siége a Paris, il devint essentiel de détacher une
délégation canadienne permanente auprés de cet organisme (Chapitre V). La
question de I’élaboration d’accords satisfaisants relativement aux consultations
entre les «trois grands» (les Etats-Unis, la France et le Royaume-Uni) et les
autres membres de 'alliance fut au coeur des préoccupations de la délégation et
des responsables a Ottawa tout au long de 1952. Malgré I'intérét qu’il portait a
I’établissement de liens appropriés entre les pays de 'OTAN et ’Australie et la
Nouvelle-Zélande, le Canada continua de s’opposer a I'idée de voir I’alliance
étendre ses responsabilités aux colonies des puissances européennes. En vertu
de ce principe, le premier ministre Saint-Laurent s’opposa vigoureusement a
une demande formulée par les autorités frangaises en vue d’acheminer vers
I'Indochine lassistance militaire offerte 4 la France sous forme d’aide
mutuelle.

Le gouvernement canadien avait entrepris des négociations avec le Mexique
et le Pérou relativement a des accords sur le transport aérien destinés a établir
de nouveaux liens avec ces pays (Chapitre VI). Lors de la sixiéme session de
I’Assemblée de ’OACI, Ottawa dut par ailleurs contrer une offensive concertée
de la part d’'un groupe d’Etats arabes, européens et latino-américains désireux
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Nations since its foundation was the election of L.B. Pearson as President of
the Seventh Session of the General Assembly in October 1952.

The delegation’s participation in certain issues at the United Nations
required the involvement of departments other than External Affairs (Chapter
IV). While working relations with other departments were generally
cooperative, on occasion there were differences. This was the case with regard
to the Disarmament Commission. Because of the unwillingness of National
Defence officials to cooperate in the formulation of policy, the delegation was
unable to participate fully in that body’s deliberations. Similarly, External
Affairs and the Department of Finance were at odds over the principles
governing voluntary contributions to United Nations agencies. External viewed
with some concern attempts by Finance to attach strict financial performance
criteria to Canada’s contributions. It favoured a more flexible approach which
would facilitate the operation of worthwhile programs. Within functional
international organizations, the two departments were in general agreement
that well-conceived programs, sound budgetary and administrative practices,
and equitable financial contributions by participating states were important in
ensuring effective operation.

The reorganization of NATO which resulted in the creation of a secretariat,
headed by a Secretary-General and a permanent council, headquartered in
Paris, required the establishment of a permanent Canadian delegation to the
organization (Chapter V). One of the major matters occupying the delegation
and policy makers in Ottawa during 1952 was the question of working out
satisfactory arrangements for consultation between the “Big Three” (the
United States, the United Kingdom and France) and the other members of the
alliance. Although Ottawa was interested in establishing suitable liaison
arrangements between NATO countries and Australia and New Zealand, it
remained opposed to extending the alliance’s responsibilities to the dependen-
cies of European powers. On this basis Prime Minister St. Laurent strongly
opposed a French request to direct to Indochina military assistance offered to
France as mutual aid.

The Canadian government was engaged in negotiations for air agreements
with Mexico and Peru, which would establish new links with those countries
(Chapter VI). In addition, Ottawa had to deal with a concerted attempt by a
group of Arab, European and Latin American states at the Sixth Session of the
International Civil Aviation Organization to transfer the organization’s
headquarters from Montreal to Europe or Latin America. The group’s main
goal was to lessen the influence of the United States in civil aviation matters.
Also important was the cost of maintaining the headquarters in Montreal, and
the refusal of Premier Maurice Duplessis’ government and the City of
Montreal to grant privileges and immunities falling within their jurisdiction to
the organization and its employees, a factor that constrained Ottawa’s capacity
to deal with concerns that were raised. The Assembly narrowly defeated the
proposal.

Commonwealth relations were primarily concerned with economic issues
following the balance of payment crisis experienced by several sterling bloc
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de transférer en Europe ou en Amérique latine le si¢ége central de ’organisa-
tion. Cette tentative visait principalement a réduire 'influence des Etats-Unis
dans le domaine de I'aviation civile, mais une autre question revétait une
importance énorme dans ce débat: le coiit élevé du maintien du siege social de
I'organisation 4 Montréal, auquel s’ajoutait le refus du gouvernement de
Maurice Duplessis et de la Ville de Montréal d’accorder & POACI et a ses
employés les priviléges et les immunités relevant de leurs juridictions
respectives, limitant ainsi d’autant la capacité d’intervention du gouvernement
canadien. L’Assemblée rejeta malgré tout la proposition par une faible
majorité.

Par suite de la crise de la balance des paiements que plusieurs pays du bloc
sterling avaient traversée a la fin de 1951, les membres du Commonwealth
étaient surtout préoccupés par des questions d’ordre économique (Chapitre
VII). Lors de la réunion des ministres des Finances du Commonweaith qui eut
lieu en janvier et lors de la Conférence économique du Commonwealth a
laquelle les chefs de gouvernement participérent a la fin novembre et au début
décembre, les efforts portérent principalement sur les mesures a prendre pour
renforcer la position du bloc. Au cours de ces débats, le Canada put néanmoins
plaider avec succés en faveur d’une libéralisation du commerce international
tout en maintenant sa position en tant qu’exportateur au sein des pays de la
zone sterling. Le Plan Colombo retint par ailleurs passablement I’attention
d’Ottawa quoique, & compter de 1952, il fut moins question d’élaborer des
politiques & cet égard que d’administrer le programme canadien et d’entamer
des négociations sur les projets a venir,

Les relations canado-américaines étaient dominées par des préoccupations
d’ordre économique et stratégique (Chapitre VIII). Par suite de I'accroisse-
ment de la puissance militaire soviétique, le besoin se fit de plus en plus sentir,
surtout du coté des Etats-Unis, d’assurer la protection aérienne du territoire
nord-américain. Aprés avoir étudié les demandes des Américains en fonction de
leur nécessité militaire, les dirigeants des Forces armées canadiennes
cherchérent a intensifier la coopération dans certains domaines. Ainsi, au début
de 1952, un haut responsable de la Force aérienne canadienne suggéra I'idée
d’un commandement intégré de défense antiaérienne pour tout le territoire
nord-américain (document 698). De son cOté, la direction des Affaires
extérieures était plutdt portée d craindre les conséquences que de tels accords
bilatéraux pourraient avoir pour la souveraineté canadienne.

Le Canada était aussi grandement préoccupé par les désaccords qui
subsistaient entre ’'administration Truman et le Congrés au sujet de la mise en
ceuvre de la politique économique américaine. L’incapacité du gouvernement
ameéricain a persuader le Congres d’approuver le Projet d’accord entre le
Canada et les FEtats-Unis pour la canalisation et I'aménagement hydro-
électrique du bassin des Grands Lacs et du Saint-Laurent poussa Ottawa a
donner suite, avec la bénédiction du président américain, 4 son propre projet.
Le gouvernement canadien s’inquiétait également au sujet de la loi 1mposant
des quotas aux importations de produits laitiers aux Etats-Unis. Ottawa était
inquiet des effets d’une telle mesure sur les exportations canadiennes et il
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countries in late 1951 (Chapter VII). How to strengthen the position of the
bloc was the main focus of the meeting of Commonwealth Finance Ministers in
January, and the Commonwealth Economic Conference, attended by heads of
government, in late November and early December. Canada’s role in those
deliberations reflected its interest in maintaining a liberal system of interna-
tional trade, as well as its own export position vis-a-vis sterling area countries.
Colombo Plan matters also occupied considerable attention in Ottawa,
although by 1952 the focus had shifted away from policy to the administration
of Canada’s program, and negotiations for future projects.

Canada’s relations with the United States were dominated by strategic and
economic issues (Chapter VIIT). The growth of Soviet military capabilities led
to an increasing emphasis on North American air defence, the impetus for
which came from the United States. Canadian military authorities, who
approached American requests for new defence projects from the standpoint of
military necessity, sought to intensify cooperation in some areas. For instance,
in early 1952, a senior Canadian air force official advanced the concept of an
integrated North American air defence command (document 698). External
Affairs officials, by contrast, tended to be more sensitive to the implications of
bilateral defence arrangements for Canadian sovereignty.

An important Canadian concern vis-a-vis the United States related to
disagreements between the Truman administration and Congress over the
conduct of economic policy. The administration’s failure to persuade Congress
to approve the Great Lakes-St. Lawrence Basin Agreement for the joint
construction of the St. Lawrence Seaway and Power Project prompted Ottawa,
with the President’s approval, to proceed with its own plan. The government
was also concerned about legislation imposing quotas on dairy products
imported into the United States. Ottawa’s anxiety stemmed from the effect of
this action on Canadian exports and the possible implications for multilateral
trade liberalization.

Canada’s views of developments in Western Europe continued to be
conditioned by its relationship with the United Kingdom and membership in
NATO (Chapter IX). Although External Affairs was kept well informed of the
progress of European integration by its missions abroad, the department’s files
contain little evidence of attempts to assess the implications for Canada.
Ottawa maintained a more active interest in the work of the Organization for
European Economic Cooperation, the main focus being the steps taken by
European countries in the direction of currency convertibility and trade
liberalization.

The government’s familiarity with political developments in the Middle
East, on the other hand, was limited, although the need for greater understand-
ing was recognized. This problem was experienced especially at the United
Nations where the Canadian delegation had to respond to issues, stemming
from continuing Arab-Israeli tensions, which frequently came before the
General Assembly. The instrumental role played by the delegation in averting
a breakdown of the Palestinian Conciliation Commission, at the Sixth General
Assembly, largely due to the presence of Elizabeth MacCallum, External’s
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craignait ses répercussions éventuelles sur la libéralisation des échanges
multilatéraux.

Le Canada continuait d’évaluer les changements qui se produisaient en
Europe de I'Ouest en fonction de ses liens avec le Royaume-Uni et de son
appartenance 4 'OTAN (Chapitre I1X). Méme si les missions canadiennes a
I’étranger tenaient le Ministére des Affaires extérieures au courant des progres
réalisés au niveau de I'intégration européenne, il n’est guére fait mention, dans
les dossiers du Ministére, des tentatives d’en évaluer les conséquences pour le
Canada. Ottawa était plus directement intéressé aux travaux de I’Organisation
européenne de coopération économique, son attention €tant principalement
tournée vers les mesures prises par les pays européens pour assurer la
convertibilité de leurs monnaies respectives et parvenir 4 une plus grande
libéralisation de leurs échanges commerciaux.

Le gouvernement canadien était par ailleurs moins familiarisé avec la
situation qui prévalait au Moyen-Orient, mais il demeurait persuadé de la
nécessité d’en apprendre davantage sur le sujet. Il prit notamment conscience
de ses lacunes a cet égard le jour ou la délégation canadienne aux Nations
unies dut prendre position sur des questions fréquemment soulevées a
’Assemblée générale par suite des perpétuelles tensions israélo-arabes. Lors de
la sixi¢éme Assemblée générale, la délégation canadienne contribua, en grande
partie grice a Elizabeth MacCallum, la principale experte en la matiére au
sein du Ministére, & empécher I’éclatement de la Commission de conciliation
des Nations unies pour la Palestine, ce qui ne fit que confirmer l'utilité de
posséder de solides connaissances sur cette région (document 231).

Comme les rapports bilatéraux entre le Canada et I'Union soviétique et les
pays de I'Est demeuraient limités, la plupart des activités des missions
canadiennes en place & Moscou et dans les autres capitales de I’Europe de I’Est
consistaient a faire état de ’évolution de la situation dans ces pays (Chapitre
X). Les dépéches reproduites donnent une idée de I'orientation prise par la
mission & Moscou.

En 1952, la politique canadienne en Extréme-Orient €tait axée surtout sur le
Japon (Chapitre XI). L’entrée en vigueur, en avril de cette méme année, du
traité de paix fut suivie du rétablissement intégral des relations diplomatiques
entre le Canada et le Japon. L’un des principaux points 4 'ordre du jour des
deux pays fut la conclusion d’un nouvel accord commercial. La situation en
Indochine retenait également I'attention du gouvernement canadien. Tout en
décidant, en décembre 1952, de procéder a une reconnaissance conditionnelle
du Laos, du Vietnam et du Cambodge en tant qu’«Etats associés au sein de
’'Union frangaise», Ottawa fit preuve de prudence en rejetant les nouvelles
tentatives de la France pour obtenir I'aide de FOTAN dans cette région.

La mise sur pied, en 1952, de nouvelles missions en Amérique latine et la
décision d’envoyer une importante délégation commerciale dans cette région au
début de 1953 traduisaient la volonté du Canada d’entretenir des liens
économiques plus étroits avec les pays d’Amérique latine. Toutefois, lorsque les
Etats-Unis invitérent officieusement le Canada 4 se joindre a I'Organisation
des FEtats américains, les responsables des Affaires extérieures crurent
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leading expert on the region, demonstrated the value of such expertise
(document 231).

As a result of Canada’s bilateral interaction with the Soviet Union and
Eastern Europe being limited, much of the activity of the missions in Moscow
and other Eastern European capitals consisted of reporting on developments in
those countries (Chapter X). A selection of despatches indicating trends being
followed by the mission in Moscow is printed.

The main focus of Canadian policy in the Far East in 1952 was Japan
(Chapter XI). The coming into force of the peace treaty in April was followed
by the restoration of full diplomatic relations between the two countries. The
principal item on the bilateral agenda was the conclusion of a new trade
agreement. Also receiving attention was the situation in Indochina. While
Ottawa decided to extend qualified recognition to Laos, Vietnam and
Cambodia as “Associated States within the French Union,” in December 1952,
it maintained a cautious attitude, rejecting renewed French efforts to secure
aid to the region for NATO purposes.

The creation of new posts in Latin America during 1952, together with the
decision to despatch a major trade mission to that area in early 1953,
demonstrated Canada’s interest in cultivating closer economic ties with the
countries of the region. However, the generally negative response among
External Affairs officials to an informal American overture to join the
Organization of American States indicated that Canada was reluctant to play
a larger political role in Latin America.

In selecting documents for this volume, I have been guided by the principles
set out in the Introduction to Volume 7 (pp. ix-xi) of this series. One source of
difficulty in following the principles was the huge growth of the postwar
documentary record, reflecting Canada’s expanding foreign policy agenda. To
some extent it was possible to compensate for this by relying more heavily than
previous editors on summary documents such as the reports of the weekly
meetings of heads of division, Cabinet Conclusions and documents prepared for
cabinet. Even so, the amount of material was such that a more selective
approach had to be adopted to the source material and subjects examined.

Accordingly, I decided to confine comprehensive coverage to the files of the
Department of External Affairs, the L.B. Pearson papers and the records of the
Privy Council Office, the last as a result of the PCO’s centrality in the Ottawa
policy process. Other collections were consulted only when required to
complete the examination of individual topics.

A second source of difficulty was the complexity of some subjects by
comparison with the wartime and early postwar years. To have dealt with such
subjects adequately would have required the inclusion of a much greater
number of documents than could have been accommodated in the volume. To
have done so, moreover, would have given such lengthy treatment to those
subjects as to distort the balance of importance of the issues arising during the
period. These considerations led to the omission of certain highly complex and
detailed subjects such as the annual review and mutual aid processes in
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généralement bon de refuser I'invitation, ce qui montre que le Canada hésitait
a jouer un réle politique accru en Amérique latine.

On trouvera dans l'introduction au Volume 7 (pp. viii-x) les principes qui
m’ont guidé dans le choix des documents contenus dans le présent volume. Il a
toutefois été difficile d’appliquer ces principes 4 la lettre a cause de 'impres-
sionnante somme de documents qui datent de I’aprés-guerre, et qui sont autant
de témoins de la multiplication des activités du Canada en matiére de politique
étrangére. Il m’a été possible, dans une certaine mesure, de contourner cette
difficulté en m’appuyant davantage que mes prédécesseurs sur des documents
de synthése tels que rapports de réunions hebdomadaires des chefs de direction,
conclusions du Cabinet ou documents préparés a I'intention du Cabinet. Il m’a
néanmoins fallu faire un tri parmi ces trop nombreuses sources et les
innombrables sujets 4 ma disposition.

J’ai donc décidé de concentrer mon attention sur les dossiers du ministére
des Affaires extérieures et de L.B. Pearson et sur les documents du Bureau du
Conseil privé (dans ce dernier cas, en raison du rdle central que le Bureau du
Conseil privé joue dans les prises de décisions politiques & Ottawa). Jai
consulté d’autres dossiers au besoin, notamment lorsqu’il me fallait compléter
les renseignements que je possédais sur un théme particulier.

Autre facteur de difficulté : certains sujets étaient devenus plus complexes
qu’ils ne I’étaient pendant ou immédiatement aprés la guerre. Pour traiter ces
sujets en profondeur, il m’aurait fallu inclure davantage de documents que ce
volume n’en peut contenir. Et quand méme la chose serait possible, ces sujets
prendraient trop d’importance par rapport a4 d’autres questions plus caractéris-
tiques de cette période. Par conséquent, j’ai renoncé a4 aborder des questions
aussi détaillées et complexes que le rapport annuel de OTAN et les
dispositions de cet organisme relativement a I’aide mutuelle. J’ose espérer que
les sujets retenus donneront un apercu des grandes orientations prises par le
Canada concernant les domaines ainsi évacués.

Certains sujets n’ont pas été éliminés uniquement pour des raisons de
complexité. Si certains documents ne sont pas reproduits, c’est que je n’en ai
trouvé aucune trace dans les dossiers consultés. C’est notamment le cas en ce
qui concerne I’énergie atomique.

L’édition du présent volume est basée sur les mémes principes que ceux
décrits dans I'introduction au Volume 9 (pp. xviii-xx). Une croix (+) a la fin
d’une référence a un autre document indique que le document en question n’est
pas reproduit dans le volume. Dans le texte d’un document, des points de
suspension . . . indiquent une omission par le compilateur.

J’al eu accés a tous les documents conservés dans les fichiers du registre
central du ministére des Affaires extérieures, 4 ceux du Bureau du Conseil
privé et 4 ceux de L.B. Pearson. Les préposés des autres bibliothéques m’ont
aimablement permis de consulter au besoin les documents dont ils sont les
dépositaires. Le ministére des Affaires extérieures et du Commerce extérieur
du Canada m’a refusé la permission de publier deux des documents qui
devaient figurer dans le présent ouvrage. Conformément aux Lois sur ’acces a
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NATO. I hope that the main lines of Canadian foreign policy in the subject
areas affected will be clear from the issues chosen for treatment.

Complexity was not always the reason for omitting subjects. The absence of
documents on some subjects reflects the lack of material in the relevant files.
This was the case with atomic energy.

The editorial devices used in this volume are similar to these described in the
Introduction to Volume 9 (p. xix). A dagger (+) indicates that a document has
not been printed, ellipses . . . indicate an editorial excision.

I was given full access to the available records in the central registry files of
the Department of External Affairs, those of the Privy Council Office and the
L.B. Pearson papers. The custodians of other collections were generous in
granting access to materials when requested. Two documents selected for
inclusion were withheld by External Affairs and International Trade Canada.
Personal information was removed from documents 284, 430, 613 and 947 in
compliance with the Access to Information and Privacy Acts. The remaining
editorial exclusions were made to improve the clarity of individual documents.

I am grateful to Arthur Blanchette, the former Director of the department’s
Historical Division, and to John Hilliker, the present Head of the Historical
Section, for advice and encouragement. Janet Bax, Director of the Academic
Relations Division when the work was completed, was most supportive. I was
assisted in the initial selection of documents by Christopher Cook and E.A.
Kelly. Our research was made easier by the cooperation received from
Jeannette K. Fournier, the former supervisor of the department’s Semi-Active
Records unit, and the archival staff of the National Archives of Canada. The
technical editing group consisted of Isobel Cameron, Geneviéve de Chantal,
Elizabeth Heatherington, Dawn Jones, Liza Linklater and Laurel Pardy. I
thank them all.

DONALD BARRY
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I'information et sur la protection des renseignements personnels, certaines
informations de nature personnelle ont été retranchées des documents 284, 430,
613 et 947. Toutes les autres omissions ont eu pour seul but de faciliter la
compréhension des documents publiés.

Je remercie Arthur Blanchette, ex-directeur de la Direction des affaires
historiques du Ministére, et John Hilliker, le directeur actuel de la Section
historique, pour leurs conseils et leurs encouragements. Je tiens 4 souligner
’aide précieuse que m’a apportée Janet Bax, directrice de la Direction des
relations internationales en matiére d’éducation, a compter de la fin de la
rédaction du présent ouvrage. Christopher Cook et E.A. Kelly m’ont quant a
eux apporté leur soutien au cours du processus de sélection initiale des
documents. Jeannette K. Fournier, ex-surveillante du service des Documents
semi-actifs du Ministére, et le personnel des Archives nationales du Canada
nous ont facilité la tache a cet égard. La préparation technique de I'ouvrage a
été menée 4 bien grice aux bons soins d’'Isobel Cameron, de Geneviéve de
Chantal, d’Elizabeth Heatherington, de Dawn Jones, de Liza Linklater et de
Laurel Pardy. A tous, mes plus sincéres remerciements.

DoNALD BARRY
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UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE

UNITED STATES NAVY

WING COMMANDER

WORLD HEALTH ORGANIZATION



LISTE DES PERSONNALITES?
LIST OF PERSONS?

ABBOTT, Douglas C., ministre des Finances.

ACHESON, Dean G., secrétaire d'Etat des
Etats-Unis.

ADENAUER, Konrad, chancelier de la Répub-
lique fédérale d’Allemagne et ministre des
Affaires étrangéres.

ALEXANDER OF Tunis, Harold R.L.G., maré-
chal et comte, gouverneur général (-mars);
ministre de la Défense du Royaume-Uni.

ALLEN, Ward P., conseiller pour des affaires
des Nations unies, Direction générale des
Affaires européennes, département d’Etat
des Etats-Unis.

ALLISON, John M., sous-secrétaire d'Etat
suppléant aux Affaires d'Extréme-Orient des
Etats-Unis (-janv.); secrétaire d’Etat adjoint
aux Affaires d’Extréme-Orient.

ALPHAND, Hervé, représentant permanent de
la France au Conseil de I’Atlantique Nord.

BaJspal, Sir Girja S., secrétaire général du
ministére des Affaires extérieures de I'Inde
(-mai).

BALDWIN, J.A,, président, Commission des
transports aériens.

BARCO, James W., conseiller, Mission per-
manente des Etats-Unis auprés des Nations
unies; membre de la Commission de concilia-
tion pour la Palestine a la sixiéme session de
I’Assemblée générale.

BEYEN, Johan W., ministre des Affaires étran-
geres des Pays-Bas (sept.-), poste détenu
conjointement avec Joseph Luns.

BisHOP, major-général W.H.A, secrétaire
adjoint, ministére des Relations du Common-
wealth du Royaume-Uni.

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

ABBOTT, Douglas C., Minister of Finance.

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

ADENAUER, Konrad, Chancellor of Federal
Republic of Germany and Minister of For-
eign Affairs.

ALEXANDER OF TUNIS, Harold R.L.G., Field
Marshal and Earl, Governor General
(-Mar.); Minister of Defence of United
Kingdom.

ALLEN, Ward P., United Nations Adviser,
Bureau of European Affairs, Department of
State of United States.

ALLISON, John M., Acting Assistant Secretary
of State for Far Eastern Affairs of United
States (-Jan.); Assistant Secretary of State
for Far Eastern Affairs.

ALPHAND, Hervé, Permanent Representative
of France on North Atlantic Council.

Baupal, Sir Girja S., Secretary-General of
Ministry of External Affairs of India
(-May).

BAaLDWIN, J.A., Chairman, Air Transport
Board.

BARCO, James W., Adviser, Permanent Mis-
sion of United States to United Nations;
Member of Conciliation Commission for
Palestine at Sixth Session of General
Assembly.

BEYEN, Johan W., Minister of Foreign Affairs
of the Netherlands (Sept.-), position held
jointly with Joseph Luns.

BisHoOP, Major-General W.H.A., Assistant
Secretary, Commonwealth Relations Office
of United Kingdom.

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

3Ceci est une sélection des principales personnalités canadiennes et de certaines personnalités de
I’étranger 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
mentioned in the documents. The biographical details refer only to the positions pertinent to the

documents printed herein.
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BRADLEY, général Omar N., président du
comité des chefs d’état-major des Etats-Unis.

BRIDGEFORD, lieutenant-général W., com-
mandant en chef, Forces du Commonwealth
en Corée.

BrOFOsS, Erik, ministre du Commerce de
Norvége.

BROWNELL, Herbert Jr., membre, Conseil
judiciaire, Etat de New York; nommé Procu-
reur général des Etats-Unis en novembre.

BRUCE, David K.E., ambassadeur des Etats-
Unis en France (-mars); sous-secrétaire
d’Etat des Etats-Unis.

BRYCE, R.B., sous-ministre adjoint des
Finances.

BuLL, W.F., sous-ministre du Commerce.

BURBRIDGE, K.J. chef, Division juridique;
conseiller, délégation 4 la septiéme session de
I’Assemblée générale des Nations unies.

BUTLER, R.A., chancelier de I’Echiquier du
Royaume-Uni.

CASEY, Richard G., ministre des Affaires
extérieures d'Australie.

CAVELL, R.G. (Nik), Direction de la Coopéra-
tion économique et technique internationale,
ministére du Commerce.

CHEVRIER, Lionel, ministre des Transports.

TCHANG Kai-chek, généralissime, président de
la République de Chine.

CHIPMAN, Warwick, haut-commissaire en
Inde.

CHURCHILL, Winston S., premier ministre et
premier lord du Trésor du Royaume-Uni;
ministre de la Défense (-janv.).

CLARK, général Mark, Armée des Etats-Unis,
commandant en chef, Extréme-Orient, et
commandant en chef, Commandement des
Nations unies (Corée) et gouverneur des iles
Ryukyu {mai-).

CLARK, W.C., sous-ministre des Finances.

CLAXTON, Brooke, ministre de la Défense
nationale.

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

Davis, T.C., ambassadeur en République
fédérale d’Allemagne.

DEUTSCH, J.J., directeur, Direction des Rela-
tions économiques internationales, ministére
des Finances.

LISTE DES PERSONNALITES

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

BRIDGEFORD, Lieutenant-General W., Com-
mander-in-Chief, Commonwealth Forces in
Korea.

BROFOsS, Erik, Minister of Commerce of
Norway.

BROWNELL, Herbert Jr., Member, Judicial
Council, State of New York; appointed
Attorney-General of United States in
November.

BRUCE, David K.E., Ambassador of United
States in France (-Mar.); Under-Secretary of
State of United States.

BRYCE, R.B., Assistant Deputy Minister of
Finance.

BuLt, W.F., Deputy Minister of Trade and
Commerce.

BURBRIDGE, K.J., Head, Legal Division;
Adviser, Delegation to Seventh Session of
General Assembly of United Nations.

BUTLER, R.A., Chancellor of Exchequer of
United Kingdom.

CASEY, Richard G., Minister for External
Affairs of Australia.

CAVELL, R.G. (Nik), International Economic
and Technical Co-operation Division,
Department of Trade and Commerce.

CHEVRIER, Lionel, Minister of Transport.

CHIANG Kai-shek, Generalissimo, President of
Republic of China.

CHIPMAN, Warwick, High Commissioner in
India.

CHURCHILL, Winston S., Prime Minister and
First Lord of the Treasury of United King-
dom; Minister of Defence (-Jan.).

CLARK, General Mark, United States Army,
Commander-in-Chief, Far East, and Com-
mander-in-Chief, United Nations Command
(Korea) and Governor of Ryukyu Islands
(May-).

CLARK, W.C. Deputy Minister of Finance.

CLAXTON, Brooke, Minister of National
Defence.

CURTIS, Air Marshal W.A., Chief of Air Staff.

Davis, T.C., Ambassador in Federal Republic
of Germany.

DEUTSCH, J.)., Director, International Eco-
nomic Relations Division, Department of
Finance.



LIST OF PERSONS

DRrAPER, W.H., représentant spécial des
Nations unies en Europe (janv.-); représent-
ant au Conseil de I'Atlantique Nord (avr.-).

DuLLES, J.F., conseiller auprés du secrétaire
d’Etat des Etats-Unis (-mars); nommé
secrétaire d’Etat en novembre.

DuPLESSIS, Maurice, premier ministre du
Québec.

EBAN, Abba, représentant permanent d’Israél
aux Nations unies; président, délégation a la
septiéme session de I'Assemblée générale.

EBERTS, C.C., Bureau du Conseil privé; Direc-
tion des Amériques et de I’Extréme-Orient;
chef, Direction des Amériques (sept.-).

EDEN, Anthony, secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires
étrangéres du Royaume-Uni; président,
délégation 4 la septieéme session de I’Assem-
blée générale des Nations unies.

EISENHOWER, général Dwight D., comman-
dant supréme des Forces alliées en Europe
(-mai); président élu des Etats-Unis en
novembre.

FEAVER, H.F., chef du Protocole.

FISHER, Adrian S., conseiller juridique,
département d’Etat des Etats-Unis.

Forp, R.A.D., chargé d’affaires, ambassade en
Union soviétique.

FOSTER, W.D, sous-secrétaire 4 la Défense des
Etats-Unis.

FOULKES, lieutenant-général C., président,
Comité des chefs d'état major.

GARSON, Stuart, ministre de la Justice; vice-
président, délégation 4 la sixiéme session de
I’Assemblée générale des Nations unies.

GEORGE, James, conseiller, délégation per-
manente aux Nations unies; conseiller,
septieme session de I’Assemblée générale.

GLAZEBROOK, G.P. de T., chef, 11¢ Direction
de liaison avec la Défense.

GRoss, Ernest A., représentant suppléant des
Etats-Unis aux Nations unies et représentant
suppléant au Consetl de sécurité.

GRUENTHER, lieutenant-général A.M., Armée
des Etats-Unis, chef d’état-major auprés du
commandant supréme des Forces alliés en
Europe.

HARRISON, major-général W.K., membre de
plein droit, délégation de I'Armistice du
Commandement des Nations unies (Corée)
(fév.-); délégué principal (mai-).

HeasmaN, G.R., directeur, Service des
délégués commerciaux, ministére du Com-
merce.
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DRAPER, W.H., Special Representative of
United States in Europe (Jan.-); Representa-
tive on North Atlantic Council (Apr.-).

DULLES, J.F., Consultant to Secretary of State
of United States (-Mar.); appointed Secre-
tary of State in November.

DuprLESSIS, Maurice, Premier of Province of
Quebec.

EBAN, Abba, Permanent Representative of
Israel to United Nations; Chairman, Delega-
tion to Seventh Session of General Assembly.

EBERTS, C.C., Privy Council Office; American
and Far Eastern Division; Head, American
Division (Sept.-).

EDEN, Anthony, Secretary of State for Foreign
Affairs of United Kingdom; Chairman,
Delegation to Seventh Session of General
Assembly of United Nations.

EISENHOWER, General of the Army Dwight D.,
Supreme Allied Commander in Europe
(-May); elected President of United States in
November.

FEAVER, H.F., Chief of Protocol.

FISHER, Adrian S., Legal Adviser, Department
of State of United States.

ForD, R.A.D., Chargé d’Affaires, Embassy in
Soviet Union.

FOSTER, W.D., Deputy Secretary of Defence of
United States.

FOULKES, Lieutenant-General C., Chairman,
Chiefs of Staff Committee.

GARSON, Stuart, Minister of Justice; Vice-
Chairman, Delegation to Sixth Session ol
General Assembly of United Nations.

GEORGE, James, Adviser, Permanent Delega-
tion to United Nations; Adviser to Seventh
Session of General Assembly.

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

GROsS, Ernest A., Deputy Representative of
United States to United Nations and Deputy
Representative on Security Council.

GRUENTHER, Licutenant-General A.M.,
United States Army, Chief of Staff to
Supreme Allied Commander in Europe.

HARRISON, Major-General W K., Plenary
Member, United Nations Command (Korea)
Armistice Delegation (Feb.-); Senior Dele-
gate (May-).

HEASMAN, G.R., Director, Trade Commis-
sioner Service, Department of Trade and
Commerce.
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HEENEY, A.D.P., sous-secrétaire d’Etat aux
Affaires extérieures (-avr.); représentant
permanent, Conseil de I'Atlantique Nord et
Organisation européenne de coopération
économique.

HEMSLEY, Stuart, chef, Direction des
Finances.

HENKIN, Louis, Bureau des Affaires politiques
et de sécurité des Nations unies, département
d’Etat des Etats-Unis.

HICKERSON, John D., secrétaire d’Etat adjoint
aux Affaires des Nations unies des Etats-
Unis.

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

HopkINsON, Henry, ministre d’Etat aux
Affaires coloniales du Royaume-Uni; repré-
sentant, septiéme session de I’Assemblée
générale des Nations unies.

Howe, C.D., ministre du Commerce.

HUGGINS, Sir Godfrey, premier ministre
d’Afrigue du Sud.

IGNATIEFF, George, conseiller, ambassade aux
Etats-Unis

IRELAND, Agnes, Direction du Commonwealth.

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

IsMAY, Lord, secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires du
Commonwealth du Royaume-Uni (-mars);
secrétaire général et vice-président, Organi-
sation du Traité de I’Atlantique Nord.

ISNOR, sénateur G.B., représentant, délégation
4 la septiéme session de I’Assemblée générale
des Nations unies.

JEBB, sir Gladwyn, représentant permanent du
Royaume-Uni aux Nations unies.

JEssup, Philip C., ambassadeur itinérant des
Etats-Unis; représentant suppléant, septiéme
session de I’Assemblée générale des Nations
unies.

JOHNSON, Alexis, sous-secrétaire d'Etat
adjoint aux Affaires de 'Extréme-Orient des
Etats-Unis.

JOHNSON, David M., représentant permanent
aux Nations unies; représentant suppléant,
sixiéme session de I'Assemblée générale.

Jov, vice-amiral C. Turner, Marine des Etats-
Unis, délégué principal, délégation de
I’Armistice du Commandement des Nations
unies (Corée) (-mai).

LISTE DES PERSONNALITES

HEENEY, A.D.P., Under-Secretary of State for
External Affairs (-Apr.); Permanent Repre-
sentative, North Atlantic Council and
Organization for European Economic
Co-operation.

HEMSLEY, Stuart, Head, Finance Division.

HEeNkiN, Louis, Office of United Nations
Political and Security Affairs, Department of
State of United States.

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

HoLLAND, S8.G., Prime Minister and Finance
Minister of New Zealand.

HoPKINSON, Henry, Minister of State for
Colonial Affairs of United Kingdom; Repre-
sentative, Seventh Session of General
Assembly of United Nations.

Howe, C.D., Minister of Trade and Com-
merce.

HuGGINS, Sir Godfrey, Prime Minister of
South Africa.

IGNATIEFF, George, Counsellor, Embassy in
United States.

IRELAND, Agnes, Commonwealth Division.

ISBISTER, Dr. C.M., Director, International
Trade Relations Branch, Department of
Trade and Commerce.

IsMAY, Lord, Secretary of State for Common-
wealth Affairs of United Kingdom (-Mar.);
Secretary-General and Vice-Chairman,
North Atlantic Treaty Organization.

ISNOR, Senator G.B., Representative, Delega-
tion to Seventh Session of General Assembly
of United Nations.

JeBB, Sir Gladwyn, Permanent Representative
of United Kingdom to United Nations.

JEssup, Philip C., Ambassador-at-Large of
United States; Alternate Representative to
Seventh Session of General Assembly of
United Nations.

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

JoHnsoN, David M., Permanent Representa-
tive to United Nations; Altcrnate Repre-
sentative, Sixth Session of General
Assembly.

Jov, Vice-Admiral C. Turner, United States
Navy, Senior Delegate, United Nations
Command (Korea) Armistice Delegation
(-May).



LIST OF PERSONS

KHAN, sir Mohammed Zafrullah, ministre des
Affaires étrangéres du Pakistan; président,
délégation 4 la sixiéme session de I’Assem-
blée générale des Nations unies.

Kim II Sung, premier ministre de la République
populaire démocratique de Corée et com-
mandant supréme de ’Armée du peuple de
Corée.

LANGE, Halvard M., ministre des Affaires
étrangéres de Norvége.

LEGER, Jules, sous-secrétaire d’Etat adjoint
aux Affaires extérieures; représentant sup-
pléant, septiéme session de I’Assemblée
générale des Nations unies.

LEPAN, Douglas V., conseiller, ambassade aux
Etats-Unis.

LESAGE, Jean, secrétaire parlementaire du
secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures;
représentant, délégation a la sixiéme session
de I'Assemblée générale des Nations unies;
représentant, délégation a la premi¢re moitié
de la quatorziéme session du Conseil écono-
mique et social.

LiE, Trygve, secrétaire général des Nations
unies.

LIEFTINCK, Pieter, ministre des Finances des
Pays-Bas.

LIESCHING, sir Percivale, sous-secrétaire d’Etat
permanent au Relations du Commonwealth
du Royaume-Uni.

LLovYD, John Selwyn, ministre d’Etat aux
Affaires étrangéres du Royaume-Uni; prési-
dent, délégation a la septiéme session de
I’Assemblée générale des Nations unies.

LOVETT, Robert G., secrétaire de la Défense
des Etats-Unis.

LYTTELTON, Oliver, secrétaire d'Etat aux
Colonies du Royaume-Uni.

MAcCALLUM, Elizabeth P., conseiller, déléga-
tion 4 la sixiéme session de I’Assemblée
générale des Nations unies.

MACDONALD, J. Scott, ambassadeur en You-
goslavie.

MACDONNELL, R.M. ministre, ambassade en
France (-sept.); représentant suppléant,
délégation & la sixieme session de I'Assem-
blée généralq des Nations unies; sous-
secrétaire d’Etat adjoint aux Affaires extéri-
eures.
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KHAN, Sir Mohammed Zafrullah, Minister for
Foreign Affairs of Pakistan; Chairman,
Delegation to Sixth Session of General
Assembly of United Nations.

KiM It Sung, Premier of Democratic People’s
Republic of Korea and Supreme Com-
mander, Korean People’s Army.

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

LEGER, Jules, Assistant Under-Secretary of
State for External Affairs; Alternate Repre-
sentative, Seventh Session of General
Assembly of United Nations.

LEPAN, Douglas V., Counsellor, Embassy in
United States.

LESAGE, Jean, Parliamentary Secretary to
Secretary of State for External Affairs;
Representative, Delegation to Sixth Session
of General Assembly of United Nations;
Representative, Delegation to First Half of
Fourteenth Session of Economic and Social
Council.

LIE, Trygve, Secretary-General of United
Nations.

LIEFTINCK, Pieter, Minister of Finance of the
Netherlands.

LIESCHING, Sir Percivale, Permanent Under-
Secretary of State for Commonwealth Rela-
tions of United Kingdom.

LLoYD, John Selwyn, Minister of State for
Foreign Affairs of United Kingdom; Chair-
man, Delegation to Seventh Session of Gen-
eral Assembly of United Nations.

LoveTT, Robert G., Secretary of Defence of
United States.

LYTTELTON, Oliver, Secretary of State for
Colonies of United Kingdom.

MAcCALLUM, Elizabeth P., Adviser, Delega-
tion to Sixth Session of General Assembly of
United Nations.

MACDONALD, J. Scott, Ambassador in Yugo-
slavia.

MACDONNELL, R.M., Minister, Embassy in
France (-Sept.); Alternative Representative,
Delegation to Sixth Session of General
Assembly of United Nations; Assistant
Under-Secretary of State for External
Affairs.
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MAcKAY, R.A., chef, Direction de la liaison en
matiére de défense (1) (-sept.) et membre des
Affaires extérieures, Commission per-
manente canado-américaine de défense; sous-
secrétaire d’Etat adjoint aux Affaires extéri-
eures.

MAaLAN, D.F., premier ministre et ministre des
Affaires extérieures d’Afrique du Sud.

MALIK, Y.A., sous-ministre des Affaires étran-
geres d’Union soviétique.

MARJOLIN, Robert E., secrétaire général de
I’Organisation européenne de coopération
économique.

MARTIN, Paul, ministre de la Santé nationale
et du Bien-étre social; vice-président, déléga-
tion 4 la septieme session de I’Assemblée
générale des Nations unies.

MASSEY, Vincent, gouverneur général (mars-).

MATTHEWS, Freeman, secrétaire d’Etat adjoint
aux Affaires politiques des Etats-Unis.

MAYHEW, Robert, ministre des Péches (-oct.);
nommé ambassadeur au Japon en septembre.

McCLURKIN, Robert J.G., directeur adjoint,
Bureau des Affaires du Nord-Est asiatique,
département d'Etat des Etats-Unis.

MCNAUGHTON, général Andrew G.L., prési-
dent de la section canadienne de la Commis-
sion mixte internationale, et président de la
section canadienne de la Commission per-
manente canado-américaine de défense.

MENON, V. K. Krishna, représentant, déléga-
tion de I'Inde a la septiéme session de
I’Assemblée générale des Nations unies.

MENZIES, Arthur, chargé d’Affaires, ambas-
sade au Japon.

MENZIES, R.G., premier ministre d’Australie.

NAZIMUDDIN, sir Al-Haj Khwaja, premier
ministre du Pakistan.

NEHRU, Pandit Jawaharlal, premier ministre et
ministre des Affaires extérieures et des
Relations du Commonwealth de I'Inde.

NoRMAN, E. Herbert, chef, Direction des
Amériques et de I'Extréme-Orient, (-juil.);
chef, Direction de I'information.

NYE, sir Archibald, haut-commissaire du
Royaume-Uni en Inde.

PANDIT, Madame Vijaya Lakshmi, président,
délégation de I'Inde 4 la septi¢me session de
I’Assemblée générale des Nations unies.

LISTE DES PERSONNALITES

MacKay, R.A,, Head, Defence Liaison (1)
Division (-Sept.) and External Affairs Mem-
ber, Permanent Joint Board on Defence;
Assistant Under-Secretary of State for
External Affairs.

MALAN, Dr. D.F., Prime Minister and Minis-
ter for External Affairs of South Africa.

MALIK, Y.A., Deputy Minister of Foreign
Affairs of Soviet Union.

MARJOLIN, Robert E., Secretary-General of
Organization for European Economic Co-
operation.

MARTIN, Paul, Minister of National Health
and Welfare; Vice-Chairman, Delegation to
Seventh Session of General Assembly of
United Nations.

MAssEY, Vincent, Governor-General (Mar.-).

MATTHEWS, Freeman, Deputy Under-Secre-
tary of State for Political Affairs of United
States.

MAYHEW, Robert, Minister of Fisheries
(-Oct.); appointed Ambassador to Japan in
September.

McCLURKIN, Robert J.G., Deputy Director,
Office of Northeast Asian Affairs, Depart-
ment of State of United States.

MCNAUGHTON, General Andrew G.L., Chair-
man, Canadian Section, International Joint
Commission, and Chairman, Canadian
Section, Permanent Joint Board on Defence.

MENON, V. K. Krishna, Representative, Dele-
gation of India to Seventh Session of General
Assembly of United Nations.

MENZIES, Arthur, Chargé d’Affaires, Embassy
in Japan.

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

NAzIMUDDIN, Sir Al-Haj Khwaja, Prime
Minister of Pakistan.

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

NORMAN, E. Herbert, Head, American and
Far Eastern Division, (-Jul.); Head, Informa-
tion Division.

NYE, Sir Archibald, High Commissioner of
United Kingdom in India.

PANDIT, Madame Vijaya Lakshmi, Chairman,
Delegation of India to Seventh Session of
General Assembly of United Nations.



LIST OF PERSONS

PARKINSON, J.F., chef de la mission auprés de
I’Organisation européenne de coopération
économique; conseiller financier, haut com-
missariat au Royaume-Uni (sept.-).

PATERSON, G., directeur, direction générale de
I’Agriculture et des Péches, ministére du
Commerce.

PEARSON, Lester B., secrétaire d’Etat aux
Affaires extérieures; président, délégations
aux sixiéme et septiéme sessions de I'’Assem-
blée générale des Nations unies; président,
septiéme session de I’Assemblée générale.

PELLA, Giuseppe, ministre du Budget et du
Trésor d’ltalie (fév.-).

PERKINS, George W., secrétaire gl’Etat adjoint
aux Affaires européennes des Etats-Unis.

PETERSON, Avery F., agent chargé des Affaires
du Commonwealth, Bureau des affaires du
Commonwealth britannique et de I'Europe
du Nord, département d’Etat des Etats-Unis
(-fév.).

PICKERSGILL, J. W, greffier du Conseil privé et
secrétaire du Cabinet (juin-).

PIERCE, S.D., ministre, ambassade aux Etats-
Unis.

PiLLAl, sir R.N, secrétaire général, ministére
des Affaires extérieures de I’Inde.

PLEVEN, René, premier ministre de France
(-jan.); ministre de la Défense nationale
(mars-).

PLUMPTRE, Wynne, chef, Direction écono-
mique (-juil.); ministre, délégation au Con-
seil de I'Atlantique Nord.

RAsMINSKY, Louis, adjoint exécutif du gouver-
neur de la Banque du Canada.

RAYNOR, G. Hayden, directeur, Bureau des
Affaires britanniques et de I’Europe du
Nord, département d’Etat des Etats-Unis.

REID, Escott, sous-secrétaire d’Etat suppléant
aux Affaires extérieures.

REISMAN, S.S., Direction des Relations écono-
miques internationales, ministére des
Finances.

RIDGWAY, général Matthew B., Armée des
Etats-Unis, commandant en chef, Extréme-
Orient, et commandant en chef, Commande-
ment des Nations unies (-mai); commandant
supréme des Forces alliées en Europe.

RiTCHIE, A.E., chef, Direction économique
(juil-).

RITCHIE, C.S.A., sous-secrétaire d'Etat adjoint
aux Affaires extéricures (-sept.); sous-
secrétaire d'Etat suppléant aux Affaires
extérieures.
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PARKINSON, J.F., Head, Mission to Organiza-
tion for European Economic Co-operation;
Financial Counsellor, High Commission in
United Kingdom (Sept.-).

PATERSON, G.R., Director, Agriculture and
Fisheries Branch, Department of Trade and
Commerce.

PEARSON, Lester B., Secretary of State for
External Affairs; Chairman, Delegations to
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United Nations Photo

[..B. Pcarson as President opens the Scventh

Scssion of the General Assembly of the United
Nations.

C-18967

L.B. Pcarson, en sa qualité de président, ouvre la
septieme  session  de  I'Assembléc  générale des
Nations unics.



De gauche a droite: L.B. Pearson s'entretient
avec Paul Martin avant la réunion d’ouverture de la
septieme  session  de  I'Assemblée  générale  des
Nations unics.

L. to r.: L.B. Pcarson talks 10 Paul Marlin

before the opening mecting of the Scventh Session of
the General Assembly of the United Nations.



C-76062 United Nations Photo

Dc gauche 4 droite : Selwyn Lloyd, L.B. Pearson L.tor.:Sclwyn Lloyd, L.B. Pcarson and Trygve
ct Trygve Lie 4 la scpticme session de 1'Assemblée Lic at the Sceventh Session of the General Assembly
geénérale des Nations unics. of the United Nations.

C-76063

Le président élu des Etats-Unis visite les The President-clect of the United States visits
Nations unies. De gauche a droite: John Foster the United Nations; 1. to r.: John Foster Dulles,

Dulles, Trygve Lie, Dwight D. Eisenhower et L.B. Trygve Lie, Dwight D. Eisenhower and L.B. Pear-
Pearson. son.
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L. to r.: L.B. Pcarson, Robert Schuman,

Dc gauche d droite: L.B. Pcarson, Robert
Schuman, Anthony Eden et Dean Acheson a la Anthony Eden and Dean Acheson at the Ministerial
Réunion ministériclle du Conscil de 1'Atlantique Meceting of the North Atlantic Council held at
Nord, Lisbonne, février 1952. Lisbon in February, 1952.




PA-14851

De gauche & droite (au centre): Lord
Alexander, Winston Churchill et Louis St-Laurent
arrivent a un diner au Chateau Laurier a Outawa. A
l'arriere plan, au centre, le chef du Protocole,
Howard Measures.

United Nations Photo

L. to r. (at centre) : Lord Alexander, Winston
Churchill and Louis Sit. Laurent arrive at the
Chatcau Laurier in Ottawa to attend a dinner; at
rear centre, Chicf of Protocol, Howard Measures.



PA-176848

De gauche a droite : Louis St-Laurent, Vincent
Massey et le Sénateur Wishart Robertson (leader
parlementaire du gouvernement au Sénat), sur les
marches du Parlement avant I'installation de M.
Masscy dans sa fonction de gouverneur général.

L.to ouis St. Laurent, Vincent Massey and
Scnator Wis Robertson (Government Leader in
the Senale) on the steps of the Parliament Buildings
before the installation of Massey as Governor-
General.
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PA-140T70

Les brigadiers J.M. Rockingham (au volant) et Brigadicrs J.M. Rockingham (driving) and M.P.
M.P. Bogert ¢n jecp durant I'inspection du front en Bogert in jecp during inspection of frontline posi-
Coréc. tions in Korea.
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PA-133383
Mme James Renwick dépose une gerbe au nom Mrs. James Renwick lays a wreath on behalf of
des femmes et méres des militaires canadiens morts wives and mothers of Canadian military personnel

¢n Corée. who dicd in Korea.



Louis St-Laurent, en compagnie de Dana
Wilgress, signe la demandc adressée 4 la Commis-
sion mixte internationale pour la réalisation d'un
. projet hydro-électrique dans la section internationale
des rapides du Saint-Laurent.

Louis St. Laurent, scen with Dana Wilgress,
signs the application to the International Joint
Commission for power development in the Interna-
tional Rapids Section of the St. Lawrence River.

PA-114629

A.D.P. Heeney lisant un exemplaire de la
Gazelte ol I'impasse des négociations d’armistice en
Corée fait la manchette.

A.D.P. Heeney is seen rcading a copy of the
Gazette in which the decadlocked Korean armistice
talks ar¢ headline news.
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MORT ET AVENEMENT DU MONARQUE
DEATH AND ACCESSION OF THE MONARCH

Avis et proclamations’

Notice and Proclamations’

OTTAWA, FEBRUARY 6, 1952

His EXCELLENCY THE ADMINISTRA-
TOR OF THE GOVERNMENT has
received with the deepest distress
the news of the death of His
Majesty King George VI, com-
municated to His Excellency in the
following cable from the Private
Secretary to His Majesty:

London, February 6, 1952.

“Profoundly regret to state that
His Majesty King George the Sixth
passed away peacefully in his sleep
early this morning.”

T. RINFRET,

Administrator.
[L.S.]

SonN EXCELLENCE

OTTAWA, 6 FEVRIER 1952

L’ADMINIS-
TRATEUR DU GOUVERNEMENT a
appris avec la plus profonde dou-
leur la nouvelle du décés de Sa
Majesté le Roi George VI, que le
Secrétaire  particulier de Sa
Majesté a communiquée a Son
Excellence dans le cdble suivant:

Londres, 6 février 1952,

“Regrette profondément d’annon-

cer que Sa Majesté le Roi George Six
est décédé paisiblement dans son
sommeil de bonne heure ce matin.”

T. RINFRET,

Administrateur.
[L.S.]

'"Publiés dans Gazette du Canada le 6 février 1952. Ottawa, Imprimeur de la Reine, 1952.
Published in Canada Gazette, February 6, 1952. Ottawa, Queen’s Printer, 1952.



CANADA

By His EXCELLENCY THE RIGHT
HONOURABLE THIBAUDEAU RIN-
FRET, Chief Justice of Canada and
Administrator of the Government
of Canada.

To ALL To WHOM these Presents
shall come,
GREETING:

WHEREAS it hath pleased Almighty
God to call to His Mercy Our Late
Sovereign Lord King George the
Sixth of blessed and glorious memory
by whose decease the Crown of Great
Britain, Ireland and all other His late
Majesty’s dominions is solely and
rightfully come to the High and
Mighty Princess Elizabeth Alexandra
Mary, Now Know Ye that I, the said
Right Honourable Thibaudeau Rin-
fret, Administrator of Canada as
aforesaid, assisted by Her Majesty’s
Privy Council for Canada do now
hereby with one voice and consent of
tongue and heart, publish and pro-
claim that the High and Mighty Prin-
cess Elizabeth Alexandra Mary is
now by the death of Our late Sover-
eign of happy and glorious memory
become our only lawful and rightful
Liege Lady Elizabeth the Second by
the Grace of God, of Great Britain,
Ireland and the British Dominions
beyond the Seas QUEEN, Defender
of the Faith, Supreme Liege Lady in
and over Canada, to whom we
acknowledge all faith and constant
obedience with all hearty and humble
affection, beseeching God by whom
all Kings and Queens do reign to bless
the Royal Princess Elizabeth the
Second with long and happy years to
reign over us.
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CANADA

PAR SON EXCELLENCE LE TRES
HONORABLE THIBAUDEAU RIN-
FRET, Juge en chef du Canada et
Administrateur du Gouvernement
du Canada.

A TOUS CEUX QuI les présentes ver-
ront,
SALUT:

ATTENDU qu’il a plu au Dieu Tout-
Puissant d’appeler & Sa Miséricorde
Notre regretté Souverain Seigneur le
Roi George Six, d’heureuse et glo-
rieuse mémoire, dont le décés fait
passer la Couronne de Grande-Bre-
tagne, d’Irlande et de toutes les
possessions de feu Sa Majesté unique-
ment et légitimement 4 la Haute et
Puissante Princesse Elizabeth Alexan-
dra Mary. Sachez que moi, ledit Trés
Honorable  Thibaudeau  Rinfret,
Administrateur du Canada, comme
susdit, d’accord avec le Conseil Privé
de Sa Majesté pour le Canada, publie
et proclame maintenant par les pré-
sentes, d’une voix unanime et de con-
sentement de bouche et de coeur, que
la Haute et Puissante Princesse Eliz-
abeth Alexandra Mary est mainten-
ant devenue, par la mort de Notre
regretté Souverain, d’heureuse et
glorieuse mémoire, Notre seule et
légitime Dame lige Elizabeth Deux,
par la Grice de Dieu, Reine de
Grande-Bretagne, d’Irlande et des
possessions britanniques au deld des
mers, Défenseur de la foi, Dame lige
supréme du Canada, 4 qui Nous
reconnaissons toute foi et obéissance
constante, avec une humble et sincére
affection, priant Dieu de qui tous les
Rois et les Reines tiennent leur puis-
sance d’accorder 4 la Princesse
Royale Elizabeth Deux un long et
heureux régne.
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GIVEN under my Hand and Seal at
Arms at Ottawa, this Sixth day of
February, in the year of Our Lord one
thousand nine hundred and fifty-two,
and in the first year of Her Majesty’s
reign.

By Command,

F. GORDON BRADLEY,
Secretary of State of Canada
GOD SAVE THE QUEEN

T. RINFRET,

Administrator.
[L.S.]

CANADA

ELIZABETH THE SECOND, by
the Grace of God, of Great Britain,
Ireland and the British Dominions
beyond the Seas QUEEN,
Defender of the Faith.

To ALL To WHOM these Presents
shall come,

GREETING:

HUGUES LAPOINTE,
Acting Attorney General,

CANADA

WHEREAS by Chapter forty-six of
the Revised Statutes of Canada,
1927, intituled “An Act respecting
the Demise of the Crown,” it is,

3

DONNE sous Mon Seing et le
Sceau de Mes armes, a Ottawa, ce
sixitme jour de février en I'an de
grice mil neuf cent cinquante-deux,
et du Reégne de Sa Majesté le
premier.

Par ordre,

Le Secrétaire d’Etat du Canada,
F. GORDON BRADLEY

DIEU SAUVE LA REINE

T. RINFRET,

Administrateur.
[L.S.]

CANADA

ELIZABETH DEUX, par la Grice
de Dieu, Reine de Grande-Bre-
tagne, d’Irlande et des possessions
britanniques au deld des mers,
Défenseur de la foi.

A TOUS CEUX QUI les présentes ver-
ront,

SALUT:

HUGUES LAPOINTE,
Procureur général suppléant,

CANADA

ATTENDU que par le chapitre qua-
rante-six des Statuts revisés du
Canada, 1927, intitulé “Loi sur la
transmission de la Couronne,” il est



amongst other things, in effect
enacted, that upon the demise of the
Crown it shall not be necessary to
renew any commission by virtue
whereof any officer of Canada, or any
functionary in Canada or any judge of
any courts in Canada, held his office
or profession during the previous
reigns; but that a proclamation shall
be issued by the Governor General
authorizing all persons in office as
officers of Canada who held commis-
sions under the late Sovereign, and all
functionaries who exercised any
profession by virtue of any such com-
missions and all judges of all courts of
Canada to continue in the due exer-
cise of their respective duties, func-
tions and professions; and that such
proclamation shall suffice and that
the incumbents shall, as soon thereaf-
ter as possible, take the usual and
customary oath of allegiance before
the proper officer or officers the-
reunto appointed,—

Now THEREFORE by and with the
advice of Our Privy Council of
Canada We do by this proclamation
authorize all persons in office as offi-
cers of Canada who held commissions
under Our late Royal Father of glori-
ous memory and all functionaries who
exercised any profession in Canada by
virtue of any such commission and all
judges of all courts in Canada to con-
tinue in the due exercise of their
respective  duties, functions and
professions, for which this Our proc-
lamation shall suffice.

AND WE DO ORDAIN that all
incumbents of such offices and func-
tions all such judges and all persons
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entre autres choses statué, qu’adve-
nant la transmission de la Couronne il
n’est pas nécessaire de renouveler les
commissions en vertu desquelles les
officiers, employés ou fonctionnaires
du Canada ou les juges des cours du
Canada exergaient leur profession ou
remplissaient leurs fonctions sous les
régnes précédents; mais une procla-
mation est émise par le Gouverneur
général, autorisant toutes les per-
sonnes en place en qualité d’officiers
du Canada, qui détenaient des com-
missions sous le régne du souverain
décédé, et tous les fonctionnaires
exer¢ant quelque profession en vertu
de pareilles commissions, et tous les
juges de toutes les cours du Canada, a
continuer I’exercice régulier de leurs
devoirs, fonctions et professions,
respectivement. Cette proclamation
suffit; et le plus tot possible ensuite,
les titulaires prétent le serment
d’allégeance ordinaire et d’usage
devant le fonctionnaire ou les fonc-
tionnaires préposés a cette fin,—

A CES CAUSES, de et par Pavis de
Notre Conseil privé pour le Canada,
et par Notre présente proclamation,
Nous autorisons toutes les personnes
en place en qualité d’officiers du
Canada, qui détenaient des commis-
sions sous le régne de feu Notre Royal
Pére, de glorieuse mémoire, et tous les
fonctionnaires qui exergaient quelque
profession au Canada en vertu de
pareilles commissions et tous les juges
de toutes les cours au Canada, 4 con-
tinuer lexercice régulier de leurs
devoirs, fonctions et professions,
respectivement; et pour ce Notre
présente proclamation suffira.

ET NOUS ORDONNONS que tous les
titulaires de ces charges et fonctions
ainsi que les juges et toutes les per-
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holding such commissions shall, as
soon hereafter as possible, take the
usual and customary oath of alle-
giance to Us before the proper officer
or officers thereunto appointed.

AND WE DO hereby require and
command all Our loving subjects to
be aiding, helping and assisting all
such officers, functionaries, judges
and persons holding commissions in
the performance of their respective
offices, functions and professions.

IN TESTIMONY WHEREOF, We have
caused these Our Letters to be
made Patent, and the Great Seal of
Canada to be hereunto affixed.
WITNESS: Our Right Trusty and
Well-beloved Counsellor the Right
Honourable THIBAUDEAU RIN-
FRET, Chief Justice of Canada and
Administrator of Our Government
of Canada.

AT OUR GOVERNMENT HOUSE, in
Our City of Ottawa, this sixth day
of February in the year of Our
Lord One thousand nine hundred
and fifty-two and in the First year
of Our Reign.

By Command,

F. GORDON BRADLEY,
Secretary of State of Canada.
GOD SAVE THE QUEEN

commis-
serment
d’usage,

sonnes détenant pareilles
sions, Nous prétent le
d’allégeance ordinaire et
aussitdt que possible par la suite,
devant le fonctionnaire ou les fonc-
tionnaires préposés a cette fin.

ET, par les présentes, Nous man-
dons et commandons a tous Nos féaux
sujets de préter aide et assistance &
tous ces officiers, fonctionnaires,
juges et personnes détenant des com-
missions dans I’exercice de leurs
charges, fonctions et professions,
respectivement.

EN FO! DE QuOl Nous avons fait
émettre Nos présentes Lettres
Patentes et a icelles fait apposer le
Grand Sceau du Canada. TEMOIN:
Notre trés fidéle et bien-aimé con-
seiller le Trés Honorable Thibau-
deau Rinfret, Juge en chef du
Canada et Administrateur de
Notre Gouvernement du Canada.

EN NOTRE HOTEL DU GOUVERNE-
MENT, en Notre cité d’Ottawa, ce
sixieme jour de février en I'an de
grace mil neuf cent cinquante-deux
et de Notre Régne le premier.

Par ordre,
Le Secrétaire d’Etat du Canada,
F. GORDON BRADLEY.
DIEU SAUVE LA REINE
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2¢ PARTIE/PART 2

DESIGNATION ET TITRES ROYAUX
ROYAL STYLE AND TITLES

2. PCO

Note pour le premier ministre
Memorandum for Prime Minister

SECRET Ottawa, November [247], 1952

ROYAL STYLE AND TITLES

This question has been under consideration by the various Governments of
the Commonwealth since the Accession of Queen Elizabeth 1. On April 5,
1952, the Commonwealth Relations Office asked each of these Governments
for their views on the wording of the new Royal Style and Titles. More recently
the Commonwealth Relations Office suggested that, in view of the varying
replies to this inquiry, the matter might be arranged by a ‘“personal
discussion”; and that the presence of the Prime Ministers or their representa-
tives in London at the Commonwealth Financial and Economic Conference in
November would offer a most convenient opportunity for such a discussion.
The Commonwealth Relations Office expressed the hope that this proposal
would be generally acceptable and that the proposed discussions in London
would enable Commonwealth Governments to reach a final agreement on the
new form of the Royal Style and Titles.

Prime Ministers’ Conference in 1949

2. When this matter was raised in London in 1949, there was general
agreement that the Royal Style and Titles was archaic and needed to be
changed to bring it into conformity with the existing structure of the
Commonwealth. Although at that time no precise understanding was reached
on how it might be done, there was general agreement that each Common-
wealth country would use for its own purpose a title in which the country
concerned would be mentioned by name and the other parts of the Common-
wealth would be described in a generic phrase. A further suggestion was that,
since the phrases “By the Grace of God” and “Defender of the Faith” —
although traditional in the United Kingdom — might not be considered
appropriate in all the other Commonwealth countries, it would be for the
government of each country to consider whether one or both of these phrases
should be omitted from the title adopted for use in that country. Subject to
these two considerations the Prime Ministers agreed in the 1949 Conference on
the desirability for the maximum possible measure of uniformity for the form
of the Royal Style and Titles to be used in each country of the Commonwealth.

Preferences of the Various Commonwealth Governments

3. The preferences for the wording of the Royal Style and Titles, as
submitted by the Commonwealth Governments in reply to the C.R.O. inquiry
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are attached as an appendix to this memorandum. These Governments agree
on the desirability of having the Royal Style changed before the Coronation
(although this ceremony does not include a full recital of the Royal Style and
Titles); but there are wide divergences of view in the various preferences:

(a) Australia does not favour the United Kingdom’s suggestion, primarily
because Australia wishes both the United Kingdom and Australia to be
mentioned by name in the title to be used in Australia.

(b) Neither of the Australian preferences would satisfy completely our desire
that the Royal Style should emphasize the fact that the Queen is Queen of
Canada, regardless of her sovereignty over other Commonwealth countries.
Our view? is in strict accord with the present constitutional position, which is
based on the concept of equality of status of all Commonwealth members. The
first Australian preference would result in a cambersome title and is, therefore,
not likely to commend itself to the other Commonwealth governments. The
second Australian suggestion is not in accord with the objectives, expressed at
the 1949 Prime Ministers’ Conference, that all members of the Commonwealth
should be represented in the new Royal Style on an equal basis with the United
Kingdom and that only one country would be named in the new Royal Style.

(c) Ceylon and Pakistan have expressed a preference for the shortest possible
title and would be most unlikely to agree to a new Royal Style along the lines
of the Australian proposal because it tends to emphasize the link between the
United Kingdom and the other Commonwealth country concerned.

(d) South Africa has already gone on record as being unable to lend its
support to the form of title suggested by Australia because, in the South
Africans’ view, the Australian proposal detracts from the equality of status of
the members of the Commonwealth.

(e) Ceylon, Pakistan and South Africa do not wish to include the expressions
“By the Grace of God” and “Defender of the Faith” in the new Royal Style
and Titles.

Possible Alternatives
4. A number of possible alternatives may be raised in London:

(a) If it appears that no near-uniform title is likely to emerge from the
discussions, the suggestion might be made that the whole matter be dropped
and that the present Royal Style and Titles be retained. (The present title
reads: “Elizabeth the Second, by the Grace of God, of Great Britain, Ireland,
and the British Dominions beyond the Seas, Queen, Defender of the Faith.”)
In my view it would be most undesirable to postpone the matter any longer,
because so much of the ground work has already been completed; because the
Coronation presents a convenient opportunity to bring the Royal Style to date;
because there has been general agreement on the need to have the present
archaic and unrealistic title revised; and because from time to time we have

INote marginale ;/Marginal note:
not my personal view. St. L[aurent]
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encountered difficulties over the present form of the Royal Style and Titles
(Mr. Turgeon’s® new Letter of Credence was the latest case in point).

(b) It may be suggested that near-uniformity could be reached if Australia,
Ceylon and Pakistan would agree to the 1949 formula, from which the
Commonwealth countries’ preferences do not vary greatly. The Australians
might be persuaded to change their view but the position of Ceylon and
Pakistan is difficult. Although at the Prime Ministers’ Conference in 1949
Ceylon and Pakistan seemed to accept in principle the suggested formula, there
is reason to believe that they might now find difficulty in doing so. This is
perhaps more true of Pakistan than Ceylon. You can appreciate the undesira-
bility of bringing pressure to bear on the Governments of Ceylon and Pakistan
to agree to something which they do not want and which might prove
politically embarrassing for them. Moreover, not too far in the background lies
the possibility that one or [sic] both of these countries might eventually follow
in the footsteps of India and choose to become a republic.

(c) The suggestion might be put forward that the new Royal Style and Titles
should follow the Accession formulae which read in part: “Queen of this realm
and of all Her other realms and territories.” This wording is unlikely to be
acceptable to the United Kingdom authorities, who have expressed the view
that a title which is to be used on formal occasions or informal instances (such
as Heads of State Treaties or Credentials) would be unsuitable if it included no
geographical content. This view in my opinion has considerable force. I should,
therefore, be reluctant to give support to a form of Royal Style which made no
mention of the country concerned.

(d) In our present preference, which has been communicated to the C.R.O.,
the words “By the Grace of God” and “Defender of the Faith” have been
retained. As previously mentioned Ceylon, Pakistan and South Africa would
prefer to omit these two expressions. If it would facilitate agreement on the
other controversial points, you might wish to consider whether their omission
from the new Royal Style and Titles would be acceptable in Canada. In spite of
their historical and religious significance, primarily in the United Kingdom, the
phrases are inconsistent with the present structure of the Commonwealth and
serve no useful purpose in inter-Commonwealth or international relations.
Their omission from the new Royal Style might meet with some opposition
from the more tradition-minded elements in Canada, but, if such an omission
would serve to bring about a satisfactory solution of the complex titles problem,
the step might be worth taking. However, there is no indication at the present
time that Canadian initiative in this direction would achieve the desired results.
The phrases might well be retained in the Royal Style as optional.

(e) If uniformity cannot be obtained, there might be considerable merit in
allowing each country to use the Royal Style and Titles of its own preference.
The use of varying titles is not likely to detract from the value or function of

3L’honorable W.F.A. Turgeon, ambassadeur en Irlande et, depuis février, également ministre au
Portugal.

Hon. W.F.A. Turgeon, Ambassador in Ireland and, concurrently from February 1952, Minister
to Portugal.
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the Crown as a common and unifying feature within the Commonwealth.
Already India occupies a special position in relation to the Crown and, in a
sense, this might constitute a precedent as regards the Royal Style and Titles.
If any sort of agreement is to be reached before the Coronation, perhaps this
alternative offers the best that can be hoped for.

5. The recommended Canadian position, as outlined in the preceding
paragraphs, is flexible enough to permit us to agree to any of the suggested
formulae, except that proposed by Australia and that proposed separately by
Ceylon and Pakistan. The importance of bringing the Royal Style and Titles
into line with reality, regardless of whether a near-uniform title can be agreed
upon, has, I think, been fully recognized by all Commonwealth Governments.
It would be unfortunate if the opportunity afforded by the forthcoming
meeting of Prime Ministers in London were to be lost.*

[APPENDICE/APPENDIX]

Australia:

The Australian Government has informed the Secretary of State for Commonwealth Relations
that they would prefer a title which specified all Commonwealth countries by name so that it could
be used uniformly throughout the Commonwealth thus signifying its unity. If this suggestion does
not commend itself generally, the Australian Government proposes that the form of the title should
be:

“Elizabeth the Second, by the Grace of God, of the United Kingdom of Great Britain and
Northern Ireland, Australia and of all Her other realms and territories Queen, Head of the
Commonwealth, Defender of the Faith.”

Canada:

“Elizabeth the Second, by the Grace of God, Queen of Canada and of Her other realms and
territories, Head of the Commonwealth, Defender of the Faith.”

Ceylon:
“Elizabeth the Second, Queen, Head of the Commonwealth.”

New Zealand:

“Elizabeth the Second, by the Grace of God, of New Zealand and of Her other realms and
territories Queen, Head of the Commonwealth, Defender of the Faith.”

Pakistan:
“Elizabeth the Second, Queen, Head of the Commonwealth.”

South Africa:

“Elizabeth the Second, Queen of South Africa and of her other realms and territories, Head of
the Commonwealth.”

The United Kingdom:

“Elizabeth the Second, by the Grace of God, of the United Kingdom of Great Britain and
Northern Ireland and of all her other realms and territories Queen, Head of the Commonwealth,
Defender of the Faith.”

“Note marginale ;/Marginal note:
seen and approved by Mr. Claxton who inadvertently omitted to sign it.
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3. DEA/50121-B-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 2426 London, December 6, 1952
SECRET

ROYAL STYLE AND TITLES

1. At a meeting on December 4 at the Commonwealth Relations Office, at
which the United Kingdom was represented by Lord Salisbury and Lord
Swinton, the other Commonwealth countries by the heads of their delegations,
and India by its High Commissioner in London, it was quickly clear that South
Africa would not accept a royal style different from that which it had proposed
in the 1949 discussions, while Australia would find it extremely difficult to
agree to a royal style that did not include a reference to the United Kingdom in
it.

2. Lord Salisbury and Mr. St. Laurent indicated that for the sake of
uniformity, their governments would probably be prepared to accept a style
based either on the South African formula or on the second Australian
suggestion which would incorporate “The United Kingdom™ in the titles to be
used by overseas members of the Commonwealth. New Zealand much
preferred the Australian suggestions. Ceylon, which had originally wished no
territorial description in the royal title, rallied to the South African view.
Pakistan indicated that it would use exactly the royal style adopted by the
United Kingdom, less “By the Grace of God” and “Defender of the Faith™, i.e.
without any reference to Pakistan by name. The High Commissioner for India
explained that as India was a republic, it had no observations to offer on the
royal style used by the other members of the Commonwealth, but was
concerned only that no change was made in the description of the Queen as
“Head of the Commonwealth”.

3. After a very brief discussion, it was recognized by the meeting that neither
exact identity nor a uniform formula for local variations was likely to be
attainable. Mr. Menzies and Mr. St. Laurent felt there were valid historical
and constitutional reasons for associating the United Kingdom in the royal
style and titles to be used by other members of the Commonwealth; notably,
the United Kingdom was the custodian of the Royal Succession both in
statutory senses and otherwise.

4. Accordingly it was agreed that the representatives of the United Kingdom,
Canada, Australia and New Zealand would recommend to their parliaments
the adoption of a royal style, which in the case of Canada would read:
“Elizabeth the Second, by the Grace of God, of the United Kingdom, Canada,
and of All Other Her Realms and Territories, Queen, Head of the Common-
wealth, and Defender of the Faith”. The United Kingdom title will probably
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refer to “The United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland”. The
representatives of Canada, Australia and New Zealand thought there were
advantages in referring to “The United Kingdom™ tout court in their several
styles for the Queen.

5. It was similarly agreed that South Africa and Ceylon would give the
Queen the style of “Elizabeth the Second, Queen of South Africa (or Ceylon)
and of Her Other Realms and Territories, Head of the Commonwealth”.
Pakistan will follow the precise form used in the United Kingdom, minus, as I
have said “Grace of God” and “Defender of the Faith”.

6. It is hoped to prepare an agreed communique indicating the concurrence of
the governments concerned to the others seeking the modifications they
severely feel to be required in the Queen’s title. Since the Commonwealth
parliaments are seldom simultaneously in session, an agreed legislative
timetable appeared to be impracticable, but it was thought that the countries
concerned might proceed with their respective domestic legislation with a
proviso that the new royal styles and titles should be brought into force by
proclamation on an agreed date, preferably before the Coronation.

4. PCO
Communiqué de presse du cabinet du premier ministre
Press Release by Office of Prime Minister

Ottawa, December 12, 1952

The Prime Ministers and other representatives of Commonwealth countries
assembled in London for the Commonwealth Economic Conference have
considered the form of the Royal Title.

They recognised that the present title is not in accord with current
constitutional relations within the Commonwealth, and that there is need for a
new form of title which will, in particular, reflect the special position of the
Sovereign as head of the Commonwealth. They concluded, after full
consideration, that in the present stage of development of the Commonwealth
relationship, it would be in accord with the established constitutional position
that each member country should use for its own purposes a form of title which
suits its own particular circumstances but retains a substantial element which
is common to all. They agreed that the various forms of the title should, in
addition to an appropriate territorial designation, have as their common
element the description of the Sovereign as Queen of Her Other Realms and
Territories and Head of the Commonwealth.

The representatives of all the Commonwealth countries concerned have
agreed to take, at the earliest convenient opportunity, such action as is
necessary in each country to secure the appropriate constitutional approval for
the changes now envisaged. Her Majesty will then be advised to exercise her
prerogative power by the issue of proclamations giving effect to such changes
in the title as may be recommended. It is contemplated that the proclamation
will be issued simultaneously in all the countries concerned.
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The form of title that will be recommended for use in Canada is:

“Elizabeth the Second, by the grace of God of the United Kingdom, Canada
and her other realms and territories Queen, Head of the Commonwealth,
Defender of the Faith.”

5. PCO
Extrait des conclusions du Cabinet
Extract from Cabinet Conclusions

ToP SECRET [Ottawa,] December 15, 1952

ROYAL STYLE AND TITLES

3. The Prime Minister referred to the announcement of December 12th
concerning the agreement reached in London on the Royal Style and Titles. He
proposed to table the communique in the House of Commons and to indicate
that the government would recommend to Parliament that the matter be dealt
with during the course of the present session.

It had become clear at an early point in the special meetings that no single
form of title would be generally acceptable to all the countries concerned. The
result, in which Canada would be associated in her form of title with Australia
and New Zealand, seemed satisfactory. A principal point of discussion with the
Prime Ministers of the latter two countries had been whether the three titles
should refer simply to the “United Kingdom™ or to the “United Kingdom of
Great Britain and Northern Ireland”. The full style would be used in the
United Kingdom title. Mr. Churchill had felt that it would not be possible for
the United Kingdom to leave out specific reference to Northern Ireland but he
had no objection to the shorter version being used by others. It seemed much
preferable not to have a formal declaration by the other countries in their titles
that Northern Ireland was a part of the United Kingdom as this was likely to
give rise to controversy. Australia and New Zealand had agreed with that view.

The South African title would describe the Queen as “Queen of South
Africa and of her other realms and territories” but would not include mention
of the United Kingdom nor the phrases “by the grace of God” or “Defender of
the Faith”. The title of Ceylon would be similar. Pakistan would refer to the
“United Kingdom” with no reference to Pakistan specifically. It seemed clear
that the government of Pakistan felt it would ultimately have to follow the
same course as India and recognize the Queen simply as head of the
Commonwealth.

There might be some discussion about retention for Canada of the phrase
“Defender of the Faith”. While in the United Kingdom it had a special
connotation through the established church, for Canada it could properly be
regarded as referring to the role of the state in protecting the freedom of
religious observance and in defending the faiths accepted by her people.



CONDUCT OF EXTERNAL RELATIONS 13

4. The Cabinet:

(a) noted with approval the report of the Prime Minister concerning the
agreement on the Royal Style and Titles to be used by the various countries of
the Commonwealth; and,

(b) agreed that the final communique be tabled in the House of Commons
with indication that action on the Canadian form of the title would be
recommended to Parliament during the course of the present session.
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3¢ PARTIE/PART 3

NOMINATION DU GOUVERNEUR GENERAL
APPOINTMENT OF GOVERNOR GENERAL

6. PCO
Extrait des conclusions du Cabinet
Extract from Cabinet Conclusions

Top SECRET [Ottawa,] January 9, 1952

OFFICE OF GOVERNOR GENERAL; RELINQUISHMENT BY
LORD ALEXANDER; APPOINTMENT OF SUCCESSOR

40. The Prime Minister reported that Mr. Churchill had informed him that
he wished to bring Lord Alexander into the United Kingdom Cabinet as
Minister of Defence as soon as possible. Lord Alexander could hardly continue
as Governor General while a Minister-designate. It had accordingly been
indicated to Mr. Churchill that there should be no announcement of Lord
Alexander’s new post until his relinquishment of his present office and the
appointment of a successor had been announced.

There was considerable support in Canada for appointment of a Canadian
as the next Governor General and it was felt that the name of the Rt. Hon.
Vincent Massey could suitably be submitted to the King. It might be necessary
for the change to be made very shortly after Mr. Churchill’s visit to Ottawa.
Mr. Massey would not be able to take up his duties for some time and, in the
meantime, it would be necessary to continue the allowances for the upkeep of
Rideau Hall.

41. Mr. St. Laurent said that, with the concurrence of his colleagues, he
would send a letter to the King through the Minister of Finance, who was
going to London, informing His Majesty that the government had agreed that
he should submit Mr. Massey’s name for consideration for appointment as
Governor General. He had suggested to Lord Alexander that he should inform
the King of his desire to relinquish his present office and, as Prime Minister, he
would advise the King that this desire should be acceded to. It would be
necessary to have letters patent issue[d] terminating Lord Alexander’s
appointment. The Chief Justice would then become Administrator until Mr.
Massey took office. Upon the King approving the appointment, an announce-
ment regarding Lord Alexander’s replacement by Mr. Massey could be issued
immediately, making it clear that the latter would not be able to assume his
duties for some time. There would be no objection to Mr. Churchill announcing
thereafter Lord Alexander’s new appointment.

Lord Alexander was agreeable to these various arrangements and prepared
to remain in Canada until the announcements were made. There was reason to
believe that Mr. Massey would accept the proposed appointment.
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42. In the course of the ensuing discussion, it was noted that Canada was the
only Commonwealth country with the possible exception of Ceylon that had
not so far had one of its own citizens as its Governor General. The proposed
change would not preclude the appointment of non-Canadians on later
occasions. As Lord Alexander felt unable to remain for another term and no
suitable successor appeared to be available in the United Kingdom, the present
was an appropriate time to appoint a Canadian. Knowing Mr. Massey very
well, the King would feel that he had a personal representative in Canada. The
circumstances of Lord Alexander’s departure should help to make the
appointment of a Canadian understandable to those who had a preference for
the office of Governor General being filled from the United Kingdom. While it
was important that the announcement of Lord Alexander’s new post be issued
separately, it should follow very closely on the announcement of his replace-
ment at Rideau Hall by Mr. Massey.

43. It was also noted that it would be necessary to inform Mr. Massey of the
proposals before any communications were passed to the Palace and that these
would not be delivered pending discussions with Mr. Churchill.

44. The Cabinet, after further discussion, approved the proposal of the Prime
Minister that the name of the Rt. Hon. Vincent Massey be submitted to the
King for consideration for appointment as Governor General of Canada to
succeed Lord Alexander who would be relinquishing this office, and noted the
steps that would be taken if the submission were approved.

7. L.B.P./Vol. 54

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 67 Ottawa, January 10, 1952

ToP SECRET AND PERSONAL

MosT IMMEDIATE. For the High Commissioner’s eyes only, from the Minister,
Begins: Mr. Abbott will be taking with him on Sunday a letter from the Prime
Minister to His Majesty recommending the appointment of Mr. Massey as
Governor General to succeed Lord Alexander. Will you let Sir Alan Lascelles®
know at once about this so that he can inform The King in advance of the
receipt of the letter, if he desires to do so.

2. It should be pointed out that Mr. Massey himself has not yet been formally
approached. Mr. Abbott will do this immediately on arrival on behalf of the
Prime Minister and, of course, will not transmit the formal communication to
His Majesty until this has been done.

SLe secrétaire particulier du Roi./Private Secretary to the King.
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8. PCO
Le premier ministre au Roi
Prime Minister to The King

Ottawa, January 10, 1952
Sir:
I present my humble duty to Your Majesty.
Mr. Churchill advised me that he had consulted Your Majesty about his
desire to have Lord Alexander undertake the duties of Minister of Defence in

the United Kingdom on the termination of his duties as Governor General of
Canada, and that Your Majesty was willing to approve that proposal.

I expect to discuss with Mr. Churchill during his forthcoming visit to
Ottawa what would be an appropriate date for making the formal submissions
to Your Majesty.

I have already explained to Mr. Churchill in an exchange of telegrams that
it would be embarrassing to have Lord Alexander relinquish the office of
Governor General until [ was in a position to submit to Your Majesty the name
of a successor, and that it would be undesirable to have any announcement
made that Lord Alexander is to become one of Your Majesty’s Ministers in the
United Kingdom until he has ceased to represent Your Majesty as Governor
General of Canada.

I have now discussed with my colleagues the appointment of a successor to
Lord Alexander as Governor General. They have concurred in my recommen-
dation that I should submit to Your Majesty the name of the Right Honour-
able Vincent Massey in the hope that You would share our view that because
of his distinguished public service over many years and his personal qualities
Mr. Massey would be a fitting and distinguished Representative of Your
Majesty in Canada. 1 have reason to believe that Mr. Massey would be
honoured to accept the appointment.

If Your Majesty is pleased to approve the appointment of Mr. Massey, I
would recommend that a public announcement be made simultaneously with
the announcement of Lord Alexander’s relinquishment of office.

As Mr. Churchill has indicated that he is anxious to have Lord Alexander’s
appointment as Minister of Defence take place at an early date, it may be
desirable to have the change made in the fairly near future. I would assume
that, at the appropriate time, Lord Alexander would inform Your Majesty of
his desire to relinquish the office of Governor General of Canada and that 1
would advise, as Prime Minister that his desire should be acceded to, and
recommend that Mr. Massey be appointed to succeed him. Upon approval by
Your Majesty the announcement could be made. There could be no objection
from the Canadian standpoint to an announcement by Mr. Churchill
immediately thereafter of Lord Alexander’s appointment as Minister of
Defence.
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I have shown this letter to His Excellency who is agreeable to the course
suggested.

I should like to take advantage of this communication to say what a great
satisfaction it was to the poeple of Canada to hear Your Majesty’s voice on
Christmas Day, not only for the message it brought, but because of what it
meant after the grave illness of last year. Your Majesty’s recovery has been the
cause of heart-felt rejoicing by Canadians everywhere.

I have etc.

L.S. ST. LAURENT

9. L.S.L/Vol. 105
Le ministre des Finances au premier ministre
Minister of Finance to Prime Minister

TELEGRAM 122 London, January 15, 1952

TOP SECRET AND PERSONAL

IMMEDIATE. Following for Prime Minister’s eyes only from Mr. Abbott,
Begins: Saw Massey this morning. Suggested arrangements are entirely
satisfactory to him.

2. He would wish to return to Canada within two or three weeks probably
about the beginning of February, but would be remaining at his own home and
would come to Ottawa only upon assuming office, which he indicated would be
at earliest not before beginning of March.

4. Also discussed matter with Lascelles this morning who indicated
informally there would be no objection on the part of His Majesty to the
appointment of Massey. Lascelles suggested Alexander indicated to His
Majesty as soon as possible his desire to be relieved of his office. I explained
reasons for special letters terminating appointment. Lascelles expressed some
surprise at this but after explanations think suggested procedure will be
accepted.

5. Asked Massey to give consideration as to how he should be described in
new commission. My initial impression is that he will wish usual procedure to
be followed including appropriate reference to all offices and honours which he
now holds.

6. Lascelles will be communicating with you direct as to approval of proposed
successor. He will probably indicate that announcement as to delay in taking
over office by new incumbent should be made in Ottawa.

7. Finance Ministers’s discussions started this morning. Proceeding according
to plan. Regards. Message ends.
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10. PCO
Le secrétaire particulier du Roi au premier ministre
Private Secretary to The King to Prime Minister

TELEGRAM 149 London, January 17, 1952

MosTt IMMEDIATE. TopP SECRET. PERSONAL. Following for the Prime
Minister’s eyes only from Sir Alan Lascelles, Begins: The King thanks you for
your letter of January 10 and is glad to approve your recommendation that Mr.
Vincent Massey be appointed to succeed Lord Alexander as Governor General
of Canada. His Majesty has also approved the instrument enclosed with your
letter to me of January 10.° I am retaining this document until date of
Governor General’s resignation is known. Letter follows dealing with the
matter of a press announcement on or about January 28." Message ends.

11. PCO

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 139 London, January 17, 1952

MosT IMMEDIATE. TOP SECRET. PERSONAL. Following for Sir Alan Lascelles
from the Prime Minister, Begins: I thank you for your message informing me
of the King’s approval of the proposal in my letter of January 10th, and of the
instrument enclosed with my letter to you of the same date.

2. The Governor General has already written to the King asking to be
relieved on January 28th. When submitting to the King the letter from the
Governor General, would you also please submit the following communication
to His Majesty from myself. Message begins:

Sir: I present my humble duty to Your Majesty.

His Excellency the Governor General has informed me that in a letter
despatched on January 15th' he requested that Your Majesty be graciously
pleased to terminate his appointment as Governor General and Commander in
Chief of Canada on and after the twenty-eighth day January, 1952, and to
declare that his Commission of Appointment cease to have effect on that date.

