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FOREWORD

This Discussion Guide is issued by the U.S. National
Commission for UNESCO as a part of its program on education about
the United Nations. It is aimed particularly at advancing thinking
and discussion about the problems of collective security.

When the United Nations took action to repel aggression against
the Republic of Korea, It gave new hope to peoples in most parts of
the world. But when Communist Chinese armies invaded Korea and
the U.N. forces seemed near disaster, there was a quick and widespread
reaction. Confidence iIi the United Nations ~uffered, in the United
States as elsewhere; and new questions arose -here, particularly as the
United States continued to bear most of the burden of the fighting.
The whole issue of Far Eastern policy and, indeed, American foreign
policy throughout the world became a subject of what the press termed
the "Great Debate." .

The National Commission, which already had chosen education
about the United Nations as one of its major tasks, decided soon after
the invasion of Korea that a discussion guide would help citizens in
a program of democratic discussion of the problems of· collective
security. A guide was well under way when there came a new turn
of events in Korea-and that version at once seemed outdated.
Later, doubts were expressed as to whether any guide could be made
current enough to be useful. It was decided, however, that the U.N.
action in Korea was of such permanent and fundamental importance
that a guide based on that action, and the problems involved, would
be useful regardless of any new developments which might take place.

This Guide is, of course, only a tool for opening discussion. It is
hoped that those who use it will proceed on the broadest possible basis
in dealing with the problems which challenge us today-including the
political cross-currents and attitudes throughout the world. . The
brief bibliography in the back of -this pamphlet should be helpful,
but it should be supplemented by materials available from libraries,
universities, and the various forums which are constantly being held
in many parts of the country. Discussion leaders also might find
some value in a technical pamphlet on group discussion, It Pays to
Talk It Over (25 cents),. available from- the Community Relations
Service, 386 Fourth Avenue, New York, N.Y.

The U.S. National Commission for UNESCO was established by
Congress to advise the -Department of State on UNESCO affairs and
to provide leadership on UNESCO programs in this country. It is
composed of representatives of 60 national organizations and 40 other
leaders in UNESCO fields. Education about the United Nations and
its responsibilities IS one of the basic programs of international
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UNEsco--:-the United Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural
Organization-and it is hoped that the national commissions in many
countries besides the United States will implement that program
effectively.



THE BACKGR-OUND

On September 18, 1931, the Japanese Army seized Mukden,
_capital of -Manchuria. The League of Nations protested without
effect, Japan withdrew from the League, and the Manchurian incident
spread south to China proper. Thus, encouraged-by this failure of the
organized world to act, and by subsequent failures to put a stop to
aggression in Europe. as well as the Far East, the dictatorships went
on-until the forces of freedom had no choice but to fight or be an
nihilated.

Nineteen years and one world war later, at a point roughly 200 .
miles southeast of Mukden, a well-trained and well-equipped Com
munist army from North Korea attacked the neighboring Repu~lic of

-Korea to the south. This time the reaction was different.
Within 24 hours, the Security Council of the United Nations, with

Soviet Russia (whose delegate had walked out of the Security Council the
preceding January) notably absent, _issued a cease-fire order, told the
aggressors to withdraw, and called on member nations to help carry out
its orders. A part of the world had learned its lesson about 'aggression~

On June 27, the Security Council recommended that the members of the
Un'ited Nations furnish assistance to repel the'attack and restore -peace
and security in the area. Within a few more days, 53 of the then 59 •
member nations of the United Nations were .on record with formal sup
port for the U.N. decision. The six member nationS not supporting the
U~N. action were the Soviet bloc.

The anxiety and despair with which people watched the unchecked
expansion of Kremlin imperialism engulf Eastern Europe and dominate
China, and threaten the rest of the world, was replaced by' a new hope
that democratic nations would and could halt this assault and that it
would be stopped through the instrument of a Hcongress of nations"
that men had so long dreamed of as the keystone of a peaceful world. 
Most peoples, although fully conscious of the calculated risk of war,
thrilled to the prompt demonstration that the United Nations would
fulfill its Charter obligation to take collective measures Hfor the sup
'pression of acts of aggression or other. breaches of the peace".

Three months later, after the rout o( the North Korean forces by
the U.N. forces, the aggression was.compounded by the open entry of
Communist Chinainto the war. The United Nations, in branding
China an aggressor, gave evidence that having taken action again~t

aggression by a small invader it would not fail to label aggression by
r • _.

a larger power--even though its members were aware qf the risks,
could not foresee the final outcome, and found themselves divided by .
the ominous threat of another world war.

Acting through the General Assembly when a Russian veto pre
cluded action in the Security Council, the majority of U.N. members
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also demonstrated that they would not permit its deliberative councils
to be paralyzed. -

Objectives

The objectives of this first collective peace-enforcement action
in history· are clear: to repel aggression in Korea and restore peace
and security in the area; by so doing, to show that aggression does not
pay and will not betolerated by the free nations; to reassure people

. everywhere that they will not be abandoned if they choose to resist
aggression; and to avoid, by any action of the United Nations, a
widening of the conflict.

This is a pioneering action: It represents the collective effort of
most of the nations of the world to devise, out of the chaos and terror
of our times, a way short of total war to protect a country from
aggression, and thus to move one step forward toward the. ultimate
goal of an ordered, peaceful world under law, wherein peoples Can
choose their way of-life in calm and reason, rather than in terror.

Will it work? Will the aggressor be deterred from his course by
this evidence of collective will? . So far the United Nations has pre
vented aggression from succeeding in Korea. Many people are con
vinced that prompt United Nations action in Korea has also delayed
a timetable of aggression .that included Indochina, Malaya, India, the
Philippines, and Japan. And perhaps it has prevented World War III.

Current Questions

But the end is not in sight, after months of fighting in Korea.
What additional measures can the United Nations now take?

Should U.N. forces-and under what circumstances-bomb the
enemy bases· in Manchuria, or permit the Chinese Nationalist forces
on Formosa to launch a second front on the Chinese "mainland?
That China sh(juld be· at war with a coalition of nations and yet retain
complete immunity for her own territory as if she were at peace is a
situation unprecedented in history. Does the decision to leave her
unmolested represent a sound military and political policy for the
U.N.'s unprecedented collective peace-enforcement. action?
" In this connection it should be noted that U.N. air bases in South
Korea, Japan, and the Pacific islands have been left unmolested by
the aggressive forces. .

If the United Nations is able to contain the attack in Korea, will
. the aggressive forces then be ready to seek the negotiated peace for

which the door is constantly·held open? Or is it their purpose to
drag on this war to cause the free· nations to dissipate their strength

. through interminable attrition? What kind of peace could be worked
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out in Korea? Will the Kremlin be unable to sustain the political
effects of a negotiated peace in Korea, and plunge on into total war?

All these questions must be answered in a world perspective. The
boundaries of free nations in Europe, the Middle East~ and even
Africa are also under constant threat. In these circumstances, must
the free nations adhere to a "European" priority of protection and
resistance? Or must they, rather, be prepared'to deploy their thin
but groWing might around all the imperiled and vulnerable periphery?

World Debate

The ebb and flow of military events, the mounting casualties,
and the fact that after months of fighting no clear end is in sight, have
caused these questions to erupt into an unprecedented debate in
America over the strategy of the Korean War. Less spectacularly
but just as importantly, the debate rages also behind the scenes in
the United Nations and in the councils of the other free nations. .

Seeking an answer to these questions in the larger framework,
Americans obviously must try to understand the somewhat different
considerations that concern their allies in the United Nations, coun
tries in Europe and Asia whose homes lie closer to the peril, whose
strength is less than our own, and whose national aspirations might
be somewhat differently affected by decisions which must be. taken
collectively. We cannot be blind to, though we· need not be dis
mayed by, the fact that the near unanimity of opinion of Jtine'1950
has at times wavered, under the strain of uncertainty~ in the councils
of the United' Nations as ,it has in councils in Washington. -We can
not, in making our. decisions, leave out of account the complications
resulting from the great social upheaval in Asia, the determination of
the Asiatic people to lift themselves out of the medieval world of.
privation and misery in w~ich they live, and to achieve a more abun
dant life and a greater social and political dignity. This burning
desire--far nearer our own concepts than those of "police states"
has been exploited, and, many people think, betrayed by the im
perialist aggressors, in the name of communism, who have used it as
a cloak for achieving control of the world through both subversion
and overt conquest.

The force of the "Asian revolution"-as this movement for libera
tion from poverty and second-class citizenship in the world of nations
has come to,be called-is recognized by all statesmen and political
leaders in the debates on United Nations and U.S. policy, but men
disagree about how alter~ative courses of collective action will affect
it, and about how the Asian peoples the~selves may interpret these
different courses of action. Many people think thatAmerica especially
must, make her understanding of these social forces very clear, or
risk alienating her allies in Asia. '
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Difficult Decisions Ahead

One thing that emerges very clearly by now is this: The historic
United Nations decision of June 1950, to halt aggression by collective
.action, marked only the first step on a long, difficult, new course. The
free nations must chart their course as they grope their way, devising
military strategy, evaluating political and moral imponderables, and
holding together the diverse components of the congress of nations,
while preserving the larger framework of peace.

At every step along the way, hard choices must be made, for which
. there are no precedents in history. Decisions must be taken on issues
.about which honest men disagree, and which can be perverted by
demagogues. And each decision is frought with the twin risk of
global war or appeasement and ultimate total surrender;

These choices must be made democratically, with the widest
sharing of discussion .and responsibility. This is essential to the
objectives- for which the free nations are fighting, though this very
requirement adds to the risk by advising the enemy of our indecision,
and providing him with the opportunity to influence and multiply the
strains upon unity within each country and within the United Nations.

. In the swiftly moving .drama, where events constantly catch up
with and modify the opinions of men and the positions of government,
it is possible that many questions raised in this discussion outline will
have been answered before it gets into print. . But it is unlikely that

. the most optimistic outcome that can be reached will enable men to
close the book o~ Korean aggression-and its aftermath-so' soon.
More likely we shall need clarity of hindsight as well as foresight to
deal with new facets of the problem and to formulate the individual
opinions that are the basis for decisions in. our national councils and,
through them, in the international council of the UnitadNations.

viii



CONTENTS

Page

FOREWORD iii .
THE BACKGROUND V

QUESTIONS FOR DISCUSSION:.

Why was it important to go to Korea's defense in June 1950? 1

, 1. Was the conflict in Korea any of the U.N.'s business? . 1
2. Why did U.S~ troops have to bear such a large share of the

burden? 3

Did Communist China's intervention prove that collective security
won!t work? 4

1. Was a "package" solution of the Far Eastern problems pos-
sible in the winter of 1950-51? . 5

2. Is this a struggle for power between"Soviet" and "Yankee"
imperialism? - 7

3. Has the fighting in Korea a~complishedanythingto date? . 8

What are the issues in the "great debate" on Far East policy? • 10

1. What is the main issue-aggression in Korea, communism,
or Soviet imperialism? 11

2. How can the free nations best deploy their limited strength
now? 12

3. WOlild an all-out war in Asia strike at the real enemy? . 12
4. 'What do we gain by continuing to fight a limited war? 14
5. What additional measures are possible? . 14

Has the 'U.N. fulfilled the promise of its prompt action in June
1950? '. 18

1. Has the U.N. policy left a "vacuum" in Korea? . 19

Will future aggression be met as effectively? . 21

1. Will the "United Action for Peace" Plan do the job? 21
2. What kiridof aggression can the U.N. act against? 23

Wo~ld reorganization of the U.N. bring us closer to peace? 25

1. ,Should Russia be excluded? 2p
2. Is World Government the answer to the quest for peace? 26

Has the U.N. neglected the "ploughshares" while making the
sword more swift? . • 28

How can Americans contribute to the U.N.'s success? . 30

1. Is it possible to be U.S. citizens and HCitizens of the World"
too? . 31

2. What are some of the demands on U.N. supporters? . 32

ix



Page

3. How can individual citizens· shape our U.N. policy? . . 33
KOREAN TIMETABLE 36
U.N. RESOLUTIONS RELATING TO KOREA 41
BIBLIOGRAPHY 47



.
QUESTIONS FOR DISCUSSION

WHY WAS IT IMPORTANT TO GO

T9 KOREA'S DEFE.NSE .IN JUNE 1950?

1.
Was the conflict in
Korea any of· the
U.N.'s business?

Millions of people were surprised and heartened when
the United Nations responded with such speed to the attack on the
Republic of Korea. Having watched Kr~mlin imperialism win over
the Eastern European nations and -inspire the Communist victory in
China, they felt somewhat doubtful that anything would be done for
South Korea.

Others, particularly some Europeans, regarded the U.N. action
with misgivings. In recent months there had been a growing
spirit of "neutralism" on the Continent-a des~e to keep out of any
conflict between the United' States and the U.S.S.R. They saw' the .

. Korean situation as a possible forerunner of such a conflict.
Some believed that the conflict in Korea was just a. "local" or civil

war, and thus none of the U.N.'s business. They thought that the
artificial division of Korea came about as a result of ,American-Russian

. friction, and that there was little logic in outsiders trying to halt the
"unification", even by force, of a country that had always been a single
entity. A U.N. victory in Korea, they said, would be meaningless,
and might cost the international organization its future.

The argument against this position-supporting the U.N. decisions
reCalls the h.istory of appeasement and its fatal results: If there is
one thing that should have been learned in the las:t 20 years, it is that
aggression cannot be allowed to pay if the world is to have peace and
security with freedom. . .

Many people believe that the world is still paying for the mistakes
of the early thirties; and that if collective actfon -had been taken to
halt Japanese aggression in 1931 when the late Henry L. Stimson, then
Secretary of State, pleaded vainly for united action, our troops would 
not have had to fight in Korea, and ·China might' be free of foreign
domination and be helping to build a free and' prosperous Asia.

To those who wonder why the people of the United States and other
countries got so exercised over Korea-since the aggression there, in
their view, was merely a repetition of what 'Soviet Russia ~ad been
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doing in Europe and other parts of Asia-the answer is given:
The invasion of South Korea was the "last straw" of the burden of

Kremlin aggression saddled on the world's back. Up until Korea, the
Soviet dictators had carried out their expansionist schemes from within,
although the Red Army had always been camped nearby, and in some cases
had been the direct agent of "people's revolutions." The story of all the

. "Iron Curtain" countries had been the sa'f!"'e: no "open" aggression, but
accomplishment of Soviet purposes by agents already inside the country.
Like the television wrestler who slugs his opponent and then holds up an
innocent open palm to the referee, the Kremlin was able to do what it
wanted without being disqualified. But there was no·doubt t:his time; the
Soviet rulers had occupied North Korea, had trained its army, encouraged
its leaders, and provided the country with military equipment and supplies.

Russian occupation of Korea above the 38th parallel was based on
Allied agreement at the·end of World War II.

At that time, the U.S.S.R. was, from a military and geographic
standpoint, in a position to occupy the entire peninsula, since the·
nearest U.S. troops were then in Okinawa. A dividing line was drawn
as a convenience in the acceptance of the surrender of Japanese troops
(those north of the parallel to Russia, south to the United States) and
was not meant to become a boundary. In the next few years it was
impossible to get Kremlin agreement on the unification of Korea
except under Communist domination. So the United States_placed the 
question before the 'United Nations, which called in November
1947 for free elections throughout Korea under U.N. supervision.
The Soviets refused to let the temporary, election-observing U.N.
Commission north of the 38th parallel. So the Commission observed
the elections in the southern half, and the Republic of Korea, later
approved by the General Assembly, was set up under U.N. auspices.

Soon a new commission-The U.N. Commission on Korea-was
established to work for the unification of Korea under a repre
sentative government, and foreign troops were withdrawn. This
Commission was on the spot when the invasion occurred, and was able
quickly to report the aggression which was such an affront to U.N.
authority and prestige. The existence of this Commission was one
of the strongest justifications for the U.N. action.

Under U.N. guidance, the Republic of Korea had been making
genuine democratic progress. The government was the only legal
government in Korea, and it was recognized as such by the United
Nations. It is recognized that everything was not perfect, and that
Koreans themselves were not entirely satisfied; but a legal govern
ment was making advances. W~ have the word of two U.S. states
men for that. Speaking from knowl€dge gained on a visit to Korea
soon· before the attack, John Foster Dulles said: "The Republic of
Korea was a healthy society." Ambassador-at-Large Philip Jessup
reported: "In the Republic of 'Korea:,' under a democratic. constitu~
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tion, the people of Korea worked ,diligently during the last two years
.from 1948 to 1950 to improve their well-being. They were trying
.to develop democractic practices, in increasirig education, literacy,
and a higher standard of living."

Many people are agreed that it is part of the free-world tradition
that any nation making a real effort toward democracy deserves help.

2.
Why did U. S. troops
hate to bear' such a
large share of the
burden?

Fifty-three of the then 59 members of the United
Nations formally supported the Security Council 'recommendations
for defense against North Korean aggression. ~S~veral of them were
able to send troops, ships, equipment, and material for the joint

, effort; at the Inchon landIngs in September, 1950, the ships of eight
nations took part in the U.N.'s big punch. 'T'herewere other tokEm

. forces. But the fact was that .the South Koreans and the U.S. troops
. bore the brunt of the fighting.· ..

This proved to some that it. was silly to expect other nations to
help: Uncle Sam, they said,· would always be the sucker. Comment~
ing on President Truman's statement that Korea proved the worka- .
bility of the U.N. Charter, one newspaper editorial said: "Mr. Tru
man's evidence that the 'charter works is reduced' . . . to the
proposition that it can be made to work only .if the .United States
assumes the entire burden of.sacrifice."

Even though it can ·be granted that the United Nations had to
meet the challenge with whatever forces were at hand, wasn't the
United States called on to bear a disproportionate share? A Kansas
mother expressed her concern this way in a letter to the Washington
correspondent of the Christian Science Monitor: .

"If this is a United Nations problem, why are not the other nations
taking the responsibility of the gigantic operation? Why must we
send our men to slaughter? . • . I must knowmqre of the cause of the
United States rone participation in this pitiful struggle in Korea."

In his published reply, the correspondent (Joseph C. Harsch)
pointed out that all the. possible victims of Soviet expansion must
be prepared at any place "around the rim of Soviet power." He
reminded her of the French and British commitments in Southeast
Asia~ and the need for the Western European countries to be prepared
Hon the front line in Europe."