Lord Alexander has been a most distinguished and respected representative
of Your Majesty and his departure will be universally regretted by Your
Majesty’s subjects in Canada. My colleagues and I are, however, desirous that

SNon retrouvé. L’instrument mit fin en bonne et due forme au mandat de lord Alexander comme
gouverneur général et transféra temporairement ses fonctions au juge en chef du Canada qui
agira en tant qu’administrateur jusqu'a ce que Massey devienne gouverneur général.

Not located. The instrument formally terminated Lord Alexander’s appointment as Governor
General and transferred his duties temporarily to the Chief Justice of Canada who would act as
Administrator until Massey became Governor General.
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no obligations with respect to his duties in Canada should make it impossible
for Lord Alexander to assume other responsibilities for which, I understand,
the Prime Minister of the United Kingdom wishes to submit his name to Your
Majesty. I have, therefore, the honour to recommend that if it please Your
Majesty the request of His Excellency be acceded to.

Should Your Majesty approve my recommendation and accede to the
request of His Excellency to be relieved of his duties in Canada, 1 have the
honour to recommend, for Your Majesty’s consideration, the appointment of
the Right Honourable Vincent Massey as Governor General of Canada in
succession to His Excellency Viscount Alexander.

Until the new Governor General appointed by Your Majesty has taken the
prescribed oaths and entered upon the duties of office, the powers and
authorities of the Governor General of Canada would be vested in an
Administrator in accordance with the Letters Patent constituting the office of
Governor General.

I have etc.

Louis S. ST. LAURENT. Message ends.

12. PCO
Le Roi au premier ministre
The King to the Prime Minister

TELEGRAM 197 London, January 21, 1952

IMMEDIATE. TOP SECRET AND PERSONAL. Following from His Majesty the
King for the Prime Minster only, Begins: 1 have received your message of
January 17 and also the Governor General’s letter of January 15." 1 have
telegraphed to Lord Alexander accepting his resignation and am glad to give
my formal approval to the appointment of Mr. Vincent Massey to succeed him.

GEORGE R. Ends.

13. L.S.L/Vol. 105

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 282 Ottawa, January 31, 1952

CONFIDENTIAL. Following for Mr. Massey from Prime Minister, Begins:

1. My colleagues and I considered this morning the general question of when
your installation should take place and its relation to the opening of Parliament
which, as you know, will be on February 28th.
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2. We felt that the best arrangement would be for the installation ceremonies
to take place at a convenient hour in the morning and then in the afternoon you
would open Parliament in the usual way.

3. I would be glad to know as early as possible what you would think of such
an arrangement, and meanwhile we will work out plans for the installation and
have them ready for your consideration when you arrive in Canada. Ends.

14. L.S.L/Vol. 105

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 352 London, February 4, 1952

CONFIDENTIAL. Following for Prime Minister from Mr. Massey, Begins:

1. Thank you for your telegram No. 282 of January 31st. Entirely agree that
best arrangement would be for ceremony of installation to take place on the
morning of February 28th.

2. Am sailing in S.S. Scythia, Friday, February 8th, and am due to arrive
Halifax February 17th in time to see Lord and Lady Alexander just before
they embark and wish them bon voyage. As time will be very short between my
arrival Canada and my installation, and as I should reach my home as soon as
possible, would be very grateful if RCAF could fly me from Halifax to
Trenton. This would probably save one day. Ends.
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Proclamation’

OTTAWA, MARCH 8, 1952

CANADA

By His EXCELLENCY the Right Hon-
ourable VINCENT MASSEY, Mem-
ber of the Order of the Compan-
ions of Honour, Governor General
and  Commander-in-Chief  of
Canada.

To ALL To WHOM these Presents
shall come,
GREETING:

A PROCLAMATION

WHEREAS His late Majesty King
George the Sixth, by Commission
under the Great Seal of Canada bear-
ing date the First day of February
1952, was graciously pleased to
appoint me to be during the Royal
Pleasure Governor General and Com-
mander-in-Chief in and over Canada,
and further in and by the said Com-
mission, authorized, empowered and
commanded me to exercise and per-
form all and singular the powers and
directions contained in certain Letters
Patent under the Great Seal of
Canada, bearing date the Eighth day
of September in the year of Our Lord
One thousand nine hundred and
forty-seven constituting the said office
of Governor General and Com-
mander-in-Chief of Canada and in

OTTAWA, 8 MARS 1952

CANADA

PAR SON EXCELLENCE le Trés Hon-
orable VINCENT MASSEY, membre
de I'Ordre des Compagnons d’hon-
neur, Gouverneur général et Com-
mandant en chef du Canada.

A TOUS CEUX A QuI les présentes
parviendront,
SaLuT;

PROCLAMATION

ATTENDU que par une Commission
sous le Grand Sceau du Canada en
date du premier jour de février 1952,
il a gracieusement plu a feu Sa
Majesté, le Roi George Six de me
nommer, durant le bon plaisir royal,
Gouverneur général et Commandant
en chef du Canada, et qu’en outre,
par ladite Commission, il lui a plu de
me conférer I'autorité et le pouvoir et
de m’enjoindre d’exercer les attribu-
tions et d’observer les instructions
contenues dans certaines Lettres
Patentes sous le Grand Sceau du
Canada, en date du huitiéme jour de
septembre en I’an de grice mil neuf
cent quarante-sept, constituant ladite
charge de Gouverneur général et
Commandant en chef du Canada, et
dans toutes autres Lettres Patentes

"Publiée dans Gazette du Canada le 8 mars 1952, Ottawa, Imprimeur de la Reine, 1952.
Published in Canada Gazette, March 8, 1952. Ottawa, Queen’s Printer, 1952.
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my other Letters Patent adding to,
amending, or substituted for the same
according to such Orders and Instruc-
tions as the Governor General and
Commander-in-Chief for the time
being hath already received or as have
been given to me with the said Com-
mission or as I shall hereafter receive.

Now, THEREFORE, Know You
that I have thought fit to issue this
Proclamation in order to make known
His late Majesty’s said appointment
and I do also hereby require and com-
mand that all and singular Her
Majesty’s Officers and Ministers in
Canada, do continue in the execution
of their several and respective offices,
place and employments, and that Her
Majesty’s loving subjects and all oth-
ers whom it may concern do take
notice hereof and govern themselves
accordingly.

GIVEN under my hand and seal-at-
arms at Ottawa, this twenty-eighth
day of February, in the year of Our
Lord One thousand nine hundred and
fifty-two and in the First year of Her
Majesty’s Reign.

T. RINFRET
Administrator
[LS.]

CONDUITE DES RELATIONS EXTERIEURES

comportant addition, modification ou
substitution a cet égard selon les
ordres et instructions que le Gouver-
neur général et Commandant en chef
alors en exercice avait déja regus ou
qui m’ont été donnés avec ladite Com-
mission ou que je recevrai par la suite:

SACHEZ DONC MAINTENANT que
j'ai cru 4 propos d’émettre la présente
proclamation aux fins de faire con-
naitre ladite nomination par feu Sa
Majesté, et par les présentes j'ordonne
et jenjoins 4 tous et 4 chacun des
fonctionnaires et ministres de Sa
Majesté au Canada de continuer
’exercice de leurs fonctions et emplois
respectifs, et que les féaux sujets de
Sa Majesté ainsi que tous les autres
intéressés prennent connaissance de
ladite proclamation et agissent en
conséquence.

DONNE sous mon Seing et le Sceau
de mes armes & Ottawa, ce vingt-
huitiéme jour de février en I'an de
griace mil neuf cent cinquante-deux et
dans la premiére année du régne de
Sa Majesté.

T. RINFRET,

Administrateur
[L.S.]
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4° PARTIE/PART 4

REPRESENTATION DIPLOMATIQUE ET CONSULAIRE?
DIPLOMATIC AND CONSULAR REPRESENTATION?

SECTION A

AUTRICHE/AUSTRIA
16. DEA/8447-40

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

Ottawa, June 26, 1952

EXCHANGE OF DIPLOMATIC REPRESENTATIVES
BETWEEN CANADA AND AUSTRIA

On a number of occasions since the end of 1947, latterly through the
consular representatives in Ottawa (Dr. Frederick Riedl-Riedenstein, until
October last Consul-General, and Baron Kurt F.J. Paiimann, Honorary Vice-
Consul and presently in charge of their Consulate General), the Austrian
Government have raised the question of an exchange of diplomatic representa-
tion with Canada. In January of this year, following your agreement that we
should accredit our Swiss representative to Vienna as soon as possible,” we
informed Baron Paiimann that we were ready to proceed in this way. We told
him that within a year we might find it possible to appoint a junior officer to
Vienna who would act on the instructions of Mr. Doré.'° On March 11, Baron
Paiimann told us that his Government had agreed to this double accreditation.

Confusion then occurred when we were informed through our High
Commissioner in London early in March that the Austrian Government wished
to appoint Dr. W. Peinsipp as Consul General in Ottawa, which was difficult to
reconcile with the agreement just reached for the exchange of diplomatic
missions. Baron Paiimann undertook to secure clarification from his
Government.

On May 12, our High Commissioner'' sent us a telegram stating the
Austrian Ambassador had informed him the latter’s government now wished to
appoint Dr. Peinsipp as Austrian Chargé d’Affaires in Ottawa. In reply, we

!Sur ce sujet voir aussi les documents 423 et 431.
On this subject see also Documents 423 and 431.
Voir le document 40./See Document 40.
%ictor Doré, ministre en Suisse et, depuis février, également ministre en Autriche.
Victor Doré, Minister in Switzerland and, concurrently from February 1952, Minister to
Austria.
""Notre exemplaire du document porte I’ajout:
The following was written on this copy of the document:
in London.
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asked the High Commissioner to ascertain if it was intended that Dr. Peinsipp
should be Chargé d’Affaires ad interim to which we would gladly agree, or
Chargé d’Affaires en pied which would require further study on our part.
Under date of June 10, the High Commissioner wired us that during an
interview in which he explained our position to the Austrian Ambassador, the
latter wondered whether we would object to receiving an Austrian Minister
who was also accredited to another country on the understanding there would
be a resident Chargé d’Affaires in Ottawa. The High Commissioner told him
the only exception we had thus far made in favour of double accreditation was
for countries which were members of the North Atlantic alliance, and that he
did not think Luxembourg and Portugal constituted a precedent for receiving
an Austrian Minister who was also accredited to United States.

These remarks of the Austrian Ambassador were apparently speculative and
the High Commissioner thinks the Austrian Government eventually will simply
designate Dr. Peinsipp as Chargé d’Affaires ad interim. There have been no
further developments to date.

L. D. W[ILGRESS]

17. DEA/8447-40

Le haut-commissaire au Royaume-Uni
au secrétaire d'Erat aux Affaires extérieures

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

TELEGRAM 1505 London, July 3, 1952
SECRET

AUSTRIAN REPRESENTATION IN OTTAWA
Reference: My telegram No. 1377 of June 10th.}

I. The Austrian Ambassador called this morning to repay my call upon him.
He had not yet heard from Vienna whether his government would be agreeable
to appointing Dr. Peinsipp to Ottawa as Chargé d’Affaires ad interim. It
became clear, however, in the course of the conversation, that Dr. Wimmer
himself hopes very much that his government may take seriously that they
enquire whether the Canadian Government would be willing to have him, while
remaining Ambassador in London, also accredited as Minister in Ottawa, with
a Chargé d’Affaires ad interim resident there. You may, therefore, wish to
consider this possibility more seriously than my telegram under reference
suggested, so that if he is authorized to raise the question I can give him some
indication of what the Canadian attitude would be.

2. As Mr. Wilgress will know, the present Austrian Ambassador in London is
a very charming and intelligent man who should be very welcome in his own
capacity whenever he could come to Canada.
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18. DEA/11262-C-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 1344 Ottawa, July 4, 1952
SECRET

AUSTRIAN REPRESENTATION IN OTTAWA
Reference: Your telegram No. 1505 of July §.

We would be glad to have either the Austrian Ambassador in London or in
Washington appointed concurrently as Minister to Canada. The choice
between the two ambassadors rests of course with the Austrian Government.
Our only apprehension is that because of the greater distance separating
London and Ottawa we might have less opportunity of seeing the London
Ambassador here.

[L. D. WILGRESS]

19. DEA/11262

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 1595 London, July 16, 1952
SECRET

AUSTRIAN REPRESENTATION IN OTTAWA
Reference: Your telegram No. 1344 of July 4th.

The Austrian Government desire to appoint their Ambassador in
Washington, Dr. Max Loewenthal-Chlumecky, as concurrently Austrian
Minister to Canada. They also enquire whether you would be willing to have
Dr. Peinsipp who will be acting as Secretary of the Legation and Chargé
d’Affaires a.i. in Ottawa, take up his duties before the presentation of
credentials by the prospective Austrian Minister has actually taken place.
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20. DEA/11262-C-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 1427 Ottawa, July 17, 1952

SECRET
Reference: Your telegram No. 1595 dated July 16.

We have no objections to Dr. Peinsipp taking up his duties as Secretary and
Chargé d’Affaires ad interim before the arrival of Minister. Agrément to
appointment of Dr. Max Loewenthal-Chlumecky as Minister will be
communicated to you in due course.

2. Meanwhile please approach Austrian Ambassador in London and formally
request agrément of his Government to appointment of Mr. Victor Doré as
Minister of Canada to Austria. Mr. Doré is to remain concurrently Minister to
Switzerland.

3. Please request that this appointment be considered as confidential pending
its announcement in Ottawa. For biographical notes on Mr. Doré, refer to
departmental Register.

21. DEA/11262-C-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 1715 London, August 5, 1952

SECRET
Reference: Your telegram 1427 of July 17.

I have today been formally notified that the Austrian Government has given
its agrément to the appointment of Dr. Victor Doré, Canadian Minister to
Switzerland, as Canadian Minister to Austria at the same time.

2. I have also received a formal note from the Austrian Embassy requesting
an agrément for the appointment of Dr. Max Loewenthal-Chlumecky,
Austrian Ambassador in Washington, as Austrian Minister in Ottawa at the
same time.

3. It is understood by the Austrian Government that no announcement will be
made by either government until our two governments are ready for a
simultaneous press statement on the subject of the exchange of diplomatic
representatives.
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22. DEA/11262-C-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 1519 Ottawa, August 6, 1952

SECRET
Reference: Your telegram No. 1715 of August 5.

Please inform Austrian Ambassador of Canada’s agrément to appointment
of Dr. Loewenthal-Chlumecky as Minister.

2. You will be notified as soon as we are ready for announcement.'

SECTION B

CEYLAN/CEYLON
23. DEA/9965-40

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

Memorandum from Commonwealth Division
to Under-Secretary of State for External Affairs'?

SECRET Ottawa, September 19, 1952

OPENING OF A CANADIAN HIGH COMMISSIONER’S
OFFICE IN CEYLON
As a result of a conversation today with Mr. MacKay, this memorandum
has been prepared covering, in brief, the past history of Canadian representa-
tion in Ceylon and giving reasons why this Division considers the appointment
of a High Commissioner desirable.

2. At various times in the past, notably in February, 1948, and August, 1950,
the Government of Ceylon enquired concerning the possibility of exchanges of
representatives between Ceylon and Canada, and stated that the appointment
of a Canadian High Commissioner or other representative of the Canadian
Government would be welcomed.

3. In the various discussions which have taken place, the following points
have been considered:

A. (i) Appointment of a resident High Commissioner to Ceylon.

(i1) Either our High Commissioner to India or our High Commissioner to
Pakistan to also be accredited to Ceylon.

12V oir le document 36./See Document 36.
BL’original porte la mention:/The following was in the original:
(Through Mr. MacKay)
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B. (i) Either their High Commissioner in London or their Ambassador in
Washington should also be accredited to Canada.

4. The Cabinet on May 6, 1948, decided against an extension of representa-
tion to Ceylon. In June, 1950, it was decided to appoint a Canadian Trade
Commissioner to Colombo, who, in addition to his normal trade duties, would
undertake duties for this Department under the Technical Assistance
Programme of the Colombo Plan as well as certain consular duties. At a
Cabinet meeting on June 19, 1952, the Minister mentioned that when changes
in posting were considered, it was most desirable that the representative of
Trade and Commerce in Ceylon should be a person who might adequately
represent us in the Council of the Colombo Plan and, possibly be designated as
Acting High Commissioner. The Cabinet noted with approval the Minister’s
remarks, consideration to be given at a later date to specific proposals.'*

5. Arguments in Favour of Diplomatic Representation in Colombo

(i) Ceylon is the only member of the Commonwealth in which Canada is not
represented by a High Commissioner. In addition, it might be mentioned that
the United Kingdom, Australia, India and Pakistan all have High Commission-
ers in Colombo. The Ceylonese may not relish being treated as a second-class
member of the Commonwealth.

(ii) We should support in every way the friendly attitude which the present
Government takes towards a continuance of the Commonwealth connection.

(iii) The value of Ceylon’s strategic position in the event of a general war is
of interest to us.

(iv) The great increase in our trade with Ceylon during the past decade and
the work arising out of the Bureau for Technical Co-operation in Colombo
make it impossible for the Trade Commissioner to devote time to the
preparation of political reports which we require from time to time. In
addition, he has no cypher facilities and provisions for adequate security of
documents are poor.

(v) If the Trade Commissioner is to attend to his Trade duties, and also
wrestle with increasing work in connection with the Colombo Bureau, one or
the other is bound to suffer.

(vi) From the point of view of prestige, the Trade Commissioner’s rank in the
order of precedence is naturally not very high, and aside from the normal
difficulties attendant on such rank, it is an indirect reflection on Canada’s
world position.

6. Arguments Against Diplomatic Representation in Colombo

(i) Ceylon is a small country and is of little political importance. She is,
however, one of our closest friends in Asia.

(i) Our Trade Commissioner has reported that he receives full co-operation
and support from the Government of Ceylon.

(iii) It appears that as recently as August, 1950, the Government of Ceylon
did not think it possible to appoint a resident High Commissioner in Ottawa,

"Voir le document 26./See Document 26.
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but thought it necessary for their Ambassador in Washington to be also
accredited to Ottawa.

7. Conclusion

This Division considers that the arguments in favour of the appointment of a
Canadian High Commissioner to Ceylon are stronger than those against. The
Ceylonese would welcome the appointment, although they may not be able to
reciprocate in kind at this juncture. Our Trade Commissioner in Ceylon is
obviously not able to cope with duties in the political field and appears to find
the load of technical assistance and other duties under the Colombo Plan and
his limited consular duties, superimposed as they are on his trade duties, to be
a heavy one. We therefore recommend that consideration be given to the
appointment of a resident High Commissioner in Colombo in the next fiscal
year.'s

C.A. RONNING

SecTioN C

CHINE/CHINA
24. DEA/8508-40

Extrait du proces-verbal de la réunion des chefs de direction
Extract from Minutes of Meeting of Heads of Division

SECRET Ottawa, January 14, 1952

CANADIAN CONSULATE GENERAL IN SHANGHALI

21. Mr. Norman. During the summer, it was decided to bring Dr. G.S.
Patterson back from the Canadian Consulate General in Shanghai and if
possible to send somebody out to take his place. A replacement was nominated
and the Central People’s Government of China was asked for an entry permit
for him. This the Central People’s Government of China has so far not granted
and it now appears unlikely that any successor to Dr. Patterson can be sent.
The Canadian Consulate General in Shanghai is, therefore, closing its offices
on January 15 and three locally engaged staff are being attached to the United
Kingdom Consulate General to work under a United Kingdom consular Officer
for approximately three months until outstanding consular business has been
cleared up. At the end of that time, Canada will be left only the Embassy
property in Nanking in charge of two Chinese caretakers and will have no
representation anywhere in Chinese territory.

15V oir le document 36./See Document 36.
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SECTION D

REPUBLIQUE FEDERALE D’ALLEMAGNE'®
FEDERAL REPUBLIC OF GERMANY'¢

25. DEA/50136-40

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

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

SECRET Ottawa, January 16, 1952

FUTURE OF THE CANADIAN
MILITARY MISSION IN BERLIN

At a meeting of the Working Group of the Establishment Board on October
17 the question of the future of the Canadian Military Mission in Berlin was
informally discussed and referred to the Divisions concerned for their views. At
that time it was thought probable that because the British intended to take
their civilian employees off occupation costs and put them — with appropriate
allowances — on the German economy, the staff of the Canadian Military
Mission might have to be treated likewise and that this would involve an
increase in the cost of maintaining the Mission. A later report suggested that
the situation for British military personnel would be different; they would
continue to receive normal military facilities, including housing and servants,
as charges against occupation costs. Mr. Davis thought that our Mission in
Berlin might be taken under the wing of the military authorities, in which case
there would be no question of our receiving services at United Kingdom
expense although we would receive them through the medium of the United
Kingdom authorities. To date we have had no definite word from Bonn that
this would in fact take place so that there remains some uncertainty about the
future costs of operating the Mission.

2. The considerations outlined above led us to give thought in this Division to
an assessment of the political value to us of the Military Mission, apart from
considerations of staff and finance. To that end we wrote Mr. Davis on October
26 in the following terms:

“While, as we understand, the Berlin office serves some purpose on the
consular side and on the intelligence side, the main consideration in deciding
whether or not to continue it will be whether its value as a contribution to
Allied solidarity in Berlin and as a source of political intelligence is sufficient,
in Canadian terms, to justify the cost of maintaining it. Your assessment of the
utility of the office on the basis of these broader political considerations will be
helpful in reaching a decision.”

Le consulat 4 Francfort a été fermé en 1952,
The consulate in Frankfurt was closed in 1952.
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3. In a reply dated December 15, Mr. Davis informed us that Major-General
Coleman, the British Commandant of Berlin, and his political adviser, were
most anxious that the Military Mission should remain for the following
reasons:

(a) The withdrawal of any one of the Western Military Missions from Berlin
might cause similar action on the part of other missions;

(b) The withdrawal of even one mission would give the Soviet authorities, as
well as their East German puppets and those of the satellite countries, a
propaganda point which would doubtless be distorted in the usual manner;

(c) The presence in Berlin of as large as possible a number of missions from
the Western Powers is of tremendous moral and psychological value to the
citizens of Western Berlin; no matter how little material value any Military
Mission might be to its government at home or to its own nationals in
Germany, this moral and psychological value is not in the least diminished.

4., Mr. Davis gave it as his own view that the Military Mission should be kept
open at least until a radical change takes place in the relations of the Federal
Republic and Berlin with the West, when the position should be reconsidered.
As to the value of Berlin as a source of political intelligence, he considered it
inevitable that the material which would come from Berlin would be almost
entirely military intelligence since our representation there is military. He was
inclined to doubt whether the Department could or should afford political
representation at a sufficiently high level there.

5. Our next step was to ask our Ambassadors in London, Paris and
Washington to ascertain the views of the governments to which they are
accredited. Replies have now been received from all three.

6. The State Department would view with some concern a decision on our
part to close the Berlin Mission, chiefly for the reasons set out in paragraph 3
above. They took the line that the maintenance of military missions in Berlin
provides evidence to Berliners that countries of the West, other than those of
the Occupying Powers, would continue to lend their support to preserve the
status quo. They pointed out that the legal status of missions in Berlin would
not be affected by the proposed contractual relations and that the cost of
maintaining these missions would not necessarily be substantially increased in
the near future. They also made the suggestion that if the costs of maintaining
the Canadian Military Mission were considered excessive, a Canadian Military
Representative, perhaps residing in Bonn, might be accredited and be present
in Berlin only when it was considered essential or desirable.

7. The French also agreed with the views of the British Commandant. They
were insistent that our Mission remain in Berlin even if we reduced it to one
representative who need not even live there but who could arrange to be present
at all important functions in order that the name of Canada should continue to
be in evidence.

8. The Foreign Office assured Canada House that, in answer to a similar
enquiry from the South African Government, the United Kingdom authorities
in both Wahnerheide and Berlin had stated that they attached great
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importance to continued Commonwealth representation. In addition to giving
general support to the views of the British Commandant in Berlin, the Foreign
Office referred to the key importance which the tripartite powers have placed
on Berlin in the General Agreement now being negotiated under which
arrangements are being made to preserve the position of the Three Powers in
this critical outpost. General Bishop of the Commonwealth Relations Office,
who served in the Control Commission in Berlin and as Land Commissioner for
North Rhine/Westphalia, was also consulted by Canada House and supported
the Foreign Office’s views.

9. We might add that Personnel Division have asked National Defence for a
continuation of Captain O’Hagan’s services with our Berlin Mission for
another year, Finance Division have made provision in next year’s Estimates
for maintenance of the Mission, and Consular Division would like consular and
immigration work there to continue.

10. After due consideration of the points set out in this memorandum we
recommend that the Canadian Military Mission in Berlin be kept open. Its
value as a source of political intelligence is perhaps not great, but we believe
that the prestige of the West and the aid and comfort to the Berliners which
the presence in their city of our Mission constitutes justify the continuance of
Canadian representation in this outpost of the free world."”

[J.B.C. WATKINS]

SECTION E

INDONESIE/INDONESIA
26. PCO

Extrait des conclusions du Cabinet
Extract from Cabinet Conclusions

Topr SECRET [Ottawa,] June 19, 1952

CEYLON AND INDONESIA; CANADIAN REPRESENTATION

11. The Secretary of State for External Affairs said it was important that
Canada be adequately represented in the Council of the Colombo Plan. For
this reason it was most desirable that, when changes in postings were
considered, the representative of Trade and Commerce in Ceylon should be a
person who might perform that task and, possibly be designated as Acting
High Commissioner.

"Note marginale :/Marginal note:
I agree. H[ceney]
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Indonesia was rich in natural resources and trade possibilities might become
important. Consideration should be given to establishing Canadian representa-
tion there. If this were approved in principle a specific recommendation would
be submitted at a later date.

12. The Minister of Trade and Commerce agreed with the remarks
concerning Canadian representation in Ceylon. Possibilities of trade with
Indonesia could not be ignored and the question of representation there would
have to be examined.

13. The Minister of Finance said there was provision in the Estimates for
representation in Indonesia if it were decided on.

14. The Cabiner noted with approval the remarks of the Secretary of State
for External Affairs concerning Canadian representation in Ceylon and agreed
that it would be desirable to have some form of representation in Indonesia;
consideration to be given at a later date to a specific proposal.'®

27. DEA/11619-40

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 2172 Ottawa, December 23, 1952
SECRET

EXCHANGE OF EMBASSIES WITH INDONESIA

1. Please request Foreign Office to instruct by telegram the United Kingdom
Ambassador in Djakarta to deliver to the Foreign Minister of Indonesia a Note
to the following effect:

“The Government of Canada, which has followed with admiration the
achievement of the Government of Indonesia in establishing a new nation,
recognizes the important role which the Republic of Indonesia is destined to
play in world affairs. It also feels that great opportunities exist for the
development of trade to the mutual advantage of Canada and Indonesia.
Consequently, in order to create the closest possible political and economic ties
between the two countries, the Government of Canada is happy to propose the
exchange of diplomatic missions with the status of embassies.

If the Government of Indonesia finds this proposal acceptable, the
Government of Canada would be prepared to establish a Canadian Embassy in
Djakarta at an early date and wishes to request agrément for the appointment
of Mr. George Robert Heasman as Ambassador of Canada to Indonesia.

Voir le document 36./See Document 36.
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The Government of Canada would be grateful for an indication by the
Indonesian authorities of their readiness to grant such assistance as would be
necessary in establishing a Canadian Embassy in Djakarta, and would
reciprocally be happy to assist the Government of Indonesia in establishing its
Embassy in Ottawa either in the near future or at such later date as best suits
its convenience.”

2. It would be greatly appreciated if the United Kingdom Ambassador could
report by telegram of the reaction of the Minister for Foreign Affairs.

SECTION F

JAPON/JAPAN
28. PCO

Extrait des conclusions du Cabinet
Extract from Cabinet Conclusions

Top SECRET [Ottawa,] March 18, 1952

JAPAN; EXCHANGE OF EMBASSIES; APPOINTMENT
OF CANADIAN CHARGE D’AFFAIRES

6. The Secretary of State for External Affairs pointed out that the Canadian
Liaison Mission in Tokyo was accredited to the Supreme Commander for the
Allied Powers. With the coming into force of the Japanese Peace Treaty about
April 1st, 1952, the S.C.A.P. organization would be disbanded. The relatively
long period in which Canada had had diplomatic relations with Japan, the
importance of Japan’s position in the Far East and a Japanese desire to
establish an embassy in Canada suggested that the Canadian post-treaty office
in Tokyo should be an embassy. It also seemed reasonable that the present
head of the Liaison Mission be nominated as Chargé d’Affaires a.i., pending
appointment of an Ambassador.

An explanatory memorandum had been circulated.
(Minister’s memorandum, March 13, 1952 — Cab. Doc. 93-52)"

7. The Cabinet approved the recommendations of the Secretary of State for
External Affairs and agreed that Royal approval be sought for an exchange of
embassies with Japan and that, on receipt of such approval, the Minister
inform the Japanese government that the government desired to establish an
embassy in Tokyo after the coming into force of the Japanese Peace Treaty,
was agreeable to establishment of a Japanese embassy in Ottawa and
nominated the present Head of the Canadian Liaison Mission in Tokyo as
Chargé d’Affaires a.i. of the Canadian Embassy.'

"A.R. Menzies.
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29. DEA/11345-A-40

Le secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures
au chef de la mission de liaison & Tokyo

Secretary of State for External Affairs
to Head, Liaison Mission, Tokyo

TELEGRAM 87 Ottawa, April 2, 1952
CONFIDENTIAL

SUBJECT: CANADIAN REPRESENTATION IN TOKYO
Reference: Our despatch Y-179 of March 14.

You are instructed to inform the Japanese Government that the Canadian
Government is agreeable to the establishment of a Japanese Embassy in
Ottawa, and to seek the agreement of the Japanese Government to the
establishment of a Canadian Embassy in Tokyo, with yourself as Chargé
d’Affaires ad interim, after the coming into force of the Peace Treaty.

30. DEA/11345-A-40

Le secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures
au chef de la mission de liaison a Tokyo

Secretary of State for External Affairs to
Head, Liaison Mission, Tokyo

TELEGRAM 106 Ottawa, April 21, 1952
RESTRICTED

CANADIAN REPRESENTATION IN TOKYO
Reference: Our telegram No. 87 of April 2.

1. We assume that you have received or will receive within the next few days
the agreement of the Japanese Government to the establishment of a Canadian
Embassy in Tokyo. Please confirm by telegram.

2. We informed Narita on April 19 that notification of his appointment as
Chargé d’Affaires ad interim in a third person note from what will then be the
Japanese Embassy to the Department would be acceptable to us. We suggest
that you follow the same procedure in Tokyo since it would comply with
paragraph 4 of the Japanese note verbale of January 21.

3. We shall issue a press release on April 28 which will note the following
points: (a) the re-establishment of diplomatic relations between Canada and
Japan; (b) the establishment of embassies in respect of countries; (c) your
appointment as Chargé d’Affaires ad interim. You should inform the Foreign
Affairs of our intentions. We have informed Narita.
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31. DEA/113-1-A-40

Le chef de la mission de liaison a Tokyo
au secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures

Head, Liaison Mission, Tokyo,
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

TELEGRAM 62 Tokyo, April 23, 1952
RESTRICTED

CANADIAN REPRESENTATION, JAPAN
Reference: Your telegram No. 106.

Japanese note of April 21st concurring in elevation of mission to Embassy.
The procedure for notification of my appointment as Charge d’Affaires and
your proposed press release agreed to informally. Letter follows."

32. PCO
Extrait des conclusions du Cabinet
Extract from Cabinet Conclusions

TOP SECRET [Ottawa,] October 15, 1952

APPOINTMENT; CANADIAN AMBASSADOR TO JAPAN

1. The Prime Minister, referring to discussion at the meeting of March 18th,
said it was necessary to appoint an Ambassador to Japan. It was desirable that
he should be familiar with the important matters involved in Canadian
relations with Japan and also have an understanding of the attitude on the
West Coast of Canada toward Japanese problems. The Minister of Fisheries,
who had wished for some time to retire, had agreed to remain in the
government until the end of the present Parliament. However, he would be
particularly suitable for this appointment and, while not prepared to consider it
for any long period, would be ready to serve for a year or so. The Queen’s
approval had been secured and it was recommended that Mr. Mayhew be
appointed effective November 15th. The appointment would involve Mr.
Mayhew’s resignation from the government.

2. The Cabinet approved the recommendation of the Prime Minister and
agreed that the Honourable R.W. Mayhew be appointed Canadian Ambassa-
dor to Japan effective November 15th, 1952; an Order in Council to be passed
accordingly.

(Order in Council P.C. 4299, Oct. 15, 1952)*
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SECTION G

ESPAGNE/SPAIN
33. DEA/8150-40

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

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

[Ottawa,] August 18, 1952

MEMORANDUM FOR MR. RITCHIE

As was anticipated, when the Spanish Consul-General, Dr. G. Baraibar,
paid a courtesy call this morning, he referred to the desirability of the
establishment of direct diplomatic relations between Ottawa and Madrid. In
addition to making the usual argument about the opportunities which would be
afforded for the development of closer relations between Canada and Spain by
the establishment of direct channels of communication between the two
governments, Dr. Baraibar went on to point out that Canada was the only
North Atlantic Treaty country that did not have a diplomatic mission in the
Spanish capital.

2. You will recall that toward the end of last year, the Spanish raised with us
on three occasions the question of an exchange of diplomatic missions. General
Vanier was authorized to inform the Spanish Ambassador in Paris that the
question was being studied and that a considered reply would be forthcoming
in due course. The subject was again raised in a memorandum to the Minister
dated April 4th, which was initialled by Mr. Heeney but which would not
appear to have reached Mr. Pearson. This memorandum is flagged on the
attached file.!

3. I should be glad if you would let me know what further action, if any, you
consider might be taken on this subject at this time.?

R.E. C[OLLINS]

®Note marginale :/Marginal note:
Minister instructs that active consideration be given to this subject. W[ilgress]



38 CONDUITE DES RELATIONS EXTERIEURES

34. DEA/8150-40

Extrait d’une note de la Direction européenne
pour le sous-secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures

Extract from Memorandum from European Division
to Under-Secretary of State for External Affairs

CONFIDENTIAL [Ottawa,] August 27, 1952

EXCHANGE OF DIPLOMATIC REPRESENTATION WITH SPAIN

The Minister’s request that active consideration be given to the opening of a
diplomatic office in Spain raises a number of questions relating to the timing of
a proposed submission to Council, the nature of our representation in Madrid,
and ancillary personnel and administrative problems.

2. On the question of timing, I am not aware of any serious political grounds
which would make it inadvisable to go ahead with a submission to Council in
the near future. Over the past few months, the press has reported the few
incidents in Spain involving the desecration of Protestant churches. The
Spanish Government, however, has not been implicated in any of these
happenings, but has on the contrary incurred the wrath of Cardinal Segura,
Archbishop of Seville, for being too tolerant in the face of Protestant
proselytising. If there are complaints from Protestant quarters against the
opening of an office in Madrid, we could point out that we are in a better
position to make our views known to the Spanish Government once we have
established diplomatic relations.

3. In considering the claims of other countries against those of Spain, it will
be recalled that in the general review on the opening of new missions prepared
last October, the Minister approved the proposal regarding the opening of a
mission in “the Vatican or Spain” during the fiscal year 1952-53. As it is
understood that the Government is not considering the opening of a mission at
the Vatican for the time being, there seems to be no reason why the case of
Spain should not be put up.

4. The question of the nature of our representation in Spain is rather more
difficult. Two important political considerations in this respect are the wishes
of the Spanish and the problem of “equating” our representation in Madrid
and Lisbon. The aide-mémoire left with General Vanier last December by the
Spanish Ambassador in Paris expressed the hope that Canada would exchange
“Ambassadors or in any case Ministers”. In various recent verbal representa-
tions, Spanish officials have likewise referred to an exchange of Ambassadors.
Although we have been more and more inclined to minimize the distinction
between embassy and legation, this is not the case in the Iberian Peninsula, and
this fact, combined with Lisbon’s traditional jealousy of Madrid would appear
to make it necessary to consider carefully the results likely to flow from any
given establishment in the Spanish capital. We understand from Mr. Glass,”

21} ester Smith Glass, chargé d’affaires par intérim au Portugal.
Lester Smith Glass, Chargé d’Affaires a.i. in Portugal.
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for instance, that the appointment of a resident Canadian Ambassador in
Spain would not go unnoticed by Portuguese officials who have already
indicated that Canada’s interests would be better served by having a resident
Minister in Lisbon.

5. It was suggested to Mr. Glass that one way out of this difficulty might be
to have a Minister (or Ambassador) accredited to both Lisbon and Madrid, the
head of mission spending about the same amount of time on both sides of the
Meseta. Mr. Glass, however, foresaw a number of difficulties in this suggested
solution. It appears that South Africa has a representative accredited in the
two Iberian capitals but that the Portuguese are so jealous of his trips to Spain
that it has been impossible on occasion for him to fly to Southern France
because this involved a stop-over in Barcelona. In addition to the difficulties
which might be caused by this fantastic pettiness on the part of the Portuguese,
there remains the important fact that we are not likely to have enough dealings
with the Portuguese to justify the presence of a head of mission there for six
months, while, on the contrary, our dealings with Spain may in the course of
time come to assume considerable importance.

6. If we wish to placate the Portuguese, there would appear to be three
possible courses of action open to us:

(a) A resident head of mission might be appointed to both Lisbon and
Madrid. This would in effect almost double the cost of establishing a mission in
Madrid (in view of the increased expenditure in Lisbon), and it would probably
be difficult to justify full-scale representation in Portugal on any practical
terms.

(b) A head of mission in a country other than Portugal (e.g. Italy) might be
dually accredited to Madrid. This would more or less equate our representation
in the two Iberian capitals, as it would accord with existing arrangements in
Lisbon. However, the Spanish have indicated that they would not care for dual
accreditation. Further it must be recognized that such an arrangement would
involve leaving the Rome office for protracted periods without a head of
mission. 1 also understand that as a general principle we do not favour the
accreditation to Ottawa of foreign heads of mission in Washington, which
would almost certainly be involved in any such solution.

(¢) We might postpone the appointment of a head of mission to Madrid and
place the office under a Chargé d’Affaires from this Department. Such an
arrangement might possibly be acceptable to the Spanish and would probably
not cause difficulties in Lisbon. It is doubtful, however, whether this could be
more than a temporary way out, especially as it would in effect place our
mission in Madrid on much the same basis as our mission in the USSR and the
Satellites. While our relations with Spain can hardly be described as “cozy”,
we would, I think, be making a mistake if we gave the impression that in
establishing diplomatic relations we wished to go no further than the formal
minimum accorded to the Iron Curtain countries.

7. As none of these solutions is very attractive, it would perhaps be best to
approach the Spanish problem independently of its Portuguese ramifications,
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realizing that a decision to open a mission in Madrid will undoubtedly
complicate the already unsatisfactory situation in Lisbon.

8. This division is not in a position to advise on the administrative or financial
aspects of the problem. . . .

You might therefore wish us to arrange for a meeting of representatives
from the appropriate functional divisions, perhaps after Mr. Ritchie’s return, at
which the question of a submission to Council could be discussed.

R.E. C[OLLINS]

35s. DEA/8150-40

Note du sous-secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures
pour la Direction européenne®

Memorandum from Under-Secretary of State for External Affairs
to European Division*

CONFIDENTIAL [Ottawa,] September 3, 1952

EXCHANGE OF DIPLOMATIC REPRESENTATION WITH SPAIN

I am grateful to the European Division for the memorandum of August 27
on the above subject and for the very thoughtful appraisal of the various
factors which have to be taken into account in connection with the exchange of
Diplomatic representation with Spain.

2. The Minister has requested that we give active consideration to the
opening of a Diplomatic Office in Spain, but with regard to the timing of a
proposed submission to Council, this is subject to the following two factors:

(a) we first must make more progress in the setting up of new Diplomatic
Missions for which authority has already been received from Council, e.g.,
Venezuela, Colombia, Indonesia and Ceylon;*

(b) the submission to Council must be made at a time when the Minister is in
Ottawa for a period of at least two weeks at a time. So far as we can foresee,
the only such period until the end of the year is likely to be from September 26
to October 14.

3. Acting upon the suggestion in paragraph 8 of the memorandum, I think it
would be useful if Mr. Ritchie could convene a meeting of the appropriate
functional Divisions, which meeting should also be attended by Mr. Macdon-
nell. At such a meeting it should be emphasized that the whole question is still
very tentative and that the purpose of the meeting is exploratory, with a view to
deciding the various factors which have to be taken into account before a
submission to Council is prepared. I would like to have a report of this meeting

221 ’original porte la mention :/The following was in the original:
(through Mr. Charles Ritchie)
BNotre exemplaire du document porte Pajout :
The following was written on this copy of the memorandum:
& Vienna.
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before authorizing the preparation of a submission to Council to be considered
during the period of September 26 to October 14.

4. With regard to the questions of substance raised in the memorandum I feel
quite sure that the only type of representation which would satisfy the Spanish
Government would be the opening of an Embassy in charge of a duly
accredited Ambassador. Anything less would probably have a worse effect on
Canadian-Spanish relations than doing nothing at all. This gives rise to the
delicate question of how to avoid the susceptibilities of the Portuguese. Here
again probably nothing less than a Legation in charge of a duly accredited
Minister would satisfy the Portuguese Government. They made it clear that
while they accept the present arrangement of dual accreditation, they would
not wish this to continue indefinitely. It might be possible to get away with
maintaining a Legation at Lisbon instead of an Embassy, simply because the
present Mission is a Legation, but from the point of view of expense and
personnel, it now makes little difference to us whether a Mission has the status
of an Embassy or a Legation if we have to have a fully accredited Ambassador
or Minister in the post. However, on balance I think it would be preferable not
to raise the Mission at Lisbon to the status of an Embassy when we appoint a
full time Diplomatic representative to be in charge of the post, but perhaps you
could give further consideration as to what you think the attitude of the
Portuguese Government would be on this question.

5. To sum up, the opening of a Diplomatic Mission in Madrid will involve not
only the appointment of a full time Ambassador to that post, but also the
appointment of at least a full time Minister to Lisbon. I think it is on this basis
that the meeting to be called in accordance with paragraph 8 of your
memorandum should consider tentatively the questions involved.

L.D. W[ILGRESS]

36. PCO
Extrait des conclusions du Cabinet
Extract from Cabinet Conclusions

ToP SECRET [Ottawa,] October 9, 1952

EXTERNAL AFFAIRS; OPENING OF NEW MISSIONS IN
AUSTRIA, CEYLON, INDONESIA AND SPAIN
36. The Secretary of State for External Affairs referring to discussion at the
meetings of January 23rd* and June 19th, 1952,% sought authority to make
preparations for the opening of new Canadian Missions in Austria, Ceylon,
Indonesia and Spain.

An explanatory note had been circulated.

%Voir le document 40./See Document 40.
3Voir le document 26./See Document 26.



42 CONDUITE DES RELATIONS EXTERIEURES

(Minister’s memorandum, Oct. 7, 1952, — Cab. Doc. 322-52)"

37. Mr. Pearson explained that it was intended to put the office in Austria
under the supervision of a chargé d’affaires with the Canadian Minister to
Switzerland accredited to that country. A High Commissioner to Ceylon would
be appointed eventually with the main function of looking after Canadian
interests under the Colombo Plan. The Indonesian Office would be small and
was required primarily for trading purposes.

It was thought advisable to establish a Canadian office in Madrid as soon as
possible as Spain was the only important European country to which Canada
had not yet accredited diplomatic representatives. This was an anomalous
situation which presented the further disadvantage of somewhat restricting the
field of action of the Canadian Trade Commissioner who had been posted to
Madrid some time ago. It was thought that Canadian interests might possibly
have fared rather better in the case of Barcelona Traction if this matter had
been handled directly by our own representatives rather than through the
diplomatic offices of the United Kingdom.?

As a general rule, it was not proposed at this time to open any new offices
unless such course of action appeared to be desirable in the interests of
Canadian trade.

38. Mr. Pearson added that the Department of Trade and Commerce would
soon close its Trade Commissioner Office at Los Angeles. As there were
approximately 100,000 Canadians in and around Los Angeles and for other
reasons, it was thought that Canada should establish a Consulate in that City
upon the departure of the Canadian Trade Commissioner.

An explanatory note had been circulated.

(Minister’s memorandum, Oct. 7, 1952, — Cab. Doc. 323-52)*

39. The Cabinet, after discussion,

(a) approved in principle the opening of new Canadian Diplomatic Missions
in Austria, Ceylon, Indonesia and Spain;

(b) agreed that a Canadian Consulate be established at Los Angeles upon the
departure from that City of the Canadian Trade Commissioner; and

{c) authorized the Department of External affairs to increase its establish-
ment accordingly and to provide in its estimates for the new offices.

%Voir les documents 943-945./See Documents 943-945.
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SECTION H

ETATS-UNIS (NOUVELLE-ORLEANS; SEATTLE; LOS ANGELES)
UNITED STATES (NEW ORLEANS; SEATTLE; LOS ANGELES)

37. DEA/8508-40
Extrait du proces-verbal des chefs de direction
Extract from Minutes of Meeting of Heads of Division

SECRET Ottawa, February 11, 1952

Canadian Consulate, New Orleans

19. Mr. Chance. The new Consulate established in New Orleans, Louisiana,
with offices at 201 International Trade Mart will be open for regular consular
business on February 15, 1952.

The State Department has been informed of the appointment of Mr. Gerald
Anderson Newman as Consul and Trade Commissioner and of Mr. Charles
QOdilon Roger Rousseau as Vice Consul and Assistant Trade Commissioner
with jurisdiction in the States of Alabama, Arkansas, Florida, Georgia,
Louisiana, Mississippi, North Carolina, Oklahoma, South Carolina, Tennessee
and Texas; and of the consequential redistribution of Canadian consular
territories in the United States which will now become effective on February
15, 1952. The revised territories are as follows:

Post Territory
New York New York State, Connecticut, Pennsylvania
and New Jersey.
Chicago North Dakota, South Dakota, Minnesota,

Wisconsin, Illinois, Indiana, Kentucky, Mis-
souri, lowa, Nebraska and Kansas.

San Francisco Washington State, Montana, Oregon, ldaho,
Wyoming, California, Nevada, Utah, Colorado,
Arizona and New Mexico.

Boston Massachusetts, Rhode Island, Vermont, New
Hampshire and Maine.

Detroit Michigan and Ohio.

New Orleans Texas, Oklahoma, Arkansas, Louisiana, Missis-

sippi, Tennessee, Alabama, North Carolina,
South Carolina, Georgia and Florida.

Washington District of Columbia, Maryland, Delaware,
Virginia and West Virginia.

It is not proposed to alter existing Commissions and Exequaturs but to
change them only as officer replacements take place.
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38. DEA/10137-F-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

[Ottawa,] October, 7, 1952

ESTABLISHMENT OF CONSULATES IN SEATTLE
AND LOS ANGELES

The need for establishing consular offices at Seattle and Los Angeles has
been under study for some time and I have now reached the conclusions,
subject to your approval, that we should proceed with the opening of
Consulates in these two cities as soon as possible.

2. The Department of Trade and Commerce have decided to close their
Trade Commissioner’s office in Los Angeles as the volume of commercial work
does not apparently warrant its continued maintenance and the greater part of
their work has been on our behalf. There are many Canadians living in
Southern California (more than 100,000 in Los Angeles County alone). In
addition, a very large number of Canadian tourists, especially from the
Western Provinces, are attracted to that area. The office accommodation now
held by the Trade Commissioner is suitable for a Consulate and has the added
advantage of being known as a Canadian office. Your colleague, Mr.
Winters,” has expressed interest in keeping an office in Los Angeles to
continue the activities of the Tourist Bureau. The United Kingdom Consulate
General in Los Angeles have informed the Consulate General in San Francisco
that they are unable to take on additional consular work for us when the Trade
Commissioner’s Office closes.

3. In Seattle, where we have had no Canadian Government Office since the
Immigration Office closed, the volume of consular work is likely to be even
heavier than in Los Angeles. The United Kingdom has recently elevated their
Consulate in Seattle to a Consulate General and have informed us that they
are not too happy about the fact that 40% of the Consulate General’s activities
are on Canada’s behalf. Shipping and trade enquiries, tourist and information
work, naval visits, immigration, passport and citizenship problems would all be
handled by a consular post in Seattle.

4. Mr. Wrong and the interested divisions in this Department have all agreed
on the necessity of opening Consulates in these two cities in the near future.

5. If these Consulates are to be opened in the coming fiscal year, it will be
necessary to make provision for them in the Estimates. I should appreciate it,

R.H. Winters, ministre des Ressources et du Développement économique.
R.H. Winters, Minister of Resources and Development.
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therefore, if you would take this matter up with Cabinet before your departure
for New York.?®
L.D. WILGRESS

SECTION I

URUGUAY, VENEZUELA ET COLOMBIE
URUGUAY, VENEZUELA AND COLOMBIA

39, DEA/1082-40

Le sous-secrétaire d’Etat adjoint aux Affaires extérieures
au sous-secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures

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

PERSONAL AND CONFIDENTIAL Rio de Janeiro, January 22, 1952

Dear Arnold [Heeney]:

I visited Montevideo on Wednesday, January 17, a date which was more
convenient to the Uruguayan authorities than Friday, January 19, the date I
had originally planned to go there. The Minister of Foreign Affairs was away
on summer holidays and my appointment was arranged with the Under-
Secretary, Dr. Eduardo Jimenez Arechaga, who is also the Acting Minister.
Incidentally, the appointment was arranged through the Uruguayan Legation
in Buenos Aires and I found on my arrival in Montevideo that no communica-
tion had been received from Dr. Luis Soto? although he assured both Sicotte®®
and me that he had sent an airmail letter to his government on or about
November 16 last.

I saw the United Kingdom Ambassador before going to the Foreign Office
and learned from him that one of the things which most disturbed the
Uruguayans was our failure to open an office after taking preliminary steps in
Montevideo, such as looking for living and office accommodation. Therefore,
when talking to the Acting Minister, I reviewed in considerable detail the
developments which led to the government’s decision to postpone the opening
of an office in Uruguay. I emphasized that our attitude was not different from
that of 1946 when an exchange of diplomatic representation was first discussed
with them and that as soon as we were in a position to expand our service in
Latin America, Uruguay would have a place of priority.

I indicated that the present international situation, about which all
democratic countries like Uruguay and Canada were becoming increasingly
concerned, might result in Canadian offices being opened in certain areas

2Voir le document 36./See Document 36.

¥Chargé d’affaires a la légation de I'Uruguay.
Chargé d’Affaires, Legation of Uruguay.

0Gilles Sicotte de la Direction de I' Amérique et de I’Extréme-Orient.
Gilles Sicotte, American and Far Eastern Division.
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where Canadian representation might produce benefits for both our countries. I
thought it advisable to make known this possibility to avoid later misunder-
standing if we should open in some European country before establishing an
office in Uruguay. I told him also our plans for double accreditation in
Portugal and of the difficulties we were experiencing because of staff shortages
in appointing an Ambassador to Argentina. I spoke too of the increasing
pressure upon Canada from countries where no Canadian diplomatic office
now exists and who were anxious to exchange representatives with us.

After this full explanation of our position, I said that Mr. Pearson had asked
me to visit Montevideo during my tour of Latin America, first, to reassure the
Uruguayan Government that Canada was anxious to maintain and develop the
good and friendly relations which had always existed between our two
countries and to continue the cooperation which we had always extended one to
the other in the international field and, second, to explore possibilities which
might enable us to have an exchange of diplomatic representatives which both
our countries desired. [ mentioned that it had occurred to me personally that a
formula of double accreditation such as Canada now had in certain European
countries might be the solution. Dr. Arechaga replied that he was sure this
would be an acceptable arrangement to his government. When I asked him to
suggest a Head of Mission whose territory might also include Uruguay, he
proposed our Ambassador to Argentina.

I was careful to make no reference to a permanent office under a Chargé
d’Affaires being established in Montevideo. (You will recall that when I
discussed the matter with George Heasman, he stated that Trade and
Commerce would be prepared to assign a trade officer to Montevideo to be in
charge of our office there during the absence of our Ambassador.) I asked
what additional expenses would be involved for Canada, what would be the
further responsibilities for our Ambassador to Argentina and what would be
the increased demands on his time. Dr. Arechaga said that he could think of no
additional expenses with the exception of the Ambassador’s travelling costs
when he visited Montevideo. The further responsibilities and the demands on
his time would involve merely visiting Montevideo infrequently when some
current item of business between our two countries required his presence in
that city for discussions with the Uruguayan authorities. You can see,
therefore, that there is little additional cost involved for us although we can
expect, I am sure, the Uruguayans to press at some future date for the
establishment of an office in their capital under a Chargé d’Affaires, if not for
the appointment of a separate Head of Mission. However, there is no such
request at this time and I think that these arrangements are highly satisfactory
from our standpoint.

[ made clear that as an official I was in no position to make any commit-
ment on behalf of the Canadian Government but that I would, on my return to
Ottawa, acquaint the Canadian Government with these recommendations and
I had every reason to believe that it would be prepared to authorize the small
additional cost which would be involved for our Department. On his side, he
explained that he too would have to put the matter formally before his
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government but he was reasonably certain it would be approved and that he
would communicate such approval to our Chargé d’Affaires in Buenos Aires.
In view of Soto’s neglect in arranging my appointment, I considered this to be
much the best channel to follow. It is probable that you will be hearing from
Roy?*' before my return to Ottawa and can then initate the necessary steps.

Yours sincerely,
HERB [MORAN]

40, PCO
Extrait des conclusions du Cabinet
Extract from Cabinet Conclusions

ToOP SECRET [Ottawa,] January 23, 1952

DIPLOMATIC REPRESENTATION,; . . . AUSTRIA, URUGUAY,
VENEZUELA AND COLOMBIA

49. The Secretary of State for External Affairs said it was proposed to . . .
arrange for Mr. Victor Doré, Minister to Switzerland, to be accredited also as
Minister to Austria. For the present, the last merely involved extending Mr.
Dore’s territory, although later it might be found desirable to establish a small
office in Vienna under a junior officer acting as chargé d’affaires.

He mentioned also that Uruguay had become so sensitive, as a result of
Canada’s failure to open an office in Montevideo, that it had withdrawn its
Minister from Ottawa and, what was of real importance, was making
difficulties for Canadian exports in a market of some consequence to Canada.
As a result, the Department of Trade and Commerce had received complaints
from Canadian exporters. It therefore appeared desirable to arrange for the
next Ambassador to Argentina to be accredited to Uruguay as well, without for
the present opening an office in Montevideo. It was understood that the
Uruguayan government was likely to accept this solution for the present,
although it might later become necessary to agree to establish an office there
either under an officer from External Affairs or from the Trade Commissioner
service.

Similarly, Venezuela and Colombia were upset about Canada’s delay in
agreeing to exchange diplomatic missions and, in consequence, the Canadian
trade position was suffering. These countries were two of Canada’s most
important markets in Latin America and, as was true of Uruguay, Canadian
trade rather than political interests called for diplomatic representation. In
these circumstances, and since Venezuela and Colombia would not accept one
Ambassador between the two countries, it was proposed to raise the Consulate
General in Venezuela to an Embassy, and probably appoint the present Consul

*'Lionel Roy, chargé d’affaires en Argentine.
Lionel Roy, Chargé d’Affaires in Argentina.
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General as Ambassador (without adding to the staff for the present at least),
establish an Embassy also in Colombia and select an Ambassador for this post
later in the year. The change in Venezuela would entail little new expenditure;
that in Colombia would require limited additional annual expenditures in the
neighbourhood of $50,000.

50. The Minister of Trade and Commerce agreed that important commercial
interests in the three Latin American countries mentioned were suffering as a
result of the lack of Canadian diplomatic representation and the changes
proposed by Mr. Pearson were desirable for trade reasons. He felt it might also
be necessary to establish a trade commissioner in Uruguay in the near future.

51. The Prime Minister said he had received representations from an
Austrian source that Canada should provide some form of recognition of that
country’s existence and its desire to remain outside the Soviet orbit. If trade
interests made necessary the action proposed with regard to Uruguay,
Venezuela and Colombia, there appeared to be no alternative open to the
government.

52. The Cabinet, after further discussion, approved the recommendations of
the Secretary of State for External Affairs and:

1. agreed that:

(b) Mr. Victor Doré, Minister to Switzerland, be appointed also Minister to
Austria;

(c) the next Ambassador to Argentina be appointed also Ambassador to
Uruguay;

(d) representation in Venezuela be raised to the status of an Embassy;

(e) an Embassy be established in Colombia; and,

2. noted that offices would not be established in Austria or Uruguay without
further consideration.

41. DEA/1720-40

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

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

CONFIDENTIAL [Ottawa,] May 26, 1952

The position as regards the opening of new Missions in Latin America,
according to the information available to me, appears to be as follows:
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(a) T gathered from Mr. Moran that Uruguay as well as Venezuela®* and
Colombia would be satisfied of dual representation. As regards Uruguay, this
fits in with the decision taken by Cabinet.

(b) Cabinet has agreed, in January, that consideration be given to the
opening of Embassies in Venezuela and Colombia. This is at variance with the
discussions held by Mr. Moran while he was in Bogota and Caracas.

(c) We are including in the supplementary estimates a global sum which
could be used this fiscal year for the opening of those three Missions.

2. The decision as regards Uruguay is easy; the Government of Uruguay?® is
agreeable to dual representation; the Department of Trade and Commerce
appears to be willing to supply an officer to act as Chargé d’Affaires in
Montevideo; Cabinet decision is on the basis of double accreditation.

3. The only action to be taken here would be to come to a final understanding
with the Department of Trade and Commerce, if this has not yet been done
and, advise the Uruguayan authorities that Major-General LaFléche will also
be Minister or Ambassador to Uruguay.

4. Since Uruguay has always had a priority over Venezuela and Colombia as
regards a commitment from the Canadian Government, I would recommend
that action be taken as soon as possible. We would then be in a better position
to cope with the problems of Venezuela and Colombia.

5. These two countries seem to be more or less on the same footing and what
is done for one should be done for the other. It seems to be difficult to consider
the appointment of Ambssadors although we can no longer argue that it is
because of the lack of funds. There is the Cabinet directive of January which
will remain operative until it is reversed and I presume that it is not the
intention of the Department to have it reversed. Therefore, some progress
should be made; otherwise, we might be open to criticism.

6. A further complication is the fact that it would be rather odd to appoint a
Chargé d’Affaires only in Montevideo and to send Ambassadors to Caracas
and Bogota. 1 am wondering if the following suggestion, coupled with that
already made as regards Uruguay, would not meet the situation at least for
some time:

7. That the Governments of Venezuela and Colombia be advised in the near
future of our intention to open Embassies in those countries and be told, at the
same time, that because of the lack of personnel available for appointment to
the rank of Ambassador, the Missions will be in the charge of Chargé
d’Affaires for some time. I realize that this is but a half-way measure and that
it would be much more satisfactory if Ambassadors were appointed from the
start; still it would meet our immediate requirements and partly solve the
problem for the next year and a half or two.

32Note marginale ;/Marginal note:

Question of dual represent[ation] was never raised with Venezuela. [H.O. Moran]
¥Note marginale :/Marginal note:

Uruguay will expect same treatment as Colombia. [H.O. Moran]
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8. I already referred to the fact that consideration was being given to
appointing a Trade and Commerce officer as Chargé d’Affaires in Uruguay.
The temptation is great to follow a similar pattern in Colombia and Venezuela.
It would be less of a strain on our personnel and possibly also on our finances. I
have come to the conclusion, however, that this should be resisted and that the
Department should assume full responsibility for the new offices to be
established in Caracas and Bogota.’* We would be creating a very dangerous
precedent indeed if we agreed to rely on the Department of Trade and
Commerce to open and take over from the start three of our Missions in Latin
America. Not only would we partly lose control over those Missions but we
would be agreeing to a form of representation which is not necessarily in the
best interests of Canada. Frankly, I am rather worried by the recent trends
whereby more and more® of our consular posts are being handed over to the
Department of Trade and Commerce.* If this trend were now to develop also
in our Latin American Missions, I can foresee endless difficulties.>’

9. There are in my opinion Foreign Service Officers®® that are well qualified
to be appointed as Chargé d’Affaires to Caracas and Bogota; if a Foreign
Service Officer 3, 4 or 5 is considered a satisfactory candidate to become
Chargé d’Affaires in Poland or for that matter Moscow, there is no reason why
appointments from the same ranks could not be made in those two new Latin
American Missions. I realize that it is generally agreed that the emphasis
should be placed on trade in our Missions in Latin America; even trade,
however, will not necessarily be better served by a Trade commissioner acting
as Chargé d’Affaires than by a Foreign Service Officer in the same capacity,
assisted by a Commercial Secretary.

10. I hope that some action can be taken on this matter after Mr. Moran’s
return. You may wish to call a meeting before Mr. Wilgress arrives so that
plans could be submitted for his consideration. Mr. Howe’s trip to Latin
America in the autumn is an additional reason why this should be done.

J. L[EGER]

¥Note marginale :/Marginal note:
agree. [H.O. Moran]
3Note marginale :/Marginal note:
7?7 [H.O. Moran]
%Note marginale :;/Marginal note:
New Orleans is under T[rade] & C[ommerce] temporarily. [H.O. Moran]
¥Note marginale ;/Marginal note:
Detroit was to be closed but when T[rade] & C[ommerce] sent a trade commissioner
there and asked that he also have consular status we agreed. [H.O. Moran]
*¥Note marginale :/Marginal note:
Qualified but not always available unless removed from other duties. [H.O. Moran]
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42. PCO
Extrait des conclusions du Cabinet

Extract from Cabinet Conclusions

ToP SECRET [Ottawa,] August 27, 1952

EXTERNAL AFFAIRS; CANADIAN EMBASSIES IN COLOMBIA AND VENEZUELA

72. The Secretary of State for External Affairs recalled that Cabinet had

approved in principle on January 23rd, 1952, the raising of the Canadian
missions in Colombia and Venezuela to the status of embassy. He now
submitted recommendations concerning appointments of ambassadors.

73. The Cabinet approved the recommendations of the Secretary of State for
External Affairs and agreed that:

(a) Mr. Edmond Turcotte, Consul General in Caracas, be appointed
Canadian Ambassador to Colombia; and,

{(b) Harry Norman, Esquire, be approached to ascertain whether he would
accept appointment as Canadian Ambassador to Venezuela.

43, PCO
Extrait des conclusions du Cabinet
Extract from Cabinet Conclusions

Topr SECRET [Ottawa,] September 24, 1952

URUGUAY; OPENING OF CANADIAN DIPLOMATIC MISSION

55. The Secrerary of State for External Affairs, referring to discussion at the
meeting of January 23rd, 1952, said that, in view of the appointment in the
near future of Canadian Ambassadors to Venezuela and Colombia, it was
desirable at this time to accredit the Canadian Ambassador to Argentina as
Ambassador to Uruguay and at the same time to open a small Canadian
Mission at Montevideo which would be under the supervision of a foreign
service officer as chargé d’affaires. The Department of Trade and Commerce
also proposed to post a foreign service trade officer at Montevideo as soon as a
suitable transfer could be arranged. It was thought advisable that the new
Mission be opened by December 15th prior to the forthcoming Latin-American
tour of the Minister of Trade and Commerce.*

An explanatory note had been circulated.

(Memorandum, Acting Secretary of State for External Affairs, Sept. 22,
1952 — Cab. Doc. 304-52)"

¥Voir le document 1040./See Document 1040.
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56. The Cabinet, after discussion, agreed that the Department of External
Affairs open an office at Montevideo, Uruguay, increase its establishment to
provide the required additional staff and provide in its estimates for the
expenses of maintaining that office.

44. DEA/1082-40

Le secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures
au chargé d’affaires de la légation de I'Uruguay

Secretary of State for External Affairs
to Chargé d’ Affaires, Legation of Uruguay

CONFIDENTIAL Ottawa, [September 25, 1952]

I have the honour to inform you that the Government of Canada is now in a
position to open a diplomatic mission in Montevideo. You are, I know, aware of
the various factors which have earlier prevented the Government of Canada
from reciprocating the action taken some time ago by the Government of
Uruguay in establishing its Legation in Ottawa.

In view of the importance of hemispheric relationships, and the desirability
of strengthening the links between two democratic nations which are members
of the free world, the Government of Canada feels it appropriate to propose
that the diplomatic missions exchanged have the status of Embassy.

Would you, therefore, seek your Government’s approval of the establish-
ment in the immediate future of an Embassy of Canada in Montevideo and the
elevation of your Legation in Ottawa to the status of Embassy.

If this proposal meets with the approval of your Government, the Canadian
Government wishes to request the agrément of the Government of Uruguay for
the appointment of Major General the Honourable Léo Richer LaFléche,
D.S.0., as Ambassador Extraordinary and Plenipotentiary of Canada to
Uruguay. It is intended that Major General LaFléche would continue also in
his present capacity as Ambassador of Canada to Argentina and during his
absence from Montevideo, the Embassy of Canada would be in the charge of a
Chargé d’Affaires ad interim. | attach for the information of your Government
biographical data concerning Major General LaFleche.

It is assumed that your Government will wish to have announcement made
simultaneously in Montevideo and Ottawa concerning this significant step in
diplomatic relations between our two countries and that until agreement has
been reached on a mutually convenient date, this matter will be treated as
confidential.

I look forward to hearing from you of your Government’s answer to these
proposals.

Accept, Sir, etc.
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45. DEA/6453-40

Le secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures
a I'ambassadeur aux Etats-Unis

Secretary of State for External Affairs
to Ambassador in United States

DESPATCH B-1519 Ottawa, September 29, 1952
CONFIDENTIAL

EXCHANGE OF DIPLOMATIC REPRESENTATION WITH VENEZUELA

Cabinet authorization has been obtained for the exchange of diplomatic
missions with Venezuela. It would be appreciated if you would approach the
Venezuelan Ambassador at Washington and request that he inform his
Government that the Canadian Government is now in a position to proceed
with this long-desired exchange. A formal note to this effect should be given to
him, stating that we wish to take immediate steps to open an Embassy in
Caracas and would welcome the reciprocal establishment by the Venezuelan
Government of an Embassy in Ottawa. It is assumed that the Venezuelan
Government would wish to have the announcement of this important
development made simultaneously in Ottawa and Caracas and that in the
meantime the matter will remain confidential. We should be glad to learn of
the announcement date which would be convenient to the Venezuelan
authorities.

2. Please further inform the Venezuelan Ambassador that should his
Government agree to the exchange of Embassies, you have instructions to
request agrément for the appointment of Mr. Henry Gordon Norman, C.M.G,,
as Ambassador of Canada to Venezuela. Two copies of a curriculum vitae of
the proposed appointee are attached.”

3. Please report by telegram on your approach to the Venezuelan Ambassa-
dor.%

R.M. MACDONNELL
for Secretary of State
for External Affairs

“Une lettre semblable concernant la Colombie a éié envoyée 4 'ambassadeur 4 Washington, le
11 octobre 1952.
A similar letter regarding Colombia was sent to the Canadian Ambassador in Washington on
October 11, 1952.
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46. DEA/11264-C-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-2489 Washington, October 31, 1952

CONFIDENTIAL
Reference: Our WA-2489 of October 17.}
Following for R.M. Macdonnell, Begins:

1. The Colombian Embassy in a note dated October 31" has informed us of
the Colombian Government’s agreement to the exchange of diplomatic
missions and the reciprocal establishment of Embassies at Ottawa and Bogota.
The Embassy also suggested that a press release be issued on November 3 but
stated that they had not yet received agrément for the appointment of Mr.
Edmond Turcotte.

2. Following a conversation with the Colombian Embassy officials and with
Stark® at Ottawa, we have now agreed with the Embassy that a simultaneous
press release will be issued when agrément for Mr. Turcotte has been received.
The Colombian Embassy have wired to Bogota and hope to receive the
agrément by Saturday morning, in which case they suggest the press release
should be made on Monday, November 3, in the afternoon. If the agrément is
not received Saturday morning, they will postpone issuing the press release.

3. If the Colombian Embassy received agrément on Saturday, we shall
inform you by telephone. The Embassy’s note of October 31 is being forwarded
by bag. Ends.

47. DEA/11264-D-40

Lambassadeur aux Etats-Unis
au secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures

Ambassador in United States
to Secretary of State for External Affairs
TELEGRAM WA-2597 Washington, November 4, 1952
CONFIDENTIAL

EXCHANGE OF DIPLOMATIC MISSIONS WITH COLOMBIA
Reference: Our letter No. 2299 of October 31.°

1. The Colombian Embassy telephoned today to say that their government
has granted agrément for the appointment of Mr. Turcotte as Canadian

“'W.G. Stark de la Direction de ’Amérique et de ’'Extréme-Orient.
W.G. Stark, American and Far Eastern Division.
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Ambassador to Colombia. The Colombian Government has not yet decided
whom it wishes to appoint as Ambassador to Canada.

2. The Colombian Embassy suggests that simultaneous press releases should
be issued on Thursday, November 6, at 12:00 noon. Their press release will be
issued at the time suggested unless you inform us that this is unsatisfactory.

3. The Colombian Embassy intends to send us a note tomorrow, November 5,
confirming the granting of the agrément for the appointment of Mr. Turcotte.
This will be transmitted to you by bag.

48. DEA/11264-C-40

Le secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures
au consul général au Venezuela

Secretary of State for External Affairs
to Consul General in Venezuela

TELEGRAM 36 Ottawa, November 5, 1952

Colombian authorities have agreed to the proposed exchange of Embassies
and have given agrément to your appointment as Ambassador. Press release
will be issued for publication in afternoon newspapers of November 6. No
proposal has yet been submitted by Colombian Government regardmg
appointment of Ambassador of Colombia.

2. The fact that the Canadian and Venezuelan Governments are discussing a
similar exchange of embassies remains confidential.

49, DEA/6453-40

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

Embassy in United States
to Under-Secretary of State for External Affairs

LETTER 2319 Washington, November 4, 1952
CONFIDENTIAL

EXCHANGE OF DIPLOMATIC MISSIONS WITH VENEZUELA
Reference: WA-2595 of November 4, 1952.°

Attached is Note No. 3680 of November 3' addressed to the Ambassador
from the Chargé d’Affaires of Venczuela in Washington, which is a reply to
our note dated October 6" proposing the exchange of diplomatic missions with
Venezuela. The Venezuelan Chargé d’Affaires’ note expresses the pleasure of
the Venezuelan Government to exchange diplomatic missions and states that
the Venezuelan Government expects to be able to agree on the date of a press
release and to extend agrément for the appointment of Mr. Norman as
Canadian Ambassador within the first fortnight in November.
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2. Attached also are two additional copies of the Venezuelan Embassy’s note
together with the English translation.!
S.D. PIERCE
for the Embassy

50. DEA/6453-40

Note de la Direction de I’ Amérique
pour le sous-secrétaire d’Etat adjoint aux Affaires extérieures

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

RESTRICTED [Ottawa,] December 1, 1952
Memorandum for Mr. MacKay

ACCEPTANCE BY THE GOVERNMENT OF URUGUAY
OF OUR PROPOSAL TO EXCHANGE DIPLOMATIC MISSIONS

This morning Mr. Luis Soto, Chargé d’Affaires of the Uruguayan Legation,
called upon Mr. Stark of this Division, to show him the Spanish text of the
telegram the former had received from the Ministry of External Affairs in
Montevideo, concerning the exchange of diplomatic missions between the two
countries.

2. In brief the message stated:

1) The Uruguayan Government accepts the Canadian proposals for an
exchange of Embassies and the appointment of General LaFléche as
Ambasador.

2) The Uruguayan Government agrees to simultaneous press releases in
Montevideo and Ottawa, the date to be suggested by the Canadian Govern-
ment.

3. After consultation with Mr. Macdonnell and Mr. Feaver, it was decided
that Thursday, December 4 would be a convenient date for the press release.
Mr. Soto is informing his Government by telegraph and we have passed word
to the Press Office who will put out the Canadian release around 10:30 a.m. on
Thursday, December 4, thus in time for the afternoon editions.

4. The message from the Uruguayan Foreign Ministry also informed Mr.
Soto that, although he could make the above arrangements, the Senate of
Uruguay must approve the executive order regarding the exchange of
embassies and therefore General LaFléche will not be able to present his Letter
of Credence until the Senate acts. Mr. Soto suggested that General LaFléche
should talk with the Uruguayan Ambassador in Buenos Aires, Mr. Castro, and
request him to obtain information from the Uruguayan Foreign Office as to a
suitable date for the credentials ceremony.

5. This last information was conveyed to Mr. Gill and, as Mr. Morin is on the
verge of departure from Rio it was agreed that Protocol Division, in
consultation with us and Personnel, would send a telegram to Buenos Aires
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telling our Ambassador of the above, requesting him to get in touch at once
with the Uruguayan Ambassador and to inform us, tomorrow if possible,
whether Mr. Castro thought the Senate action might be long delayed. This
telegram was repeated to Rio, and Buenos Aires was also asked to repeat its
answer there for Mr. Morin’s information.

6. Mr. Soto will send a formal note to the Department concerning acceptance
of our proposals. He gave no reason at all for the long delay in the reply to our
original note.

7. Mr. Macdonnell stated he would convey the information of Uruguay’s
acceptance of our proposals to the Under-Secretary.

C. EBERTS

51 DEA/1082-40

Extrait du télégramme du secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures
a 'ambassadeur en Argentine

Extract of Telegram from Secretary of State for External Affairs
to Ambassador in Argentina

TELEGRAM 98 Ottawa, December 15, 1952

CONFIDENTIAL. IMPORTANT.
Reference: Your telegram no. 97 of December 242

As you know the Government is most anxious, for obvious reasons, that the
new Embassy in Uruguay be in operation before Mr. Howe arrives.** The plan
to exchange embassies has already been announced to the press and the
Uruguayans seem to have indicated to you that they regard their legislation
covering the opening of their Embassy here as a routine matter. In the
circumstances, unless you see any strong objections, it would be appreciated if
you would point out the foregoing to Castro and see whether he could (possibly
by telephoning his Foreign Minister) do anything to hasten the time when you
can present credentials. If this is impossible before arrival of Howe Mission,
will you discuss with Castro who should present the Mission to his Government
as we are of the opinion that you should not go to Uruguay before credentials
ceremony.

4?Non retrouvé./Not located.
Voir le document 1040./See Document 1040.
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52. DEA/1082-40

Extrait du télégramme de I'ambassadeur en Argentine
au secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures

Extract of Telegram from Ambassador in Argentina
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

TELEGRAM 111 Buenos Aires, December 16, 1952
CONFIDENTIAL

MONTEVIDEO
Reference: Your telegram No. 98.

Saw Castro mid-day on his arrival from Montevideo again explained the
situation fully. I see him regularly when he is in town.

I asked Castro to request his Government to authorize Soto to inform you of
earliest possible date on which I can present Letter of Credence. Castro put in
call for his Foreign Minister and will call me as soon as possible.

53. DEA/1082-40

Le secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures
a I'ambassadeur en Argentine

Secretary of State for External Affairs
to Ambassador in Argentina

TELEGRAM 101 Ottawa, December 19, 1952
IMPORTANT

MONTEVIDEO
Reference: Your telegram No. 111 of December 16.

Soto was informed today by Uruguayan Government that it is agreeable to
presentation of credentials at your convenience. Please inform us of suitable
date so that arrangements can be made for Morin to arrive in Buenos Aires in
time to accompany you.
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SECTION A

LES VIOLATIONS PRESUMEES DE L’ESPACE AERIEN DE LA CHINE
ALLEGED VIOLATIONS OF CHINESE AIRSPACE

54. DEA/50069-A-40
Le chargé d affaires au Japon
au sous-secrétaire d’Ftat aux Affaires extérieures
Chargé d’ Affaires in Japan
to Under-Secretary of State for External Affairs

LETTER 576 Tokyo, May 22, 1952

Topr SECRET

VIOLATION OF THE YALU RIVER (MANCHURIAN BORDER)

Attached are copies of two reports dated May 17 and May 20, written by
the Air Attaché, Group Captain R.W. McNair, D.S.0O., D.F.C., concerning
violation of the Yalu River (Manchurian Border)."

2. The first information, evaluated at about the lowest level of reliability, was
obtained from a young USAF fighter pilot who had had a few too many drinks.
G/C McNair discussed this report with me and said he would try to check the
information. Fortuitously, one of the three RCAF fighter pilots attached to
USAF F86 Jet Squadrons in Korea came in and gave the further information
in the second report.

3. G/C McNair tells me that these border crossings were not individual
instances of short extensions of flights over the border by lone pilots. He says
that the crossings have been made in organized formations penetrating ten to
fifteen minutes’ flying time over the border in aircraft flying 500 miles an hour.

4. G/C McNair has pointed out the serious implications of these reports.
They reveal an irresponsible disregard at the Group level or higher in the
USAF for U.S. undertakings that U.N. Command planes would not cross the
Chinese border except in very special circumstances. The special circumstance
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discussed was the possibility that a large-scale Chinese air raid might be
brought down on U.N. positions in Korea, making it militarily desirable to
strike back before consultation with other U.N. contributors could be arranged.
This circumstance has not existed in this case and there is considerable military
doubt as to the actual value of these fighter sorties over Manchuria. This is
borne out by the information contained in the second report which states that
orders have recently been issued that pilots should not fly north of a line
somewhat south of the Yalu River, in the hope that CCAF planes would fly
south again in sizeable formations. It is serious that these border crossings
should have been taking place about the time that the Panmunjom military
armistice talks were being brought to a head. It is rather ominous that the
Chinese have said nothing about these border crossings. They may have been
waiting to shoot down a plane to get actual proof. If that plane had had a
RCATF pilot in it, it would have been embarrassing for Canada.

5. I thought that I should draw these reports to your attention. Since orders
have apparently now been issued that the border should not be crossed in some
groups, you may wish simply to leave the matter for the time being. You will
appreciate, I am sure, the necessity for handling this information with great
delicacy lest the Canadian pilots who are getting most valuable jet operational
experience in Korea should have their position questioned and lest it be
suspected by the USAF that G/C McNair is the source of this information and
they decide to freeze him out of contact with USAF personnel. I consider it
most important that neither the position of our pilots nor that of G/C McNair
should be in any way prejudiced in the handling of this information.

6. 1 should be grateful if you would let me know in due course the consider-
ation given to this report in the Department and what, if any, action is taken.

ARTHUR MENZIES

55. 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

TOP SECRET Ottawa, May 29, 1952

Dear Hume [Wrong],

I enclose a copy of letter No. 576 of May 22 from Mr. Menzies in Tokyo,
which transmits two reports which give good grounds for suspecting that at
some level there has been a decision to ignore the restrictions which have been
placed on air operations in Korea. The State Department would, I am sure, be
as concerned as we are about these reports.

As you will see, the Air Attaché in Tokyo has obtained two reports of
organized flights by fighter aircraft across the Yalu, possibly as far as
Mukden. It is also his opinion that these activities are not known at United
Nations Command Headquarters; presumably they are not known in
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Washington either. The flights appear to be the result of excessive zeal on the
part of local commanders, but they are no less dangerous on that account. They
have also apparently been halted for the moment, but if the decision to initiate
them was taken on a relatively low level the first time, it may be taken there
again unless something is done to make sure that the course of action agreed
between the United States and its allies is followed on the lower echelons as
well as higher up. I am sure that these considerations will appeal to the State
Department.

I will leave it to your judgment how to convey this information to the State
Department. While it seems to us to be another disturbing development in
Korea, naturally great care will have to be taken to protect Mr. Menzies’
sources in referring to it. For this reason you may not be able to state how we
came by our information, asking those concerned in Washington to accept our
assurances it is of a nature which gives reasonable grounds for suspicion.

Yours sincerely,
L.B. PEARSON

6. 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, June 5, 1952

Dear Mike [Pearson],

Your letter of May 29th, enclosing a copy of Letter No. 576 of May 22nd
from Mr. Menzies in Tokyo, raised a matter with which it is not at all easy to
deal. I was most doubtful that the State Department would find it possible to
take up with the Department of Defense the reports of deliberate and repeated
flights into Manchuria by fighter-planes unless the sources of the reports were
given; an assertion that the Canadian authorities had received enough
information to give reasonable cause for suspicion that the reports were true
would not be enough to satisfy them that the long and painful process of
investigation should be undertaken. I took the opportunity of a visit to
Washington by General Foulkes to discuss the matter with him and to ask
whether he could suggest a Service channel which might be employed. He was
not able to do this, but he felt strongly that the sources of our information
ought to be protected, as an indication of them might prejudice the exchange of
information in other contexts.

Finally, I decided that the best method of approach was to talk to Mr.
Hickerson, making it clear that I was transmitting a report which, if true,
would be of concern to the State Department because it meant that there had
been deliberate violation by units of the U.S. Air Force of the agreed policy of
the United Nations Command. As the first of the two reports from the Air
Attaché in Tokyo gave as its source an unidentified U.S.A.F. fighter pilot, I
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decided to reveal its contents to him, telling him that a Canadian had overhead
his statements when he was on leave in Japan and had reported them to the
Canadian Embassy, but adding that some further confirmatory information
had later been received.

Following my conversation with Mr. Hickerson, he talked the matter over
with Mr. Freeman Matthews and asked me to see him again. He said that the
information given was of too uncertain a quality for the State Department to
accept it as true. All that they could do on receipt of a report such as this was
to discuss the matter with General Bradley, and they did not feel in a position
to approach General Bradley without further action on our part.

Could we, for instance, make available confirmatory information from a
source or sources more trustworthy than an intoxicated pilot on leave? He
added that Mr. Matthews and he presumed that we did have more convincing
evidence, since otherwise we would not have taken the matter up with the State
Department. I told him that such was the case, but that I was not at liberty to
reveal where it came from; he could, however, be assured that it completely
supported what the U.S.A F. pilot had said. He remarked that if we were able
to make this available, the State Department should then be in a position to
approach General Bradley. General Bradley then would presumably telegraph
to General Clark and an investigation would be put in train. (General Foulkes
and I both doubt whether much would result if this were to be done. Standing
orders to refrain from crossing the Yalu River would be cited as evidence that
our information was unfounded and the matter might not penetrate down to
the squadron or wing level at which the violations, if they in fact occurred, have
originated.)

Mr. Hickerson said, as an alternative course, that if I informed the State
Department in writing of the nature of the charges, saying that the evidence in
support of them in your judgment gave good grounds for suspecting that
systematic violations of Manchurian territory had in fact occurred, they would
then feel able to take the matter up with General Bradley as in effect
constituting a request from the Canadian Government (even if it were not put
that way) that an investigation should be undertaken. I told him that I was
unwilling to do this until you had given the matter further consideration. I
doubt that this course also would get us much further.

The results of this discussion were pretty much what I had expected. The
basic circumstance is the allegation that there has been a very serious violation
of discipline, at any rate at wing or squadron levels, by the U.S. Air Force in
the Far East. My conversation yesterday was the first intimation received by
the State Department that this might be the case; I should think that the senior
military authorities in the Pentagon are equally unaware of the reports, and
also in all probability the senior military authorities in Tokyo. It is asking a
good deal to expect them to start an investigation from the top, which might
well end in courts-martial, without giving them a really well-documented case.
This I cannot do and at the same time protect Mr. Menzies’ sources. The really
convincing report that we have received is that recording the questioning by
Group Captain McNair of Flying Officer Nixon of the R.C.A.F., but this
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report cannot be passed on without damaging results. Incidentally, the only
Canadian in Tokyo whom I have named is Mr. Menzies, and all I said about
him was that some Canadians in Tokyo who had heard these stories had
brought them to the notice of the Canadian Embassy; he had naturally thought
it wise to report them to Ottawa.

Unless I pursue the matter further, the State Department does not intend to
take any action and no record of my conversation has been made there. The
State Department is, of course, alive to the dangers if the reports are true.

I think that this business reveals again that the arrangements in Tokyo for
liaison with the U.N. Command H.Q. are defective. It should certainly be
easier to get to the bottom of a story such as this if it could be effectively taken
up there through a military channel.

Yours sincerely,
HUME [WRONG]

57. 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

Top SECRET Ottawa, June 10, 1952

Dear Hume [Wrong],

I have just received your letter of June 5 regarding mine of May 29 which
dealt with certain information from Menzies in Tokyo about our operations in
Korea.

I agree with you that this involves a difficult and delicate problem of
communication with the authorities in Washington and that we should be very
careful not only to not give away our sources, but also not to put ourselves too
firmly or officially behind the information. I think that, in the circumstances,
you would be wise in not pursuing the matter further now that you have
discussed it informally with Jack Hickerson. My own feeling is that it would be
unwise, certainly at this time, to put anything officially in writing. I agree also
with the conclusion of your last paragraph that liaison arrangements in Tokyo
with the U.N. High Command are certainly defective.

Yours sincerely,
L.B. PEARSON
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S8. 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

Top SECRET [Ottawa, June 16, 1952}

Dear Norman [Robertson],

We have already sent you copies of letter No. 576 of May 22 from Arthur
Menzies in Tokyo. On May 29 I wrote to Hume Wrong asking him to take the
matter up with the State Department. He replied on June 5 to the effect that
we should not be able to get anywhere unless we put our views in writing or
revealed the source of our information. I have told him that I think it would be
unwise to put anything in writing officially at present. I think it would be
useful if you would try to find out if the United Kingdom authorities have any
similar information. I am sure that they will appreciate the need to be very
careful of the source. Copies of my letters to Hume dated May 29 and June 10
and Hume’s letter to me dated June 5 are attached.

Yours sincerely,
[L.B. Pearson]

59. 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

ToP SECRET AND PERSONAL London, June 26, 1952

Dear Mike [Pearson]:

I had a talk today with R.H. Scott, of the Foreign Office, about your top
secret letter regarding information received from Arthur Menzies about air
flights across the Korean border. He said the question had only once come to
his attention, and that was at a rather late night session in Seoul when most of
Lord Alexander’s party had gone to bed, and he (Scott) had stayed up for a
while with General Bridgeford, who is the senior Commonwealth officer in
Japan, A/V/M Boucher, the United Kingdom liaison officer in Korea, Arthur
Menzies and Selwyn Lloyd. Menzies had brought up the subject in this very
limited company in guarded and general terms. Boucher said that he had
formed, perhaps from the same sources, an impression very similar to that
reported by Menzies. General Bridgeford, who Scott described as a shrewd,
level-headed, pretty moderate-minded Australian, disagreed completely with
Menzies and Boucher, and thought there could be no real foundation to the
reports which had reached them. His main argument had been that the
Chinese would certainly have advertised and exploited any organized or
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recurring U.N. air activity north of the Korean boundary. Scott said the
discussion was pretty heated and the disagreement complete. He himself did
not feel that the facts of the case had really been established in the discussion
to which he had listened; he was, I think, impressed by Bridgeford’s argument.