"it remains true that we are carrying the major burden of .the task
in Korea," he -wrote. HBut that is because lVloscow struck at a point
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of the line which was our primaryresponsibiljty. We are the occu
pation power in Japan. Korea is on the Japanese doorstep. • . .".
He also pointed out, in a reference to the first two world wars, that
"in every previous issue of this kind it is the others who have shoul- .
dered the major burden,' while we have sheltered in comparative
security behind their efforts."

Our commitment of troops to the Korean fight also gave welcome
notice to the world that the United States was wedded to the principle
of meeting aggression with armed force.
. In any case of .future aggression, U.S. troops might not be so

fortuitously located as they were in· the case of Korea. They will not '.
always be available as the U.N.'s chief policeman, nor do many people

_argue that they should be. This leads to the question of what can
be done to insure prompt, effective U.N. action in any newaggression.

. .

RELATED QUESTIONS .
1. Why did not more people anticipate the events of June 1950' in

Korea?
2. What were the commitments of the United States in the Far East

at this time? In Europe? .
3. Is there a similarity between the role of Great Britain in 1941 and

the role of the United States in 1950-51?
4. Has the concept of "collective security" taken on additional mean

ing as aresult of U.N. action in Korea?

-.

DID COMMUN.IST CHINA'S· INTERVENTION

PROVE THAT COLLECTIVE. SECURITY

WON'T WORK?

The first anxious days in Korea were'followed by hopefulness
as U.N. military forces turned the tide of battle against ·the North
Korean invaders.' .

Although everyone knew that the North Korean forces were trained
and equipped by Soviet R~ia, and that behind the North Korean
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figureheads stood the Kremlin, the diplomatic fiction was preserved
that this was an aggression of North Koreans against the U.N.-
recognized Republic of Korea. '

At the moment when the United Nations beat back the invader to
the Manchurian border, the choice for war or peace lay once more
with the- Kremlin. By maintaining the North Korean fiction, the
Soviet Union could have accepted the verdict of the United Nations"
now affirmed on the battlefield. She chose instead to compound
aggression by the open entry of _Communist China into the war.

Many had hope<;l that the demonstration of the collective will to
resist would teach the Kremlin that "she couldn't get away with it."
But here, instead, was new evidence of the aggressor's intent. What
to do about Chinese intervention? The United Nations had to
decide.

At the time of the North Korean invasion, in June 1950, there was
nearly complete unanimity among the members of the Security
Council and the General Assembly. The 'open entry of Communist
China into the war posed a more difficult problem for some member
nations.

The United States representatives in the United Nations pressed
for the branding of Communist China as an aggressor. Soviet Russia
pressed countercharges against the United States, maintaining that
in protecting' Form'osa it had committed aggression ,against the
"People's Republic" of China.

Several countries-notably India-took a sort' of. side-lines position,
opposing diplomatic measures censuring, China, and pinning their
hopes on working out a "package" settlement of the Far Eastern
question, including a cease-fire in Korea, admission of Communist
China to the United Nati9ns, and some mutually acceptable dis-
position of the Formosan question. '

1.
Was a 'upacka,ge"

,solution of' the. Far
Eastern problemspos
sible'in the' winter of
1950-51?

There are some who believe that the United Nations
did not act wisely in naming China an aggressor, and that. the United
Nations "missed the boat" by failing to work out a negotiated peace
at that time. The' extremists in this group had also opposed going
to the defense of Korea in the first place, but they were now joined
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by others who viewed the entry of China into the war as creating an
entirely new situation. •

Some of. those who take this point of view argue that the Far East,
in the throes of a social upheaval, should be left to solve its own prob
lems, that these are no business of the United States, and that Asia
left to itself and freed from Western pressures-could work out its

. own solutions. As to admitting Communist China to the United
Nations, they argue that this would be "realistic," and it might as
well be done now as later.

More moderate spokesmen for this stand recognize the fact of the
Kremlin's intervention in the,Asian situation, but are inclined to, the
view that the United Nations should confine its countermeasures. to
diplomatic persuasion. It is reported that Prime Minister Nehru of
India, who urges approximately this position, is convinced that, with
the removal of Western pressures, Communist China could be weaned
away from Moscow; and that, once this was accomplished, China
and India between them could provide adequate leadership for the

. organization of an independent, progressive Asia that could turn its
attention to solving pressing economic and social problems.

Those who take the opposite position~supportingthe action 'which
the United Nations took on February 2, 1951, in naming China an
aggressor-make several points:

1. That ample opportunity was offered Peiping to arrive at some
mutually satisfactory "package" settlement, but that Peiping was
either unwilling, or unable because of Moscow pressure~ to negotiate
any kind of a settlement. The invitation to the Communist Chinese
delegation to discuss the question of Chinese intervention in Korea,
the whole visit of the delegation to the United Nations, and the fruit
less 'efforts of Sir Benegal Rau's Cease-Fire Group to arrange a truce
before the vote on Chinese aggression was taken in the Assembly, are
cited in support of this position. '

2. That if the United Nations, after its dramatic stand against the
North Korean, invasion, were to knuckle under to a bigger dose of
aggression, its prestige would collapse, its whole moral position would
be undermined, and it would cease to be an. effective instrument for
world organization. '

3. Some went further and said that a capitulation to Communist
Chinese aggression would be a betrayal of the South Koreans, and
would "soften" all of Asia for Communist aggression by subversion·
and overt military action.

The "neutralist" position of the so-called Asian-Arab biock in the
United Nations poses a serious probl~m for the United Nations and
particularly for the United States, as the prime mover in the United
Nations for branding China an aggressor and as the nation that has
made major sacrifices in the Korean hostilities." An effort to under
stand the Indian position is important not only In this part of the
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<;liscussion-of U.N. action in branding China an aggressor-but also
in talking about what additional measures the United Nations should
take to end the Korean War, 'and what kind of a settlement is possible.

2.
Is this a struggle for
power between U So
viet" and uYankee"
imperialism?

The Indian publisher, Madame Kusun Nair, writing
in Fortune m~gazine (January 1951), says that ". .India's sus~

picions and fears of Russia are not strong enough to throw her into
the democratic bloc," and she is not convinced "that the democracies
are worth fighting for as against Russia or Communism." . This out
look stems, Madame Nair arid others think, from two beliefs:· (1)
that Western democratic imperialism, though dying, is not dead,and
(2) a conviction on the part of many Indian intellectuals that
Marxism is peculiarly suitable to Asiatic conditions.

Many people, including some. of the most' ardent advocates of a
" new deal" for the Asian people, feel that this point of view betrays
the interests of Asia. .

It is understandable, they say, that in the desperately ill-fed and
anguished nations, some people look with suspicion on a wealthy
country like the United States, which has been pushed to the forefront
of world leadership. But it is also desperately important that the

. plight of the underprivileged nations not -lead them to betray their
own interests by mistaken suspicions and inaccurate judgment in
this crisis.

In this connection, it may be interesting to note a plea issued
recently by a group of men prominent in American public life, ad
dressed to those people in many lands, who, while not themselves
Communists, tend to regard the current struggle in Korea as a power
conflict, that is, in ideological terms, a conflict between capitalism
and communism.

.The authors' of this statement, who belong to different political
parties but call themselves "democratic socialists by conviction," in
clude Dr. Reinhold Niebuhr of Union Theological Seminary and the
Americans for Democratic Action; Norman Thomas, many times
Socialist candidate for President; Professor Sidney Hook; Samuel

~ Levitas, editor of the New Leader magazine; Harry Laidler, executive
director of the League for Industrial Democracy; and others. They
said: .

American intervention in ~orea, in support of the United Nations, is
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in no way a drive for imperialist power and profit • • Such a
theory is dangerously incorrect in the light of the facts '. the out-
standing conflict today is between democracy with all its faults and im
perfections, and totalitarian despotism. . We who have been
critical of much that our government did ilnd left undone wish to remind
you of the simple truth that at no time did America seek economic advan
tage or demand imperiali.st concessions in return for economic aid

.• - That the American Government has spent on relief and reha
bilitation in Europe and Asia since the end of the war $36,500,000,000.

• By contrast, consider Stalin's communist imperialism .
which has won since the war 5,239,000 square miles of territory populated"
by 582~411 ,000 people. It iSf.!;lready evident that it can only
hold its power over this vast territory by despotic police power.
With all its faults American democracy has proved its deep concern for
world peace . . Lovers of peace and freedom throughout the world
will better help to avert danger by a more accurate understanding of the
nature of American opposition to communist danger.

Few question that India's evaluation of communism as a social and
political doctrine is India's own business. But some feel that the
validity of India's position With reference to U.N. measures against
Communist Chinese participation in the Korean war rests on-a false
assumption that Peiping, can be split off from the Moscow axis. In
view of all that is at stake for the United Nations, many feel that
other nations must make a very careful estimate of the possibility in

"this direction. .They feel that the rest of the nations in the United
Nations have failed to· convince India that her course is appease
ment which in the end .can cost India its future as a leader of the
democratic forces in Asia.

3.
Has the fighting" in
Korea accomplished
anything to date?

The U.N. forces were reeled back by the first
Chinese push, then fought their way again to the 38th paralleL If .
the U.N. forces can contain new onslaughts, will the Kremlin be ready
for the negotiated peace for which the door is always open?

Noone outside the Kremlin knows what lessons the Soviet Union
has drawn from the Korean". experience, or what calculations have

. motivated her counter moves. The free nations can only hope that .,
even dictators may be deterred from war by the evidence of mounting
casualties and the will of free nations to resist.

If the U.N. action in Korea succeeds, it will mark a turning point
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in the world's search for a practical way to achieve peace and security. '
Despite the long-drawn-out struggle, the verdict of history, may be
that the tide was turned on that first day, June 25, 1950, when the
aggressor-who counted on facing Korea and the world with a fait
accompli-within 24 hours was confronted with U.N. deCision and
U.N. action.

Meanwhile there is evidence that the fighting in. Korea has put a
crimp in the Kremlin timetable of aggression. For example, the pres
sure on Indochina had been relieved at the time of this writing. The
Communists under Ho Chi Minh announced that they had abandoned
frontal warfare and would "revert to guerrilla tactics." Frontal
warfare requires a substantial supply of heavy weapons and ammuni
tion, which the Chinese Communists were obviously counted on to
supply. "It is logical to conclude," said the New York Times, "that
the Chinese inyolvement in Korea played an important part in this
decision." The same Korean engagement, it is argued, also prevented
the sweep of Soviet-inspired aggression through the Malayan penin
sula, to the border of India on the one hand and a threat to Japan on
the other. ,

The U.N. stand has helped to give assurance to peoples throughout
the world that they will not be deserted if they choose-the road of re-

o sistance to aggression, thus strengthening allies of the free nations
both behind the Iron Curtain and in the ,path of further Kremlin
aggression.

But the task is far from completed. The peril of world war still
looms dangerously., And two questions confront the free nations in
Korea: How to end the stalemate and how to move forward to con
structive solution of the dangerous Far East problem•.

RELATED QUESTIONS
1. What would be the consequences to the U.S. position in the Far

East if India should join actively the Soviet bloc?
2. Can a nation such as India remain neutral and accomplish her

international social and economic objectives? Is India's position
comparable to that of Switzerland?

3..What would happen to the concept of collective security if the~

majority of the nations of the world followed a neutralist role?
4. 'What relation, if any, is there between India's position on Korea

and U.S. grain shipments to India on a loan basis?

• • • • • • • • -.. • • • • -<b • • • • • • • '. .' • • • • • • • •
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WHAT ARE THE ISSUES IN THE IIGREAT

DEBATE" ON FAR EAST POLICY?

With the alternating prospects of military stalemate or new
_attacks, a great debate has arisen about the best immediate course of
action for the United Nations in Korea. This debate reached its
peak in the United States around what has come to be called the·
"MacArthur incident." But the argument that divides the Labor
Party in Britain stems from the same basic problem: how to contain
aggression and preserve the peace and, in Britain's case, move forward

• to relief from years of austerity resulting from war.
The men in positions of responsibility at U.N. headquarters, in

the American Congress, in the British House of Commons, and in
.the French Parliament, and the man on the street in all countries,
anxiously ask themselves these questions:

Can hostilities be kept limited and the spread of the conflict be
avoided? Is it possible to win a clear victory in a localized war in
Korea? Or will the U.N. forces be bogged down interminably in
Korea or some '-'other Korea" with casualties mounting, wasting and
weakening the free nations, so that they will be easy prey should the
enemy decide to strike decisively on some vital front?

The limited hostilities in Korea have been tragically costly in men
and resources. These high costs might be worthwhile for a short
period of time if they would buy insurance against the higher cost of
total war. But how long can Americans, in particular, pay with
lives at this rate for what they are buying in Korea, with uncertain
promise of eventual success? .
. The UnitedNations has avoided bolder moves that would have
risked widening the conflict. _ But what about our judgment of those
risks? How to make the guess as to how far to push, what margins
to observe in -this limited war? How to strike the balance of judg
ment as to what military measures constitute necessary and calcu
lated risk, and what measures go beyond this to risks the free nations
are not willing to take even at the price of military disadvantage?

Each week of the war specific decisions must be made reflecting
these underlying questions. In September 1950. it was whether to
cross the 38th parallel; in April 1951 whether to bomb Manchurian
bases. If these decisjonsare taken without widening the conflict,
new ones will continually present themselves, involving the same
fundamental judgments and evaluations.

For there are no precede~ts for what the United Nations is trying
to do. The answers are obscured in'" history that is not -yet made~

and that alone can tell if a third, middle course between appeasement
and total war -is possible.
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Here are some of the basic considerations about which Americans
- ~ll need clear minds in the new crises that inevitably lie ahead:

1.
What is the main is
sue-aggression in
Korea, communism,
or Soviet imperialism?

There is a story by Jules Verne about a deep-sea
diver who found himself entangled with an. octopus~ This story has
been referred to often in the American debate on foreign policy. The
need to hold the octopus rather than its tentacles responsible for
aggression is, by now, recognized by everyone.

President Truman, in a speech April 11, 1951, said:
UThe attack on Korea is part of a greater plan for conquering all

Asia. Behind the North Korean and the Chinese com
munists in the front lines stand the additional millions of' Chinese
soldiers. And behind the Chinese stand the tanks and planes and
submarines and soldiers and the scheming rulers of the Soviet Union."

This, it is worth noting, is a point of view which emerged slowly
perhaps-too slowly-in the years of cruel disappointment following
V-E and V-J days, as it gradually became clear that the Kremlin
was not interested in cooperation but was intent on challenging the'
very survival of a free world. It is worth noting also that despite
this clear understanding ~f Soviet aims, the man on the 'street in the
United States holds the leaders of the Kremlin rather than the Russian
people responsible. In R recent sampling of American public opinion,
73 percent of the persons asked thought it would be a "good idea to
announce that we still feel friendly to the Russian people even though
we disapprove of what their leaders are doing."

This clear understanding of the nature of Kremlin aggression is
important in discussing the collective peace-enforcement action of the
United Nations in Korea, and important in the American debate on
U.N. strategy, because the tentacles of the octopus reach everywhere.

ulf the conspirators of the Kremlin take Korea," points out Senator
Paul Douglas, "They undoubtedly intend to move on Indochina and
the Malay Peninsula and take over the sources of tin and rubber.
They would. break into the oil-drenched areas of the Middle East.·
They want to punish Yugoslavia. They may try to bite off some ef
these areas while pausing before an attack on Western Europe. . . •
But . . . their eyes will undoubtedly lead them to the indus
trial machine of Western Europe which they'need for world conquest."

People are pretty much agreed that the threat to free nations is
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global-and not in the fQ.ture but right now. The strength of the
threatened nations, though rapidly increasing, is limited. This leads
to the next question:

2.
How can the free na
tions best deploy their
limited strength now?

One answer is offered by General MacArthur. In
a letter to Congressman Joseph Martin, he stated his conviction that
"Asia is where the communist conspirators have elected to make their
play for global conquest • . . Wi.n the war in Asia and Europe
would most probably avoid war and preserve freedom."

Later, General MacArth:ur amplified his views on the Far East,
saying that communism, rather than Soviet imperialism, was the
real enemy.. Secretary of Defense George C. Marshall and General
Omar Bradley, and then the latter's colleagues on the Joint Chiefs of
Staff,' disagreed sharply with the MacArthur views. In general, it
can be said that they opposed riskof all-out war In Asia, believed that
the "vital center" is Europe, wanted to wage a war of containment
as the defenses of the free nations were built up, and believed that
Soviet imperialism is the real enemy.

The whole strategy of the U~S. Government is at stake here. The
.North Atlantic Treaty Organization, the allies we have gained else
where, the billions devoted to building up the strength of Western
Europe, the sacrifices we have asked Western European nations to
make-all are based on the attitudes expressed by the present Admin
istration.

The full testimony of many leaders, the statements of President
Truman, Secretary of State Acheson, Senate and House leaders, and
the various types of experts on international relations ·can be found
in any library. They cannot be treated here.

3.
Would an all-out war
in Asia strike at the
real enemy?

. If;the United Nations were to acc~pt Asia ~s the
primary battleground and find itself in an all-out war with Commu
nist China, would that be striking effectively at the Soviet Union, or
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would the Kremlin then watch us accelerate our own attrition while
herself retaining the integrity of her military potential?

Those in the United States who support broader action in Asia,
argue that our present position in Korea leads nowhere. "Our pres
ent policy," says Time Magazine (4/23/51), "denies to the United

. States the efficient use of its power, guarantees to the enemy the
initiative he now has, and promises that we will always fight on the
enemy's terms. This policy invites the enemy, World Communism,
to involve us in scores of .futile little wars and almost
certainly brings us closer to World War IlL"

The specific steps urged now to end the stalemate, in Korea, by
those who take this point of view are: bombing enemy bases in Man
churia; creating a diversion on the mainland by the use of the Nation
alist forces of Chiang Kai-shek on Formo~a; and a blockade against
Communist China. These steps, they believe, would end the stale
mate and bring a victory.

Everybody wants a quick victory· over the Chinese Communists
without the risk of total war, but 'is this possible, even probable?
Walter Lippmann, surveying these recommendations for more drastic
action, cautions that "Great victories cannot be won cheaply
it is not fair to the' American people to let them think that
the wretohed war in Korea can be ended victoriously and soon by a
few measures which, it would seem, would cost them very little.."