He recalled Boucher saying that he had reported to the C.A.S. the rumours
which had reached him, but said that the Foreign Office had not received any
information from the Air Ministry on the subject.

Scott will have a word with Selwyn Lloyd and with Sir John Slessor and let
me know what the United Kingdom appreciation of the position is.

Yours sincerely,
N.A. ROBERTSON

60. DEA/50069-A-40

Le sous-secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures
a l'ambassade au Japon

Under-Secretary of State for External Affairs
to Embassy in Japan

LETTER Y489 Ottawa, July 16, 1952
Topr SECRET. CANADIAN EYES ONLY.

ALLEGED VIOLATION OF THE CHINESE BORDER
Reference: Your Letter No. 576 of May 22.

The need to safeguard the sources of the information contained in the
attachments to your letter under reference made it very difficult for us to use
the information to the full. It was decided, however, that the charges implicit in
the reports received by the Air Attaché were of sufficient gravity to warrant
the taking of some risk.

2. Accordingly, on May 29, the Minister himself wrote a personal letter to
the Canadian Ambassador in Washington enclosing a copy of your letter No.
576 and its attachments and asked him to take the matter up with the State
Department on an informal basis. 1 attach a copy of this letter. You will see
from Mr. Wrong’s reply of June 5, which is also attached, that no progress was
possible in Washington. The Minister concurred in this view in a letter dated
June 10, copy attached.

3. It was then decided to see whether the United Kingdom had any similar
information and the attached letter of June 16 was sent to the Canadian High
Commissioner in London. He replied on July 5 that discussions with the
Foreign Office had also come to a dead end. I attach a copy of this letter and
its enclosure.

4. The matter is, therefore, being dropped for the time being. If, however, any
further information should come to light, I should be grateful if you would let
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me know. I think you will agree that nothing has been done which would have
any harmful effects on your Air Attaché or his informants.
E.H. NORMAN
for the Under-Secretary of State
for External Affairs

SECTION B

AFFECTATION DE TROUPES A L’ILE DE KOJE
ASSIGNMENT OF TROOPS TO KOJE ISLAND

61. DEA/50069-J-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-1155 Ottawa, May 22, 1952

SECRET. IMMEDIATE.

MOVEMENT OF CANADIAN COMPANY TO KOJE ISLAND
This will confirm my telephone messages.

2. General Foulkes informed Mr. Claxton this afternoon that the Common-
wealth Division in Korea had been ordered to provide two Companies for Koje
Island and that one Canadian company and one United Kingdom Company
had been chosen.

3. Mr. Claxton asked me to request you to tell the United States that we did
not like this proposal. He thought that we could base our position on the fact
that we had acceded to the 1929 Prisoners of War Convention and the United
States had not. Both countries have, however, ratified the Convention.

4. 1 discussed this matter with the Prime Minister and he instructed me to
request you to get in touch immediately with Mr. Acheson in an effort to have
the order to the Canadian Brigade countermanded. You should inform Mr.
Acheson that in the Prime Minister’s opinion it would be more difficult to have
our people agree to any additional contribution that may be required of them
in Korea if a Canadian Company were to be sent to help guard the Koje Island
prison camp. It was, therefore, in his opinion, in the general interests of the
United Nations that the Canadians should not be asked to do this. The Prime
Minister was thinking, for example, of the possibility of a renewed offensive
and a request for more Canadian forces. He added that he did not want the
order to the Canadians countermanded if it would gravely affect the morale of
United States forces in Korea or discredit the new Commander-in-Chief.

5. After speaking to you I informed General Foulkes. He said that so far as
he knew, Mr. Claxton had not sent any message to London as you thought he
might have done. General Foulkes said that there was nothing which he could
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do through military channels. He added that it would probably not take any
more than twenty-four hours for a Canadian Company to be moved from the
front line to Koje Island.

6. After speaking to you I telephoned the Prime Minister to tell him that Mr.
Pearson had been in touch with you and had suggested that we wait until we
hear what the United Kingdom is doing. I also told the Prime Minister that
since speaking to him I had learned that a United Kingdom Company, as well
as a Canadian company, had been ordered to Koje. The Prime Minister said
that if there were at Koje a United Kingdom Company, as well as a Canadian
Company, this would make some difference but it would not completely
remove the embarrassment which might result. He feared that it might result
in quite a reversal of feeling in Canada about our participation in the Korean
war. There was a lot of anxiety in Canada about what has taken place at Koje
Island, and regardless of what the Government did, the sending of a Canadian
Company to Koje might have a considerable affect on opinion.

62. DEA/50069-J-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-1394 Washington, May 23, 1952
SECRET

MOVEMENT OF CANADIAN COMPANY TO KOJE
Reference: Your EX-1155 of May 22.
1. This message confirms my telephone conversations with Reid.

2. 1 discussed the question with Sir Christopher Steel[e] of the British
Embassy this morning. He had not yet heard anything from London, but he
fully shared the attitude of the Canadian Government and was sure that it
would be completely supported by the British Government. He volunteered to
speak on these lines at once to Matthews on his own responsibility.

3. Alexis Johnson, Deputy Assistant Secretary for Far Eastern Affairs,
telephoned me shortly afterwards. He told me that forces from several other
countries have served and are now serving on Koje, including the Dutch
battalion and some small units attached to United States formations that are
engaged in guarding prisoners of war. There are now some 14,000 United
States troops on this duty. In the effort to rectify the situation on Koje, troops
were being moved there from all over the theatre, including the United States
airborne regiment from Japan. The matter was regarded here as purely a
military question, within the authority of the United Nations Commander, and
they were therefore loath to interfere from Washington.

4. After commenting that two companies from the Commonwealth Division
could not make a great deal of difference in the outcome and presumably two
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additional United States companies could be found, I vigorously challenged the
argument that the matter was purely military. I said that the fact that the
Canadian Government had made representations at the highest available level
(in view of Mr. Acheson’s departure for Europe) made it a political matter as
well. I mentioned the traditional opposition of Canada to any break-up of its
forces overseas without prior governmental consent and that the State
Department would probably receive almost immediately similar representa-
tions from the British Government. 1 said there would be considerable
irritation in Ottawa if the only answer to our representations was ‘“non
possumus”’. I also told him of the Reuters despatch in today’s Canadian papers
from Tokyo and said that questions in the Canadian House were likely this
afternoon.

5. I concluded by saying that the matter could not be left without some
further reply. I read him the statement of the Prime Minister’s views included
in paragraphs 4 and 6 of your EX-1155. He agreed to have further discussions
in the State Department as soon as possible.

63. DEA/50069-J-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-4168 Ottawa, May 23, 1952
SECRET. MOST IMMEDIATE.

MOVEMENT OF CANADIAN COMPANY TO KOJE ISLAND
Reference: Your telegram WA 1394, May 23.

I asked Mr. Bliss to come to see me and I put before him the considerations
which you had put before the State Department. As you had expected, Mr,
Bliss was receptive. He was impressed by the importance of the considerations
which we had put forward. He agreed that the matter should not be considered
as purely military.

2. I explained that the statement which had been drafted for use if necessary
in the House of Commons had been deliberately put in language likely to cause
the least embarrassment to the United States Government and arouse the least
controversy in Canada. Mr. Bliss commented that our traditional desire to
maintain our Force as an entity was one which was easily understandable by
Americans in view of the line taken by General Pershing in the First War. Mr.
Bliss said that he would immediately get in touch with Freeman Matthews in
order to assist in ensuring that the matter was put before the Pentagon in a
manner best calculated to secure sympathetic reception by the Pentagon. Ends.
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64. DEA/50069-J-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-1409 Washington, May 24, 1952
SECRET. MOST IMMEDIATE.

MOVEMENT OF CANADIAN COMPANY TO KOJE ISLAND
Reference: Your EX-1168 of May 23.

1. As soon as I arrived at a reception late yesterday afternoon given by
General and Mrs. Bradley for General and Mrs. Ridgway, Mr. Foster, Deputy
Secretary of Defense, took me into a corner to discuss our representations
against the movement of the Canadian Company. He expressed strong personal
sympathy with the Canadian point of view, but said the matter had been
considered carefully at the Pentagon yesterday afternoon and that the Joint
Chiefs of Staff had discussed it at some length. He thought I had better hear
the results from General Bradley.

2. General Bradley told us that the movement to Koje had advanced too far
for it to be cancelled without causing grave military embarrassment. He
understood that the units from the Commonwealth Division were en route and
might indeed already have arrived. To cancel the movement at this stage would
certainly be widely known and might well provide some fresh material for
Communist propaganda, on the ground that it would be interpreted as showing
a split in the common front. He referred to the presence on Koje of the
Netherlands Battalion and some contingents from other U.N. forces. I
gathered that either Far East Command or 8th Army Headquarters planned to
reinforce the U.S. and South Korean guard troops on Koje with detachments
from other U.N. units as a demonstration that there was a common front
among the Allies and the settled determination to clean up the situation as soon
as possible.

3. Foster, Bradley, and Lovett (with whom I later had a discussion) all spoke
in the strongest language about the mishandling of the situation which had
taken place and for which the U.S. forces were responsible. It was necessary to
re-establish authority inside the stockades without any delay. It was also
desirable to stiffen or replace South Korean guard troops because of their
instability.

4. 1 said to them we now seemed to have arrived at a situation in which the
military embarrassment of cancelling the movement of the Canadians had to
be weighed against the political embarrassment in Canada of involving
Canadian forces, and in consequence the Canadian Government, in participa-
tion in a situation for which they had no responsibility; it was evident that the
move had important political undertones and should not be regarded as wholly
a military matter. I feared that it might affect the close collaboration of
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Canada in the Korean operation, which we all desired to maintain. Since,
however, the highest military authority here and the Secretary of Defense
thought it would be a grave embarrassment to change the orders, what I would
do is to lay their views before the Canadian Government. I mentioned also the
points that the Canadian Brigade had been sent to Korea for combat duty only
and that the Canadian Government throughout the last war had steadfastly
resisted the break-up of Canadian overseas forces without prior consultation.
On the last point, Foster jokingly remarked that he was sure it could be
arranged for the whole Canadian Brigade to move to Koje.

5. I think that we shall have to acquiesce without further protest. Lovett and
Foster expressed the hope that we would not instruct the Canadian Com-
mander to refuse to make the Canadian detachment available. I said that the
Canadian Government had no intention of interfering with the military chain
of command. The order for the movement was, in our view, unwise and
politically embarrassing. What we had hoped was that instructions to withdraw
it would be despatched from Washington. I said that a move of this nature
should not take place without prior intergovernmental consultation. This might
do something to prevent a repetition of the same sort of thing.

6. Bradley remarked that General Clark at present was mainly concerned
with clearing up the situation in the prison camps and was determined to take
at once what action was necessary and consistent with the Geneva Convention
to establish proper authority in the camps. Foster referred to the demotion
announced yesterday of Dodd' and Colson? and added that in his judgment this
was a quite insufficient penalty. To judge from a brief word with Freeman
Matthews, I think that I shall hear no more from the State Department about
our representations, since the views of the Department of Defense have been
put to me on the highest level.

Note: Sent to London as No. 1107

'Le brigadier général Francis T. Dodd, commandant du camp de prisonniers de Koje-do de
février 4 mai; relevé de ce commandement aprés cette date.

Brigadier General Francis T. Dodd, Commandant of Koje-do Prison Camp from February to
May; thereupon relieved of command. .

?Le brigadier général Charles F. Colson, chef d'état-major, corps d’armée I des Etats-Unis; il
assuma le commandement du camp de prisonniers de Koje-do en mai; il fut relevé de ce
commandement peu de temps aprés.

Brigadier General Charles F. Colson, Chief of Staff, United States 1 Corps; assumed command
of Koje-do Prison Camp in May; relieved of command shortly thereafter.
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65. DEA/50069-J-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-1181 Ottawa, May 26, 1952
SECRET. MOST IMMEDIATE.

ASSIGNMENT OF CANADIAN TROOPS TO KOJE ISLAND

Please deliver the following message to the State Department. A statement
along these lines will be made in the House of Commons this afternoon.
Message begins:

The Canadian Government recognizes the importance of re-establishing and
maintaining effective control over Communist prisoners of war captured in
Korean operations. The Canadian Government also recognizes that custody of
prisoners of war is a military responsibility which should te performed in
accordance with military requirements.

It has, however, been a long established policy of the Canadian Government
that Canadian forces despatched abroad for military operations should remain
under Canadian command and control and that, except in the event of a
military emergency which does not permit of time for consultation, no part of
these forces should be detached therefrom except after consultation and with
the agreement of the Canadian Government.

The Canadian Government therefore views with concern the despatch of a
Company of the 25th Infantry Brigade to Koje Island without prior consulta-
tion with the Canadian Government, and hopes that it may be possible to re-
unite this Company with the rest of the Canadian Brigade as soon as possible.
Meanwhile, the Canadian forces concerned will, of course, carry out loyally the
orders of the Unified Command with respect to participation in guarding
prisoners of war on Koje Island. The Canadian Government also wishes to be
reassured that, if it is proposed in the future to detach any Canadian forces
from Canadian command and control for military or other duties, this will be
done only after consultation and with the consent of the Canadian Govern-
ment, except in the event of a military emergency which does not permit of
time for such consultation. Message ends.
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66. DEA/50069-J-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-1418 Washington, May 26, 1952
SECRET. IMMEDIATE.

ASSIGNMENT OF CANADIAN TROOPS TO KOJE
Reference: Your EX-1182° of May 26.

1. I delivered at 2:30 p.m. to Freeman Matthews and Alexis Johnson of the
State Department copies of the draft of the statement which you made in the
House of Commons this afternoon, under a letter saying that I expected to
follow up shortly and in a formal manner the request for assurances at the end
of the message. We are not likely to get a written reply unless this request is
made in a note to the Secretary of State.

2. 1 have doubts whether we will get a satisfactory answer. The State
Department must consult the Pentagon, and the Pentagon would almost
certainly consult Far East Command before a reply is made. There is likely to
be an involved argument about the boundary between purely military issues
within the discretion of the Field Commander and issues in which the political
element is clear enough to call for inter-governmental consultation before
orders are issued.

3. I feel sure that the case for satisfactory assurances would be strengthened
if the United Kingdom Government were to express a view to the State
Department which is parallel to our own position. It appears from London
telegram No. 1299 of today that their reaction to the movement of their forces
to Koje is similar to ours.

4. If you wish me to make a formal issue of the question, I shall be glad to
know how far you want me to go. Should it be limited to the central point in
your statement? The statement given in EX-1181 deals only with our objection
to the detachment without consultation of a part of our main force — an
objection which in this instance could be met by sending the whole force to
Koje. This statement, however, as you said on the telephone, was drafted in a
deliberate effort to head off awkward questions in parliament which might be
seriously embarrassing to the United States. If its substance is incorporated in
a note to the Secretary of State, should not a more rounded statement of our
objectives to the movement be included?

*Probablement le télégramme EX-1181.
Probably telegram EX-1181.
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67. DEA/50069-J-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-1193 Ottawa, May 27, 1952
SECRET. IMMEDIATE.

MOVEMENT OF CANADIAN COMPANY TO KOJE ISLAND
Reference: Your WA-1418 of May 26.* Koje.

If the only way by which we can get a reply to our representations is by a
formal note, that, of course, will have to be sent to the State Department, if
you have not already done so. However, we would be quite satisfied with an
oral and less formal reply to the only request that we are making of the United
States Government, namely, that contained in the last sentence of my
statement in the House of Commons yesterday. Naturally we would like the
reply to be in such a form that it could be made public. It certainly is not one
that should cause difficulty or delay in Washington for it involves only the
assurance that unless military emergencies make it necessary, our Brigade will
not be broken up without consultation and agreement. In this connection you
should point out that our force in Korea, unlike the forces of some of our
United Nations allies, is a brigade group, or what I believe the Americans call
a regimental combat team — in other words a self-contained military unit. Our
request may be, as the press reports from Washington, ““a tempest in a teapot”
to United States officials, but it is of real importance to us because of the
principle involved. It is also of no help to us to have an Eighth Army
spokesman say that the proper procedure was observed when the Common-
wealth General gave his consent to the move.

2. 1 think it important that we restrict our intervention, at least our formal
intervention, to the question of the breaking up of the Brigade, and not confuse
it with the other aspect of the Koje question which, though equally and possibly
even more disturbing, is not one about which we have made any public
statement or any formal representation to the United States. We are anxious
here to avoid a discussion of this other aspect of the question, namely the
wisdom of inserting troops of other nations than the United States into a
situation which was created entirely by the United States and which, it might
be thought, would have been dealt with by them. You will recall that a few
days ago we asked for a copy of the report that General Clark was sending on
the situation in Koje, a not unreasonable request in the circumstances. We
have also made our concern over developments in Koje known in what was
meant to be a friendly and constructive way. It seems an ironical return for this
expression of interest to move a company of a Canadian Brigade to Koje. If the
United States authorities felt that to re-unite the Brigade as soon as possible it
was necessary to send the rest of the Canadian troops to Koje, the fat would

‘Le document 66./Document 66.
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certainly be in the fire. I hope, however, that this possibility is not advanced
seriously.

3. I fully appreciate the desirability of taking our stand in this matter on
grounds which would appeal not only to the United Kingdom but perhaps also
to other countries involved in United Nations action in Korea. These
governments may be less concerned than we are over the question of the unity
of their forces in Korea. They must, it seems to me, be equally concerned over
the action of the United States military authorities in taking a political decision
regarding the employment of allied units without prior consultation with the
governments concerned. I think that the impression that you gathered from
General Bradley’s statement as reported in your WA-1409 of May 24 that the
despatch of contingents from other United Nations forces was designed as “a
demonstration that there was a common front among the allies” indicates
clearly enough that the United States authorities themselves must realize that
this was in the nature of a political or political warfare decision. The question
of prior consultation with the governments concerned in such decisions clearly
raises a principle which has most important implications both in the United
Nations and in the NATO context. I do not suggest that this consideration
should be put forward formally at this time to the State Department as we wish
to avoid the delays indicated in paragraph 2 of your WA 1418 of May 26
which might arise out of an argument on the question of the borderline
between military and political decisions. I think, however, that in discussing
this matter with the State Department you should let them know that in our
view this further and very important principle is involved.

68. DEA/50069-]-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 1241 Washington, May 28, 1952
SECRET

MOVEMENT OF CANADIAN TROOPS TO KOJE ISLAND
Reference: My messages WA-1436' and WA-1437" of May 28th, 1952,

I enclose two copies of the note addressed to the Acting Secretary of State
which I left with Mr. Freeman Matthews, Deputy Under Secretary of State,
this afternoon. The first paragraph of this note is identical with that in the
draft included in WA-1427 of May 27th" and the second paragraph with the
text given in paragraph 2 of your EX-1201 of May 28th."
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[PIECE JOINTE/ENCLOSURE]
DEA/50069-J-40

L’ambassadeur aux Etats- Unis
au secrétaire d’Etat par intérim des Etats-Unis

Ambassador in United States
to Acting Secretary of State of United States

No. 375 Washington, May 28, 1952

Sir:

I have the honour to refer to the statement made in the Canadian House of
Commons on May 26th by the Honourable L.B. Pearson arising out of the
transfer of a detachment from the 25th Canadian Infantry Brigade in Korea
for duty guarding prisoners of war on Koje Island. A copy of Mr. Pearson’s
statement was transmitted to the Department of State shortly before the
statement was made."

The Canadian Government desires to receive assurances that if it is
proposed in future to detach, for military or other duties, any Canadian ground
forces in Korea from the 25th Canadian Infantry Brigade Group and its
affiliated Services, this will be done only after consultation and with the
consent of the Canadian Government, except in the event of a military
emergency which does not permit of time for such consultation. I should be
glad if you would take the necessary steps to secure from the Unified
Command the assurances desired by the Canadian Government.

Accept, etc.
H.H. WRONG

69. DEA/50069-J-40

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

Ambassador in United States
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

TELEGRAM WA-1616 Washington, June 17, 1952
CONFIDENTIAL. MOST IMMEDIATE.

MOVEMENT OF CANADIAN COMPANY TO KOJE ISLAND
Reference: My telegram WA-1615 of June 17th.f

Following is the State Department’s note of June 17th in reply to our note
No. 375 of May 28th. Text begins:

Excellency:

I have the honor to acknowledge the receipt of your note No. 375, dated
May 28, 1952, with reference to the transfer of a detachment from the 25th
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Canadian Infantry Brigade in Korea for duty guarding prisoners of war on
Koje Island. Your note expressed the desire of the Canadian Government to
receive assurances that, if it is proposed in the future to detach any Canadian
ground forces from this Brigade Group and its affiliated services, this will be
done only after consultation and with the consent of the Canadian Govern-
ment, except in the event of a military emergency which does not permit time
for such consultation. It was also requested that the United States Government
take the necessary steps to secure from the Unified Command the assurances
sought by the Canadian Government.

The United States Government has given careful consideration to the
attitude of the Canadian Government on this question as expressed in the note
and also in the statement made by Mr. Pearson in Parliament, a copy of which
was furnished to the Department of State shortly before its delivery. The
United States Government has taken the matter up with the Commanding
General of the United Nations Forces in Korea.

The Government of the United States is informed by the Commanding
General that in the case of the transfer of the Canadian Rifle Company
referred to, he explained personally to the Senior British Liaison Officer the
proposed use of British Commonwealth troops, who in turn obtained
concurrence of the Commander in Chief, British Commonwealth Forces. Prior
to the issuance of the transfer order by the latter, the Commander of the
Canadian Military Mission, Far East, was also informed. At the same time
that the Canadian Company was transferred, a company of United Kingdom
troops, a company of Greek troops and additional United States troops were
similarly assigned to augment United Nations forces at Koje, which already
included Netherlands, Republic of Korea, and of course, United States forces.

The Government of the United States, while appreciating the traditional
policy of the Canadian Government that its forces despatched abroad for
military operations should remain under Canadian command and control, must
point out the implications of having injected into combined operations in the
field the concept of governmental consultation and consent. This is the first
occasion this type of problem has been raised by any government with forces in
Korea serving under the Unified Command and the Government of the United
States feels it necessary to point out the difficulties which could occur in
combined operations if a commander should be required to take into account
factors other than the direct military ones present when issuing a command for
the deployment of his troops. If such practice should become widespread and
one participating country or another should bring forward special conditions
important to itself, it is not difficult to foresee the development of a situation
which might so restrict the authority of the command as to threaten to
jeopardize the success of our common struggle in Korea or of any combined
operation. The Government of the United States is confident that the Canadian
Government, for its part, will appreciate the importance of these considerations
and also that circumstances may not always permit the Commanding General
of the United Nations Forces in Korea to take into account special conditions
affecting the service of several national contingents under its command.
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Nevertheless, the United States Government appreciates the political
importance attached by the Government of Canada to the maintenance of its
forces as a unit and the public feeling in Canada underlying Canada’s
traditional position and, therefore, desires to meet the wishes of the Canadian
Government in this matter insofar as practicable without endangering the
United Nations military effort in Korea. Consequently, despite the concern
expressed above, the United States Government states that while it may not in
every instance be feasible or in the best interests of the United Nations
Command as a whole, the United States Government will bear in mind the
views of the Canadian Government and attempt to meet the desires of the
Government of Canada.

Text ends.

70. PCO
Extrait des conclusions du Cabinet
Extract from Cabinet Conclusions

TOP SECRET [Ottawa,] June 18, 1952

KOREA; DESPATCH OF PART OF CANADIAN 25TH INFANTRY BRIGADE
TO KOJE ISLAND

21. The Secretary of State for External Affairs, referring to discussion at the
meeting of May 28th said a reply had now been received to the note of that day
which the Canadian Ambassador at Washington had delivered to the U.S.
Secretary of State and which sought assurances from the U.S. government that
in future Canadian ground forces would not be detached from the 25th Brigade
without prior consultation with the Canadian government except in the event of
a military emergency which did not permit time for such consultation.

The U.S. reply, dated June 17th, was to a certain extent contradictory. The
State Department was obviously desirous of meeting the Canadian request in
so far as the exigencies of the military situation permitted, whereas the
Department of Defence rather implied that military operations could not be
carried out successfully in Korea if the Unified Command was placed under
the obligation of securing the consent of the Canadian government before
ordering a deployment of troops which entailed separating any part of the 25th
Canadian Infantry Brigade from the main body.

22. The Cabinet, after discussion, noted the report by the Secretary of State
for External Affairs on the United States reply to the Canadian note of May
28th, which sought assurances from the U.S. government that in future
Canadian ground forces would not be detached from the 25th Canadian
Infantry Brigade without prior consultation with and consent of the Canadian
government except in the event of a military emergency which did not permit
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time for such consultation, and agreed that he indicate the U.S. reply was more
or less satisfactory, but that it should not be published in extenso.

J.W. PICKERSGILL

SEcTIONC

LE BOMBARDEMENT DES CENTRALES HYDRO-ELECTRIQUES DU YALU
BOMBING OF YALU POWER INSTALLATIONS

71. 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-1677 Washington, June 24, 1952
SECRET. IMMEDIATE.

BOMBING OF YALU POWER INSTALLATIONS
Reference: Wilgress-Ignatieff telephone conversations.
Addressed External WA-1677, repeated Permdel New York No. 235.

1. This question was raised at a meeting this morning at the British Embassy
with Lord Alexander and Mr. Lloyd. The meeting was attended by Ambassa-
dors of Commonwealth countries with forces in Korea.

2. None of those present had received an advance warning of the operation
except Lord Alexander, who said it had been mentioned to him when he was
talking to General Bradley yesterday. He thought that, although the plans for
the operation had probably been prepared for a considerable period, the
decision to launch the attack had been taken only a short time ahead. There
had been no discussion of such an operation when he was in Japan and Korea.
Bradley told him this morning that reports received today about the results
were highly favourable. Lord Alexander thinks it likely, however, that much of
the damage will probably be quickly repaired.

3. There was some discussion about whether this action was in accordance
with agreed policy, with Spender in particular questioning its propriety without
prior consultation. Lloyd was troubled about the effect on opinion in the
United Kingdom, particularly as it took place when Alexander and he were in
Washington; it would be assumed by many that they had been consulted and
had given their assent either when they were here or when they were in the Far
East.

4. 1 have not yet had time to check our records so as to form an opinion
whether there was any understanding that consultation would take place before
the installations were bombed. I believe, however, that, since the matter was
last discussed a good many months ago, the circumstances, both military and
political, have changed considerably. The installations are, of course, a
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legitimate military target and the power they produce is certainly being
employed for munitions making and other military purposes in both North
Korea and Manchuria.

5. Confirming the information given by Ignatieff by telephone, the State
Department’s comments, as given by Alexis Johnson, are:

(a) That the State Department knew that the attack was going to take place,
but did not tell any of the other governments concerned in Washington as they
regarded the attack within existing policy, i.e., not to extend air attack of
Korea with exceptions known to us;

(b) That the attack was based upon existing military directives, and

(c) That the attack was based upon purely military considerations and did
not have any direct political implications. He admitted that it might have some
political effects upon the discussions at Panmunjom, but these should be
regarded as by-products.

6. It seems to me that Johnson under-emphasized the probable effect on the
armistice negotiations. I think it likely that this attack at this particular
juncture was intended to show the Communists how vulnerable they would be
to retaliation if they sought to stage a massive air offensive; such a demonstra-
tion of air power might bring about a disposition to meet us on the issue of
prisoners of war.

72. 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-1411 Ottawa, June 25, 1952
SECRET. IMMEDIATE.

YALU BOMBING
Reference: Your telegram WA-1677 of June 24, 1952.

This is a very strange business and difficult to understand especially as
Alexander and party were in Korea at the time these plans were being made
and were told nothing about them. It seems to be an inadequate return for
Alexander’s friendly statements about United States operations in Korea. I
note that the State Department thought that the Allied Military Missions in
Japan were informed in advance of the bombings. The Minister of National
Defence has just received a telegram from the Canadian Military Mission to
the effect that neither General Bridgeford nor Connelly® were informed of the
intention to bomb the hydro installations. I hope that we will not be asked to

’Le brigadier général A.B. Connelly, commandant de la mission militaire du Canada 4 Tokyo.
Brigadier General A.B. Connelly, Commander of Canadian Military Mission in Tokyo.
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take too seriously the statement that there are no direct political implications
in this operation.

73. 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-1697 Washington, June 25, 1952
SECRET

YALU BOMBING
Reference: Your EX-1411¢ of June 25th.
Addressed External WA-1697, repeated Permdel No. 240,

1. I mentioned this matter to Hickerson this afternoon before receiving your
telegram. Hickerson said that there had been an intention to inform through
military channels (I think in Washington) the British and perhaps two or three
other governments, including ourselves, that the operation was to be
undertaken. The operation, however, got under way in advance of expectations
here and was actually going on when Bradley mentioned it to Alexander on
Monday morning. While he agreed that there were political implications in the
operation, he insisted — and they will stick to this story — that they were only
incidental to its military purpose. He confirmed that none of the Allied
military representatives in Tokyo had been warned.

2. Hickerson, who spent part of this morning with the Joint Chiefs of Staff,
went on to emphasize the difficulties in the way of consultation with other
governments before undertaking an operation like this. It was absolutely
essential to maintain complete secrecy; if there had been the slightest warning,
anti-aircraft guns, in the use of which the Chinese were showing great
efficiency, would have been rushed to the power installations. It was quite
impossible to let any government in whose security they did not have entire
confidence know that the operation was planned. If governments whose
security they trusted had been consulted in advance and an argument had
developed over whether it should be undertaken, experience had shown that
there was usually a leak before the argument was concluded.

3. There is a good deal of force in these views. I referred to the exchanges of
last September as at least implying that a few trusted governments would be
notified in advance. He said that he had not studied the records himself, but
that Johnson had done so and had assured him that there was no commitment
at that time on the part of the Unified Command.

®Notre copie du document porte la note suivante:
The following was written on this copy of the document:
originated by Mr. Pearson.
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4. He told me that Alexander and Lloyd had had a further discussion with
United States officials, 1 think at the State Department, shortly before they
left Washington at 2 p.m. yesterday. Alexander seemed quite unperturbed and
remarked that the action was a very good show; this is the impression he gave
me at the British Embassy earlier that day. Lloyd, however, had been deeply
worried at the prospect of the political reaction in the United Kingdom,
correctly anticipating the reaction of the Opposition.

5. We have learned from the Australian Embassy that they were told by the
State Department on April 16th that notwithstanding the consultations of last
September, the conclusion had been reached here that a strike against the
power installations could be undertaken without governmental consultation.
The State Department added that there was no intention at that time to take
this action. The Australian Government apparently did not comment on this
view, which was not communicated by the State Department to the British or
ourselves. My last discussion of possible action against the power facilities was
that reported in my WA-3571 of October 2nd, 1951.

74, 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-1431 Ottawa, June 26, 1952
SECRET. IMPORTANT.

YALU BOMBING
Reference: Your WA-1697 of June 25.

We have noticed from a C.R.O. telegram that the State Department has
apologized for the error in judgment in failing to appreciate the reaction of
political opinion in allied countries. This evening’s papers say that Mr. Acheson
has made an apology in London.

2. This, together with the fact that the military authorities in the United
States considered the question of the Yalu bombing sufficiently doubtful to
have it cleared with the State Department and the President, would seem to us
to make it impossible for the State Department to maintain any longer that the
action was purely military and had no political implications.

3. You will have noted the inconsistencies between Mr. Lovett’s public
statement that he assumed that other United Nations members had been aware
of the plan for the attack through their liasion officers, and the fact that those
liaison officers had never been informed.

4. It does not seem to me that any useful purpose would be served at this time
by public criticism or by formal representations to the State Department. I
would be grateful however, when you next see Mr. Hickerson, if you would, in
the light of the information set forth above, inform him that I trust that the
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State Department now accepts the view that the political implications of the
Yalu bombing were of sufficient importance to warrant consultation by the
United States with its principal allies. You should go on to express our hope
that there will be better procedures for consultations in the future so that a
recurrence of this kind of thing can be avoided.

5. You might explain to Mr. Hickerson that we are especially interested in
this matter at the present time since the CCF may arise this matter when the
supplementary estimates of the Department come before the House.”

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-1712 Washington, June 27, 1952
SECRET. IMPORTANT.

YALU BOMBING AND INTER-ALLIED LIAISON ON
KOREAN PROBLEMS

1. It is likely that one result of the Yalu affair will be that the British at least
will improve their position for getting advance knowledge about what is being
planned, perhaps by the appointment of a British Deputy Chief of Staff to
General Clark. We have long been worried by the defects in our own liaison,
especially in the case of actions which, from the military point of view, may be
covered by existing agreed directives, but nevertheless have strong political
implications. The Yalu bombing and the movement of Canadian troops to Koje
are the two most recent examples.

2. In Washington, the regular meetings which have been held at the State
Department since January, 1951, have for some time been only an occasion for
giving out information on what has already taken place. The size of the
meetings and the lack of confidence in the security of some governments
represented makes this limitation a necessity. Furthermore, the presence of a
Korean representative prevents discussion at these meetings of Korean internal
problems.

3. Consultation about future plans takes place occasionally at small meetings
summoned by the State Department, attended usually by representatives of the
Commonwealth Governments with combat forces in Korea. Normally
consultation is done on a bilateral basis, with the initiative taken by the
Embassy concerned. Information also is sometimes volunteered by the State
Department to individual Embassies. These procedures are ineffective for
dealing with mixed military and political matters.

"Note marginale:;/Marginal note:
This was approved by Mr. Pearson before despatch. E[scott] R]eid]
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4. I mentioned when in Ottawa last week that I thought that better means of
contact on such matters might be developed in Tokyo rather than in
Washington. How it could best be achieved 1 do not know, but it seems quite
evident from recent experience that our methods of liaison with Clark’s
headquarters are unsatisfactory. No uniform system covering all governments
which have contributed forces can be safely devised.

5. At this stage the British are making the running with the Americans,
particularly taking advantage of the presence of Acheson in London. Perhaps
we should now discuss the issues frankly with the British, expressing whatever
doubts we may have about their securing an exclusive position.

6. I suggest improvements in Tokyo rather than in Washington for another
reason. Here, when we discuss matters with the State Department, our
observations, if they require discussion with Far East Command, must go from
the State Department to the Pentagon and thence to Tokyo, a course during
which they may well be annotated, distorted, or expunged. I have considered
the possibility of proposing meetings with mixed State Department and
Pentagon representatives, but I am sure that that would not work. Such an idea
is distasteful to the Pentagon, and in any case there can scarcely be open
discrimination in favour of the more trusted governments with forces in Korea.

7. An important question, which applies to the Yalu bombing and similar
military operations with political aspects, is whether (provided they are not
clearly outside existing directives) it is reasonable to ask for advance
information or for prior consultation. As Acheson explained in London
yesterday, it had been intended to give advance information on the Yalu
operation to the British and perhaps others here, but only within a few hours of
the operation itself. Hickerson held forth to me on Wednesday about the real
risks involved if prior consultation were undertaken and also the difficulty of
deciding what governments can safely be consulted. (See my WA-1697 of June
25th.)

76. 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-1726 Washington, June 27, 1952
SECRET

YALU BOMBING
Reference: Your EX-1431 of June 26.

1. I discussed the contents of your message with Hickerson this afternoon. As
to paragraph 2, he pointed out accurately that the State Department had never
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maintained that the action was purely military and had no political implica-
tions. They have admitted that there were political implications, but have taken
the position that these were incidental to the military purposes.

2. We had a lengthy discussion based on the observations in your paragraph 4
about the possible improvement of methods of consultation. You will have
received my WA-1712 of this morning on this general subject. Hickerson went
over at length all the difficulties in the way of determining “the principal
allies” who might be consulted. As illustrations, he said that they had
confidence in Turkey’s internal security. But Turkish codes were vulnerable,
and that French codes also were vulnerable and there were still doubts about
French internal security. He agreed, of course, that the reaction, in Great
Britain especially, to the Yalu bombing was unfortunate, particularly because
of the presence of British Ministers in Washington at the time. The most that
he thought could be done before an operation such as this was undertaken
would be privately to inform the British and possibly a few other governments
that the operation was about to take place, using a military channel; the
military risks involved were too great to warrant an attempt to secure
governmental approval from whatever governments could in the context be
regarded as the principal allies.

3. He asked me whether I thought the British Cabinet would be in a happier
position if they had in fact been either informed or consulted about the
operation — a pertinent question. Would it have been easier for you to deal
with the question asked in the House yesterday if you had been able to answer
that the Canadian Government was consulted before the action took place?

4. This discussion confirmed me in the view expressed in my WA-1712 that
we should go over these issues with the British to find out what they are aiming
at, and should seek for approved arrangements in Tokyo as a possible means of
improving contact. Hickerson incidentally mentioned that in talks with
Alexander here about the possibility of appointing a British Deputy Chief of
Staff to General Clark it had been made clear that in the United States view
other Commonwealth countries should participate in some way in such an
arrangement if it were adopted.

5. Hickerson gave me a number of illustrations of the difficulties which the
State Department had faced when it had leaked out that information about the
Korean situation had been given only to a selected few. The last instance was a
vigorous complaint from the French Embassy based on a report, which was in
fact untrue, that the British had been told in advance about the Yalu
operation.
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SECTION D

LIAISON AVEC LE COMMANDANT DES NATIONS UNIES A TOKYO
LIAISON WITH UNITED NATIONS COMMANDER IN TOKYO

71. DEA/50069-K-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 1306 Ottawa, June 28, 1952

SECRET. IMMEDIATE

Following is text of telegram on command arrangements in Korea from the
Commonwealth Relations Office to Earnscliffe, dated June 27, which was
handed to us by the Acting High Commissioner yesterday with a request for a
reply in time for the governmental statement in the House of Commons in
London on July 1. Begins:

1) Mr. Acheson (at his meeting in London) has informed Foreign Secretary
that United States Government have agreed to suggestion for appointment of a
Deputy Chief of Staff for operations in Korea at General Clark’s headquarters
but would like this officer to “represent interests” of other Commonwealth
Governments concerned as well.

2) We would greatly welcome an arrangement under which United Kingdom
officer for this post would be a “Commonwealth” appointment and very much
hope that Mr. Acheson’s proposal will commend itself to other Commonwealth
Governments with forces in Korea (Canada, Australia, New Zealand, South
Africa and India). It should improve contacts between the Commonwealth and
the United Nations Command on the purely military side and thus prove of
value to our collective effort in Korea.

3) In debates in both Houses on Ist July it is contemplated that Minister of
Defence and Minister of State will make statements about their visit to Korea
and we would wish to make appropriate announcement about Deputy Chief of
Staff appointment then. Ends.

2. You may say to the United Kingdom authorities that for our part we
would welcome the appointment of a United Kingdom officer as Deputy Chief
of Staff to General Mark Clark and think that this may prove a very helpful
development. It would certainly be useful from our point of view that this
officer should bear in mind the interests of other Commonwealth countries
with forces in Korea and we would appreciate an arrangement of this kind. For
your own information, we have some doubts as to how far a Deputy Chief of
Staff could go in representing Commonwealth interests. His first loyalty would,
of course, have to be to General Mark Clark and through him to the United
States Chiefs of Staff. In view of his position on General Clark’s staff, he could
not in practice, it seems to us, be a channel of communication to the
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Commonwealth military liaison officers. Despite these inevitable limitations on
his usefulness in improving our contacts with the United Nations Command,
we can see advantage from our point of view in his appointment, particularly if
an officer is chosen who possesses some sensitivity to political developments.
Such an officer could no doubt call to General Clark’s attention from time to
time the necessity for consultation with authorities of Commonwealth countries
on operational decisions having a political or semi-political content. In this
connection we should like to see a copy of the directive if issued by the United
Kingdom Government to the Deputy Chief of Staff.

3. With regard to the suggestion that this should be a *“Commonwealth
appointment” you should say to the United Kingdom authorities that we are
quite a little puzzled by such a description of the nature of the appointment. In
our view the appointment of a Deputy Chief of Staff to General Mark Clark
would obviously be a United Nations appointment. The decision to appoint a
Commonwealth officer to this post is surely one for the Unified Command. As
already explained, we would welcome the appointment of a Commonwealth
officer to the post but we feel that it should be made clear in any United
Kingdom Government statement in the House of Commons that this
appointment is made by the Unified Command on behalf of the United
Nations.

4. You will recall that during the discussions relative to the formation of the
First (Commonwealth) Division, the Canadian Government, while welcoming
the formation of the Division, for operational purposes felt that it was essential
that the title should be approved by the Unified Command. As reported in
United Kingdom Army message from Kure, Japan, No. Z 8233 of April 29,
1951, “specific concurrence of Unified Command has been obtained ‘First
(Commonwealth) Division, United Nations forces.” ” You may wish to draw
this telegram to the attention of the United Kingdom authorities as precedent.

78. DEA/50069-K-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 1307 Ottawa, June 28, 1952

SECRET. IMMEDIATE.
Reference: My telegram No. 1306 of June 28.
The following is for your general guidance.

2. The Prime Minister feels you will no doubt have in mind the attitude we
have maintained here about our participation in the Korean conflict. Canada
recognized an obligation to the United Nations and wished to discharge that
obligation directly and not by means of a contribution to a Commonwealth
effort to discharge any joint Commonwealth obligation. The directive issued to
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Brigadier Rockingham?® instructed him to proceed to Korea with the 25th
Canadian Infantry Brigade Group under his command for operations with the
United Nations forces under the control of the Commander of such forces.
Paragraph 7 of those directives was as follows:

“The principle of the separate entity of the Canadian Force, however, shall
at all times be maintained. While the grouping of forces is a matter for the
operational command to decide, it is anticipated that in the normal course of
operations or other activities of the United Nations Forces, your tasks and
undertaking will be so allotted or arranged, having regard to the size of the
Canadian Force, that its Canadian entity will readily be preserved.”

3. We are anxious to have this new development made and announced in such
manner as not to conflict with this general attitude.

79. DEA/50069-K-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 1483 London, June 30, 1952

SECRET. IMMEDIATE.
Reference: Your telegrams Nos. 1306 and 1307 of June 28.

1. I spoke to Liesching® in the sense of your telegrams. He tells me that Mr.
Churchill is likely to make the announcement about changes in the Korea
command arrangements himself in the course of tomorrow’s debate. CRO will
endeavour to see that the language he uses takes into account the points made
in your messages. They hope to get a draft back to you tonight through
Earnscliffe.

2. All Commonwealth countries except India have concurred in arrangement
proposed. Position of India will be safeguarded by limiting the reference in Mr.
Churchill’s statement to Commonwealth countries with combatant forces in
Korea.

8Le brigadier général J.M. Rockingham, Force spéciale de I’Armée canadienne (25¢ brigade
d’infanterie canadienne).
Brigadier General J.M. Rockingham, Canadian Army Special Force (25th Canadian Infantry
Brigade).
5Sir Percivale Liesching, sous-secrétaire d’Etat aux Relations avec le Commonwealth.
Sir Percivale Liesching, Permanent Under-Secretary of State for Commonwealth Relations.
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80. DEA/50069-K-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

TeELEGRAM EX-1523 Ottawa, July 10, 1952
SECRET

METHODS OF CONSULTATION AND LIAISON WITH
UNITED NATIONS COMMANDER IN TOKYO
We are considering this problem in the light of the recent discussion in
London between Mr. Acheson and Mr. Eden (see telegrams 1489 of June 30
and 1514 of July 3 from Canada House)."

2. In the meantime, I think that it would be desirable for you to explain
informally the following to the State Department, at the earliest convenient
opportunity.

3. The Canadian Government welcomes the appointment of a Common-
wealth officer'® as Deputy Chief of Staff to General Clark. We have no doubt
that the State Department will agree with our view that the appointment is not
a substitute for any existing obligations to consult, or for any existing methods
of consultation and liaison with, the Canadian Government, on political or
military matters relating to the prosecution of the war or the employment of
the Canadian forces. We consider the appointment of the Deputy Chief of
Staff as an additional device.

4. Probably the foregoing is well-understood by the State Department, the
Pentagon and the United Nations Commander, but we wish to assist in
avoiding any future misunderstanding by saying it to the State Department
and through them to the Pentagon and General Clark.

5. If you see any objection to this course, I should be grateful for your views.

19Plus tard ce texte est devenu :
This was later changed to:
an officer from a Commonwealth country.
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81. DEA/50069-K-40

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

Ambassador in United States
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

TELEGRAM WA-1822 Washington, July 11, 1952
SECRET

CONSULTATIONS ON MILITARY OPERATIONS IN KOREA
Reference: Your EX-1523 of July 10.

1. I have given the State Department the contents of paragraph 3 of your
message in the form of an “‘oral message”. In doing so I said that [ was sure
that it would cause no difficulties, but that we would like to be certain that our
understanding of the effect on consultation of the appointment of a Common-
wealth General as Deputy Chief of Staff to General Clark was shared by the
State Department, the Pentagon, and General Clark.

2. Developments since June 27 have not led me to alter the views on the
methods of consultation which I expressed in my messages WA-1712 and WA-
1726 of that date," except to give rise to doubts that a useful system can be
established in Tokyo. I note from London telegrams 1514 of July 3,' 1499 of
July 2,7 and 1489 of June 30,' that the difficulties are clearly realized there in
the way of establishing additional means of consultation which must, for
security reasons, be restricted to a narrow selection from the governments with
forces in Korea. We have received from the Australian Embassy a copy of a
telegram on this subject dated July 5, which must also have been sent to you.
The chief suggestions, that “United States-British Commonwealth consultative
machinery” in Washington should be strengthened and that a political adviser
to General Clark might transmit information through “ambassadors in Tokyo
of a selection of countries providing forces in Korea”, are of doubtful
practicality. Such arrangements, unless kept wholly secret, would arouse strong
protests from governments excluded from participation; if they were kept
secret, the governments included in them would be precluded from using
publicly any information received in this way in dealing with Parliamentary or
other enquiries.

3. Probably we shall have to make do with existing methods of consultation.
There are some indications that the rumpus over the Yalu bombing has
increased the anxiety of the State Department to keep some governments,
including ourselves, fully informed.

4. Something might also be done to make possible the provision in Tokyo of
political advice to General Clark on a regular basis, such as by the appoint-
ment of an American adviser to his staff. It would, I think, be impossible to
arrange that such advice should be given on a collective basis and that the

""Voir les documents 75 and 76./See Documents 75 and 76.
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ambassadors in Tokyo of certain countries should participate. A development
of this sort nevertheless might be useful. In addition, the appointment of a
British General as Deputy Chief of Staff should help to ensure that GHQ
Tokyo in considering future operations will not look at plans wholly through
American eyes.

82. DEA/50069-K-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 1564 London, July 11, 1952
SECRET

METHODS OF CONSULTATION AND LIAISON WITH
UNITED NATIONS COMMANDER IN TOKYO
Reference: Your telegram No. 1374 of July 10."2
I learned yesterday from Canadian Joint Staff, London, that the Ministry of
Defence has prepared a draft letter of instruction for the new Deputy Chief of
Staff to General Clark, which proposes inter alia that Commonwealth liaison
officers now accredited to the United Nations Commander-in-Chief should
henceforward maintain liaison with his Deputy Chief of Staff. In the
circumstances I thought it advisable to speak to the Commonwealth Relations
Office in the sense of the message you have asked our Ambassador in
Washington to convey to the Department of State on this subject.

83. DEA/50069-K-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 1409 Ottawa, July 15, 1952
SECRET

METHODS OF CONSULTATION AND LIAISON WITH
UNITED NATIONS COMMANDER IN TOKYO

Reference: Your telegram 1564 of July 11.
Following from Under-Secretary, Begins:

1. No doubt you will be kept informed by Canadian Joint Staff and by
Commonwealth Relations Office of developments. In this Department we are

12Voir le document 80./See Document 80.
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puzzled by the fact that the United Kingdom Ministry of Defence is drafting a
“letter of instruction” for the new Deputy Chief of Staff. If, as we understood,
this officer is to be the subordinate of General Clark, will he get official
instructions from the United Kingdom Government?

2. Could you, without at the moment expressing any opinion on behalf of the
Canadian Government, ascertain the nature and purpose of the proposed
document? We trust that the Canadian Government will have an adequate
opportunity to offer comments on the draft before it is issued by the United
Kingdom Government or passed by them to the Unified Command.

84. DEA/50069-K-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 1609 London, July 18, 1952
SECRET

CONSULTATION AND LIAISON WITH UNITED NATIONS
COMMANDER IN TOKYO

Reference: Your telegram No. 1409 of July 15.

I had already reminded General Bishop of the CRO of your desire to see
whatever directive or terms of reference might be drawn up for the new Deputy
Chief of Staff. Bishop has assured us of their intention to clear with other
Commonwealth Governments and to do so before discussion in Washington.
Bishop has been sitting in on Chiefs of Staff discussions and this procedure is
well understood in service quarters concerned.

2. Bishop added that the problem was extremely difficult, especially in view
of the need to safeguard existing channels and to preserve existing obligations
to consult, as you also had pointed out.

3. We sounded out Bishop today on the progress being made with the draft
instructions. He indicated that yesterday, July 16, the Cabinet Defence
Committee had considered a Chiefs of Staff paper. He was as yet not informed
of the outcome as he was still waiting to receive the necessary record. He
reiterated that our interest in the matter was being kept in mind and that his
Secretary of State had been acquainted with the position set out in paragraph 3
of your telegram No. 1374 of July 10.

4. 1 think there can be no doubt that the document under consideration
includes a set of draft instructions which embody an attempt on the part of the
United Kingdom authorities, as the prime movers in this matter, to reconcile
the need to safeguard existing arrangements vis-a-vis the Americans with the
compulsion to implement somehow or other the public announcement of July 1.
In view of the clear intention to discuss the detailed proposals with other
Commonwealth Governments and with the United States Government, it may
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be premature to assume that the final product is intended to be an instruction
issuing from the United Kingdom Government.

8s. DEA/50069-K-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 1645 London, July 23, 1952
SECRET. IMMEDIATE.

APPOINTMENT OF DEPUTY CHIEF OF STAFF, KOREA

Re{erence: CRO telegrams Y-No. 298," Y-No. 299" and Y-No. 300 of July
22.

Although we have been keeping in touch with United Kingdom authorities,
we had received no previous indication that the United Kingdom proposals
would be put to us with such urgency. The matter has evidently caused some
difficulty for the United Kingdom authorities and I learned yesterday from
Foreign Office and defence sources that Mr. Churchill would gladly have
dropped it but for the impossibility of presenting such a decision to Parliament.

2. The directive set out in Y-No. 300 seems intended as a directive from the
British Chiefs of Staff agreed with the Chiefs of Staff of the other Common-
wealth governments concerned. That is obviously the form in which United
Kingdom planners would first prepare the text but you may have wished to
have some explanation of why it is being circulated in that form not only to us
but to the Unified Command. My present information is that the United
Kingdom authorities for their part feel that it is essential to leave the appointed
officer in no doubt about his responsibility and about the channels of
communication. Perhaps at this stage I should not enquire further without
hearing from you.

3. As regards channels of communication in particular, you may not be
entirely convinced that the establishment of separate United Kingdom liaison
machinery in Tokyo is unrelated to the appointment of a British Deputy Chief
of Staff. Since the draft directive allows for the transmission of information by
this deputy on the authority (perhaps the word “instruction” might be better)
of the United Nations Commander, the deputy would no doubt have to pass the
information through the Tokyo-to-Canberra link unless separate United
Kingdom liaison was established. This may also pose the further question
whether the British Deputy Chief of Staff must or should discriminate between
the several Commonwealth liaison channels in Tokyo when passing on
information in such circumstances.
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86. DEA/50069-K-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 1471 Ottawa, July 24, 1952
SECRET. IMMEDIATE.

APPOINTMENT OF DEPUTY CHIEF OF STAFF, KOREA
Reference: You tel. 1645 of July 23.
Following from Acting Under-Secretary, Begins:

1. As the Acting United Kingdom High Commissioner had not received a
reply from London to our request for delay, we told him today that the Prime
Minister’s views were as follows:

“We adhere completely to the views previously expressed regarding the
Deputy Chief of Staff to General Clark in Tokyo. (See our telegram 1306 of
June 28.)"* We feel that the statement should make it clear that the appoint-
ment of the Deputy is being made by the United Nations Commander or the
Unified Command and we also feel that a simultaneous statement should be
issued by either the Unified Command or the United Nations Commander.”

2. The Prime Minister would like you to give these views immediately to the
United Kingdom Government. You might suggest the following new paragraph
for insertion in the draft statement:

“The actual appointment is being made by the United Nations Commander,
General Clark, under the authority vested in him by the Unified Command of
the United Nations.”

3. The draft statement is acceptable subject to the above. If United Kingdom
Government agrees on the need for a simultaneous announcement of the
appointment by the Unified Command or the United Nations Commander
(probably the latter), we assume that the United Kingdom will put this point to
the United States Government.

4. General Foulkes sees no objection to the draft “directive” to be issued to
General Shoosmith by the United Kingdom Chiefs of Staff.

5. We trust that the United Kingdom authorities will inform you (perhaps
through CJS) of the changes contemplated in the United Kingdom military
liaison machinery in Tokyo, in view of the possibility that those changes may
affect Canada.

6. If anything further should be proposed requiring Canadian concurrence, it
would be appreciated if a reasonable time-limit could be allowed. Unless you
see an objection to doing so, would you please explain this point to the
Commonwealth Relations Office.

BLe document 77./Document 77.
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87. 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 1658 London, July 25, 1952
SECRET. IMMEDIATE.

APPOINTMENT OF DEPUTY CHIEF OF STAFF, KOREA
Reference: Your telegram 1471 of July 24.

United Kingdom Government is acting on the Canadian suggestions
received from Earnscliffe. In the draft parliamentary statement the appoint-
ment will be described as being made by the United Nations Commander
though they are not spelling this out as fully as suggested in your paragraph
2."* The Foreign Office is telegraphing Washington this morning suggesting a
simultaneous announcement by Unified Command.

“Pour le texte final voir ;/For final text see:
Great Britain, House of Commons, Debates, Fifth series, Volume 504, pp. 1099-1100.
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2¢ PARTIE/PART 2

NEGOCIATIONS EN VUE DE L’ARMISTICE
ARMISTICE NEGOTIATIONS

88. DEA/50069-A-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,] January 11, 1952

KOREA

Present State of Armistice Discussions"

The discussions on Item 3 of the armistice agenda'® (arrangements for
supervision) are at present deadlocked over the question of freedom for the
Communists to rehabilitate airfields anywhere in North Korea and to extend
their runways. The United Nations Command is willing to allow rehabilitation
of specified airfields for civilian use but not to allow unrestricted rehabilitation
or the lengthening of runways anywhere. The Communist negotiators have
termed this intolerable interference in the internal affairs of North Korea. The
atmosphere at the talks has been such that the United Nations Command is
not prepared to make any concessions on this point for the time being, although
it may make them when the atmosphere improves. Agreement on a warning
declaration to be issued after an armistice is concluded will make concessions
less difficult. The United Nations Command is also not satisfied with
Communist attempts to prohibit replacement of material and supplies used up
for training during the armistice.

2. Discussion on Item 4 (prisoners of war) is also deadlocked, the Commu-
nists being unwilling to agree that prisoners of war should be free to elect
whether they will be exchanged or not. They are also unwilling to entertain a
suggestion that prisoners be exchanged one-for-one until all prisoners in
Communist hands have been released, even though the United Nations would
be willing, after this exchange, to release the balance of prisoners they hold.

SNotre copie du document a été paraphée :

This copy of the document is initialled:
L.S.L. [Louis St. Laurent]

6Les questions & l'ordre du jour de I'armistice étaient: 1. adoption de I'ordre du jour; 2.
¢établissement d’une ligne de démarcation militaire et d’une zone démilitarisée; 3. mesures pour
la surveillance du cessez-le-feu et de I'armistice; 4. mesures concernant les prisonniers de
guerre; 5. recommandations aux gouvernements concernés des deux cotés.
The armistice agenda items were: 1. adoption of the agenda; 2. establishment of a military
demarcation line and demilitarized zone; 3. arrangements for supervision of the cease fire and
armistice; 4. arrangements concerning prisoners of war; 5. recommendations to the governments
concerned on both sides.
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The Communists are further opposed to discussion of the release of civilian
internees along with the exchange of prisoners of war.

3. Item 5 (recommendations to the governments concerned on both sides) has
not been touched. It is expected that under this item the Communist
negotiators may give some indication of the sort of political settlement they
expect to flow from any post-armistice discussions.

4. The agreement on a specific military demarcation line having expired on
December 27th, it will be necessary immediately before signature of the
armistice to define a new line. The basis of the new line has already been
agreed: it is that the line should, by and large, follow the line of contact
immediately before the signature of the armistice.

5. A recent United Kingdom estimate, which is believed to be in Mr.
Churchill’s possession, expresses the opinion that the Communists will agree to
an armistice in Korea only on terms which will give them a strong bargaining
position for the future. It is our view that they may well be content with an
armistice which restores the status quo ante bellum with the intention of
profiting by the armistice to subvert the government of South Korea and win
over that country to communism.

The Warning Declaration

6. On the initiative of the United States, agreement has been reached among
most of the governments with fighting forces in Korea to issue a declaration,
the operative sentences in which would be the following:

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.

7. The purpose of this declaration is to make it possible for General Ridgway
to make more concessions to meet Communist reluctance to agree to adequate
conditions for supervising the armistice. General Ridgway, it is argued, would
feel free to accept greater risks if he knew that the enemy would be warned
that a breach of faith would have such serious consequences. There has been
some discussion about the time at which this warning declaration should be
issued. The original plan, to which all the countries consulted have so far
subscribed, is that it should be issued immediately after the signing of the
armistice. The United Kingdom Embassy in Washington is known to have
suggested to the Foreign Office that it should instead be issued only if it
appears that the armistice is not likely to be loyally observed, but we have no
evidence that this suggestion has been taken up by the United Kingdom or any
other government.

Post- Armistice Negotiations

8. In discussions of the means by which a political settlement should be
reached after the armistice has become effective, it seems to be generally
agreed that that settlement will have to be attempted through the United
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Nations, and that the General Assembly is the organ which should be
responsible for constructing the machinery to bring the settlement about.
Beyond this, however, the picture is not clear. We understand that the United
States is willing to negotiate in good faith to try to obtain a political settlement
in Korea although we also understand that it is unwilling to negotiate directly
with the Central People’s Government of China as an interested party. The
United Kingdom, on the other hand, seems to think that the United States can
be persuaded to enter into direct negotiations with the Central People’s
Government.

The Nature of the Settlement

9. There has been little or no discussion of what sort of political settlement
might be reached in Korea. It appears to be generally assumed that the
ultimate aim of the United Nations is, and must remain, a united, independent
and democratic Korea. Whether the United States and the United Kingdom
are willing to accept a political settlement growing out of the post-armistice
negotiations which may result in a divided Korea for some years to come is not
yet clear. As this seems to be the most that the Communists will concede, it is
probably necessary to realize that if they will not accept such an arrangement,
there can be no political settlement of the Korean war in the foreseeable future.
The need for armed forces in other parts of the world would make such an
outcome highly undesirable.

L.B. PEARSON

89. 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

TeELEGRAM EX-314 Ottawa, February 7, 1952

SECRET. IMPORTANT.
Following from Under-Secretary.

1. Before leaving Ottawa the Minister asked me to inform you that he would
be grateful if you could, if possible before the Secretary of State leaves for
Europe, have a general informal discussion at a high level in the State
Department concerning the political problems with which we are now, or may
soon be, faced in Korea.

Breakdown In The Armistice Negotiations

2. The Minister has been concerned by the suggestion in some United States
publications that a breakdown in the armistice negotiations would create a
crisis and that as a result of this crisis there might arise a demand in the
United States for an extension or intensification of the war in Korea.
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3. If there is danger that a breakdown in the armistice negotiations might
lead to such a demand, then he suggests that it would be the course of wisdom
for our side to use its best efforts to avoid a formal breakdown, even if it
becomes clear to both sides that further meetings of the armistice negotiators
are likely to have no positive result. This could be done by a willingness on our
side to accept an almost indefinite prolongation of the negotiations, accom-
panied perhaps by brief and infrequent meetings.

4. In any event, whether there is a formal breakdown of negotiations or
whether the negotiations should drag along indefinitely, he is of the opinion
that we should not, on our side, consider a failure of the negotiations as
constituting a reason for extending or intensifying the military operations. You
will recall that a year or so ago it was quite generally considered that a de facto
cease fire in Korea might be the best immediate outcome of the war which we
could hope for. At present we have what amounts to a virtual de facto cease
fire on land which both sides appear to be willing to accept. If we cannot
succeed in turning the de facto cease fire on land into a de jure armistice, then
the Minister suggests that our interests would be served by continuing the de
facto cease fire on land and perhaps even testing whether the de facto cease
fire on land might not gradually be extended to the air. The extension to the air
would, of course, depend on the enemy showing himself willing in practice to
give a quid pro quo by desisting from some of his activities which are
disadvantageous to us.

5. The Minister believes that there are relatively few people in most of the
Western countries who would consider that a breakdown in the armistice
negotiations which did not result from a mass aggressive attack by the enemy
would justify the United Nations taking any initiative to extend or intensify the
war.

Secret Approach to the Soviet Union

6. In his message to you No. EX-68 of January 9 you will recall that the
Minister welcomed the statement in your WA-4285 of December 22" that it
was thought not unlikely in the State Department that the “Soviet Government
will be sounded out on the possible terms of settlement in Korea and on the
procedures.” He went on to request you to tell the State Department that it
seemed to him important that, once an armistice had been agreed on, secret
soundings be taken of the Russians to find out if it was possible to reach
agreement with them on the resolutions to be put before the Security Council
and the General Assembly setting up the machinery for an armistice
settlement. You reported in your telegram WA-121 of January 12" that you
had not been able to take this matter up at a high level. The Minister thinks it
would be useful if you were now to raise the question at a high level.

7. In your discussions with the State Department on this aspect of the
problem you might indicate that on further reflection the Minister is not
convinced that the sounding out of the Russians on the resolutions to be put
before the U.N. creating a U.N. negotiating commission need await the
conclusion of an armistice and that in fact it seems to him that the Russian
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desire for an armistice might be increased if the Russians were informed that,
in the event of an armistice, the United States would be prepared to support in
the United Nations, provided that Russia was also willing to give its support, a
resolution which would do little more than establish a commission to negotiate
with all interested governments and authorities a political settlement in Korea
for submission to the General Assembly for approval.

Objectives of a Political Settlement in Korea

8. There has been a good deal of discussion among the United States, the
United Kingdom, ourselves and some other countries of the machinery which
might be set up following an armistice to negotiate a political settlement in
Korea. There does not appear to have been very much discussion of the kind of
political settlement in Korea which we want or would be willing to accept.
Indeed, it seems to be generally assumed that our objective in the negotiations
should be a “unified, independent and democratic” Korea though we might
have to be satisfied with a divided Korea.

9. It seems to the Minister that the time has come when we should re-
examine this question in an effort to decide whether in fact the achievement of
the objective of a “unified, independent and democratic” Korea at this time
would be more in our interests than the restoration of the status quo ante
bellum with the frontier moved from the parallel to the armistice line.

10. This is obviously not an easy problem. It is possible that the assessment of
where our interests lie depends mainly on two considerations. The first is
whether the chances of the Communists getting control by peaceful means of
the whole of Korea would be increased or diminished by the creation of a
“unified, independent and democratic” Korea. The second is the importance
which we attach to preventing or delaying such a development and the cost
which the Western world is willing to pay in an attempt to prevent or delay it
in terms of such things as guarantees against external aggression and economic
assistance. It can be argued that a unified Korea would before long become a
satellite of the Communists without any act of aggression by either China or
the Soviet Union.

11. Mr. Pearson would be glad to know the views of the State Department on
these questions.

90. DEA/50069-A-40

Extrait du télégramme du secrétaire d’E_tat aux Affaires extérieures
a 'ambassadeur aux Etats-Unis

Extract from Telegram from Secretary of State for External Affairs
to Ambassador in United States

TELEGRAM EX-317 Ottawa, February 7, 1952

SECRET. IMPORTANT.
Following from Under-Secretary,
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1. The Minister, before he left, asked me to send you this message about the
issue of prisoners of war in the Korean Armistice negotiations.

2. From the telegrams which we have received on the armistice negotiations,
it seems clear that the stumbling block to an agreement may well be the
conflict between the United Nations demand for voluntary repatriation of
prisoners and the Communist demand for unconditional release and
repatriation of prisoners.

3. We appreciate the very strong arguments in favour of the United Nations
demand for the voluntary repatriation of prisoners. There would certainly be
strong protests in this country against returning to the North Korean or
Chinese authorities prisoners of war whom we hold and who do not want to be
returned because of their opposition to those communist regimes. We also
appreciate the strong desire of the United States that steps be taken to get
American prisoners of war repatriated as soon as possible.

4. The issue is further complicated in our opinion by the question whether it
is in the interest of the Western World to establish in Korea the precedent that
prisoners of war have the right to waive their right to repatriation. If this
precedent is established by the Korean Armistice, the Soviet Union might in
the event of a general war contend that any prisoners of war whom they hold
had the right at any time during hostilities to request release from prison camp
in lieu of eventual repatriation, and, having been released from camp, to enlist
in the armed forces of Russia. The position of Allied prisoners of war in Soviet
hands would be difficult enough in any event. We would not want to make it
more difficult by putting them in a position where the Soviet Government
could, with some outward show of legality, intimidate them into waiving their
right to repatriation and into enlisting in the Soviet army. Clearly the prime
difficulty in dealing with the Russians would be to ensure that our prisoners
were not intimidated into “voluntarily” requesting not to be repatriated.
Intimidation could take many forms.

5. One of the principles of the Geneva (Prisoners of War) Convention of
August 12, 1949, is the unconditional release and repatriation of prisoners. See
Articles 7 and 118 of the Convention. Presumably, the Western Powers had
this principle embodied in the Convention because they considered that it
would serve their interests in a general war. The United Nations proposal for
the voluntary repatriation of prisoners of war is, in the opinion of our Legal
Division, contrary to these Articles.

6. Most of the countries which have forces in Korea have not yet ratified this
Convention and the Communist forces in Korea have not lived up to it. Our
countries have, however, devoted considerable efforts to trying to conclude the
Geneva (Red Cross) Humanitarian Conventions with the Soviet Union in the
hope that if these Conventions are in force during a general war, they will at
least do something to render less likely harsh and arbitrary treatment by the
Russians of our prisoners. Our countries, therefore, have an interest in
preserving the principles of these Conventions.
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7. The Minister would be grateful if you would discuss this very difficult
matter with the State Department. He does not want to give the impression
that we are raising this matter because we believe that the United Nations
should now withdraw its demand for the voluntary repatriation of prisoners. He
is, however, concerned that the acceptance by the Communists of this demand
might create a dangerous precedent and that in an effort to be humane to anti-
Communist Korean and Chinese prisoners whom we hold, we may be making
more likely inhumane treatment in future of prisoners of war held by the
Russians. The Minister appreciates the extraordinary difficulty and delicacy of
this problem and the gravity of any decision which is reached.

91. 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-380 Washington, February 7, 1952
SECRET. IMPORTANT.

PROSPECTS OF A KOREAN ARMISTICE

1. I had a long talk with Hickerson yesterday afternoon in order to review the
general situation. This did not throw much new light on it. I asked him about
the Communist proposals under Item 5 of the agenda which are reported in
yesterday’s press despatches. He said that these were acceptable to the State
Department (including the recommendation for a political conference within
90 days after the armistice) subject to a revision of the third point. The Joint
Chiefs of Staff, who issue the instructions to Ridgway, have been informed that
the State Department would accept this point if it is worded to read “other
Korean questions related to peace” instead of “other questions related to peace
in Korea”. The purpose of this change is to exclude at the next stage the
introduction of Far Eastern issues not directly related to a settlement in Korea.

2. In Hickerson’s judgment the main sticking point concerns the repatriation
of prisoners of war. Provided agreement is reached on this, Ridgway is
authorized to make concessions on the problem of airfield construction during
the armistice. It seems unlikely that the Communists will accept the principle
of voluntary repatriation. I made the personal suggestion that a distinction
might be made between Chinese prisoners who had entered Korea as members
of a foreign military force and Korean prisoners who were willing or unwilling
participants in a civil war. I said I thought it would be hard to accept
repatriation of all the Koreans, but wondered whether we might find justifiable
grounds for returning all Chinese prisoners. This matter is under active
consideration here and any views which the Canadian Government may wish to
express would be welcome. It presents difficult moral issues, and I am far from
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certain that the Unified Command can decently agree to the compulsory
repatriation of all the Chinese.

3. Hickerson expressed confidence that the other points in dispute, including
the rate of rotation of troops, could be settled in time. The recent meetings
have given some grounds for belief that the Communists really desire an
armistice, but he does not rate the chances to be much better than even.

4. 1 then asked him whether the possibility of an indefinite prolongation of
the armistice negotiations was in their minds here. He said that Ridgway’s
instructions still stood to the effect that the United Nations side was not to be
responsible for a breakdown. If the negotiations dragged on for several months,
what might amount almost to a de facto cease-fire for the ground forces was a
possible development, although air and naval action would have to continue.

5. Their plans for the issuance of the warning declaration have not changed,
i.e.,, they consider that signature of it by the Ambassadors of countries
concerned here should take place almost simultaneously with the signature of
the armistice, and that it should at once be transmitted to the Secretary
General. He described the British proposal that the transmission should take
place under cover of separate but identical notes as a matter of no real
importance.

6. Their plans for post-armistice action in the United Nations are also as
previously reported. He said that the State Department did not rule out private
discussions with the Russians before the Assembly would be convened to deal
with Korean issues, but they would object to such discussions taking place in
advance of the signature of an armistice. They continue to prefer their draft of
a resolution for the Assembly, but recognize, of course, that it is open to
change in negotiation with other governments.

7. We then discussed possible courses of action if the Communists break off
the negotiations or in the more extreme circumstances of a flagrant breach of
an armistice. There seems to be no change in their thinking in the latter case
that bombing of Chinese targets and a naval blockade of the Chinese coast
ought to be undertaken. In the former case he agreed with my observation that
a resumption of heavy ground fighting would lead to a strong popular demand
on the Administration for some sort of direct action against China. In either
case he undertook that there would be consultation with the other governments
with forces in Korea (except for the reservation previously made of vital danger
to the security of the forces and a breakdown in communications with the Far
East). He could not, however, promise that the consent of these governments
would have to be obtained.

8. I asked him whether he knew of any changes in the military appreciation
of the position of the United Nations forces which might qualify the great
confidence expressed by General Bradley and others. He said that he was not
aware of any alteration of the opinion that the United Nations forces were
capable of withstanding, without disaster or serious loss of ground, a heavy
offensive by the Communists. It seems apparent, on the other hand, that a
major United Nations offensive on the ground no longer is considered a
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practical possibility. Hickerson remarked that the State Department in its
discussions with the Pentagon have long maintained that a cessation of active
ground fighting might occur without the conclusion of an armistice; until fairly
recently the military authorities had differed because of the necessity in their
view of maintaining heavy pressure on the Communist forces; recent
experience in the field, however, had led them to revise this military estimate.

92. 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-388 Washington, February 8, 1952

SECRET
Following for the Under-Secretary, Begins:

1. Your messages EX-314 and EX-317 of February 7th on Korean problems
crossed my WA-380 of the same day, in which I reported on a discussion with
Hickerson on February 6th. Since in this discussion I raised nearly all the
points covered in your messages, I think it best to await your comments before
going to the State Department again.

2. On the prisoners-of-war issue, I should like some views on the personal
suggestion that I made to Hickerson that a distinction in respect of repatriation
might be made between Chinese and North Korean prisoners.

3. There is undoubtedly a real risk, if the armistice negotiations break down,
that a strong popular demand will arise for some further measures designed to
end the war in Korea by military action. A Southern Democrat of no particular
importance yesterday introduced a resolution in Congress recommending that
in such a case the President should authorize the use of atomic weapons. This
possibility was not mentioned in my talk with Hickerson, but I expressed to
him grave doubt that other countries with forces in Korea would agree to an
extension of the war in such circumstances to Chinese Communist territory. He
remarked that it would still be a limited war against China in that there was no
intention to use ground forces outside Korea, but he did not disagree when I
said that nevertheless a state of war with the Peking Government would exist in
such a case without any juridical qualifications and that any limitations on
operations would arise solely from military considerations. I also implied that
the United States might find itself isolated in such circumstances. A further
point which I did not make is that in such an event, governments with forces in
Korea might find difficulty in leaving their forces there if the Korean war was
expanded into war with China. This is not a matter on which any government
can take a definite line at this stage, and I think that all one can do is to seek to
ensure that the possible consequences are realized here. I might seek a further
discussion, perhaps with Hickerson and either Allison or Johnson of the Bureau
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of Far Eastern Affairs, sometime next week, when I have received your further
comments.

4. 1 assume that the Chief of the General Staff will be making a report on his
recent visit to Korea. It would be helpful to me if I could receive soon his
general views on the military situation.

93. 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-329 Ottawa, February 9, 1952
SECRET. IMPORTANT.

KOREAN PROBLEMS

Reference: Your WA 388 of February 8

Following from Under-Secretary, Begins: We were most interested in receiving
your report of your discussions with Hickerson. I should like, if at all possible,
to cable the Minister early next week as full a report as possible of the views of
the State Department on the questions raised in our two messages EX 314 and
317" of February 7. If you have an opportunity of talking with Mr. Acheson
himself so much the better; otherwise 1 suppose Hickerson and Allison would
be appropriate. You will know best about this bearing in mind that we want to
be as sure as possible of getting the State Department’s considered views to
Mr. Pearson on the points he raises.

2. You have already touched on some of the points in question in your
conversation with Hickerson. Nevertheless, you will no doubt wish to go over
this again since you are now in a position to express the Minister’s views as set
forth in my two telegrams of February 7.

3. So far as the issue of prisoners of war is concerned, it seems from this
distance probable that it will not be possible to get an armistice in Korea unless
both sides are willing to compromise on the issue of voluntary versus
unconditional repatriation. The formula you suggest has the merit that it
provides a possible basis for a compromise. Your formula could, however, be
criticized on the ground that the Chinese as well as the Korean prisoners were
“willing or unwilling participants in a civil war.”

4. Frankly we have not thought of any satisfactory possible compromise on
this exceedingly difficult issue of prisoners of war. As you have seen from our
telegram No. EX 317, however, Mr. Pearson wanted to be sure that the United
States was weighing carefully all the considerations involved, in particular the
relationship of the settlement of the issue in Korea to Russian treatment of our
prisoners in the event of a major war.

17Les documents 89 et 90./Documents 89 and 90.
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5. The editorial on Korea in The Manchester Guardian Weekly for January
31 is relevant. You might have a look at it before you see the State Department
again.

6. It would be helpful to us in reporting to the Minister in London if your
telegram reporting on the State Department’s views covered each of the points
raised in my two messages EX 314 and EX 317.

7. We shall send you as soon as possible the views on the military situation of
the Chief of the General Staff. Ends.

94. 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-441 Washington, February 14, 1952
SECRET. IMMEDIATE.

KOREAN PROBLEMS

1. Yesterday afternoon I discussed with Hickerson and Allison the subjects
covered in your messages EX-314 and EX-317 of February 7th, and EX-329 of
February 9th. The conversation was not productive of much more than the
report contained in my message WA-380 of February 7th. I noted a reticence
on the part of the State Department officials when we were dealing with the
question of policy towards China in the event of a breakdown of armistice
negotiations.

Prisoners of War Question

2. The State Department agrees that this very difficult problem may turn out
to be a main impediment to conclusion of an armistice, unless a practical
answer can be found to the dilemma which now confronts the United Nations.
In essence this means that a device must be discovered whereby Chinese and
North Korean prisoners who are known to have declared their unwillingness to
return to Communist rule should not be forcibly repatriated, while the
Communists are not compelled to compromise publicly on the principle of
refusing to admit the permissibility of prisoners of war exercising choice in the
matter of repatriation. Hickerson wished you to be assured that much earnest
thought is being devoted to this problem in an endeavour to seck a way out of
the impasse and that the State Department is fully aware of its grave
implications both for the prospects of a Korean armistice and for the effects
which precedents set now might have on United Nations prisoners of war in
any future conflict. One avenue now being explored by the United Nations
negotiators at Panmunjom, which was referred to in paragraph 5 of WA-399 of
February 9th,' is to dispense with the use of the term voluntary repatriation
and to emphasize that under the United Nations proposals all prisoners would
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be released (although there would not be forced return of POW’s). Hickerson
pointed out that a serious difficulty was that the Communist authorities could
never admit that their prisoners would choose not to be Communists, and
therefore the more reasonable the United Nations offer might become in this
matter, the more repugnant it would be likely to be to them.

3. Hickerson emphasized the moral issue involved. A large number of
Communist prisoners have committed themselves and declared their intention
not to return to the Communist rule. The exact numbers are not yet known, but
it is possible that among the Chinese the figure may be as high as 10 percent.
It is thought that repatriation of these prisoners could only be effected by force
and that many would take drastic steps to avoid this eventuality, even to the
extent of suicide. The State Department considers that the forced repatriation
of these prisoners to face certain harsh reprisals by the Communist authorities
would be contrary to United Nations principles and concepts of humanity.
Some consideration has been given to my suggestion that a distinction might be
made in this matter between Chinese and Korean prisoners. On the other hand,
the moral issue is hard to divide in this manner. It is probable that some other
solution will have to be attempted, such as accepting the general principle of
release and repatriation, but presenting the Communists with a revised list of
prisoners of war, deleting the names of those whom it is not intended to
repatriate and offering whatever explanation could be devised.

Breakdown in Armistice Negotiations

4. This was the least satisfactory part of our discussion. Hickerson repeated
what he had told me at my last meeting with him, that Ridgway’s instructions
are that he must not be responsible for a breakdown in the armistice
negotiations. He declared that the United States wanted an armistice and that
it was still hoped that one would be concluded. Allison pointed out that if an
armistice were not concluded and fighting of a desultory nature continued
indefinitely, a serious political problem would be posed to the administration
because of public pressure to do something to put an end to the casualties being
suffered in Korea.

5. At this point I stressed your view that relatively few people in most of the
Western countries would consider a breakdown in the armistice negotiations
which did not result from a mass attack from the enemy would justify the
United Nations taking the initiative to extend the war. Hickerson observed that
in reality we are at war now with China and the question is what, in the
circumstances, is the wisest policy to adopt towards China. I made mention of
public references which have been made here to a “more positive policy
towards China,” and expressed the opinion that as far as the MacArthur policy
towards China was concerned, most of the Western allies would probably
regard it as having even less validity now than a year ago, and that they would
not be willing to subscribe to it. I said that to us the policy of limiting the war
in Korea still made sense and we would certainly wish to be consulted if there
were any danger of the war spreading. To Hickerson’s semi-jocular question
whether the allies would be willing to provide more troops for Korea, so as to



KOREAN CONFLICT 107

offset any need for the war being carried to China, I replied that a more likely
result of extension of the war to China, except in a clear case of renewal of
major aggression by China, might be that some governments would remove
their forces from Korea.

Approach to Soviet Union

6. The United States is still considering the possibility of secretly sounding
out the Soviet Union at some appropriate time regarding a political settlement
in Korea. The State Department, however, maintains its objection to doing this
before conclusion of an armistice, lest opportunity be given the Soviet to
increase the Communists pressure on the United Nations armistice delegation
to get involved in political matters.

7. The State Department position on post-armistice procedures remains as we
have reported. Present thinking is that the General Assembly resolution should
note with approval the conclusion of an armistice and probably should take
note of the warning declaration to be issued by governments with forces in
Korea. The resolution should then provide for the establishment of a United
Nations Commission to enter into political discussions with all interested
governments and authorities. The State Department believes it would be
necessary for the resolution to contain a brief statement of the terms of
reference of the commission (e.g. unified, independent and democratic Korea,
etc). Consideration is now being given to such matters as the negotiating
Commission’s composition and terms of reference. Hickerson repeated what he
had previously told us, that State Department views on the contents of the
General Assembly resolution are still tentative and flexible.

Objectives of Political Settlement in Korea

8. Hickerson said that we would almost certainly have to be satisfied in
practice with a divided Korea. He agrees that it might be doubtful whether the
achievement of a unified, independent and democratic Korea at this time
would be to our interests, but he regards this problem as somewhat academic,
since the State Department does not believe that political discussions at the
present time can result in a mutually satisfactory solution of the Korean
problem. It is for this reason that the United Nations delegation is attempting
to draft the armistice agreement in terms which, if lived up to, could protect
the United Nations position in South Korea indefinitely.

9. Hickerson asked me if I could give him the text of those parts of the
telegrams under reference which dealt with the possible dangers of admitting
that all prisoners ought not to be repatriated and with the objectives of a
political settlement in Korea. I have sent him paragraphs 3 to 7 of EX-317 and
8 to 11 of EX-314. I also drew his attention to the article “beyond Korea” in
The Manchester Guardian Weekly of January 31st, and read extracts from it.
(Communications: Please repeat important to London for the Minister.)

Note: This telegram repeated to London as No. 399, February 14th.
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9s. 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-485 Washington, February 20, 1952
SECRET. IMPORTANT.

KOREA — POST ARMISTICE PROCEDURES
Reference: My WA-121 of January 12th.!
Addressed External Ottawa WA-485, repeated Permdel New York No. 67.

1. A discussion yesterday with Ward Allen and Henkin of Hickerson’s staff
and Arthur Emmons of the Northeast Asian Affairs Office revealed that there
has been some change in State Department views on procedures which might
be followed in the United Nations after an armistice in Korea. This change has
been brought about by the outcome of the negotiations at Panmunjom on Item
5 of the agenda (recommendations to governments).

2. Plenary delegations at Panmunjom have now reached agreement that the
respective military commanders should recommend to governments that within
three months after an armistice is concluded a high-level political conference of
both sides should be held to settle through negotiation *“the questions of the
withdrawal of all foreign forces from Korea, the peaceful settlement of the
Korean question, etc.”

3. In the State Department view this is a virtual commitment to a political
conference on Korea, from which it would be both difficult and unwise to
attempt to escape. The State Department is therefore considering how this
requirement can be met, in terms of procedures in the United Nations. The
original idea of a United Nations negotiating commission does not seem to be
appropriate for this purpose.

4, In view of this development the State Department now appears ready to
accept the idea of the United Nations sitting down at a conference table on
Korean affairs with the Chinese Communist Government as well as with the
North Korean Government. It is now considered that the General Assembly
resolution on post-armistice procedures should either:

(a) Appoint a United Nations delegation, rather than a commission, which
might both arrange for a political conference on Korea and participate in it; or

(b) Request certain United Nations Governments, presumably governments
most directly concerned, and the ROK Government to take part in a political
conference on Korea. In this case there would be no United Nations delegation
as such.

5. The State Department has come to no firm opinion as to which of these
alternative methods might be followed, but officials appear to favour the
former. They are now working on a draft of a General Assembly resolution
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which might be used in this case, and they have undertaken to make it
available to us when it has been completed. The draft might follow similar lines
to those set out in paragraph 3 of my WA-4285' of December 22nd, with the
exception that the resolution would appoint a delegation rather than a
commission and that there would be no mention of the abolition of UNCURK
(which it is now thought might be kept alive). Terms of reference for the
delegation might be

(1) To try' to achieve a unified independent and democratic Korea.

(2) Deal with other Korean questions such as withdrawal of foreign troops.

(3) Report to the General Assembly.

6. The State Department considers that a United Nations delegation to a
political conference on Korea should speak with one voice. It might therefore
be advantageous for the chairman of the delegation to be appointed in weekly
rotation and to speak on behalf of the United Nations delegation after an
agreed-upon position has been reached. If the course were followed of having
the General Assembly request specific governments as such to participate in a
political conference on Korea, the State Department believes that the General
Assembly should still do its best to control proceedings by establishing in some
way terms of reference for governments concerned.

7. The State Department is giving consideration to the question of possible
participation of the Soviet Union in the conference on Korea. Officials point
out that the Communist negotiators at Panmunjom themselves have not
suggested that the Soviet Union should take part in a political conference on
Korea. The Communist proposal on Item 5 appears to imply that the
conference should be between representatives of belligerent governments. On
the other hand, the State Department has not closed its mind to the possibility
of Soviet participation in a conference, either as a member of a United Nations
delegation or as one of the interested governments which might be requested
directly by the General Assembly to take part in the conference on Korea. At
first glance there would appear to be a certain amount of difficulty in inviting
the Soviet Union to be a member of the United Nations delegation sent to such
a conference.

8. On the question of possible Soviet participation, the only firm view that the
State Department appears to have arrived at is that if the Soviet Union
expressed a strong desire to take part in some manner in a political conference
on Korea, the State Department would consider it unrealistic to attempt to
prevent this. State Department views on secretly sounding out the Russians on
contemplated post-armistice procedures have not changed. They remain
opposed to doing this before the conclusion of an armistice, but still consider
that an approach of this sort might be made after an armistice.

9. As to participants on the United Nations side in a political conference on
Korea, the State Department is inclined to think that these should be
governments with forces in Korea, with the possible exception of the Soviet

¥Note marginale :/Marginal note:
not to be a sticking point.
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Union. The State Department would be opposed to participation of India or
Arab bloc representatives.'®

10. With regard to the possible results of a political conference in Korea, the
State Department continues to doubt that political discussions at the present
time can result in a mutually satisfactory solution of the Korean problem.
Nevertheless, the Department is prepared to make the effort in good faith and
believes that the United States should participate in such a conference with
reasonable proposals.

11. The State Department will have more information for us on this whole
matter when their views have become further clarified. In the meantime they
would appreciate our comments on their views regarding post-armistice
procedures, in the light of the outcome of negotiations on Item 5 of the agenda
at Panmunjom.

12. My immediately following telegram gives the texts of the Communist
proposal on Item 5 of the agenda, submitted at plenary session on February 16,
and of the United Nations Command explanatory statement accepting the
Communist proposal.t

96. DEA/50069-A-40

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

Ambassador in United States
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

TELEGRAM WA-510 Washington, February 22, 1952
SECRET. IMMEDIATE.

KOREA — POST-ARMISTICE PROCEDURES
Reference: WA-485 of February 20.

1. The State Department have now expressed their tentative views on
procedures which might be followed in the United Nations, after an armistice
in Korea, in two draft resolutions:

(a) Proposed Security Council resolution;

(b) Proposed General Assembly resolution;
the texts of which are given in my immediately following teletypes.