Those who disagree with the proposal to take more drastic steps
under present circumstances, argue that it risks widening the conflict
and bringing Russia into the war, leaves Europe undefended, and at
the least would bog V.N. forces down in a useless war against the
satellite state of Communist China, while Russia husbanded her
strength and resources for a final blow. "What;" asked President
Truman, "would suit the ambitions of the Kremlin better than for
our military forces to be committed to a full-scale war with Red
China?" "Already sixty thousand American casualties have to be
put side by side with the fact that not one single Russian soldier
apart from perhaps a few officers and pilots-have been sacrificed,"
said the Nobel Peace Prize winner, Sir Norman Angel.

Many agree with the Washington Post (4/23/51) that full-scale war
with Red China would be "a war against the wrong foe, on the wrong
battlefield, fought without allies, with our real enemy husbanding its
men and resources while we are wallowing in the Chinese bog."

The argument in the United States, thus, boils down to this:
On one hand the position of General l\facArthur that "this is it"

that we must meet the' attack in Korea with everything we've got,
even at the risk of dragging in Russia for, if we don't, we
will weaken our defenses against aggression everywhere, and in the
end surrender to communism.

On the other hand, here is the position phrased by James Reston
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in the N ew York Times, "that Soviet Russia is .the fundamental
question, that Korea is an important but secondary part of that
question; that we do not want to risk a war of survival with a com
paratively few divisions against Russia's 300, and that we do not·
want to risk it in Manchuria; that we must do what we can with our
limited resources to block the expansion of imperialism everywhere,
but. we must risk an atomic war only when vital areas of the world ·are
at stake, and when we are strong enough to wage such a war with the
help of dependable allies "

4.
What do we gain by
continuing to fight a
limited war? .

oUr present policy means a limited war, perhaps for
an unlimited time, a policy not easy to follow and difficult to explain.'
Here are the arguments for it: -

1. It gives the free nations time to rebuild their defenses.
2. A limited war not only uses up men and resources slower than

all-out war, but it buys time to develop and improve ne~weapons.
.3. The limited war. in Korea has been far more damaging to the

enemy than it has been to the United Nations.
4. The limited war has succeeded in blocking the conquest of

Korea, -which was what it started out to do The Com-
munists started out to test the free nations' will to resist and those'
nations demonstrated that they will fight-6,000 miles from home
base, if they need to. If Korea was but the first step in an int~nded

imperialist expansion" this limited war has not only blocked the foe
in Korea but halted the much more fruitful conquest of Southeast
Asia.

5. The limited war policy has held together the diverse coalition.
of free nations in the crucible of time and uncertainty.

6.. And finally, so long as the war remains limited, there is always
the hope for a negotiated peace.

5.
What additional
measures are pos
sible?

The dramatic circumstances of the U. S. debate on
Korean policy tend to obscure certain areas of agreement which under-
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lie differences. The news that a mission'is on its way to Formosa to
strengthen the defenses of that island, and indications that, under
certain circumstances, the Unified Command might bomb Manchurian
borders, give some credence to the view expressed by Hanson Baldwin

,in the New York Times (4/25/51) that" differences are in
some instances as to degree rather than as to principle."

While, as Elmer Davis points out, the" outcome of the
violent political argument which has been going on may be determined
by the outcome of the violent military argument now going on in
Korea ," the fundamental debate is more likely to continue
as long as we 'succeed in limiting the war and tttntil we succeed in end
ing it.

Eventually, it must be decided how far the United Nations can go
to contain Communist, China without courting. Russian intervention,
on the theory that a larger involvement in Asia' would inc;ease the
peril in Europe. The dispute on this issue sometimes seems to be
tearing the American people apart. ' Yet the men, in the Kremlin
who count such dissents among their assets should know that a meet
ing of newspaper executives from all over the country rose and
cheered :H-erbert Hoover, one of the originators of the so-called
"great debate," when he told them that "This Republic has a habit
of closing ranks with a solidarity and a punch that is final."

III the debate on additional measures vis-a.-vis Chinese Communist
intervention in the Korean hostilities-particularly in regard to U.N.
bombirig of Manchurian bases and use of Chiang's Chinese
Nationalist forces on Formosa-there is disagreement on the answers
to these three questions:

1. Would a "harder" policy toward Communist China causePeiping
to be ready to seek peace, or, mean dissipation of U.N. strength in
a shadow-boxing war against a Kremlin satellite, leaving Russia's
military potential untouched? .

.2. Would such measures end the war more quickly, or, merely lead
to a much larger stalemate?

3. Would such moves force the Kremlin to back down, or, bring
Russia openly into the war? '

And in the United States, a fourth question:
4. What effect would the U.S. advocacy of these measures have

upon American allies in the U.N. coalition?
Underneath the visible and audible debqte on these specific ques-,

tions runs a more -subtle thread, which has to do with different inter
pretations of the Chinese "revolution" itself. Some people who tend
to regard the Chinese Communist regime as primarily the product of
a native, agrarian revolutionary move~ent, are prone to rely on the

, possibility of weaning Mao from Stalin, Peiping from Moscow, and
are inhibited in contemplating any step which might appear to dis-
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regard what they consider to be the essentially progressive character
of that revolution. "

Others, while fully" recognizing the need for reform and chang~ "
especially for all the things that have come to be lumped together
under the catchword" of "agrarian reform"-are convinced that Com
munist imperialism, while capitalizing on the basic need for reform,
has only used it as a device to impose another police state on the mil
lions of Chinese peasants and workers, who now remain in the same
deplorable poverty, multiplied by the terror and hopelessness of a
fanatic despotism.

This is not the place for an extended discussion of the Chinese
revolution or of the history of Western policy on China. Yet in
discussing the total'ramifications of the U.N~ policy, it will "be in
creasingly important to arrive at an informed judgment of this
aspect of Asian dynamics-not,' it should be clearly understood, to
pass moral judgments but rather to make reasonable inferences neces
sary for accurate military and "diplomatic strategy.

Another tickli~h question arises in respect to the United Nations
and U.S. policy regarding Formosa ~nd the use of Chinese Nationalist
troops.

"Here again the surface discussion turns on important questions of
strategy and prudence. ".

But there is a submerged aspect of the problem which has" t<1' do"
with the moral rightness of" any aliiance with Chinese Nationalist
troops. A recent issue of the magazine, the Reporter, referring to the
possibility of America's finding herself engaged in collective action

"with such partners as Chiang Kai-shek and Franco, warns that,
"Thoughtless armament, plunged into without principles and with"
meretricious allies, cali" have us satisfy the enemy's fondest wish to
make us appear to the world as an aggressor."

This question of "meretricious allies," expressed variously and
with many different points" ofyiew, presents an issue which deepiy
troubles many Americans. A decision Ion using Chiang's troops may
be avoided.in the immediate future. But if U.N. forces should be
sorely beset iri Korea again) and unable to divert more troops there
without weakening European defenses,_ the issue may have to be
faced up to very frankly.

Anticipating this contingency, some commentators remind us,that
President Roosevelt was willing to "walk with the devil to cross the
bridge" in North Africa in the last war, and that, if free nations again
may have to take allies where they can find them, there should be no
hesitation on moral grounds about using Chiang's troops-even, as
Senator Paui Douglas puts it,. if "this would be strong medicine for
us to have to take." "

In this connection there are some doubts about the effectiveness of
Chiang's troops as a fighting force. And there is also the vital
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question of whether it equId be made clear in Asia that such an alliance .
did not imply approval of reaction and corruptiqn. Indeed, .some

.people allege that America has already "failed" in Asia.by choosing to
support regimes that symbolize reactionary trends.

Whether in war or in reconstruction, a bold and imaginative U.N.
policy for the· Far East-one that seeks economic _progress coupled
with the development of stable democratic, social, and political in
stitutions~mustcome to grips with the hard fact that black and white
choices are not. always available. In this difficult kind of situation,
this unpleasant truth is sometimes obscured by rather fuzzy notions,
as well as by prejudiced judgments.

Perhaps this is an area wherein such U.N. organizatio~sas UNESCO
can soon begin to render important service. Meanwhile it is important
to recognize the part played by these subtle considerations in the
hammering out of specific U.N. policy in the Korean situation.

In the controversy over Korean strategy, timing, and evaluation of
risks, the extreme alternatives sometimes appear to be risk of an all-out
war now, or appeasement and eventual surrender. Between these
two extremes, the United Nations presently seeks to continue to stee~

a midd.Ie course of limited war, whose aim, as Ambassador Warren
Austin has put· it, is "not to settle political issues by force, but to
prevent the aggressor from imposing a settlement by force."

.. . .

RELATED QUESTIONS
1. Has U.S. policy in the Far East been consistent?
2. What do authoritative studies show in regard to opinions of the

. United States and its aims held by people in the Far East?
3. Do the American people lack information on foreign policy?

interest? .opportunity to test their opinions with their associates?
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HAS· TH~ UNITED NATI,ONS FULFILLED THE

PROMISE OF ITS' PROMPT ACTION IN

JUNE 19507

One of the disturbing things about the debate on U.N. policy in
Korea is that for the most part the argument is going on outside the
United Nations and sometimes as though its councils simply did not
exist even as a forum for discussion. Some people see in this fact proof
that, in a showdown, the United Nations simply doesn't count. At
the most heated point-of the ,U.N. debate on naming China an aggres
sor, one commentator went so far as to say, "at least it serves to keep
the'record straight." . This was quite a comedown from the thrilled
response to the U.N. decision of June 1950.