2. In giving us these texts today, Ward Allen and Arthur Emmons stressed
that they represented only working papers which have not been given any
senior official approval in the Department of State. These texts were given to
us for our comment. At this early stage only the United Kingdom, France,
Australia and New Zealand are also being consulted.

“Note marginale :/Marginal note:
India & U.S.S.R. sh{oul]d be in somehow.
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3. Your attention is drawn to two points in the draft text of the Assembly
resolution. The second paragraph of Part II refers only in general terms to the
Panmunjom recommendation regarding the holding of a political conference
for Korea. The next paragraph requests certain designated United Nations
member governments to arrange and participate in such a conference “on
behalf of the United Nations”. In handing us this text, Ward Allen explained
that as an alternative some consideration had been given to quoting the
Panmunjom recommendation, which would make it clear that the conference
would include representatives from “both sides” and that the Assembly
resolution merely designated certain United Nations member governments as
participants “on behalf of the United Nations.” The other side would then be
free to designate its representatives to this conference. The text as presently
drafted, with its general reference to the Panmunjom recommendation in the
second paragraph, perhaps does not make it sufficiently clear that there is to be
participation by “both sides”.

4. You will also observe that in the Assembly resolution there is a sentence in
brackets which reads “invites the government of the U.S.S.R. to participate in
the conference.” It was explained to us that this sentence has been put in
brackets because it is contemplated to sound out the Russians before the
resolution is submitted in the Assembly and, depending upon the Soviet
reaction, this sentence would be included or excluded from the text. It was
emphasized, however, that the Russians would not be approached before an
armistice is concluded.

5. Your early comments on these texts would be appreciated.

97. 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-511 Washington, February 22, 1952
SECRET. IMMEDIATE.

KOREA — POST-ARMISTICE PROCEDURES

Reference: WA-510 of February 22.

Following is the draft text of the proposed Security Council resolution, Text
Begins:

The Security Council

Recalling its resolutions of June 25, June 27 and July 7, 1950;

Having considered the report from the Unified Command dated .. ........

Notes with approval the terms of the armistice contained in this report and
expresses its profound satisfaction that hostilities in Korea have been brought
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to an end on a basis consistent with the principles of the United Nations and
the resolutions of this Council;

Requests the General Assembly to consider the measures which should now
be taken to bring about a final settlement in Korea in accordance with the
principles and objectives of the United Nations. Text ends.

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-512 Washington, February 22, 1952
SECRET. IMMEDIATE.

KOREA — POST-ARMISTICE PROCEDURES
Reference: WA-510 of February 22.
Following is the draft text of the proposed General Assembly resolution,
Text begins:
The General Assembly

I

Recalling the resolutions of the Security Council of June 25, June 27 and
July 7, 1950 and the resolutions of the General Assembly of October 7, 1950,
February 1, 1951 and May 18, 1951;

Noting the resolution of the Security Councilof ... ......... ;

Noting the statement of (date), of the United Nations members participat-
ing in the Korean action in regard to any renewal of the aggression in Korea in
violation of the armistice agreement;

Notes with approval the armistice agreement set forth in the report of the
Unified Command dated . . . .. which confirms that the armed attack against
the Republic of Korea has been repelled, that the fighting has come to a halt,
and that a major step has been taken towards the full restoration of interna-
tional peace and security in the area;

Affirms that the forces representing the United Nations in Korea will
faithfully observe the terms of the armistice agreement;

Calls upon other forces in Korea similarly to observe the armistice faithfully
and affirms that any renewal of the aggression in Korea in violation of the
armistice agreement will be met promptly by the necessary military action on
the part of the United Nations;

Expresses the appreciation of the peoples of the world to the heroic forces of
the members of the United Nations which have valiantly and successfully
fought on behalf of the principles of the Charter, and which continue to serve
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in Korea pending the full restoration of international peace and security in the
area;
II

The General Assembly

Reaffirms that the objectives of the United Nations continue to be the full
restoration of peace and security in the area and the establishment of a unified,
independent and democratic government in Korea;

Notes the recommendation contained in the armistice agreement that a
conference be held for a political settlement for Korea;

Requests the following United Nations member governments with armed
forces in Korea, viz. Australia, France, Thailand, Turkey, the United
Kingdom, and the United States, on behalf of the United Nations, in
consultation with the Republic of Korea, to arrange for and participate in such
a conference for a Korean settlement as soon as possible and at an agreed
place;

(Invites the government of the USSR to participate in the conference);

Requests the governments acting on behalf of the United Nations

A. To seek at the conference

(1) A peaceful settlement of the Korean question through the establishment
by the Korean people of a unified, independent and democratic government in
Korea;

(2) A solution of other related Korean questions as, for example, the
withdrawal of non-Korean forces from Korea;

B. To submit to the General Assembly for approval any agreement reached
at the conference;

C. To report to the Assembly when agreement is reached or at any other time
they consider appropriate;

Calls upon the UNCURK to advise the governments acting on behalf of the
United Nations as requested, and to continue to exercise its functions under the
General Assembly resolution of October 7, 1950 in such a manner as to
support the efforts at the conference of the governments acting on behalf of the
United Nations;

Reaffirms the intention of the United Nations to carry out its program for
the assistance of the Korean people in the reconstruction and rehabilitation of
all of Korea, and requests the Agent General to prepare plans for the extension
of his activities throughout Korea as soon as the General Assembly will have
approved a political settlement for a unified, independent and democratic
Korea. Text ends.
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99, 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-457 Ottawa, March 3, 1952
SECRET

KOREA: PRISONERS OF WAR

I should consider it unfortunate if the armistice talks were to break down
over prisoners of war. I think it is obvious from the paragraphs of EX-317 of
Feb. 7, which you showed to the State Department, that I am not altogether
convinced that the course presently being followed by the United Nations
Command at Panmunjom is the wise one. However, before going any further
with the State Department, I should like to know whether any other of the
interested countries in Korea has expressed views on this matter to the United
States. I am sending enquiries to London and Canberra to find out if they have
raised the question with the United States and should be grateful if you would
try to find out from the State Department if any other country has made an
approach.

2. At the same time it would be interesting to know whether the State
Department thinks that any Chinese prisoners of war who might elect not to be
repatriated would be accepted on Formosa by Chiang Kai-shek. Similarly,
would North Korean prisoners who elected not to be repatriated be accepted by
the government of South Korea? If the answer to either of these questions is
negative, or that the State Department does not know, I should like to know
just what they plan with any prisoners who are not repatriated. Such
information as we have here suggests that Chiang-Kai-shek would not allow
Chinese prisoners to go to Formosa, and it is further our estimate that Chinese
prisoners of war who were returned to Chinese hands would be unlikely to
suffer unduly. The reason for this estimate is that a great many of the Chinese
“volunteers” were Nationalists who defected wholesale to the Chinese
Communists. Having fought against the Communists and been accepted by
them once there does not appear to be much reason to assume that they would
not receive the same treatment again. It is difficult to be sure that the Chinese
prisoners are men of great principle rather than opportunists.

3. 1 should like your advice on what should be done in regard to the present
position of the United States and the United Nations Command re voluntary
repatriation. At the moment I am inclined to think that if we put pressure on
the United States government, that government might be inclined later to
defend itself from criticism by saying that it yielded to pressure from its allies.
You will recall that this was one of the reasons used by the United States
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government in the MacArthur hearings® to explain why “hot pursuit” had
been abandoned. The question is whether the pressure of that public opinion
which wants to get United States prisoners back home counter-balances that
public opinion which wants to keep prisoners who have waived their right to
repatriation out of Communist hands.

100. DEA/50069-A-40

Le secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures
a lambassadeur aux Etats-Unis

Secretary of State for External Affairs
to Ambassador in United States

TELEGRAM EX-466 Ottawa, March 4, 1952
SECRET

KOREA: POST-ARMISTICE NEGOTIATIONS
Reference: Your messages WA-510, 511 and 512 of February 22.

I have been thinking about the ideas put forward in your telegrams under
reference and other related messages, and have come to the conclusion that I
cannot yet make detailed comments on the proposals put forward by the State
Department. You may pass on the following preliminary comments, together
with an assurance that I shall look forward to seeing Mr. Acheson and possibly
discussing these points further when I come to Washington.

2. In any resolution which comes before the United Nations, and indeed in all
our future negotiations for a political settlement in Korea, we have to be
careful not to disavow the past actions of the United Nations or to seem to fall
in with the Soviet and Chinese thesis that the actions of the United Nations in
the summer of 1950 were illegal: they were not illegal or improper in any way.
Nevertheless, if reference back to those actions will jeopardize the chance of a
political settlement of the Korean war, I think we should have sufficient
confidence in the propriety of our past actions to be able to omit another
reference to them.

3. I say this on the assumption that secret diplomatic soundings will have
shown that the Soviet Union is willing to co-operate in bringing about a
political conference on reasonable terms, and that is really the crux of the
matter. There is no real point in discussing the details of resolutions which may
be put before the Security Council or the General Assembly until we know
what the attitude of the Soviet Union will be. A resolution such as that in WA-
512 should be put forward only if secret soundings show that the Soviet Union
will not co-operate under a resolution which does not refer to past action. In

2S¢ance du comité du Congrés des Etats-Unis chargé d’examiner la destitution par le président
Truman du général Douglas MacArthur comme chef du commandement militaire des Nations
unies en Corée.
United States congressional hearing into the dismissal by President Truman of General Douglas
MacArthur as head of the United Nations military command in Korea.
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my view, consultation with the Soviet Union is sufficiently important that I am
thinking of suggesting to Eden that he should have Jebb speak to Malik
without waiting to be asked by the United States to do so. Eden, of course,
would not act without telling the United States that he meant to do so, but
there really is no reason why the initiative can come only from the United
States. (The preceding two sentences are for your own information only.)

4. There are two remarks about the State Department plan which you may
pass on, in addition to the foregoing general comment. First, I think that it
would be unwise to provide for a conference on Korea without Indian
participation. All other considerations aside, it will appear that the United
States is showing pique for what it regards as a lukewarm attitude on the part
of India. Secondly, while I agree that the General Assembly should select a few
representative states to take part in the conference, I think it would be unwise
to look upon those states as a United Nations delegation to speak with one
voice. There will be differences of approach among them, and the United
Nations “delegation” to the political conference will not be able to function
like the “United Nations” delegation to the armistice talks.

101. 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-627 Washington, March 5, 1952
SECRET

KOREA — POST-ARMISTICE NEGOTIATIONS
Reference: Your EX-466 of March 4th.

Addressed External Ottawa as WA-627 and repeated to Permdel New York
as No. 88.

1. I conveyed your preliminary views on the State Department’s tentative
proposals to Hickerson today, saying that you would wish to discuss these
matters further when in Washington next week. His initial reactions may be of
some interest.

2. He appeared to be sympathetic toward the argument in your paragraph 2.
I did not press him further on the question of a secret approach to the Soviet
Union at this time, but he left me with the impression that if the Soviet Union
were later found to be willing to accept a resolution which did not refer to the
past actions of the United Nations but established a satisfactory basis for a
political conference, he would probably favour this course.



KOREAN CONFLICT 117

3. The State Department sees serious difficulties in including India in a
Korean conference. Hickerson said that the reports by Bowles?' of discussions
with the Indian Government left him with the impression that India in any case
would be unwilling to serve, although the question had not been put directly in
New Delhi. He stated that the position here towards Indian participation was
not in any way caused by India’s lukewarm attitude. The reason for it is that
unless representation at the conference is limited to governments with forces in
Korea (plus perhaps the Soviet Union), there will be demands for membership
from the Arab bloc, possibly Nationalist China, and others. In the armistice
negotiations agreement had been reached on a recommendation that “both
sides” should participate in a conference, and the Communists apparently
regarded this as meaning governments with forces in Korea.

4. The State Department now considers that Colombia should be one of the
countries designated, as the only Latin American country which has provided
troops, thus raising the representation of United Nations members to seven.

5. Hickerson agreed that in such a conference the United Nations side could
not be expected always to speak with one voice. It was hoped, however, that the
governments concerned and their representatives at the conference would
consult together before the conference began and aim at reaching a general
agreement on the strategy and tactics to be employed. It is to be expected that
the Communist side will be intractable, and this in itself should help to make
the United Nations side cohesive.

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-631 Washington, March 6, 1952
SECRET. IMPORTANT.

KOREA — PRISONERS OF WAR

1. We discussed today with Alexis Johnson the points made in your message
EX-457 of March 3rd.

2. The Korean Government has been consulted by the United States
concerning the disposition of North Korean prisoners who would not wish to be
repatriated, and the ROK Government has stated its willingness to accept
them. Johnson said that during his recent journey to Korea he had been very
impressed by the rapidity with which North Korean refugees had been
accepted and assimilated in South Korea. He referred to the fact that this had
been a continuing process and that several hundred thousand refugees from

2Chester Bowles, ambassadeur des Etats-Unis en Inde.
Chester Bowles, Ambassador of United States in India.
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North Korea moved into South Korea during the period 1945-50. Some of
these persons are now in prominent positions in political life in the republic.

3. The Chinese Government in Formosa has not been approached by the
United States Government with respect to Chinese prisoners not wishing to be
repatriated to Communist China. The Chinese Nationalists, however, have
given voluntary although informal indications that the Nationalist Government
would be glad to accept such Chinese personnel, subject to screening. George
Yeh, the Chinese Nationalist Foreign Minister, stated publicly on February
25th that non-Communist Chinese soldiers captured by United Nations forces
in Korea would be welcomed into the forces “to participate in the work of anti-
Communism.” Johnson said the United States did not welcome a public
statement of this sort because of its possible harmful effects on the armistice
negotiations. The State Department regards the disposition of the Chinese
prisoners of war who do not wish to return to Communist rule as a much more
sensitive question than that of North Koreans in a similar category. The
United States does not wish to acerbate the Formosa situation by suggesting to
the Chiang Kai-shek Government that it provide for the acceptance on
Formosa of Chinese prisoners of war held by the United Nations in Korea. The
State Department would be interested to know the origin of the information
you have received which suggests that Chiang Kai-Shek would not permit
Chinese prisoners to go to Formosa, since this conflicts with reports received by
the department.

4. Discussing the position of former Nationalists amongst the Chinese
prisoners of war, who had defected wholesale to the Communists, Johnson
argued that the manner in which these prisoners had fallen into United
Nations hands was not the same as that in which they had come under
Communist rule. Most of them had come under Communist rule not by
volition or by the exercise of individual choice, but as a result of mass
surrender on the part of large units. The majority of Chinese prisoners taken
by the United Nations in Korea, however, surrendered individually and many
of these have now indicated not only a choice but a determination not to return
to Communist rule. A large number of Chirdese prisoners, who must be
assumed by their actions to have been anti-Communist all along, have since
their capture been of considerable service to the United Nations Command by
such means as cooperating in intelligence work and camp administration. In
other words, a proportion of the Chinese prisoners have by their acts
committed themselves as anti-Communists and are known to have done so. It is
thought that these people would take extreme measures to avoid being sent
back to inevitable reprisals by Communist authorities. Johnson cited the
frequent mass executions now taking place in China as evidence that the
Communist authorities would not be likely to take the trouble to have a second
attempt at indoctrinating these prisoners if they again came into their hands.

5. Johnson pointed out that it was very difficult to determine precisely those
prisoners who would go to any lengths to avoid repatriation, before the time of
decision came. Tentative estimates, however, place in this category 4,000 to
5,000 North Koreans out of the 96,000 North Korean prisoners held and



KOREAN CONFLICT 119

approximately 11,000 out of the 20,000 Chinese prisoners. Johnson said he
personally thought that the estimate of Chinese prisoners might be a little high.
In any case he agreed that the aim of the United Nations Command would be
to reduce to the minimum the number of prisoners who it was considered could
not be returned to the Communists.

6. As to tactics on the prisoner of war question, Johnson repeated what he
had told us on February 25th (see my WA-525)." The United Nations
delegation would attempt to obtain a practical compromise on the prisoner of
war question in return for United Nations concessions in the matter of airfield
inspection. If this should prove impossible, it might be necessary to confront
the Communists with a fait accompli by simply releasing a certain number of
prisoners and taking their names off the POW lists. Johnson confirmed that if
this has to be done, the State Department does not think that trickery should
be employed. If names are deleted from United Nations prisoner of war lists,
both the International Red Cross and the Communist authorities should be
notified. Johnson thought it possible that ultimately the Communists might
accept a fait accompli of this sort provided that they knew they were going to
get back a large majority of their prisoners (e.g. over 100,000 of the 116,000
Communist prisoners held). It was hoped that Communist acquiescence in this
might be aided by the United Nations having dropped the idea of voluntary
repatriation in the armistice negotiations (taking the stand rather that there
should be no forced repatriation). If the Communists accepted the fair
accompli the United Nations could then go on record as agreeing to general
repatriation.

7. As to public opinion in this country, Johnson thought that it had not really
come to grips with the prisoners of war problem, possibly because there are
other contentious issues which delay the conclusion of an armistice. Johnson
thought that in so far as there had been expressions of public opinion on the
matter, they had in general approved the United Nations position against
forced repatriation. He hazarded a personal opinion that even if a breakdown
of the armistice talks on the POW repatriation question were threatened,
American public opinion would for the most part regard forced repatriation of
prisoners held by the United Nations as payment of ransom to the Communists
for United States prisoners and would not acquiesce in it. This opinion seems to
me somewhat surprising but much would depend I suppose upon how the issue
were presented to the public.

8. I agree with you that, if strong representations were made by friendly
governments to the effect that the United States should abandon its objections
to compulsory repatriation, this would very likely be used as a defence by the
administration against public criticism. Before considering the advisability of
taking action of this sort, I think perhaps that we might await development of
the United Nations tactics at Panmunjom and the clarification of public
opinion. Johnson said that other governments concerned have not expressed
views to the United States on the prisoners of war question.
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103. 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-521 Ottawa, March 10, 1952
CONFIDENTIAL

KOREA: POST-ARMISTICE NEGOTIATIONS

Following from Under-Secretary, Begins: The Minister has decided that, on
the whole, he prefers that Canada be left out of any slate of countries which
might participate in a post-armistice conference on Korea. You are therefore at
liberty to take this position if the question is raised with you by the government
to which you are accredited.

104. DEA/50069-A-40
Note de I'ambassadeur aux Etats-Unis
Memorandum by Ambassador in United States

SECRET Washington, March 11, 1952

MR. ACHESON’S VIEWS ON ARMISTICE NEGOTIATIONS IN KOREA?

1. In the course of discussion after dinner at the Embassy last night between
Mr. Acheson, Mr. Pearson, Mr. Freeman Matthews and myself, Mr. Acheson
said that in his judgement the time had come to end the type of negotiations
with the Communists in Korea which have been going on now for some eight
months. The tempers and nerves of the negotiators were frayed, and the public
would not take much more of this sort of thing. He was therefore supporting —
and he implied with the approval of the President — an offer from the Unified
Command which would deal in one package with the four outstanding points of
difference now remaining. This offer might perhaps be presented by General
Ridgway in person, and might be preceded by a proposal from General
Ridgway that he should meet with the Communist Field Commanders.

2. The offer would deal with the following points of difference:

(a) Inspection at Ports of Entry. The present difference was between seven
ports of entry for inspection requested by the United Nations command and
five proposed by the Communists. A compromise on six should not present
difficulties.

(b) Organ for Observation of the Armistice. The Communist demand that
the Soviet Union should be represented on a “neutral” organ should be
sidestepped by offering to set up an organ on which would serve representatives
of three countries chosen by each side, and the designation of the organ as

22Le Document est paraphé:/The document is initialled:

L.B. P[earson].
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neutral should be dropped. This would permit the Soviet Union to serve
without being labelled a neutral, together with representatives of two satellite
countries.

(¢) Prisoners of War. This was the most difficult question in dispute. On the
United Nations side repatriation of unwilling prisoners at bayonet-point could
not be accepted. The Convention of 1949 had not been drafted with a situation
of this sort in mind and could not be literally applied. Most of the Communist
prisoners in the United Nations’ hands would be quite ready to be repatriated,
but the minority — and no-one knew how large it really was — could not be
forced back. For the idea of voluntary repatriation put forward originally on
the U.N. side, there had been substituted in the negotiations the idea of no
forcible repatriation. This the Communists would have to accept. It might be
covered over to some extent by reclassification of prisoners in U.N. hands, a
practice which the Communists have themselves indulged in freely.

(d) Airfield Construction. In return for agreement on the other points,
General Ridgway would waive the demand for a prohibition on airfield
construction during the armistice.

3. Mr. Acheson suggested that this offer should be made as a firm and final
offer. When it was first presented, it might be handed to the Communists, and
they might be told that an immediate answer was not expected, but that a
further meeting would be held in a week. If they came back with further
bargaining, they could be again told that the offer was final, but that they
could have more time to think over it if they wished. Mr. Pearson indicated
that this procedure seemed to him to have merit.

4. Mr. Acheson repeated the confident views previously expressed on the
morale of the U.N. forces and on their capacity to resist a renewed Communist
offensive. He said, indeed, that such an offensive would be welcome to the
troops, as it would bring the Communists out of their positions into the open.

5. In the course of discussion he expressed doubt on the wisdom of ratifying
the Convention of 1949 on prisoners of war, based as it was on the experience
of the two World Wars and being ill adapted to situations other than victory in
the field.

6. The conversation then turned from the entanglements in Korea to the
morass in Indo-China, and the discussion on the situation there added nothing
to what we already know.

H. W[RONG]
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105. 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 59 Ottawa, March 13, 1952
SECRET

KOREA: POST-ARMISTICE CONFERENCE

As you probably know from papers referred to you, we have expressed the
view to the State Department that India ought to be included among those
invited to any post-armistice conference on Korea. The State Department
doubts whether India would take part in a conference limited to Korean
questions. Would you please approach Bajpai informally and with the greatest
discretion and find out, without revealing the reason for your inquiry, if India
would be willing to take part in a conference of this sort.

106. 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 48 New Delhi, March 20, 1952

SECRET
Reference: Your telegram No. 59 of 13th March.

I saw Bajpai this noon on several topics. In the course of the conversation on
prospects in Korea, after mentioning the provisional agreement at Panmunjom
for a post-armistice political conference, I asked him whether India had
expressed herself on composition of such a conference. He replied that at the
Prime Minister’s Conference, India had proposed that parties to a post-
armistice conference should be the Big Five which I presume would include
Communist rather than Nationalist China and at least two other countries.
India, he said, had not, repeat not, mentioned names of these two other
countries but those they had in mind were Canada and India. My reference to
Panmunjom provisional agreement, restricted as latter was to Korea, did not,
repeat not, lead him to suggest that India’s earlier proposal should not now be
modified; and I went no further.
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107. 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-817 Washington, March 26, 1952
SECRET. IMPORTANT.

KOREA — POST-ARMISTICE PROCEDURES
Reference: WA-627 of March Sth, repeated to Permdel, New York as No. 88.

Addressed External as WA-817, repeated to Permdel, New York as No.
117.

1. The State Department have now come to a point of view in general accord
with that expressed in your message EX-466 of March 4th. They agree that the
Soviet Union should be sounded out regarding post-armistice procedures and
Soviet participation in a conference for a political settlement and that the form
of the United Nations resolutions on Korea should depend upon Soviet
reactions.

2. To this end the State Department have re-drafted their proposed Security
Council and General Assembly resolutions so as to remove tendentious sections
which would be unacceptable to the Soviet Union. The new proposed draft
resolutions were handed to us today by Ward Allen and Henkin of Hickerson’s
office and the texts are given in my immediately following teletypes WA-818
and WA-819. The draft of the General Assembly resolution is very close to the
United Kingdom draft as given in EX-474 of March 4th." Allen explained that
the United States would regard these resolutions as an interim measure
designed to expedite the holding of a political conference on Korea and would
consider that “the record should be made clear” after the conference had been
held. The terms of the final resolutions would of course depend upon the
outcome of the conference.

3. The State Department believe that the Soviet Union might be approached
before actual signature of an armistice in Korea, but they would not agree to
this move being made prior to agreement between the delegations at
Panmunjom on all substantive matters in the armistice negotiations. They have
come to no firm views as to the method by which preliminary soundings of the
Soviet Union should be carried out.

4. The United States would be willing that the temperate resolutions should
be put forward if the Soviet reaction to preliminary soundings should be
favourable or possibly even if it should be noncommittal. If the Soviet reaction
should be unfavourable the United States would wish to see the resolutions
stiffened in accordance with their previous drafts. Paragraphs which the State
Department would seek to have included in the General Assembly resolution in
the event of Soviet refusal to participate in the post-armistice negotiations are
set out in my following message WA-822.
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5. In the United States view, Soviet participation in a post-armistice Korean
settlement is desirable but not essential. State Department officials continue to
be very sceptical of the results of the proposed political conference on Korea.

6. I should be grateful to have your comments on the new United States
proposals for action in the United Nations in the event of an armistice in
Korea.

108. 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-818 Washington, March 26, 1952
SECRET. IMPORTANT.

KOREA — POST-ARMISTICE PROCEDURES

Reference: My immediately proceding teletype.

Addressed External as WA-818, repeated to Permdel, New York as No.
118.

1. Following is text of revised draft of proposed Security Council Resolution

on Korea:

“The Security Council '

“Having considered the report from the Unified Command dated .. .......

“Notes with approval the terms of the armistice contained in this report and
expresses its profound satisfaction that hostilities in Korea have been brought
to an end on a basis consistent with the principles of the United Nations;

“Requests the General Assembly to consider the measures which should
now be taken to bring about a final settlement in Korea in accordance with the
principles and objectives of the United Nations.”
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109. 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-819 Washington, March 26, 1952
SECRET. IMPORTANT.

KOREA — POST-ARMISTICE PROCEDURES

Reference: My WA-817 of March 26th, repeated to Permdel, New York, as
No. 117.

Addressed to External as WA-819, repeated to Permdel, New York, as No.
119.

1. Following is text of revised draft of proposed General Assembly resolution
on Korea:

The General Assembly
“Noting the resolution of the Security Councilof ............ ;

“Notes with approval the armistice agreement set forth in the report of the
Unified Command dated . .......... ;

“Reaffirms that the objectives of the United Nations are the establishment
by the Korean people of a unified, independent and democratic government in
Korea and the full restoration of international peace and security in the area;

“Notes the recommendation contained in the armistice agreement that “a
political conference of a higher level of both sides be held by representatives
appointed respectively to settle through negotiation the questions of the
withdrawal of all foreign forces from Korea, the peaceful settlement of the
Korean question, etc.;

“Agrees to the holding of a conference of governments acting on behalf of
United Nations, the Republic of Korea and the other parties contemplated by
the recommendation in the armistice agreement;

“Designates the following United Nations member governments with armed
forces in Korea, viz. Australia, Colombia, France, Thailand, Turkey, the
United Kingdom, and the United States, to act on behalf of the United
Nations, and requests them, in consultation with the Republic of Korea, to
arrange for and participate on behalf of the United Nations in such a
conference for a Korean settlement as soon as possible and at an agreed place;

“Invites the Government of the USSR to participate in the conference;
“Requests the governments acting on behalf of the United Nations.

A. To seck at the conference a peaceful settlement of the Korean question
through the establishment by the Korean people of a unified, independent and
democratic government in Korea, and the solution of other related Korean
questions as, for example, the withdrawal of non-Korean forces from Korea;
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B. To submit to the General Assembly for approval any agreement reached
at the conference;

C. To report to the Assembly when agreement is reached or at any other time
they consider appropriate;

“Calls upon UNCURK to give such advice and assistance to the govern-
ments acting on behalf of the United Nations as requested, and to continue to
exercise its functions under the General Assembly resolution of October 7,
1950 in such a manner as to support the efforts at the conference of the
governments acting on behalf of the United Nations;

“Reaffirms the intention of the United Nations to carry out its program for
the assistance to the Korean people in the reconstruction and rehabilitation of
all of Korea, and requests the Agent General to be ready to extend his
activities throughout Korea as soon as the General Assembly will have
approved a political settlement for a unified, independent and democratic
Korea.”?

110. 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-882 Washington, March 26, 1952
SECRET. IMPORTANT.

KOREA — POST-ARMISTICE PROCEDURES

Reference: My WA-817 of March 26th, paragraph 4, repeated to Permdel,
New York, as No. 117.

Addressed to External as WA-822, repeated to Permdel, New York, as No.
120.

1. Following are paragraphs which State Department would seek to have
incorporated in General Assembly resolution, if Soviet reactions to preliminary
soundings should be unfavourabie.

The General Assembly

“Recalling the resolutions of the Security Council of June 25th, June 27th
and July 7th, 1950 and the resolutions of the General Assembly of October 7,
1950, December 1, 1950, February 1, 1951 and May 18th, 1951;

“Notes with approval the armistice agreement set forth in the report of the
Unified Command dated ... ......... which confirms that the armed attack
against the Republic of Korea has been repelled, that the fighting has come to

BNote marginale ;/Marginal note:
must refer to UNKRA.
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a halt, and that a major step has been taken towards the full restoration of
international peace and security in the area;

“Affirms that the forces representing the United Nations in Korea will
faithfully observe the terms of the armistice agreement;

“Calls upon other forces in Korea similarly to observe the armistice
faithfully and affirms that any renewal of the aggression in Korea in violation
of the armistice agreement will be met promptly by the necessary military
action on the part of the United Nations;

“Expresses the appreciation of the peoples of the world to the heroic forces
of the members of the United Nations which have valiantly and successfully
fought on behalf of the principles of the Charter, and which continue to serve
in Korea while further steps are being taken for the full restoration of peace
and security;

“Expresses profound satisfaction over the success of the United Nations in
its first effort to restore international peace and security by collective military
measures, and expresses its firm conviction that this proof of the effectiveness
of collective security under the United Nations Charter will contribute to the
maintenance of international peace and security.”

111. 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-660 Ottawa, March 27, 1952
SECRET. IMPORTANT.

KOREA — POST-ARMISTICE PROCEDURES
Reference: Your WA-817, 818, 819 and 822 of March 26.

The scheme outlined in your telegrams under reference is most gratifying
and I have no hesitation in accepting it almost without change. The only
suggestions I have to make at present relate to the General Assembly
resolution in WA-819.

2. Tam, as I said earlier, doubtful about the inclusion of Colombia among the
negotiating powers. | realize the desire of the United States to recognize
Colombia’s contribution of a battalion and to avoid appearing to slight its
Latin American allies, but I do not think that the mustering of Colombia,
Thailand and Turkey looks very good. Secondly, I still think that India, as a
party at interest, ought to be invited to the conference. Soundings in Delhi
indicate that the limited scope of the conference would not deter India from
attending. I should be grateful if you would bring these two points on the
composition of the conference to the attention of the State Department and
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again urge that India be invited. I am asking Australia and the United
Kingdom to support this approach.

3. In the terms of reference for the governments acting on behalf of the
United Nations, sub-paragraph A nearly but not quite follows the wording of
the agreement on Item 5 of the agenda at Panmunjom. I consider, however,
that it means the same thing and that agreeing in the General Assembly to
amend the resolution to follow the wording of the agreement on Item 5 would
be a harmless concession to make if the Soviet Union requests it. I think that
this is a comment you might mention in passing.

4. The final paragraph in your WA-819 obviously refers to UNKRA but,
unless we have received it in corrupt form, there is no mention of the agency by
name. This the State Department will no doubt wish to correct.

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-860 Washington, March 29, 1952
SECRET

KOREA — POST-ARMISTICE PROCEDURES
Addressed Ottawa as WA-860 and repeated to New York as No. 125.

1. The comments made in your message EX-660 of March 27th were passed
on today to Ward Allen and Kenkin [Henkin] of Hickerson’s office. They
undertook to convey your views to Hickerson and other appropriate senior
officials.

2. They thought there might be some difficulty about not including Colombia
among the negotiating powers, not only for political reasons but also because
they believed that informal conversations had already taken place with high
Colombian officials about the possibility of Colombia’s participation in the
political conference on Korea.

3. They said that the question of Indian participation in the conference would
be looked at again in the light of the additional information received from you.
They thought there would be considerable opposition in the State Department
to extending an invitation to India on the grounds that the conference should as
far as possible be restricted to governments participating in the Korean war; a
position which they claim is implied in the Communist proposals regarding
Item 5 of the armistice. We urged that the principle would in any case be
broken by an invitation to the Soviet Union, and India should be invited as an
interested and important Asian power. I have the impression that United
States reluctance to invite India stems from fear that India may cause trouble
at a political conference on Korea by attempting to play a “third hand”.



KOREAN CONFLICT 129

4. With regard to the point made in paragraph 3 of your message, State
Department officials consider it appropriate that the terms of reference for the
governments acting on behalf of the United Nations should differ in emphasis
from the wording of the agreement on Item 5 of the armistice agenda. In
particular, it was not desirable to retain in the United Nations resolution the
awkward and ambiguous word “et cetera”. Furthermore, it seemed preferable
to word the terms of reference in such a way as to place emphasis on
consistently held United Nations principles regarding Korea rather than such
matters as withdrawal of troops.

5. State Department officials said there would be no objection to the naming
of UNKRA in the final paragraph of the General Assembly resolution (as
suggested in paragraph 4 of your message).

113. 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 856 London, March 29, 1952
SECRET

KOREA — POST-ARMISTICE PROCEDURES
Reference: Your telegram No. 683 of March 27.}

We have spoken with the Foreign Office China and Korea Department
today. They have taken note of your suggestion that the United Kingdom
might see its way to support your approach and will (a) put it up for
consideration (b) meanwhile enquire of the United Kingdom Embassy,
Washington, by personal letter whether there are any signs that the State
Department might be more favourably disposed than hitherto.

2. While themselves continuing at the official level to take the same view as
yourself, they have not made any further attempt to persuade the State
Department since the time of their first sounding in Washington. At that time
the preliminary view of the State Department “off the record” was that India
would seek to widen the scope of the conference to cover other Far Eastern
issues.

3. On being told this, we indicated that there was evidence to the contrary.
John Lloyd said that on March 7 Sir Archibald Nye had given an opinion that
India would not insist on an invitation and that in the present state of Indian
policy he would prefer not to press the matter in New Delhi.
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114. DEA/50069-A-40

Le haut-commissaire en Australie
au secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures

High Commissioner in Australia
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

TELEGRAM 32 Canberra, April 4, 1952

SECRET

KOREA — POST-ARMISTICE PROCEDURES
Reference: Your telegram No. 49 of March 27.

Harry, the Acting Assistant Secretary of External Affairs, has advised that
the Australian views of neutral countries’ inclusion of India in the post-
armistice conference are still as indicated in my telegram No. 22 of March 8th'
and in the memorandum enclosed with your despatch No. Y.114 of March
13th.

He said that past experience suggested that India’s presence at the
conference would not, repeat not, assist the United Nations in attaining its
objectives. He knew of no new considerations which would warrant a change in
the Australian attitude but said that our request for support for the inclusion of
India would be considered.

115. 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-1085 Ottawa, May 15, 1952
SECRET

PROBLEMS CONNECTED WITH THE WAR IN KOREA

1. There are three aspects of the problem of Korea which you might discuss
with the State Department. The first is that, even if there appears to be no
prospect of an armistice coming from further negotiations, and no matter how
empty the formality of further meetings might become, we would hope, as I
know they hope in Washington, that the talks should not be broken off by the
United Nations side. The Communist negotiators have obviously been trying to
force the U.N. representatives into this position. The analogy [ have in mind
here is that of the negotiations towards an Austrian peace treaty. The
responsibility for breaking off the talks, if they are broken off, must lie with the
enemy. In this connection we are concerned with the repeated public quotations
of Admiral Joy to the effect that the package proposal is “final” etc., about
which I have telegraphed you separately.



KOREAN CONFLICT 131

2. Secondly, and this is related to my first point, we consider that a de facto
cease-fire on the ground is preferable to a renewal of hostilities on the ground.
If the talks remain deadlocked as envisaged in my preceding paragraph, or
even if they are completely broken off, surely it would not be wise for the
United Nations side to take the initiative on the ground. The State Department
may refer to the informal discussions of last September in which we agreed
that the United Nations forces might undertake small tactical advances which,
when added together, would amount to a creeping advance to the neck of
Korea above Pyongyang. When we gave our consent to such advances, we did
so on the basis of two arguments: that action was necessary to keep the enemy
off balance and unable to launch an attack, and that action was necessary to
maintain the morale of our own troops. By United States estimates, the enemy
is now in a position to launch attacks if he so wishes, and the morale of our own
troops seems to have been sustained even though there has for several months
now been a virtual cease-fire on the ground. The situation has, therefore,
changed somewhat from September. Therefore it might well be that the
present holding operation is preferable to a renewal of any action on the
ground. The problem of morale for the troops during an indefinite stalemate in
Korea would be serious. However, fighting for merely tactical advances might
itself add to the problem of morale. In any case, we certainly could not agree to
any major offensive without prior consultation on the political level and in
sufficient time to permit our views to be considered seriously.

3. Thirdly, there is a point to be made about consultation. Consultation after
an initiative has been taken, or consultation too late to permit the initiative to
be altered, is not really consultation at all. For instance, the way in which the
instruction to General Ridgway about the package proposal was handled was
not satisfactory from our point of view. We do not question the explanation
that the instruction to Ridgway, based on the view of ourselves, the United
Kingdom and others, telling him to take the emphasis off the finality of the
package proposal, did not arrive in time, but the fact that it did not arrive in
time is an indication of the unsatisfactory character of the consultation. The
events of the last few months have amply demonstrated, it seems to me, the
overriding need for secrecy if the negotiations are to be at all fruitful. When
the U.S. army discovered that significantly large numbers of prisoners held by
the United Nations did not wish to be repatriated, this fact should have been
communicated to the Allied powers concerned for whatever counsel they might
wish to give, but should it not have been kept secret? It is surely obvious that
once this fact was broadcast to the world the other side would make a major
issue of it. I believe we were quite right in treating it as a moral question, but
am doubtful of the wisdom of attempting to exploit it as a propaganda weapon.
The former consideration would not be inconsistent with secrecy. On the
contrary, it could be better treated on its own merits when it was kept secret;
the second consideration seems to have been a factor in making it public and,
once this had been done, it was obviously difficult for the Chinese to give in
without serious loss of face. In this connection I would draw your attention to
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an editorial on the subject in the Economist for May 10 which concludes as
follows:

“Meanwhile the eagerness of propaganda organizations to exploit the
refusal of Chinese and North Koreans to return home must not be allowed to
make negotiation more difficult. Peace in Korea is more important than points
scored over the radio.”

4. 1t is, of course, easy with the benefit of hindsight to criticize this or that
point in the handling of the negotiations. It would obviously have been better,
for instance, if the United Nations side had not given the Communists, as they
did, the nominal role of prisoners held by the U.N. This is the kind of mistake,
however, which one can overlook because it was made in a situation which was
completely new in the modern international scene. I cannot feel, however, that
we should let the other points raised in this telegram pass without comment if
our relations on this matter with the United States in the future are to be
maintained on the frank and helpful basis that we desire.

116. 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

DESPATCH 1196 Washington, May 21, 1952
SECRET

SPECIAL PROBLEMS CONNECTED WITH THE WAR IN KOREA
Reference: Your messages EX-1084" and EX-1085 of May 15th.

I enclose two copies of a Memorandum based on your messages which I am
leaving at the State Department this afternoon with Mr. Hickerson, Assistant
Secretary for United Nations Affairs, and Mr. Johnson, Deputy Assistant
Secretary for Far Eastern Affairs. I shall report later by teletype on my
discussion. For the reasons given in my message WA-1364 of May 20th," 1
have inserted at the end of the enclosure a general paragraph dealing with the
need for frequent and close consultation on Korean issues and have not gone
into the matters of detail mentioned in paragraph 3 of your EX-1085.

H.H. WRONG
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[PIECE JOINTE/ENCLOSURE]
Communication de I'ambassadeur aux Etats-Unis
Memorandum by Ambassador in United States

ORAL MESSAGE Washington, May 21, 1952

SECRET

Even if there appears to be no prospect of an armistice being concluded as a
result of further negotiations, and no matter how empty the formality of
further meetings may become, the Canadian Government considers — and it is
believed that this view is shared in Washington — that the talks should not be
broken off by the United Nations Command. The Communist negotiators
obviously are trying to force the U.N. representatives into this position. If the
talks, however, are broken off, the responsibility should clearly lie with the
enemy.

In this connection concern is felt over repeated public references by Admiral
Joy and others to the finality of the package proposal which was put to the
Communist delegation on April 28th. It will be recalled that the original draft
of the public statement issued by General Ridgway on May 6th referred to the
proposal as “final and absolute”, and that this was modified after representa-
tions had been made by the Canadian and other governments that less
restrictive language should be used. Furthermore, on May 2nd the Canadian
Embassy was informed by the State Department that instructions had been
sent to the United Nations Command that its representatives should refrain
from making frequent use of such words as “final” and “irrevocable” during
the negotiations. Since then, however, a number of reports have appeared in
the press on various dates quoting statements by Admiral Joy about the finality
of the offer. For example, an Associated Press despatch from Munsan of May
14th quotes him as saying in an open session at Panmunjom, “There is one fact
that you are not willing to face or do not understand: the United Nations
Command’s compromise proposal is firm, final and irrevocable.” It would
appear that not a great deal of attention has been paid by the United Nations
negotiators to the instructions that frequent use should not be made of
language such as this. Its reiteration might well create the impression that the
United Nations side is preparing the public for breaking off the talks
altogether, and has for that purpose presented the Communists with an
ultimatum.

It can be understood that in the course of the extremely difficult negotia-
tions with the Communists the U.N. negotiators may find it desirable at times
to emphasize in private that their offer is not susceptible to bargaining. It is a
different thing, however, to repeat this frequently in public statements,
especially in view of the opinions which have been expressed by the Canadian
and some other governments.

If the armistice talks remain deadlocked or even if they are completely
broken off, the Canadian Government considers that it would not be wise for
the United Nations forces to take the initiative in resorting to more active



134 CONFLIT COREEN

operations on the ground. The present military situation, which approaches for
the ground forces a de facto cease-fire, is considered to be preferable to a
renewal of larger scale operations. Several months ago arguments were
advanced that continuous ground action was necessary to keep the enemy off
balance and unable to launch an attack, and that active operations were
necessary to maintain the morale of the United Nations troops. This estimate
seems to be no longer valid, since on the one hand the enemy is now considered
to be in a position to launch an offensive if he so desires, and on the other hand
the morale of the United Nations troops appears to have been sustained even
though offensive operations on a scale larger than patrols have been
discontinued for a considerable time. Should there be an indefinite stalemate in
Korea, the problem of morale for the troops might well become serious, but a
renewal of more active fighting merely for tactical advances might itself add to
this problem.

In any case the Canadian Government could not agree to the undertaking of
a major offensive by the United Nations forces without prior consultation on
the political level in time to permit Canadian views to be seriously considered.

Parliamentary and public opinion in Canada and elsewhere is obviously
being influenced by the diminished prospects for an armistice, by the recent
deplorable incidents on Koje Island, and especially by concern about the future
course of operations if no armistice is concluded. It is therefore particularly
important in the present situation in Korea that there should be frequent
consultation between the Government of the United States and other
governments mainly concerned in the Korean operations, and that consultation
should take place at as early a stage as possible before proposals for new
initiatives have begun to harden into decisions.

117. 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-1391 Washington, May 22, 1952
SECRET

PROBLEMS CONNECTED WITH THE WAR IN KOREA
Reference: My despatch 1196 of May 21st.

1. T left with Messrs. Hickerson and Johnson yesterday afternoon the
informal memorandum enclosed with my despatch, and had a lengthy
conversation with them.

2. They repeated the assurances previously given that there is no present
discussion or thought of breaking off the armistice negotiations. Certainly
there would be no question of the negotiations being broken off by the United
Nations side without prior consultation with governments concerned, and
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General Clark had no authority to terminate the negotiations without approval
of Washington.

3. They drew a clear distinction, however, between breaking off the
negotiations and suspending them for a period. Admiral Joy has expressed the
strong opinion that indefinite continuation of the type of meetings now taking
place is undesirable tactically — a view with which it is easy to agree. He had
recommended that the United Nations Command should suspend the
discussions on the understanding that they would be prepared at any time to
resume sessions when the Communists should have something constructive to
propose or in order further to explain the package proposal. The State
Department considers that the Communists are improving their propaganda
position during the present plenary sessions at which matters of substance are
not being discussed. They have been greatly assisted by the Koje incidents, and
they are able to give free rein to their fancy, while the United Nations
spokesmen must adhere to the facts.

4. Apart from the propaganda aspects, the State Department appears to
favour suspension of the discussions in an endeavour to remove any possible
thought in the minds of the Communists that the United Nations Command
might recede from its position on the package proposal. Hickerson recalled how
the Communists maintained adamantly for months that they could not
abandon their demands for the 38th Parallel as a military demarcation line,
although subsequently they did so. He suggested they might now be hoping for
a similar eventual retreat on the part of the United Nations Command with
regard to the package proposal.

5. 1 emphasized the objections to Admiral Joy’s repeated public use of
language indicating the finality of the United Nations proposal. The State
Department officials did not seem very receptive on this point. I infer that
there may have been a change of mind about it and there are doubts whether
the use of such language is objectionable as a matter of tactics in present
circumstances.

6. Hickerson and Johnson said that no consideration is now being given to the
expansion of military ground action on United Nations initiative, but they
wondered for how long it would be feasible for the situation to remain entirely
static. The prime objective of the United States, as of its Allies, is to achieve an
armistice. The enemy is now under less pressure to agree to an armistice. What
sort of pressure could be brought upon the enemy without widening the scope
of the war or resuming active ground operations, both of which are objection-
able? Hickerson said that any suggestions or advice which the Canadian or
other governments might offer the United States would be very welcome.

7. This brought us to the subject of consultation. I made the point that the
present precarious and ambiguous situation in Korea required close consulta-
tion. As an example, I mentioned that the screening in April of the prisoners
had resulted in a much smaller figure of those desiring to be repatriated than
had been expected, and that this altered the character of the package proposal;
insufficient time had been left for other governments to consider this change in
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the prospects of Communist acceptance before the proposal was put to the
Communists.

8. Hickerson and Johnson not only agreed on the necessity for close
consultation but repeated that they would be more than glad to receive
assistance and advice from other United Nations Governments. I suggested
that it might be useful for the United States to take the initiative in requesting
the views of its chief allies. This idea seemed to appeal to Hickerson. I asked
whether General Clark, as the new United Nations Commander, would make
an appraisal of the situation in Korea and suggested that the receipt of such a
report might afford a suitable opportunity for inter-governmental consulta-
tions. Hickerson said that General Clark would proceed to Korea soon to
examine the situation; he hazarded the opinion that the General’s report,
expected within ten days or so, would concern itself for the most part with the
armistice negotiations, as there did not seem to be much to say on the military
side. He expects that Clark will confirm Joy’s recommendation that the United
Nations Command should extricate itself from the daily propaganda sessions
and bring about suspension of the meetings until the Communists were willing
to enter into substantive discussions.

9. Summing up the position, Hickerson said that we have now arrived at an
impasse. What was wanted was to achieve an armistice. What could be done to
lead the Communists to accept the minimum United Nations terms? No
solution has yet been found to these problems. The only concrete suggestion
that Hickerson or Johnson could make was that the application of stringent
economic and financial measures against China might help. I said that I
doubted whether such measures were practicable and whether they would be
effective within a reasonable period of time.

10. Recalling the proposal that Communist prisoners might be re-screened
before conclusion of an armistice, I suggested that it might be wise for the
United Nations side to take the initiative in having such re-screening carried
out now by non-Americans, in order to strengthen before the public the United
Nations position on repatriation and to counter effectively the Communist
charge that the screening was “‘phoney”. This suggestion was not enthusiasti-
cally received but was not rejected. They pointed out that the Communists
were not objecting to the method of screening but were rejecting the idea of
screening altogether. Nevertheless, they admitted the propaganda value of
neutral re-screening. They said that the International Red Cross would be
unwilling to conduct the operation unless invited by both sides. They did,
however, enter into a discussion on the possibility of re-screening being carried
out by representatives of such nations as India, Pakistan, Sweden and
Switzerland. I have learned that later yesterday the British Embassy repeated
to the State Department the re-screening proposal on instructions from the
Foreign Office.
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118. 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, June 11, 1952

THE WAR IN KOREA!:
POST-ARMISTICE DECLARATION

Mr. Bliss of the United States Embassy called on Mr. Norman on June 10
to outline the procedure currently proposed by the United States in handling
the Declaration which we have agreed should be issued after an Armistice is
concluded in Korea. The proposed procedure is slightly different from that we
have already agreed upon but basically there is little change. The procedure
outlined by Mr. Bliss is as follows: [General Clark would report immediately
on the signature of the Armistice and within twenty-four hours the heads of
mission in Washington of the countries issuing the Declaration would meet in
the State Department to sign the Declaration. As soon as it had been signed,
the text of the Declaration would be made public simultaneously in Washing-
ton and the other capitals concerned. At the same time, the United States
would transmit the text of the statement to the Secretary General under a note
in the following general terms:

The representative of the United States to the United Nations has the
honour to transmit to the Secretary General for his information a copy of a
statement issued today in Washington. Similar statements were issued today in
the capitals of those nations whose forces are participating in the United
Nations action in Korea.]

2. It is not certain that this would be the exact wording. Mr. Bliss said that he
knew of no objection to other countries similarly transmitting the Declaration
on their own behalf if they wished to do so. We have been informed separately
that the United Kingdom government will probably transmit the Declaration to
the Secretary General in this manner.

3. The only new factor in this proposed procedure is that action would be
taken to sign the Declaration within twenty-four hours instead of within forty-
eight as previously agreed. Mr. Bliss asked to be informed whether this
procedure is agreeable to the Canadian Government. I can see no objection
that we could now raise and if you agree, I shall inform Mr. Bliss that we do
not object to the procedure he has outlined.*

4. 1 should be grateful to know whether you would wish the Canadian
representative in New York to transmit a copy of the Declaration to the
Secretary General in the same manner as the representatives of the United
States and the United Kingdom. For your convenience, I attach a copy of the

Note marginale :/Marginal note:
agreed. L.B. P[earson]
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agreed wording of the Declaration, to which, incidentally, Mr. Bliss consist-
ently referred to as the “Greater Sanctions Agreement”.?

E. R[EID]
for L.D. W/ilgress]

[PIECE JOINTE/ENCLOSURE]
Déclaration d’armistice

Declaration of Armistice

We the United Nations members whose military forces are 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 likewise
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 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
determination in good faith to seek a settlement of the Korean problem. 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.

119. DEA/50069-A-40

Note du sous-secrétaire‘d’E“tat 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, June 14, 1952

KOREAN ARMISTICE NEGOTIATIONS:
EXCHANGE OF PRISONERS OF WAR
There are now four sets of proposals before us about rescreening prisoners of
war. They are:

Note Marginale ;/Marginal note:
yes.
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(a) The suggestion put forward in the Department on June 3 which would
have the armistice agreement not cover repatriation of prisoners but bind both
parties to release all prisoners when further negotiations make such release
possible, bind both parties to put the supervision of the prisoners they hold
under some neutral power agreeable to both, and bind both parties to continue
to negotiate for the release of prisoners either separately or in the general post-
armistice conference contemplated under Item 5 and already agreed to.

(b) An Australian proposal contained in telegram No. 93 of June 4 from the
Department of External Affairs in Canberra to the Australian High
Commissioner in Ottawa.” Copy of this telegram is attached. The Australian
proposal calls for an initial offer of an impartial screening of the prisoners we
hold possibly followed by an offer of impartial screening of the prisoners held
by both sides.

(c) An Anglo-Indian proposal contained in telegram Z-46 of June 7 from the
Secretary of State for Commonwealth Relations to the Acting High
Commissioner for the United Kingdom in Ottawa.' The Anglo-Indian proposal
is not very different from the Departmental proposal except that it does not
require the use of a neutral country to supervise the camps.

(d) A suggestion made by Walter Lippmann in a syndicated article which
would require a distinction to be drawn between prisoners who do not want to
be repatriated for reasons of personal advantage and prisoners who do not want
to be repatriated because they require political asylum. This suggestion of
course implies a rescreening and a rescreening on a very different basis from
the original screening which he has criticised.

2. I would suggest that until Mr. Wrong has had an opportunity to have the
discussions which he outlined in telegram WA-1590 (copy attached),! we
should not try to make up our minds on the best course to follow. It might also
be profitable to enquire from New Delhi what further information can be
obtained about Panikkar’s interview with the Chinese Vice Minister of Foreign
Affairs concerning the Anglo-Indian proposal.

3. In the meantime, there are certain considerations which we might hold in
mind:

(a) Public opinion in the west almost certainly requires that there should be
some sort of rescreening to dispose of fears that the original screening was
hopelessly prejudiced. The Australians inform us that the United States has
come a considerable distance towards being willing to agree to a rescreening.?

{b) The United States has indicated that it is unwilling to consider a proposal
which would involve screening the 12,000 U.N. prisoners to see which of them
do not want to be repatriated.”

(c) Against this, however, it may be urged that if we insist on a screening
only of the prisoners we hold, the enemy will hold some sort of screening of

%Note marginale :/Marginal note:
This, I think, important.
¥"Note marginale :;/Marginal note:
why not if it is done by a neutral agency.
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their own which will result in some of the U.N. prisoners not being returned. It
would be better from our point of view as the Australians point out if we could
prevent a unilateral screening of U.N. prisoners in enemy hands.?

(d) An objective test of the willingness of prisoners to return to communist
control will probably be necessary. Whether this test can be carried out by
questioning as Walter Lippmann thinks, or by a physical test as the Australi-
ans imply, is a matter which will have to be decided.

(e) With the small number of Canadian prisoners who are in enemy hands,
we must be careful not to urge too strongly on the Americans any course which
would result in a feeling that we had urged them to make sacrifices which we
did not feel.”

E. R{EID]
for L.D. W/ilgress]

120. DEA/50069-A-40

Note du sous-secrétaire‘a”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, June 18, 1952

KOREAN ARMISTICE NEGOTIATIONS:
QUESTION OF PRISONERS OF WAR

You will recall that on June 14 I sent you a memorandum outlining briefly
the various proposals which had been put forward for dealing with the question
of prisoners of war. A new and more promising idea has now reached us from
the Chinese themselves.

Attached are copies of telegrams Y-239' and 240" of June 18 from the
Commonwealth Relations Office to the Acting United Kingdom High
Commissioner. The first of these telegrams outlines two alternative schemes
put forward by Foreign Minister, Chou En-lai. The suggestion for a straight
exchange based on 20,000 Chinese prisoners plus an uncertain number of
North Koreans would be impossible for the United Nations Command to
accept. The second proposal, however, for a neutral screening appears to be the
most hopeful we have had yet. [ think that we should lose no time in indicating
to the United States that we hope that they will agree that the United

2Note marginale ;/Marginal note:
| agree.

Note marginale :;/Marginal note:
I agree with (e). We should give our views if requested — if and when we volunteer
them, we should be careful not to press them on the Americans.
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Kingdom should encourage the Indians to pursue this suggestion further with
the Chinese Government.*
E. R[EID]
for L.D. W/ilgress]

121. 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-1426 Ottawa, June 26, 1952

KOREAN ARMISTICE NEGOTIATIONS: CHINESE PROPOSALS

Reference: My EX-1366 and 1367 of June 18." (London reference, my 1243
and 1244 of June 18)*

We learn from the Office of the United Kingdom High Commissioner here
that the State Department has encouraged the United Kingdom to encourage
the Indians to pursue further the second proposal made by Chou En-lai to
Panikkar®' on June 15. We are also informed that United Kingdom govern-
ment obtained the consent of the State Department before telling us about the
State Department’s reaction. It would, therefore, be in order for you, whenever
you judge the time appropriate, to let the State Department know that we are
happy that they have taken this action. The second Chinese proposal referred
to in fact appears to concede to the United Nations side just about everything
we want, while providing a way for the Chinese not to have to give in publicly.
Hickerson told the British how much he appreciated the need for secrecy, so it
is obvious that the State Department understands the need to do nothing which
will make the Chinese lose face.

122. 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-1711 Washington, June 27, 1952
SECRET

KOREAN ARMISTICE NEGOTIATIONS: CHINESE PROPOSALS
Reference: Your EX-1426 of June 26th.

3Note marginale :/Marginal note:
yes — and we might have a word with Alexander about it. [L.B. Pearson]
3IK.M. Panikkar, ambassadeur de I’Inde auprés de la République populaire de Chine.
K.M. Panikkar, Ambassador of India in People’s Republic of China.
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I have already had a conversation with Hickerson along these lines, in which
he informed me of the encouragement given by the State Department to
further exploration of the second suggestion made to Panikkar. The only
additional point he added was that they had considered in the State Depart-
ment whether further discussions with the Chinese could be undertaken
through a different channel, possibly Lamb?®? in Peking. Panikkar, he said, has
left Peking, and the Indian Embassy is under a Charge d’Affaires. They
decided, however, that the same channel should be used. Please pass to me any
further information you may receive from London or New Delhi.

123. 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-1823 Washington, July 11, 1952
Topr SECRET. IMPORTANT.

KOREA — ARMISTICE NEGOTIATIONS
Reference: WA-1767 of July 3rd."

1. Before today’s regular meeting at the State Department, embassies of
Commonwealth governments participating in the Korean war were given some
information about UNC tactics for armistice negotiations by McClurkin,
Acting Director of Office of Northeast Asian Affairs.

2. General Clark recommended to Washington that the Communist delegates
should be informed of the revised figure of approximately 83,000 prisoners to
be repatriated, with emphasis being placed upon the impartial and careful
manner in which the figure was arrived at. Clark would suggest to the
Communists that a date be set for the exchange of revised POW lists, with
August st as a possible date. He would reiterate the willingness of the UNC to
permit checking of the revised lists by a mutually satisfactory and impartial
organization, if the Communists would accept the figure of 83,000. If the
Communists would not accept the figure, he would request that they make
further proposals for the solution of the problem. Clark also recommended
that, if no progress were made in this way Harrison should at an appropriate
time put to the Communists a proposal similar to point (b) of the Chou En-lai
proposals reportedly made to Panikkar, seeking to modify the language of
paragraphs 51 and 52 of the draft armistice agreement accordingly.

3. Washington replied to Clark expressing doubt about the wisdom of
revealing the 83,000 figure at this time and stating that the recommendation
made in the latter part of Clark’s message was under consideration.

2L.H. Lamb, chargé d’affaires du Royaume-Uni auprés de la République populaire de Chine.
L.H. Lamb, Chargé d’Affaires of United Kingdom in People’s Republic of China.
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4. Clark and Harrison then both sent a message to Washington repeating
that in their opinion the figure of 83,000 should be given to the Communists
for the following reasons:

(I) It represents a considerable increase over the previous figure of 70,000.

(IT) Communist intelligence has probably reported the new figure, in which
case the UNC delegation might be embarrassed by being charged with
concealing facts.

It is probable that Harrison will be authorized to give the 83,000 figure to the
Communist delegation.

5. General Clark’s recommendation that he should be authorized, at an
appropriate time, to make to the Communists a proposal similar to point (b) of
the Chou En-lai proposals has been discussed with the Joint Chiefs of Staff.
General Lawton Collins,** Chief of the Army, who left Washington today for
the Far East on a routine inspection journey planned some time ago, will
discuss this matter with Generals Clark and Harrison and send a report back to
Washington giving his opinion. It seemed apparent from McClurkin’s remarks
that initial reaction in the State Department is not unfavourable towards the
possibility of authorizing Harrison to make a proposal of this nature even
without waiting for further clarification from Peiping of the Chou En-lai-
Panikkar conversations. It is probable that a decision on the matter will be
made in the early part of next week. McClurkin said that the State Depart-
ment would welcome any views and suggestions which Commonwealth
governments might care to offer on tactics to be followed at Panmunjom.

124. 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-1557 Ottawa, July 16, 1952
Top SECRET

KOREA: ARMISTICE NEGOTIATIONS
Reference: Your WA-1823 of July 11.

1. In view of the considerations outlined in paragraph 4 of your telegram
under reference, we would agree that there is more chance of advantage in
releasing the new figure of 83,000 as available for repatriation. On the second
question concerning the Chinese proposal received through the Indians, the
following is an outline of our views, the substance of which you may
communicate to the State Department.

3Le chef d’état-major de I’Armée des Etats-Unis.
Chief of Staff, United States Army.
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2. In view of the rather confusing way in which we have heard of Chou En-
lai’s second proposal, it might be wise to state that the following is the text as it
was communicated to us by the United Kingdom:

Alternatively (a) The United Nations Command would accept in principle
that all prisoners on the conclusion of an armistice should go back to their
homes: and (b) those who showed a disinclination to being repatriated could be
brought to Panmunjom but not under military escort and interviewed there by
a committee of neutral personnel from “the four neutral states agreed upon”
and the Red Cross of both sides. The Chinese and North Korean Governments
would be prepared to abide by the views expressed at this interview.,

We take all the foregoing to be what the State Department refers to as Chou
En-lai’s proposal (b).

3. After thinking this proposal over, we have come to the conclusion that it
presents a fairly good chance of providing ground for a settlement. Part (a)
gives the appearance of conceding to the communists what they have
demanded. Part (b) gives us the substance of what we want. The way in which
this might be accomplished could be by having the prisoners literally “return to
their own side” by the very act of going to Panmunjom, under part (a), and by
letting those who did not want to be repatriated return (or desert, depending on
one’s point of view) to the side which had captured them, under part (b). This
idea may well have lain behind Major-General Harrison’s suggested
reclassification of certain prisoners, referred to in your WA-1825."

4. We understand from the United Kingdom that Hickerson gave the United
Kingdom Embassy a written comment on Chou En-lai’s proposal in the
following words:

The alternative proposal (b) . . . which Chou En-lai is reported to have
offered as a possibility for breaking the deadlock in the armistice negotiations
is interesting and would seem to offer possibilities for progress. There are
however a number of points in regard to this proposal which require
clarification and elaboration. It would be desirable to know what channel or
machinery would in Chou En-lai’s view be appropriate for such clarification
and elaboration.

5. It is our understanding that the Indians were to be asked to convey this
comment to the Chinese as if it came from the United Kingdom without
revealing (or possibly even knowing) its American origin. What we are not sure
of is whether this comment was in fact passed to the Chinese or whether
transmission of it has been held up by Menon’s desire to intervene personally as
a peacemaker or by the absence of an Indian Ambassador from Peking. It
would be unfortunate if, for either of these reasons, the Indians have not
conveyed the American comment, as the Chinese may now think that the only
answer to their proposal has been the bombing of the Yalu power stations and
Pyongyang.

6. The opportunity afforded by the Chinese offer is sufficiently important
that we should take great care to take full advantage of it. At the same time,
we should proceed carefully even though this will consume more time and
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require great patience. Instead of the action suggested in paragraph 5 of your
WA-1823, we would hope that steps could be taken to make sure that the
Chinese received the comment prepared by the State Department. If there is
difficulty over the absence of an Indian Ambassador from Peking, perhaps the
United States could ask the United Kingdom to ask the Indians to expedite the
dispatch of their new Ambassador. I suggest this because it would be too
obvious an initiative either to take action through a new channel or to send a
special mission to Peking. The main difficulty as we see it about having Major-
General Harrison himself put forward Chou En-lai’s proposal appears to us to
be that the communists and especially the Chinese may so value their amour-
propre that they may be put off by having somebody appear to steal their
thunder. If they can be left, in their own minds at least, with the credit for
proposing a solution to the deadlock, it will be well worth our while to let them
have the shadow of victory in return for the substance of armistice.

125. 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-1875 Washington, July 18, 1952
ToP SECRET

KOREAN ARMISTICE NEGOTIATIONS

1. The State Department informed us about a cryptic preliminary report
received at the Pentagon on the resumption of secret plenary session on July
18th. The event was disappointing. The Communists:

(i) Rejected the new figure of 83,000 prisoners to be repatriated;

(i) Repeated their proposal for reclassification of prisoners according to
nationalities and areas;

(iii) Returned to an overall figure of 116,000 prisoners to be repatriated (as
compared to the figure of 110,000 they gave on July 13th). The UNC
delegation repeated its position on the repatriation issue and agreed to another
session on July 19th.

2. It is difficult to know what to make of this somewhat retrograde position
taken by the Communists. The State Department do not appear to be unduly
pessimistic however. McClurkin, who gave us the information, even speculated
that the Communists might be waiting for the UNC delegation to make a
proposal along the line of the second proposal B of the Chou En-lai proposals
made to Panikkar. (With regard to para. 6 of EX-1557, you will have seen
from WA-1865 of July 17" that Krishna Menon told Selwyn Lloyd that it was
important that proposal B should not be represented as having come from the
Chinese.)
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3. The State Department have not come to a definite conclusion on what is to
be taken from the apparent volte-face of the Chinese as indicated in the
Chinese Foreign Office note of July 14 to the Indian Embassy. They would, I
think, agree that any of the interpretations offered in para. 3 of EX-1565'
might be correct. Allison has suggested that perhaps Chou En-lai might have
gone beyond his authority in his conversations with Panikkar and have been
overruled by Mao.

126. 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-1912 Washington, July 23, 1952
SECRET

KOREA — STATE DEPARTMENT MEETING OF JULY 22ND'

Addressed External Ottawa WA-1912, repeated Permdel New York No.
265.

No progress has been made in resolving the deadlock in the armistice
negotiations resulting from Communist insistence on the repatriation of all
Chinese prisoners. Both sides have merely re-stated their position on this
question during recent brief meetings. Secret plenary sessions are still being
scheduled and we gather from conversation with State Department officials
that the UNC delegation are disposed to carry on with them for a while, if the
Communists continue to request them, in the hope that the latter might make
some move towards breaking the deadlock.

127. 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-2052 Washington, August 12, 1952
CONFIDENTIAL

KOREA — STATE DEPARTMENT MEETING OF AUGUST 12
Addressed External Ottawa WA-2052 repeated to Permdel New York as
No. 284.

Nothing new on the prisoners-of-war issue was said at the plenary
delegation meeting on August 11. Harrison proposed a recess until August 19.
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Nam II** agreed, after protesting that the UNC was obstructing an armistice
by refusing to negotiate at the conference table and by attempting to exert
military pressure through “wanton and indiscriminate bombing”, tactics which
would result in “miserable defeat”™.

2. Hickerson said that the State Department were now looking to the
probability that the General Assembly would convene in October with the
armistice discussions in the same sort of stalemated position which now exists.
He expressed the opinion that, if this be so “our side” should raise the Korean
question in the Assembly rather than leave the initiative to the Soviet. The
State Department would like to know whether the Canadian and other
governments participating in the Korean action agree with this opinion.

3. Hickerson urged the necessity of “Allied” governments co-ordinating plans
for dealing with the Korean question in the General Assembly. He indicated
we might expect to receive before long an official level working paper
containing proposals for handling the Korean question. It seems probable that
the United States proposals might be along the lines of those mentioned in our
message WA-1928 of July 24," para. 4, and para. 2(d) of Spender’s telegram
which was reported in our message WA-1927 of July 24."

4. You will probably wish to give consideration to the Canadian attitude on
how the Korean question should be handled in the General Assembly, in the
light of the hints we have had of the State Department thinking in this matter.
We understand that the British Embassy have suggested to London that the
Foreign Office may wish to anticipate American proposals by presenting views
of their own first.

128. 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-2072 Washington, August 15, 1952
SECRET

KOREA AND GENERAL ASSEMBLY

Addressed Ottawa WA-2072, repeat New York No. 288.

The State Department working paper referred to in paras. 3 and 4 of our
message WA-2052 of August 12 was handed yesterday afternoon by Hickerson
and Alexis Johnson to representatives of British, French, Australian, New
Zealand, South African and Canadian Embassies. Following is text of the

paper:

¥Le lieutenant-colonel Nam Il de ’Armée populaire de la Corée, délégué principal de la
délégation nord-coréenne et chinoise aux négociations en vue de I’armistice.
Lt. Colonel Nam Il, Korean People’s Army; Chief Delegate of North Korean and Chinese
Delegation to the Armistice negotiations.
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Korea: United Nations General Assembly action in the event of continued
inconclusive armistice negotiations.

Recommendations

1. The General Assembly should take action early in the seventh session
along the following lines:

(a) The first step should be to seek passage of a General Assembly resolution
which would:

(i) Express the full support of the General Assembly for the gallant efforts
of the United Nations troops in Korea;

(ii) Express full confidence in and approval of the conduct of the Armistice
negotiations by the United Nations command;

(iii) Approve the position taken by the United Nations command in regard
to the question of repatriation of prisoners of war and call upon the North
Korean and Chinese Communist authorities to accept an honourable armistice
which recognizes the principle of non-forcible repatriation;

(iv) Request the President of the General Assembly to transmit this
resolution to the North Korean and Chinese Communist authorities and to
report to the General Assembly within -days on any reply received or on
the absence of such a reply.

(b) Upon receipt of a negative report from the President of the General
Assembly, the Additional Measures Committee should meet immediately for
the purpose of recommending additional measures to the General Assembly.
The Additional Measures Committee should recommend the imposition of a
total embargo. (For detailed recommendations see annex.)

(c) After the Additional Measures Committee has made its recommendation
to the General Assembly, the assembly should adopt a resolution which:

(i) Condemns the aggressors in Korea for their continued refusal to accept
an honourable armistice in accordance with United Nations principles;

(ii) Reaffirms the determination of the United Nations to continue its
action in Korea to meet the aggression and to restore international peace and
security in the area;

(iii) Urges upon all states the need to increase and intensify assistance to
the United Nations action in Korea and in particular to contribute additional
forces to the Unified Command;

(iv) Calls upon all states and authorities to refrain from giving any further
assistance to the aggressors in Korea;

(v) Recommends that all states sever, limit or refuse to enter into
diplomatic relations with the aggressors in Korea;

(vi) Approves the report and recommendations of the Additional Measures
Committee;

(vii) Recommends that all states take the following action recommended by
the Additional Measures Committee. (For detailed recommendations see annex

1.)
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(viii) Requests that member states and other cooperating states report to
the Additional Measures Committee within 30 days on measures taken to
implement the present resolution;

(ix) Directs the Additional Measures Committee to report to the General
Assembly with recommendations as appropriate, and, at its discretion when the
General Assembly is not in session, to the members, on the manner in which
these states are implementing the measures recommended;

(x) Reaffirms that it continues to be the policy of the United Nations to
bring about a cessation of hostilities in Korea in accordance with United
Nations principles and the achievement of United Nations objectives in Korea
by peaceful means.

2. Obviously an agreement should be reached on the plan outlined in
recommendation 1 above in its entirety before General Assembly consideration
of the first phase of that plan.

3. If at the time of the opening of the seventh session there are clear and
immediate prospects of agreement upon an armistice in the immediate future
and negotiations are at such a stage that discussion in the General Assembly
might prejudice the outcome, the General Assembly should postpone the
consideration of the Korean question until a more propitious time.

Annex I

Recommendations for action by AMC on economic embargo. The General
Assembly might recommend that every state prohibit all direct or indirect
exports, re-exports, trans-shipments to, and imports from, Communist China
and North Korea, and impose the following ancillary controls:

(1) Prohibit vessels and aircraft of its registry from proceeding to Communist
China or North Korea.

(2) Prohibit the use of free ports within its territorial jurisdiction for the
trans-shipment of any goods to or from Communist China or North Korea.

(3) Prohibit the sale or charter of vessels and aircraft to the Chinese
Communist regime or to the North Korean authorities, or to their nationals, or
to any person or entity acting for them.

(4) Deny bunkering and port facilities to vessels owned or controlled by
Chinese Communists or North Koreans, and to vessels of any nationality
believed to be proceeding to or from Communist China or North Korean ports.

(5) Prohibit the insurance or reinsurance within its territorial jurisdiction of
vessels included in paragraph 4, and of all cargoes destined to or proceeding
from Communist China or North Korea.

(6) Block all assets and sterilize all gold resources of the Communist Chinese
and North Korean regimes and of persons subject to their control; suspend all
payments to these regimes or to persons subject to their control; prohibit loans,
credits, and capital flotations likely to benefit these regimes or persons subject
to their control.

2. My immediately following teletype refers.
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129. 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-2073 Washington, August 15, 1952

SECRET

KOREA AND GENERAL ASSEMBLY
Reference: My immediately preceding teletype.
Addressed External Ottawa WA-2073 repeated Permdel as No. 289.

Hickerson said that it appeared that one of three situations with regard to
Korea might exist when the General Assembly opened in October:

(1) The Communists might embark on a military offensive. This was not now
considered likely;

(2) Armistice might be concluded. Governments participating in the Korean
war have already consulted about the course to be followed in this event. The
State Department, however, preparing a revised working paper dealing with
this eventuality, which will shortly be transmitted to us;

(3) Continuance of a situation similar to the present stalemate. The State
Department considered this to be the most likely and the working paper
(referred to in WA-2072) constituted proposals for action which the State
Department thought should be taken in this event.

2. Hickerson emphasized that it was a working paper and as such did not
represent a final, firm position of the United States Government. It was the
result of much earnest thought in the State Department, a joint production of
the Bureau of Far Eastern Affairs and United Nations Affairs. Hickerson said
the Secretary of State had not yet been asked to give his approval to the paper
but he had a general knowledge of its contents.

3. The purpose of transmitting the paper to certain friendly governments at
this stage was to provide for prior consultation with an “inner circle” before
the United States should reach a final position. The only governments being
informed about the paper at this time are those mentioned in WA-2072. The
State Department wish to ascertain the views of these governments on the
paper before transmitting it to the governments of all countries participating in
the Korean action and possibly some other governments. Hickerson said that
the State Department would like to receive as soon as possible the views and
suggestions of the six governments concerned on the working paper.

4. Hickerson drew attention to paragraph 3 of the paper, which states that if
at the time of the opening of the General Assembly session there are clear and
immediate prospects of agreement on an armistice, consideration of the Korean
question by the General Assembly should be postponed. He repeated, however,
that if the present stalemate continued when the Assembly opened “Allied
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Governments™ should take the initiative in bringing the Korean question before
the Assembly to prevent the Soviet Union from doing so. The initiative should
be taken by having the Korean question placed on the agenda at the outset and
getting it discussed immediately.

5. Referring to Annex 1 of the paper (recommendations for action by AMC
on economic embargo) Hickerson thought that the Additional Measures
Committee should hold previous consultations to decide what measures should
be recommended in the event that the Additional Measures Committee should
have to meet in the circumstances envisaged in paragraph 1(b) of the paper.
Hickerson pointed out that all measures recommended in Annex 1 are already
being carried out by the United States. He thought that other countries
participating in the Korean war should be prepared to take similar action if the
Communists have not concluded an armistice by October. He thought that
these actions were the least that could be done in bringing additional pressure
upon the Chinese. They did not represent a widening of military action. Alexis
Johnson, who takes a somewhat less pessimistic view than Hickerson of the
possibility of an armistice, said he thought that, so far as the Chinese were
concerned, the balance between agreeing or not agreeing to an armistice might
be very fine. The additional measures proposed by the State Department would
not be conclusive in themselves but, if the cost to the Chinese of not agreeing to
an armistice could be increased somewhat, it might help to tip the scales in
favour of an armistice. He suggested the cumulative effect might be important,
in the endeavour to find the point where the Chinese might be induced to stop
fighting.

6. In informal comment when handed the Working Paper the British
Embassy made the observation that, in contemplating additional measures
against China, it would be necessary for the United Kingdom Government to
bear in mind the position of Hong Kong. We said we assumed that the Paper’s
recommendations on economic embargo did not envisage their implementation
by naval blockade. Hickerson said this assumption was correct.

7. The Australians, referring to paragraph 1(c) iii of the Paper, commented
that emphasis should be placed upon those States which had yet made no
contributions to the United Nations effort in Korea. Hickerson said the
language of the Paper was not final and he agreed that such an emphasis would
be desirable. The Australians also suggested, with regard to paragraph 1(a) III
of the Paper that specific reference to the principle of non-forcible repatriation
would be unwise and some more general phraseology would probably be
preferable.

8. We should be grateful to receive as soon as possible, for transmission to the
State Department, your views on the Working Paper contained in our message
WA-2072 of August 15.
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130. 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-1759 Ottawa, August 28, 1952
SECRET

ACTION ON KOREA IN THE GENERAL ASSEMBLY
Reference: Your telegrams WA-2072 and 2073 of August 15.

On the basis of earlier telegrams from you reporting on United States
thinking about the action to be taken in the United Nations if no armistice was
achieved in Korea, we had been considering what could be done. We had come
to the conclusion that there is little the General Assembly can do to bring
about a settlement in Korea, but that there are three possible courses of action.

2. The first of these would be to suggest to the General Assembly that it
should take no further action for the time being and that the armistice teams
should be allowed to continue to try to reach agreement. This is probably the
safest course in that it does nothing to provoke the enemy either into breaking
off the negotiations or into launching fresh offensives. The principal
disadvantage is that this course lacks public appeal and is, therefore, difficult
for the United States Government and, to a lesser extent for our own
Government, to present to a public which is disillusioned about the situation in
Korea and longing for some clear-cut solution.

3. The second possible course would be to do something along the lines of the
Soviet Union suggestion at the Sixth Session of the General Assembly to take
the negotiations of the armistice out of military hands. Canada opposed the
Soviet proposal on the ground that such interference might complicate rather
than simplify the negotiations. This objection is probably still valid because of
such political problems as representation of China and North Korea which this
course of action would introduce. Moreover — though this is not a really
serious practical objection — the United Nations would by this course be
required to reverse the decision of the Political Committee taken January 13,
1951, approving the five points in the Supplementary Report of the Cease-Fire
Group. The advantage of this course is that it at least provides the appearance
of taking positive action of some sort without at the same time creating the
danger of expanding the war.

4. The third possible course would be to attempt to bring about an armistice
by exerting various forms of pressure on the enemy of the type outlined in your
two telegrams under reference. As you yourself said, however, in commenting
on this proposal when it was first broached, it would call on those members of
the United Nations which have recognized the Peking Government to
withdraw their recognition, and its effectiveness would depend on securing the
support of all countries with trading relations with China, including India and
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the United Kingdom. You also noted, that, even with this support, the
influence of such a policy on Chinese military capacity would be felt only over
a long period, while the immediate dependence of China on the Soviet Union
would be increased.

5. So far we have not had any evidence to support the thesis (your telegram
WA-2073, paragraph 5), that pressure of this sort will influence the
communists along the lines we want. Condemnation in the resolution of
February 1, 1951, did not make the communists more amenable about the
Good Offices Committee. The bombing of the Yalu and other power
installations did not make the communists more agreeable on prisoners of war;
indeed it may have led to the withdrawal of Chou En-lai’s second proposal.
Proposals for further acts approaching those appropriate to full-scale war
amount to a return to the old policy — which we thought the State Depart-
ment had abandoned — of “teaching the Chinese the high cost of living with
the Russians”. In our view, public pressure has the effect of making the
communists more stiff-necked and more determined to follow whatever course
they have embarked upon. We are therefore inclined to discount heavily the
suggestion that action of the sort contemplated in the State Department
working paper will have any favourable effect on the armistice negotiations.

6. There is the further point that it is unlikely that any such proposals would
get the support of the Asian members of the United Nations and might in fact
lead to consequences more grave than any compensatory benefit which could
result. Such a course of action might well result in strengthening neutralist
sentiment which already exists in the Assembly and widen the gulf between the
Asian and non-Asian states. We think it would be very difficult to get
agreement to the course of action suggested by the United States from a
broadly based majority of states. We are assuming, of course, that the
agreement on United Nations action referred to in paragraph 2 of the State
Department working paper refers to a larger number of states than those with
forces in Korea.

7. If we were free to choose the course with the fewest practical disadvan-
tages, we should be inclined to choose the first course outlined above. However
in this matter it is necessary to weigh the State Department’s estimate of the
need for action by the United Nations. We think, therefore, that we should be
prepared to support some sort of action in the General Assembly, but [ doubt if
it would be wise to go as far as the State Department working paper suggests.

8. Taking into consideration the need to appear to take action for the sake of
public opinion and the need to ensure that that action will not make the real
situation any worse, we are inclined to favour something along the lines of the
United Kingdom resolution repeated to you in CPDUN telegram No. 512 of
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August 21.13 The resolution might also include the further direction along the
lines of the United States suggestions that the President of the General
Assembly transmit the resolution to the North Korean and Chinese Commu-
nist authorities and that he report to the General Assembly on any reply he
might receive. We believe the ultimatum contained in paragraph IV of the
United States recommendations should be omitted. The President of the
General Assembly would be left to decide, and would be in a better position to
decide, the appropriate time to report to the General Assembly failure of the
Communist authorities to accept the resolution.

9. These are our preliminary reactions to the proposals put forward by
Hickerson for discussion and do not necessarily represent the final attitude of
the Canadian Government. We think it would be unwise at this stage to
attempt to give any form of finality to the recommendations concerning Korea
which should be submitted to the General Assembly.

131. 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-2148 Washington, August 29, 1952
SECRET

ACTION ON KOREA IN THE GENERAL ASSEMBLY
Addressed Ottawa WA-2148, repeated Permdel New York No. 305.

In the absence of Hickerson on leave, the preliminary views contained in
your message EX-1759 of August 28th were conveyed to Ward Allen and
Louis Henkin of Hickerson’s staff. These officers said that the views of the
governments consulted on this matter would be collated and considered in the
department, after which further discussions would be held with the embassies
concerned.

2. The State Department continue to hold strongly the opinion that there is
need for action on the Korean question by the United Nations. They maintain
that other United Nations countries not directly participating in the Korean
war would expect there to be a discussion on Korea at the seventh session of
the Assembly. Furthermore they feel convinced that the Soviet Union would
take the initiative in placing the Korean question on the agenda if no other

3La résolution prit note que I’Assemblée approuvait les efforts déployés par les négociateurs des
Nations unies pour arriver & un réglement du conflit en Corée et invita les autorités
communistes & «répondre favorablement aux propositions exceptionnelles des négociateurs des
Nations unies.»
The resolution noted the Assembly’s approval of the efforts of the United Nations negotiators
to reach a settlement in Korea and called upon the Communist authorities to “respond
favourably to the outstanding proposals of the United Nations negotiators.”
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government did and it was preferable for the initiative to remain with the
United States and its friends.

3. One cogent question asked by the State Department officials was what
should be done if, after passage through the General Assembly of a relatively
anodyne resolution such as that mentioned in paragraph 8 of your message,
time were to pass with no reply being given by the Communists to the
President of the General Assembly and no move being made by the Commu-
nists to conclude an armistice. It is the tentative view of the Department that in
such a case a second resolution should be submitted containing recommenda-
tions along the lines of the State Department working paper proposals for
further punitive political and economic measures against China. The
Department would be glad to have your views on the action which should be
taken in these circumstances.

4. As to the efficacy of an economic embargo, the State Department argue
that the test of efficacy should be made not only from its probable military
results, but also bearing in mind the moral and psychological aspects. They
consider it possible that the cumulative effect of further measures against the
Chinese might possibly tip the scales in bringing the Chinese to a decision to
free themselves from the cost of the Korean war. It will thus be seen that the
State Department make a different estimate from us of the psychological
impact of the further proposed measures against the Chinese.

5. Allen and Henkin agreed with your remarks about the desirability of
gaining as broad support as possible for a resolution on Korea. They thought
that the Arab countries would not have much reason to be deterred by
proposals for economic embargo, but they admit that India and some other
Asian countries could not be expected to go along. They wondered whether
something less than full embargo might be worked out.

6. In the course of the discussion Allen and Henkin took issue with two points
made in paragraph 5 of your message. They argued that it has not been
demonstrated that the stepped-up bombings in North Korea have had an
adverse effect upon the peace negotiations and cited as possible evidence to the
contrary Kim Il Sung’s recent statement that North Korea would be prepared
to make peace on the basis of a drawn fight. With regard to the latter part of
paragraph 5 of your message, the State Department officials said that the
proposals in the working paper on Korea were not drawn up with an eye to any
particular policy for dealing with the Chinese problem. The purpose behind
them was to impress upon the Chinese, without actually enlarging the conflict,
the high cost of making war in Korea. Nevertheless, they would say that, so far
as the fundamentals of United States policy towards China are concerned, one
of the tenets of this policy is to make the Chinese uncomfortable in the Russian
embrace.

7. We can expect the State Department to discuss the matter of action on
Korea in the General Assembly again with us shortly. In the meantime we
should appreciate receiving from you any views you might care to express as to
what action should be taken in the circumstances referred to in paragraph 3
above.
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132. 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-1798 Ottawa, September 5, 1952

SECRET

ACTION ON KOREA IN THE GENERAL ASSEMBLY
Reference: Your telegram No. WA-2148 of August 29.
Following from the Under-Secretary.

1. T am grateful to have had such a prompt expression of State Department
views as given to you by Allen on our comments with respect to action on
Korea in the General Assembly. I have not considered it necessary, however, on
the basis of the views reported in your telegram under reference to advise the
Minister of any need to reconsider the position which was set out in EX-1759
of August 28. I would like here to re-emphasize some of the points made in our
original telegram in order that you will be in a better position to continue
discussions with the State Department on this subject.

2. There is obviously a basic disagreement between ourselves and the State
Department on the efficacy of further political (i.e. “moral and psychological™)
and economic pressure on the Chinese and North Koreans. We continue to
doubt that such pressure will have any noticeable effect on the Communists.
Steadily mounting military pressure has been applied to the enemy forces
recently by United Nations air forces. While the North Koreans may have
been affected we can find no proof that those who play the dominant role in the
present struggle have responded to even this military pressure.

3. At the Sixth Session of the General Assembly spokesmen for a large
number of member states, including all those with forces in Korea, argued in
strongest terms against removing the armistice negotiations from the hands of
the military negotiators at Panmunjon and transferring them to the General
Assembly. The United States spokesman, for example, on February 3, said in
part, “We do not think that discussions here and now can possibly facilitate the
armistice negotiations . . . We must exercise our responsibility to ensure that
nothing should be done here to delay or to prevent the conclusion of an
armistice.” In the course of the same speech he pointed out that the injection of
political issues into the discussion, the transfer of military matters under
negotiation in Korea to the General Assembly, the tendency to re-open
questions already settled by the negotiators at Panmunjon, and the name-
calling indulged in by the Soviet representative were four developments “all of
which, in our judgment, are harmful to the course of negotiations and show the
adverse impact which discussions here would have upon the negotiations.” The
overwhelming vote with which the proposal for deferment of consideration of
the Korean item was accepted was the best indication that to practically all the
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representatives of the non-communist world such a deferment made sense. It is
significant that India departed from the position of abstention which it had
adopted on so many important items before the Assembly to vote in favour.

4. If the stalemate in negotiatons at Panmunjon continues to exist when the
Seventh Session of the General Assembly meets it would seem to our
advantage to continue the line which was considered best last year and which
received general support. We agree that it might be desirable, while
maintaining the basic position that the armistice must be concluded at
Panmunjon, to ask the General Assembly to endorse in general terms the
conduct of the armistice by the United Nations Command to date. The Soviet
Union and its satellites would, we believe, rail against such a stand just as
unsuccessfully this year as last. In our opinion this course of action has the
virtue of honesty. We cannot see how the General Assembly can find a solution
to the outstanding issues which are holding up an armistice.

5. We believe that those important states with “neutralist” sentiment might
find it possible again to support this course of action or at worst not oppose it.
We firmly believe they will find it necessary to oppose further condemnatory
and punitive proposals. A display of disunity with respect to Korea in the
General Assembly would surely overshadow in the public mind an possible
effect which might be hoped for in the attempt to bring further pressure to
bear on the Chinese and North Koreans. Finally, it is, and can be interpreted in
presentation as, a course of action indicating the firmness of intent of the
United Nations to support those negotiating in its name for a just and
honourable settlement in Korea against any unreasonable demands on the part
of the Communists. It will demonstrate to the Chinese and North Koreans that
they cannot achieve their aim of discussions covering political and military
subjects prior to an armistice and may lead them to the realization that
negotiations must be concluded at Panmunjon. Significant majority support,
we believe, could be obtained for this course of action if it were carefully
argued, and the effect of such a show of firm intent would, in our opinion, be
more likely to give us an indication of “the point where the Chinese might be
induced to stop the fighting” than the course of action proposed by the State
Department.

6. It follows, therefore, in our opinion, with reference to paragraph 3 of your
telegram, that failure of the Chinese and North Korean authorities to respond
in any positive fashion to a resolution along the lines of the United Kingdom
draft mentioned in paragraph 8 of our EX-1759 might be noted by the General
Assembly with regret, and that once again the negotiators at Panmunjon be
encouraged to continue to seek an armistice agreement.

7. Our position will be strengthened if all reasonable attempts have been
made at Panmunjon to meet the outstanding issue of the repatriation of
prisoners of war. (We might expect that failing an armistice the Russian will
rehash in any Korean debate in the General Assembly all the arguments on
prisoners of war which have been advanced by the Communist delegation at
Panmunjon.) We are encouraged, therefore, by the careful consideration being
given by the State Department to the idea of some forward step in the
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negotiations concerning the prisoners of war as reported in your WA-2150 of
August 29" and London’s 1868 of September 1." Without being unduly
optimistic we believe some hope has been restored that an armistice agreement
may be reached. If it should come before the General Assembly meeting the
tactics under discussion in this telegram are no longer a problem and the course
of action on which a fair degree of unanimity has been achieved can be
considered. If the Communists at Panmunjon wait upon developments in the
General Assembly it seems of greatest importance that they should not enjoy
the spectacle of divided councils among the non-communist states in the
General Assembly and be encouraged thereby to hold out for further
concessions before agreeing to armistice terms.

8. We believe, therefore, we should concentrate on taking in the General
Assembly only that action which (a) will command the support of the great
majority of member states who supported the initial action in Korea; (b) will
not call upon member states to take action which some important states will be
unwilling to take; and (c¢) the majority can agree will not make more difficult
the conclusion of an armistice agreement at Panmunjon.

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-2199 Washington, September 6, 1952
SECRET

ACTION ON KOREA IN THE GENERAL ASSEMBLY
Reference: Your EX-1798 of September 5th.
Following for the Under-Secretary, Begins:

1. I think that you might have a word with the Minister on this if this is
possible before his departure for Europe. The reason is that he was present at a
meeting yesterday morning on United Nations questions at which the means of
handling the Korean issue in the Assembly was discussed. Those at the meeting
included Alexis Johnson, Sandifer,* and Ward Allen of the State Department.
The discussion related more to matters of procedure in the Assembly than to
the substance of the action which might be taken. One point which emerged
was that the State Department officials were anxious that discussion of the
Korean issue should begin early in the Assembly’s proceedings on the first part
of their two-stage “realistic” proposal. Consideration of this almost certainly
could not be completed until after the presidential elections on November 4th.
We shall forward a fuller report on this discussion.

3Durward V. Sandifer, sous-secrétaire d’Etat suppléant aux Affaires des Nations unies.
Durward V. Sandifer, Deputy Assistant Secretary of State for United Nations Affairs.
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2. We learn that the British Government has not yet commented on the State
Department’s working paper, although the comments of the other governments
consulted have been received. When British views are made known, the State
Department will review the replies and further discussions will then take place
with the Embassies concerned. Ends.

134. 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-1822 Ottawa, September 10, 1952
SECRET

ACTION ON KOREA IN THE GENERAL ASSEMBLY
Reference: WA-2199 of September 6.
Following from the Under-Secretary.

1. 1 spoke to the Minister prior to his departure concerning the meeting
referred to in your telegram, which he had with State Department officials.

2. I understand that he was careful not to be put in the position of opposing
the first stage of the American proposal, since we have already stated that we
would agree to a resolution along the lines of the United Kingdom draft
resolution which is similar to the resolution proposed by the United States. The
Minister told me that he had pointed out to United States officials that they
should not be too optimistic about the prospects of obtaining a large majority
on even this first stage since many delegations would see that this resolution
was merely preliminary to further action and would hesitate to vote for the
resolution. Abstention of a large number of delegations would be unfortunate
in view of the reasonable nature of the first resolution.

3. Although Mr. Pearson did not mention this to United States officials, our
position would likely be that we would have to make it clear in supporting the
resolution that this would not in any way commit us to any further step which
might be proposed.

4. It is my understanding, therefore, that we should continue to express
doubts about the United States two-stage proposal, without appearing to object
to any reasonable resolution along the lines of the United Kingdom draft. The
Minister’s inclinations seem to be against the tactics of appearing to act over-
hastily in the Assembly, as this might alienate some delegations whose support
we would wish to have. However, 1 understand that he did not offer strong
objection to action early in the General Assembly.

5. It would be valuable for us to have the fuller report on this discussion
referred to in your telegram.
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135. 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-2241 Washington, September 13, 1952
SECRET

ACTION ON KOREA IN GENERAL ASSEMBLY
Reference: Your EX-1822 of September 10th.
Addressed External WA-2241, repeated Permdel No. 325.
Following for the Under-Secretary, Begins:

1. We are told that the State Department’s intention is to have further
individual consultations, probably next week, with the Embassies of the six
countries which were given copies of the State Department’s working paper of
August 14th. The unfavourable comments of the five Commonwealth
Governments were similar in substance. We do not know the details of the
French reply except that it was also unfavourable. Hickerson returns from
leave on Monday, and the State Department will not adopt a definite position
until he has been consulted.

2. We gather, however, that in spite of the adverse comments they are not
likely to drop their insistence on the need for more than a hortatory resolution,
and particularly their desire for more stringent economic sanctions. I am
inclined to urge that if this matter should be pursued, the best method would
be to do so through inter-governmental negotiation and not by seeking
Assembly approval. We understand that the State Department may be willing
to drop the proposal that the Assembly should recommend “that all States
sever, limit or refuse to enter into diplomatic relations with the aggressors in
Korea,” but they seem still to contemplate a two-stage procedure in the
Assembly if the stalemate in the armistice negotiations continues. The reason
why they want the Assembly discussion on Korea to begin as soon as possible
after the Assembly opens is to allow time for the second stage, which would
involve action by the Additional Measures Committee before discussion in the
First Committee.

3. As previously reported, the belief that further sanctions might make the
difference in securing Communist acceptance of an armistice is based on the
view that a little more pressure would do the trick mainly because of alleged
acute shortages of essential materials in China. It seems to me that this is a
hope, rather than a conclusion that can be drawn from any available evidence;
the State Department is, however, assembling data which it will give to us.

4. With regard to the meeting attended here by Mr. Pearson on September
5th, you will now have received the report enclosed with my letter 1964 of
September 8th." The Minister certainly took the line that a large majority for
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the hortatory resolution was unlikely unless delegations were satisfied that this
was all that they would be asked to support. Incidentally, the second
recommendation in the working paper of August 14th states that agreement
should be reached on the two-stage plan “in its entirety” before consideration
of the first phase begins in the Assembly — a condition which cannot be
fulfilled unless the governments already consulted completely change their
positions.

136. 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-2278 Washington, September 18, 1952
SECRET

ACTION ON KOREA IN THE GENERAL ASSEMBLY
Reference: WA-2241 of September 13th.
Addressed External WA-2278 repeated Permdel New York No. 328.

1. Hickerson, who has just returned from leave, lunched with me today, and
we had a general discussion on this subject. There will be a fuller discussion
within a week, when consideration has advanced in the State Department of
the comments of the six governments consulted on the working paper of August
14th.

2. Hickerson confirmed that this paper has never been more than a working
paper developed by the Bureaux of United Nations and Far Eastern Affairs as
a basis for consultation on the official level with a few other governments (see
our WA-2073 of August 15th). It was circulated in this manner in order to
assist in determining what Assembly action would be acceptable to govern-
ments with forces in Korea. He thought that the paper had never been seen by
the Secretary of State, although Mr. Acheson may have some idea of its
contents.

3. Hickerson said that, as a result of the adverse comments from all six
governments, changes would have to be made. The Assembly should be asked
to adopt a resolution embodying the first phase of the proposals in the paper;
any subsequent action by the Assembly in the direction of the second phase
must depend on further consultations with other governments, including
consultations after the Assembly has opened. He still favours stronger
economic measures in an effort to secure, on the authority of the Assembly,
something more positive than an endorsement of the actions of the United
Nations and Unified Command and an exhortation to the Communists to come
into line. I think, however, that we can safely regard the second phase of the
proposal in the paper of August 14th as being in the melting pot. The British
Embassy is of the same opinion. Hickerson incidentally volunteered the opinion
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that if all the suggested new sanctions were put into effect, results would only
be achieved over a very long term; this is not in accord with the opinions
previously expressed by some officers of the State Department that new
pressures might make the Communists soon decide to sign an armistice
acceptable to us.

4. He has been thinking along lines rather similar to the suggestions made by
the Secretary General and Gross for trying to raise substantial new United
Nations forces. (See Permdel’s messages 548 of September 6th' and 562 of
September 10th.)' He spoke of the need to withdraw before very long perhaps
three United States divisions and to replace them with new United Nations
forces and additional South Korean troops. This is based on the assumption
that there is no end of the fighting in Korea in sight. I told him that it seemed
unrealistic to me to suggest that new contributions of ground forces to the
extent of 40,000 men or more could be secured from members of the United
Nations; I believe he realizes this at heart. This, however, seems to me to be a
safer direction in which to attempt to proceed than to seek approval of vigorous
new economic and political sanctions.

5. Hickerson emphasized once more that there was no desire or intention to
take steps involving an extension of the war. While the idea of a naval blockade
was brought forward from time to time by Admiral Radford* and other
officers with some support in the Navy Department, this did not accord with
the policy of the administration, which continued to favour the restriction of
combat operations to Korea.

6. I asked him whether there was any connection between the suggestions for
punitive action in the Assembly and the presidential campaign. He said that
one aspect which might conceivably have some influence on the campaign
concerned the great share of the burden borne by the United States, which led
to complaints against the too meagre effort of other members of the United
Nations. This, however, was not an issue between the political parties. There
was nothing, he thought, at issue about what ought to be done, despite public
impatience over the deadlock; nor, given the views of General Eisenhower and
Governor Stevenson, was it at all likely that any such issue would be injected.
A lot, of course, was being said on the Republican side about the mistakes in
the past in the handling of Korean matters, but very little on the means
whereby an escape might be found from the present stalemate. From the point
of view of the Democratic Party, their prospects in the election would be
improved if an armistice could be concluded within the next six weeks. I agree
with his comments, and I learn that the British Embassy has recently expressed
similar views to the Foreign Office.

7. 1 shall be sending a further report on this topic in a few days after the
State Department has resumed consultations on the action which might be
taken by the Assembly. You will have noted the public statement of Mr.

IL’amiral Arthur W. Radford, commandant en chef des forces du Pacifique et de la flotte du
Pacifique des Etats-Unis.
Admiral Arthur W. Radford, Commander-in-Chief, Pacific, and United States Pacific Fleet.
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Acheson on September 10th (WA-2224)" and that of Mr. McDermott of
September 15th (WA-2255)" on the discussion of Korea in the Assembly.

8. See also my following telegram.

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-2279 Washington, September 18, 1952
SECRET

ARMISTICE NEGOTIATIONS IN KOREA
Reference: My immediately preceding telegram.
Addressed External WA-2279, repeated Permdel New York No. 329.

1. I briefly discussed with Hickerson the present state of the armistice
negotiations, opening the discussion by remarking that I thought it would be
bad tactics to continue the recent procedure of holding a brief and unproduc-
tive weekly meeting in Panmunjon, and that something new should be
attempted before the General Assembly met. He at once agreed and assured
me that they were seeking agreement here on a new proposal on the issue of
prisoners of war. This might follow the line of the suggested immediate
exchange of the “repatriables” in United Nations hands for the prisoners
whose names have been notified by the Communists, leaving the future of the
balance to be settled by later discussions. Full agreement had not yet been
reached, however, on the advantages of such a scheme.

2. If the Communists rejected a new United Nations proposal, Hickerson
thought it would be better to discontinue meetings at Panmunjon, while
maintaining contact through liaison officers, and to tell the Communists that
the United Nations delegates would appear only after they were informed
through the liaison officers that the Communists had something new to
propose.

3. 1 do not see much prospect of a proposal being made which has any serious
chance of acceptance by the Communists. The nub of the problem is the fate of
the non-repatriable Chinese prisoners. If they could disappear in some way, I
doubt that we should have much trouble about the non-repatriable Koreans. I
did not succeed in getting a definite opinion from Hickerson on the Mexican
proposal.
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138. 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-2312 Washington, September 24, 1952
SECRET

ACTION ON KOREA IN THE GENERAL ASSEMBLY
Reference: WA-2278 of September the 18th.

Addressed External Ottawa WA-2312, repeated to Permdel New York as
No. 335.

At yesterday’s State Department meeting on Korea Hickerson made a
statement on tentative United States views on this question. This statement
represented the first step in consultations on the matter by the United States
with governments other than the six governments mentioned in my previous
messages. Later the United States delegation in New York will consult with
the delegations of some other governments not participating in Korean action.

2. Hickerson prefaced his remarks by saying that the United States and its
allies should take the initiative in raising the Korean question in the General
Assembly. Governments should give careful thought to the way in which this
might be done.

3. On the assumption that the deadlock in the armistice negotiations would
continue, Hickerson said that the United States now envisaged two stages of
action: (1) The introduction into the General Assembly of a simple and non-
controversial resolution endorsing the stand of the UNC negotiators and
calling upon the Communists to accept the UNC position and proceed to the
conclusion of an armistice; (2) if no results ensue, consideration must be given
to the question of what further action should be undertaken by the United
Nations. Hickerson said that at the present time he wished to speak only about
stage (1). He would have something to say about stage (2) at a later date.

4. Hickerson gave the text of a rough draft of a resolution which might be
presented to the General Assembly. He described this draft, which is by no
means firm, as “short, simple, relatively non-controversial and one which it was
to be hoped could pass almost unanimously.” The draft resolution is as follows:

The General Assembly noting with approval the efforts of the United
Nations negotiators to achieve a just and honourable armistice and to bring an
end to the fighting in Korea in accordance with the United Nations principles;

Noting further that disagreement on one remaining issue alone has to date
prevented the achievement of such an armistice; endorses the position which
the United Nations negotiators have taken on the issues on which agreement
has been reached as well as on the question still in issue;
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Calls upon the Chinese Communist and North Korean authorities to avert
further bloodshed by responding favourably to the outstanding proposals of the
United Nations negotiators;

Requests the President of the General Assembly to transmit this resolution
to the North Korean and Chinese Communist authorities and to report to the
General Assembly, as soon as he deems appropriate, upon any reply received or
the absence of any reply.

5. There was little discussion of the proposed resolution at the State
Department meeting, since it could not be revealed by certain governments
that they had been engaged in prior consultations on the matter with the State
Department. The proposed draft resolution, however, and Hickerson’s
statement clearly show the result of these prior consultations. Hickerson
pointed out that the resolution was in general terms and did not point up the
issue of no forced repatriation. He said that the United States wished to have
the views of governments concerned, and that discussions on this matter would
be centred in New York, where representatives of other governments would
soon be sounded out. He suggested that the comments and views of govern-
ments on the handling of the Korean question in the General Assembly might
now best be conveyed to the United States through delegations in New York,
being repeated to Washington for information.

6. He repeated that governments should also be considering what further
action was to be taken if the Communists made either no reply or a hostile
reply to the proposed hortatory resolution. He said that in the United States
view it was not desirable at this time to consider further military steps but it
was necessary to discuss what other ways there might be of putting pressure on
the Chinese through such means as further economic pressure. The United
States would wish to have the views of governments on this question also.

7. The fact that Hickerson did not go into the question of further action to be
taken, if there is no favourable reply to the proposed General Assembly
resolution, should not be taken to mean that the United States is preparing to
give up the idea that some measures should be taken in such an event. |
understand that it is the intention of the State Department to explore
separately with the five Commonwealth Governments concerned and with the
French what additional measures might be taken against the Chinese, if they
should not respond to the General Assembly resolution. The State Department
wish to discuss this matter with the six governments before doing so with other
governments.
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139. PCO

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

Memorandum from Secretary of State for External Affairs
to Cabinet

SECRET Ottawa, October 6, 1952

KOREAN QUESTION AT THE SEVENTH SESSION OF THE
GENERAL ASSEMBLY?

At the present time, we do not know whether there is any prospect of
reaching an agreement on an armistice at Panmunjon, or whether the present
deadlock will continue after the final Communist reply is given to the proposals
for compromising the prisoners of war issue, which were advanced by General
Harrison on behalf of the Unified Command on September 28. In the absence
of such knowledge, it is impossible as yet to give the Delegation detailed
instructions on the position which it should adopt on proposals regarding Korea
which may be advanced at the forthcoming Assembly.? However, a number of
guiding principles have emerged from the general position the Canadian
Government has already adopted on issues connected with the problem of
Korea; and these principles are set forth below for the use of the Delegation.

(a) It is fundamental to Canadian policy to limit the present hostilities to the
Korean peninsula; and to continue the search for an early settlement of these
hostilities by negotiation.

(b) It follows that our general attitude in the Assembly should be to support
proposals which will facilitate the armistice negotiations, and to oppose those
proposals which would impede an armistice. At the same time, the Canadian
Government supports the position adopted by the United Nations negotiators
in opposing demands for the forcible repatriation of prisoners of war.

(c) The objective of the United Nations intervention in Korea is to resist
aggression in that peninsula, not to overthrow the present Communist regime
in China.

(d) The Canadian Government is not persuaded that additional political and
economic sanctions against China will weaken either that country’s capacity or

%Voir le document 252./See Document 252.

L es négociateurs des Nations unies proposérent que les prisonniers de guerre fussent amenés 4
un point convenu dans la zone démilitarisée et reldchés aprés que leur identité eut été vérifiée en
se référant aux listes convenues. Une offre supplémentaire donna aux officiels chinois I'occasion
de participer a un réexamen des prisonniers qui avaient refusé d’étre rapatriés.

Les propositions furent rejetées par les représentants communistes le 8 octobre, aprés quoi les
négociations en vue de I'armistice furent suspendues.

The United Nations negotiators proposed that prisoners of war be brought to an agreed point in
the demilitarized zone and released after their identity had been checked against agreed lists. A
further offer gave the Chinese officials an opportunity to participate in the rescreening of
prisoners who had refused repatriation.

The proposals were rejected by Communist representatives on October 8, after which the
armistice negotiations were recessed.
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its will to continue fighting in Korea. Moreover, such sanctions will, in any
case, be ineffective unless they are supported by every important country
concerned, including, specifically, China’s Asian neighbours such as India.
This applies particularly to proposals for a total economic embargo against
China.

(e) Our principal potential enemy is the Soviet Union, not China. While it is
necessary for us to continue our military action to resist aggression in Korea,
until such time as an armistice is concluded, we must not overlook the danger
that military pressure extended to Chinese territory will further cement the
present Sino-Soviet alliance, and will indefinitely postpone the re-emergence of
those frictions which have in the past developed between these two historic
rivals.

(f) Moreover, it seems unlikely that any large number of additional United
Nations troops are available as reinforcements in Korea. The only troops which
appear to be available are the Chinese Nationalist troops now in Formosa. The
Canadian Government is wholeheartedly opposed to the use of these forces in
Korea, as such a development would not only involve us in support of the
Nationalists in a continuation of the civil war in China, but would contain a
very real danger of provoking a Third World War.

It follows that the Canadian Delegation should support proposals, consistent
with the principles stated above, which are designed to break the present
armistice negotiations deadlock; and that it should adopt an attitude of caution
towards proposals calling for additional punitive measures against the Chinese.

Up to date, three proposals dealing with Korea in the General Assembly
have been the subject of preliminary discussion between Canadian representa-
tives and representatives of other friendly governments. In the event that these
proposals are formally submitted to the Assembly, the Canadian Delegation
should be guided by the principles mentioned above, and the additional
comments given below.

The United States Proposal. Representatives of the United States have been
discussing in Washington a two-stage proposal for action in the Assembly. In
the event that armistice negotiations at Panmunjon continue to be stalemated
when the Assembly meets, this proposal would involve: (a) in the first stage, a
resolution endorsing the stand taken by the United Nations negotiators at
Panmunjon and calling on the Communists to accept this stand in its entirety;
and (b) in the second stage, following upon the expected negative reply of the
Communists, or their failure to reply, the United States proposal would call for
action by the Additional Measures Committee and by the General Assembly
for further political and economic sanctions against Communist China and
North Korea — including, more specifically, the imposition of a total economic
embargo and the severance of diplomatic relations with China by those
Members which have such relations.

It follows from the principles stated above that the Canadian Delegation
should not support the introduction into the Assembly of even the first stage of
this United States proposal, if the Communist reply to General Harrison’s
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proposals of September 28 leaves any real hope that the deadlock over
prisoners of war may be resolved at Panmunjon. On the other hand, if the
Communists show no sign of compromising on the prisoners of war issue, the
Delegation should support a resolution endorsing the proposals advanced by the
United Nations negotiators and calling on the Communists to accept them.
Nevertheless, the Delegation should strongly resist the introduction of any kind
of ultimatum to the Communists into such a resolution. It should also be noted
that the General Assembly has, thus far, not had the occasion to endorse the
stand taken by the U.N. armistice negotiators, and it therefore follows that the
effect of such an endorsement will depend very much on the number of states
which support it. It is most improbable that such a resolution will obtain the
desired overwhelming majority in the Assembly unless it scrupulously avoids
language of a provocative nature.

While the Delegation may support the first stage of the United States
proposal in the above manner, it should make it very clear that this does not
imply any commitment to support the second stage calling for economic and
political sanctions. If the Communists reply in the negative to the first
resolution, as seems very probable, the Delegation must consider what further
action should be taken by the Assembly in the light of the principles stated
earlier in this memorandum. It is true that the desires of the United States for
additional measures against China will be very understandable, and that the
United States Delegation will no doubt be under great pressure from the public
opinion in that country. Nevertheless, the Delegation must bear in mind the
grave danger of spreading the war which would arise if action were taken
merely to satisfy an impatient segment of public opinion; and it should also
bear in mind that additional punitive action against China will further divide
the Western democracies from the remaining non-Communist Asian states.

The Secretary-General’s Proposal. Since early September, Mr. Lie has
been discussing with representatives of various governments his proposal for an
appeal in the General Assembly for 20,000 more volunteers for Korea. Mr. Lie
thought that these forces should be recruited from as many countries as
possible, and especially from those which have not yet contributed. His idea is
that the force would be trained as a United Nations’ Division in the United
States, and at American expense. The Secretary-General has pressed
energetically in the Collective Measures Committee for a United Nations
Legion, and it may be that he would hope to fit into the military framework of
such a legion the body of additional volunteers which, he proposes, should be
requested for Korea. The Collective Measures Committee did not give detailed
study to the Secretary-General’s further proposal, but most members of the
C.M.C. showed little enthusiasm for it. The Canadian Delegation in the
C.M.C. took little part in the discussion of the subject, and did nothing to
encourage the proposal. While there seems to be some merit in appealing to
those governments which have thus far not sent any forces to Korea, to do so,
there is little likelihood that there would be any favourable response to such an
appeal. If this proved to be the case, Mr. Lie’s proposal might have the effect
of further diminishing the prestige of the United Nations. There is also the
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danger that, if Mr. Lie submits his proposal, the Chinese Nationalist
representative will seize the occasion to say that his government is both able
and willing to provide the necessary troops. In the absence of a response from
any other Member of the United Nations, such an offer might be very
embarrassing. There are thus a number of serious difficulties and even dangers,
which may arise if this proposal is pursued. The Delegation should point out
these dangers in discussion with other friendly delegations, but should not take
the initiative in opposing consideration of the Secretary-General’s appeal, as we
are in sympathy with his basic objective.

In any case, the Canadian Delegation should make it clear that it has no
authority to give any commitment regarding the despatch of additional
Canadian forces to Korea.

The Mexican Proposal. In a Note to the Secretary-General early in
September, the Mexican Government proposed that the immediate exchange of
those prisoners of war in Korea who wished to be repatriated, should take
place. Each United Nations Member would then pledge itself to admit to its
territory an agreed number of prisoners of war who had refused repatriation,
granting them the status of immigrants in order to admit them to gainful
employment.

The main objective of the Mexican proposal is to provide asylum for
prisoners of war resisting repatriation to Communist control. Its merit is that it
would afford an opportunity for participation in the United Nations action in
Korea by those countries which have not sent military forces. On the other
hand, its defect is that it presupposes that the Communist authorities will
compromise on the question of non-forcible repatriation and, for this reason,
avoids the central issue. However, although the Mexican proposal does beg the
central question at issue, it nevertheless would provide a method of ensuring
that non-repatriated Chinese prisoners were not taken into the Nationalist
forces on Formosa. For this reason the Mexican proposal might possibly have
some appeal for the Communists. In any case, it underlines a genuine problem,
namely, what is to be done with those prisoners who are not repatriated, if the
Communists do agree to compromise on the forcible repatriation issue.

In discussions up to date, a number of responsible governments, particularly
the United Kingdom, have stressed to the Mexicans that they believe this
proposal should be pursued, initially, at least, through normal diplomatic
channels, rather than by introducing it as a resolution into the Assembly. The
Canadian Delegation should generally support this point of view. However, if
the resolution is placed before the Assembly, the Delegation should not oppose
it, but should make an effort to ensure that the commitment to give asylum to
such prisoners of war would be the primary responsibility of those countries
which have not been able to send military forces to Korea.

L.B. PEARSON
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140. 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-2508 Washington, October 21, 1952
CONFIDENTIAL. IMPORTANT

KOREA — ACTION IN GENERAL ASSEMBLY
Addressed External WA-2508 (Important) repeated to Permdel as No. 383.

At today’s State Department meeting on Korea the proposed United States
draft resolution concerning Korea was distributed to representatives of
governments participating in the Korean war. My immediately following
teletype gives text of draft resolution which is also being discussed concurrently
with delegations of these governments in New York.

2. Alexis Johnson observed that the proposed resolution is similar to that
which had been given to us previously by Hickerson (see (WA-2312 of
September 24) but had been revised to take into consideration consultations
with other governments which had taken place in Washington and New York.
He hoped that governments concerned would make known to the United States
as soon as possible their views on the draft resolution. He suggested that this
should be done through delegations in New York, since it was possible that the
Korean item might be discussed by the Political Committee as early as
Thursday.

3. Johnson repeated that the State Department considered that the ‘Allies’
should take the initiative in the Korean discussion. He hoped that it would be
possible for the resolution to be sponsored by all the United Nations
Governments participating in the Korean war; the resolution had been drafted
with this in view. He said that the United States realized the necessity of
getting as wide a measure of support as possible for a Korean resolution. It was
hoped that the proposed resolution would be supported by an overwhelming
majority and it was thought not unreasonable to expect support for it at least
from the 53 nations which have given either moral or material support to the
United Nations undertaking in Korea.

4. Johnson noted that paragraph 7 of the draft resolution is an addition to
provide for recognition of suggestions for the solution of the prisoners of war
problem which have been made by Mexico and Peru.
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141. 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-2509 Washington, October 21, 1952
CONFIDENTIAL. IMPORTANT.

KOREA — ACTION IN GENERAL ASSEMBLY
Reference: My immediately preceding teletype refers.
Addressed External WA-2509, repeated Permdel, New York, No. 384.
Following is text of draft United States resolution on Korea:
“The General Assembly,

1. Having received the special report of the Unified Command of October 18,
1952, on the status of military action and the armistice negotiations in Korea,

2. Noting with approval the efforts of the United Nations negotiators to
achieve a just and honourable armistice to bring an end to the fighting in
Korea in accordance with United Nations principles,

3. Noting further that disagreement on one remaining issue has prevented the
achievement of such an armistice,

4. Reaffirms the earnest intention of the United Nations to reach a just and
honourable settlement of the Korean conflict,

5. Notes with approval the tentative agreements which the United Nations
Command has reached on behalf of the United Nations,

6. Notes with approval the principle followed by the United Nations
Command with regard to the question of repatriation of prisoners of war and
the numerous proposals which the United Nations Command has made to solve
the question in accordance with this humanitarian principle,

7. Notes further that other suggestions consistent with the basic humani-
tarian position of the United Nations Command have been made by various
members of the United Nations,

8. Calls upon the Chinese Communist and the North Korean authorities to
avert further bloodshed by having their negotiators agree to an armistice which
recognizes the rights of all prisoners of war to an unrestricted opportunity to be
repatriated and avoids the use of force in their repatriation,

9. Requests the President of the General Assembly to transmit this resolution
to the Chinese Communist and to the North Korean authorities and to make a
report to the Assembly as soon as he deems appropriate during the present
session on the result of his action.”



172 CONFLIT COREEN

142. DEA/50069-A-40

Le secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures au chef par intérim
de la délégation a I’ Assemblée générale des Nations unies

Secretary of State for External Affairs to Acting Chairman,
Delegation to General Assembly of the United Nations

TELEGRAM 19 Ottawa, October 23, 1952
SECRET

KOREA — ACTION IN THE GENERAL ASSEMBLY

Reference: WA-2508 and WA-2509 of October 21, repeated to Permdel as No.
383 and 384.

Following from the Under-Secretary, Begins: My preliminary view of the
United States draft resolution contained in WA-2509 is that it is fully in
accordance with the instructions approved by the Cabinet on October 9, and
that the Delegation may support the text as it now stands. It should be noted
that this draft resolution does not contain any ultimatum to the Communists
and that it is not drawn up in provocative language. The only time limit placed
on reporting by the President of the Assembly is the duration of the present
session, and this seems reasonable enough.

2. It may be that amendments will be submitted, particularly by friendly
Asian states, to paragraph 8 of this draft resolution in order to make the
language more general and to avoid such a clear delineation of the issue in
dispute between the United Nations and the Communists. If such amendments
are submitted, I think you should give them favourable consideration if, in your
judgement, they will have the effect of increasing the majority for the
resolution.

3. Paragraph 3 of WA-2508 refers to the question of co-sponsorship by *“all
the United Nations governments participating in the Korean war.” 1 do not
believe there would be any objection to Canadian co-sponsorship of this
resolution if the other governments concerned are also prepared to co-sponsor.
This is obviously a point on which you will wish to consult other friendly
delegations.

4. In view of Mr. Pearson’s strong interest in this subject, you will undoubt-
edly wish to keep him informed regarding the Delegation’s position on any
developments which may take place. Ends.
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143. 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 General Assembly of the United Nations,
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

TELEGRAM 63 New York, October 24, 1952.
CONFIDENTIAL

KOREA — ACTION IN THE GENERAL ASSEMBLY
Reference: Your telegram No. 19 of October 23, 1952.

After discussions last week with members of the United States and
Commonwealth delegations on what type of resolution might provide the best
basis for action in the First Committee, we tried our hand at drafting a
resolution late last week of a very restricted nature. Its object would have been
to get Assembly approval of the specific proposals offered by the Unified
Command on September 28, with respect to the prisoner-of-war issue. Annexed
to the resolution would have been the detailed proposals offered by General
Harrison on September 28. This was prior to receipt of the United States draft
resolution contained in WA-2509.

2. Our idea of a restricted resolution and our draft resolution itself was not
rejected by friendly delegations nor was it received enthusiastically. At no time
did we mention our draft resolution to the press and we showed the draft text
only to the United States and Australian delegations.

3. Yesterday, October 23, we were asked to co-sponsor the United States
resolution, the text of which was the same as that contained in WA-2509 with
the exception of a few minor changes. After consultation with Mr. Pearson, we
agreed to act as co-sponsors along with the majority of governments with
troops in Korea. We reserved the right to return by way of amendment to our
idea of a restricted resolution in the event that discussion in the First
Committee indicated that the neutralist States such as India would be
unprepared to vote in favour of the more general resolution.

4. We have made every effort to draw the Indian delegation out on its views
with respect to practical action by the Assembly on Korea, without much
success. The Indian attitude has been described rather aptly as one which is
against sin but uncertain as to how virtue can be implemented.

5. Mr. Acheson will introduce the resolution under reference at the meeting
of the First Committee this afternoon, October 24.
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144. DEA/50069-A-40

Le chef de la délégation a I’ Assemblée générale des Nations unies
au secrétaire d’Etal aux Affaires extérieures

Chairman, Delegation to the General Assembly of the United Nations,
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

TELEGRAM 74 New York, October 24, 1952

SECRET. IMPORTANT
Addressed External No. 74, Important, repeated Washington No. 15.

Following from Martin, Begins: At the Commonwealth meeting this
morning there was an interesting, if at times confused, exchange of views on
the turn the discussion would take on Korea as a result of the United States
resolution.

2. Krishna Menon was drawn in the discussion and, while pointing out that
he was speaking personally, gave an interesting insight of Indian thinking in
the matter.

3. Menon made it quite clear that it would probably not be possible for his
delegation to vote for United States resolution. He deplored the fact that the
question of an invitation to South Korea had been raised yesterday leading to
the counter proposal that North Korea also be invited. He also thought that the
United States resolution was ill-timed since it would force delegations to take
sides at a very early stage in the debates.

4, Menon said that if the main purpose of the discussion was to lead in the
direction of an armistice in Korea, more realism would have to be projected in
the debates. He thought that the solution might be sought in the following
direction:

(1) A study of the word domicile as it appeared in Vishinsky’s statement of
October 18th as applied to what he thinks would be the small group of those
prisoners of war who refuse repatriation might lead to a practical solution of
this thorny problem. In his view, it would not be impossible to come to an
arrangement whereby no prisoners would have to be repatriated by force.

(2) The machinery for the cease-fire talks should be made more acceptable to
the North Koreans. He vaguely referred to the possibility of adding neutral
powers to the representatives of the Unified Command. In his view, it was not
possible to think that “the same people fighting all day could make much
progress towards an armistice at night.”

5. Naturally, the United States resolution does not lead in the direction
outlined by Menon and doubt was expressed as to whether it would be possible
to steer the debate in the direction of those proposals. Menon believed that this
could be done. The United States, the U.S.S.R. and other delegates would blow
off steam during the first part of the discussion and realize that this led them
nowhere. A new approach could then be submitted by more neutral powers (he
did not exclude the possibility that India might be willing to take such a
responsibility) on the lines of his suggestions. In this respect, Casey of
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Australia told me that Mrs. Pandit* had informed him that India would not
like to take the limelight but that, if an impressive block of powers asked them
to undertake negotiations with the Chinese Communists on a basis which
would be acceptable to India, then the Indian Government would be willing to
consider such a course.

6. During the discussion, I took the line that we would, of course, co-sponsor
the United States resolution but that this did not mean that we would oppose
other resolutions or suggestions leading to an honourable armistice.

7. T would not wish to give too great importance to the concrete suggestions
put forward by Menon at this meeting not only because he is at times apt to be
carried away by his imagination but also because there are very serious
obstacles to their implementation. Ends.

145. DEA/50069-A-40

Le secrétaire d’Etat par intérim aux Affaires extérieures
au chef par intérim
de la délégation a I’ Assemblée générale des Nations unies

Acting Secretary of State for External Affairs to Acting Chairman,
Delegation to the General Assembly of the United Nations

TELEGRAM 30 Ottawa, October 25, 1952
CONFIDENTIAL

KOREA — ACTION IN THE GENERAL ASSEMBLY
Reference: Your teletype No. 63 of October 24,

Following from the Under-Secretary, Begins: I think the initiative
contemplated in your teletype under reference might well be useful. However,
you will be in a better position than us to judge, from your contact with other
delegations, whether or not it will be advisable to put forward the proposed
Canadian amendment.

2. The main thing seems to be to obtain the largest possible majority in the
Assembly for endorsing the proposals advanced by the U.N. negotiators on
September 28. If the more restrictive amendment contemplated by you would
have the effect of genuinely increasing this majority, I am inclined to think you
should submit it. However, I do not think the amendment should be put
forward unless the United States and the other co-sponsors are prepared to
accept it into the present resolution; and unless we receive advance commit-
ments from India and the other “neutralist” states that the introduction of such
an amendment will make it possible for them to vote in favour of the amended
resolution. In other words, I do not think the amendment will serve much

“Srimati Vijaya Lakshmi Pandit, chef de la délégation de I'Inde 4 la septiéme session réguliére
de I'Assemblée générale des Nations unies.
Srimati Vijaya Lakshmi Pandit, Chairman, Delegation of India to the Seventh Regular Session
of the General Assembly of the United Nations.
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purpose unless it has the effect of bringing the United States and India
together on the same resolution.

3. I note from paragraph 4 of your teletype under reference that you have not
had much success in obtaining the views of the Indian Delegation, but this
would seem to be one of the keys to the situation.

4. I would be glad to see the text of your contemplated draft amendment.
Ends.

146. 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 the General Assembly of the United Nations,
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

TELEGRAM 101 New York, October 28, 1952
SECRET. IMPORTANT.

KOREA
Reference: Our telegram No. 74 of October 24, 1952.
Addressed External No. 101, Important, repeated Beaver No. 22.

There was a further Commonwealth meeting this morning, during which
some interesting points emerged about a possible settlement in Korea.

2. There was first a general discussion as to whether the Chinese Communists
were in good faith or not in seeking an armistice. Krishna Menon, speaking for
India, said that he was sure that the Chinese Communists were anxious in their
effort to seek an armistice, that he could already prove it but that he would
even have better proof in about a week’s time. Selwyn Lloyd was not willing to
go that far but thought that the Chinese Communists would agree to an
armistice if they could save face. Sir Zafrulla Khan, on the other hand, took
the view that the Chinese would not willingly give up unless and until they
were sure that an armistice would be followed by a general settlement in the
Far East which would be satisfactory to them. In his view, the prisoner-of-war
issue is only an excuse and the Chinese could continue to find other excuses as
long as they considered that the United States is not ready to agree to a
settlement in the Far East.

3. With such divergent interpretations, it was normal that the United States
resolution which we have agreed to co-sponsor should be viewed differently.
Menon now confirmed that India could not support it because they were unable
to endorse all that the United Nations Command had done. Specifically, he
mentioned the bombings of the Yalu River. He added that we should not
delude ourselves about the majority with which this resolution would be passed
and that as far as the Chinese were concerned, it made no difference to them
whether it was passed by a small or large majority. As far as India was
concerned, he pointed out that they could play a much more constructive role
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by not being tied by the terms of the resolution. Lloyd was rather cautious
(although there is no doubt that the United Kingdom will not only support the
resolution but also appeal for as wide a support as possible) and only made the
rather jesuitic comment that he saw some advantage in the present resolution
since a milder course could be followed once it had been passed. Zafrulla Khan
said that the resolution was probably alright if we were satisfied with dealing
with the limited field it covered but that it did not end the matter.

4. Mr. Martin took a line similar to the one already expressed in our telegram
under reference whereby Canada would support the resolution but would be
open to any other suggestion or course of action which would lead to an
honourable armistice. He also pointed out that in view of his position, the
statement he intended to make at a later date would clearly leave the door
open. Casey is following a similar course and intends to make a rather mild
statement.

5. Menon further elaborated his views on the lines which might be followed to
find a solution to the prisoner-of-war issue. He first pointed out that his
delegation could not agree with the United States interpretation of the Geneva
Convention. He said that it was impossible to interpret the Convention to mean
that prisoners-of-war could “opt for a new nationality” as suggested by Mr.
Acheson. The following is a simplified version of the plan he suggests and
which, in his estimation, might be acceptable to the Chinese. The advisory
commission of neutrals already agreed upon, i.e. Czechoslovakia, Poland,
Sweden and Switzerland, would undertake the role of “protecting power” for
the prisoners-of-war on both sides. Prisoners-of-war would be delivered to them
at demilitarized points and they would be treated according to the terms of the
Convention for all purposes including that of repatriation. De jure this would
mean that prisoners-of-war would be apt to be repatriated by force according
to the letter of the Convention and the interpretation given to it by the
Communists, but, de facto it would be agreed by all parties concerned that no
prisoner would be repatriated by force according to the spirit of the Convention
and the interpretation given to it by the non-Communists. Prisoners-of-war
willing to be repatriated would be free to do so immediately while the others
would remain in the demilitarized zone under the custody of the protecting
power for as long as they wish. This ingenious formula was not discarded
altogether by Selwyn Lloyd who said that his immediate reaction was that he
saw no harm in having the prisoners-of-war handed to a protecting power but
that further study would have to be given to it. We have not had time to
consider it ourselves and it may be that this is but a “re-hash” of suggestions
already agreed upon by the Unified Command but rejected by the Commu-
nists. Our immediate reaction, however, is that it would probably be very
difficult for the United States administration, at this stage at any rate, to give
in on the de jure recognition of the principle of non-forcible repatriation.

6. Meantime, the discussion on the United States resolution has to follow its
normal course, and unless Vishinsky makes some conciliatory move in his
speech tomorrow, the resolution will continue to be the only issue openly under
consideration.



178 CONFLIT COREEN

7. This creates a very odd situation whereby two sets of discussions are going
on jointly on the same subject, one openly in the First Committee and the other
among members of the Commonwealth. It seems to be generally agreed among
this latter group that the debate in the First Committee is rather unreal since
most if not all of the Commonwealth members are now convinced that there is
no chance of obtaining an armistice through the pressure brought on the
Communists by the resolution being discussed in the First Committee whereas
there might be some slight chance of obtaining an armistice through the good
offices of India. We must still go through the formal motion of supporting the
United States resolution however, and unless instructed to the contrary, will
continue to do so.

8. The fact that India is willing to take the lead in these negotiations is
encouraging. If they fail, we will be no better off but India will realize how
difficult it is to come to an understanding with the Communists; if they
succeed, then an armistice will have been achieved. There is a further
advantage in the negotiations being undertaken by India. You may remember
that in his speech, Mr. Acheson made it quite clear when he introduced the
resolution now under consideration that this was a “preliminary attempt”, thus
inferring that other steps might have to be taken. Surely, he must have had in
mind the condemnatory resolution which the State Department have already
shown us and which we gather they are still intent on submitting to the
Assembly at a later date during this session if no progress is made on the basis
of the present resolution. It may be that the negotiations of the Indian
Government will make this second resolution either unnecessary or premature
before the Assembly is over, and this would be a most welcome development
for many delegations, including our own.

9. We realize the complexities of the Indian suggestion and are not at all in a
position to say whether they will succeed or not. In the very unhopeful
atmosphere that prevails here, however, about a settlement of Korea based on
action taken as a result of the United States resolution, it seems that we are
bound to give moral support to the Indians. At no time have they asked us to
give them any other sort of support.

10. We may have further comments to make on the Indian suggestion after
we have studied it more closely and we will pass them on to you. Meantime, we
would be glad to receive your views. Mr. Pearson will be discussing this in more
detail with you during his visit to Ottawa.
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147. 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 the General Assembly of the United Nations,
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

TELEGRAM 117 New York, October 29, 1952
CONFIDENTIAL

KOREA — PRISONERS OF WAR
Reference: Your telegram No. 45" of October 28.
Addressed Ottawa No. 117, repeated Washington No. 27.

1. As we dig deeper into the problem of Korea as it tends to develop at this
Assembly and specifically into the resolution of which we are one of the co-
sponsors, it is becoming increasingly clear that we must address our remarks in
the main to the restricted question of the disposition of prisoners of war. Qur
instructions indicate we must oppose the principle of forcible repatriation and
we will do so. However, it causes us some concern that we may, in presenting
our case publicly on the issue, find it necessary to express ourselves in a manner
which would not indicate the concern which was in the minds of our
representatives at Geneva — that Canadians in future wars “would not be
deprived of any of the protections of the Geneva Convention on the pretext that
they desired to renounce such protection.” We shall have to make our stand on
the intent of the Geneva Convention rather than on the letter of the law and
trust that in the circumstances you will find this method of approach
acceptable.

2. This morning (October 29) two representatives of the State Department’s
Legal Division (Hincken and Runyon) and Ward Allen discussed the legal
considerations underlying the position of the United Nations Command
regarding the issue of forced repatriation of prisoners of war with Mr. Martin
and officials of the delegation. They left with us a set of papers which had been
produced in the State Department to fortify the case made by Mr. Acheson in
his opening address. Copies of this material will be sent to you, although
probably not in time to allow you to analyze them prior to our statement in
which we may use to argue that international practice as distinct from what the
Convention says has not been such as to support the argument that prisoners of
war must be returned by force to the state to which they owed allegiance
originally.

3. We asked these officials whether there had been any concern expressed in
Washington with respect to the precedent which we were establishing which
might boomerang against our forces in a future war. They said that this
problem had caused a good deal of concern and that the implications of the
United Nations Command’s stand on non-forcible repatriation had been made
clear to the President. However, it had been the considered view of civilian and
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military departments that the stand on non-forcible repatriation should be
taken.

148. DEA/50069-A-40

Le chef de la délégation & I Assemblée générale des Nations unies
au secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures

Chairman, Delegation to the General Assembly of the United Nations,
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

TELEGRAM 127 New York, October 30, 1952
CONFIDENTIAL

KOREA COMMONWEALTH MEETING
Reference: Our telegram No. 101 of October 28.

Addressed External No. 127, repeated Beaver No. 28.

A further Commonwealth meeting was held this morning, October 30, to
discuss Vishinsky’s statement and to obtain a further elaboration of Indian
thinking on an approach to Peking.

2. Zafrullah Khan led off on the Soviet resolution® and suggested we should
concentrate on its meaning while ignoring the context in which it had been
presented. He made it clear that in his mind the resolution could not be
considered unless to it were added (a) unequivocal acceptance of the principles
of non-forcible repatriation and (b) the prior conclusion of an armistice
agreement. We would then face the problem of agreeing on the composition of
the commission and the problem of how it might be used to bring about
solution of the broader problem of Korea.

3. The Australian and New Zealand spokesmen were obviously inclined to
turn down the Soviet resolution out-of-hand. In their minds it would involve the
relinquishing on our side of the principle of non-forcible repatriation. They
tended to regard it simply as a device to remove the negotiations from
Panmunjom.

4. Menon believed that the resolution was purposely vague, ignored
completely the prisoner of war problem, and was addressed to the future rather
than to present issues. He devoted most of his attention to an elaboration of the
views he had put forward at the earlier meeting (my telegram under reference).
He argued that the Geneva Convention did not provide for direct repatriation
but rather for the turning over of prisoners of war by both sides to a protecting
power which, under the terms of the convention, was debarred from the use of
force. He believed we should make every attempt to learn from the Chinese
whether they would be prepared to agree that custody of prisoners of war

“'La résolution soviétique, présentée par Vichinsky, le 29 octobre, demandait la création d'une
commission «pour un réglement pacifique de la question coréenne.»
The Soviet resolution, introduced by Vishinsky on October 29, called for a commission “for the
peaceful settlement of the Korean question.”
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should in the first instance be assumed by the neutral nations supervisory
commission (Switzerland, Sweden, Poland, and Czechoslovakia) on the
understanding that, if a dispute arose as a result of an individual prisoner of
war expressing his determination not to return to one side or the other, the
representative of a fifth state might act as referee. In response to Australian
criticism that his plan made no provision for the expression of opinion of an
individual prisoner of war for or against repatriation prior to the time of his
entering the custody of the protecting power, he pointed out that the
negotiators at Panmunjon had already agreed on the movement of prisoners of
war to the demilitarized zone. The same difficulty therefore was inherent in the
scheme offered by the Unified Command. He believed that the prisoner of war
problem had become separate and quite distinct from the problem of a general
armistice agreement. In addressing ourselves to Vishinsky’s statement and his
resolution, therefore, we should do nothing to make more difficult some
agreement with the Chinese on the prisoner of war issue. Several times he
stressed his belief that Vishinsky could not speak for China.

5. Lloyd indicated the general line he would take in his statement this
afternoon and stressed that his main purpose would be to pin Vishinsky down
on the question of whether in fact he was advocating the forcible repatriation
of those who might indicate to a neutral body that they did not want to go
home. Zafrullah Khan supported this line of approach. It was agreed that
Vishinsky had based his argument on the flat assertion that there was no one
who would refuse repatriation and we had therefore to face him with the fact
that there were such individuals and to go as far as possible to force him to
take a stand on the issue. It was finally agreed even by Menon that such a line
of approach would not complicate any other approach which might be made to
the Chinese.

6. Mr. Martin took the line that Soviet resolution might be acceptable after
an armistice which provided for the free expression of the desires of prisoners
of war with respect to repatriation. He thought it was our duty at this moment
to combat any impression which Vishinsky had made on public opinion as to
the validity of his legal argument on the Geneva Convention. He indicated his
belief that there might still be room for a more restricted resolution which
would address itself purely and simply to the principle of non-forcible
repatriation. He agreed that the United States could not be expected to
consider the Soviet resolution in its present bald form.
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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 the General Assembly of the United Nations

TELEGRAM 58 Ottawa, October 31, 1952
CONFIDENTIAL. IMPORTANT.

KOREA — PRISONERS OF WAR
Reference: Your Teletype No. 117 of October 29.

Following from the Under-Secretary, Begins: We agree that the dilemma
posed in paragraph 1 of your teletype is difficult for the Delegation, and realize
that you have examined all aspects of this situation. However, we consider that
it might be safer not to make any public statement in the Political Committee
which deals with even the intent of the Geneva Convention on the particular
question of the repatriation of prisoners of war. We are studying this matter
further in connection with the various proposals which are being discussed
behind the scenes in New York, such as that outlined by Krishna Menon at the
Commonwealth meeting on October 28 (your teletype No. 101). Ends.

150. DEA/50069-A-40

Le chef de la délégation a ' Assemblée générale des Nations unies
au secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures

Chairman, Delegation to the General Assembly of the United Nations,
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

TELEGRAM 144 New York, November 3, 1952
SECRET. IMPORTANT

CANADIAN STATEMENT ON KOREA

Addressed External No. 144, repeated Beaver No. 34.

Following for Weiss*? from Freifeld,” Begins: Mr. Martin will make an
important statement of approximately six thousand words on the Korean
question at the beginning of this (Monday) afternoon’s meeting of the Political
Committee. He will begin speaking at around 3:15 p.m. His statement is likely
to evoke a considerable number of press enquiries. In reply to such enquiries
you might point out that in this statement, Canada is suggesting means by

42], Elizabeth Weiss, du ministére des Affaires extérieures.
J. Elizabeth Weiss, Department of External Affairs.

Sydney Freifeld, agent d’information, délégation 4 la septiéme session de I'Assemblée générale
des Nations unies.
Sydney Freifeld, Information Officer, Delegation to Seventh Session of the General Assembly
of the United Nations.
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which, within the spirit of the United States resolution co-sponsored by 21
Powers, avenues could be explored to break the present deadlock in the
armistice negotiations in Korea, with particular regard to the outstanding
question concerning prisoners of war. Attention might be drawn to this
significant point (which in the text is worded as a question) that there be no
forcible detention and no forcible repatriation.

2. We will be issuing an advance text only shortly before the commencement
of the statement. Important excerpts from the present draft may be teletyped
to the Under-Secretary during the morning and if so, they will be repeated to
Washington. We will not be able to send the definitive text as delivered until
tomorrow morning at the earliest, although we just might be able to send you a
copy tonight by airmail special delivery.

3. You might wish to review with Mr. Ritchie before three o’clock this
afternoon the question of handling press enquiries. Ends.

151. DEA/8508-40
Extrait du compte rendu de la réunion des chefs de direction
Extract from Minutes of Meeting of Heads of Division

SECRET Ottawa, November 10, 1952

Korea — The Canadian Statement

6. Mr. Ronning. On November 3, the Canadian Representative (Mr. Martin)
spoke in the Political Committee, and gave a lengthy statement of the
Canadian position on this item. The chief points made by Mr. Martin in his
statement were the following:

(a) He addressed a number of questions to Mr. Vishinsky in order to draw
from the latter a more definite statement as to what the Soviet Union had in
mind by proposing the establishment of a Commission “for the peaceful
settlement of the Korean question.” More particularly, Mr. Martin asked:
“Would this Commission be created before an armistice had been concluded,
or is it suggested that the cease-fire talks should continue while the Commis-
sion discusses other problems related to the “peaceful settlement of the Korean
question?”

(b) Mr. Martin stated that the Canadian Delegation still stood by the
Statement of Principles put forward on January 11, 1951, by the Cease-fire
Group of the General Assembly. (This Statement of Principles was approved
by the Political Committee on January 13, 1951, by an overwhelming vote.) He
reminded the Committee that, under the terms of these principles, the proposed
political conference would not take place until agreement had been reached on
a cease-fire.

(c) On the specific question of repatriation of prisoners, Mr. Martin stated:
“The Unified Command has proposed that any of a number of impartial
groups might be organized to interview prisoners of war who have indicated
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that they will forcibly resist the final stage of their repatriation. In the
circumstances no use of force would be possible, for the prisoners would be in a
demilitarized area under the control of an impartial protecting agency. So far
the Communist Command has failed to indicate why such a proposal is
unacceptable. Perhaps the stumbling block is the composition of these
suggested impartial protecting groups. Yet the Communist Command has been
able to agree to other joint commissions. For example, they were able to agree
to the composition of the commission provided for in article 37 of the draft
armistice agreement. Agreement on similar lines might be possible for the task
of interviewing the prisoners. If a protecting power were needed within the
meaning of the terms of the Geneva Convention, consideration could be given
to vesting the same group, or even another group of Powers, with this role.
Those who refused to leave the neutral area would still retain the right to have
their repatriation completed if and when they wished, and meanwhile they
would be held by the protecting Powers in a manner to be determined.”

(d) In reiterating Canadian support, for the 21-Power resolution, of which
Canada is a co-sponsor, Mr. Martin stated: “The draft resolution provides an
opportunity for anyone to offer any new suggestion which might lead to an
armistice, recognizing the rights of all prisoners of war to express their desires
with respect to repatriation before an impartial body. I note that the
Government of Mexico has submitted a draft resolution which, in our
estimation, was inspired by the highest motives of statesmanship and humanity.
It might profitably be studied further so as to supply a practical scheme to
provide for the disposition of prisoners of war who are unwilling to have their
repatriation completed at the time of release from captivity and after being
handed over to the impartial protection agency. My delegation would be glad
to consider this proposal at an appropriate time and in the light of the progress
made on the Twenty-one Power draft resolution now before the Committee.””**

4“Voir Nations unies, Documents officiels de I'Assemblée générale, septieme session, premiére
commission, Comptes rendus analytiques des séances, pp. 61-66.
See United Nations, Official Records of the General Assembly, Seventh Session, First
Committee, Summary Records of Meetings, pp. 59-63.
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152. 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 the General Assembly of the United Nations,
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

TELEGRAM 158 New York, November 4, 1952
SECRET

KOREA
Reference: No. 157 of November 4' to Ottawa and No. 39' to Washington.
Addressed External No. 158, repeated Beaver No. 40.

Within an hour of Mr. Martin’s statement in the Political Committee,
November 3, Menon of the Indian delegation asked to see him. He said that he
liked the Canadian statement and that it would be helpful to him to be able to
refer to the ideas which it contained when he made his statement. He thought
it might be interpreted as the first expression by a country with close relations
with the United States of the possibility of some acceptable compromise being
reached which would allow for settlement of the prisoner of war issue. Mr.
Martin assured him that there was no ground for any belief that our speech
represented a “feeler” put out by the United States and that, in fact, the
United States delegation might not have been too happy with some of the
suggestions made in the Canadian statement.

2. Menon thought that Mr. Martin might approach the United States
delegation now and outline in more precise terms the suggestions which had
been made by the Indian in the Commonwealth meetings. Menon thought that
Mr. Pearson should not be involved in order that his freedom of action might
not be impaired for some future role he could play. Mr. Martin suggested the
possibility of the Indians and ourselves getting together with some United
States officials, possibly with Mr. Pearson present, to discuss the whole
question. Mr. Martin talked later with Mr. Pearson who indicated that he was
seeing Menon today, November 4, and would explore with him the suggestions
that Menon had made to Mr. Martin.

3. Ross*® of the American delegation saw Mr. Martin yesterday and
advanced the idea that Canada might be able to contact spokesmen of the
Arab-Asian group to find out more precisely what their intentions were. You
will have noted the attention which the press has given to a possible Arab-
Asian resolution and specifically the story contained in Sunday’s New York
Times (November 2). Ross thought that if there was any merit in the idea, it
should be a Canadian approach not involving the President. He, too, believed

John C. Ross, représentant suppléant des Etats-Unis au Conseil de sécurité des Nations unies.
John C. Ross, United States Deputy Representative on the Security Council of the United
Nations.
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that the President’s position should be safe-guarded for any possible role he
may yet have to play.

4. We will be reporting in a separate telegram the views exchanged at a
further Commonwealth meeting this morning, November 4.

153. 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 the General Assembly of the United Nations
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

TELEGRAM 160 New York, November 4, 1952

SECRET

COMMONWEALTH MEETING ON KOREA
Reference: Our telegram No. 158 of November 4, 1952.
Addressed External No. 160, repeated Washington No. 42.

The Commonwealth group met again this morning, November 4, on the
problem of Korea. The meeting was devoted in the main to an attempt to get
Menon to formulate more precisely the Indian views which have been put
before the committee. In this attempt, the meeting was not successful.

2. Menon was obviously unwilling and possibly unable to agree to reducing
his views, to writing, especially in the form of a draft resolution. Lloyd agreed
that it might be unwise for the moment to get to the drafting of a resolution
since it was difficult to avoid becoming wedded to words and formulae, some of
which would be impractical unless we knew in advance that they would be
acceptable to both sides. Lloyd did believe, however, that it would be most
helpful if the Indian ideas could be spelled out in a statement to the committee
before the end of this week in order that they would be on the record and could
be taken into consideration in any “great marriage” of resolutions or ideas
which the committee might undertake at a later date.

3. Mr. Martin suggested a possible alternative, that Menon might put his
ideas on paper for circulation to the restricted Commonwealth group. It was
agreed, at the suggestion of Casey, that the six Heads of Commonwealth
delegations would meet, without advisers, on Thursday, November 6.

4. Lloyd made it clear to the meeting and to Menon that there was not much
point in proceeding further unless it was understood by all that any possible
compromise scheme would have to contain the following elements:

(a) Agreement by both sides that the prisoner of war exchange would be
governed by the Geneva Convention;

(b) That no force would be used in repatriating unwilling prisoners;

(c) That while in theory it would be possible for our side to accept the idea of
a protecting power or powers taking over custody of the prisoners in a



KOREAN CONFLICT 187

demilitarized zone, it must be understood that in the completion of repatria-
tion, we would have to be satisfied that the protecting power would provide
against the forcible repatriation of prisoners who were unwilling to return. The
theme of “neutral bayonets” was not considered at the meeting.

5. A few supplementary points were made in the discussion. Menon was
firmly of the opinion that the Chinese would not accept any scheme such as
that of the Mexicans which would allow for the removal of its citizens to a
foreign country. There was some discussion also on whether the Unified
Command could be bound by decisions of the General Assembly but it was
agreed that if a scheme acceptable to all parties was put forward, it would be
conveyed as orders to the Unified Command. Lloyd would obviously like the
Indian statement to be made before Mr. Eden addresses plenary which, at the
moment, is likely to be Tuesday, November 11. All representatives were
concerned at the number of different and even conflicting resolutions which
might come before the committee.

154. DEA/50069-A-40

Le chef de la délégation a I’ Assemblée générale des Nations unies
au sécrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures

Chairman, Delegation to the General Assembly of the United Nations
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

TELEGRAM 179 New York, November 6, 1952
SECRET. IMPORTANT.

INDIAN PROPOSALS RE KOREA
Reference: Our telegram No. 160 of November 4.

Addressed External No. 179, repeated Washington No. 47.

At the Commonwealth meeting this morning Menon gave an account of the
scheme which the Indians are now ready to suggest to the Political Committee
on the subject of an armistice in Korea. Menon was unwilling to circulate the
document from which he was reading but submitted to the questions of other
members of the meeting for an hour and a half. The scheme which we will
outline in paragraphs 2 to 10, inclusive, will form the operative part of a
resolution which the Indians are likely to table on Monday, November 10.
They will not be ready to speak however before the following day.

2. Repatriation under this scheme is to be effected according to the Geneva
Convention. The release will be effected at agreed exchange points where
prisoners will be handed over by the detaining powers to a “Repatriation
Commission”. Classification with regard to nationality and area will be
undertaken by the commission, the whole process being removed from military
control. For the detaining power the fact of releasing prisoners of war to the
Repatriation Commission would constitute repatriation.

3. In the event that difficulty might arise if large bodies of prisoners had to
be transferred from their present camps to demilitarized zones and that force
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might even be necessary to effect such transfer, consideration might be given to
the idea of demilitarizing the camps in which such prisoners are now held. The
Repatriation Commission would then take over and be responsible for the
prisoners in those demilitarized areas. After the process of classification has
been completed prisoners of war will be free to return to their homeland
according to the terms of Article 118 of the Geneva Convention.

4. Each of the parties to the conflict will be permitted access to the prisoners
of war who have been held by the other party and will be given freedom to
explain the situation and inform the prisoners of their rights. Red Cross teams
will also have access to prisoners of war. Pending their return and during their
temporary detention the prisoners of war will remain in the custody of the
Repatriation Commission.

5. Prisoners of war will be entitled to make representation to the Repatriation
Commission on matters pertaining to themselves and to inform it of their
desires on any matter, as provided for in Article 78 of the Geneva Convention.

6. Prisoners of war shall at all times be treated humanely according to the
terms of Article 13 of the convention. Force shall not be used or be permitted
to be used against them by any party for any purpose and the commission will
be responsible in this regard. This would not, however, prevent the commission
from exercising the normal disciplinary rights of a protecting power under the
terms of the convention.

7. In the case of disagreement in the commission, on the execution of the
programme of release and repatriation of prisoners of war, the majority will
decide. If there is a deadlock between the four members of the commission an
umpire will be called in. (There is some reference to such a procedure in
Article 11 of the convention but it would appear that the umpire in the present
scheme would have more power than provided for in that article.) In order to
avoid the possibility of a deadlock the four powers will be directed to appoint
an umpire at their first meeting.

8. The terms of the repatriation arrangements will be made known to all
prisoners of war.

9. The President of the Assembly will be requested by the General Assembly
to transmit to the Unified Command, the Chinese People’s Republic and the
Korean authorities the text of the resolution with the comment that these terms
are just and reasonable and that the parties to the conflict should reach an
agreement on that basis as soon as possible.

10. The resolution will repeat the words of paragraph 60 of the draft
armistice agreement with respect to a political conference. The administrative
link whereby this political conference would be convened will be provided for
by a committee of three appointed by the General Assembly and consisting of
the President of the Assembly and his two immediate predecessors. Their role
would be merely to make the necessary arrangements for the setting up and
convening of a political conference.

11. Within the context of the present scheme the Repatriation Commission
would consist of those four countries, i.e., Sweden, Switzerland, Poland and
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Czechoslavakia, referred to in Article 37 of the draft armistice agreement. No
suggestion was made as to which country would fill the role of umpire.

12. Menon was unwilling to commit himself as to whether the Chinese would
accept the scheme outlined but added that “depending on the way it was
presented to them it may possibly be accepted.”

13. Most of the meeting was devoted to clarification of the scheme and there
was general agreement that it was worth considering. No delegate around the
table, however, committed his government to it.

14. Menon, who has been in touch with the United States delegation, gave
the meeting the impression that generally they were not opposed to his scheme.
On the other hand Ross and Allen of the United States delegation have been
more reticent in voicing their approval in their comments to us. There are to be
further contacts, however, between the United States and Indian delegations
and it is likely that it will be possible for them to come to an understanding.
We understand that the Indian scheme is to be submitted to Mr. Acheson
tonight, November 6, for his consideration.

15. So many resolutions have already been submitted on this issue that the
problem of procedure will loom large when it comes to a vote. If the Indian
scheme is acceptable to most delegations it may be possible to find some way to
put it to a vote first and to send it immediately to the Unified Command and
the Chinese and North Korean authorities. At this stage the fate of the other
resolutions is unknown.

16. Since the Indians will not be speaking on their resolution before
November 11, this gives us some little time to consider the implications of their
scheme and we should be most grateful for any comments you would care to
send us.

155, DEA/50069-A-40

Le sous-secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures
au chef de la délégation a I’ Assemblée générale des Nations unies

Under-Secretary of State for External Affairs
to Chairman, Delegation to the General Assembly of the United Nations

TELEGRAM 100 Ottawa, November 10, 1952
SECRET. IMMEDIATE.

KOREA — INDIAN PROPOSAL
Reference: Your teletypes Nos. 101, 117, 127, 158, 160 and 179, and our
teletype No. 75" of November 4.

Following for the Under-Secretary, Begins: The various Divisions concerned
have now examined Krishna Menon’s proposal, as given in your teletypes under
reference, and the following comments are offered on the basis of this
examination.
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2. Our understanding is that the principal points of Menon’s proposal might
be summarized as follows:

(a) repatriation in accordance with the Geneva Convention;

(b) release to a Repatriation Commission at agreed exchange points which,
for the detaining power, would constitute repatriation;

(c) classification of the prisoners with regard to nationality and area by this
Repatriation Commission;

(d) demilitarization of present camps as a possible substitute for transfer to
demilitarized zones;

(e) prisoners to be free to return to their homeland once the process of
classification had been completed;

(f) access to prisoners by parties to the conflict and by Red Cross teams;

(g) pending return, and during temporary retention, prisoners would remain
in custody of Repatriation Commission;

(h) force not to be used “by any party for any purpose”;

(i) in case of disagreement among the four members of the Commission, an
Umpire would be called in to decide the point in question.

3. Your teletype No. 117 of October 29 expressed concern to ensure that the
stand which we might take, in presenting our case publicly, would not be
inconsistent with the concern that was in the minds of our representative at
Geneva — namely, that Canadians in future wars would not be deprived of any
of the protections of the Geneva Convention on the pretext that they desired to
renounce such protection. We have borne this in mind in preparing the
following comments.

4, It is no doubt possible to argue that compliance with the letter of the
Geneva Convention might involve forcible repatriation, and to give the
Convention this interpretation might have some future advantages for us in
recovering Canadian prisoners. It might also be theoretically possible to argue
that the Korean problem should best be dealt with without reference to the
Geneva Convention, so that in future cases we would not be bound by any
precedent of retention of prisoners. In fact, however, the proposals under
discussion are related to the Geneva Convention, and it is not possible to avoid
the issue. We are committed to opposing forcible repatriation and must,
therefore, I consider, accept the consequences which ensue from an interpreta-
tion of the Geneva Convention which does not involve forcible repatriation.

5. Notwithstanding the disadvantages referred to above, there are undoubted
advantages in being able to state that proposals for the repatriation of Korean
prisoners should be in accordance with the Geneva Convention. It would no
doubt be bad propaganda to accept that they are not, or to consider them as
special exceptions. It is to our advantage to re-affirm that, in accordance with
the Geneva Convention, prisoners shall be repatriated and shall not waive this
right.

6. The problem posed above would be, we believe, substantially resolved by a
scheme which envisaged that the detaining powers should not be permitted to
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detain prisoners on the pretext that they had waived their right to repatriation,
and that they should be obliged to release all prisoners and ensure that
facilities were provided for the prisoners to reach their homes — the obligation
of the detaining power under the Convention being discharged by the release of
the prisoners to neutral powers which would assume the obligation of ensuring
that these facilities were provided and that the prisoners were released.

7. We consider that a scheme containing the elements set out in the preceding
paragraph would not only be within the spirit of the Convention, but it can be
argued that it would be within the letter of it. The detaining power should not
be charged with a breach of the Convention unless that power itself retained
prisoners on the pretext that they had waived their rights. Further, the
Convention provides that, under Article 6, the parties may conclude other
special agreements for all matters concerning which they may deem it suitable
to make special provision, so long as no special agreement shall adversely affect
the situation of prisoners as defined by the Convention, nor restrict the rights
which it confers upon them. The moving of prisoners of war to a demilitarized
zone under the supervision of an impartial agency, and with full facilities for
their repatriation, in no way restricts the rights of a prisoner of war, as
provided by the Convention.

8. The considerations set out above lead us to the conclusion that a formula
acceptable to us should contain the following elements:

(a) full compliance with the Geneva Conventions;

(b) non-forcible repatriation of prisoners;

(c) provide a safeguard that prisoners do not waive the exercise of the right to
repatriation;

(d) ensure the release from custody of all prisoners.

9. An examination of Mr. Menon’s proposal, with these factors in mind, leads
us to the conclusion that our first three points are met, but that the situation as
to the fourth is somewhat obscure. When the Menon proposal was first put
forward (your teletype No. 101, of October 28) it was suggested that he
considered that his formula implied that de jure all prisoners would be apt to
be repatriated by force, even though de facto there would have been an
agreement to the contrary. We could not accept this interpretation being given
to the Convention. His proposal, as elaborated in your teletype No. 179,
envisages that prisoners will be classified as to nationality and area, after which
they will be free to return to their homeland. It does not appear that they are,
in fact, to be immediately released, nor is there any provision for them to
choose to go elsewhere than home, although force cannot be used to make the
prisoners go home. Apparently they will be retained until some solution is
found. Notwithstanding the provision against the use of force, there is, of
course, some danger in leaving the final solution to the Umpire to be appointed
by the members of the Commission named. In addition, there are obvious
practical difficulties in dealing with large bodies of prisoners who will be under
some pressure from within the camps, if the assumption is correct that they will
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be screened as to nationality and to area of residence only, and not as to their
wishes.

10. The objections set out in the preceding paragraph do not necessarily show
that the Menon proposal is unacceptable. It might be tied in with some other
proposal for the eventual disposition of those prisoners who did not wish to go
home. Moreover, there is, of course, some advantage in deferring the decision
as to the eventual disposition of the prisoners provided that an absolute
discretion is not given to an Umpire whom we may not completely trust. If the
prisoners are not to be forcibly retained by the Repatriation Commission it
seems that the Menon proposal must be tied in with some provision for their
being granted asylum elsewhere, for example some such formula as the
Mexican proposal.

11. The formula suggested in the United Kingdom Circular Y. No. 413 of
November 6' (forwarded to you by bag on Saturday, November 8), seems
preferable from our point of view, particularly as it contains a specific
statement that prisoners of war will be neither forcibly repatriated nor forcibly
detained. This would maintain the principle that the prisoners are, in fact, to be
released and that even the Repatriation Commission cannot forcibly detain
them. In this connection, we are rather attracted by the suggestion that
inspection teams of neutral nations, assisted by the national Red Cross
Societies of both sides, might supervise the implementation of this principle.
Possibly this might be a more practical alternative than the Repatriation
Commission suggested by Menon.

12. We appreciate that some of these comments may be out of date by the
time they reach you, particularly in view of the rapid march of events in New
York. However, they are transmitted for whatever background value they may
have. Ends.

156. 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 the General Assembly of the United Nations,
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

TELEGRAM 266 New York, November 14, 1952
CONFIDENTIAL

UNITED STATES VIEWS ON INDIAN PROPOSALS REGARDING KOREA
Addressed External No. 266 repeated Beaver No.78.

A meeting was held November 13 on United States initiative of representa-
tives of 21-Powers co-sponsoring the resolution on Korea. Gross of the United
States was in the chair. He presented United States views on the Indian
scheme which echoed those put forward by Mr. Acheson in a meeting earlier in
the day with Mr. Pearson and Mr. Eden on which we shall be reporting
separately.
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2. Gross began his resume of the Indian scheme with a statement that the
United States delegation had not seen the scheme set out on paper, an assertion
which might have been diplomatically necessary but was too blunt and which
led Gross into difficulty later in his presentation. He did not do full justice to
the Indian scheme as we knew it although he did not actually deliberately
misrepresent its main elements.

3. In the United States view any resolution to be acceptable would have to
contain clear affirmation of the principle of non-forcible repatriation. He “had
the impression” that the Indian scheme would attempt to hide this principle.
Gross was not satisfied from his conversations with Menon as to the
acceptability of the structure and method of operation of the proposed
repatriation commission. He regarded Menon’s reference to the neutral nations
supervisory commission as a “false analogy” since that body had been agreed
to only as “an intelligence body” and not one which would have executive
functions. The United States believed that it might be possible at the Assembly
to agree in principle to a repatriation commission leaving the details to be
worked out between the negotiators at Panmunjom.

4. One of his main objections to the Indian scheme seemed to centre around
its lack of exact provision for those prisoners who would refuse to be
repatriated. The scheme, he said, offered only the two choices of repatriation
on the one hand or indefinite detention on the other. He failed to note that the
United Nations Command proposals have the same blank spot. He also
objected to the provision for the appointment of an umpire by the repatriation
commission, or in the event of its failure to agree, by the General Assembly. In
brief, his argument was the following: The truce talks were deadlocked; our
side took its stand on the moral issue of non-forcible repatriation; a further
deadlock could occur with respect to the appointment of an umpire; our
position would then be less defensible in the consequent shift from moral to
political grounds.

5. It was apparent that few of the representatives at the meeting were
prepared to say much without having the text of the Indian proposals before
them. Jebb of the United Kingdom was of the opinion that we should give any
Indian scheme serious consideration provided only it protected the essential
principle of non-forcible repatriation and he noted the value of obtaining as
many votes as possible for any resolution with respect to Korea. Hoppenot* of
France suggested that this was “the last chance to find a solution to the Korean
problem” for the Assembly and thought that in view of the initiative taken by
the Indian delegation we should look at their proposals in the spirit of
compromise. Spender of Australia spoke at greatest length, the main tenor of
his argument being that the resolution should lay down broad principles only

“Henri Hoppenot, représentant permanent de la France aux Nations unies; représentant au
Conseil de sécurité; en I'absence du ministre des Affaires étrangéres, chef de la délégation
frangaise a la septiéme session réguliére de I’Assemblée générale.

Henri Hoppenot, Permanent Representative of France to the United Nations; Representative
on the Security Council; Chairman in absence of Foreign Minister, French Delegation to
Seventh Regular Session of the General Assembly.
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which might be implemented by the negotiators in Panmunjom in which would
be included the idea of a repatriation commission. He agreed with Gross that
the 21-Power resolution might be amended but he argued firmly that it should
not be thrown out in too great a haste. Engen*” of Norway said that he
understood Sweden and Switzerland would not serve on any commission which
did not have clearly defined duties or on one which was required to act before
full agreement on the disposition of prisoners of war had been reached.

6. It would have been very difficult for us to speak at the meeting without
taking serious issue with Gross on his interpretation of the Indian scheme. This
might have been necessary had he attempted to torpedo the scheme altogether.
Since he did not, we decided to save our arguments until the next meeting of
the 21-Powers when the Indian resolution will be available.

7. We hope to be able to send you shortly the text of the Indian resolution. It
has been going through almost daily change and to have sent it to you in one of
its many drafts might ony have led to confusion.

157. 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 the General Assembly of the United Nations
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

TELEGRAM 267 New York, November 15, 1952
SECRET

INDIAN DRAFT RESOLUTION ON KOREA
Reference: Our teletype No. 266 of November 14.

Addressed External No.267, repeated Beaver No. 79.

Following is the text of the latest draft, November 15, of a possible
resolution on Korea to be submitted by the Indian delegation. Our comments
will follow. We are not certain that this draft resolution will be introduced.
Text begins:

The General Assembly

Having received the special report of the United Nations Command of the 18
October 1952 on the status of military action and armstice negotiations in
Korea;

Noting with approval the considerable progress made by negotiation and
tentative agreements to end the fighting in Korea and to reach a settlement of
the Korean question;

Noting further that disagreement between the parties on one remaining issue
alone prevents the conclusion of an armstice and that a considerable measure

“"Hans Engen, représentant permanent de la Norvége aux Nations unies.
Hans Engen, Permanent Representative of Norway to the United Nations.
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of agreement already exists on the principles on which this remaining issue can
be resolved;

Mindful of the continuing and vast loss of life, devastation and suffering
resulting from and accompanying the continuance of the fighting; deeply
conscious of the need to bring hostilities to a speedy end and for a peaceful
settlement of the Korean question;

Anxious to expedite and facilitate the convening of the political conference as
provided in Article 60 of the Armistice Agreement;

Affirms that the release and repatriation of prisoners of war shall be effected
in accordance with the “Geneva Convention Relative to the Treatment of
Prisoners of War”, of 12 August 1949, the well-established principles and
practice of international law and the relevant provisions of the draft armistice
agreement;

Affirms that force shall not be used against prisoners of war to prevent or
effect their return to their homelands, and that they shall at all times be
treated humanely in accordance with the specific provisions of the Geneva
Convention and with the general spirit of that convention;

Accordingly requests the President of the General Assembly to transmit,
along with this resolution, the following proposals to the Central People’s
Government of the People’s Republic of China and to the North Korean
authorities as forming a just and reasonable basis for an agreement and to
invite their acceptance of these proposals and to make a report to the General
Assembly during its present session and as soon as appropriate:

Proposals
1. In order to facilitate the return to their homelands of all prisoners of war
there shall be established a repatriation commission consisting of the
representatives of Czechoslovakia, Poland, Sweden and Switzerland, or,
alternatively, of four states, two to be nominated by each side, but excluding
any permanent member of the Security Council.

2. Prisoners of war shall be released to the Repatriation Commission from
military control and from the custody of the detaining side in agreed numbers
and at agreed exchange points in agreed demilitarized zones.

3. Classification of prisoners of war according to nationality and domicile as
proposed in the letter of October 16 from General Kim II Sung, Supreme
Commander of the Korean Peoples Army, and General Peng Teh Huai,
Commander of the Chinese People’s Volunteers, to General Mark W. Clark,
shall then be carried out immeditely.

4. After classification, prisoners of war shall be free to return to their
homelands forthwith, and their speedy return shall be facilitated by all parties
concerned.

5. Each party to the conflict in accordance with arrangements prescribed for
the purpose by the Repatriation Commission shall have freedom and facilities
to explain to the prisoners of war depending upon them their rights and to



196 CONFLIT COREEN

inform the prisoners of war on any matter relating to their return to their
homelands and particularly their full freedom to return.

6. Red Cross teams of both sides shall assist the Repatriation Commission in
its work and shall have access, in accordance with the terms of the draft
armistice agreement, to prisoners of war while they are under the temporary
jurisdiction of the Repatriation Commission.

7. Prisoners of war shall have freedom and facilities to make representations
and communications to the Repatriation Commission and to bodies and
agencies working under the Repatriation Commission, and to inform any or all
such bodies of their desires on any matter, concerning themselves, in
accordance with arrangements made for the purpose by the Commission.

8. Notwithstanding the provision of Paragraph 10 below, force shall not be
used against prisoners of war to prevent or effect their return to their
homelands and no violence to their persons or affront to their dignity or self-
respect shall be permitted in any manner or for any purpose whatsoever. This
duty is enjoined on and entrusted to the Repatriation Commission and each of
its members.

9. Prisoners of war shall at all times be treated humanely in accordance with
the specific provisions of the Geneva Convention and with the general spirit of
that convention.

10. Nothing in this repatriation agreement shall be construed as derogating
from the authority of the Repatriation Commission (or its authorized
representatives) to exercise its legitimate functions and responsibilities for the
control of the prisoners under its temporary jurisdiction.

11. The terms of this repatriation agreement and the arrangements arising
therefrom shall be made known to all prisoners of war.

12. The Repatriation Commission is entitled to call upon parties to the
conflict, its own governments, or the member states of the United Nations for
such legitimate assistance as it may require in the carrying out of its duties and
tasks: and in accordance with the decisions of the commission in this respect.

13. When the two sides have made an agreement for repatriation based on
these proposals, the interpretation of that agreement shall rest with the
Repatriation Commission. In the event of disagreement in the Commission,
majority decision shall prevail. When no majority decision is possible, an
umpire agreed upon in accordance with the succeeding paragraph and with
Article 132 of the Geneva Convention of 1949 shall have the deciding vote.

14. The Repatriation Commission shall at its first meeting and prior to an
armistice proceed to agree upon and appoint an umpire. If agreement on the
appointment of an umpire cannot be reached by the Commission within a
period of three weeks after the date of its first meetings, this matter shall be
referred to the General Assembly,

15. The Repatriation Commission shall also arrange for officials to function
as umpires with inspecting teams or other bodies to which functions are
delegated or assigned by the Commission or under the provisions of the draft
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Armistice Agreement, so that the completion of the return of the prisoners to
their homelands shall be expedited.

16. When the repatriation agreement is acceded to by the parties concerned
and when an umpire has been appointed under Paragraph 10 above, the draft
armistice agreement, unless otherwise altered by agreement between the
parties, shall be deemed to have been accepted by them. The provisions of the
draft armistice agreement shall apply except in so far as they are modified by
the Repatriation Agreement. Arrangements for repatriation under this
agreement will begin when the Armistice Agreement has been concluded.

17. At the end of 90 days from the conclusion of this armistice the disposition
of any prisoners of war whose return to their homelands has not been effected
in accordance with the procedure set out above shall be referred by the
Repatriation Commission to the Political Conference to be called under Article
60 of the draft armistice agreement. Text ends.

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 the General Assembly of the United Nations
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

TELEGRAM 281 New York, November 14, 1952
SECRET

KOREAN NEGOTIATIONS
Following from the Minister, Begins:

1. I attended a meeting at the Waldorf Astoria on November 13 in Mr.
Eden’s suite to discuss the various resolutions now before the Assembly
concerning Korea, and particularly the draft Indian resolution on which, as
President of the Assembly, T have been working closely with Krishna Menon,
but which has not yet formally been put forward. The following were present:
Messrs. Eden, Selwyn Lloyd, Jebb (U.K.), Acheson, Gross (U.S.), Spender
(Australia), Webb (New Zealand), Schuman, Hoppenot (France).

2. Eden circulated on an informal basis copies of the draft Indian resolution
(which I had gone over in detail with Menon the day before), indicating that he
had not been authorized by the Indians to do so and that the draft resolution
was not yet in final form. The text as circulated was virtually identical with the
text I had worked on with Menon the day before.

Acheson and Gross arrived a few minutes late having just come from a long
talk with Menon about the draft Indian resolution.

3. Acheson said that, in his talk with Menon, he had raised several objections
to the draft resolution:

(1) That it did not make it sufficiently clear that force would not be used in
the repatriation of the prisoners of war;
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(2) That it did not really solve the problem of the “hard core” of prisoners of
war who would resist being sent back to Communist territory; and

(3) That the concept of an “umpire” as set forth in the Indian draft
resolution was full of difficulties.

The central difficulty arose on the first two points. The draft Indian
resolution in effect was heavily weighted to force the repatriation of the
prisoners of war and left little or no escape for the non-Communist prisoners of
war who, in effect, faced a choice between (a) being returned to Communist
territory, or (b) remaining in custody under the control of the repatriation
commission until they agreed to be repatriated, or until their future was settled
at some remote political conference. The whole burden of the Indian draft
resolution, therefore, was on the side of forcing the prisoner to stay in custody
until he should agree to repatriation. In effect, the draft Indian resolution
really gave the prisoner no choice. It was necessary to ensure that after the
prisoner had been informed of the choices before him there should be some
possibility open for him other than the choice between continued detention in
the demilitarized zone or (what would amount to) forced repatriation. At some
point the prisoner had to be turned loose. Who would turn the prisoner loose?
Acheson had argued that this was clearly the responsibility of the detaining
power. But under the Menon resolution, the responsibility was placed upon the
five-man commission. In case of a deadlock (which would be inevitable since
the Communist powers on the commission would vote to repatriate the
prisoner), it would fall to “the umpire” mentioned in the resolution.

4. The composition of the commission proposed in the draft Indian resolution
was a real difficulty. The United States favoured leaving its composition blank;
and would like an impartial “umpire”. The composition should be left to the
negotiators at Panmunjom, and should not be spelled out in a resolution.
Menon had favoured naming four parties on the grounds that to the
Communists there was no such thing as an “impartial” state; that the four
states were already named in the draft armistice agreement for other purposes;
and that this procedure would forestall the possibility of a Soviet request for
membership. The United States’ side saw great danger in getting agreement on
the “umpire”, and making this issue the breaking point; they would prefer to
stick to the present moral issue of non-forcible repatriation. Acheson felt that
Menon’s reference to the neutral nations supervisory commission was
inaccurate. That commission had only “reporting” and intelligence functions, it
was not an executive agency.

5. Another difficulty related to the final provision of the draft Indian
resolution which calls on the President of the Assembly and two past-presidents
to convene the proposed political conference referred to in Article 60 of the
draft armistice agreement. As Acheson saw it the problem of a political
conference had two main aspects. The first was practical: i.e. by diplomatic
intercourse to decide upon the composition of the conference (which should
include representatives of the Communist states, of United Nations states with
forces in Korea, and of neutral states). The second problem was legal. It must



KOREAN CONFLICT 199

be recognized that the future of Korea could not be finally decided by a small
group of states, but was a matter of concern to the United Nations as a whole.

6. Mr. Acheson firmly repeated his view that we should stand firm on the 21-
Power resolution and amend it where necessary consistent with its main
principles. Over the past five months, he said, there had only been two real
alternative propositions put by the Communists: to return the prisoners to
Communist territory, or to agree to an armistice now, leaving the prisoners of
war question for later determination. The draft Indian resolution in its present
form would represent a capitulation to the Communists and would be so
interpreted by them. This position was supported by Mr. Spender although he
said he was expressing only his personal view. Mr. Spender said that any final
decision on the Australian position would have to be taken by his Government.
He thought it was necessary to stand fast on the principle of non-forcible
repatriation and not to retreat.