Others, with perhaps a greater feeling for history, feel that this
dim view ofthe United Nations leavesout of account the evolutionary
nature of great institutions. They compare the maturing of the
United Nations to the gradual development of national' power and
prestige of the U. S. Federal Government. The long series of historic
Supreme Court decisions that slowly enunciated and defined the
relations between the States and the Federal Government support
this point of view. There is the knowledge too that the steps neces
sary for the. establishment of this principle of federal sovereignty in
the United States included a Civil War.

"After all," these commentators say, "American and British and
French and Indian delegates to the United Nations, like Senators.and
Congressmen from Texas, and New York, and Alabama, and Ohio,"
must crystallize the grass-roots thinking before they can·be spokesmen
for it in world councils. And-it might be added-it is the rare
elected representative who can override the considerations of grass
roots opinion to assume the role of disinterested statesmen even in the
U. S. national councils.

Those who have spent some time with permanent U.N. secretariat
personnel sense in individuals the beginning of the new supranational
outlook, which possibly may emerge for whole nations as accumulated
experience in this new international undertaking builds up new habits
of thought. .

'The United Nations has already faced many emergencies in its
short existence.' Lacking precedent and experience, it has forged
the.ways and means to meet them by improvising and devising out of
available resources, when its member nations have had the will to act.

In the Korean emergency the United Nations lacked t}1e police force
'which the Soviets had not permitted it to develop. It speedily pieced
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together a workable substitute by deputizing the arined forces of its
member ~ations. -

_When the Soviet veto blocked Security Council action on Chinese
aggression, the·United Nations improvised a way around the dilemma
by referring the matter to the General Assembly.

It can be argued that these improvisations are a weak reed upon
which to lean, but they did the job in the emergency each time, an,d
out of the accumulated experience with such improvisations may come
the gradual evolution of a body of precedent and a firmer foundation
for the whole structure.

To those who argue that we pay the piper and hence should call the
tune, the answer is made that with or without the United Nations,
unless the United States carries with it the concurrence and good will
of allies and the goodwill and allegiance of the masses of -people
everywhere in the path of Communist aggression, the United States
soon will find itself isolated. -

It is an unhappy and- an unfortunate fact, but nevertheless a fact,
that many people. in other countries, while not themselves Commu-

- nists, nevertheless rega:l~d the.present struggle between the Soviet bloc
and the coalition of free nations led by the United States as a struggle
between American -capitalist imperialism and Soviet Communist
imperialism.

Such doubts unquestionably are inspired in part by the Communists
as part of their scheme of subversion, but many people are convinced
that fighting these doubts is as important as winning battles and that
without the U.N. label, and at least the token forces of the other free
natibns in Korea, the job of spiking-these canards would be much more
difficult, if not inlpossible.

With these views in mind let us now examine some of the immediate
discussion about the United Nations and the Korean debate.

1.
Has the U. N. policy
left a uvacuum" in-
Korea?

One of the things that precipitated the present debate 
stems from the feeling that U.N~ policy with respect to Korea after
the Chinese intervention was vague, unrealistic, and unspecific, and
left the military commanders without a· clear mandate as to what to
do under specific circumstances.

This criticism of the- United Nations has not been confined to one
group. The New York Times, for example (4/28/51), had this to say:
"While the battle rages in Korea the United Nations, in whose cause
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and under whose banner· this war is being fought, presents the extra
ordinary spectacle of having virtually washed its hands of the whole
struggle.... It is high time for the United Nations to reaffirm or
redefine its policies and aims in Korea, to issue a -. call for
additional U.N. forces, and to decide on additional measures which
are, or may become, necessary to cope with Communist China."

To these assertions Ambassador Austin replied -as follows:
"The aim is not conflict without limit, -but peace without appease

ment ~ . .. Militarily the objective is to repel the aggression and
restore international peace and security in the area. Politically the
objective is to establish a unified, independent and' democratic gov
ernment in the sovereign state of Korea . . .. We must not be
panicked into making a fatal error at this crucial stage ...."

The United States Government, while doing its utmost to adhere
to the policy of limiting the war in Korea, .has pressed to get the
United Nations to remedy some of these shortcomings. It has called
upon participating governments to increase their troop commitments
in Korea and has asked U. N. members who have not contributed
forces to do so if they are able. It has notified the nations with forces
in Korea that the Unified Command has authority to bomb Man
churian bases if the Communists throw heavy air power against the
United Nations forces, and it pressed for economic sanctions against
Communist China.

It is hoped in .many quarters that the removal of General Mac
Arthur will serve as a clear demonstration of the peaceful intentions
of the United States and that this, together with the crystallization
of opinion following the debate here and in other countries, will. clear
the air for more vigorous U. N. action soon.

RELATED QUESTIONS
1. Can any given foreign policy of a single nation be considered

without reference to other foreign policies of its own, and of other
nations?' -

2.. Should the United States press in the United Nations for stronger
me~sures, even at the risk of losing the support of other free
nations?
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WILL _FUTURE AGGRESSION BE MET·"

AS "EFFECTIVELY?

1.
Will the H United Ac
tion for Peace" plan
do the job?

Under the U.N. Charter, each member nation is
supposed to place armed contingents at the disposal of the Security
Council to check aggression. This was to be the so-called "world
police force.';" But the U.N. Military Staff Committee, charged with
responsibility for forming it, was stymied in 1947 on the question "of
the number of troops needed and where they were to come from.
The United States and ·some of the other big powers held that each
of the Big Five should contribute what it could most easily supply..
Russia said each of the Big Five should contribute the same number
of "men, ships, planes, and so on. There was no agreement, which
meant no police force.

Until Korea, this situation was thought to make meaningless the
Charter provision for meeting aggression with armed force. But
suddenly an incontrovertible fact presented itself: thousands of men
were fighting in Korea under the U.N. flag.

It should be remembered that it was only through three accidental
circumstances that the Security Council was able .:to act quickly and
effectively in the Korean aggression: (1) Soviet Russia was absent
from the Council session, still boycotting the United Nations over
the question of admitting Communist China; (2) a U.N. Commission
was on the spot in Korea, able to report immediately to the United
Nations and to identify the aggressor; (3) armed forces" to offer
resistance were close at hand (U. S. troops in Japan).

With the idea of making permanent the three conditions which
fortuitously existed when Korea was invaded, U.S. Secretary of State
Acheson offered his "United Action for Peace" plan to the U.N.
General Assembly. It" was quickly" adopted by the Assembly· in
plenary session after approval by the Assembly's Political Committee.
In brief, it proposes that the Assembly-the larger unit of the United
Nations, in which there is no veto-equip itself to take over the

. functions of the Security Council in deallng with any future aggression.
The program calls for (1) calling the General Assembly into emergency
session on 24 hours' notice if the Security Council i~ prevented from
taking action; (2) establishing "peace patrols" under the General
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Assembly to investigate any area where an i~~ernational conflict is
threatened; (3) setting aside by each nation of specifically trained
"United Nations units" for prompt action on the United Nations'
behalf; (4) appointment of a General Assembly committee to report
means of using collective action~ including armed force, to carry out
the purposes and principles of the Charter.

Despite the wide approval of the Acheson plan, several objections
were raised to it. Some felt it went too far, others not far enough.
Those jn the first group claimed that it put too much power in the'
General Assembly, which they contend has an unreal voting system
that gives the Latin American bloc, for example, 20 votes, or one
third .of the entire voting strength 'in the Assembly. The system
lacks any relation to ability to carry out U.N. recommendations.
These opponents claim, too, that the Acheson plan seems too obviously
aimed at the Soviet Union, and might force her out of the United
Nations. This they view as a blow to peace hopes. And finally
they claml that any such fundamental change in U.N. procedure
should be done by amending the Charter.

These objections are answered, first, by the 'reminder that although
the ,Assembly voting system does present some dangers, it. would
take long and difficult· negotiation and a Charter amendment to
change it. Secondly, the Korean experience, with the great majority
of the members united against CO!!lmunist aggression, tends to weaken
the argument that Russia would leave the United Nations in the
face of overwhelming sentiment against her. As to amending the
Charter, proponents of the plan deny that it must be carried out that
way: the purpose of the plan is 'to carry out the principles and objec:-
tives already written into the Charter.. .

.Those who contend that the plan does not go far enough object
chiefly because it abandons the U.N. "police force" idea. They say
that specific "United Nations units" in each country are not enough
that there must be an integrated force in being that can be trained
as a unit. IIi reply, others point to the fruitless negotiations over
a "police force" and assert that this is the only feasible way of
approaching the problem.

Some observers urge caution in viewing the "united action for
peace" plans as an air-tight safeguard against future aggression. In
the first place, the resolution ·gives the Assembly no power that it
did not have when the Charter was' signed' five years ago. It could

.. always recommend anything it chose, send out commissions, meet in
emergency session, or recommend maintenance of national armed
forces in readiness for possible U.N. use. The resolution gives the
Assembly no power to dispatch peace patrols to a country without
that country's consent, and the Assembly cannot "order" nations to
use armed force.

What it does, observer~ say, is .express the members' de~ermination
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not to be hamstrung or obstructed if another vital question of free-
dom's survival comes up. Coupled with the Security Council decision
in June, the" Assembly action in October makes it clear, proponents
say, that free men are facing up to the issue of aggression, and intend
to resist it-at whatever place, at_whatever time.