7. In reply to Acheson I said it was all important to get an armistice; that it
was important to get the Indians to get off the fence to the extent to which they
had done in going so far with the draft resolution; that we had to make efforts
even if our efforts were rejected by the Chinese; that we had not abandoned the
principle of non-forcible repatriation. In reply to the argument that the draft
Indian resolution did not resolve the problem of the ““hard core”, and that these
prisoners “had no future”, I pointed out that they ‘““had no future” at present
and that the draft Indian resolution, if it were accepted by the Chinese, might
have the effect of appreciably reducing the size of the problem. Although I
agreed with Mr. Acheson that the Indian resolution was confused and blurred,
and that we should not dismiss the possibility that we might be led up the
garden path by the Chinese, the draft resolution (or something like it) should
be pursued. Would it not be possible to provide more clearly in the draft that
“force shall not be used against prisoners of war in respect of repatriation?”

8. To the criticism that the machinery of the neutral commission would result
in deadlock, I pointed out that the commission’s position was similar to that of
the body provided for in the draft armistice agreement. There were possibilities
of deadlock throughout this whole agreement. In the last resort, its implemen-
tation depended upon good faith. This was a risk one took in trying to work out
an armistice with the Communists.

9. In this general view I was supported by Selwyn Lloyd, and to some extent
by Webb.

10. Schuman said little during the discussion, but was clearly sympathetic to
an approach on the lines of the Indian proposals. He thought it might be
possible to amend the 21-Power resolution, and that we should look carefully at
the Indian proposals with a view to seeing whether at a later stage the two
proposals might not be married. Lloyd (who did more talking than Eden)
thought the draft Indian resolution might be amended to make it clearer that
force would not be used in repatriation or detention, to take account of
Acheson’s criticism that the Indian proposals failed to provide an alternative to
the choice between continued detention and repatriation, and to meet the
United States difficulties concerning the idea of an “umpire” on the four-man
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commission. If the proposals could be modified on these lines, they might
receive wide support, certainly wider than now likely to be gained for the
present 21-Power resolution.

11. Later in the day, I met with Menon and Selwyn Lloyd and considerable
progress was made in persuading Menon to accept a number of changes in his
draft on the lines of the discussion. Ends.

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 the General Assembly of the United Nations,
Secretary of State for External Affairs

TELEGRAM 283 New York, November 15, 1952
SECRET

KOREAN NEGOTIATIONS

Following the discussion in Acheson’s suite yesterday on NATO matters,
and when the others had left, Mr. Acheson took up with Mr. Eden and Mr.
Pearson the “serious difficulties” which the proposed Indian resolution on
Korea posed for the United States side.

2. Acheson said that the text itself was in such a constant state of change that
he had not been able so far to inform Washington of its precise contents. On
the basis of the latest draft he had seen he pointed out three principal
objections:

(1) While the text of the draft resolution had been improved as a result of
Mr. Pearson’s talks with Selwyn Lloyd and Menon to make it clear that “force
shall not be used against prisoners of war to prevent or effect their return to
their homelands”, the language in the actual proposals concerning the details
of the repatriation arrangements was less clear, and no provision had been
made in the language used to request the President to transmit both the
resolution and the proposals to the Chinese and North Koreans.

(2) The Indian proposals did not resolve the problem of the hard core of
prisoners who would remain under detention in the demilitarized zone. In
effect, the Indian proposals would bring about an armistice only on the basis of
leaving the prisoner of war problem unsolved, a proposition which the
Communists had previously urged. Such a resolution would create grave
problems on the military side for the Unified Command since it would leave
the Communists with a pretext for resuming hostilities at a time more
propitious to their own cause. Once the provisions of the draft armistice
agreement had come into effect, the safeguards now available to the Unified
Command would cease, and the Communists could continue to make
difficulties about the prisoners remaining under the control of the Commission.

(3) The acceptance of the part of the plan relating to the umpire’s functions
would in effect take matters out of the hands of the Unified Command and the
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Joint Chiefs of Staff, and would in all likelihood be unsatisfactory to the
military.

(4) In general terms, Acheson referred to the importance of the “greater
sanction” in Korea, drawing a parallel with Berlin where the deterrent to
Communist aggression was not our small forces in Berlin, but the threat of
counter-measures on a great scale.

3. Mr. Pearson agreed at once with Acheson’s first point. This was a matter
which could be remedied by making the language of the detailed proposals
consistent with that of the resolution, and by providing for a request to the
President to transmit both [to?] the Chinese and North Koreans. On the larger
difficulty which Acheson foresaw, however, Mr. Pearson was unable to agree
with his view of the effect of the present provision of the proposals according to
which “at the end of 90 days from the conclusion of this armistice the
disposition of any prisoners of war whose return to their homelands has not
been effected in accordance with the procedures set forth above shall be
referred by the Repatriation Commission to the political conference to be
called under Article 60 of the draft armistice agreement”. If the Communists
at any time wanted to resume hostilities, it would not be hard for them to
trump up excuses, and they would not have to rely on the failure of the
Commission to arrange for the repatriation of all the prisoners of war under
their jurisdiction. The Repatriation Agreement provided for in the Indian
proposals would become an integral part of the armistice arrangements. Any
part of this agreement could be violated by the Communists should they choose
to do so. The problem of prisoners of war was of large dimensions at the
present time and was unresolved; it might be reduced to manageable
proportions by an arrangement on the lines the Indians suggested.

4. Acheson held firmly to his point, however, that the Indian proposals would
create great difficulties for the military and would be unlikely to command
acceptance by the Joint Chiefs of Staff whose opinion would weigh heavily
with the President. He would, however, send the resolution forward as soon as
a final text was available. He warned, however, that we might find ourselves
with a draft which would be voted against by both the United States and the
U.S.S.R., unless some way could be found to overcome these difficulties.

5. Mr. Eden referred to the speeches made in the First Committee by the
representatives of Pakistan and Israel, but did not argue at any length about
Acheson’s point concerning the military implications.

6. We understand that the present intention is that Menon will table his draft
on Monday, but that he will not speak until Wednesday next in the Political
Committee. We shall send you a text as soon as it is available.
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160. 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 the General Assembly of the United Nations,
to Secretary of State for External Affairs.

TELEGRAM 291 New York, November 17, 1952

Topr SECRET. IMMEDIATE.

KOREAN NEGOTIATIONS

Following from the Minister, Begins: Acheson asked me to attend a further
meeting on the draft Indian resolution on afternoon of November 16. Also
present were Lovett, General Bradley, Gross, and Selwyn Lloyd. The United
States side was anxious to keep the presence of Washington visitors in New
York as secret as possible. It was clear that Acheson had referred an early text
of the Indian draft to Washington which had been carefully scrutinized in the
Pentagon. As a result of this scrutiny, Acheson had in front of him a revised
“United States™ text of the Indian resolution which he said incorporated the
change required by the United States side after Defence Department study,
and which had received the “tentative approval” of the President.

2. Acheson said there had been three principal points of concern: it was
necessary (1) to make it clear that there should be no forcible return of the
prisoners; (2) to clarify the composition and functions of the commission; (3) to
ensure that the General Assembly was not writing the “final word” on the
prisoner of war arrangements, but that this was a matter for the negotiators at
Panmunjom. As it stood, paragraph 17 of the draft Indian resolution was
unacceptable. The United States could not accept an arrangement which left a
hard core of prisoners under the continued control of the commission for an
indefinite period. In some way, there had to be a provision either for their
return, or for them to be turned loose at some stage. To leave their final
disposition undefined and in the hands of the commission, or to refer it to the
political conference foreseen in the draft armistice agreement were not
solutions, particularly since the date of a political conference could not now be
foreseen. Some alternative which would turn the prisoners loose after a
foreseeable period must be envisaged.

3. Lovett took up the argument at this point. It was the considered view of
the Defence Department, and this reflected the view of General Clark, that the
“Menon draft” as received in Washington was militarily “completely
unacceptable”. It would increase the hazards to our own forces, since it failed
to make clear the conditions under which a breach of the armistice might
occur, and did not provide the necessary guarantees to protect our own forces.
It contained a number of what he described as “erroneous assumptions”. One
of these was that the prisoner of war question was the only unresolved item in
the negotiations. This was not the United States view, since the prisoner of war
issue had to be put into context of the long drawn out negotiations at
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Panmunjom. It had to be realized, for example, that the arrangement agreed to
by the Unified command with respect to airfields was contingent on a
satisfactory solution of the prisoner of war issue. Therefore, the solution of the
prisoner of war question had to be effective and acceptable before the rest of
the armistice agreement could be agreed. If it were not effective, our military
position would be weaker.

4. A further “erroneous assumption” was that what he termed a “capitula-
tion” on the prisoner of war issue would secure an immediate armistice. The
United States authorities recognized their military responsibilities to all the
United Nations forces. It was erroneous to assume that there was more hope of
getting agreement through the elimination of military pressure than there was
through its application. Every advance in the negotiations had come about as a
result of military pressure. The “modified” draft attempted to meet the stated
purpose of the Indian views, in the light of military requirements.

5. General Bradley then took up the cudgels. The draft resolution he had seen
had not clearly specified that there was to be no forcible repatriation (he had
seen an earlier text). It was indefinite on the question of the final disposition of
the prisoners, and this problem could drag on indefinitely. It did not make clear
at what point the “greater sanction” would be invoked. An armistice on this
unsatisfactory basis which left the prisoner of war question unresolved would
jeopardize the security of our own forces since it would permit the enemy to
build up supplies, airfields, etc., and would permit them to send down
subversive agents to United Nations prisoner of war camps who could do great
harm. In short, our own pressure would come off if and when we get an
armistice. What we really wanted was an armistice that would be final and
definitive, and which would not lead to renewed hostilities. The draft Indian
resolution on the other hand really provided for forcible repatriation. It was
necessary to provide in the resolution for the assumption of some measure of
continued responsibility by the General Assmembly.

6. On the non-forcible repatriation point, Lovett remarked that there had
been a Senate resolution (Jenner* had been one of its leading sponsors) which
clearly illustrated the bipartisan character of the support for this principle.

7. In reply, Selwyn Lloyd pointed out that, in the United Kingdom view, the
practical prospect had been that there would have been an Indian resolution in
any case. The effort had been made to improve it, and to try to get something
more acceptable on the use of force and on other points. The prospect now was
with that principle now so clearly set forth in the resolution and the proposals,
the Chinese would reject it. But at least it would have the effect of rallying a
wide segment of Asian opinion to our side, and would have considerable
propaganda value. Paragraph 12 of the proposals made it clear that we were
not trying to reach final agreement in New York, and that final action was a
matter for the negotiators. There was no argument on this score. Paragraph 16,
(providing for a reference by the repatriation commission to the political

“William E. Jenner, sénateur des Etats-Unis (Indiana).
William E. Jenner, United States Senator (Indiana).



204 CONFLIT COREEN

conference), he admitted, would have to be looked at again. But he thought
Menon had in mind something along the lines of the Mexican and Peruvian
resolutions, as an alternative sort of solution which the commission or the
political conference might consider at a later stage. Bradley commented at this
point that a political conference might take years, and that the General
Assembly should take up its responsibilities.

8. I said I thought it might meet this point to have the repatriation
commission make its recommendations to the political conference or to the
General Assembly; and that other changes might be made in the draft
resolution in committee. But in no sense, I argued, could the proposals in their
latest form, or indeed at any stage, be regarded as a “capitulation”. It was to
be assumed that, given a solution of the prisoner of war problem, the keeping of
the armistice arrangements ultimately depended on the good faith and
intentions of the Communists. Nor could I agree that a solution of the prisoner
of war issue on the lines proposed would affect the ability of the Communists
to resume the fighting should they wish to do so. Further, an armistice,
including a prisoner of war agreement carefully worked out on these lines,
would have the advantage that it would make it possible to get our own
prisoners back sooner.

9. Lovett again re-emphasized the important consideration of the safety of
our own forces. The Unified Command could not afford now to have a “cease
fire” without a clearcut indication as to what would constitute a breach of the
peace, and under what conditions the “greater sanction”, i.e., stage two, would
be applied. Bradley added that the purpose of an armistice was to conclude a
definitive agreement which would permit us to bring our troops home. This
could not be done unless the prisoner of war question were finally settled, not
just postponed. A false armistice would prevent our hitting the Communists’
line of supply and would create serious problems for the military.

10. Because of another commitment, I had to leave before the end of the
meeting, but Selwyn Lloyd was subjected to arguments along these lines for
some time afterwards. It was clear that Acheson had been given a difficult time
by the United States Chiefs of Staff and that he was anxious for Lloyd and
myself to hear these arguments for ourselves. I assume you will wish to consult
our Department of National Defence on the points raised by Lovett and
Bradley in the light of the draft Indian resolution and I should welcome your
comments after consultation with National Defence.

11. Later the same evening, a further meeting was held with Lloyd, Jebb and
Gross, at which 1 was represented and at which Gross made it clear that an
Indian initiative would not on the whole be welcome by the United States. The
principal reasons which he advanced for this were that United States official
and public opinion was “fed up” with India, as a result of its neutralist position
over recent years, that many members of the twenty-one-power group would
not support an Indian initiative, and that any approach on these lines would be
calculated to lower still further the position of the United Nations in the eyes
of American public opinion. It was clear from Gross’ comments that the
United States wished, as he put it, to retain the initiative and that there was
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little or no value in the fact of Indian sponsorship and activity on the prisoner
of war question. Gross hoped that, at the twenty one power meeting scheduled
for today, on which a separate report will be going forward to you, it would be
possible to rally for the twenty-one power resolution, if necessary amended to
incorporate those points in the Menon draft acceptable to the United States
Government.

12. We were shown at this meeting the text of the principal amendments to
the draft Indian resolution which would be required by the United States side
after consultation with the Pentagon. Needless to say, the views of Gross
concerning the value of an Indian initiative were not shared either by Selwyn
Lloyd or by ourselves. Ends.

161. 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 the General Assembly of the United Nations,
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

TELEGRAM 299 New York, November 17, 1952
SECRET. IMPORTANT

TWENTY-ONE POWER COMMITTEE ON KOREA

Reference: Our telegram No. 266 of November 14.

Addressed Ottawa No. 299 (Important) repeated Washington [No.] 89.

Following from Martin, Begins: Representatives of the 21-sponsoring
powers met again November 17 to consider the draft Indian resolution on
Korea. The text of the Indian resolution, with which we were familiar, was
circulated by the United States with Menon’s approval, although it was not
formally tabled until later in the day. The text was substantially that contained
in our telegram No. 267 of November 15. A copy of the resolution as finally
tabled (A/C.1/734) will be sent to you by air mail.

2. Acheson acted as chairman and presented a forceful but somewhat less
than objective case against the Indian proposals. He outlined what he described
as “the essential elements” of any acceptable resolution on Korea: (a) Full
recognition of the principle of non-forcible repatriation; (b) The necessity that
any contemplated repatriation commission be a workable body; (¢) Provision
for “release” as well as repatriation of prisoners of war. He made this latter
point his main basis for attack on the Indian proposals. His general argument
was that it would be “wrong, illegal, and shameful” for the United Nations to
agree to any scheme which gave prisoners of war no other choices than
repatriation or indefinite detention. Such a course of action would, in his
opinion, force prisoners of war eventually to accept repatriation and should be
as unacceptable as the use of physical force to effect repatriation. He believed
Menon over-rated the difficulties which would arise with the Communist
commmand over the disposition of prisoners who would resist repatriation.
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North Koreans among this group could be absorbed into South Korea, as they
were, after all, Koreans; he thought Chinese prisoners of war could be settled
in South Korea, in any country which would accept the Mexican scheme or
even in Formosa; he himself saw no reason why they should not go to Formosa.

3. As opinions were given around the table, it was somewhat surprising to
find the majority of speakers suggesting the possibility of acceptance of the
Indian resolution, possibly with some amendments. Lloyd, of the United
Kingdom, pointed out that our objective was an armistice in Korea. This we
could not achieve unilaterally. Therefore, our second objective surely must be
to obtain the maximum support possible for any resolution sent to the Chinese
and North Koreans. He thought the Indian resolution went a good way
towards meeting the essential principles outlined by Acheson, and he
underlined the value of the Indian initiative per se. He thought the meeting
should direct its main attention to the tactics to be employed now that the
Indian proposals had been made public. The twenty-one powers could not
reject the Indian resolution out of hand. They could accept parts of the Indian
scheme for incorporation in a revised 21-power resolution. However, he would
prefer to listen to what the Indians had to say in speaking to their resolution,
and then to persuade them by force of argument in the committee to alter their
resolution to meet some of our desires. Lloyd as well as other speakers thought
paragraph 17 of the Indian draft might have to be amended to meet the United
States point concerning indefinite detention.

4. The Australian representative favoured revision of the 21-power resolution
by the incorporation into it of a number of the Indian suggestions which were
acceptable.

5. 1 thought it was necessary to state the case for the Indian resolution at
some length in view of Acheson’s opening remarks. I pointed out that our
objective was an armistice and that while possibly no assembly resolution
would achieve that objective something along the lines of the Indian resolution
might contribute more to that end than the twenty-one power resolution. I
stated frankly that we had encouraged Menon in his endeavours. I expressed
my belief that the vagueness of the Indian proposal with respect to the
disposition of those prisoners refusing repatriation was deliberate. This
resolution did not arise out of an ideal situation; we had to remember that it
was set against the background of war. In the circumstances it was necessary to
seek some compromise in order to achieve an armistice and we believed that
the scheme put forward by the Indians for solution of the prisoner of war issue
was a gamble worth taking. I implied that deliberate vagueness on the issue of
final disposition of prisoners of war might make more acceptable to the
Chinese a set of proposals which stated the principle of non-forcible repatria-
tion so clearly.

6. So long as the prisoners were in responsible hands and so long as no
physical force was used, we saw no great objection to the exercise of legitimate
persuasion on the prisoners to the end of their acceptance of repatriation. For
our own part we felt we could probably accept the Indian scheme as it stood,
although, of course, Menon might be willing to agree to certain amendments. I
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said finally I thought it important to vote on the Indian resolution first. If it
was rejected by the enemy we could return then to the 21 power resolution and
would be in a much better position to urge it upon the assembly.

7. The representatives of the Netherlands, France, Norway, New Zealand
and Turkey all suggested the desirability of taking action on the basis of an
Indian proposal rather than the twenty-one power resolution, since it might be
more appealing to the Chinese and, with some amendments, could be made
acceptable to the United Nations. The only member to voice opposition to the
general concensus was the representative of Greece and his interventions were
not particularly effective. The Latin American and Asian representatives did
not offer any opinions to the meeting.

8. It was agreed after some discussion that a subcommittee should be formed
to consider immediately what amendments to the Indian draft resolution the
twenty-one powers should seek. The subcommittee will be made up of
representatives of the United States, United Kingdom, France, Australia,
Turkey, Denmark, Colombia, and Canada. It was agreed that no approach
would be made to Menon by the subcommittee until after his statement to the
First Committee on Wednesday Nov. 19.

9. Acheson in summarizing the discussion made it clear that he regarded my
statement as the one expressing the view in most direct opposition to United
States view. He said he would speak as frankly as I had. Vagueness with
respect to the disposition of prisoners of war he said was not acceptable to the
United States Government. He termed Repatriation Commission a “fraud and
an administrative monstrosity” since in fact the chairman or umpire would
have the only effective vote. The United Nations Command wanted ony a “real
armistice” in Korea and not one based on vague formulae capable of differing
interpretations which would leave the way open for renunciation of the
agreement by the Communists after some months of military build-up in the
absence of continued military pressure from our side. In my estimation, his
picture of the difficulties which would be caused by the “boiling up” of
incidents involving prisoners held in indefinite detention behind United Nations
lines was somewhat overdrawn. He did not, however, at any point indicate that
the United States would vote against the Indian resolution, even though in his
estimation it attempted to “fudge up” the principle of non-forcible repatriation.
We can, I believe, expect him to return to the charge when the subcommittee
meets, although I think his stand may be tempered somewhat as a result of the
clearly expressed feelings of the meeting this morning of the desirability of
giving adequate recognition to the Indian initiative.

10. I discussed this meeting with Mr. Pearson who agreed that Acheson’s
arguments were similar to those to which he had been exposed over the
weekend and that the position I had taken was the position he had taken
throughout. It might be useful to read this telegram together with our telegram
No. 291 of November 17.
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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 the General Assembly of the United Nations,
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

TELEGRAM 307 New York, November 18, 1952

SECRET

KOREAN NEGOTIATIONS

Following from the Minister, Begins: You will have seen from my telegram
No. 291 of yesterday’s date and from the report of Acheson’s concluding
remarks at the 21-Power meeting yesterday morning, that the United States
Government appear to attach great importance to the possible adverse effect on
the military position of United Nations in Korea of any arrangements on the
lines of Article 17 of the Indian draft resolution which, as they say, would in
effect leave the prisoner of war question unresolved after an armistice. The
considerations behind the United States thinking in this respect were outlined
at length in my telegram under reference, but I confess that I am unable to
understand their significance. It would seem to me that all the military
arguments against Article 17 would apply to any armistice agreement. It is
true that the Communists would have an extra reason for abandoning the
armistice if they desired to do so, by appealing to Article 17 and the undisposed
prisoners, but they could find equally good excuses in almost every paragraph
of the existing draft agreement which has been accepted by the Unified
Command. Their argument in this respect creates a doubt, and General
Bradley’s attitude last Sunday underlines this doubt, whether they do not think
that any armistice at this time would prejudice the military security of the
troops.

3. I should be grateful, therefore, if you would discuss this particular aspect
of our problem with our Department of National Defence and if I could have a
considered statement of their views and your own on this problem at the
earliest possible date. Ends.
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163. 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 the General Assembly of the United Nations

TELEGRAM 146 Ottawa, November 19, 1952
Topr SECRET. IMMEDIATE.

KOREAN NEGOTIATIONS
Reference: Your telegram No. 307 of November 18.
Following for the Minister.

I give below the views of the Department of National Defence as expressed
by the Chairman of the Chiefs of Staff in reply to your requests which I sent to
him by letter today, Begins:

2. Our own views will be forwarded to you tomorrow.

[PIECE JOINTE/ENCLOSURE]

Le président des chefs d’état-major
au sous-secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures

Chairman, Chiefs of Staff
to Under-Secretary of State for External Affairs

Top SECRET Ottawa, November 19, 1952

With reference to your letter of today’s date and the attached telegrams
regarding the Korean armistice negotiations at the United Nations. As you will
realize it is not possible in the time at hand to secure the views of the Chiefs of
Staff but I have discussed this matter with General Simonds,” who has the
major interest in this matter, and I submit the following observations on the
US military objections to the Indian proposals, particularly Article 17.

In the first place the US authorities may be concerned regarding the question
of the number of prisoners they now have in comparison to the numbers they
have stated on other occasions they have captured. You will recall that in
September a message was received from CRO London which indicated Air
Vice Marshall Boucher, the UK representative at UN Command, advising that
the number of Chinese PWs that the UN Command claims to be holding are in
excess of those actually held. In the first place the number of Chinese
surrendering and those said to be refusing repatriation may have been
exaggerated in an effort to establish a psychological victory over the Chinese.
It may also be possible that since these prisoners on Koje and Koje-Do were
not very well guarded following the Chinese offensive many may have escaped

“9Le lieutenant-général G.G. Simonds, chef d'état-major.
Lt. General G.G. Simonds, Chief of the General Staff.
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to the mainland of China. Therefore, the US military may be worried
regarding any discrepancy being used by the Chinese for propaganda purposes
on the basis that they may be accused of doing away with some of these
prisoners. This of course would provide the Communists with very strong
reasons for breaking any truce negotiations on the grounds that either the US
has slaughtered some Chinese prisoners or had not turned the complete number
over to the neutral authority.

The other US military objections to the proposed armistice arrangement are
not understood. We have always assumed that the negotiations at Panmunjom
had cleared up all outstanding points except the question of the exchange of
prisoners and that if satisfactory arrangements could be made for the exchange
of prisoners there was no further impediment in the way of an armistice, and
we do not understand the connection between this and the question of
construction of airfields to which Mr. Lovett referred to in his conversation.

In regard to General Bradley’s views, there are no doubt serious military
objections to long drawn out armistice proceedings and the dangers of a long
period of cease-fire are much more acute to the UN forces than to the
Communist forces. You will appreciate that previous armistice arrangements
have usually been made between the victor and the vanquished and the victor
was in a position to dictate the settlement of political questions. During a
prolonged period between the commencement of an armistice and the political
settlement it would be possible for the Communists to use this period of cease-
fire to carry out the further build up of their forces, repair and improve their
communications and stockpile war material in the forward areas. On the other
hand, the UN forces would not take a similar advantage of a cease-fire, nor
could they continue to build up their forces even if they observed the
Communist forces were being considerably increased as it is very unlikely that
any of the UN countries will be prepared to commit any more soldiers to
Korea.

I would suggest that in order to overcome the US military objections efforts
be made to shorten the period between the commencement of the armistice and
the political settlement, and a system of neutral observers be instituted to
report any abuse of armistice conditions. If steps, such as these, could be taken
it is considered that the main military objections could be eliminated.

It has been previously mentioned that the morale and fighting efficiency of
the troops may tend to depreciate during periods of an armistice. This is no
doubt true in certain respects, however, we consider that if certain of the
divisions could be withdrawn from the line during this period and taken to rear
areas for a period of re-training this disadvantage would soon disappear, and
further this period of inactivity could perhaps be put to good use in training
more South Koreans to replace UN divisions in the line in order that the
repatriation of UN forces could be speeded up as and when a political
settlement could be achieved.

Therefore, in the main we consider that the military objections to this
armistice suggestion could be reduced by:
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(a) a system of inspection to prevent either side taking advantage of the
armistice, and

(b) an effort should be made to reduce the period between the commence-
ment of the armistice and the final political settlement.

Yours sincerely,

CHARLES FOULKES
Lieutenant-General
Chairman, Chiefs of Staff

164. 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 the General Asembly of the United Nations
to Secretary of State for External Affaires

TELEGRAM 312 New York, November 19, 1952
SECRET. IMMEDIATE.

MEETING, RE RESOLUTIONS ON KOREA,
OF SUBCOMMITTEE OF 21-POWER GROUP

Reference: Our telegram No. 299 of November 17, 1952.
Addressed Ottawa No. 312, immediate, repeated Washington No. 92.

The sub-committee appointed by the 21-power group met for almost four
hours November 18. Since it is impossible to give a detailed account of the
multitude of views expressed, this telegram attempts to summarize the main
direction of the sub-committee’s discussion. The group is to continue its
discussions this morning.

2. Spender of Australia was unanimously selected to be chairman and did a
good job in difficult circumstances. Shann*® of Australia was selected as
rapporteur and will submit his report of yesterday’s meeting before today’s
meeting.

United States views on tactics

3. Gross for the United States strongly opposed the idea of acceptance of the
Indian draft resolution in place of the 21-power resolution as a basis for the
assembly’s action on Korea. The United States delegation, after a careful
survey of the likely reaction to the Indian resolution in the First Committee,
believed that solid support of the Arab-Asian group for the Indian resolution
would not be forthcoming. We were therefore involved merely in an effort to
obtain six or seven additional votes for the resolution. Gross was of the strong
opinion that our acceptance of the Indian draft would be a clear rejection of
the 21-power draft resolution since, if the Indian resolution were adopted, sent

0K.C.O. Shann, du ministére des Affaires extérieures de I’Australie.
K.C.O. Shann, Department of External Affairs of Australia.



212 CONFLIT COREEN

to the Communists and rejected, we could certainly not return to anything like
the present 21-power draft. He believed that our acceptance of the Indian draft
resolution would be regarded by the Communists as a concession on the part of
the United Nations and would be exploited to induce further concessions. This
had been the experience of the negotiators at Panmunjom whenever attempts
were made to meet the position of the Communist command.

United States views on substance

4, Gross repeated the United States views as to the three essentials which
would have to be included in any acceptable resolution (our telegram under
reference):

(a) A clear statement of the principle of non-forcible repatriation;

(b) A workable commission; and

(¢) An “all important provision” which would set out clearly the requirement
for final and definitive release from captivity of the “hard core” of prisoners
who would resist repatriation.

5. The United States delegate thought that too high a price might be paid for
Indian initiative if the Indian scheme were to result in the loss of initiative by
the 21-power group, further confusion in the armistice negotiations, a retreat
or surrender to Communist pressure or finally a set of proposals which would
not materially affect the possibility of an armistice agreement.

6. Gross insisted that Menon did not want United States support for his
resolution since he regarded himself in the role of the great neutral moderator.
In his remarks, Gross came very close to an attack on Menon personally rather
than on the Indian proposal. He asserted that Menon “was precipitating a first
class crisis with the knowledge and possibly the purpose of putting the United
States and the Unified Command in a difficult position in his effort to reach a
compromise with the Communists.” Gross stated that he could not feel certain
that Menon would not back away from his own resolution if it were amended in
a manner which would make it suitable to us. (Gross made every attempt to
interpret “us” as the 21-powers standing firmly on this issue when in fact it
was quite apparent that there was division of opinion.)

7. In spite of the firm stand which Gross took in support of the 21-power
draft and against the Indian draft, he did submit in the course of the meeting:

(a) The text of the United States suggestions for revision of the 21-power
draft, including provision for a repatriation commission (text is contained in
my immediately following telegram), and

(b) The text of the United States suggestions for revision of the Indian draft
(the text will be forwarded by airmail).

8. Since the sub-committee proceeded to examine in detail the United States
suggestions for revision of the Indian draft, Gross took the opportunity to
advance against that draft those arguments with which we were familiar (our
telegrams Nos. 291 of November 17, 283 of November 15, among others).
Probably his main arguments were to the effect that the United States would
require different and better provisions with respect to the umpire to be
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appointed and some provision for an “exit” for non-repatriatable prisoners of
war.

9. Gross believed that if the 21-power draft resolution was revised along the
lines of the United States suggestions it would take care of the proposals put
before the First Committee by Mexico and Peru which two countries might
even join in sponsorship of the revised resolution. Gross began and ended his
main interventions in the sub-committee’s discussions with the firm statement
that he was under explicit instructions to press for passage of the 21-power
resolution as amended.

Sense of the meeting on tactics

10. The United Kingdom, France and Canada strongly favoured the tactic of
voting first on the Indian resolution with possible amendments to meet the
United States view, keeping the 21-power resolution and other resolutions
before the First Committee “in reserve”. Canada and the United Kingdom
spoke most strongly, although their views were taken up by France, Australia
and Turkey, concerning the importance of the Indian initiative per se. There is
little doubt in our mind that Australia moved closer to the position on tactics
taken by Canada and the United Kingdom. In the words of one of their
representatives, they were “revolted by the pressure tactics ineptly applied by
the United States spokesman.” It is important, however, to note that Australia
has not committed itself so fully to support of the Indian proposal even if
amended as has Canada and the United Kingdom. So far as the other countries
represented were concerned, Turkey seemed to be on the fence, but probably
capable of being influenced by the United States to its point of view, Columbia
was fully committed to the United States view and Denmark remained silent.

Sense of the meeting on substance

11. It is proper I think to conclude that the temper of the meeting forced the
United States representative unwillingly to reveal United States suggestions
concerning the revision of the Indian draft and therefore its stand on the
substance of that draft. A large portion of the meeting was devoted to a
detailed consideration of these revisions. No such detailed attention was given
to the suggested United States revisions of the 21-power draft. These are to be
considered at today’s meeting.

12. Lloyd of the United Kingdom submitted a text which might be
substituted for paragraph 17 of the Indian resolution and which reads as
follows:

“Within a fixed period from the signing of the armistice agreement, the
disposition of any prisoners of war whose return to their homelands has not
been effected in accordance with the procedure set out above, shall be decided
by the Repatriation Commission. The Repatriation Commission shall make
arrangements for the care of such prisoners of war with a body set up for the
purpose by United Nations (a resettlement commission). This body will consist
of representatives of .......... and shall assist in making arrangements for the
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release and settlement of these prisoners of war within a fixed period
thereafter.”

Lloyd said he could not stress too vigorously his belief that an amendment
along these lines should be submitted by a neutral power, in the course of the
discussion which is bound to follow Menon’s statement today. He believed that
other amendments to the Indian draft such as those suggested by the United
States (paragraph 8(b) above) might be suggested to Menon outside the
committee. The sense of the meeting, or at least the impression given by those
who spoke, seemed to be the hopeful one that most of the suggested United
States revisions of the Indian draft could be accepted by Menon.

13. The arguments put forward by Gross on some points of detail did not
stand up before the questioning of the United Kingdom, French and Canadian
representatives. We cannot, in this telegram, set out all the details in this
respect but examples of what is meant are the following: the vagueness of the
Indian draft, the problem of indefinite detention, the definition of freedom for
a prisoner of war and the problems which would be presented to the United
Nations Command by the reason of the hard core of prisoners of war in areas
behind the lines.

Conclusion

14. We believe the United States made a tactical error in producing the texts
of their two revisions thereby indicating to the sub-committee that they were,
in fact, prepared to admit in the circumstances of the need for a repatriation
commission, and that they had given some thought to making the Indian
proposal acceptable to them in spite of their arguments to the contrary. We
believe it is safe to say that the sympathy of some members of the group was
alienated by the manner of Gross’s presentation and by his obvious attempt to
belittle the Indian resolution and to force the subcommittee to express its
support for the 21-power resolution as a basis for assembly action in Korea.

15. It is clear, however, that at the moment, the United States will oppose the
Indian draft resolution even as amended. Gross said at one point “we will vote
against the Indian proposal in its present form or in anything like its present
form”. The victory, therefore, in yesterday’s meeting for the view that the
Indian proposal should be given priority may be somewhat hollow if the United
States maintains its firm position. Certainly some members of the 21-power
group as a whole will be affected by this firm stand. It is clear, however, that at
the end of yesterday’s meeting, Australia was much closer to the position which
we have taken than it was formerly and France was certainly more forthright
in its support of the Indian initiative than it had been.

16. The position as regards the eventual establishment of priorities and the
manner in which the Indian resolution is to be amended is still very unclear at
this stage. It may be that the United States representatives will be able to
convince the 21-power meeting that priority should still be given to their
resolution. This could not be attained, however, unless better arguments are
used than those submitted yesterday by Gross. We should also consider the
possibility that, having agreed to give priority to the Indian resolution, the
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United States could submit amendments of such a nature that the Indians
would no longer feel that they could support it. This again could create a very
confusing situation. All told, the net result of yesterday’s discussion, however,
was that considerable progress was made both on the subject of the priority to
be given to the Indian resolution and on the substance of it as opposed to the
one submitted by the 21-powers. We shall continue to endeavour to gain
priority for the Indian resolution and to make it acceptable to as many
countries as possible both within the 21-power group and without.

17. The press is naturally aware of the discussions now being conducted by
the 21-powers and by the sub-committee. They are also aware of the Canadian
support for the Indian resolution. Since we seem to be the first country having
given our qualified support to the Indian scheme, it is quite normal that we be
singled out by the United States delegation and should naturally expect that
considerable pressure will be brought to bear on us. We shall continue to give
our general support to the efforts of the Indian delegation, bearing in mind that
we should not overlook serious opposition to it from United States or other
quarters.

165. 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 the General Assembly of the United Nations
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

TELEGRAM 326 New York, November 20, 1952
SECRET. IMPORTANT.

TWENTY-ONE POWER SUB-COMMITTEE ON KOREA
Reference: Our telegram No. 312 of November 19.
Addressed Ottawa No. 326, repeated Washington No. 96.

The sub-committee of the 21-power group met immediately after Menon’s
statement to the first committee. A meeting which was scheduled for earlier in
the day had been cancelled and we were under the impression that the United
States delegation was likely to give more favourable consideration to the Indian
resolution. Gross dispelled this impression by his presentation.

2. Gross stressed the importance of maintaining the “moral unity” of the 21-
power group. He belicved the task would have been simplified if the Indian
draft had not been tabled in “unacceptable form”. Such an action, according to
him, created a political situation damaging to the necessary unity which should
exist within the United Nations on Korea since (a) it tended to drive neutralists
in the direction of the more intransigent side; our openness of mind had been
taken as weakness; (b) it put us in the awkward position of having “to
negotiate” with the Indian sponsor, even though we were not sure that Menon
would continue support of his own resolution if it were amended; and (c) the
Indian draft had deflected public opinion from the 21-power resolution which
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stated a simple moral principle in favour of a resolution which “took with one
paragraph and gave with another.” He did not believe that Menon’s speech had
clarified the Indian stand on the two basic issues of the umpire and the
indefinite captivity of prisoners. If other members of the sub-committee
believed that *“‘concessions to vagueness” were necessary, there could be no
meeting of minds so far as the United States delegation was concerned.

3. He stressed the importance of time itself, since, in his opinion, each day
drove us further away from the possibility of using the 21-power resolution as
the basis for the Assembly’s action on Korea. He admitted the effect on public
opinion which had been made by the Indian resolution. The United States
delegation felt it important, therefore, “to bring the matter to a head™ within
the next 24 hours.

4. In a further effort to convince the sub-committee, Gross produced
arguments similar to those reported in our telegram No. 291 of November 17
which had heretofore not been advanced in this group. He said that we could
not consider the question of principle of non-forcible repatriation as the sole
question which had to be included in an acceptable resolution on Korea. In
rather laboured fashion, he moved into the realm of essential principles the two
questions of indefinite retention of prisoners of war and the appointment of an
umpire. The United States case, as it has been made privately to Mr. Pearson
by United States spokesmen at the highest level, is gradually being made in the
sub-committee. Gross added finally that, since Mr. Acheson intended to take a
definite stand in his statement to the First Committee on Monday next,
November 24, there should be agreement among the 21-power group before
the weekend.

S. Gross submitted a further United States revision of paragraph 17 which
read as follows — “within 90 days from the signing of the armistice agreement,
any prisoner of war whose return to his homeland has not been effected in
accordance with the procedures set out above shall be released by the
Repatriation Commission.

The Repatriation Commission shall assist UNKRA in caring for such
persons and in arranging for their settlement and return to peaceful pursuits.”

6. Every member of the sub-committee stated their views and all stressed the
importance of preventing a split between the United States and other members
of the group. Jebb of the United Kingdom gave it as his opinion, however, that
public opinion in the United Kingdom would simply not understand rejection
of the Indian resolution and the explanation of its purposes given in Mr.
Menon’s “the moving speech”. He believed that the point at issue had been
narrowed down to paragraph 17 and he thought that Menon might well agree
to a revision of that paragraph. He believed that if our principle of non-forcible
repatriation was preserved, we should not worry about any credit accruing
from sponsorship of the resolution and, for his part, he saw no difficulty in
negotiating with Menon. He appealed to the United States not to insist on too
many amendments to the Indian resolution since there was “some value in
Menonese”.
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7. Hoppenot of France indicated that unless instructed to the contrary his
delegation would vote in favour of priority for the Indian proposals and for the
resolution itself whether amendments to it were accepted by Menon or not. He
did not believe that the United States amendments should be made the sine
qua non for acceptance of the Indian resolution.

8. Mr. Martin said he had found Menon disposed to accept all reasonable
points of view in his many talks with him and he believed that Lloyd and
himself could convince Menon to accept amendments to paragraph 17 which
could be acceptable to the United States.

9. The representatives of Colombia, Turkey and Denmark took less definite
stands, although it is probably safe to say that they would vote against the
Indian draft if the United States were to do so. Spender of Australia was
obviously in a very difficult position. He felt it was unwise to stand against the
flow of public opinion which was in support of the Indian resolution and yet he
was most unwilling to commit his country to any action which would run
counter to that taken by the United States. He stressed, therefore, the need to
examine closely the suggested United States amendments to the Indian draft
(our letter 45 of November 19)," decide on whether the 21-power group
accepted these amendments and then insist upon Menon’s acceptance of these
amendments in return for our support of the Indian resolution.

10. The sub-committee will meet again at the call of the chair at which time
representatives are expected to state their positions with respect to the
substance of the suggested United States amendments.

11. Mr. Pearson talked with Gross late last night and got the impression that
he at least was not nearly as adamantly opposed to the Indian resolution or as
devoted to the “principles” as his performance in the sub-committee would
suggest. This leaves us and more particularly the sub-committee in difficulties
as to how to interpret the strength of the United States stand.

166. 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 the General Assembly of the United Nations,
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

TELEGRAM 341 New York, November 21, 1952

SECRET. MOST IMMEDIATE.

Following from the Minister, Begins: Please cable following message
immediately to our High Commissioner in New Delhi, Begins: As you know,
we have been working very closely with the Indians here on their Korean
resolution and have reached a point of strong disagreement with the United
States in respect of it. The Americans insist on certain amendments which it is
doubtful if the Indians can accept. There is one point which has a bearing on
this and where you may be able to help, namely, has the Indian Government
received anything authoritative in regard to the Chinese reaction to their
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resolution? What are its chances of acceptance in Peking? The Indian
delegation will, of course, let us know here what they get from New Delhi, but
it is possible that by a direct intervention, which would have to be very tactfully
done, you might be able to secure earlier and more complete information. 1
would not, however, wish the Indian delegation here to know that we had asked
you to attempt to secure such information, so you will have to enquire without
referring to the source of this message. Ends.”

167. 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 253% New Delhi, November 22, 1952
SECRET. MOST IMMEDIATE.

INDIAN RESOLUTION ON KOREA
Reference: Your telegram No. 239 of November 21st.%

Following for the Minister, Begins: R.K. Nehru states that they have no,
repeat no, idea of the reaction either of Peking or Russia. His personal view is
that the reaction of Peking will depend in large part on the nature of
Achesons’s speech next Tuesday. In general his opinion is, with respect to all
the powers principally concerned, that if they want to end the fighting in Korea
they will accept the resolution. Ends.

S'Notes marginales ;/Marginal notes:
(I understand that the USSEA does not wish this given any distribution outside the
Dep[artmen]t and have, accordingly, only referred it to the officers named above [C.
Ronning, C.S.A. Ritchie, R.A. MacKay]. The necessary action has already been
taken.) H.H. C[arter] Nov. 21
I agree. C.R[onning]

2L e télégramme porte la mention ;/Noted in telegram:
Repeated to Canadian Delegation New York as No. 158.

33Voir le document 166./See Document 166.
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168. DEA/50069-A-40

Extrait du télégramme du sous-secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures
au chef de la délégation a I’ Assemblée générale des Nations unies

Extract of Telegram from Under-Secretary of State for External Affairs
to Chairman, Delegation to the General Assembly of the United Nations

TELEGRAM 153 Ottawa, November 21, 1952
Top SECRET. IMPORTANT.

KOREAN NEGOTIATIONS
Reference: Your teletypes No. 307 and 291.

Following for the Minister from the Under-Secretary, Begins: You will by
now have seen the comments of the Chairman of the Chiefs of Staff contained
in our teletype No. 146 of November 19. For our part, we have thus far
refrained from commenting on reports received from yourself and from the
Delegation, (a) because the developments in New York have been so rapid that
our comments might have been obsolete when received by you, and (b) because
we have been in full agreement with the position adopted by yourself and by
the Delegation in the behind-the-scenes negotiations. The only exeeption to this
has been our teletype EX 100 of November 10, which contained a preliminary
analysis of the Indian proposal, prepared in the Department.

2. We consider that the final draft of the Indian proposal is a considerable
improvement over the original rather nebulous ideas outlined by Krishna
Menon. It seems to us that, with the acceptance of those amendments which
can be agreed upon by the eight-power sub-committee of the twenty-one
powers, the Indian proposal will provide as good a resolution as can be
expected. However, we are still uncertain as to the attitude of Peking towards
the Indian proposal. In the Delegation’s teletype No. 101 of October 28
Krishna Menon is reported as stating that he could produce proof within a
week’s time that the Chinese Communists were anxious to secure an armistice
but, as far as we know, he has not produced this proof.

3. This point raises a problem to which you have no doubt already given
careful consideration. It is possible that the Soviet bloc may indicate to Menon
that they will accept his proposal if it is amended in several apparently minor
features. It also seems quite probable that Menon is now in a mood to accept
eagerly such amendments from the Communist side, and perhaps to discount
the significance of such amendments. On the other hand, it seems quite
possible that he will reject the most important of the amendments put forward
by the United States. The situation may thus develop where we will be faced
with a Soviet-amended version of the Indian resolution, which would be
completely unacceptable to the United States, but which it might be difficult
for us to oppose in view of our support for the Indian proposal in its present
form. This, of course, would place us in a dilemma, as you will realize better
than we do. In our opinion, the only way out of this dilemma would be either
(a) to amend the twenty-one power resolution in a manner acceptable to India,
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by including the substance of Menon’s proposals; or (b) to have the Indians
accept a sufficient number of the amendments proposed by the United States
so that the latter will not vote against the Indians. We realize that this is
precisely the purpose of the meetings which are now taking place behind the
scenes in New York. But, for the reason given above, we think there is a very
serious danger of the Soviet bloc seizing the initiative unless these meetings
produce a text broadly acceptable both to the United States and to India.

4. On the points raised in your teletype No. 291, we completely agree with
your statement that the Indian proposals can not be regarded as a “capitula-
tion”, and that the value of the armistice arrangements will ultimately depend
on the good faith and intentions of the Communists. We can appreciate the
desire of the Americans to keep up military pressure in order to secure a fool-
proof armistice. We do not see, however, that there is any likelihood that
sufficient military pressure can be brought to bear upon our opponents to
compel them to accept terms to which they do not agree. A completely fool-
proof armistice could only be secured once the enemy had been utterly
defeated. At present, in view of the equal strength of the two sides, the only
type of armistice obtainable is one which is broadly acceptable to both parties.
The risk of such an armistice being broken would not be any greater whether it
was secured as a result of the Indian proposals or of the proposals made by the
Unified Command on September 28. In either case, our enemies could make
use of the opportunity to build up their military forces and could find ample
excuse to violate the armistice if they so desired. If the Communists were only
interested in an armistice which they could use for building up military
strength in order to eventually renew hostilities, they could have had one long
ago by accepting our previous proposals. The fact that they are holding out for
their own terms is, at least, an indication that they may desire a permanent
armistice.

5. We can also understand the desire of the Americans to have the main issue
completely agreed upon before the armistice. The Indian proposals do not
provide for the ultimate disposition of the prisoners who do not choose to be
repatriated. Would it not be possible to amend paragraph 17 of the Indian
proposals in such a manner that it would be acceptable both to the Indians and
the Americans, by including a statement that, if the political conference were
unable to reach an agreement after another given period of time, the prisoners
should be released?

6. In the various teletypes reporting the views of the United States officials,
we find their continual emphasis on a “final and definitive” armistice
somewhat confusing. Our understanding was that it was the recognition that
any armistice would be pretty precarious which initially prompted the United
States Government to consult with its allies on the question of issuing a
“warning statement” to the Communists once the armistice had been
concluded. We would be interested in having your views as to whether the
position of the United States authorities on this matter has altered. Ends.
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169. 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 the General Assembly of the United Nations,
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

TELEGRAM 348 New York, November 22, 1952
SECRET. IMPORTANT.

21-POWER MEETINGS ON KOREA — INDIAN RESOLUTION
Reference: Our telegram No. 326 of November 20.
Addressed External No. 348 (Important), repeated Washington No. 100

A further meeting of the sub-committee of the 21-Power group was held
November 21, followed almost immediately by a meeting of the representatives
of the 21-Powers. It was clear from the meetings that decisions will have to be
taken this week-end as to the tactics to be followed with respect to the Indian
resolution and on the substance of suggested United States amendments to the
Indian resolution. The following summary of the meetings which telescopes the
views expressed in the sub-committee and the main group is an attempt merely
to record the views expressed rather than to analyze the immediate status of
negotiations. Mr. Pearson is being kept informed of the activities of the
committee and any stand that we find that we must take over the week-end will
be cleared with him.

United States views in the sub-committee

2. We were given the clearest statement yet of the United States position
with respect to the Indian draft resolution. Gross stated clearly that if the
textual amendments to the Indian draft resolution suggested by the United
States delegation were not agreed to in advance of the moment when the
committee took its vote as to whether or not the Indian resolution would be
given priority of consideration, the United States would adhere to the 21-Power
resolution; not only must there be agreement in advance to the amendments
but the text of those amendments must correspond to and carry out the desires
of the United States Government with respect to non-forcible repatriation, the
appointment of the umpire and the provision for release within a specified time
limit of those prisoners of war who would resist repatriation. While the sub-
committee did not discuss actual textual amendments, we believe that the
United States has in mind those amendments which we forwarded to you under
cover of our letter No. 45 of November 19.

3. In the United States view, it “would have been and still may be” the wise
course to support the 21-power resolution as one stating a simple moral issue
which was understandable to world public opinion. Gross argued again that
delay in agreement on the precise nature and text of amendments to the Indian
resolution was prejudicial to the tactics favoured by the United States
delegation, i.e. to give priority to the 21-power resolution.
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4. Gross thought that even if the Indian resolution were to be adopted by the
Assembly, without a clear statement of essentials, there would be a serious risk
of deadlocking the armistice negotiations again on an administrative or
procedural issue rather than on a point of principle, thus placing us in a much
weaker moral and propaganda position. Gross devoted some attention to other
amendments to the Indian resolution which the United States would regard as
important and probably essential. In his opinion, there must be no provision for
further negotiation of the Indian proposals if they were sent to the Commu-
nists; they must be accepted as a whole with provision only for arrangement of
details within the confines of the proposals attached to the resolution. He
argued that it would be unfair to bind the United Nations command to a set of
General Assembly proposals leaving the other side free to use them merely as a
starting point and a spring board for demands for further concessions. The
United States thought it equally important that the proposals of the Indian
resolution should not be considered a separate repatriation agreement but
should be included in the general armistice agreement. Finally, the United
States delegation believed that the reference to the letter of October 16
(paragraph 5 of the Indian resolution) should be omitted since that letter
provided for classification by each side; we should insist that classification be
carried out by the repatriation commission only.

5. At one point in the sub-committee’s discussions, the French representative
asked Gross directly whether the United States would agree to designating
India as the fifth member of the repatriation commission in the course of the
First Committee’s discussion of the Indian resolution. Gross evaded a direct
answer on the question of the suitability of India although he did agree that
many of the problems for the United States with respect to the repatriation
commission would be cleared up if the five-member commission was appointed
prior to forwarding the proposals to the Communists. He did not, however, by
anything he said, rule out the possibility of United States acceptance of India
for this role.

United States views in 21-power meeting

6. Gross repeated the views set out above at the full meeting of the 21-powers
and added a few more comments. He stated that the United States was
troubled by the attempt to force the United Nations as a body to negotiate with
the Communists; the United Nations should rather state principles which had
to be met by the enemy. He thought the Communists would take heart from
our action “in extorting concessions from one another” and interpret that
action as weakness where moral solidarity should exist. He suggested that the
future course of the United Nations in Korea might well be in the balance.

7. He made reference to an Associated Press despatch concerning the sub-
committee’s meeting an hour earlier, which suggested that the eight members
had agreed to give priority to the Indian resolution. He said his delegation
would deny that categorically. He maintained that this development proved the
validity of the United States argument concerning the effect of the passage of
time. He concluded his interventions by asserting that the United States did
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not intend to issue any ultimatum with respect to the acceptance of its
amendments, but his delegation had to be able to take a definite stand by
Monday when Mr. Acheson is scheduled to speak, and he left the clear
implication that in fact the United States was issuing an ultimatum.

Views of other members in the sub-committee

8. The chairman and rapporteur (Spender and Shann) had prepared a paper
for the sub-committee’s consideration, attempting to set out in non-controver-
sial terms the broad requirements concerning amendments to be introduced to
the Indian resolution which appeared to arise from the earlier meetings of the
sub-committee. Lloyd of the United Kingdom, with some support from
ourselves and the French, argued that we should not make our stand with
respect to priority for the Indian resolution completely dependent on
acceptance by the Indian representative of all the amendments suggested, as
was the clear intent of the words used in Spender’s paper. Similarly, Lloyd
argued against the advisability of setting out clearly in the Indian resolution
the fact that in the event of disagreement on the appointment of the umpire,
the General Assembly should make that appointment. He believed that such a
spelling out would make the proposal completely unacceptable from the
beginning to the Communists and implied that, while in our own minds we
might regard the issue of the umpire as a breaking point, we should at least
allow for vagueness on the question for the period of the three weeks provided
for in the Indian resolution with the hope that in fact some agreement could be
reached with the Communists in that time. Lloyd questioned the tactical
advantage of giving prominence to the principle of non-forcible repatriation in
negotiations which might arise at Panmunjom on the basis of the Indian
proposals.

9. The United Kingdom, France and Canada were unwilling to commit
themselves at this stage to full support of the United States amendments
regardless of their effect on the Indian resolution. Australia, on the other hand,
was willing to offer that commitment to the United States to gain its adherence
to the Indian resolution. The representative of Turkey gave us the impression
that he was still flexible while the representatives of Colombia and Denmark
were much closer to the United States position.

Views of other members in the 21-power meeting

10. There was a lack of intelligent comment from the other thirteen members
of the group, understandable because of the lack of information in their
possession on the exact differences of opinion which had been aired in the sub-
committee. The United Kingdom spokesmen (Mr. Eden was present at the
meeting) repeated their view that it would be a mistake to become committed
too soon and too rigidly on the question of amendments. They believed that the
worst possible method of procedure would be to issue an ultimatum to the
Indians immediately and publicly with respect to the amendments. They
suggested that the best course would be to attempt to persuade the Indians
privately to incorporate some of the amendments into their resolution and
thought that that effort should be made within the next 48 hours.
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11. It was fairly clear that New Zealand is likely to support the position
taken by the United Kingdom, France and Canada.

12. The 21-power meeting adjourned with rather indefinite plans for its next
meeting although there was general agreement that it should meet if possible
before Monday, November 24, to reach its decision with respect to the United
States amendments.

170. 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 the General Assembly of the United Nations,
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

TELEGRAM 353 New York, November 22, 1952
TOP SECRET

KOREAN NEGOTIATIONS
Reference: Your telegram No. 153.

Following for the Under-Secretary from the Minister, Begins: Thank you
for your most useful telegram.

In almost continuous talks with Menon for the last 12 hours it has become
clear that while he is willing to make some further changes to paragraph 14
and 17 along lines which the Americans desire, he will not go as far as they
wish. Certainly it is clear that if paragraph 17 is amended to state specifically
that prisoners should be released if agreement is not reached after a given
period of time, the Indians will abandon the resolution completely. They are
doubtful whether the Chinese will support it as it stands. They are certain that
they would turn it down flatly if the above amendment were carried. Ends.

171. DEA/50069-A-40

Le chef de la délégation & I’ Assemblée générale des Nations unies
au secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures

Chairman, Delegation to the General Assembly of the United Nations,
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

TELEGRAM 364 New York, November 24, 1952
SECRET. IMMEDIATE.

TWENTY-ONE POWER MEETING ON KOREA
Reference: Our telegram No. 348 of November 22.
Addressed External No. 364 repeated Washington No. 106.

The 21-power group met again on Sunday evening, November 23, at the
insistence of the United States delegation. It met against a background of press
reports headlining “the serious split” between the United States and the United



KOREAN CONFLICT 225

Kingdom on the Indian resolution. It was further dramatized by the attention
given to Mr. Acheson’s “sudden return flight” from Ottawa.’* As representa-
tives entered the United States delegations’s headquarters where the meeting
was held they were met by dozens of reporters with usual paraphernalia.

2. The meeting did not bear out the expectation of the press that “fireworks”
would develop. All representatives who spoke at the meeting, including Mr.
Acheson, decried the exaggerated press reports concerning the division of
opinion. You will note from story beginning on page 1 of today’s New York
Times that “the newspaper accounts were based on the United States
delegation’s own account of the conversations” between Mr. Gross and Mr.
Eden. Mr. Eden was not present at last night’s meeting because he had a more
important engagement. The fact that the Indian delegation had earlier in the
afternoon made public, revisions of paragraphs 14 and 17 of their resolution
underlined the wisdom of the tactics which had been suggested by the United
Kingdom and ourselves for bringing the two points of view closer together. The
texts of the revised paragraphs are contained in my immediately following
telegram.

3. The United States position with respect to the Indian resolution was
described by Mr. Acheson in much less adamant terms than heretofore. He
agreed that the United States point with respect to the umpire was met in
Menon’s revision of paragraph 14. He did not, however, believe that there was
any substantial improvement in paragraph 17 since, according to his
interpretation of it, the ‘“hard core” of prisoners would still be sent to the
political conference; there was no specific end to the period of their detention;
and the authority to dispose of them remained in the hands of the political
conference. Acheson said he did not like the referral of these prisoners of war
to the political conference although he had referred the question to his
government and had therefore to reserve his stand on it. He insisted, however,
that there must be a time limit in the resolution after which the authority of
the political conference over the prisoners of war would be terminated and he
suggested that paragraph 17 should provide for some point in time when the
prisoners would be released to some group with authority to resettle them and
that that group should be specified, e.g. UNKRA. He argued that he was
attempting merely to bring Menon’s resolution into accord with Menon’s
speech since Menon had in fact argued that no human being could be kept in
indefinite detention. At several points in his intervention Mr. Acheson stressed
the importance in the United States view of making the period of detention of
the hard core of prisoners of war as short as possible. In the revised Indian
resolution a period of 150 days was already provided for; there was, therefore,
almost half a year during which the Communists could build up their military
strength without interference by the United Nations Command; final decisions
for the release of the prisoners of war therefore would be taken under
conditions of increasing Communist military pressure; this was a main concern
of the military. He said, in addition, that the United States would regard it as

*Voir le document 879./See Document 879.
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important (although he distinguished between important and essential) that the
words “by the Repatriation Commission” should be added to paragraph 5 of
the Indian proposals.

4. Lloyd for the United Kingdom stressed the need to put the differences of
opinion in the group in the right perspective for the press. For his part he had
“never conceded that there was a difference on principles” although he did
admit that there had been “arguments as to methods of approach.” He agreed
that paragraph 17 was still open to criticism along the lines of Mr. Acheson’s
remarks although he stressed that its revision was an important step in the
direction of meeting our views. While he hoped that further revisions might be
possible he indicated that the United Kingdom would be willing “in the
ultimate resort” to have the Indian resolution go to the Communists in its
present form. He argued strongly that so far as tactics were concerned the 21-
power group should agree to accord priority of consideration to the Indian
resolution “freely and generously” and then by “pressure of debate” seek
further desirable changes in the Indian resolution. He again stressed the view
that the amendments should not be put forward publicly as the sine qua non of
acceptance of the Indian resolution even though there might be agreement
among the 21-powers that certain amendments were still necessary.

5. At one point in the meeting Acheson, with deceptive naivety, asked Lloyd
what his advice would be concerning the statement which he, Acheson, was
scheduled to make in the Political Committee today. Lloyd, with suitable
diffidence, suggested that Mr. Acheson might develop a statement along the
following lines. He might applaud the initiative of the Indian Government but
suggest that he would like some further points of clarification with respect to
paragraph 17 along the lines set down above. Lloyd thought he should avoid
producing alternative texts. He suggested in effect that Mr. Acheson should
make two statements, the first of which would follow the line set out above.
The second statement would concern alternative forms of words after the
“pressure of debate in the First Committee” had been brought to bear on
Menon. Mr. Acheson did not comment on these suggestions.

6. Lloyd’s point of view was supported in greater or lesser degree by Canada,
France, Australia, New Zealand and the Netherlands. The Netherlands
representative suggested that the Indian resolution went further than the
original 21-power resolution in attempting to solve the problem of the hard
core of prisoners of war who would resist repatriation, a problem which would
arise in whatever resolution was agreed upon. Mr. Martin developed this point
and argued that with all its inadequacies the Indian proposal did at least make
an attempt to deal with a problem which the 21-power resolution ignored.

7. The opposing view on priority for the Indian resolution before firm
agreement on textual revision had been reached with the Indian representative
was put forward by the representatives of the Philippines, Greece, Honduras,
Thailand and Turkey. At one stage the meeting was dangerously close to
developing into a drafting committee, a development which was headed off by
Sir Percy Spender as chairman. The more important suggestions with respect
to amendment of paragraph 17 concerned the replacement of the words “the
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responsibility for their care and maintenance until the end of their detention
shall be transferred to the United Nations™ by one of two forms of words (a)
“the responsibility for their disposition shall be transferred to the United
Nations”, or, simply (b) “responsibility for them shall be transferred to the
United Nations.”

8. In summary the United States desire for further revision of paragraph 17
could be expressed in the following terms:

(a) If the political conference were to take over the problem of the hard core
of prisoners of war the period of its responsibility should not be indeterminate;

(b) Some definite provision for a United Nations body should be included;
and

(c) There should be a definite period after which the prisoners of war could
be released from all custody.

Lloyd did not show any fundamental disagreement with these terms. Any
difference of view which continued to exist was centered on the point made in
(c) above. Whereas the United States would wish the prisoners of war to be
released after a definite period the United Kingdom would be satisfied with a
wording which would merely provide that the prisoners of war should not be
detained indefinitely.

9. The meeting ended on a somewhat indefinite note with the understanding
that a further meeting would be called when the situation with respect to
further amendment of paragraph 17 was clearer. We believe that the meeting
can be regarded as satisfactory from our point of view in that the United States
did not, as we expected they might have, force individual representatives to
take a stand on priority for the Indian resolution only if suitable amendments
were accepted by Menon. On the other hand — and this is unfortunate from
our point of view — neither the United States nor a number of the 21-power
group have agreed to accord priority to the Indian resolution.

10. The following is the text of the communique which was issued after the
meeting:

“The twenty-one powers who sponsored the original resolution on Korea
which came before the First Committee (the Assembly’s Political Committee)
on October 24 met tonight to study further the draft of the revised Indian
resolution in the light of their own resolution and other resolutions before the
committee. They took special note of important revisions to the draft resolution
which the Indian delegation made public today. There was agreement that
these revisions clarified in certain important respects the original Indian
proposal but it was considered they require further study and clarification on
certain aspects. There was unanimous agreement on the basic problems
involved.”
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172. 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 the General Assembly of the United Nations,
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

TELEGRAM 376 New York, November 26, 1952
SECRET. IMMEDIATE.

21-POWER MEETING ON KOREA
Reference: My teletype No. 373 of November 25.

Addressed External No. 376, repeated Washington No. 113.

The 21 powers met November 25 to decide their stand with respect to the
granting of priority to the Indian resolution. The meeting was the most amiable
yet of meetings of this group a development due in the main to behind-the-
scenes talks.

2. Mr. Acheson led off by saying that he would keep his ‘“inner most
thoughts™ to himself in case the “more intimate details” of these discussions
should once again reach the press. He indicated that his delegation would
favour the granting of priority to the Indian resolution and he thought it would
be a mistake to condition it on agreements binding on all 21 powers with
respect to particular amendments. He pointed out that the United States
position was clear and would remain clear; that “certain clarifications” of
paragraph 17 were necessary but that there should be no impression given of
pressure tactics to achieve these clarifications.

3. Acheson was strongly supported in his view by Selwyn Lloyd. Lloyd went
on to develop the point that a new factor had been introduced in that Vishinsky
had condemned the Indian resolution publicly. In his opinion, such a Soviet
action predisposed him, aside from the merits of the Indian resolution, to give
priority to it. He agreed that it would be a mistake to make priority conditional
upon specific amendment although he thought that every delegation within and
without the 21-power group remained free to seek clarification of the
resolution.

4, The representatives of the Philippines, Greece, Honduras, Ethiopia and
Turkey were quick to follow the lead of the United States and the United
Kingdom and repent their former stand of opposition to the grant of priority to
the Indian resolution without firm agreement on amendments to it which might
be considered necessary. The problem of the attitude of delegations outside the
21-power group was discussed and it was agreed that we could do little to
influence the line which they might take with respect to amendments.

5. The representative of the Netherlands suggested that Menon’s position
might be made more difficult if suggestions for amendments came from the 21-
power group and he believed that “some sort of priority” might be given to
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representatives of countries not included in the 21-power group and particu-
larly to “India’s neighbours™ to suggest amendments.

6. Mr. Martin stated clearly that Canada supported the idea of priority for
the Indian resolution. He said in addition that Canada believed there was a
certain urgency in passing that resolution. He supported the point of view put
forward by the representative of the Netherlands and he expressed the hope
that there would be no undue amount of requests for clarification in order that
the Indian resolution might keep its present character. He stressed that this
latter point was almost as important as the question of priority itself. We did
not want to lose Indian sponsorship of the resolution which is finally adopted
by the First Committee. In subsequent exchange with the representatives of
New Zealand and the United Kingdom, Mr. Martin agreed that his idea was
that the maximum number of statements might be made on the minimum
number of points, i.e. that suggested amendments to the Indian draft be kept to
minimum while exposing Menon to what Lloyd has constantly referred to in
these meetings as the “pressure of debate.”

7. The meeting ended with some discussion of the kind of press communique
which would be issued. Mr. Acheson made the original suggestion for wording
which was subsequently amended by Lloyd and others. The text as it was
finally agreed to was the following:

“The twenty-one co-sponsors of the resolution of the 24th of October 1952
met this afternoon and unanimously reached agreement that priority in the
voting should be given to the resolution tabled by the delegation of India on the
17th of November 1952 and revised on the 23rd of November 1952. It was
understood also that necessary textual clarifications on paragraph 17 will be
sought to make it conform to the intention of the paragraph as outlined in
statements made in the committee.”

8. This is a satisfactory development from our point of view, one for which we
probably have to thank Mr. Vishinsky. There may still be a few hurdles ahead.
We intend to participate in the debate at an early stage in order to give the
kind of leadership we think would be helpful in surmounting the hurdles and in
helping the Indian resolution through.

173. 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 the General Assembly of the United Nations,
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

TELEGRAM 390 New York, November 27, 1952

SECRET.

Following from the Minister, Begins: The purpose of this message is to
summarize the behind-the-scenes discussions which took place yesterday and
earlier today concerning Article 17 of the draft Indian resolution, on which,
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after days of negotiation, substantial agreement has now finally been reached, I
hope, between Menon, the Americans, the United Kingdom and ourselves.

2. On Tuesday evening there had been lengthy discussions between Selwyn
Lloyd and Menon, and later myself, as the result of which it was thought that
by midnight agreement had been reached on the following re-draft of the last
sentence of this contentious paragraph: “If at the end of a further sixty (thirty)
days there are any prisoners of war whose return to their homelands has not
been effected under the above procedures or whose future has not been
provided for by the political conference, the responsibility for their care and
maintenance and for their subsequent disposition shall be transferred to the
United Nations which in all matters relating to them shall act (strictly) in
accordance with international law” or alternatively, instead of “...responsibility
for their care and maintenance and for their subsequent disposition...”, merely
the words: “...responsibility for them shall be transferred...etc.”

3. Before leaving yesterday morning for the Assembly, I saw Menon and
Lloyd again separately: and throughout the day participated either alone or
with Mr. Martin in a continuous series of two and three-way discussions until
midnight. The principal difficulties arose from:

(i) The fact that overnight Menon decided that the alternative re-draft
regarding United Nations responsibility was preferable. The Americans,
however, preferred the longer form which included the word “disposition” and
overnight had secured the agreement of Washington on these words;

(it) The American desire after consultation with Washington to include
after “in accordance with” the words “the principles of this resolution” along
with those of “international law”,

(iii) The American insistence on “30” instead of “60” days in the first line.
Menon after overnight consideration would not accept this.

(iv) The American feeling that the inclusion of the word “strictly” was
unnecessary and even silly.

4. In discussions yesterday, Lloyd and I tried to explain the Indian difficulties
to the Americans on the 60 or 30 days point, but they made it clear that the 30
day period was regarded as essential by the United States Chiefs of Staff, that
they could not modify their position without going back to Washington on this
point, and that this would probably require a reference to the President. The
United States side, therefore, held firm to a reference to the 30 day period. On
the other hand, during the afternoon, the Americans agreed to accept the word
“strictly” and at the same time to delete the bracketed words “the principles of
this resolution” to which they had appeared to attach importance, for reasons
as mystical as Menon’s attachment to “strictly””. Obviously these two points
were not ones of substance, but so great have been the difficulties in this
complex problem, and so deep the mistrust between Menon and the United
States side that even minor drafting changes have proved capable of raising
real difficulties.

5. So far as the major points are concerned, we had thought by midday, and
after several discussions and cups of tea with Menon, that he would be able to
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accept the shorter period of thirty days required by the Americans, and also
the United Nations responsibility for “disposition”. Immediately before the
First Committee meeting at 3 o’clock, however, Menon informed me that after
conferring with his delegation, he would stand though reluctantly, by the
“disposition” phrase, but he would not be able to make the change from “60”
to “30” days in the revision of the last sentence of paragraph 17 of his
resolution. Later however, he said that he would not oppose this change if it
were proposed from the floor of the committee. I then saw Gross (United
States) and Lloyd (United Kingdom). Gross was disturbed at the prospect of
any further alterations but I explained to him that this involved only a change
of form and not of substance, as it should be easy to get someone to move the
amendment and the committee would undoubtedly approve it. It was merely a
question of whether the change would come about by an Indian revision of
their draft or from the floor. Gross then took the matter up at once with
Acheson who was attending the committee. Later he expressed Acheson’s
annoyance at this further suggested change, although he finally accepted the
Indian position. Accordingly, when the Indian re-draft of paragraph 17 with
“60 days” appeared late yesterday, there appeared also a Danish amendment
to reduce the period to “30 days”.

7. That was how the matter stood when I met Menon, Lloyd and Nervo
(Mexico) with Mr. Martin last evening. It was a discouraging meeting as
Menon showed signs of desiring to withdraw from the whole business because
of his government’s uneasiness at the interpretation now being given in India to
their amended resolution; namely, that the United States had forced these
concessions and that India had been pushed off her position of neutrality in the
cold war.

8. Menon was obviously unhappy about his final draft and also feels he may
not be able to vote against the Soviet amendments to it. We emphasized that
this was no time to falter or show weakness. I suggested also that most of the
Soviet amendments were obviously out of order and could be ruled so by the
chairman, if that would help. The resulting procedural discussion, which we
had previously desired to avoid, might now be an advantage. Menon grasped at
this straw, especially as he will not now be able to speak for a couple of days
and delay is desirable. The Americans last evening had discussed this
procedural question with the Latin Americans and they had agreed not to raise
in the committee whether or not the Soviet amendments were in order. I talked
to Acheson and Hickerson this morning, however, and they now realize the
difficulty and agree that a procedural ruling might be desirable, especially as it
might remove the embarrassment of a vote against a Russian amendment
which provides for an immediate cease fire. I have also talked this matter over
with the chairman of the First Committee and Nervo of Mexico. The latter
would like to see the question of the admissibility of the Soviet amendments
raised, and the former said that if it were raised he would rule the 2nd and 3rd
amendments definitely out of order as repeating the terms of the Soviet
resolution which was subsequently to be voted on.
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9. I saw Mrs. Pandit and Menon again this afternocon and they remain
unhappy and worried about the present state of their resolution after the
vicious attacks made on it by the Communists and the satisfaction of the
United States and others over the amendments that have been made and
accepted. Ends.

174. 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 the General Assembly of the United Nations,
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

TELEGRAM 385% New York, November 27, 1952

SECRET. MOST IMMEDIATE.

Please send following message to High Commissioner in New Delhi, Most
Immediate, Begins: Would you deliver immediately following message to
Prime Minister Nehru, Begins:

May I be permitted to tell you how greatly encouraged those of us who are
working at the United Nations Assembly to bring about an armistice and peace
in Korea were by your recent statements in New Delhi on this subject. Your
representative here has, if I may say so, been handling with skill, integrity and
patience what we now think of as the Indian peace initiative. I realize that he
has been criticized from both extremes, but I feel certain myself that the
resolution which, while it stands in the name of your delegation, expresses the
feelings of nearly all delegations, does represent a real advance toward a
peaceful solution of this problem. Even if the initial reaction in Peking is
unsatisfactory, nevertheless, if this resolution, which does not involve a
surrender of principle by any party, is approved by the Assembly, as [ am sure
it will be, it will provide a new and far better basis for armistice and peace
talks in the future than any which has hitherto been attempted or contem-
plated. In that respect, I am sure it establishes good and sound foundations on
which to build. As such it is heartily welcomed by all delegations here who are
sincere in their desire for peace in Korea.

2. If and when it becomes a resolution of the Assembly, it imposes certain
responsibilities on me as President in regard to its transmission to Peking and
North Korea. I venture to express the hope that at that time I may be able to
count on the support of yourself and your government in helping to gain for it
the most favourable reception possible, and in giving to the Chinese the
interpretation and explanation to which it is entitled, as a significant step
forward towards the peaceful solution of the Korean question.

$5Le télégramme porte la mention:/Noted in telegram:
This telegram repeated to New Delhi as No. 246.
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3. May I add a word of appreciation for the close and friendly collaboration
between our two delegations at this Assembly.

4. Kindest personal regards and all good wishes. Ends.*

175. 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 the General Assembly of the United Nations,
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

TELEGRAM 387% New York, November 27, 1952

SECRET. MOST IMMEDIATE.

Following for the High Comissioner in New Delhi from the Minister,
Begins: (Ottawa please pass to New Delhi.)

With reference to immediately preceding telegram regarding Indian Korean
initiative, United Nations Assembly, for your information I am sending this
message because I am worried lest Menon should not get the backing from
Delhi which he needs to push this initiative through. It has been a valuable and
constructive step by India, and it would be deplorable if there were any
faltering now, irrespective of the reception in Peking. We have had very great
difficulty with the Americans in persuading them to accept the resolution, but
the few changes which have been made to satisfy them are not important and
do not represent any retreat by the Indian delegation from their original
position. I hope that the amendment to paragraph 17 is not being interpreted in
New Delhi in this way. I think Menon is worried about this, and that the final
resolution may appear to be forced on him by American pressure. This is not
the case, as I can testify from having spent many long hours with him recently.
Ends.*®

**Notes marginales :;/Marginal notes:

Seen by USSEA.

Distribution discussed with Mr. Ritchie. 27 Nov. Refer with [Telegram] 387.
$7Le télégramme porte la mention :/Noted in telegram:

This telegram repeated to New Delhi as No. 247.
*Notes marginales :;/Marginal notes:

Seen by USSEA.

Distribution discussed with Mr. Ritchie. 27 Nov. Refer with [Telegram] 385.
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176. 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 2625 New Delhi, November 28, 1952
SECRET. MOST IMMEDIATE.

KOREA
Reference: Your telegram No. 247 of November 27.
Following for the Minister, Begins:
Reference: Your telegram No. 386.

I presented your message to the Prime Minister at 1 o’clock today. He
agrees that it is most important to press ahead with the resolution in the
Political Committee in the Assembly and afterwards in Peking where Indian
representative will do his best to explain the resolution to the Chinese. The
Prime Minister added that there is indeed no, repeat no, alternative to pressing
ahead with the resolution and while you cannot force peace on people who do
not, repeat not, want it you can create conditions making it easier for people to
come to agreement and this the resolution does.

2. Timpressed on the Prime Minister and the Foreign Secretary your views of
the nature of the amendments made to satisfy the Americans and neither gave
me the impression that Menon’s worry is well based. Ends.

177. DEA/50069-A-40

Le haut-commissaire en Inde
au secrétaire d’Etrat aux Affaires extérieures

High Commissioner in India
to Secretary of State for External Affairs
TELEGRAM 263 New Delhi, November 28, 1952
SECRET. MOST IMMEDIATE.

KOREA
Reference: My immediately preceding telegram No. 262 of November 28.

Following for Minister, Begins: Prime Minister Nehru has asked me to
convey the following message to you:

$Le télégramme porte la mention ;/Noted in telegram:

Repeated Canadian delegation, New York, as No. 183 of November 28.
%Le télégramme porte la mention ;/Noted in telegram:

Repeated Canadian Delegation, New York as No. 184, Nov. 28.
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“I am very grateful to you for your message which your High Commissioner
has just handed to me. I appreciate what you have said very much and I am
particularly glad that our delegation at the General Assembly of the United
Nations and the Canadian delegation have worked in close and friendly
collaboration. I entirely agree with you that in spite of difficulties and
disappointments that we have experienced in this matter we must proceed with
our resolution on Korea. We intend to do so. Also that if and when resolution is
passed by the Assembly we should follow it up and try to take full advantage of
it. With all good wishes and regards.” Ends.

178. 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 264% New Delhi, November 28, 1952
SECRET. IMPORTANT.

KOREA
Reference: My telegram of to-day.

Following for Minister, Begins: R.K. Nehru®? this morning gave me
information about the message received from the Chinese Government on
November 25th through the Indian Ambassador at Peking substantially
identical with that he had given the previous day to Clutterbuck,® i.e.

(1) Chinese Government were unable to approve of the terms of the Indian
draft resolution since it departed from the principles laid down in the Geneva
Convention that prisoners must be repatriated,

(2) They did not, repeat not, however, wish to make any public statement on
the matter at the present time,

(3) They would like armistice talks to be renewed “on an equal and
reasonable basis.” Ends.

'Le télégramme porte la mention :/Noted in telegram:
Repeated Canadian Delegation, New York, as No. 184 of November 28.
®2R.K. Nehru, secrétaire des Affaires des Nations unies, ministére des Affaires extérieures de
"Inde.
R.K. Nehru, Secretary for United Nations Affairs, Ministry of External Affairs of India.
63Sir (Peter) Alexander Clutterbuck, haut-commissaire du Royaume-Uni en Inde.
Sir (Peter) Alexander Clutterbuck, High Commissioner of United Kingdom in India.
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179. L.S.L./Vol. 167

Le président de I’ Assemblée générale des Nations unies
au premier ministre

President of the General Assembly of the United Nations
to Prime Minister

SECRET New York, November 29, 1952

Dear Mr. St. Laurent,

There was another crisis the other evening in the struggle over the Indian
resolution. Mr. Menon was very discouraged by the reception given in this
country and in his own to the amendments which he had been persuaded to
accept. In this country, newspapers interpreted them as an American triumph,
and in India, in certain quarters, as an Indian defeat. Menon, who is very
moody and temperamental, was on the point of withdrawing from the whole
business. However, 1 told him that I would send a personal telegram at once to
Mr. Nehru, which would emphasize the value of the initiative which had been
taken, and the desirability of pressing ahead with it. Menon cheered up over
this, and thought that it would be helpful. As it turned out, it was, because |
received yesterday a very friendly reply from Mr. Nehru, which removed from
Menon’s mind any temptation to weaken in the sponsorship and support of the
Indian resolution.

It would have been a fine thing if we could have proceeded to the vote in
respect of that resolution yesterday, but once again Menon faltered and
pleaded for the weekend for “contemplation and preparation”. He will be
giving his final statement Monday, and the vote should be taken in the
afternoon.

Yours sincerely,
L.B. PEARSON

180. 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 the General Assembly of the United Nations,
to Secretary of State for External Affairs
TELEGRAM 412 New York, December 2, 1952
CONFIDENTIAL

FIRST COMMITTEE DEBATE — INDIAN RESOLUTION ON KOREA
Addressed External No. 412, repeated Washington No. 124.

After a series of some 25 votes on separate paragraphs and amendments, the
Indian resolution on Korea, as revised by the Danish amendment, was passed



KOREAN CONFLICT 237

by the First Committee with a vote of 53 in favour, including Canada, 5
against, the Soviet Bloc, and one abstention, China. The vote came after
lengthy statements by Menon for India and Vishinsky for the Soviet Union.
Menon spoke in his usual discursive manner and attempted to preserve his
neutral position with respect to the views of the main protagonists in the
Korean struggle. Vishinsky reiterated his familiar criticisms of the Indian
resolution and described it as ““a rotten compromise”.

2. So far as the voting was concerned, most of the paragraphs of the Indian
resolution received the support of 53 or 54 members and most of the Soviet
amendments were defeated by a vote of 46 against. In the case of the latter, a
group of eight countries abstained, Afghanistan, Burma, Egypt, Indonesia,
Iran, Saudi Arabia, Syria and Yemen. In each case, Canada voted with the
majority whether in favour of the various paragraphs of the Indian resolution
or against the separate Soviet amendments. India did not flinch in face of
voting against the cease-fire concept in the Soviet proposals, voting in each case
against the Soviet amendments.

3. In the course of his statement, Menon asked the representatives of Iraq,
Greece and Denmark to withdraw their amendments. The Greek and Iranian
amendments were withdrawn but the Danish amendment, reducing from 60 to
30 days the period in which the political conference would consider the
disposition of those prisoners who refuse to be repatriated, remained before the
Committee and was eventually adopted by a vote of 39 in favour, including
Canada, 5 against, the Soviet Bloc, with 14 abstentions, including India.

4. Menon, after noting “the significant absences” from the United Nations of
Chinese and North Korean representatives, addressed a particular appeal to
“the audience of the Chinese mainland.” He distinguished between the Indian
resolution and the Panmunjom proposals. He offered answers to each of the
objections raised by the Soviet Bloc to his resolution and he dealt with the
Soviet amendments by suggesting that all of their provisions were included in
his resolution. He ended his statement with an emotional appeal to the
Committee, and particularly to the Soviet Union, to open the door for peace in
Korea.

5. Vishinsky offered criticism of the Indian draft along the lines which had
become familiar to the Committee. He devoted a good deal of his statement to
the issue of an immediate cease-fire, asserting that it was “ludicrous and
incompatible to open the door to peace while hostilities continued.” He
contested India’s claim to speak for the Asian continent. He managed to return
to the question of forcible screening on Koje Island and made great play of the
article by William Stevenson which appeared in the November 22 issue of the
Toronto Star Weekly. He referred, in addition, to a letter to the President of
the General Assembly from the Editor of the Canadian Tribune which itself
made reference to the Stevenson article.

6. Lloyd of the United Kingdom pointed out that in his remark to the
Committee earlier in the debate he had reported the results of his interview
with prisoners of war in a camp near Pusan and he had made no reference to
questioning prisoners of war on Koje Island.



238 CONFLIT COREEN

7. The President suggested suspension of the item until a reply was received
from the Chinese and North Korean authorities. Vishinsky would not accept
this suggestion and insisted that his draft resolution was still before the
Committee and must be voted on. The President agreed that it would be put to
vote on December 2. Iran, Mexico and Peru underscored the point that the
other resolutions would still remain on the agenda although consideration of
the item would be adjourned until a reply came to the Indian resolution.

8. A fuller account of the statements made by Menon and Vishinsky will be
forwarded by despatch.

181. DEA/50069-A-40

Le chef de la délégation & I' Assemblée générale des Nations unies
au secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures

Chairman, Delegation to the General Assembly of the United Nations,
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

TELEGRAM 438%
New York, December 3, 1952

SECRET. MOST IMMEDIATE.

Please forward following message to the Canadian High Commissioner,
New Delhi, Begins: Will you please see that the following message gets to Mr.
Nehru immediately, Begins:

I am most grateful to you for your kind and helpful message of November
28th on Korea. The Assembly this afternoon passed the resolution on this
matter which your delegation introduced, and which it has steered through the
Committee so patiently and wisely. It requests me to transmit the proposals to
Peking, and the North Korean authorities, and this I desire to do at once. The
question of method, however, is, as I know you will agree, very important. 1
would like to send with the resolution an explanatory and objective communi-
cation, pointing out its importance for peace in Korea, and trying to remove
some misunderstandings concerning the proposals. The question arises how the
resolution and this accompanying message should be delivered; whether I
should merely cable it direct or have it delivered by hand. If the latter, and I
think this would be the better procedure, would I be able to use your Embassy
in Peking for the purpose? If you think this is possible and desirable, then the
message could be delivered by your Ambassador on my behalf, as President of
the Assembly. In your earlier message, you were good enough to state that we
should follow up this resolution and take full advantage of it. It would be most
helpful, for that purpose, if your Government, through your Embassy in
Peking, could also urge its importance and acceptability on the Chinese
Government. Indeed, if Mr. Menon himself were in Peking, I know he would

4L e télégramme porte la mention ;/Noted in telegram:
Transmitted to New Delhi as No. 250 of December 3rd.
Repeated to London for Prime Minister.
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be in a very good position to remove many of the Chinese misapprehensions
and misunderstandings which exist or have been created about it. Ends.

In connection with above message, I am not asking the Indian Government
or the Indian Ambassador to act as my representative as President of the
Assembly in explaining the resolution, but merely as a channel of communica-
tion in delivering it. However, the value of this procedure would be the
explanation and follow-up which they might give to the resolution on their own
behalf. I am sure the Indian Government will appreciate this. It has been
suggested that Menon might take the resolution to Peking as my representa-
tive, but I can see difficulties in this regard. We would have to be very careful
not to be put in a position where a United Nations representative was not
treated with due courtesy and consideration. However, it might be useful if
Menon were in Peking as an Indian Government representative at the time of
delivery to the Chinese or shortly after. I would be grateful, therefore, if you
would sound out the Indian Government whether there is any likelihood of this
happening, following up the tentative suggestion which I made in the message.

You should be aware, if you are not already, that Madame Pandit and
Menon do not apparently see eye to eye in all these matters, and I do not know
what reports Madame Pandit has been sending to her brother concerning
Menon’s initiative and tactics, or how she would regard Menon’s appearance at
Peking at this time and in the above connection. Obviously the matter is one of
delicacy from more than one point of view and any initiative by you on my
behalf, as suggested above, will have to be done delicately and carefully.

I am most grateful to you for your speedy and effective action in connection
with my previous message. Ends.

182. 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 267% New Delhi, December 4, 1952
SECRET. MOST IMMEDIATE.

KOREA
Reference: Your telegram No. 250 of December 3.
Following for Minister.
Following is Mr. Nehru’s reply, Begins: I am grateful to you for your
message of December 3rd.
Now that the General Assembly has passed the resolution on Korea all of us
should certainly do our best to follow it up and try to gain full advantage from

5]_e télégramme porte la mention ;/Noted in telegram:
Repeated to Candel N.Y., December 4 as No. 213.
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it. For this the goodwill of the Chinese Government is necessary. Even if this
may not, repeat not, be forthcoming immediately I hope that at a somewhat
later stage the Chinese Government will appreciate that the resolution does
not, repeat not, do any violence to their principles and can certainly lead to a
satisfactory and honourable settlement. We shall instruct our Embassy in
Peking to work to this end.

I feel, however, that it would probably be more desirable for the resolution
and your proposed explanatory memorandum not, repeat not, to be conveyed to
Chinese Government through the Indian Embassy. We have no, repeat no,
objections to doing so but it seems to me that the Indian Embassy will be in a
better position to explain the resolution and your memorandum to the Chinese
Government if these were conveyed to the Chinese Government through other
means. The resolution might be sent en clair directly by you as President of the
Assembly to the Government of Peking and North Korea. If you wish to send
your memorandum also en clair then there is no, repeat no, difficulty and this
could also be sent directly. If however, you wish to send the memorandum by
code then it might be sent to Peking through the representative of some other
country. This may be Sweden. I do not, repeat not, see how you can send any
code message to North Korea.

We should like to have a copy of the memorandum so that we can send it to
our Ambassador in Peking who could then follow it up. You can rest assured
that we shall do our utmost in this matter. But as you say, the question of the
method to be adopted for transmission of the proposal is very important. It
seems to me that the suggestions I have made above are, in the circumstances,
probably the best. Ends.

My immediately following telegram comments.

183. 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 2685 New Delhi, December 4, 1952
SECRET. IMMEDIATE.

KOREA
Reference: My immediately preceding telegram.

Following for the Minister, Begins: Left your message with the Foreign
Secretary who later saw the Prime Minister. Prime Minister’s reply does not,
repeat not, I think denote any weakening in his support of resolution but is
based purely on tactical considerations. Difficulty is that the Indian

6] e télégramme porte la mention :/Noted in telegram:
Repeated to Candel N.Y., December 4 as No. 214.
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Government has already, as announced in official statement of November 29
(see my telegram No. 265 of December 1)' given Chinese Government
clarification of resolution in an effort to remove the Chinese “misunderstand-
ing” and Prime Minister therefore considers it would be wise for the Indian
Government not, repeat not, to be associated with initial presentation of
resolution to Chinese Government but to hold its fire especially since Chinese
have already replied to Indians that they do not, repeat not, “misunderstand”
the resolution.

2. On receipt of Prime Minister’s reply I suggested to Foreign Secretary the
importance of Indian Government intervening before Chinese gave an
intransigent reply. He was sympathetic. I therefore suggest that when 1 give
Indian Government a copy of your “explanatory” memorandum I be instructed
to suggest to Prime Minister the advisability of Indian Ambassador in Peking
“following up” your memorandum as soon as possible.

3. Your suggestion about Menon was rather coolly received by Foreign
Secretary.

4. When Prime Minister refers to “code” he means “cypher”. Ends.

184. DEA/50069-A-40

Le chef de la délégation & I Assemblée générale des Nations unies
au secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures

Chairman, Delegation to the General Assembly of the United Nations,
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

TELEGRAM 444 New York, December 4, 1952
CONFIDENTIAL

ACTION ON KOREA IN PLENARY SESSION
Addressed Ottawa No. 444, repeated Washington No. 133,

1. The Indian resolution on Korea adopted by the First Committee on
December 1 was considered in plenary session of the General Assembly on
December 3 and with one amendment was adopted by a vote of 54 in favour,
including Canada, 5 against, the Soviet Bloc, and one abstention, China.

2. The Indian delegation submitted an amendment to the resolution which
was circulated just as the delegates took their seats. The amendment was
submitted to the last paragraph of the preamble and was adopted by a vote of
53 in favour, including Canada, with none against and five abstentions. The
paragraph referred to now reads as follows:

“Accordingly requests the President of the General Assembly to communi-
cate the following proposals to the Central Peoples Government of the Peoples
Republic of China and to the North Korean Committee as forming a just and
reasonable basis for agreement so that an immediate cease-fire would result
and be effected; to invite their acceptance of these proposals and to make a
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report to the General Assembly during its present session and as soon as
appropriate.”

Spender of Australia expressed the view that the placing of the Indian
amendment in the resolution might lead to misinterpretation and suggested
that the amending phrase should be inserted at the end of the paragraph.
Menon of India indicated that he would like the amendment to remain where it
was and since Spender had not insisted on his point the Indian view prevailed.

3. The Soviet Union reintroduced its amendments and its resolution in the
plenary session. The amendments were all defeated by votes of 46 or more
against. The Soviet resolution was disposed of by a vote of 5 in favour, the
Soviet Bloc, 40 against including Canada, and 11 abstentions, the Arab-Asian
Bloc including India and with 4 delegations absent.

4. Each of the delegations of the Soviet Bloc spoke against the Indian
resolution, using the arguments with which the First Committee had become
familiar and making the general charge that the resolution could only lead to
prolongation of hostilities in Korea. Menon spoke briefly for India and
defended his resolution against the Soviet charges. He said that his amendment
was in the nature of clarification in order that there could be no misunder-
standing that the resolution was intended as one which would lead to an
armistice and the cessation of hostilities in Korea. In his somewhat vague
manner, he suggested in addition that since both sides were dissatisfied with
the conditions under which prisoners of war were held, it might be possible to
have the situation of the prisoners of war camp investigated. We were aware
that Menon had expressed the idea within the last few days that some neutral
group might be asked to investigate the conditions in prisoners of war camps on
both sides and we were relieved that Menon’s remarks on the question in
plenary were no more specific than they were.

5. Gross speaking for the United States pledged the full support of his
government as the government charged with responsibility for the Unified
Command to make every effort to carry out the terms of resolution “loyally
and completely”. He said that if unhappily the resolution did not lead to
agreement and an armistice in Korea it would at least have the advantage of
setting the record straight and revealing whether the Communists did or did
not really desire to reach an armistice agreement in Korea. He asserted that
the United Nations spoke to the Chinese and North Korean people through
this resolution and he expressed the hope that they would join with the United
Nations in an effort to reach an honourable and lasting peace.
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185. 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 the General Assembly of the United Nations

TELEGRAM 217 Ottawa, December 5, 1952

CONFIDENTIAL. IMPORTANT.

KOREA

Following from the Under-Secretary, Begins: I think the adoption by the
Assembly of the Indian resolution is a heartening example of the value of the
United Nations as a catalyst of opinion in the free world. It may be true that
we are no closer to an armistice in Korea, but at least the Communists have
been completely isolated. The degree of unity shown by the non-Communist
world is far beyond what any serious observer would have expected in mid-
October when the Assembly opened. More specifically, the fact that the United
States and India have supported the same resolution is encouraging for the
future. Mr. Pearson as President of the Assembly has, of course, played a
central role and the Canadian Delegation has had a very prominent part to
play. Our warmest congratulations on the results achieved. Ends.

186. 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 269¢ New Delhi, December 5, 1952
SECRET. MOST IMMEDIATE.

KOREA
Reference: My telegram No. 267 of December 4.
Following for the Minister, Begins:

1. Prime Minister Nehru who is in Bombay today has been discussing the
matter with Bajpai who has telephoned Pillai®® to suggest that you be reminded

¢7Le télégramme porte la mention ;/Noted on telegram:
Repeated to New York as No. 215 of December 5.
®Narayana Ragnavan Pillai, secrétaire général du ministére des Affaires extérieures de I’Inde.
Narayana Ragnavan Pillai, Secretary General, Ministry of External Affairs of India.
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that two years ago Entezam® as a member of your three-man committee, sent
a message direct to the Chinese and that if you were not, repeat not, also to
communicate the resolution direct to the Chinese, the Chinese might consider
you thought you were too big a man to communicate with them directly.

2. Prime Minister has also requested that if you are sending him a copy of
your explanatory memorandum you might give a copy to Mrs. Pandit in New
York. Ends.

187. 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 2717° New Delhi, December 6, 1952
SECRET. MOST IMMEDIATE.

KOREA
Reference: My telegram No. 269 of November 5.

Following for the Minister, Begins: Prime Minister has requested that you
be informed that he thinks that Peking broadcast of yesterday, with its
unfriendly criticism of the part played by India, makes it even more desirable
that your communication as President of the Assembly be made direct to
Peking and not, repeat not, through Indian Ambassador.

2. Indian Government anxious to know what your decision is. Ends.

188. 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 the General Assembly of the United Nations,
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

TELEGRAM 460 New York, December 6, 1952
SECRET. IMMEDIATE.

PREVIOUS COMMUNICATIONS WITH NEW DELHI ON THE
QUESTION.OF TRANSMISSION OF THE KOREA RESOLUTION

Reference: Your telegram No. 215 of December 5.

6Nazrollah Entezam, chef de la délégation de I'lIran.
Nazrollah Entezam, Chairman of Delegation of Iran.
0Le télégramme porte la mention ;/Noted in telegram:
Repeated to New York as No. 223 of December 6th.
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Following from the Minister, Begins: Please request our High Commissioner
in New Delhi to transmit the following message from me to Mr. Nehru,
Begins:

I have received through our High Commissioner your reply to my message
of December 3 and I am deeply grateful to you for the consideration which you
have given to this question. In the light of the views which you have expressed
concerning the best tactical approach to Peking, I have decided to transmit the
text of the resolution and a brief message directly by telegram to Chou En-Lai
and also to the Foreign Minister of the People’s Democratic Republic of Korea.
These communications were sent forward late last evening but it is not
intended to release the text of the covering message until time has elapsed to
permit its receipt in Peking. The text of my message therefore will probably be
released by the United Nations Secretariat in the course of today (December
6). An advance copy was sent to Madame Pandit late last evening. Any
subsequent steps you can take in Peking through your Ambassador to follow up
this matter will, I am sure, be most helpful and will be of the greatest possible
assistance to us all. Regards.

2. Text of my message to Chou En-Lai is as follows, Begins:

The General Assembly of the United Nations, at its 399th plenary meeting
on December 3, 1952, adopted a resolution under item 16(a) of its agenda —
Korea: Reports of the United Nations Commission for the Unification and
Rehabilitation of Korea. Under the terms of that resolution, originally
sponsored by the Government of India, the President of the General Assembly
is requested “to communicate the following proposals to the Central People’s
Government of the People’s Republic of China and to the North Korean
authorities as forming a just and reasonable basis for an agreement so that an
immediate cease-fire would result and be effected; to invite their acceptance of
these proposals and to make a report to the General Assembly during its
present session and as soon as appropriate.” In discharge of the duty placed
upon me by the terms of that resolution, I have the honour to transmit to you
the text of the resolution and to invite your acceptance of the proposals
contained therein.

(2) I send this message to you against the background of the casualties, the
sufferings, and the destruction in Korea which are the inevitable consequences
of war, and I add my personal appeal that you should give it your most
thoughtful and sympathetic consideration. When the First Committee of the
General Assembly, by an unanimous decision, agreed to treat the Korean
question as a matter of urgency, its decision reflected the concern of all
members of the United Nations, a concern which I am sure is shared by the
peoples of the world, over the tragedy of war and devastation in Korea, and
their deep desire to bring this war to an end on terms acceptable to both sides.
To this end negotiations have been proceeding for some sixteen months at
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Panmunjom, in the course of which a wide measure of agreement on the terms
of an armistice has been reached. The sole remaining issue which has not been
settled in the course of these armistice negotiations concerns the principles and
procedures by which the repatriation of prisoners of war can be effected.

(3) In itself, the prisoners of war issue is a challenge to the fundamental
humanitarian instincts which are shared by all mankind and urgently calls for
solution. In camps on both sides, human beings have been kept for long months
under military detention while the lengthy negotiations concerning their fate
have been continuing. There is an inescapable moral obligation on both sides in
the Korean conflict to make every possible effort to ensure that these prisoners
of war shall be free to return to their homelands, and their speedy return
facilitated.

(4) The discussion of this matter in the First Committee of this Assembly has
made clear the general agreement in the United Nations that this problem
should be dealt with and the repatriation of prisoners of war should be effected
under the terms of the Geneva Convention relative to the treatment of
prisoners of war of August 12, 1949, under the well-estabished principles and
practice of International Law, and under the relevant provisions of the draft
armistice agreement. It was also generally agreed that prisoners of war should
be released from the custody of the detaining powers to a repatriation
commission so that they can be free to exercise their undoubted right with
respect to repatriation, and that it was inconsistent with common humanitarian
principles that a detaining power should offer any hindrance to the return to
their homelands of any prisoners of war. Finally, there was general agreement
that the Geneva convention cannot be construed as authorizing a detaining
power to employ force to effect the return of individual prisoners of war to
their homelands.

(5) The General Assembly resolution clearly states the above principles with
respect to the solution of the prisoner of war issue, and, in addition, makes
concrete proposals with regard to the machinery of repatriation. It represents
ideas put forward by many governments represented in the General Assembly
whose unanimous desire is to bring peace to Korea. The resolution can make
this desire effective because its acceptance will make it possible to achieve an
armistice and a complete and immediate cessation of hostilities.

(6) The resolution, in addition, makes reference to the desire of the General
Assembly to expedite and facilitate, once an armistice is effective, the
convening of a political conference provided for in Article 60 of the draft
armistice agreement already accepted by the military negotiators at
Panmunjom.

(7) It is my earnest hope that the Central People’s Government of the
People’s Republic of China will accept these proposals of the General
Assembly as a basis for the solution of the one remaining issue which has
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prevented the conclusion of an armistice during the negotiations at Panmun-
jom. Once this issue is solved, it will become possible to bring the fighting to an
end and complete the programme for a peaceful settlement in Korea leading,
we must hope, towards a more general settlement which would contribute to
peace in Asia and in the world.

(8) The United Nations is determined to do everything possible to bring the
fighting to an end in Korea. This is also the declared aim of the Central
People’s Government. This common aim can be achieved if the proposals which
are now submitted for your consideration are, as I earnestly hope will be the
case, accepted in the spirit in which they are put forward. In this hope, as
President of the Seventh Session of the General Assembly of the United
Nations, I appeal to you to accept these proposals of the United Nations as
forming a just and reasonable basis for an agreement which will serve to bring
about a constructive and durable peace in Korea.

(9) I shall look forward to receiving as soon as possible your reply to this
communication, which I shall report to the General Assembly when it is
received.

(10) In accordance with the decision of the General Assembly, the text of the
resolution has also been communicated to the North Korean authorities, to
whom I am sending a similar message.

(11) Please accept, Sir, the assurance of my highest consideration. Ends.

3. Text of resolution follows. Ends. Message ends.

189. 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 2777 New Delhi, December 12, 1952
SECRET. IMMEDIATE.

KOREA
Following for Minister.
Pillai, Secretary General of External Affairs Ministry gave me the following
information this afternoon.

2. Immediately after receiving your message on November [December?] 7th
the Prime Minister instructed the Indian Ambassador in Peking that in
speaking to the Chinese Government about Assembly resolution he was not,

"ILe télégramme porte la mention ;/Noted on telegram:
Repeated to New York as 239. Dec. 12/52.
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repeat not, to be apologetic about Indian role at Assembly; he was to be firm
but not, repeat not, show resentment at language used by Peking.

3. The Indians have not, repeat not, yet received any indication of nature of
reply Chinese will make to your message. Pillai thinks they are probably
consulting their friends in Moscow but he takes some encouragement from the
fact that there has not been an immediate rejection. He thinks the Chinese will
probably not, repeat not, make their position clear until Eisenhower’s policy is
clearer.

4. Pillai, while disclaiming that he attaches much importance to story, has
twice given me at length the following information which if true would indicate
that Chinese are partners not, repeat not, puppets of Russians. The Swedish
Minister in Peking recently informed the Indian Ambassador that he had
heard from French source that Chou En-lai, on his recent visit to Moscow, had
informed Stalin that China would not, repeat not, make peace in Korea except
on his own terms since China found the continuation of the war useful for three
reasons: her ability to hold United Nations forces increased her prestige; the
war helped to create unity at home; the fighting provided useful training for
the Chinese army. The same source has said that the Chinese have requested
the Russians to remain at Port Arthur presumably because this would
discourage the United Nations from extending the war.

5. Pillai expressed personal displeasure at Menon’s speech in the United
States on Chinese recognition which serves no, repeat no, useful purpose but
merely annoyed the Americans.

6. He pressed me for my personal views on a story which he had received that
a group in the Pentagon did not, repeat not, want an armistice in Korea at the
present time. I said that I found it hard to believe that such a group could
represent more than a minority point of view because of powerful strategic and
political arguments in favour of an armistice, e.g. that war diverts strength
from Europe and puts a political strain on the North Atlantic Alliance. I put
this point as strong as I could since it is, I think, obvious that the Prime
Minister is skeptical about the professed desire of United States for an
armistice.

7. There must be some sort of re-examination of Indian foreign policy taking
place here as a result of recent events. Obviously the more that can be done to
lessen fear about foreign policy of new administration in Washington the more
likely the re-examination will lead in the direction we want.
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190. DEA/50069-A-40

Extrait de la note de la Direction de I’Extréme- Orient
pour le sous-secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures’

Extract from Memorandum by Far Eastern Division .
to Under-Secretary of State for External Affairs™

SECRET [Ottawa], December 20, 1952

KOREA — RECENT DEVELOPMENTS

2. On December 14, Chou En-Lai, Foreign Minister of the Peking
Government, replied by cable to Mr. Pearson’s message, and this reply was
made public on December 15. The Chinese reply rejected the Assembly’s
resolution as being “illegal and void”, and charged that it supported “the
United States Government’s position of forcibly retaining in captivity prisoners
of war in contravention of international conventions”. Other portions of this
lengthy and violent message reiterated the familiar Communist position on the
Geneva Convention, and contained equally familiar assertions regarding
terrorism by United States forces in Korea. The reply concluded by asking the
Assembly to rescind its resolution and to call upon the United States
Government “to resume immediately the negotiations at Panmunjom” on the
basis of the Draft Armistice Agreement. Attached is a copy of this reply,
reproduced as U.N. Press Release PM/2481."

"Le document porte la note suivante :;/The following was written on the document:
(through U{nited] N[ations] Division).
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NATIONS UNIES
UNITED NATIONS

PREMIERE PARTIE/PART 1

SIXIEME SESSION DE L’ASSEMBLEE GENERALE,
PREMIERE PARTIE, (6 NOVEMBRE-21 DECEMBRE 1951)
SIXTH SESSION OF THE GENERAL ASSEMBLY,
FIRST PART, (NOVEMBER 6-DECEMBER 21, 1951)

APPRECIATION/ASSESSMENT
191. DEA/5475-DW-14-1-40

Note du sous-secrétaire d’Etat suppléant aux Affaires extérieures
Memorandum by Deputy Under-Secretary of State for External Affairs

SECRET [Ottawal, January 11, 1952

THE DELEGATION’S ASSESSMENT OF THE
UNITED NATIONS ASSEMBLY

Telegrams from Paris Nos. 252 of December 21 and 272 of December 29'
appear to me to indicate that a natural feeling of irritation against the Asian
and other under-developed countries may be clouding the judgment of the
Delegation on tactics and strategy. The irritation may also be making it
difficult for our Delegation to understand the Asian approach to problems
before the Assembly. The Asians seem to be judged by one standard and we by
another.

2. Thus the reason we support certain resolutions which are otherwise futile is
that they are good propaganda in the Western world. When the poor countries
insist on passing a resolution about an international development fund we say
that it is futile and will debase the currency of United Nations resolutions and
machinery, but we do not accept the fact that from their point of view it is
good propaganda in the under-developed world.?

3. When we refuse to accept compromise proposals, we are opposing wishful
thinking which assumes that a clever form of words can eliminate vital
differences of principle. When the poor countries refuse to water down their
resolutions they are being intransigent and unrealistic and irresponsible.
Presumably, however, they could retort that what we are asking them to do is
to assume that a clever form of words can eliminate vital differences of

'Voir le document 212./See Document 212.
INote marginale :;/Marginal note:
There is a difference of course in the nature of the publicity. L.B. P[earson]
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principle between poor and rich countries on how much assistance rich
countries should give to poor.

4. A good deal is made of the so-called irresponsibility of the poor countries. I
assume that an irresponsible delegation is one which supports policies which
are not in the interests of that delegation’s country. Perhaps, however, the
pressure that the poor countries are putting on the rich countries in the debates
over Morocco, Southwest Africa, economic development, human rights is, on
the whole, serving the interests of the poor countries. While this pressure is
annoying to the West, if it is kept up, it is probably going to make it
increasingly difficult for the West to refuse to increase the pace of the granting
of self-government and to increase the pace and extent of the economic aid
which it grants.

5. Paragraph 8 of telegram No. 252 contrasts the Western propaganda
resolutions on disarmament, Germany, Yugoslavia and Italy with impractical
and ideologically confusing compromises put forward by the poor countries.
The impression conveyed is that the Assembly had to choose between these two
types of resolution. I suggest that on some at least of the resolutions a half-way
house might have been possible. Thus in the disarmament resolution we were,
from the beginning, of the opinion that it was unwise to ask the Assembly once
again to affirm support of the majority plan on atomic energy. The Americans
were intransigent on this. There may have been other amendments which could
have made it more palatable to the Asian and Latin American Delegations.
The same may have been true of the other three Western propaganda
resolutions. The feeling I get from this distance is that insufficient efforts have
been made by the principal Western Delegations in Paris to try to reach
agreement with the Asian Delegations on compromises which would not
diminish greatly the propaganda value of the resolutions in Western countries
and might increase their propaganda value in other countries.

6. The suggestion that the United Nations might adopt a “coming into court
with clean hands” doctrine is disturbing. The short answer is that the Assembly
is not a sort of court but a sort of parliament. Another answer is that the clean
hands doctrine is applicable only to certain types of cases before courts. If an
assault or theft is committed, the criminal is prosecuted even if the person who
has been assaulted or whose belongings have been stolen does not have clean
hands.

7. The basic objection, however, to the doctrine is that its adoption would
mean that the Assembly would be turned into a Quaker meeting in which no
one would be moved by the spirit to speak since no country comes to the
Assembly with clean hands. There are relative degrees of dirt.

8. In one place at least the telegram indicates that the author has accepted at
face value public statements which the Canadian Delegation has made even
though it is clear that these public statements are misleading. It is said in
paragraph 21 that “of course the highly industrialized countries cannot under
present circumstances increase expenditures for foreign assistance.” It is not a
matter of cannot but will not. There is no economic bar to Canada, for
example, increasing its Colombo assistance from $25 million to $100 million a
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year. We could do so either by reducing our defence expenditures by $75
million or by reducing the investment boom in Canada by $75 million or by
cutting down civilian consumption in Canada or by borrowing from the United
States or by a combination of all five methods.

9. Telegram 252 seems to oversimplify dangerously the difficult problems
created by the rise of Islamic nationalism in areas which are of strategic
importance to the Western world. It seems to assume that the aspirations of
Islamic nationalism can be satisfied only at the expense of the defence
requirements of the Western world. This is too simple a view. There may be
cases where the defence requirements of the Western world require us to
satisfy Islamic nationalism at the expense of a metropolitan power. We have,
for example, to weigh the possibility that a continuation of present French
policy in Morocco might provoke so much disorder there as to constitute a
greater strategic danger to us than a grant of self-government to Morocco.

10. Moreover, to look at the wider picture, it is impossible for the Western
world to prevent the Islamic world from falling under Communist domination
if we permit the Communists to capture the various Islamic nationalist
movements. We must, therefore, not allow these movements to conclude that
we are their enemies and the Communists are their friends. This is of the
utmost importance to us for purely realistic strategic reasons. Thus when we
consider what is “a realistic if inglorious™ policy in Morocco or Southwest
Africa we must realize that strong strategic arguments can be brought forward
in favour either of supporting the French and the South Africans or of
supporting the Arabs and the coloured people. Indeed, on purely realistic if
inglorious considerations, it may be in the interests of the West to throw to the
wolves the two million white people in South Africa if it should become clear
that our continued support of them would increase greatly the danger of the
Communists getting the support of the billion or so coloured people in the
world. I am not suggesting that our policy on Southwest Africa should be based
on such purely “realistic” considerations. I do suggest, however, that those who
call themselves realists about South Africa may be sentimentalists.

11. Similarly, I suggest that the policy of the Western countries on Morocco
at this Assembly was contrary to our own interests and was unrealistic and
sentimental.?

E. R(EID)

*Note marginale ;/Marginal note:
[ can’t say I agree with all of this. L.B. P[earson]
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192. DEA/5475-DW-14-1-40

Extrait d’une lettre du représentant permanent auprés des Nations unies
au sous-secrétaire d'Etat suppléant aux Affaires extérieures

Extract of letter from Permanent Representative to the United Nations
to Deputy Under-Secretary of State for External Affairs

SECRET Paris, January 23, 1952

Dear Escott:

I have your letter of January 117 enclosing the memorandum which you
prepared after surviving the shock of receiving our telegrams Nos. 252 of
December 21 and 272 of December 29.

Needless to say, I have read your memorandum with much interest. Perhaps
it would be better if 1 postponed comment on most of the points raised in it
until we have an opportunity of discussing them at length in Ottawa.

I would, however, like to comment on the first paragraph of your
memorandum which suggests that a feeling of irritation against the Asian and
other under-developed territories may be clouding the judgment of the
delegation on tactics and strategy. Perhaps I am wrong, but I have interpreted
this paragraph to mean that the delegation has failed in some way to give
effect to the principle set out in the following paragraph.

Each member of the delegation is, I think, very conscious of the importance
of the passage in the commentary referred to in Mr. Pearson’s telegram No.
206 of January 9," namely:

“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 the Asian Governments.”

I have interpreted this passage widely to mean that not only should we try to
bridge the gap between the policies of the United States and those of Asian
countries, but that we should where possible endeavour to gain the sympathy
and friendship of Middle East, Asian, and Latin American countries.

Each member of the delegation is also very conscious of the fact that we
have been able to do very little at this Assembly to gain the good-will of
Middle East, Asian and Latin American countries. We think, however, that the
main reason for our failure is that, whereas our general instructions emphasize
the importance of the bridging the gap principle, the instructions we have
received on specific issues have prevented us from giving effect to this principle
on most of the important questions that have come before the Assembly.

Let me review some of the issues to which most of the Middle East, Asian
and Latin American countries have attached great importance in this
Assembly:
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(a) Economic Development of Under-Developed Countries

It is, I think, true to say that we were amongst those who took the lead in
opposing the setting up of an International Development Authority to provide
for the development of under-developed countries. The Chilean resolution on
this subject had the vigorous support of nearly all Middle East, Asian and
Latin American countries. When the Chilean resolution passed in Committee
over our adverse vote, we voted and spoke against it in Plenary and we were
ready to make representations in the capitals of those countries which had
actively sponsored the resolution, if the United States took the lead in so doing,.
My impression is that our votes and speeches on this issue were in accordance
with our instructions.

(b) Covenants on Political and Economic Rights

There is little doubt that the position of our delegation at this Assembly has
been further removed from that of those delegations desiring covenants on
political and economic rights than that of any other delegation except possibly
the United Kingdom. On this issue, it might be said that the United States
delegation tried to bridge the gap between Canadian and United Kingdom
policy and that of Asian, Middle East, and Latin American countries. In a
speech which Mrs. Marshall®* made to the Third Committee throwing cold
water on the whole idea of a covenant of economic rights, Mr. Heeney
expressed concern because some kind words were said about a covenant
restricted to the traditional political rights. Again, I understand that the
position we took on this issue was in accordance with Cabinet instructions. If
we departed from Cabinet instructions, it was probably, as Mr. Heeney
suggests, in giving more sympathetic consideration to the position of Middle
East, Asian and Latin American countries than was warranted.

(c) Morocco

We took the lead in having the consideration of this item postponed by the
Assembly. The decision to sponsor the resolution postponing consideration of
the discussion of Morocco was taken by the the Minister. The Middle Eastern
and Asian countries particularly were vitally concerned in this issue. It was on
this issue that Sir Zafrulla Khan, generally a good friend of the Western
Democracies, paid humble tribute to the Soviet bloc delegations for the stand
they had taken.

(d) Disarmament

In your memorandum you say “we were from the beginning of the opinion
that it was unwise to ask the Assembly to affirm support of the majority plan
on atomic energy.” Although some uneasiness was expressed in the commen-
tary about the ambiguousness of our stand in favour of the majority plan,
neither the commentary nor, I believe, our instructions for the Committee of
Twelve last summer went so far as to say it would be unwise to ask the
Assembly to affirm support for the majority plan. Moreover, in discussions
which T had with Mr. Pearson, I do not remember that he suggested it. To

*Mme R.J. Marshall, membre de la délégation 4 la sixiéme session de I'Assemblée générale.
Mrs. R.J. Marshall, Representative, Delegation to the Sixth Session of the General Assembly.
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satisfy India and other abstainers on the three power resolution it would have, 1
think, been necessary not only to drop any reference to the majority plan
(which we might have accepted) but to have confined the resolution to setting
up a disarmament commission with no terms of reference except to consider all
proposals put before it. I was not aware that this was the type of resolution
favoured by the Department.
(e) South Africa

We perhaps had the worst of both worlds on this subject. Though we may
have offended the South Africans, I do not think we won the good-will of the
various countries which took the lead in criticizing South Africa’s policy
regarding South-West Africa and Indians in South Africa. Though we voted in
favour of the “regretting” resolution, we abstained on nearly all other questions
affecting South Africa and made no statements in Committee or Plenary.

(f) Trusteeship Questions

Although our general instructions on trusteeship encouraged us to attempt
to reconcile the administering authorities and their critics, the guidance we had
on specific questions usually forced us to take a position on the side of the
administering powers. Moreover, we were under instructions from the Minister
not to take a prominent part in the Fourth Committee. We were thus rarely in
a position to bridge the gap between administering and non-administering
powers.

(g) Wheat

A few days ago some members of the delegation thought that they might be
able to give some support to an Indian amendment to a food and famine
resolution which requested the grain exporting countries to play a special role
in the study which FAO is going to carry out on the question of the food
reserves. Our instructions were, however, to abstain if the Indian amendment
had been put to a vote. Although the Indian delegate withdrew his amendment
under strong pressure, it was clear that he blamed the Canadian delegation for
the pressure brought to bear upon him. He, in fact, expressed his resentment to
us.

I do not complain about the instructions we received on any particular issue
but I do suggest that when our specific instructions make it difficult for us to
carry out our general instructions, consideration might be given to changing
either the general instructions or the instructions on specific issues. As a result
of my experience at this Assembly, I cannot help thinking that there should be
a franker recognition in our general instructions that in reaching a decision on
a specific question the following principles carry great weight:

(a) We consider that when a matter adversely affects our self-interest we vote
in accordance with our self-interest without much regard for the effect that our
vote will have on other delegations. This principle would, I think, explain our
position on questions such as the International Development Authority, Human
Rights, Wheat, and Newsprint.

(b) We were not prepared, except under considerable provocation, to offend
or embarrass our friends even though we think that some action they have
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taken is wrong or unwise. This would, I think, explain our stand on Morocco,
the United States Mutual Security Act, and perhaps also South Africa. A
special word is in order about South Africa. No doubt our stand on South
African questions has displeased and probably offended the South African
Government, although their delegation here have taken it in good part. Let us
review some of the decisions. We voted for the “regretting” resolution, but only
after it had, at our request, been watered down to a very mild resolution. We
abstained on the question of invitations to the Herero Chiefs® and to Michael
Scott. We also abstained on a mild resolution regarding the position of Indians
in South Africa. When the South Africans threatened to introduce a resolution
in Plenary declaring illegal the action of the Fourth Committee in inviting
witnesses to appear before it, we told the South Africans that we would abstain
on this resolution even though we thought the action of the Fourth Committee
was legal. Hence, if the stand we took on South Africa implied censure, it was
only mild censure. It seems true to say that we have been long suffering and
patient, and the stand that we took at this Session was mainly due to South
African intransigence.

(c) Solidarity with Western Democracies. On nearly all important issues
where the policies of the United States, United Kingdom and France clashed
with those of the Soviet Union, we took our stand with the Western Democra-
cies. We did so, of course, not only for reasons of solidarity but because our
own interests and convictions coincided very largely with those of the Western
Democracies. Nevertheless, I cannot think of a single vote of any importance
between East and West on which we opposed the United States, United
Kingdom and France combined. Most of our abstentions were on issues where
the United States, United Kingdom, and France were themselves divided.

(d) Bridging the gap. It was only when the principles outlined in paragraphs
(a), (b), and (c) did not come into play that we were able to apply the bridging
the gap principle. This was done, for example, in discussions about the
Palestine Conciliation Commission. On one or two other occasions where we
might have done more than we did, we did not act because we had no time to
ask for instructions and were, in view of the Minister’s instructions to us here,
reluctant to take a lead without specific authority from the Department.

Perhaps I should say a special word about India. In this Assembly it would
have been difficult to bridge the gap between Indian and United States
policies. Except on a few issues in which it has a special interest (for example,
development of under-developed countries, South-West Africa, Indians in
South Africa) the Indian delegation has abstained where the policies of the
Soviet Union and the United States have differed (i.e. disarmament, Collective
Measures Committee Report, German Elections Commission) and did not
indicate what they considered the right policy to be. They merely said that
India would abstain until the Great Powers could agree among themselves. As
a rule Indonesia, Afghanistan, and Burma followed the Indian lead. In these
cases where India had no positive policy of its own it would have been difficult

’Du Sud-Ouest de I’Afrique./Of South West Africa.
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to bridge the gap between Indian and United States policies except by bringing
pressure on the United States to make concessions to meet the Soviet view.

I freely confess that I have been irritated by the attitude of some under-
developed countries and particularly Latin American ones. I am irritated with
Chile and Peru at this moment. The representatives of these two countries have
taken a most self-righteous line in this Assembly and yet when they were
invited to appear before the Negotiating Committee to state what contributions
they might make to the expanded technical assistance programme, neither
country took the trouble to appear or to send a word of excuse. (Last year
neither country made any contribution to the programme. That is perhaps the
reason why they did not come.) I am, however, not conscious that a feeling of
irritation has influenced my judgment on any specific question.

I am looking forward to seeing you in Ottawa. May I express the hope that
the members of the Department will not start sharpening their knives at least
until [ arrive.

Yours sincerely,
DAvVID M. JOHNSON

193. DEA/5475-DW-14-1-40

Le haut-commissaire en Inde
au sous-secrétaire d’Etat suppléant aux Affaires extérieures

High Commissioner in India
to Deputy Under-Secretary of State for External Affairs

SECRET AND PERSONAL New Delhi, January 24, 1952

Dear Escott,

I have your letter of January 11th" with its enclosure which says most
acutely a number of things that [ have wanted to have said. I might add a few
comments as follows:

Propaganda

I cannot see much future for an international organization if propaganda
and tactics take charge. The best propaganda, if one must speak in such terms,
comes by indirection, from dealing and seeming to deal with problems on their
merits. In my experience abroad I have been much struck by the reputation
that Canada has attained because, on the whole, we are regarded as good world
citizens trying so to act. International confidence can only be built up if, by and
large, such conduct comes generally to be expected. The trouble now is that the
world is becoming so shrewd in recognizing propaganda and tactics for what
they are that it may come to suspect them when they are not present. Such a
result would be a crowning disaster and would, more than anything else,
“debase the currency of United Nations resolutions and machinery.”
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Even if, on occasion, (compare, for instance, your paragraph 9) some
outstanding practical reason might prevent us from concurring with any course
that would otherwise seem more in accord with the spirit of the times, an
honest statement of our reasons might be better than evasion, and would, at
least, be understood. I recall an account by Lord Irwin, as he then was, of a
conversation with Gandhi who had come to ask him why the police had not
been severely disciplined because of their conduct on a certain occasion. Irwin
replied that, as Ghandi knew, there was about to be some great meeting that
the police would have to superintend. He could not afford, he said, to let his
police go there with their tails between their legs. Ghandi said that he quite
understood the practical force of such an answer and retired without any
further argument. In spite of appearances there is a large amount of this
practical sense in the East.

This may be a propos the Canadian stand on the Santa Cruz idea. We could
not be sure here that we had the correct text of the proposal which went
through various transformations, but it seemed to be always subject to the
hoped-for reduction in defence budgets; if so, whatever else might be said of it,
it would not seem to have been answered by a statement that “the highly
industrialized countries cannot wunder present circumstances increase
expenditures for foreign assistance.” Even under “present circumstances”, as
you point out, the word “cannot” was hardly accurate. Besides the illustrations
you give, rearmament does not seem to deter us from promising $18,000,000 to
television and did not deter us from giving $60,000,000 to Canadian farmers. I
should have thought that we could have made a much less categorical answer,
explaining at the same time that however much it might be willing to join in
helpful measures when the circumstances permitted, no country could give a
perpetual blanket mortgage for the future.

I agree thoroughly on “intransigence”. I am becoming very sick of the word.
I once defined a bore as one who prevents me from being a bore. Somewhat
similarly, “intransigence” seems to mean anything that runs counter to my own
intransigence. Usually, the word is applied when the other fellow wishes to
follow his policy rather than mine, or, when I try to fob him off with a short-
cut, insists on reminding me of a principle. If there were an international
A.B.C. of words not to be used, at least for some time, I would put “intransi-
gence” among them.

In some respects it may seem that the poorer nations are demanding a new
sort of colonialism, and their expectations are, at times, somewhat extravagant;
but after all, the hopes of these nations are founded in the Charter, and surely
it is from the West that the doctrine came that the standards of living must be
raised in backward countries. Even if we must think for the present in terms of
a divided world it is in the interest of one half of that world that the new
democracies now in being should be able to stand up economically, and that
other backward countries should be able to grow in health.

I hope that in our general policies we are not going so to act as to crystallize
the notion of an Islamic world. We have enough sectionalism as it is. It is
noteworthy that the Arab and Asian powers that made representations
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yesterday on Tunisia were not exclusively Muslim. India, a determinedly
secular state, was among them. The true policy, not only for the Common-
wealth but for the world, is that stated by Sir Eyre Crowe years ago: the policy
that fits the best interests of the greatest number of mankind. Our best
propaganda and our best tactics will lie in pursuing the courses that seem to
have that policy as their guide.

Y ours sincerely,

WARWICK CHIPMAN

194. DEA/5475-DW-14-1-40

Le sous-secrétaire d’Etat suppléant aux Affaires extérieures
au représentant permanent aupres des Nations unies

Deputy Under-Secretary of State for External Affairs
to Permanent Representative to the United Nations

PERSONAL AND SECRET Ottawa, February 6, 1952

Dear Dave,

Many thanks for your letter of January 23 commenting without any
evidence of irritation on my irritating remark that some of the telegrams from
the Delegation in Paris indicated that a natural feeling of irritation against the
Asian and other under-developed countries at the Assembly might be clouding
the judgment of the Delegation on tactics and strategy.

My memorandum has served a useful purpose by precipitating your letter. I
agree with you that consideration should be given to changing either the
general instructions to our Delegation to the Assembly or the instructions on
specific issues, and I hope that in our post mortem on the last session of the
Assembly we can go into this question fully both on the official level and then
in discussions with the Minister.

I do hope that these post mortem discussions can be arranged to take place
in Ottawa at a time to suit your convenience and the plans of the Minister.

In this post mortem I hope that we will re-examine in turn our policy on the
seven points which you list on pages 2 to 4 of your letter.

No such re-examination will be of much practical value unless it is
accompanied by some discussion of the relative degree of importance which we
attach to maintaining at the General Assembly an outward show of solidarity
with the United States, the United Kingdom and France. In your letter you
state that you cannot think of a single vote of any importance between East
and West on which we opposed the United States, the United Kingdom and
France combined. I should like to know whether this statement of yours would
be equally accurate if you omitted France. It also would be interesting to
compare our position on these votes with that taken, say, by Norway or the
Netherlands.

We might also discuss in the post mortem the merits of the general principle
on voting which we have followed at this Assembly. This principle, as 1
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understand it, is that when we are in fact opposed to a resolution moved by a
friend, we demonstrate our opposition by abstention and that when we are in
fact in favour of a resolution proposed by the Soviet group, we demonstrate our
approval by abstention.

If you will look at my memorandum of January 11 again, I think you will
see that my worries were not about the actual position which the Delegation
had taken on any issue as about the kind of analysis of issues which was set
forth in the two telegrams I referred to. My complaint was that in the analysis
of issues before the Assembly the Asians seemed to be judged by one standard
and the Western Powers by another. My other worry was that there was, it
seemed to me, an over-simplification in the telegrams of the difficult problems
created by the rise of Islamic nationalism in areas which are of strategic
importance to the Western world.

I hope that you can, before your arrival in Ottawa, prepare a memorandum
on the Assembly which would constitute the basis for our post mortem and a
starting point for a reconsideration of policy on specific issues. It would be very
useful if you could send this to us in Ottawa before you arrive here so that we
can circulate it.

All your friends in the Department are looking forward with keen
anticipation to seeing you again. It seems a very long time since we said good-
bye in Karachi two years ago. You will also find the Department loud in their
praises of the way in which you have carried out a most difficult task at this
Assembly. The job of Chief of Staff of the Delegation to the Assembly is
difficult enough at any time but at this Assembly it was much more difficult
than usual. The reasons are obvious. The Minister was there for only part of
the time. If the Assembly had been in New York it would have been easier to
have got Ministerial decisions quickly. The Delegation this year contained
fewer members with long experience. This session of the Assembly was
confronted in a way in which no previous session has been by the second most
crucial problem of our generation — the relations between the “have” world
and the “have not” world.

All best wishes.
Yours sincerely,
EscoTT REID
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2¢ PARTIE/PART 2
SIXIEME SESSION DE L’ASSEMBLEE GENERALE,
DEUXIEME PARTIE, (2 JANVIER-5 FEVRIER 1952)

SIXTH SESSION OF THE GENERAL ASSEMBLY,
SECOND PART, (JANUARY 2-FEBRUARY 5, 1952)

SECTION A

COMMISSION DE CONCILIATION POUR LA PALESTINE
PALESTINE CONCILIATION COMMISSION

195. DEA/50134-40

Le chef de la délégation a I’ Assemblée générale des Nations unies
au secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures

Chairman, Delegation to the General Assembly of the United Nations,
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

TELEGRAM 241 Paris, December 19, 1951
CONFIDENTIAL

PALESTINE CONCILIATION COMMISSION
Reference: My preceding telegram.’

Following is the text of the revised draft resolution on Palestine given to our
delegation by Campbell of the United Kingdom delegation this morning with a
request that it should not be discussed at this juncture with any other
delegation. Text begins:

The General Assembly

RECALLING its Resolution 194 (III) of 1l December, 1948 and 394 of 14
December, 1950,

HAVING EXAMINED the report of the United Nations Conciliation
Commission for Palestine (A/ .....),

NOTING THAT agreement has not been reached between the parties on the
final settlement of outstanding questions,

RECOGNIZING THAT in the interests of the peace and stability of the Near
East efforts to achieve such a final settlement should be continued,

1. Urges the governments concerned to seek agreement with a view to an
early settlement of their outstanding differences and for this purpose to make
full use of United Nations facilities;

2. Expresses its appreciation to the Conciliation Commission for Palestine for
its efforts to assist the parties to reach agreement on their outstanding
differences;

3. Notes with regret that, as stated in paragraph 87 of the report, the
Commission has been unable to fulfil its mandate;
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4. Considers nevertheless that, in the light of Paragraph 86 of the report, the
Conciliation Commission for Palestine should continue to be available to the
parties to assist them in reaching agreement on outstanding questions, (and
that the office established under paragraph 2 of resolution 394 (V) of 14
December 1950 should continue to be maintained);

(5. Authorises the Conciliation Commission for Palestine to designate in its
discretion and after consultation with the Secretary-General a representative or
representatives to assist the parties in reaching agreement on outstanding
questions when in the opinion of the commission circumstances warrant);

6. Decides that the headquarters of the Conciliation Commission for
Palestine should be transferred to the headquarters of the United Nations;

7. Requests the Conciliation Commission for Palestine to report to the
seventh regular session of the General Assembly on the progress of efforts to
achieve a peaceful settlement of outstanding questions;

8. Requests the Secretary-General to provide the necessary staff and facilities
for carrying out the terms of the present resolution. Text ends.

196. DEA/50134-40

Le chef de la délégation a I’ Assemblée générale des Nations unies
au secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures

Chairman, Delegation to the General Assembly of the United Nations,
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

TELEGRAM 289 Paris, January 4, 1952
CONFIDENTIAL

PALESTINE CONCILIATION COMMISSION
Reference: My telegram No. 241 of December 19th, 1951.

1. At a meeting of Commonwealth representatives at headquarters of the
United Kingdom delegation this morning Coulson® distributed a redraft of the
proposed resolution on the Palestine Conciliation Commission. Four points are
worthy of note in the new draft.

(a) In the preamble an additional paragraph has been added in the following
terms:

“Considering that the governments concerned have the primary responsibil-
ity for reaching a settlement of their outstanding differences. . .”

(b) Paragraph 5 has been re-written to read as follows:

“Authorizes the Conciliation Commission for Palestine in its discretion to
designate a representative or representatives to assist it in carrying out its
functions.”

¢J.E. Coulson, ministre plénipotentiaire, délégation permanente du Royaume-Uni auprés des
Nations unies ; représentant suppléant a la sixiéme session de I'’Assemblée générale.

J.E. Coulson, Minister Plenipotentiary, Permanent Delegation of United Kingdom to the
United Nations; Alternate Representative of the Sixth Session of the General Assembly.
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(c) Paragraph 6 is revised so as to read:

“Decides that the headquarters of the Conciliation Commission for
Palestine should be transferred to the headquarters of the United Nations, a
representative of the commission being maintained at Jerusalem.”

(d) Finally the Conciliation Commission is asked to render progress reports
“periodically to the Secretary General for transmission to the members of the
United Nations” instead of reporting to the 7th regular session of the General
Assembly, as the former draft proposed.

2. Coulson informed us that although there was general support for this
resolution it had been difficult to find sponsors for it among countries not
directly concerned with the Palestine problem. It would therefore be sponsored
jointly by the United States, United Kingdom, France and Turkey. Sharett
(Israel)” had criticized the draft only mildly and was prepared to go along with
it. The Arabs would not object.

197. DEA/50134-40

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 the General Assembly of the United Nations

TELEGRAM 197 Ottawa, January 7, 1952
CONFIDENTIAL. IMPORTANT.

PALESTINE CONCILIATION COMMISSION
Reference: Your telegrams No. 281, January 3," and No. 289, January 4.

We have now had an opportunity to examine the Conciliation Commission’s
Report and to read its conclusions in conjunction with the draft United States
Resolution contained in your telegram No. 241 of December 19 and with the
points in the redraft contained in your telegram No. 289 of January 4. Until
the draft text of the Resolution has been made available to the French and
Turkish Delegations and their reactions obtained to its principal recommenda-
tion — the move to New York — the fate of the Resolution as a whole must
remain uncertain. In other respects it should, however, prove acceptable to
them as it seems to reflect the principal conclusions of the Commission’s
Report, albeit in less forthright language.

2. The one exception is the failure of the original United States draft to refer
specifically to the refugee problem or to the functions of the Refugee Office
established by the Commission last year. As we have always considered a
settlement of the refugee problem as an essential first step towards a wider

"Moshe Sharett, ministre des Affaires étrangéres d'Israél, chef de la délégation 4 la sixiéme
session de |"Assemblée générale.

Moshe Sharett, Minister for Foreign Affairs of Israel; Chairman of the Delegation to the Sixth
Session of the General Assembly.
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peace settlement, we suggest, unless you have strong views to the contrary, that
you support the inclusion of an amendment to paragraph 4 such as that
suggested by the United Kingdom or even one reaffirming more vigorously the
continued existence and important responsibilities of its Refugee Office. With
reference to UNRWAPR, see my immediately following telegram No. 198.°
3. As regards the draft paragraph 5, we agree with the United Kingdom view
that the Commission already has the necessary authority to appoint an
individual mediator when circumstances seem to warrant such action, but can
see no harm in reaffirming the power to make use of a method of conciliation
which has proven valuable in the past.

4. We are unable with the information now at our disposal to see the utility of
“a representative of the Commission being maintained at Jerusalem” as
suggested in the revised version of paragraph 6 but would like to have your
views.

5. Otherwise, subject to your own views, we would have no objection to your
co-sponsoring a resolution along the lines of the U.S. draft if you are asked to
do so by the United Kingdom and the United States (preferably with the
amendments referred to in paragraphs 2 and 3 above), especially as it now
appears that Israel and the Arab States are willing to go along with the
proposal and that there is general support for the resolution amongst other
delegations. With reference to the changes noted in your telegram No. 289 of
January 4, although as you know we have never been enthusiastic about
including a provision along the lines of Item (a) in the Preamble we would
seriously question only (c). This, however, we will leave to your discretion.

198. DEA/50134-40

Le chef de la délégation a I’ Assemblée générale des Nations unies
au secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures

Chairman, Delegation to the General Assembly of the United Nations,
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

TELEGRAM 371 Paris, January 12, 1952
CONFIDENTIAL

PALESTINE CONCILIATION COMMISSION
Reference: Your telegram No. 197 of January 7.

I. As you know the question of sponsorship of the draft resolution on the
Palestine Conciliation Commission was settled before we received your
telegram under reference, which authorized us to include Canada’s name
among the sponsors. France, Turkey, United Kingdom and United States
sponsored.

2. It seemed to us in following the course of the debate that a good part of the
controversy centered around non-essential features of the four-power draft
resolution. In view of your willingness to have Canada associated with the
effort to secure acceptance of the draft resolution, we discussed the developing
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situation with the United States and United Kingdom delegations and found
that they agree with us that a few amendments to their draft resolution would
probably make it much more acceptable to the ad hoc Political Committee.
Since they were not in a position to offer to the committee themselves the
rephrasing of their own draft, we undertook to suggest the necessary changes
during the course of our own statement which was scheduled for the following
day, January 11. The text of the amendment proposed will be found in my next
succeeding telegram. My own covering statement has gone forward to you by
bag.

3. What seemed to all of us to be chiefly needed was to simplify the preamble
and to delete certain phrases in the operative part of the draft resolution to
which either Arabs or Israelis particularly objected. Operative paragraphs 3
and 4 of the amended draft, read together, provide the basis for future efforts
to reach a settlement and make it possible to drop the very contentious first
paragraph of the operative part of the four-power draft resolution. We thought,
furthermore, that the proposed simplification of the draft would bring into
stronger relief its two chief purposes, namely that of meeting the continuing
need for conciliation on the basis of Assembly resolutions and that of securing
the transfer of the headquarters of the commission to New York. Since the
Conciliation Commission has always enjoyed authority to appoint subsidiary
bodies or to employ technical experts, we proposed that paragraph 5 of the
four-power draft should be dropped. In view of differences of opinion among
the four powers about retaining a representative of the commission in
Jerusalem, regarding which you had expressed misgivings, we offered a
formula, now thought preferable by the four powers, which advocated the
transfer of the commission’s headquarters to New York “without prejudice to
the maintenance of a representative in Jerusalem.” The commission would in
any case have the right to appoint a representative in Jerusalem if it so wished,
but special reference is made to this possibility in the draft resolution because
otherwise it might be difficult to get from the governments which control
Jerusalem permission for the re-entry of a representative of the commission
once the commission itself had left.

4. In the original draft resolution there was a reference to paragraph 86 of
the Conciliation Commission’s report, which deals with detailed proposals
rejected by the parties during their Paris discussions last October. It would
make the draft resolution more acceptable to both parties to have the reference
to paragraph 86 deleted. It seemed to us that the resolution as a whole would
be strengthened if a reference were made instead in this paragraph to past
resolutions of the General Assembly on the basis of which the commission is to
operate.

5. In view of our instructions we also prepared an amendment specifying that
the Conciliation Commisston’s Refugee Office should be kept in operation. At
the last moment, however, we dropped it in view of objections raised by the
four powers. Coulson (United Kingdom) had already assured the ad hoc
Political Committee that there was no question of closing the Refugee Office.
It will be kept in operation as part of the Conciliation Commission’s normal
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work. Jessup told us that if a reference to the Refugee Office were included in
the draft resolution it would give rise to demands that all other aspects of the
Conciliation Commission’s work should also be specified. This in turn would
lead to bitter debate and might prejudice the chances of adoption of the draft
resolution.

6. Just before I spoke, Bokhari (Pakistan)® submitted a revised draft
resolution which was worked out, I understand, in conference between
representatives of Arab states and Pakistan. The text goes to you today in a
separate telegram. The Pakistan draft resolution spells out the functions of the
commission, particularly in relation to the settlement of the refugee problem. It
instructs the commission to “implement” General Assembly resolutions,
empowers the Refugee Office to act as the custodian of refugee property and
provides that the Conciliation Commission shall be composed of seven
members whose headquarters would remain in Jerusalem.

7. Jessup spoke on behalf of the four powers in committee on January 12
announcing their acceptance of the Canadian amendments. He told us
privately that Israel will not oppose the amended joint draft resolution when it
comes to a vote. However, to make it clear to the committee that the draft
resolution represents a compromise between the Arab-Pakistani point of view
and that of Israel, Eban® circulated today an Israeli draft resolution for which
he prepared the way in his first speech. It proposes the abolition of the
Conciliation Commission and the appointment of a good offices committee for
the calendar year 1952. He will withdraw this resolution before the vote.

8. The Arabs have told Jessup that they will accept the amended joint draft
resolution if three further amendments are incorporated in it:

(a) In operative paragraph 3 after “considers that,” they would insert the
words *“in accordance with past resolutions of the General Assembly.”

(b) In operative paragraph 4, after the word “continue”, they would insert
the words “its efforts to assist in the implementation of the previous resolutions
of the General Assembly on Palestine and that the commission should
continue.......”". The words “in accordance with past resolutions of the General
Assembly” which appear further down in paragraph 4 could then be deleted.

(¢) The commission should be composed of five instead of three members.

9. The four powers will accept (a) and (b), but not, repeat not, (c). Hitherto
all decisions of the commission have been unanimous. They think there is little
likelihood of unanimous decisions in the future if representatives of Israel and
the Arab bloc are added to the commission, as has been suggested, or even if
close friends of Israel and the Arabs were appointed.

8Professeur Ahmed S. Bokhari, représentant permanent du Pakistan auprés des Nations unies ;
membre de la délégation & la sixiéme session de I'Assemblée générale.

Professor Ahmed S. Bokhari, Permanent Representative of Pakistan to the United Nations;
Representative to the Sixth Session of the General Assembly.

°Abba Eban, représentant permanent d’Israél auprés des Nations unies ; chef de la délégation 4
la sixiéme session de I’Assemblée générale.

Abba Eban, Permanent Representative of Israel to the United Nations; Chairman, Delegation
to the Sixth Session of the General Assembly.
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10. We agree with the four powers that conciliation processes would be
obstructed rather than expedited by the appointment of two interested states,
and it seems to us that even the appointment of two neutral states would slow
up its work appreciably, since this would involve the consulting of two
additional governments at every stage. In view of the success of the Rhodes
precedent,' the trend is likely to be towards reduction of the commission to a
single mediator if developments in the Middle East should warrant the holding
of anything in the nature of a conference to reach a final settlement.

11. The United Kingdom and United States delegations have been most
appreciative of the help we have given toward securing majority support for the
draft resolution, and Jessup when announcing acceptance of our amendments
by the four sponsors made a number of kind references to the Canadian
initiative.

199. DEA/50134-40

Le chef de la délégation a I’ Assemblée générale des Nations unies
au secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures

Chairman, Delegation to the General Assembly of the United Nations,
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

TELEGRAM 372 Paris, January 12, 1952
RESTRICTED

PALESTINE CONCILIATION COMMISSION
Reference: My immediately preceding telegram.

Following is the text of amendments proposed by Canada in the Ad Hoc
Political Committee on the morning of January 11th.

Preamble
1. Omit paragraphs 3, 4 and 5 of the preamble.
Operative portion
2. Omit paragraph 1.
3. Renumber paragraphs 2 and 3 as 1 and 2 respectively.
4. Add a new paragraph 3 to read as follows:

“Considers that the governments concerned have the primary responsibility
for reaching a settlement of their outstanding differences;”

5. Amend paragraph 4:

(a) By deleting in the first line the phrase “in the light of paragraph 86 of the
report,” together with the commas setting off this phrase, and

"°Dispositions pour des négociations en vue d’aboutir 4 la paix sous la surveillance d’un seul
médiateur des Nations unies.
An arrangement for negotiations towards a peace settlement under the supervision of a single
United Nations mediator.
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(b) By inserting the phrase “in accordance with past resolutions of the
General Assembly” (set off by commas before and after the phrase)
immediately after the word “parties” in line 3 of the paragraph.

6. Omit paragraph 5.

7. Amend paragraph 6 to read:

“Decides that without prejudice to the maintenance of a representative in
Jerusalem, the headquarters of the Conciliation Commission for Palestine
should be transferred to the headquarters of the United Nations:”

The draft resolution as amended would then read as follows:

“THE GENERAL ASSEMBLY,

“RECALLING its resolutions 194 (III) of 11 December 1948 and 394 (V) of
14 December 1950,

“HAVING EXAMINED the progress report of the United Nations Conciliation
Commission for Palestine (A/1985),

“1. EXPRESSES its appreciation to the Conciliation Commission for Palestine
for its efforts to assist the parties to reach agreement on their outstanding
differences;

“2. NOTES with regret that, as stated in paragraph 87 of the report, the
commission has been unable to fulfil its mandate;

“3. CONSIDERS that the governments concerned have the primary responsibil-
ity for reaching a settlement of their outstanding differences;

“4, CONSIDERS nevertheless that the Conciliation Commission for Palestine
should continue to be available to the parties, in accordance with past
resolutions of the General Assembly, to assist them in reaching agreement on
outstanding questions;

“5. DECIDES that without prejudice to the maintenance of a representative in
Jerusalem, the headquarters of the Conciliation Commission for Palestine
should be transferred to the headquarters of the United Nations;

“6. REQUESTS the Conciliation Commisssion for Palestine to render progress
reports periodically to the Secretary-General for transmission to the members
of the United Nations;

“7. REQUESTS the Secretary-General to provide the necessary staff and
facilities for carrying out the terms of the present resolution.”



UNITED NATIONS 269

200. DEA/50134-40

Le chef de la délégation a I’ Assemblée générale des Nations unies
au secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures

Chairman, Delegation to the General Assembly of the United Nations,
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

TELEGRAM 384 Paris, January 15, 1952
CONFIDENTIAL

PALESTINE CONCILIATION COMMISSION
Reference: Our telegram No. 371 of 12 January, 1952.

1. When the Ad Hoc Political Committee adjourned for the week-end on
12th January it seemed likely that, with a few further amendments, the Arabs
and their friends would support the 4-power draft resolution on the Palestine
Conciliation Commission as amended by Canada and that Israel might abstain,
though the Soviet bloc would oppose the amended draft resolution. In
fulfilment of our expectations Afghanistan tabled two amendments early on
Monday, 14th January, which represented, we thought, the minimum Arab
demands for the further revision of the draft resolution. These were acceptable
both to ourselves and to the four powers. They involved only the inclusion of
two additional references to past resolutions of the General Assembly and a
suggestion that the Conciliation Commission should “continue its efforts to
secure the implementation of these resolutions.”

2. Over the weekend, however, the Arabs and their friends seem to have
made up their minds that if they exerted themselves once more they might be
able to carry the committee still further. On Monday morning, accordingly,
Colombia brought in a series of three revised amendments the purpose of
which was

(a) To recall “all” previous Assembly resolutions on Palestine (we have been
invoking only those resolutions which relate to the Conciliation Commission’s
work);

(b) To call on the governments to observe the Assembly resolutions *“‘strictly”
(no matter how out of date they may be) and to seek agreement for sett[l]ing
their differences “in a spirit of justice”, (which the parties interpret each in
their own way);

(c) To ask the Conciliation Commission “to ensure the strict observance” of
the Assembly’s resolutions (i.e., giving it a degree of executive authority not
hitherto contemplated).

3. The Philippines also came forward on the 15th with an amendment in line
with Arabs wishes, expressing special regret that the refugees have not been
repatriated or compensated for their properties. Indonesia and Iran revived
Pakistan’s proposal of January 11 that the headquarters of the commission
should be kept in Jerusalem and asked that its membership be increased to
seven.
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4. The rapid introduction of these amendments just before the voting affected
the atmosphere in the committee. It is true that the proposal to keep the
commission’s headquarters in Jerusalem was defeated (17-25-12, with Canada
voting against), but the proposal to shift the headquarters to New York was
also defeated on a tie vote (22-22-8, with Canada voting in favour). The
chairman interpreted this to mean that the commission may continue its work
in any place except Jerusalem or New York. (The Arabs had argued, however,
that since the resolution made no reference to the location of the headquarters
the commission could do as it pleased.)

5. The proposal to increase the membership®of the commission to seven,
although some of the Arabs and their friends themselves thought five would be
enough, was carried by 24 to 22 with 11 abstentions, Canada voting against the
proposal.

6. Colombia succeeded in having “all” resolutions of the Assembly invoked,
despite the fact that some are out of date. It also succeeded in having the
paragraph inserted which calls on the governments to observe these resolutions
“strictly”. The committee rejected, however, the third Colombian amendment,
which called on the Conciliation Commission itself to ensure the strict
observance of the resolutions.

7. The expression of special regret that the refugees have not yet been
repatriated or compensated, suggested by the Philippines, was adopted by 28-
13-16, Canada abstaining. Our abstention was based on two considerations. On
the one hand our instructions have emphasized Canada’s anxiety to have the
refugee problem liquidated as soon as possible and to secure compensation of
refugees for abandoned property. On the other hand, however, we do not
believe large-scale repatriation is likely to be feasible. The authors of the joint
draft resolution, moreover, have been trying to avoid spelling out any single
function of the commission, since they do not think it wise to lay more
emphasis on one part of the peace settlement than another.

8. The draft resolution as a whole as amended was adopted by 43-13 with 2
abstentions (Sweden and Turkey). Those voting against the draft resolution as
a whole included the United States, the United Kingdom and France, the
Soviet bloc, Israel and Uruguay. Supporters of the resolution included at least
six European states, the great majority of the Latin American Republics and
the Arab, Asian and African blocs. With a new adviser having to occupy the
chair because of the absence of the usual member of the delegation on other
business, and in the very confused situation prevailing, Canada supported the
draft resolution as a whole as amended, in an unrecorded vote, but will vote
against the draft resolution as amended in the plenary session.

9. The last-minute intervention of Colombia, the Philippines, Iran and
Indonesia has had the effect of making it impossible for Israel to abstain, as we
had hoped it would. Israel has reserved the right to bring forward in the
plenary session again its proposal for a good offices committee.

10. The general effect of the revised draft resolution is to create an unwieldy
group instructed to relate its work to a heterogeneous collection of Assembly
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resolutions some of which are mutually contradictory and some of which it is
quite impossible to carry out. We suppose the commission will choose Geneva
as its headquarters and would have no objection to this, but we do not believe
the revised resolution will lead to an improvement of the situation unless the
four states added to the commission are truly disinterested and the men chosen
to represent them are unusually able. If we are approached with a request to
allow Canada’s name to be proposed for membership on the commission should
we refuse, and if so on what grounds?

201. DEA/50134-40

Le chef de la délégation a I’ Assemblée générale des Nations unies
au secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures

Chairman, Delegation to the General Assembly of the United Nations,
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

TELEGRAM 385 Paris, January 15, 1952
RESTRICTED

PALESTINE CONCILIATION COMMISSION
Reference: My immediately preceding telegram.
Following is the text of the resolution on the Palestine Conciliation
Commission adopted by the ad hoc Political Committee on 15 January 1952.
THE GENERAL ASSEMBLY,

RECALLING all the resolutions adopted by previous sessions of the General
Assembly on the Palestine problem,

HAVING EXAMINED the progress report of the United Nations Conciliation
Commission for Palestine (A/1985),

1. EXPRESSES its appreciation to the Conciliation Commission for Palestine
for its efforts to assist the parties to reach agreement on their outstanding
differences;

2. NOTES with regret that, as stated in paragraph 87 of the report, the
commission has been unable to fulfil its mandate and that the above-mentioned
resolutions have not yet been implemented, in particular with regard to the
repatriation of refugees wishing to return to their homes and also with regard
to the just and equitable evaluation of and compensation for the properties of
those not wishing to return;

3. CONSIDERS that the governments concerned have the primary responsibil-
ity for reaching a settlement of their outstanding differences in conformity with
the resolutions of the General Assembly on Palestine;

4. URGES the governments concerned strictly to observe the resolutions of the
General Assembly and to seek agreement with a view to an early settlement of
their outstanding differences in a spirit of justice: and for this purpose to make
full use of United Nations facilities;
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5. consiDERS that the Conciliation Commission for Palestine should
continue its efforts to secure the implementation of the resolutions of the
General Assembly on Palestine, and accordingly to be available to the parties
to assist them in reaching agreement on outstanding questions;

6. DECIDES that the Conciliation Commission shall consist of 7 members; the
four additional members shall be designated by the General Assembly before
the end of the present session;

7. REQUESTS the Conciliation Commission for Palestine to render progress
reports periodically to the Secretary-General for transmission to the members
of the United Nations;

8. REQUESTS the Secretary-General to provide the necessary staff and
facilities for carrying out the terms of the present resolution.

202. DEA/5475-DW-14-40

Extrait du télégramme du chef de la délégation
a I'Assemblée générale des Nations unies
au secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures

Extract from Telegram from Chairman,
Delegation to the General Assembly of the United Nations,
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

TELEGRAM 421 Paris, January 21, 1952
CONFIDENTIAL

ASSISTANCE TO PALESTINE REFUGEES
Reference: Our telegram No. 416 of January 19.

6. Some of the features of the Palestine Conciliation Commission resolution
are not likely to be acceptable to a two-thirds majority of the Assembly. It
seems to us that this gives us a reason for suggesting privately to the sponsors
of the original Palestine Conciliation Commission draft resolution and to the
Arab states that in the plenary meeting certain amendments might be offered
to operative paragraphs 2 and 4 of the Palestine Conciliation Commission
resolution in order to bring them into closer harmony with the language of the
draft resolution on assistance to Palestine refugees. We have in mind also a
possible compromise on operative paragraph 6 of the Palestine Conciliation
Commission resolution, so as to provide for a commission of 5 instead of 7
members. It seems to us that the paragraphs in question could be so revised as
to command general support and to avoid creating a situation which would
force Arab delegates to recede from the cooperative attitude they have taken in
recent discussions with the four powers.

7. Unless the situation should change we are not proposing to intervene in the
debate, since it would serve no purpose except to explain our reserved position,
and this can be done effectively and briefly on explanation of vote.
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203. DEA/50134-40

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 the General Assembly of the United Nations

TELEGRAM 251 Ottawa, January 22, 1952
CONFIDENTIAL. IMPORTANT.

PALESTINE CONCILIATION COMMISSION
Reference: Your telegram No. 384 of January 15.

We are not entirely happy about the suggestion contained in your paragraph
8 that when the Resolution adopted in the Ad Hoc Political Committee on
January 14 comes up in plenary session, the Canadian Delegation will reverse
its stand and vote against. Instead, we consider that the Delegation should
concentrate on inserting in the Resolution as it now stands, the minimum
number of amendments which would make it acceptable to the original
sponsoring powers and sufficiently palatable to ourselves and Israel to permit
of abstention or an affirmative vote.

2. In view of the slim majority by which the more contentious paragraphs of
the final draft were approved, there is every likelihood that they will not
achieve the two-thirds majority required in plenary session. The present draft
will therefore almost certainly undergo some amendment before its final
adoption. We consider that the objective outlined in paragraph 1 above might
be achieved if the following changes could be made in the present draft:

Operative Portion

Paragraph 2: Delete and substitute: “Notes with regret that the Commission
has been unable to fulfil its mandate for the reasons set forth in paragraphs 84
and 85 of the Commission’s Report.”

Paragraph 4. Delete word “strictly”.

Paragraph 5: Delete and substitute: “Considers that the Conciliation Com-
mission for Palestine should continue its efforts to secure the implementation of
Resolutions of the General Assembly relating to its work and to continue to be
available to the parties to assist them in reaching agreement on outstanding
questions.”

Paragraph 6: Delete and substitute: “Decides that the Conciliation Com-
mission shall consist of five members, the two additional members to be
designated by the General Assembly before the end of the present Session.”
Had the vote in the Ad Hoc Political Committee not been taken sooner than
expected, you would have received instructions from us to support the increase
in the size of the Commission from three to five members, a change which
seemed to us to be a harmless concession if it would suffice to win Arab
support for the Resolution as it then stood. The Arabs might now be prepared
to accept the compromise figure of five members and the original four
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sponsoring powers and Israel might also be persuaded to accept this change if
the move to New York could be reinserted in a new draft.

Paragraph 7: Insert new paragraph reiterating the Canadian formula which
was rejected in a tie vote in the Ad Hoc Political Committee concerning the
transfer of the headquarters to New York. (This amendment is optional in the
view of the Department, as we have never attached any great importance to the
proposal. The Delegation should be guided on this point by the attitude of the
original four sponsoring powers.)

3. The remaining paragraphs in the Resolution as adopted in Committee
could remain unchanged.

4. If you should be asked about Canadian participation in an expanded
Commission you should decline without explanation.

204. DEA/50134-40

Le chef de la délégation a I’ Assemblée générale des Nations unies
au secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures

Chairman, Delegation to the General Assembly of the United Nations,
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

TELEGRAM 442 Paris, January 24, 1952
CONFIDENTIAL. IMPORTANT

PALESTINE CONCILIATION COMMISSION
Reference: Your telegram No. 251 of January 15th [22nd].

1. The plenary meeting to discuss questions relating to Palestine is scheduled
for January 26th.

2. We have been exploring for three days with the United States and United
Kingdom delegations the possibility of securing agreed amendments to the
resolution concerning the Palestine Conciliation Commission, in accordance
with paragraph 6 of our telegram No. 421 of January 21st. We were glad to
learn last evening from your telegram under reference that this is the approach
the Department itself desires.

3. What we had done before receiving your telegram was to suggest
informally that the following line of argument might be pursued:

(a) For purposes of orderly discussion, agenda item 24 was arbitrarily divided
into two parts, although it was generally recognized that the question of a
peace settlement and the question of the refugees are closely related.

(b) The committee adopted a resolution on the Conciliation Commission
before its resolution on refugees was drafted. The latter resolution was the
result of consultations between the four sponsoring powers and the Arab states
and was satisfactory to both groups.

(c) It would be logical now to look back at the first resolution with a view to
securing a similarly broad basis of support for it and ensuring that its language
is not out of harmony with the language of the second resolution.
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(d) Operative paragraph 2 of the first resolution might be amended as
follows, so as to make it correspond more closely with operative paragraph 2 of
the refugee resolution, to which the sponsors and the Arabs have agreed:
“Notes with regret that, as stated in paragraph 87 of the report, the
commission has been unable to fulfil its mandate, as set forth in resolutions 194
(I1T) of 11 December 1948 and 394 (V) of 14 December 1950.”

(e) The following language might be used for paragraph 4: “Urges the
governments concerned to seek agreement with a view to an early settlement of
their outstanding differences in a spirit of justice and pursuance of resolutions
adopted by the United Nations General Assembly, and for this purpose to
make full use of United Nations facilities.”

(f) We suggested a commission of five instead of seven members, but said
nothing about where the headquarters of the commission should be located.

4. In the light of your instructions we have passed on to both delegations this
morning the additional amendment suggested for paragraph 5 of the
resolution.

5. The State Department does not want the commission expanded if Pakistan
is to be a candidate. It is not sure that even the friendliest attempt to secure
Arab acquiescence to a series of amendments before the plenary meeting will
be successful. The sponsors will discuss strategy this afternoon, however, and
may base their talks on our suggested amendments, which they consider useful.
We will keep you informed of later developments.

205. DEA/50134-40

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 the General Assembly of the United Nations

TELEGRAM 262 Ottawa, January 25, 1952
SECRET. MOST IMMEDIATE.

PALESTINE CONCILIATION COMMISSION
MACDONNELL’S TELEPHONE CALL
Following from Under-Secretary.

1. We are unable, on the basis of telephone conversations, to judge the
situation fully from here.!'" We are content to leave to you the decision on
whether you should move the amendments to the resolution and we will back
up your decision.

2. Our primary interest, however, is to compose differences and to get a
resolution supported by the Arabs, by Israel and by the sponsoring powers.
You should try up to the last to get agreement between these three groups on
the first sentence of the preamble which we understand is the stumbling block

"Voir le document 210./See Document 210.
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to Israeli support. Failing agreement, you should try up to the last moment to
get some other country or group of countries to sponsor the amendments.

3. We trust that Israel, even if not satisfied on the preamble, will abstain on
the resolution as a whole. If there is danger of Israel voting against the
resolution, you should use your best efforts in cooperation with other
responsible powers to persuade Israel to abstain.'?

206. DEA/50134-40

Le chef de la délégation a I’ Assemblée générale des Nations unies
au secrétaire d’Erat aux Affaires extérieures

Chairman, Delegation to the General Assembly of the United Nations,
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

TELEGRAM 459 Paris, January 26, 1952

CONFIDENTIAL. IMPORTANT,
Reference: Your telegram No. 262 of January 25.

1. We are deeply grateful for your willingness to back up our decision on this
complicated controversy, and appreciate to the full the difficult problem we
had to put to you in a last minute telephone call.

2. For our part we made every effort to carry out your final instructions:

(a) We failed at first to get agreement among the three groups on the first
sentence of the preamble;

(b) It proved absolutely impossible to find another sponsor.

3. We therefore put in our amendments and concentrated on persuading
Israel not merely to abstain but to agree. This effort was successful.

4. After we introduced our amendments the sponsors, the Arabs, and Israel
paid tribute to what they were pleased to call our constructive efforts. Everyone
else with five Cominform exceptions seemed pleased. A paragraph by
paragraph vote was avoided and the amended resolution passed with 48 in
favour (including Canada, Israel, and all the Arabs except Iraq) to 5 against
{Soviet bloc) and one abstention (Iraq).

5. This is the kind of majority we were working for. It was obtained by very
hard work on short notice by a great number of delegations. Everyone was so
gratified by the outcome of the vote that they took our forthright lecture
reserving our financial position on assistance to Palestine refugees with a
surprising absence of protest.

2Notre exemplaire du document porte I'ajout suivant :
The following was written on this copy of the document:
This telegram was delivered to the Embassy in Paris at 4:55 a.m., Paris time Jan.
26th, COMMUNICATIONS SECTION.
(and to the Hotel Raphael at 6 a.m. E.P. MacCallum)
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207. DEA/50134-40

Le représentant suppléant de la délégation
a I'’Assemblée générale des Nations unies
au sous-secrétaire d'Etat suppléant aux Affaires extérieures

Alternate Representative,
Delegation to the General Assembly of the United Nations,
to Deputy Under-Secretary of State for External Affairs

PERSONAL AND CONFIDENTIAL Paris, January 29, 1952

Dear Escott,

In a sense I want to apologize for the sudden telephone call on Palestine
which must have startled you a little. We realized to the full that we were
presenting you on a moment’s notice with a problem the nature of which could
not be fully explained in a telephone conversation. Had it not been for the
Minister’s final injunctions to Mr. Lesage to be particularly careful to consult
Ottawa before doing anything on Palestine, we probably would have taken the
decision in the delegation. However, we felt that we had to be sure of the
Government’s support and we picked you as the senior person most likely to be
familiar with the general problem. I am sorry that we had to throw it at you on
such short notice and so incompletely. It is always difficult to know how far a
delegation should use its own judgment in a last-minute crisis. In this case,
however, we felt that because the decision was essentially political our hands
were tied.

As the result of fast-moving developments, we were faced at the last minute
with the following situation:

a) The Arabs had secured a last-minute victory in the vote in the Ad Hoc
Committee on four paragraphs of the draft resolution on the Palestine
Conciliation Commission which the Western powers did not like and to which
Israel was bitterly opposed;

b) If the Arabs failed to get the two-thirds majority for which they were
working, we should have no decision to continue the attempt to conciliate the
Palestine dispute. This would represent a defeat for Canadian policy, which is
directed toward securing a peace settlement within the framework of the
United Nations;

c) Israel was working hard to secure a vote which would knock out the four
objectionable paragraphs, and would not have been unhappy if the whole
resolution was lost, since they would have been in a position to revive their
proposal for a Good Offices Committee with much more limited terms of
reference than the Conciliation Commission,

d) During the day on which we telephoned you, Jessup had won over the
Arabs to accept concessions on the three operative paragraphs to which Israel
objected if the sponsors would agree to let them keep a recital in the preamble;

¢) The sponsors were very anxious to take advantage of the Arab concession,
since they felt an Arab defeat on a straight vote on the resolution as adopted in
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Committee would have disturbed the atmosphere in the Near East seriously,
and would almost certainly have prejudiced the whole programme for Palestine
refugees;

f) Both Israel and the sponsors were confident of our good will and
disinterested approach and it seemed that no other delegation could put in the
necessary amendments with any hope of having them passed.

We were convinced, moreover, that even if Israel failed to get their way in
regard to one paragraph of the preamble, or in regard to strategy in dealing
with the resolution, their objections would be of a minor and ephemeral nature
and would not affect their long-term policy. We were seriously worried that a
defeat for the Arabs would have lasting and harmful effects.

We were all very much encouraged to get the Department’s reply so
promptly promising to back up our judgment. As things turned we were even
more right than we had imagined about the mildness of Israel’s objections.
When your telegram arrived in the early morning of January 26, everyone
concentrated their efforts on Eban. Among others, Jessup and I urged him to
make a real contribution to improving the atmosphere in the Near East and
after some hesitation he decided to go along. Therefore, we have helped to
ward off a situation that might have been very unfortunate.

I do not give much weight to the utterances of Choukayri'® of Syria — who
is at least two-fifths ham — but it is of some interest to note that in speaking
for the Arabs, he described the Canadian representative as a man of dignity,
sober mind, and sound judgment, who considered it his duty to fill many gaps
and many loop-holes, and who performed his task “diligently and with
devotion”. “His task is a task of conciliation, of bridging difficulties, and we
express our gratitude and appreciation to the distinguished representative of
Canada.” The friendliness of his tone was something we hadn’t expected, since
we had spoilt three of their favourite paragraphs.

What I think should please us particularly, and the Minister would probably
like to know of it, is Eban’s statement that “the work undertaken by the
Canadian delegation in this field is in full conformity with the positive and
constructive role which that government has played in all developments in
United Nations treatment of the Palestine question.”

All this will be recorded in detail in our final report, but I thought I should
send you a personal note of explanation. This question of urgent consultation
between the delegation and the Department is something that should be
discussed when the post-mortem is held.'

Yours sincerely,
[R.M. MACDONNELL]

3Ahmed Shukairi, secrétaire général adjoint de la Ligue des Etats arabes, membre de la
délégation de la Syrie 4 la sixiéme session de I’Assemblée générale.
Ahmed Shukairi, Assistant Secretary-General, League of Arab States; Representative,
Delegation of Syria, to the Sixth Session of the General Assembly.
“Note marginale :/Marginal note:
I have sent Mr. Macdonnell a personal reply. E. R[eid] Feb. 14/52.
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208. DEA/50134-40

Le secrétaire d’Etar 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 the General Assembly of the United Nations

TELEGRAM 268 Ottawa, January 30, 1952
CONFIDENTIAL

PALESTINE CONCILIATION COMMISSION

Following from Pearson, Begins: I am extremely gratified at the outcome of
the Palestine Conciliation Commission issue. The Delegation is to be
congratulated on the energetic and useful contribution which it made towards
the framing of a Resolution commanding the widest possible support.

209. DEA/50134

Le chef de la délégation a I’ Assemblée générale des Nations unies
au secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures

Chairman, Delegation to the General Assembly of the United Nations,
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

TELEGRAM 497 Paris, February 1, 1952
RESTRICTED. IMPORTANT.

PALESTINE CONCILIATION COMMISSION
Reference: Your telegram No. 270 of January 31st.'

1. Following is complete text of resolution on Palestine Conciliation

Commission adopted January 26th in plenary session of General Assembly:

THE GENERAL ASSEMBLY,

RECALLING all the resolutions adopted at previous sessions of the General
Assembly on the Palestine problem,

HAVING EXAMINED the progress report of the United Nations Conciliation
Commission for Palestine,

1. EXPRESSES its appreciation to the Conciliation Commission for Palestine
for its efforts to assist the parties to reach agreement on their outstanding
differences;

2. NOTES with regret that, as stated in Paragraph 87 of the report, the
Commission has been unable to fulfil its mandate under the resolutions of the
General Assembly;

3. CONSIDERS that the Governments concerned have the primary responsibil-
ity for reaching a settlement of their outstanding differences in conformity with
the resolutions of the General Assembly on Palestine;
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4. URGES the governments concerned to seek agreement with a view to an
early settlement of their outstanding differences in conformity with the
resolutions of the General Assembly on Palestine; and for this purpose to make
full use of United Nations facilities;

5. cCONSIDERS that the Conciliation Commission for Palestine should
continue its efforts to secure the implementation of the resolutions of the
General Assembly on Palestine and accordingly should be available to the
parties to assist them in reaching agreement on outstanding questions;

6. REQUESTS the Conciliation Commission for Palestine to render progress
reports periodically to the Secretary-General for transmission to the members
of the United Nations;

7. REQUESTS the Secretary-General to provide the necessary staff and
facilities for carrying out the terms of the present resolution.

210. DEA/50134-40

Enregistrement de la conversation téléphonique entre des membres
de la délégation a I' Assemblée générale des Nations unies
et le sous-secrétaire d’Etat suppléant aux Affaires extérieures,
a Ottawa, le 25 janvier 1952

Record of telephone conversation held on January 25, 1952
between Members of Delegation to the General Assembly of the
United Nations and Deputy Under-Secretary of State for External Affairs

CONFIDENTIAL Paris, February 4, 1952

Miss MacCallum opened the conversation by saying that the Delegation
wished to be sure that it had the Department’s approval of what it had been
doing in carrying out its instructions with regard to the Palestine question. The
Delegation had been asked to concentrate on getting the resolution on the
Palestine Conciliation Commission amended so as to make it acceptable to the
sponsoring powers and sufficiently palatable to Canada and Israel to permit of
an affirmative vote or an abstention.

2. Negotiations with the four sponsors of the resolution had borne results and
there were now two amendments which the Canadian Delegation would put
forward if the Department agreed. Their purpose was to tone down two of the
four most controversial paragraphs so as to enable the parties either to vote in
favour of these paragraphs or to abstain. If the amendments were put in by
Canada the sponsors had made an arrangement with the Arabs which would
look after the two other controversial paragraphs. The sponsors would abstain
on the first recital of the preamble recalling “all” previous resolutions of the
General Assembly on Palestine, to which Israel was very much opposed, while
the Arabs would respond by abstaining on operative paragraph 6, which would
have enabled them to appoint a Muslim state to an expanded Conciliation
Commission. The sponsors opposed the expansion of the Commission and an
Arab abstention would ensure that this paragraph would be dropped.
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3. The resulting resolution, minus paragraph 6, with two paragraphs
amended and the first recital of the preamble retained, would probably
command well over a two-thirds majority of the Assembly. There was still the
difficulty that although Israel would be glad to have paragraph 6 eliminated,
and although it would abstain on the two paragraphs as amended by Canada, it
had not yet agreed to abstain on the first recital of the paragraph, and its
objection to the reference to “all” previous United Nations resolutions on
Palestine meant that all the conditions mentioned in the Department’s
instructions to the Canadian Delegation had not been met. The arrangements
just described had been worked out, however, in a series of long conferences
between the sponsors and the Arabs on the basis of four proposed amendments
given to the sponsors by the Canadian Delegation, and the arrangement
seemed to offer the best means of obtaining a two-thirds majority in the
Assembly.

4. Israel was disappointed that amendments were being brought in in an
effort to save the resolution. It would have preferred to have the objectionable
paragraphs fail for lack of a two-thirds majority. It felt particularly strongly on
paragraph 1 of the preamble and was unhappy because the sponsoring powers
had decided not to vote against it. The sponsoring powers, however, had given
very careful consideration to their position. The Arabs were yielding on three
issues in the operative part of the resolution and it therefore seemed worth
while to make a concession to them by retaining the reference to “all previous
resolutions of the General Assembly on Palestine” in a recital in the preamble.

5. Mr. Reid said the Minister was away from Ottawa and could not be
consulted. The complex nature of the arrangements described by Miss
MacCallum made him feel that it would be impossible for him to give a
definite and immediate opinion, since he had not seen the text of the proposed
Canadian amendments or studied them in relation to the draft resolution as a
whole.

6. Mr. Macdonnell then explained that the Delegation wanted to take a lead
which would preserve a great deal of the work done by the Committee both on
the Palestine Conciliation Commission and on Palestine refugees. The Arabs
felt there was a close connection between the question of refugees and the
question of a final political settlement, and if the plan for handling the
resolution on the Conciliation Commission fell through, the danger was that
the Arabs, having suffered what they would regard as a very serious defeat,
would not be able to co-operate fully when it came to carrying out the
suggestions of the Relief and Works Agency and that the work of cleaning up
the refugee situation would be impeded. They had offered to make very
considerable concessions with regard to the P.C.C. resolution. Israel’s interests
were not being damaged and their momentary dislike for the recital in the
preamble would probably not have lasting effects.

7. In answer to a question from Mr. Reid, Mr. Macdonnell said that the
Delegation was not in any doubt on its voting positions. One thing that had
caused Mr. Johnson some concern was whether it would be thought presumpt-
uous by the Department if the Canadian Delegation took the lead in proposing
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amendments which, when the whole thing was voted would leave Israel with a
certain disappointment about the first paragraph of the preamble. Mr.
Macdonnell said he wished to make it clear that, if the Canadian Delegation
did not actually bring in the amendments proposed, or if somebody else did not,
a great deal of the resolution would be knocked out and that an extremely
messy situation would result which ought to be avoided at all costs.

8. Mr. Reid suggested that the sponsors should try to get another delegation
to move the amendments. Mr. Macdonnell replied that at this late hour it
would be quite impossible for the sponsors to get another neutral delegation to
do this. The proposed amendments went a long way to meet Israel’s objections
but, because they did not go all the way, Israel was not happy about the plan.
The sponsors had succeeded in getting the Arabs to back down considerably.
The Conciliation Commission would not be increased in size. Israel was
winning in substance and it seemed a pretty fair deal.

9. Mr. Reid did not feel that in Mr. Pearson’s absence he should make a
decision but undertook to get in touch with the Prime Minister and let the
Delegation know either by telephone or most immediate telegram what the
Prime Minister’s wishes were. Mr. Macdonnell added that if there was a
collapse the Canadian Delegation would be held responsible by those who knew
about the negotiations.

SECTION B

AFRIQUE DU SUD-OUEST
SOUTH WEST AFRICA

211. 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 the General Assembly of the United Nations,
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

TELEGRAM 271 Paris, December 27, 1951
SECRET. IMMEDIATE.

SOUTH WEST AFRICA
Addressed to External No. 271 repeated London No. 311.
Following from Johnson, Begins:
1. Jooste' of the South African Delegation called on me this morning to

I5G.P. Jooste, ambassadeur de I’Afrique du Sud auprés des Nations unies ; chef adjoint de la
délégation de I’Afrique du Sud auprés des Nations unies.
G.P. Jooste, Ambassador of South Africa in United States; Vice-Chairman, Delegation of
South Africa to the United Nations.
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discuss South West Africa. He had received instructions from Dr. Donges,'
who will not return to Paris until January Ist or 2nd, to have preliminary
conversations on a bilateral basis with delegations of the Administering Powers
and of certain other *“‘responsible” countries.