2.
What kind of aggres
sion can the U.N. act"
against? "

In any discussion of collective security against ag
gression, there has to be a decision on just what constitutes aggression.
The Charter doesn't define it; the decision is left to the United
Nations in each case.

Aggression takes several forms. The most obvious is outright
military action by· one state against 'the territory of another, as
Kore'a. There are other, more subtle forms: "psychological" and eco
nomic warfare, infiltration, subversion from within. These tech
niques are the particular forte of totalitarian nations-first the Nazi
and Fascist states, then the Communist.
" A discussion of how effectively the United Nations might act against
future aggression, therefore, must consider what kind of aggression is "
involved-outright or indirect. And in the case of the latter there
may be the ticklish question of whether the" conflict stemmed from
foreign influence or was brought on by a purely domestic revolt, even
though the agent of the revolution looks to a foreign' power for in
spiration and guidance. Another factor to be considered is that the
United Nations has no jurisdiction over a country's internal problems.

A glance at a map shows any number of tension-ridden areas where
conflict might break out in Europe, the Middle East, or the Far East.
Danger areas, include Western Germany and other Western European
countries, as well as Yugoslavia and Greece, Iran, Turkey, and
Afgl!anistan; the subcontinent of India; Indochina and the rest of
Southeast Asia, and Formosa. Of these spots, Indochina is one of
the most dangerous. A Chinese invasion of Indochina almost cer
tainly would be considered a breach of the U.N. Charter calling for
U.N. action. But of this there is no clear-cut evidence. "

Instead, what appears to be" a native, Communist-led uprising is
threatening the French-sponsored regime in the south. The evidence
seems to be that Communist China is supplying arms and training the
Indochinese troops for. the rebellion. And the fact, cited earlier in
this outline, that the rebels have abandoned frontal warfare openly
as a result of the, pressure of the Korean engagement on Peiping's
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resources, appears to affirm earlier evidence of Chinese interference.
Is Chinese aid a form of aggression? If it is, what should the United

Nations do about it? Some recall the good work done by the U.N.
Special Committee on the Balkans and suggest that a similar Com
mission be sent to Indochina.

One body of opinion favors a U.N. political solution of the Indo
chinese problem to prevent the conflict from mushrooming into

. international hostilities. "Is it not time," asked the M anchestet
Guardian, "ways were being thought of by which the United Nations
could be associated with the settlement of the problem of Indochina
and France be saved from her unfortunate commitments?" Many
who look on France's commitment to the southern regime as "unfor.tu
nate" give some credence to the· argument that the Vietminh forces
in the north are a genuine native movement (albeit Communist-led)
aimed at obtaining' greater independence and welfare for millions of
people who hold justifiable nationalist feelings. If this is true, the
United Nations woulg have to approach the problem" cautiously so
as not to place itself in a very unfavorable position with millions of
Asians. However, just as the Formosan problem has been put
before the United Nations, the Indochinese question should also, many
believe. -

Thus, any new test of collective security might not involve such a
clear-cut case of aggression as Korea. Can a hard and fast standard .
of judgment be drawn? Should it be? Were the framers of the
Charter wise in avoiding a definition, or might this omission prove
fatal? .

Whatever the answers to these questions, few would deny that the
United Nations should continue, and even stepup its work to prevent
aggression before it starts. This calls for never-ending negotiation
and discussion among members on political questions, and a continua
tion of efforts to improve human welfare and foster self-government
through the special social and economic agencies of the United Nations.
These agencies--discussed in a 'later section~grouped under the
Economic and Social Council, are providing machinery which many
governments are using to promote stability and well-being and to
so~ve the problems of human relationship which frequently lead t~war.

What the Washington Post refers to as "faith in the twinship of
collective security and human progress" must, many believe, be
propagated around the world.

RELATED QUESTIONS
1. Should there be U.N. armed forces at the disposal of the United

Nations? .
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2. If so, would this lessen the limits of national sovereignty? increase
security? what kinds of problems would it pose for nations?

3. Does public opinion -in the United States support the creation of
such forces?

WOULD REORGANIZATION OF TI:-IE
. . -

UNITED NATIONS BRING US

CLOSER TO ·PEACE?

1.
Should' Russia be
excluded?

Noone has ever claimed perfection for the United
Nations. Even when the organization was established at San Fran
cisco, many were aware of its shortcomings. Just as the United

. States Constitution was a compromise, so was the United Nations
Charter.. And just as the framers of the Constitution allowed for
future change, the U.N. founder~ wrote a specific section into the
Charter outlining the procedure for amendment.

A considerable segment of public opinion in the United States feels
that definite changes should now be made. Ever since the Kremlin
began its program of aggressive expansion shortly after World 'War II
ended, there has been some demand for reorganization of the United
Nations. . Many feel that the Soviets, having proven their infidelity
to the principles of the United Nations, have-no place in an organiza
tion of free nations seeking peace-that Russia should be expelled
from the United Nations (under Article 6) or another world organiza
tionshould be formed without her. Those who advocate this course
say the Soviets have used the United Nations for nothing more than
a sounding board for her propaganda. Why, they ask, let the
Kremlin continue to attack the democracies-within earshot of the
whole world-without contributing anything in return?

One of the leading proponents of reorganizing the United Natiol)s
without Russia and her satellites is former President Herbert Hoover,
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who twice made the proposal in the early -months of 1950. A few
months later, in August, the Gallup Poll reported that 50 percent of
a national cross-section of the population favored this' course .(the
figure was 41 percent before Korea). .

While not endorsing the Hoover plan, the New York Times argued
editorially that "If the United Nations is destined to become a little
smaller and to change its name to the United Free Nations; it can
still wield a majestic force for peace and democracy."
_ Others reply that since it is Communist aggression that overshadows
everything else, there is little reason to believe that kicking Russia
out of the United Nations will solve it. lVlere parliamentary reforms
or modifications ~on't do it. Furthermore, it is widely believed that
if Russia and her satellites are expelled,' .many of the important
Hmiddle-of-the-road" countries (such as India, Pakistan, Israel, and
Sweden) would leave the United Nations, too. If the United Nations
became an anti~Communist alliance, says Thomas J. Hamilton,
U. N. correspondent for the New York Times, "this would be the
complete end of the 'one world' concept of San Francisco, and would
be generally interpreted as the prelude to another world war."

Yet, others persist in asking, just how do the United States and
other free nations go about living with Russia if she stays in the
United Nations? Regardless of the consequences, isn't absolute
divorce the only real answer to incompatibility?

In reply, those who oppose the Hoover plan say that we just have
to make the best of it, continuing to adhere to U.N. principles, sup
porting efforts to strengthen it, and trying to bolster the free nations
on a regional basis and through other measures pending further
development of the United Nations as a collective security organiza
tion.

2.
Is world government
the answer to the
quest. for peace?

There areothersuggestions for reorganizingor strength:
ening the United Nations, not aimed specifically at skirting the veto
'or of excluding some nations and leaving others in. The best known
are the proposals for world government. The United World Feder
alist movement seeks the development of the United Nations into a
world federation open to all nations with defined and limited powers
adequate to preserve peace and prevent aggression through the enact
ment, interpretation, and enforcement of world law. National gov
ernments would be required to transfer some of their sovereignty to
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a United Nations which had the power to administer and enforce
law that was binding on governments and their individual citizens.
Supranational government, the Federalists cont~nd, is the only way
to end· war and the threat of war.. This point of view was reempha
sized by the chairman of their executive committee, Cord Meyer, Jr.,
who, while supporting the Security Council Korean action, said that
creation of an international police force would have to be accompanied
by "agreement on a code of law defining and prohibiting acts of
aggression, restricting national· armament production, and requiring
peaceful settlement or arbitration of international disputes." Other
wise the police force could be "potentially the despotic instrument of
an arbitrary and capricious majority."

Of numerous objections raised to world government, the chief. ones
are that there is not yet enough "community" a;mong the peoples of
the world to form a solid basis for a world authority, and many demo
cratic peoples would be unwilling to compromise their way of life and
institutions in a world government many of whose members knew
nothing' about democracy, or held undemocratic beliefs. However,·
the Federalist idea has won important support in the United States
and elsewhere.· . .

Another plan, sponsored by the Committee to Frame a World Con
stitution, is to call a general conference of U.N. members to draft a
constitution for a world government; failing that, it would be drafted
by a world constitutional convention of delegates elected dir.ectly by
the people of the world.

Other less compreh~nsive schemes include those for Atlantic Union
and for political unification of Europe. Under the former, the North
Atlantic democracies would attempt to form a free federal union

. "within 'the framework of the United Natjons." The latter envisages
a political federation under the Marshall Plan.

To summarize the discussion about U.N. reorganization:
The majority opinion is that there is no use fooling ourselves about

Russia's intentions; she has consistently violated the Charter and will
do so whenever she feels her aims will be served. In. the light of this, .
some say, the United States should take the lead among the ·free
nations either in expelling the Soviet Union and hersatellites from the
United Nations, or of reorganizing a United Nations without them..
On the other hand, there are many who, while acknowledging that we
cannot be blind to the need for change at any time, feel that we have
come a long way with the United Nations as it is, and the better
approach to the problem of securing world peace is to build on what
we already have.