2. Jooste began by saying that he could not tell us exactly what had been
decided during Donges’ consultations with the South African Cabinet. He
emphasized, however, that the matter had reached a point where in his
governments view “some positive stand was required” of South Africa. The
Union Government was not for the time being concerned with the two
substantive resolutions which had been recently adopted by the Fourth
Committee. It intended, however, to bring before a plenary meeting of the
Assembly the “constitutional issue” involved in the Fourth Committee’s
invitations to the Hereros and to the Rev. Michael Scott. Jooste was not sure of
the most feasible means of bringing this constitutional issue before a plenary
session. He hoped that the Assembly’s debate on the Fourth Committee’s
substantive resolutions on South West Africa might provide the occasion. If
not, South Africa might have to ask, through the General Committee, for a
new item to be placed on the agenda. In any case, South Africa would find a
way of confronting the General Assembly with a draft resolution challenging
the legality of the Fourth Committee’s decisions to grant hearings to the
Hereros and Michael Scott. (The legal arguments adduced by South Africa
with regard to the Hereros are contained in Dr. Donges’ letter to the President
of the Assembly, a copy of which was sent to you with my letter No. 67 of
November 27th.)

3. In very forceful terms Jooste repeated what Donges had said in a
Commonwealth meeting a month ago (see my telegram No. 104 of November
27th) to the effect that the unconstitutional behaviour of the Fourth
Committee had grave implications not only for South Africa but for all the
Administering Powers. No country, he said, could afford to tolerate such illegal
interference in its affairs. South Africa hoped to be able to organize a “united
front” of responsible members in support of its case.

4. During the conversation no direct reference was made to our votes on the
various issues which arose during the debates on South West Africa. Jooste
did, however, express his government’s disappointment that some countries had
supported the French on Morocco while withholding their support from South
Africa on a matter involving “the same principle”. He hoped that we would be
prepared to take part in further conversations with the South African
delegation both on a bilateral and on a more general basis; and he wished to
know whether South Africa could count on Canadian support for the course
which it intended to follow. In reply to a question Jooste said that he could not
predict what his government’s reaction would be to the rejection of its proposed

1T.E. Donges, ministre de I'Intérieur de I’Afrique du Sud ; chef de la délégation de I’Afrique du
Sud auprés des Nations unies.
Dr. T.E. Donges, Minister of Interior of South Africa; Chairman, Delegation of South Africa
to the United Nations.
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resolution. This would depend on how many delegations voted with South
Africa and, more important, who they were.

5. I said that I would send you a report of the conversation but that until I
heard from you I could not express even a personal view on what our attitude
would be. It was left that I would seek instructions and speak to him again in a
few days. I gathered that because of the Christmas recess he was having
difficulty in approaching some of the delegations concerned. He had seen the
French who were “very sympathetic” but as Jessup was out of town he had not
yet spoken to the Americans.

6. In view of the importance which South Africa attaches to this question I
should be most grateful to know as soon as possible what line we might take in
our conversations with them and with other delegations.

7. Most delegations are maintaining only skeleton staffs during the recess.
Hence it may be difficult to obtain the views of other delegations until January
2nd. We shall keep you informed of developments.

8. I asked Jooste if the South African High Commissioner in Ottawa would
be making independent representations to you. He was not certain but did not
think so since Roberts was not fully conversant with the question. Ends.

212. ) 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 the General Assembly of the United Nations,
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

TELEGRAM 272 Paris, December 29, 1951
SECRET. IMMEDIATE.

SOUTH WEST AFRICA
Reference: My telegram No. 271 of December 27 (No. 311 London).
Addressed External No. 272 repeated London No. 312."7

1. We have been giving some thought to the position the Canadian delegation
might take on the issue shortly to be raised by South Africa in the General
Assembly, namely the legality of the Fourth Committee’s decision “to grant
the request” of the Hereros Chiefs for a hearing before the Fourth Committee.

2. The South African approach raises the narrow issue of what to do about
the invitation to the Hereros and the much broader issue of our solidarity, or
lack of it, with administering powers and states in a similar position. Let us
take the broader issue first.

""Note marginale ;/Marginal note:
It was decided not to refer this to Pretoria or CPD(UN) New York mainly I gather
because we did not agree with these views. A telegram went to Delegation in Paris on
Dec. 31.
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3. In essence, the South Africans want us to support them and the
administering powers through thick and thin wherever the problem of
nationalist ambitions makes a troublesome appearance. Thus, they would
oppose and would like us to oppose most moves by nationalists anywhere in the
world, for example, against the French in Morocco or Tunisia or against the
United Kingdom in other parts of Africa.

4. Clearly, such a negative approach has no appeal to Canadians. On the
other hand, we must not go to the other extreme. Though we have sympathy
for those who seek self-government, we also have a strong interest in preventing
the development of trouble-spots that would endanger western defence. To take
Morocco as an example, the Canadian position is not unlike that of the United
States, except that we have no responsibilities in Morocco. There is in both the
United States and Canada a good deal of sympathy for Nationalist aspirations.
At the same time, it must be recognized that to satisfy those aspirations
quickly, in the extreme form advanced by interested trouble-makers, would
endanger installations that are of importance, and perhaps of vital importance,
to the defence of the west — namely NATO airfields. The same situation may
be repeated in Tunisia and Central Africa and elsewhere. South-West Africa is
relatively unimportant at the moment, but it may set patterns of considerable
significance.

5. In considering this whole range of questions, it seems evident that our
interpretation of the Charter cannot take place in a vacuum. It must be related
to the needs of the day, one of which is the avoidance of mischievious or
irresponsible, or simply well-meaning but ill-conceived, attempts to banish all
vestiges of “colonialism” before ascertaining whether anything better or as
good (from the point of view of the inhabitants) is ready to take its place. For
example, to take Moroccan nationalism at its face value and turn the country
over to the vocal anti-French minority would do the inhabitants no service and
would prejudice NATO efforts as far as airfields are concerned. At the same
time, Canadians sympathize with the desire of nationalists everywhere to run
their own show. There are no sharply defined blacks and whites in this picture,
and both nationalist aspirations and the defence requirements of the western
world must be borne in mind. We hope you will agree that in this broad field
our attitude to specific problems is bound to represent a compromise between
these two methods of approach.

6. Proceeding on this realistic, if inglorious, basis of compromise between the
theoretically desirable and the practically important, where do we wind up in
considering the South Africans and their grievance about the invitation to the
Hereros?

7. In deciding to challenge the decision of the Fourth Committee on legal
grounds South Africa may have simplified our problem — or they may have
complicated it. If your legal advisers are satisfied that South Africa is right in
its contention that the Fourth Committee exceeded its powers (and, in our
view, South Africa has put forward some pretty convincing arguments), we
might vote with South Africa in plenary and explain our previous abstention on
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the ground that when the vote was taken in the Fourth Committee we had not
had sufficient time to examine the legal position.

8. If, however, your legal advisers are of the opinion that the Fourth
Committee did not exceed its powers, a more difficult decision faces us. In that
event, we should presumably have to vote against South Africa in plenary. In
explanation of our vote, we could say that, in our view, the Fourth Committee
had power to grant the request of the chiefs to be heard. We could then add
that more than a legal problem was involved. Though the action of the Fourth
Committee was within its legal competence, it was, we think, of doubtful
wisdom. Hence, we abstained when the vote was taken in the Fourth
Committee.

9. It seems to us that South Africa’s arguments that the resolution is illegal
are impressive. Hence, we would hope that we might combine a vote for South
Africa with an appeal (which might be made in public or private or both,
depending on circumstances) for moderation and good sense all round. We
could say that we have real doubts about who is entitled to appear before the
United Nations and believe that the subject deserves much more careful and
unheated consideration than it has received. We could appeal to both sides to
stop and think and not take up hard and fast positions. To the anticolonialists,
we could suggest that irritating South Africa is not an end in itself of very
great value and that there are advantages in keeping South Africa as part of
the free world. To the South Africans, we could suggest that some respect is
due to the honest opinion of the free world about the rights and aspirations of
native peoples. Obviously until we know the exact line which the South
Africans intend to pursue we cannot work out a Canadian position in terms of
resolutions and votes. Can we not, however, start from the basis sketched above
of deploring extravagant claims by the Fourth Committee, urging South
Africans to recognise that the Fourth Committee represents not only
malevolence and irresponsibility but also a sincere desire on the part of some
members to find the right path in a complicated situation and thus try to
prevent a hardening of positions on both sides?
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213. DEA/5431-40

Le secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures
au chef de la délégation a I’ Assembée générale des Nations unies

Secretary of State for External Affairs
to Chairman, Delegation to the General Assembly of the United Nations

TELEGRAM 174" Ottawa, December 31, 1951
SECRET

SOUTH WEST AFRICA
Reference: Your telegram No. 272 of December 29.

An examination is, as you suggested, being made here into the legal grounds
for the contention by South Africa that the Fourth Committee exceeded its
powers in deciding to hear the Hereros. Meantime could you ascertain the
views of the United Kingdom and United States delegations as to the legality
of the Fourth Committee’s action?

2. While the question of satisfying nationalist aspirations in non-self-
governing territories, as your telegram points out, needs very careful
consideration in view of the importance of safeguarding NATO airfields and
other defence installations, it is not clear that this has much bearing on the
Southwest African question now before the Assembly. So far as we are aware,
there is not as yet in Southwest Africa a nationalist demand for self-
government. The question at issue in the Assembly is not a grant of self-
government to Southwest Africa, but merely the extent of international
supervision which it may be possible to exercise over South Africa’s adminis-
tration of the mandate. Southwest Africa, including its defence installations,
will undoubtedly remain completely under South Africa’s control, regardless of
the action the Assembly takes.

3. The Canadian Government will wish to give the most careful consideration
to the position which it should take when South Africa raises in the Assembly
the question of the legality of the Fourth Committee’s action. It will not be
possible in the meantime to make any commitment to support South Africa, as
suggested by Jooste in paragraph 4 of your telegram No. 271 of December 27.
If possible, delay would be desirable before the question comes up in the
Assembly, in order to give time for mature consideration by all countries
concerned.

4. We would appreciate any information you can obtain as to the views of the
Scandinavian countries.

18] ¢ télégramme porte la mention manuscrite ;/Noted on telegram:
Repeat to London 2321 and Washington EX-2465.
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214. 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 the General Assembly of the United Nations,
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

TELEGRAM 299 Paris, January 5, 1952
SECRET. IMMEDIATE.

SOUTH WEST AFRICA

Addressed Ottawa No. 299, repeated London No. 7."°

We were represented yesterday at a meeting on South West Africa attended
also by representatives of Australia, New Zealand, South Africa, and United
Kingdom. The purpose of the meeting was to give Dr. Donges an opportunity
to explain the intentions of the South African Government on the matters
raised with us by Jooste on December 27 (my telegram No. 271 of December
27).1

2. Dr. Donges spoke, in essence, as follows. He had been impressed during his
visit to South Africa with the indignant state of all sections of public opinion
regarding the South West African question. In the action which it had already
taken the government had general support throughout the country. In order to
satisfy mounting demands for further concerted action, it had decided to seek
an opportunity of tabling in plenary session a resolution (text contained in my
immediately preceding telegram) challenging the legality of the Fourth
Committee’s action in granting hearings to the Hereros and to Michael Scott.
The object of narrowing the issue to purely legal grounds was to attempt to
gain the support of countries which would not support South Africa on the
substance of the case. South Africa hoped that “the nations whose opinions
really count” would see that the action taken by the Fourth Committee was a
symptom of the wider tendency, apparent at this session, viz., the trend towards
unjustified criticism of the administering powers and illegal interpretations of
the charter. This trend had been illustrated by the claim of an irresponsible
majority that the Fourth Committee was empowered to discuss political affairs
in non-self-governing territories.

3. Donges continued that in view of the hostility of the majority, South
Africa had no illusions about the result of the vote on its resolution but hoped
to win the support of a responsible minority. He was not sure of the best tactics
for introducing it. He did not favour attempting, through the General
Committee, to place a new item on the agenda. It would therefore be
necessary, under Rule 67 of the Rules of Procedure, to obtain the support of

"Notre copie du télégramme porte la note suivante ;/The following was written on this copy of
the telegram:
In repeating this telegram to Washington we omitted para 9 & so renumbered para
10 making it 9. A. I[reland]
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one-third of the members present and voting for a discussion of the Rappor-
teur’s report on the South West African item. The repercussions in South
Africa would be “unpredictable” if he was deprived of putting (word omitted)
his government’s case. Assuming, however, that the necessary support for
discussion of the report was obtained, he would take the opportunity to
emphasize the constitutional issue and he would close his speech by proposing
his resolution.

4. A frank exchange of views followed on the feasibility and wisdom of the
course outlined by Donges. Both the United Kingdom and Australia considered
that the resolution would probably be ruled out of order on the ground that it
raised a new matter not related to the substantive resolutions contained in the
Rapporteur’s report. In reply Donges reported that he would relate his
resolution not to the substantive resolutions on South West Africa but to those
parts of the Rapporteur’s report which referred to the Hereros and Michael
Scott. Jooste had seen the President of the General Assembly, whose initial
reaction to this argument was that such a resolution would not be out of order.
In response to a United Kingdom objection that the present text of the
resolution did not make specific enough reference to the Rapporteur’s report,
Donges said he could make the necessary textual adjustments.

S. The Australian representative, while generally sympathé¢iic to South
Africa, hoped that it would not be necessary to vote on whether or not the
resolution was in order. Australia itself would be greatly embarrassed if a vote
were necessary, partly because it was uncertain if such a resolution would be in
order but principally because, if the resolution were ruled in order, unfortunate
consequences might ensue. Certain delegations unfriendly to South Africa
might well vote in favour of considering the resolution so as subsequently to
vote it down. The effect of its rejection would not only be a defeat for South
Africa but would also be an endorsement by the General Assembly of the
decisions of the Fourth Committee. This would be an unfortunate development.
It would be much preferable for the committee’s decisions to remain in dispute
than for them to be sanctioned by a formal decision of the Plenary Assembly.
As matters now stood it would be possible in future to fight in committee the
granting of similar hearings. No such opposition would be possible once the
Assembly had decided that in 1951 the Fourth Committee did not exceed its
legal competence. In this view the Australian delegation was strongly
supported by the United Kingdom. Fitzmaurice, the United Kingdom Legal
Adviser, thought that if it became necessary to vote upon the point of order,
many of South Africa’s friends would pray to be defeated.

6. The Australian representative then stated that in addition to the
procedural arguments explained above, Mr. Casey had instructed him to
emphasize:

(a) The desirability of South Africa’s clearing its intentions with the
Americans in view of the general political importance of keeping in step with
the United States:

(b) The advisability of obtaining French approval, since to revive the Hereros
controversy might lead to renewed trouble over the Moroccan item.
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7. Dr. Donges was evidently surprised at the strength of the objections which
had been put forward by the United Kingdom and Australia and which were
later echoed by New Zealand. After saying that the precedent which might be
caused by the Assembly’s rejection of his resolution would be no more
dangerous than the existing situation in the Fourth Committee, he turned to
consider the alternatives open to South Africa. He summarized these as
follows:

(a) As a “bare minimum”, he could without introducing a resolution, simply
state South Africa’s position and take no further action. In this hypothetical
case he would “expect” friendly countries to make speeches in South Africa’s
support, drawing attention to the constitutional illegality of the Hereros and
Scott hearings. He implied that his present instructions would not permit him
to adopt tactics as moderate as this,

{(b) He could present South Africa’s case, and, again without introducing a
resolution, announce that as a protest against the Fourth Committee’s actions
his delegation would resume its present policy of non-participation. In this case
he would again hope that friendly delegations would make speeches supporting
South Africa on the constitutional issue and that they would abstain on the
Rapporteur’s report containing the two substantive resolutions on South West
Africa, even though they had supported these resolutions in the Fourth
Committee. He realized that this would pose a problem for countries such as
Canada and the United States which had supported one or other of these
substantive resolutions, but he hoped that they could justify their abstentions
on the ground that the Rapporteur’s report contained certain sections that were
for legal reasons unacceptable. Selwyn Lloyd regarded this as the most
desirable course. He hoped that it might be sufficiently strong to appease
public opinion in South Africa and he pointed out that it would avoid the
dangers which might ensue if South Africa persisted in tabling its draft
resolution. Donges doubted if this course would satisfy his government.

(¢) He could follow the course he had originally outlined by introducing his
resolution at the end of his statement. He enquired directly whether the
countries represented would vote in favour on the point of order and both
Australia and the United Kingdom reiterated the objections noted in
paragraph 5 above. Fitzmaurice pointed out that it would be unrealistic to vote
on the point of order without thinking ahead as to the deeper consequences.

8. We did not take an active part in the discussion but confined ourselves to a
brief statement based on the relevant parts of your telegram No. 174 of
January 2. Donges hopes to see the Americans today or tomorrow, and he is
unlikely to speak to us again until their attitude is known.

9. It now seems clear that we shall have to be prepared to meet a number of
possible eventualities. These are discussed in my immediately following
telegram which offers some suggestions on the line we might follow in each
case.
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10. It is possible that this question will come up in plenary next Thursday,
January 10, although it may be delayed for a few more days. We shall keep
you informed.

215. 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 the General Assembly of the United Nations,
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

TELEGRAM 300 Paris, January 5, 1952
SECRET. IMMEDIATE.

SOUTH-WEST AFRICA
Addressed to External No. 300, repeated to London No. 8 from Candel.

Following are comments referred to in my immediately preceding telegram
on South-West Africa. The problems which are likely to face us within the next
week are discussed in the order in which they will probably develop:

(a) We presume you agree that it would be desirable if the South Africans
could be dissuaded from submitting their resolution. If the opportunity arises,
should we privately add our voice to those of the United Kingdom and
Australia in this regard?

(b) We presume that it would be in order for us to support South Africa’s
request under Rule 67 for a discussion in plenary of the rapporteur’s report on
the South-West African item.

(c) If South Africa were disuaded from introducing its resolution, a vote
would be called for only on the two substantive resolutions passed by the
Fourth Committee. Do you agree that in these circumstances we should vote as
we did in committee? The question would also arise whether we should speak,
and if so what we should say (1) if the South Africans merely registered a
forceful protest on the constitutional issue, and (2) if they decided to resume
their current boycott of the Assembly.

(d) If the South Africans decided to persist with their resolution, we should
have to decide (1) how to vote on the point of order whether the resolution was
admissible, (2) if the resolution was admitted, how to vote on the legal issue
and (3) whether to speak and what to say on either or both (1) and (2) in this
paragraph;

(e) With respect to whether we should support admissibility of the resolution,
we are impressed with the United Kingdom-Australian argument, and are
doubtful if we should vote in favour. Moreover, we fear that Donges’ intention
to relate his resolution to a part of the rapporteur’s report might lead to a
dangerous precedent whereby irresponsible elements could clutter up plenary
sessions with any number of draft resolutions unrelated to or at variance with
the resolutions adopted by main committees in their consideration of each item.
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We should, therefore, suggest that we might abstain on or vote against the
admissibility of the resolution. We are uncertain whether at that stage we
should make a statement.

(f) Finally, if the resolution were admitted, we should be faced with the need
to vote on the legal issue, and with a pretty clear obligation to make a
statement. So far as possible, we have ascertained the legal positions of the
delegations mentioned in your telegram No. 174; a summary will follow very
shortly. We do not feel competent to suggest a position on the legal issues but
we feel that in any statement we make, even on the legal rights and wrongs, it
would be difficult not to adopt an understanding one towards South Africa, the
degree of warmth to be related to the course of action the South African
Government decides to follow, as well as to your assessment of the validity of
the South African legal argument.

2. We should be grateful for instructions on the position we should take in the
various situations described above, and to have guidance for any statement you
consider it would be advisable to make.

216. DEA/5431-40

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 the General Assembly of the United Nations

TELEGRAM 189%° Ottawa, January 6, 1952
SECRET

SOUTH-WEST AFRICA
Reference: Your telegram No. 271 of December 27.

With reference to paragraph four of your telegram the Minister has
approved of your participating in the preliminary talks which Donges is
planning. However it is not — repeat not — possible yet to make any
commitments to support South Africa and examination is being made here into
the legal grounds for the South African contention.

2] ¢ télégramme porte la mention :/Noted in telegram:
Repeated to London 27, Washington 35, CPD(UN) New York 7, Pretoria 1.
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217. DEA/5431-40
Extrait du télégramme du secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures
a la délégation a I’ Assemblée générale des Nations unies

Extract from Telegram from Secretary of State for External Affairs
to Delegation to the General Assembly of the United Nations

TELEGRAM 1992 Ottawa, January 8, 1952
SECRET. IMPORTANT.

SOUTH-WEST AFRICA

Reference: Your telegram No. 300 of January 5, repeated to London No. 8
from Canadian Delegation to the United Nations Assembly, Paris, France.

Our Legal Division holds the opinion that the Fourth Committee did not,
repeat not, exceed its powers in deciding to grant a hearing to the Hereros and
the Reverend Michael Scott. There has not yet been time for the Minister to
give consideration to this opinion and its effect on the various votes which may
take place. A further telegram will go forward to you today or early tomorrow
answering the questions in your telegram No. 300.

218. DEA/5431-40

Le secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures
a la délégation a I’ Assemblée générale des Nations unies

Secretary of State for External Affairs
to Delegation to the General Assembly of the United Nations

TELEGRAM 209% Ottawa, January 9, 1952
SECRET. IMPORTANT.

SOUTH-WEST AFRICA
Reference: Your telegram No. 300, of January 5.

I have considered the points raised in your telegram and my view is that you
should follow the course outlined below:

(a) We should not, repeat not, add our voice to those of other countries which
are privately appealing to South Africa to drop its resolution. In the past we
have not intervened on this question and to do so now might lead the South
Africans to think that we are showing belated sympathy for the consequence of
our action in voting for the resolution “regretting” South Africa’s attitude. If
the South Africans ask for our opinion, we should tell them we think they are

'Le télégramme porte la mention :/Noted in telegram:
Please repeat this message to London No. 41.

22Le télégramme porte la mention ;/Noted in telegram:
Please repeat this message to London No. 66, Washington No. 74, Pretoria No. 4,
CPD(UN) No. 14,
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unwise in trying to introduce the resolution; however if they do not, repeat not,
ask us for our opinion, then we should not, repeat not, make a private appeal to
them.

(b) We should support South Africa’s request under rule 67 for a discussion
in plenary of the rapporteur’s report.

(c) If a point of order is raised on whether the South African resolution is
admissible, we should vote to sustain the ruling of the President of the
Assembly, unless we have any doubts about the correctness of a Presidential
decision against admissibility, in which case we should abstain.

(d) On the South African resolution itself, that is the legal issue as to
whether the Fourth Committee exceeded its powers, we should abstain.

(¢) On the two substantive resolutions passed by the Fourth Committee, we
should vote as we did in the Committee.

(f) No, repeat no, statement of our position need be made on any vote.

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 the General Assembly of the United Nations,
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

TELEGRAM 364 Paris, January 12, 1952

CONFIDENTIAL. IMPORTANT.

SOUTH WEST AFRICA
Addressed External No. 364, repeated to London No. 41.

1. The Fourth Committee agreed on January 10, without vote, to hear a
further statement from Michael Scott, prior to concluding its consideration of
the South West Africa item. Scott gave his statement on January 11,
recounting the unsuccessful efforts made by the Hereros to travel to Paris, and
urging the committee not to relax its determination to hear their evidence at
first hand. He suggested that, in view of South Africa’s refusal to permit the
chiefs to come to Paris, the United Nations might consider sending a mission to
South West Africa to verify the validity of the Hereros’ claims.

2. After a round of tributes to Scott, the committee voted on a resolution
transmitting his statement to the ad hoc committee on South West Africa and
directing the rapporteur “to express in the report to the General Assembly its
(the Fourth Committee’s) regrets for not having been able to hear the Herero
chiefs.”” Together with the United States, the United Kingdom, Australia, New
Zealand, Belgium, France, the Netherlands, and Ethiopia we abstained on this
resolution which received 40 votes in favour with none against. During the
meeting the Chairman proposed that the ad hoc committee on South West
Africa, reconstituted in the resolution passed by the Fourth Committee on
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December 11, should be the same as in 1951, with the exception of Denmark’s
replacement by Norway. There was no objection.

3. With these decisions, the committee has completed its work on the South
West Africa item. The Secretariat has not as yet decided when to place the
item before a plenary session, nor have the South Africans indicated whether
they will insist on tabling their resolution.

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 the General Assembly of the United Nations,
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

TELEGRAM 373 Paris, January 13, 1952

SECRET. IMMEDIATE.
Addressed to External as No. 373, repeated Dominion London as No. 43.

1. At the invitation of the South African delegation, I attended a meeting
yesterday on South West Africa. The United Kingdom, Australia, and New
Zealand were also represented.

2. From Donges’ account of recent developments, it appears that South
Africa has gone some way towards recognizing the validity of the objections
raised by Australia and the United Kingdom at the Commonwealth meeting on
January 5 (para. 5 of my telegram No. 299). Donges began by saying that his
present instructions would not permit him to refrain from submitting his
resolution. He added the qualification, however, that if the President ruled his
resolution inadmissible, or if it was voted out of order by the Assembly, he
would make no further effort to force it to a vote, and would be content if a
number of speeches sympathetic to South Africa were made during the debate
on the rapporteur’s report.

3. Both Lloyd (United Kingdom) and Officer (Australia)®* repeated in the
strongest terms their hope that South Africa would not insist on presenting its
resolution. They emphasized the potential danger of the precedent which would
be set if the Assembly were given the opportunity to reject the resolution and
thus endorse the Fourth Committee’s action. Officer asked whether all the
possible means of satisfying South African public opinion had been exhausted.
He suggested, with support from Lloyd, that instead of tabling the resolution
and risking a heavy rejection, Donges might consider concluding his speech in
plenary with a formal declaration asserting the illegality of the Fourth
Committee’s decisions regarding the Hereros and Michael Scott. In this way,
embarrassing votes, on which South Africa might not be able to count on the

Note marginale :/Marginal note:
this is no concession — he could do no other. A. I{reland]
2Sir Keith Officer, ambassadeur d’Australie en France.
Sir Keith Officer, Ambassador of Australia in France.
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support of its friends, would be avoided. Moreover, countries sympathetic to
South Africa could speak more strongly against the Fourth Committee if they
knew that they would not subsequently have to participate in a difficult vote on
the constitutional issue. Both the United Kingdom and Australia said that they
would have to abstain on such a vote. It is clear that both are under instruc-
tions to put the strongest pressure on South Africa. Behind these instructions
there is evidently the conviction that while the South African plan to indict the
Fourth Committee may suit the Union Government, it will work to the future
disadvantage of other countries with colonial responsibilities. According to this
line of thought the South Africans, who claim to be acting in the best interests
of countries with colonial responsibilities, would be scoring a point (to placate
opinion at home) at the future expense of those very countries.

4. Donges was at first inclined to argue that if states were anxious to avoid a
vote on this resolution, they should support the position that it was inadmiss-
ible. He implied that it would not be fatal if the resolution were still-born as
long as he got the support of a respectable minority. It was, however, pointed
out to him that to rely on the resolution’s being declared inadmissible would be
a risky gamble. Recent plenary sessions had shown that the President was
unwilling to take a strong line of any kind, and there was therefore little reason
to hope that he could be depended upon to rule the resolution out of order. In
any event the critics of South Africa might successfully challenge such a
ruling, in order to administer a resounding defeat to the South African
resolution.

5. Towards the end of the meeting, Lloyd again underlined the importance
which the United Kingdom attaches to avoiding a vote on the South African
resolution by asking Donges to accept Officer’s suggestion outlined in
paragraph 3 above. Donges eventually agreed to put this suggestion to his
government, but he implied that it was of some importance to him to know
what form of support he could expect from the other older Commonwealth
countries if South Africa agreed to withdraw its resolution. The United
Kingdom, Australia, and New Zealand representatives indicated that in that
case they would make speeches supporting South Africa and criticizing the
Fourth Committee. I said that, as at present instructed, we could not be of
much help to South Africa. Lloyd thereupon hinted that some countries which
had voted in favour of the Fourth Committee’s resolution “regretting” South
Africa’s attitude, might alter their vote to an abstention if South Africa would
agree not to persist with its resolution. As the Canadian delegation was the
only one present which had supported the resolution in question, Lloyd was
evidently addressing his remarks to us. Lloyd and I had a short discussion after
the meeting, during which he said that if Mr. Eden was now in Ottawa he
proposed to suggest to him that he should discuss the matter with you.

6. In view of the importance which the United Kingdom obviously attaches to
this matter, I should be interested to know if you think we should agree to
abstain on the substantive (*“‘regretting”) resolution in question, if this would
help to dissuade the South Africans from presenting their resolution
condemning the Fourth Committee. I am not sure how much effect such a
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concession on our part might have on South Africa, but I gained the impression
yesterday that some evidence of increased Canadian support might be
influential with the South African Government. I am impressed with the
dangerous consequences which would almost certainly ensue if a precedent
were established for the hearing of groups or individuals from areas other than
trust territories, and I therefore feel that we should consider carefully if there
is anything we can do to prevent a vote being taken on the South African
resolution. Since our attitude might be a determining factor at this stage, I
think the circumstances warrant not necessarily a change but at least a review
of the instructions contained in paragraph (d) of your telegram No. 209.

7. While I have not had time to go into the question thoroughly, I am not
entirely convinced by the legal arguments prepared by your department and
this reinforces my feeling that on political grounds a re-examination of our
attitude is worth considering. It might also be desirable to have a further look
at the legal position in the light of the following considerations:?*

(a) The Charter provides for the acceptance and examination of petitions by
the United Nations only in respect of territories under the trusteeship system.

(b) According to the advisory opinion of the International Court, South
Africa, though not obliged to place South West Africa under the trusteeship
system, is required to transmit petitions to the United Nations from inhabitants
of South West Africa. Nothing is said in the opinion about the right of those
persons to be granted oral hearings.

(¢) The desirability of limiting petitions or hearings to cases specifically
provided for in the Charter.

(d) The serious consequences which might flow if the General Assembly
decides that committees are free to grant hearings to persons who ask for them.
Trouble-makers not only from trust territories but colonial territories and
sovereign states may ask for hearings.

»Note marginale ;/Marginal note:
we had time!!
can this be Mr. Garson?
if our tel[egram] No. 199 had been read even in a cursory fashion, (a) & (b) need
not have been asked. A. I[reland]
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221. DEA/5431-40

Le secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures
a la délégation a I’ Assemblée générale des Nations unies

Secretary of State for External Affairs
to Delegation to the General Assembly of the United Nations

TELEGRAM 231% Ottawa, January 16, 1952
SECRET. IMMEDIATE.

SOUTH-WEST AFRICA
Reference: Your telegram No. 373 of January 13.

I have carefully considered all the points raised in your telegram and have
examined again the views expressed in my telegram No. 209 of January 9 and
my telegram No. 199 of January 8. While this whole question is a cause for
deep concern, I think that we should not, repeat not, change our position as
outlined in my telegram No. 209 which was adopted after prolonged
examination of all angles.

222. 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 the General Assembly of the United Nations,
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

TELEGRAM 409 Paris, January 19, 1952
CONFIDENTIAL. IMMEDIATE.

SOUTH WEST AFRICA

1. South Africa’s request under Rule 67 for a discussion of the Fourth
Committee report on South West Africa was upheld yesterday afternoon in the
plenary session. Seventeen delegations voted in favour (including Canada),
eighteen against, and twelve abstained, with the result that the required one-
third was obtained.” This vote was taken at the opening of the meeting
following which the Assembly disposed in two and a half hours of all other
items on the Fourth Committee’s agenda.

L e télégramme porte la mention :/Noted in telegram:
Please repeat this message to: London No.123.
Notes marginales ;/Marginal notes:

they just made it!
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2. After first asking in vain for an adjournment until today, Donges then
addressed the Assembly for just over an hour. It was a forceful and well
presented® statement which concentrated largely on the illegality and the
dangerous implications of the Fourth Committee’s action in deciding to grant
hearings to the Hereros and Michael Scott. Donges described the behaviour of
the Fourth Committee towards South Africa as “maladroit, vindictive, and
unconstitutional”. He did not table his resolution, but concluded his statement
with a formal charge against the Fourth Committee on constitutional grounds,
and with an announcement that the South Africans would not take part in any
vote on the draft resolutions submitted by the Fourth Committee on this item.

3. For the most part the substance of Donges’ speech was along the lines
anticipated. About half of it was devoted to a detailed presentation of the
South African legal case, with which you are familiar. This case was, however,
supplemented by a number of other arguments among which the following
predominated:

(a) Even if the decision to grant hearings to the tribal chiefs had been legal,
the particular chiefs invited were by no means representative of the bulk of the
population of South West Africa, and in any case could have been of no
assistance in dealing with the item under discussion;

(b) Michael Scott was even more unqualified to speak for the indigenous
people, and in fact had misrepresented his qualifications to do so;

(c) The natives of South-West Africa were better off than they had ever
been, and many of their important chiefs attributed this to the efforts of the
Union Government;

(d) Every member State of the United Nations was entitled to the right of
protection against unfair and unjust action by fellow members. South Africa
could not tolerate “outrageous insults from countries whose energies might far
better have been employed in sweeping before their own doors™. South Africa
was contributing in Korea to United Nations resistance against aggression and
its domestic policies were being subjected to unwarranted attacks by countries
which were not. If these attacks persisted, South Africa would be forced to
retaliate in kind.

(e) This incident was more than a gesture of revenge in a vendetta of some
countries against South Africa; it was “a symptom of an ailment in the body
politic of the United Nations.” Other such symptoms were the unjustified
demand to discuss political conditions in the non-self-governing territories and
the growing disposition to interfere in matters falling within the domestic
jurisdiction of States. No organization could survive if its members disregarded
the principles on which it was founded. If the United Nations took no steps to
arrest this tendency it would be condoning breaches of the Charter, and could
never again ask member States to respect or observe authorities which it itself
had ignored.

*Note marginale :/Marginal note:
but not convincing.
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(f) For the practical point of view the invitation to Michael Scott underlined
a dangerous precedent. If the Assembly allowed this latitude to one individual,
it was a short step to the point where much of the Assembly’s time would be
consumed in listening to the real or imagined grievances of minority groups
which would be exploited by other nations for ulterior purposes. Unless the
provisions of the Charter were rigidly adhered to, the organization would have
to sacrifice the attainment of its primary objectives since it would be swamped
with petitions and pleas from disgruntled groups and individuals.

4. At the conclusion of his statement Donges read his formal complaint
against the Fourth Committee together with the bases of the charge. A
verbatim excerpt of this part is given in my immediately following telegram.
Full text of the statement will be sent to you in the next bag.

223. 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 the General Assembly of the United Nations,
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

TELEGRAM 417 Paris, January 19, 1952
CONFIDENTIAL

SOUTH-WEST AFRICA
Addressed to External No. 417, repeated to London No. 57.

After an unexpectedly mild debate, the Assembly concluded the South-West
Africa item this morning. No new resolutions were tabled, and the only
substantive votes taken were on the two resolutions proposed in the
rapporteur’s report. Although South Africa carried out its announced intention
of not participating in these votes, its delegation did not withdraw from the
meeting. There is general relief, shared by some members of the South African
delegation, at the outcome of the whole episode.

2. Before the meeting began, we were informed that a Latin American move
was afoot to apply the closure to the debate before any other delegations had
had an opportunity to speak. This motion, however, was not immediately
forthcoming, and Jebb (United Kingdom) led off with a restrained and lucid
defence of the South African legal argument. He was followed by Madame de
Larragoitti (Brazil) who employed her considerable dramatic powers in
defence of the Fourth Committee and in justification of the credentials of
Michael Scott and the tribal chiefs concerned. Much of her statement was a
repetition of the emotional arguments used in committee by the leading critics
of South Africa. For a time, it appeared that she would touch off an unpleasant
debate, but she concluded with a motion for closure on the ground that each
side had now been heard and that it would be in the general interest to leave it
at that. This motion was defeated on a vote of 23 in favour of closure, 24
(including Canada) against, and 12 abstentions. We voted against the closure
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at this stage because we considered that in principle it was unwise to extinguish
the debate so soon after Rule 67 had been applied, and because Donges spoke
in favour of continuing.

3. There followed 7 further statements, 4 of which (the Netherlands, New
Zealand, Australia, and France) supported South Africa on the legal issue, and
2 (Uruguay and Iraq) took the opposite position. The Iraqgi, who was
remarkably conciliatory considering his performance in committee, concluded
his statement with a further motion for closure. Before the vote was taken,
however, Sardar Malik (India) explained that his delegation wished to speak
after lunch, and moved the adjournment, which under Rule 78 took precedence
over the motion for closure. The vote on adjournment resulted in the peculiar
figures of 19 in favour, 19 against, and 19 abstentions, and was thus defeated.
The motion for closure was then put and carried by 32 in favour, 10 against
with 17 abstentions. In spite of South Africa’s desire to have the debate
continue, we abstained, because we considered that a debate of reasonable
length had taken place and because it seemed that more harm than good would
come from dragging it out further. Moreover we felt that since South Africa
had received support from 5 speakers, very little more open support for her
would be forthcoming.

4. The Assembly then voted on the two substantive resolutions in the
rapporteur’s report. The “regretting” resolution was adopted by 45 votes
(including Canada) to 5 (the Soviet bloc) with 8 abstentions (Australia,
Belgium, Guatemala, Iceland, Luxembourg, New Zealand, Turkey, and the
United Kingdom). This differed from the committee vote in that Iceland,
Luxembourg, and Turkey, absent in committee, replaced Mexico, Peru and
Yugoslavia among the abstainers. The vote on the second resolution was 36 in
favour, none against, with 22 abstentions (including Canada), as against 33-0-
17 in committee.

5. Before the meeting closed, Sardar Malik,?” on the pretense of explaining
his vote, managed to deliver most of the speech which he had intended to give
in the general debate. Malik was most impressive in replying to that part of
Donges’ statement in which he had said that if other countries persisted in
criticizing South Africa’s domestic policies, South Africa would retaliate in
kind. India, Malik said, admitted that injustices existed within its borders, but
was conscious of and humiliated by them, and was doing its best to see that
they were rectified. This was a telling answer to Donges, who had denied that
South Africa had anything for which to apologize; it was also a courageous
admission, of a sort rarely made in the United Nations. Malik also contrasted
South African native policy with the enlightened efforts being made in the
United States to deal with problems of racial discrimination. This very
effective speech was clearly out of order as an explanation of vote, but the
President, in the absence of objections from the floor, allowed Malik to finish
and then immediately adjourned the meeting.

*Ambassadeur de I'lnde en France.
Ambassador of India in France.
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6. The principal question arising out of this debate is why the critics of South
Africa deliberately ignored the opportunity to retaliate against Donges. Two
possible answers occur to us:

(a) That by linking South Africa’s complaint with the long-term interests of
other members, Donges may have managed to give some pause to countries
which have hitherto had a field day at the expense of the Administering Powers
but which have nothing to gain from a progressive undermining of the United
Nations;

(b) That the critics of South Africa do not wish to give that country an
excuse for leaving the United Nations. From the South African point of view,
the debate could obviously have turned out much less satisfactorily, and no
doubt it would have done so if Donges had decided to table his resolution. The
Administering Powers, who had advised strongly against the resolution, are
greatly relieved by the fact that the airing of South Africa’s grievances did not
lead to a formal endorsement by the Assembly of the Fourth Committee
decisions to hear the chiefs and Michael Scott.

SECTION C

APPRECIATION/ASSESSMENT
224, DEA/5475-DW-14-40

Le chef de la délégation a I’ Assemblée générale des Nations unies,
au secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures

Chairman, Delegation to the General Assembly of the United Nations,
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

TELEGRAM 533 Paris, February §, 1952
SECRET

GENERAL ASSESSMENT OF THE SIXTH SESSION OF
THE UNITED NATIONS ASSEMBLY

Reference: Our telegrams Nos. 125 of December 3 and 252 of December 21,
1951 and your telegram No. 206 of January 9, 1952.}

Addressed External No. 533, repeated Dominion London No. 130.

I. The Sixth Session of the Assembly came to an end on February Sth with
few regrets. As you said in your recent message of congratulations to the
delegation (which was much appreciated), it has been a difficult and
frustrating session, though probably no more so than in recent years.

2. In this final review [ propose to concentrate on the work of the session
since the new year. Some of the general observations we will try to make,
however, will necessarily overlap with some of our earlier comments. We are,
of course, very conscious that we have been completely immersed in the
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Assembly, to the exclusion of almost everything clse, and yet are attempting
judgments before the dust has had time to settle.

An American Assessment

3. A few days ago Dr. Jessup told the American Club in Paris that if Mr.
Vyshinsky had reported to the Polit-Bureau [sic] honestly on his return to
Moscow the previous week, he would have had to say that the Soviet bloc had
failed to make any impression on the free world during this session of the
Assembly, and that virtually none of the Assembly’s accomplishments had had
the benefit of Soviet cooperation.

A Polish Assessment

4. Katz-Suchy,* the firebrand of the Polish delegation, has, through his long
United Nations experience, built up a number of Western contacts to whom he
talks remarkably freely. Usually he is completely cynical about “lines” on both
sides. Yet those to whom he has spoken recently are convinced that he believes
the Soviet bloc has done very well at this Assembly. He points out that the
fishing in troubled waters has been unusually good — notably in the Middle
East and North Africa. Never before, he says, has there been such a marked
tendency among the Arabs, Asians and Latins to abstain on East-West issues.
On secret votes where arms cannot so easily be twisted, the Assembly has, he
maintains, shown its real sentiments by nearly electing Byelo-Russia against
the candidature of Greece, very strongly supported by the United States.
Although the Soviet resolution in favour of a “package deal” admitting all
outstanding applicants for membership did not obtain the two-thirds majority
the resolution passed in committee in spite of all the violent language Mr.
Gross could hurl against it. Most satisfactory of all, from his point of view, was
the way in which Mr. Vyshinsky was able, as he claims, to “outmanoeuvre the
Americans” and force the United States delegation to adopt publicly a stand
against discussing Korea in the United Nations. While United States forces are
fighting there under the United Nations label, the United States will not even
discuss Korea under the United Nations roof, he concludes.

A Canadian View

5. From the point of view of any Canadian delegation no assessment of the
work of the Assembly can be built up on what either side may think that it has
achieved or not achieved. Dr. Jessup’s verdict on the lack of success of the
Soviet bloc is, | think, true as far as it goes but I am sure he would be the first
to admit in private that the United States delegation (and the Western
delegations generally) have few positive achievements to their credit. They
fathered or ghosted a large majority of the resolutions which were passed. They
had their way in the end on almost every issue of any importance. But the
establishment of the Disarmament Commission was their one major

¥Juliusz Katz-Suchy, membre de la délégation de la Pologne 4 la sixiéme session de I'Assemblée
générale.
Juliusz Katz-Suchy, Representative, Delegation of Poland to the Sixth Session of the General
Assembly.
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accomplishment, and its long-range importance cannot yet be judged. No one
can say, however, that through this Assembly East-West tension has abated, or
that much has been done towards bridging the gaps between the North
Atlantic countries on the one hand, and the Arabs, Asians and Latins on the
other. Although we can say that the tension between East and West is no worse
(and that is something these days), the other gaps are probably wider — and
certainly with the Arabs and to a lesser extent with the Asians and Latins.

A Two- Power Assembly

6. Although we are hampered by lack of experience of previous Assemblies in
making comparisons, I think it is true that never before have the main lines of
debate on items in the political committees been left so largely to the Great
Powers. Among the smaller delegations, and also in the Secretariat, there was
an increasing sense of frustration because the Assembly was not, in fact,
deciding any big issues, many of which were not even before it, but had become
to a greater degree than in any previous year, a place where the two Great
Powers found it convenient to do their arguing.

7. As an example of the attitude of some of the smaller Powers, I cite India.
In marked contrast to the role they played at the last Assembly, the Indian
delegation was one of the most passive this year on nearly all political subjects,
resting comfortably behind the formula that if the United States and the Soviet
Union were not agreed on an issue they would abstain as nothing but
propaganda and increasing tension could result. There was nothing comparable
during this Assembly to the initiative taken last year, during the Korean
negotiations, by Mr. Entezam (Iran),*' Sir Benegal Rau (India)*? and yourself.

8. Another symptom of the same feeling was the difficulty, especially in the
political committees, of finding speakers until after the United States and
Soviet delegations had declared their positions.

9. There were other reasons for the relative passivity of delegations of smaller
countries in the political committees. It was apparent to everybody that nothing
substantial would be accomplished in the field of disarmament until the Great
Powers were ready to agree and their disagreement was evident even before the
subject was referred to the First Commitiee. Marginal agreements, in the Big-
Four sub-committee, and the flurry of hopes following Mr. Vyshinsky’s
concessions, modified slightly this underlying pessimism but did not change it.

10. In contrast to disarmament, the subject which had dominated the
previous Assembly — Collective Measures and Uniting for Peace — was not a
two-Power subject. Progress could be and was made despite Soviet opposition.

3'Nasrollah Entezam, ambassadeur d’Iran aux Etats-Unis, chef de la délégation 4 la sixiéme
session de I’Assemblée générale.
Nasrollah Entezam, Ambassador of Iran in United States; Chairman, Delegation to the Sixth
Session of the General Assembly.

Sir Benegal Rau, représentant permanent de I'Inde auprés des Nations unies ; chef de la
délégation a la sixiéme session de I’Assemblée générale.
Sir Benegal Rau, Permanent Representative of India to the United Nations; Chairman,
Delegation to the Sixth Session of the General Assembly.
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This year, as soon as it became apparent that the USSR were not going to take
up the Western disarmament proposal seriously, the whole mood of the
Assembly sagged.

11. The inactivity of the smaller countries applied chiefly to the two political
committees. In other committees, for example Committee Two (Economic),
Committee Three (Human Rights) and Committee Four (Trusteeship),
smaller countries were very active.

Press

12. The sense of letdown particularly affected the press, in view of the
excessive build-up which had been given to the tripartite proposals in
November. Some correspondents who came to the session with little or no
previous experience of the United Nations re-acted even more strongly against
“propaganda speeches” than those who had heard them all too often before.
Some members of the press simply stopped coming to the session they were
supposed to be covering, took the press handouts and enjoyed themselves in
Paris while they wrote about the United Nations wasting time.

Leadership

13. Another reason for the weakness of this Assembly was the lack of
leadership. At times when a strong President of the Assembly could have given
a lead which would have been followed by a number of smaller countries, Mr.
Padilla Nervo* did not raise a finger. His leadership has, I regret to say, been
non-existent, and even in his function of conducting plenary meetings and co-
ordinating the work of committees he had shown few of the qualities which
should belong to a man in his high office.

13. [sic] 1 should add that it was not only the President and the smaller
delegations who were to blame for the lack of leadership. On the Western side,
Messrs. Acheson, Eden and Schuman, as was to be expected, only attended the
Assembly for about two weeks. Of those who remained throughout the
Assembly, Mr. Selwyn Lloyd (United Kingdom) and Dr. Jessup (United
States) alone were outstanding. Selwyn Lloyd seemed to gain in effectiveness
with each intervention he made. His adroitness, moderation and sincerity,
particularly when rebutting in the best parliamentary tradition Mr.
Vyshinsky’s outbursts, were admired by all. Dr. Jessup’s integrity and his great
gifts of exposition had much to do with the successful outcome of the
Assembly’s work on disarmament and Palestine. No other member of the
United States delegation approached his stature.

14. The French made little attempt to supply leadership and indeed their
delegation did not even meet as a delegation for the first month of the
Assembly.

#Luis Padilla Nervo, représentant permanent du Mexique auprés des Nations unies ; chefl de la
délégation a la sixieme session de I’Assemblée générale.
Luis Padilla Nervo, Permanent Representative of Mexico to the United Nations; Chairman,
Delegation to the Sixth Session of the General Assembly.
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15. Mr. Vyshinsky, the only Foreign Minister who stayed for almost the
whole Assembly, seldom showed his old brilliance in dialectical debating.
Although during the second half of the Assembly he was as violent as ever, he
seemed somehow less confident and was on the defensive for most of the
Assembly. The Soviet delegation made almost no attempt to discuss its point of
view with other delegations, except from to time with certain Arab and Asian
delegations. Only on the elections to the Security Council did they encourage
the Polish delegation, the strongest of the satellites, to do some direct lobbying
for them.

Political items

16. Apart from disarmament, the other subjects dealt with in the political
field by the Assembly since Christmas were for the most part ones in which
agreement between East and West was not a pre-condition of their success.
Nevertheless, they tended, almost by habit, to slip, into the same kind of
propaganda debate. I am thinking here of the items dealing with collective
measures, Palestine, Libya, repatriation of Greek children, and the admission
of new members. Exceptions were the Soviet item on threats of a new world
war (which led directly into the discussion of Korea and a further round on
disarmament) and the old Chinese Nationalist charge that the USSR had
violated the Sino-Soviet treaty of 1945. While no doubt these Chinese charges
were substantially true, the abstentions of all Commonwealth and Western
European members showed that many important members saw no useful
purpose in pursuing them. Oddly enough, it was during the discussion of these
Chinese Nationalist charges that the United States chose without consulting us
in advance, to issue their “solemn warning” that any further aggression in
South-East Asia would be vigorously resisted.

Korea

17. Before turning to other items, I might mention one which the Assembly
decided not to discuss — Korea. At the final plenary meeting of the Assembly
there was a demonstration of the common sense and solidarity of the free world
which was heartening after so many divisions of opinion and interest which had
made themselves apparent on other subjects dealt with during the Assembly.
By their votes in favour of adjourning the session without discussing Korea,
and calling a special session for the purpose once an armistice has been signed
(or an emergency special session if circumstances warrant it), the Arabs,
Asians and Latins showed that they still have confidence in the sincerity and
good faith of the West in general and the United States in particular. They
showed that they do believe the United States wants an armistice as much as
anyone but fear that to shift negotiations now to Paris would only delay the
negotiations which are proceeding, albeit slowly, in Panmunjom. They might
perfectly well have abstained on this question but, with only 2 exceptions, Chile
and Yemen, they voted with the West.
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Collective Measures

18. Despite the violence of the debate and the large number of weakening
amendments accepted by the sponsors, the Collective Measures item was, |
think, fairly successful. Apart from the Soviet Bloc, only three countries
abstained on the final vote, giving the resolution as overwhelming support as
had been given to the “uniting for peace” resolution last year. The significance
of this is that the same majority was secured for a resolution that not only
continues the work of the Collective Measures Committee but goes a good deal
further than the *“uniting for peace” resolution. It may not mean additional
troops for Korea but it does, I think represent an appreciable enlargement in
that the report of the Collective Measures Committee called the “area of
collective will” to resist any aggression through the United Nations. No
member is in any way committed to take any specific action in the event of
aggression but there has at least been some psychological clearing of ground
from which practical results may be expected to follow in a concrete case of
aggression.

Definition of Aggression

19. While the Political Committee was debating what measures should be
taken against an aggressor, several countries were pressing, in the Legal
Committee, for a definition of aggression. The International Law Commission
had found it impossible to reach agreement, but this did not dissuade the Legal
Committee from trying to do so, despite the cautious approach of most
Western delegations, including ourselves. An unfortunate split, therefore,
developed between NATO and Commonwealth delegations on the one hand
and Arab and Latin delegations on the other. This situation gave the Soviet
Bloc an opportunity to pose as the defenders of the political and territorial
integrity of the smaller nations. Even an innocuous compromise proposed by
France and Venezuela to reconsider the whole question at the next session
proved partly unsuccessful, and the majority of the Legal Committee insisted
that the Assembly should specify that a definition of aggression was “possible
and desirable” with a view to ensuring international peace and security. Efforts
in plenary to have these objectionable clauses deleted, on the grounds that it
pre-judged the whole issue, failed.

Palestine

20. The item to which the Canadian dclegation was able to make its most
fruitful contribution this session was also the least involved in the East-West
struggle — Palestine, which as usual was discussed under two headings, a
general peace settlement through the Palestine Conciliation Commission and
the rehabilitation of Palestine refugees.

21. The Arab states and representatives of Arab refugees were glad to have a
practical plan for rehabilitation of refugees proposed by the Relief and Works
Agency and were willing to support it if it was not interpreted as prejudicing
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the right of the refugees to ultimate repatriation. They insisted, however, that
since the refugee question was an important issue in connection with the
general peace settlement, they could co-operate in the fulfilment of the
Blandford Refugee Plan only if the General Assembly adopted a resolution
providing for continued United Nations conciliation efforts in line with
resolutions on Palestine adopted in the past. Israel, on the contrary, felt that
the time had come for free and direct bilateral negotiations between itself and
its immediate neighbours on the basis of existing armistice agreements, with a
minimum of United Nations participation. It therefore wanted the four-power
resolution on the Conciliation Commission to make as little reference as
possible to past resolutions of the General Assembly.

22. In committee the Arabs succeeded in pushing through a number of last-
minute amendments which gave them a victory over Israel. The margin of
support for these last-minute amendments was so narrow, however, that it
seemed likely the resolution would be defeated in the Assembly and that in
consequence the possibility of liquidating the refugee problem on the basis of
the Blandford Plan would be seriously prejudiced.

23. It seemed to us that Israel might be persuaded to accept some changes in
the resolution going part of the way towards meeting the Arab point of view,
and that the Arabs might in their turn agree to concessions to Israel.

24. The Canadian delegation proposed four amendments to the sponsoring
powers, who undertook the necessary negotiations with the Arab representa-
tives, while the Canadian delegation got in touch with the representative of
Israel. In the new atmosphere thus created, an arrangement was reached which
resulted in a resolution supported both by Israel and its immediate Arab
neighbours and by the overwhelming majority of the Assembly. Only the
Soviet Bloc voted against the resolution as amended, while Iraq abstained. The
Canadian delegation feels that despite hard words exchanged between parties
to the dispute during the debate in committee, it is possible that if a man of
Jessup’s stature could be released for a few months’ work on the Palestine
Conciliation Commission before the effects of the compromise resolution have
worn off, some progress might be made toward a peace settlement.

Middle Eastern Unrest

25. If our experience with Palestine was happy, it was the only bright spot in
an otherwise unrelieved gloom surrounding all matters middle eastern,
including the most aggravated ones that were not even brought before the
United Nations. Either because the parties to the dispute did not wish to do so
(as in the case of Suez, Sudan and Abadan) or because of the very strenuous
opposition of one of the interested parties (as in the case of French North
Africa). Although Mr. Eban has constantly referred to Israel as “a centre of
confidence” in the Middle East, the Israeli representatives were rarely more co-
operative than their Arab neighbours. One must, however, agree with Mr.
Eban’s judgement that “Arab nationalism has not shown a will to fit its
aspirations into a framework of international interests.” This may continue to
be the case so long as the Arabs feel that the Western powers, for purely
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strategic reasons, intend to perpetuate controls in the Middle East which have
been relinquished elsewhere. The judgement of the Arab representatives has
apparently been that their aspirations ought not to be fitted into the framework
of existing international interests until the desire of Arabs to be rid of foreign
intervention has received wider international recognition than is yet apparent.

26. More typical of Arab sentiments and in a way more worrying was the
detached “plague-on-both-your-houses” attitude of Faris El Khoury of Syria.**
This applied not only merely to official Arab statements on the record but
often made it difficult for personal contacts established in happier days to be
resumed on anything more than a strictly business basis. Far from the gap
between the Arabs and the West being bridged, I am afraid that the rift is
widening, and the Arabs tell us that those who established Israel and are now
intent upon maintaining strategic interests at the expense of the legitimate
aspirations of the peoples of the area can expect no better.

27. It would have been of great assistance to the delegation as a whole in
handling the important and extremely delicate Middle Eastern questions before
this Assembly (and others which might have come before it) if we had had any
independent sources of information on Middle Eastern affairs. As it was, we
were almost entirely dependent on what we were told by United Nations
agencies and by the United States, United Kingdom and French delegations,
who of course had very full reports from their respective missions throughout
the area.

Arab-Asian Group

28. The Arab-Asian grouping was more in evidence this year than in the past.
I understand it began with informal meetings among Arab and Asian
delegations on Indonesia following the Delhi conference of 1947. The group
met frequently to discuss Korea during the last session and this year have met
on all the important subjects before the Assembly. Interestingly enough, the
Philippines have not been attending meetings this year and Thailand has been
sending only an observer. Both states are regarded by the other Asians as being
too much under Western influence. We do not know what has been going on at
the meetings of this group but it has seldom voted as a bloc in the same way as
the Latin American countries usually do. There have, for example, been several
signs of Arab-Latin bargaining of votes, particularly during elections for
United Nations office. The Asians have, so far as we can tell, not made deals,
except for the election of Sir Benegal Rau to the International Court. Their
normal preference seems to be to abstain, and the pattern has even spread this
year to include Pakistan which abstained, for example, on the disarmament
resolution, using the same formula as India, that without agreement among all
the powers, no disarmament proposals were worth anything.

*Faris El-Khoury Bey, chef de la délégation de la Syrie 4 la sixiéme session de 1'Assemblée
générale.
Faris El-Khoury Bey, Chairman, Delegation of Syria to the Sixth Session of the General
Assembly.
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29. In our telegram No. 252 of December 21, 1951, I mentioned Sir
Zafrullah Khan’s speech paying “humble tribute” to the Soviet bloc for their
support on Morocco and other issues affecting the self-determination of
peoples. Zafrullah has tried to make amends since Christmas. He has profusely
apologized to the Americans in private. But he has not played as great a role at
this Assembly as his abilities would permit, perhaps because of the state of
extreme tension throughout the Middle East and the fact that the sympathies
of his people are so heavily engaged on the Arab side that any moderating lead
he might try to give would be badly received among the Pakistanis and other
Moslem peoples to whose leadership he certainly aspires.

Economic and Financial Problems

30. For the under-developed countries, strongly and shrewdly led by Mr.
Santa-Cruz of Chile,* the high point in the Assembly was their victory in
getting the approval of the Assembly for the establishment of a fund which
would provide capital for under-developed countries. The item had been passed
in committee before Christmas against the strenuous opposition of all the
larger potential contributors, including the United States and Canada. It may
therefore be a hollow victory. They have won their point of principle, but so
long as the West must spend at its present rate for rearmament, the fund will
mean nothing in practical terms. Nevertheless, the inability of the ‘“have”
countries to dissuade the “have not” countries from voting their project means
that we are in for serious trouble in ECOSOC and at future sessions of the
Assembly. In fact, aid for under-developed countries will in future stand high
on the list not only of economic but of political problems of the Assembly. For
essentially it is a political problem as much as an economic one. Realizing they
could not stem the tide successfully, the United States delegation were much
less active in opposing the resolution in plenary, where it was adopted by a
slightly larger majority than in committee.

31. The obvious pre-occupation of the Assembly with political and economic
problems has served, in some measure, to divert attention from underlying
financial issues. In a sense this might be considered fortunate. In the past, if
there have not been resounding successes on the political front, it has always
been possible to single out one or more projects, such as the expanded
programme for technical assistance, as examples of the kind of economic co-
operation that have been nurtured and should be encouraged through the
United Nations.

32. Although the record at this session is not entirely negative and there is
hope that the expanded programme will attain its objective of $20 million for
the next financial period, the continuing demands of re-armament and the
other commitments imposed on the United States, United Kingdom, France,
Canada and other developed countries as a result of the continuing East-West

3Hernan Santa Cruz, représentant permanent du Chili auprés des Nations unies ; membre de la
délégation A la sixiéme session de I'Assemblée générale.
Hernan Santa Cruz, Permanent Representative of Chile to the United Nations; Representative,
Delegation to the Sixth Session of the General Assembly.
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conflict and the intensified surge of Arab nationalism, have caused them to
protest, with good cause and in good faith, against the efforts of the smaller
countries to use their voting strength in the Assembly to obtain increased
amounts of economic and financial aid both through the United Nations
budget and through extra budgetary programmes. These attitudes have been
evident both in the debates in the Economic Committee and in the specific
examination of financial issues in the Fifth (administrative and budgetary)
Committee.

33. The conflicts that have arisen in this field have tended to exacerbate the
feeling of divergency between the larger and smaller countries. In this field, as
perhaps in no other, the opportunities for constructive action should be
greatest. It would seem desirable for the Western world to decide objectively,
dispassionately and in the light of its own broader economic aims and long-
term interests how far and how fast it is prepared to go in the direction of
meeting the legitimate and responsible economic demands of the smaller
countries. If this could result in a considered and concerted policy which would
allow us to indicate positively at the beginning of an assembly session the
direction in which we would be prepared to go, it might encourage that
coordination of aims which would enable us to counter or divert attention from
untimely, wasteful and ill-considered schemes that might be advanced by some
of the more unreasonable elements in the Assembly.

South Africa and the United Nations

34. South Africa’s behaviour in the United Nations has never been
exemplary, but this year she has made it more difficult than ever for her
friends to support her. After the Assembly had declined to take back the
Fourth Committee’s invitations to Michael Scott and the Hereros Chiefs, the
South Africans took virtually no further part in the work of the Assembly.
They attended committee meetings (with the exception of the Fourth
Committee) but took hardly any direct part in proceedings and refused to vote
on anything in plenary meetings, which they attended only as observers. The
South African delegation, however, are hopeful that they will be able to turn
over a new leaf at the next session. They plan to be strongly represented and to
take steps in the meantime to go at least part of the way towards reaching a
satisfactory compromise with the ad hoc committee on South West Africa and
with the Indian and Pakistan Governments on the Group Areas Act.

Colonial Problems

35. We were disturbed and concerned to note a growing antagonism between
states which have colonial responsibilities and those which have none.
Conspicuous among this latter group are those which, having been colonies,
have recently achieved independence. The anti-colonial nations are probably
right in keeping attention focussed on the goal of freedom and independence
for all peoples. Yet the colonial powers have a heavy responsibility to make
sure that their colonies are ready for independence before it is granted to them.
In this field Canada, with its close friendship for nearly all the colonial powers
and its sympathy for nationalist aspirations, is often faced with difficult
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decisions. Though the Canadian delegation did not play an active part in these
questions they did, generally speaking, side with the colonial powers.

Waiting to Negotiate from Strength

36. It can hardly be denied that this has been as unproductive an Assembly as
any in recent years. The Assembly did not do too badly with the items on its
agenda, but for obvious reasons the big issues were not directly before it, or
were brought before it only incidentally through other items under discussion.
There may be a more profound reason for this than lack of leadership or the
nature of the subjects which were discussed. It may be, as one member of the
United States delegation has suggested to us, that we should not be dissatisfied
with marking time this year — and perhaps next year — while the West is
building up the strength from which, we maintain, we will one day negotiate
with the Soviet Union.

37. There is, 1 think, something in this idea. It was suggested in Mr.
Acheson’s presentation of the Western disarmament proposals. But we should
not, [ believe, be too complacent about postponing year by year the consider-
ation of the big questions and attempts to negotiate outstanding differences
between East and West. After all, the Soviet Government no doubt think in
terms of negotiating from strength too; and the day may not be so far off when
they will begin to put out feelers for serious negotiations while they still have a
preponderance of world power in being. The disarmament proposals, and the
Soviet reaction to them in the form of alleged concessions concerning
inspection and control, may, in the light of history, be judged to be no more
significant than other duels in the cold war. But it is perhaps possible than they
will be seen as something more significant as the first tentative steps towards
that kind of co-operation on which the United Nations was founded, for which
it exists, and without which it has less and less meaning.

Questions for the Future

38. On the basis of our experience at this Assembly we suggest that three
important issues before this Assembly will probably be before the next. These
are:

(a) East-West tension;

(b) The drive of under-developed countries for economic aid;

(c) Colonial problems.

39. The question of East-West tension is no doubt constantly under review
and there is perhaps nothing which we can usefully say in addition to what has
been said above on this question. As regards the other two problems, we might
consider if Canada would make a greater contribution to their solution than we
have done in the past.

40. We might ask ourselves what economic sacrifices we are willing to make
in order to bridge gaps between the “haves” and the ‘have nots” and especially
between the Arab-Asian group and the North Atlantic-Commonwealth group.
From our efforts to keep in touch with the Arab, Asian and Latin delegations
(especially those of Pakistan and India) during this Assembly it became
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apparent that the main interest of many of these in the United Nations is the
amount of technical and economic aid they will receive. The more aid that is
available the more likely they are to vote with us on political questions. The
less aid that is available the more likely are they to abstain or vote against us
on issues dividing the East and West.

41. On colonial questions we might consider if we could not play a more
active role. We are not a colonial power and yet we have close friends in both
camps. This might be a field in which we could use our influence to help arrest,
if not reverse, the growing antagonism between colonial and non-colonial
powers.

225, DEA/5475-DW-14-40
Note pour le chef de la Direction des Nations unies
Memorandum for Head, United Nations Division

[Ottawa,] February 26, 1952

You asked me to make an analysis of Canadian voting in the General
Assembly during the Sixth Session.>® I have gone through all the verbatim and
summary records which are now available, and have noted the tiimes when the
Canadian vote differed from at least one of the Three Powers: The United
Kingdom, the United States and France. There were 45 such votes. Canada
abstained 19 times in this voting.

All these votes were on roll-call; it is practically impossible to say how any
country except Canada voted in a “show of hands” vote. Mr. McCardle* tells
me that no one observer could be sure of who voted how; it would require
several people to take notes. The Canadian Delegation obviously did not have
enough personnel to do this. This analysis is therefore limited in this way. It is
also limited by the small number of votes in which our vote differed from the
three powers in relation to the large number of combinations possible.

I attach a chart showing the 45 votes, and the item with which they were
concerned. | have tried to eliminate the procedural votes.

According to these votes:

I. Canada abstained 19 times in this voting. Only twice when Canada
abstained did the three powers vote together yea or nay: once on the vote on
Administrative Unions; once on a vote on Human Rights.

2. Canada always voted with one of the Three Powers in all other cases.

3. Canada, in voting yea or nay, voted with either United Kingdom or United
States on all votes but one (Human Rights), when we voted with France and
U.S.S.R. (United Kingdom abstained).

36 novembre 1951-5 février 1952./November 6, 1951-February 5, 1952.

3).). McCardle, Direction de I’Amérique et de I'Extréme-Orient au ministére des Affaires
extérieures ; conseiller de la délégation  la sixiéme session de I’Assemblée générale.
J.J. McCardle, American and Far Eastern Division, Department of External Affairs; Advisor,
Delegation to the Sixth Session of the General Assembly.
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4. Canada voted with U.K. against U.S. (voting or abstaining) 3 times.
Canada voted with U.S. against U.K. (voting or abstaining) 8 times.

5. Canada abstained 3 times when U.S. and U.K. agreed (see 1) (ihe
additional instance — freedom of information).

6. Canada abstained with the U.K. 3 times when U.S. voted against U.S.S.R.
Canada abstained with the U.S. 1 time when U.K. voted against U.S.S.R.

7. Canada abstained 3 times when the U.S. voted against U.S.S.R. and U.K.
voted with U.S.S.R.
Canada abstained 3 times when the U.S. voted with U.S.S.R. and U.K.
voted against U.S.S.R.

8. U.S. and U.K. voted differently 26 times in the 45 votes.

I think that the only conclusion that may be reached from the figures above
is that Canada, on certain issues, acted with some independence. We very
seldom voted differently from one or other of the Three Powers. When we did,
we abstained. We never once, on a substantive vote, voted against all three
powers. We only once voted against both the U.S. and the U.K. Canada seems
to have continued to oscillate between these two countries, when they
disagreed.

As Mr. Garson said on the radio last night, we probably abstain to protect
our future position (as honest broker?), rather than to indicate disagreement
with our friends. As he said, abstention when the facts are not known (or, I
might add, when a “policy for the West” has not been made) is the intelligent
course of action.

C.F.W. HOOPER

PIECE JOINTE/ENCLOSURE
Analysis of Canadian voting in General Assembly during Sixth Session

Committee 1

Soviet
[tems Canada UK. U.S. France Bloc
A A Y A N
Threats to China
Admission of New Members A A Y Y N
A A N A Y
AD HOC Political Committee
A A Y A Y
Indians in South Africa
Committee 111
U.N. and Agencies in Social Field N N N Y Y
Y Y Y A Y
Y Y Y N N
Freedom of Information Y A A Y N
N Y N N Y
A Y Y N Y
N N N Y N
Human Rights N A N A Y
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Joint 2nd and 3rd Committee

Status of Women
Discrimination and Minorities

Requests for hearings
Participation of NSGs. in work of
Spec. Ctte.

South-West Africa

Ewe Problem

Petitions

Scholarships for Trust Territories
Participation of indigenous inhabs.
of Trust Territories in T.C.
Membership of Visiting Missions
Time of Attainment of Independence

Corporal Punishment
Admin. Unions

(On the hearing of Michael Scott —
not counted in total

Scale of Assessments

Budget Estimates (Public Informa-
tion)

Rights and Duties of States

Reservations to Multilateral Conven-
tions
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N N
N N

Committee IV

A N
Y Y
A N
Y A
Y A
A A
Y A
A A
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A N
A A

Committee V
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Committee VI
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SECTION D

REUNIONS POUR DETERMINER LA POLITIQUE A SUIVRE
POLICY MEETINGS

226. DEA/5475-DW-14-1-40

Note de la Direction des Nations unies
au sous-secrétaire d’Etat adjoint aux Affaires extérieures

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

SECRET [Ottawa,] March 4, 1952

INTER-DIVISIONAL POLICY MEETINGS

It is expected that Mr. David Johnson will be in Ottawa for four or five days
later in the present month at which time it is planned to hold a series of Inter-
Divisional Meetings designed to review conflicts in Canadian policies which
were evident at the Sixth Session of the General Assembly of the United
Nations. At present it is not yet possible to fix a definite date for these
meetings but the present indications are that they will be held either in the
week beginning March 17 or during the week beginning March 24.

2. Meanwhile, I think you will be interested in reading the attached
correspondence which was precipitated by a memorandum of January 113
prepared by Mr. Reid, and which was sent to Mr. Johnson on the same date.
Mr. Johnson’s reply dated January 23% is attached, together with a reply dated
January 24* from Mr. Chipman, to whom Mr. Reid also sent a copy of his
memorandum. Attached is also a further letter to Mr. Johnson from Mr. Reid
dated February 6* and a memorandum dated February 9' addressed to this
Division by Mr. Reid.

3. I think you will find a number of the points raised in this correspondence
of interest to you. We shall keep in touch with you regarding the definite date
for these meetings and you will in due course receive a programme and time-
table concerning them. Meanwhile, you may wish to attain [retain] the
attached correspondence for reference.

S. MORLEY SCOTT

3®Le document 191./Document 191.
*Le document 192./Document 192.
“Le document 193./Document 193.
4Le document 194./Document 194.
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227. DEA/5475-DW-14-1-40

Procés-verbal de la premiere réunion des directions
pour déterminer la politique a suivre

Minutes of Meeting | of Inter- Divisional Policy Meetings
CONFIDENTIAL Ottawa, March 31 (a.m.), [1952]

Present:
Mr. E. Reid, Chairman
Mr. H.O. Moran
Mr. C.S.A. Ritchie
Mr. R.A. MacKay
Mr. D.M. Johnson
Mr. S.M. Scott
Mr. E.H. Norman
Mr. J.B.C. Watkins
Mr. C.A. Ronning
Mr. AA. Lay
Miss B.M. Meagher
Mr. H.H. Carter
Mr. J.P. Erichsen-Brown
Mr. J.H. Thurrott
Mr. F.M. Tovell
Mr. R.A. Crépault
Mr. D. Stansfield
Mr. G .K. Grande
Mr. J.E.G. Hardy
Mr. F.W. Stone
Mr. C.F.W. Hooper

The meeting considered the paper of March 28 prepared by the U.N.
Division." Most of the comments made on the first part of the paper (pp 1-3)
were reflected in the answers to the “Questions” as shown below. The solution
to the problem suggested in paragraph 6 did not meet with favour.

QUESTION 1. Is the policy of attempting to lessen the differences between the
western democratic states and the under-developed countries a wise, practical
and very important one for Canada?

Yes, but with some qualifications.

It was open to the meeting to decide that (a) more importance than
heretofore should be attached to “lessening the differences”, and (b) that it
should stand relatively higher in the scale of priorities among our other policy
aims. The meeting was agreed on (a); not enough importance, for example, had
been attached to this policy at the last session of the Assembly. To decide on
(b), however, as Mr. Ritchie pointed out involved consideration of the other
policies with which this policy must be weighed. A decision on this point might
be attempted after the other policy meetings had been held.

The Chairman warned against the “market basket” theory — that there
was only so much aid we could give, and that we could do no more than decide
on its apportionment. There was no defined upper limit to the amount of
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foreign aid Canada might give; certainly, if there was a limit, Canada had not
come close to reaching it.
QUESTION 2. What are those “differences” which affect the formation of
Canadian foreign policy?

It was agreed that the following were the principal differences between the
policies of the western democracies and of the under-developed countries:

(1) A different view of Communism: to us, it is a threat; to under-developed
countries, it is as much a promise as a threat. Also, a different view of western
capitalism: to us it is, however imperfect, still a promise. To them it is nearly as
much a threat as a promise.

This, of course, was a generalization, and not equally and universally true: it
was largely true of Asia, less true of the Middle East, and perhaps least true of
Latin America. There were also differences between the attitudes of the ruling
classes and those of the other classes.

The Chairman pointed out that there was less resistance to Communism
even of the U.S.S.R. variety because it appeared capable of solving some
problems of the under-developed countries that democratic systems could not.
It was also noted that the Islamic religion tended to resist Communist
influences.

(2) A different view of the Russian threat: to us, Russia is the only country to
be feared. To most of the under-developed countries, Russia is only one of
several foreign powers under whose domination they might come.

(3) A different interpretation of the concept of international sharing of
wealth.

It was affirmed that there were three sorts of interpretation: voluntary
charity; aid as the duty of a higher authority; out-and-out egalitarianism. Asia,
for example, had progressed as far as the second, but hardly as far as the third
which was not accepted within the Asian countries themselves. Mr. Ronning
thought the West had still to rid itself completely of the notion of expecting
gratitude for charity. Other factors entered into the differences in viewpoint.
Mr. Scott noted the time factor; the under-developed countries looked for
substantially higher living standards which those now alive would live to enjoy;
we thought in terms of half centuries at the least. Mr. Johnson suggested that
there was a significant element of opportunism in the attitude of the under-
developed countries, a realization that the East-West split provided a chance to
extract aid from the West as the price of co-operation. Mr. Norman thought
that to the Asian mind the right of a country to develop its own resources in its
own way was as important as the right to Western assistance in doing so. Mr.
MacKay stressed the importance of Asian hatred of historic western
imperialism. (1), (2), and (3) add up, of course, to different notions of the
priorities to be given to defence preparations of various sorts.

(4) A different sense of urgency in regard to the abolition of colonialism and
other inferior sorts of status; meanwhile, different notions of how metropolitan
states should behave, and what the United Nations should do about their
behaviour. Detailed discussion of this accepted difference would occur in the
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meeting on trusteeship matters. Mr. Ritchie thought the point under-
emphasized in the paper. Pre-Assembly talks on the point, especially with the
French, were recommended.

(5) A different notion of the usefulness and efficacy of written international
agreements in the social and humanitarian field. It was agreed that at the last
General Assembly this difference showed itself to a considerable extent as one
between the “have and the have-not” countries although non-common-law
countries (such as France) and sometimes the United States were inclined to
stress the importance of written international agreements.

QUESTION 3. Should Canadian policy be to attack the problem along the
whole line, or only on selected issues?

The meeting agreed that this question could not be answered by a mere yes
or no but was really a point to be borne in mind during the further discussions.
The Chairman thought that Canada’s position might move a little bit on
certain issues from one session of the General Assembly to another.

QUESTION 4. Is it sensible, in considering our attitude toward the under-
developed countries, to think of them as one group or must we consider each
proposal in relation to each country or group of countries?

In general, the meeting thought there were several aspects in which one

could not think of the under-developed countries as one group, e.g. technical
assistance to Latin America.
QUESTION 7. On the assumption that our general attitude toward under-
developed countries is to be conciliatory, which of the following broad
approaches should be used? What are their relative advantages? In respect of
each, can Canada play a lone hand, or should we move only in step with our
usual friends?

(a) Economic assistance. Although this question was not directly discussed it
was pointed out by the Chairman that we were not really purchasing the
support of the under-developed countries but were buttressing social systems
which were basically sympathetic to the west.

(b) Support for nationalist aspirations. Mr. Ritchie pointed out that political
support would have to be given not only in a way that would not impair our
defences but would also not impair the prestige and viability of our western
allies.

QUESTION 10. Our Delegation has been puzzled [about] how far they should
be guided by a legalistic interpretation of the Charter of the United Nations
and how far they should resort to political interpretations. What advice can we
give them?

The meeting agreed with the Chairman that the United Nations Charter,
like any other constitution, is usually interpreted in political terms. It was
thought desirable that the Canadian interpretation should, like the British, be
as consistent as possible (rather than “legalistic”’) and not follow the United
States practice of manufacturing international law to suit existing circum-
stances or even the current day’s policy. It had been originally Canada’s
interpretation of the Charter that limitations on the power of the United
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Nations should be construed narrowly and construed its powers broadly. The
provisions of the Charter concerning trusteeship and non-self-governing
territories had, however, been an exception. In these clauses — Chapters XI,
XII & XII1, — Canada had generally interpreted the Charter in a narrow and
rather legalistic manner. The Chairman thought it would be useful for our
delegations at future Assemblies to be informed when particular policies
followed by Canada were inconsistent with our general interpretation of the
Charter. Mr. Erichsen-Brown suggested that a list of precedents should be
included in the individual Commentary articles.

QUESTION 11. We have adopted a voting practice of abstaining on proposals
we dislike which are advanced by our Western friends and of abstaining on
proposals we like which are advanced by unfriendly states. Is this voting
practice consistent with our long-term interests? Or should we rather accept
the idea of voting according to the strict merits of each proposal, regardless of
what country sponsors it? Are we justly criticized for abstaining too much?

The meeting noted the fact that at the recent General Assembly the two
member states which abstained least were the two dominant ones, i.e. the
United States and the U.S.S.R. It was explained that many of the Canadian
abstentions at the Sixth Assembly resulted from insufficient time being allowed
for the Minister to obtain Cabinet decisions, e.g. the newsprint and wheat
questions. When only a few days were available for deciding Canada’s position,
it was generally not possible to go beyond the opinion of the government
department primarily concerned and this usually meant that the immediate
Canadian interest was stressed to the detriment of the international aspects of
problems which this department might have brought out for Cabinet
consideration, had time been allowed. It was agreed that Canada usually had
little freedom of action when the United Kingdom and the United States were
agreed, but that we had a greater degree of freedom when these two powers
were not in agreement: in the latter situation, however, Canada had usually
exercised its freedom by abstaining.

The following questions were not dealt with specifically by the meeting,
being left for consideration at appropriate meetings during the week:
QUESTION 5. Should we consider the policy of encouraging divisive forces
among the under-developed countries in the hope of breaking up what may
prove to be a dangerous political bloc?

QUESTION 6. Should our attitude toward the under-developed countries be in
general conciliatory, or in general tough, or in general neither?
QUESTION 7. On the assumption that our general attitude toward under-
developed countries is to be conciliatory, which of the following broad
approaches should be used? What are their relative advantages? In respect of
each, can Canada play a lone hand, or should we move only in step with our
usual friends?

(a) Economic assistance (On the paper issued for Meeting II appears a list of
sorts of economic assistance which have been proposed. At the present meeting,
it would be advisable to discuss the degree of economic assistance which ought
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to be given, e.g.: to the edge of hurting our defences? Or to the extent of
sensibly lowering our living standards?)

(b) Support for nationalist aspirations.

(c) Support of covenants on human rights, and like matters involving
acceptance of the worthwhileness of international agreements on such matters.

(d) Political support other than the above. Specifically, what? (Policy on
admission of new members might be discussed here.)

(e) Propaganda in the under-developed countries.

(f) Establishment of additional missions in under-developed countries, with
corresponding desks in Ottawa.

QUESTION 8. If we decide on substantially increased activity in these fields,
should we make something of a fanfare about it this summer in ECOSOC and
this fall in the Assembly, or should we let our individual votes and speeches
speak for themselves?

QUESTION 9. How far is it wise for us to vote for the adoption of and assist in
the execution of measures which appeal to under-developed countries but
which we think are (at best) unprofitable and (at worst) vicious exercises?
Examples: International Development Fund; Convention on Human Rights;
Definition of Self-Government; Status of Women. Quite possibly, this question
cannot be answered in a general fashion; it might be better merely to bear it in
mind in dealing with more specific questions.
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QUESTIONA. 1. Is the “principle of geographic distribution”, as applied to the
composition of the United Nations staff, consistent with the need for a good
permanent staff? (One senior officer of the U.N. Administration told our
delegation to the Sixth Assembly that the Secretary General had to have
dictatorial powers of dismissal in order to fire efficient employees and replace
them with inefficient ones in accordance with the principle of geographic
distribution.) If not, is it worth our while to take public issue with this
principle?
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The Chairman observed that Article 101 (3) of the Charter stated that —
“The paramount consideration in the employment of the staff and in the
determination of the conditions of service shall be the necessity of securing the
highest standards of efficiency, competence, and integrity. Due regard shall be
paid to the importance of recruiting the staff on as wide a geographical basis as
possible.” Geographical distribution was certainly a secondary consideration. It
appeared, however, that emphasis was being placed on geographic distribution,
even when this was incompatible with efficiency. Mr. Johnson pointed out that
members of delegations and Secretariat officials were unwilling to admit
publicly that they were, in fact, incompatible. To say so implied a low level of
ability in the candidates from certain countries; it was an extremely touchy
subject. The Chairman thought that Canadian delegates, at future sessions
when this question might be discussed, could go back to the Charter and
remind other delegations that efficiency was the most important criterion.

In the meantime it could usefully be asked how efficient the U.N. staff was

now. The sense of the meeting was that it was reasonably efficient but also
somewhat top-heavy and generally too large for the job being performed. Mr.
Johnson remarked that there were large numbers of staff members attending
meetings of the Disarmament Commission, many without apparent reasons for
being there. The Chairman thought it might be useful to make enquiries about
them. It might also be useful for the delegation in New York to ask the
Chairman of the Advisory Committee on Administrative and Budgetary
Questions, or members of that Committee, what they thought about the
efficiency of the staff. The internship programme might also give Canada
opportunity of obtaining an objective opinion on U.N. staff efficiency. In this
connection Messrs. Gow of the Civil Service Commission and Currie of Labour
who attended the programme in 1949 and 1951 respectively could be consulted.
On the basis of information so obtained we could decide how strong a line it
would be appropriate for us to take on the question of efficiency versus
geographic distribution.
QUESTIONA. 2. Should Canada, under the present special circumstances of the
United Nations staff, show more sympathy towards staff demands for
guarantees of security, safeguards against arbitrary action by the Administra-
tion, etc.? Should we take into account the fact that demands of this kind, even
the apparently reasonable ones, may be put forward with the primary aim of
causing staff trouble?

There was some general discussion of this question but no conclusions were

reached. It was noted that the Secretary General has now undertaken to
increase the proportion of permanencies from approximately 30% to 75% or
80%. When this programme is completed, many of the present difficulties will
have ceased to exist.
QUESTIONA. 3. Should we, under all foreseeable circumstances, maintain our
attitude of “hands off” towards any questions involving the relations between
Canadian members of the United Nations staff and the United Nations
Administration?



UNITED NATIONS 323

There were two types of cases in which the Canadian government might be
asked to intervene on behalf of Canadian staff members. The first of these was
the type of case in which a Canadian had been dismissed or subjected to
disciplinary action. The meeting agreed that in cases of this sort our “hands
off” attitude should be maintained; adequate appeals machinery existed within
the United Nations organization itself. The second type of case was that of a
Canadian whose promotion within the organization appeared to have been
unduly retarded. The Chairman noted in this connection that many Canadians
believed, probably with some justification, that the principle of geographic
distribution militated against them in the matter of advancement. It was also
considered, by many Canadian staff members, that the fact that Canada did
not exert influence on behalf of her nationals, while other countries did, meant
that Canadians were in fact being discriminated against. After some discussion
it was agreed that cases of this sort were seldom clear-cut and that it would be
difficult to alter our policy. It would be better, but perhaps more difficult, to
eliminate the possibility of discrimination by persuading other countries not to
intervene on behalf of their nationals.

This question also elicited some discussion on the question of communism in
the U.N. staff. It was agreed that communism in itself was not a crime on the
part of any U.N. staff member, from whatever country he came, and that the
activities of officials such as Byron Price, to the extent that they amounted to
simple persecution of communists, were highly improper. On the other hand, a
good communist would, almost by definition, be violating the Charter and his
U.N. oath, i.e. taking orders from another authority. It was agreed, however,
that it was extremely difficult to produce proof of this sort of thing. Production
of proof would of course be necessary if this were to be used as grounds for
dismissal.

QUESTION B. Should Canada, joining the have-not countries (and perhaps
bowing to the inevitable), show more sympathy towards future salary demands
advanced on behalf of the United Nations staff, even though by Canadian
standards they are not justified? Are Canadian standards a valid basis for
considering United Nations salary levels? Should we revise our attitude
towards the “escalator principle”, as applied to the United Nations salaries?

It was agreed that Canadian delegations should continue to emphasize
efficiency, economy, and similar ideals, and to oppose salary increases when
they were not justified. The meeting agreed that Canadian standards were not
a valid criterion, at least for public opposition to salary demands, but
considered that other valid criteria were available and could be applied — e.g.
salaries for similar employment in the New York area, salaries sufficient to
attract and hold qualified personnel.
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The Chairman opened the meeting by reading passages from Barbara
Ward’s book “Policy for the West” in which she develops the thesis that it is
quite as important for the countries of the western alliance, in order effectively
to contain communism, to spend two or three per cent of their national income
to provide economic assistance to under-developed countries, particularly in
Asia, as it is to devote some fifteen per cent of it to armaments. The North
Atlantic Treaty Organization should lay down its own plans of economic
assistance to such countries. Full use should also be made of the Economic and
Social Council of the United Nations. Miss Ward suggests that western
countries should relate their economic assistance to their anti-depression
policies.

Mr. Plumptre commented that two or three per cent of the national income
in Canada amounted to about $500,000,000. Assistance of this order of
magnitude was not at present within the bounds of practical politics. This
amount looked even more unrealistic when considered in terms of the national
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