After the experience of Korea, they contend, Russia may not be so
quick to violate Charter principles now. Some feel that world
government should be the aim. of U.N. reorganization, although others
doubt whether it is practical or desirable. The latter point to the
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flexibility of the U.N. Charter and assert that its possibilities for
bringing us closer to global peace are nowhere near exhausted.

RELATED QUESTIONS
1. What are the advantages and disadvantages of the U.S.S.R. being

in the United Nations?
2. How effective has Russian propaganda within the United Nations

been?
3~ If Russia should voluntarily leave the United Nations, what

policy should the United States follow?

..

. -

HAS THE UNITED NATIONS NEGLECTED

THE "PLOUGHSHARES" WHILE- MAKING
- .

. THE --SWORD MORE SWIFT?

Some, who visualized the United Nations as presiding over the
beating of the swords -into ploughshares, have lost h-eartas it became
evident that, instead, free nations must arm once more to prevent
war.. But many who are dismayed that force must still be met with
force find it hopeful that at long last the sword is the sword of an
international organization and that, even while we strive to· m~ke it
more swift and terrible to defeat aggression, we have already under
taken to build more ploughshares for the underprivileged nations of
the earth, and to share with them our knowledge of -the arts of using
these more effectively. -

When the North Korean. troops marched across the 38th parallel,
the United,Nations was on the eve of its fifth anniversary. It had
traveled a rocky road in its brief existence. Despite the stultifying
effects of the cold war, the United Nations had many accomplish
ments to its credit~accomplishmentswhich by their nature could not
have begun to compete for newspaper headlines so long as _there was
conflict to report. Warfare had been ended in Indonesia, Palestine,
and Kashmir, and important beginnings were being made in self
governing independence for colonial areas. - In the economic and
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social fields the United Nations, working thr~ugh its specialized
agencies, was making solid progress in improving living conditions and
undermining the causes, of war. These' agencies, 'grouped under the
Economic and Social Council, were providing machinery which many
governments were and are using to promote stability and well-being.

III health, for example, is a global problem. Malaria is a particu-
'larly widespread disease: it hits 300 million persons every year. The'
World Health Organization, a U.N. agency, has made malaria Public
Enemy No. 1. With spray guns and DDT, health experts are killing
the malaria mosquito wherever it breeds-India, the Pacific, the Near
East.' These experts practically wiped out malaria in Greece, where
2 million were afflicted. They prevented a cholera epidemic in 
Egyp't and a yellow-fever epidemic in Panama. WHO agents, working
with officials of the U.N. Children's Fund, have vaccinated 13 million
children against tuberculosis.

One of the biggest problems of our time, that of meeting the food
requirements of a rapidly expanding population, is 'being tackled by
the U.N. Food and Agricultural Organization. One of its greatest
projects is making better use of rice, the principal food of the millions
of people in the Far East.

In July 1947, when the U.N.'s ~nternationalRefugee Organization
began work, 1,000,000 European refugees and displaced persons had
to be taken care of. In a little over two years' the IRO had estab
lished over 700,000 of them and was taking care of another 345~000

in camps. Practically all of them will have been reestablished before
lRo ends on December 31, 1951.

The International Bank has lent over $832,845,000, for produc;tive
enterprises in 15 countries. The International Monetary Fund has
helped countries stabilize their currencies and has advised them on
.banking and currency problems. The International Labor Organi
zation, working for the improvement of workers' conditions, is dealing
with problems of manpower and migration. The world's scientists,
artists, and teachers are contributing to better world understanding
through UNESCO. Other agencies-the Universal Postal Union~ the
International Civil Aviation Organization, the International Tele
communication Union-are doing their part on behalf of international
collaboration. The International Court of Justice is developing'
international law.

In the political field the United Nations has done more than it ,is
generally given credit for. It helped solve difficult problems in
Greece, Iran, Indonesia, Palestine, Kashmir, and elsewhere. The
Trusteeship Council is helping the 18 million people living in Trust
Territories under U.N. supervision to realize their aspirations toward
self-government. The United Nations has prevented several small
conflicts from becoming bigger ones. It has provided a continuing
forum for international discussion and negotiation.



All this, however, remained relatively obscure, for the cold war
held the spotlight.

RELATED· QUESTIONS
1. What is the importance of the program of technical assistance to

the peace of the world?
2. Should the United States give technical assistance to countries in

which there may be a question of our sympathy with the ruling
regime?

3. Should the United States extend more technical assistance through
the U.N. program and reduce its bilateral programs? What would
be the advantages? disadvantages?

4. What benefits can the United States derive from supporting the
efforts of. the United Nations to improve economic and social
conditio¥s throughout the world?

HOW CAN AMERICANS· CONTR·IBUTE TO

THE UNITED NATIONS' SUCCESS?

The effort of the American people to keep up with the debate
on U.N. policy in Korea is an amazing evidence of- their new sense of
responsibility in international affairs.

A seasoned newspaper man, writing in the New York Times, reports
that "wherever you go you will find the American people trying des
perately to catch up, arguing, debating, discussing, lecturing, trying
to figure out what is the score -. . . . There has been nothing
like this grass-roots adult education campaign on national and inter
national affairs and responsibility anywhere in the world."

Most of the discussion now focuses on immediate measures in
Korea, and how Korea fits into the total picture, which we have been
talking about in these pages. Some other questions which concern
Americans are these:
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1.
'Is it possible to be
U.S. citizens and H Cit
izens of the, World"
too?

Despite our desire to be useful citizens, many of us
have moments when we feel that it's just too much to try to keep up
with events in Washington or even our state capital. The everyday
routine of earning a living and raising a family takes up most of our
time, and we feel that this is enough' to be concerned about. How
much more remote seem the United Nations and its global problems of
keeping the peace, deterring aggression, and raising living standards!

Yet each of us, we are constantly told, has become a 'citizen of the
world, whether we like it or not. Does a feeling of world citizenship
require an individual to forget he's an American?, Apparently some
felt that it, does, and expressed their feelings in refusing to fly the
U.N. flag with the American flag in the annual observance of United
Nations Day. Some patriotic organizations obviously felt that they

'were being asked to transfer their allegiance from the American flag
to the U.N. flag. This, ,of course, was not the intention; the United
States has pledged its support and belief in the U.N. Charter, and a
display of both flags merely indicates an enlargement, not a transferral,
of allegiance to the principles of liberty and justice.

If we can think of ourselves as citizens of a State as well as of the
United States, many say, there should be no conflict between American
citizenship and world citizenship. Quincy Wright, a University of
Chicago political scientist who made a 15-yearstudy of war, wrote:
"The basic defect in the structure of the world before World War II
was the lack of consciousness in the minds of individuals that they
were related to the world community . . .• The world was a unit in
that events in' every part of it affected each individual in it; but
social, economic, and political thinking ~nd institutions regarded the
individual not as a member of the world-community but only of his
own country...."

World War II taught most Americans the lesson of world inter
dependence.' It was in this knowledge that the majority of Americans
looked with so much favor on the organization of the United Nations
and earnestly wanted to do all they could to help it. What can they
do to contribute to its success?

Thousands of young Americans gave their answer in the rice fields
and hills of Korea. Whether or not they thought of it as a U.N.
fight,' the fact is that they made a contribution to the fulfillment of
U.N. principles. .
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There is no equality of contribution or sacrifice so long as some of
us are dying for an ideal. But there are' demands on all of us

. requirements we must meet if we are to insure peace and make the
United Nations the success it ought to be.

2.
What are some of the
demands on U.N. sup
porters?

Some writers have put it this way, in effect:
Perhaps peace's greatest demand is that we all

think hard, think straight, and put our thinking into action. One
of the biggest blocks to straight thinking is the clutter of prejudices,
hates, ill-formed opinions and stereotypes that many of us carry
around in our minds. Peace requires. healthy minds. Racialism,
for example, is a sign of an unhealthy mind, and it ill serves the cause
of world friendship to call Koreans "gooks" or to look down on other
colored· races as inferiors. Furthermore, it's unscientific. No
scientist ever prejudged an object he was about to examine. He
judged it on the basis of what he learned about it under the micro
scope. Similarly, we should judge an individual on his merits, not
on abstract generalizations about the race he belongs to or the religious
faith he embraces.

,The right to be judged on one's merits is one of the fundamental
human rights. There are others, too, and they are all' bound up in
a 'Universal Declaration of Human Rights, a statement of general
principles overwhelmingly approved by the U.N. membership.
The statement is being drafted in treaty form binding all ratifying
governments to recognize and protect certain specific political, civil,
economic, social, and cultural rights. ,The United Nations also
adopted a convention on the prevention and punishment of the crime
of genocide, aimed at outlawing the destruction of racial, religious,
or other groups, as the Nazis attempted to do to the Jewish people.
Citizen support for Congressional ratification of both these documents
and observance of their principles in everyday life would be a contri
bution to implementation of U.N. objectives.

If you feel the United Nations holds hope for the world, perhaps'
one of the best ways to contribute to its success is to keep yourself
well informed, talk over national and world problems with your
neighbors, and let yourself be heard. -Take an active part in com
munity, State, and Federal affairs, and involve as many of your neigh-

.bors as possible. in solving problems. There are any number of
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national organizations with local chapters providing forums for this
effort.

Some of the highest hopes for peace ~nd freedom are tied in to the
programs for economic development of the "backward" areas of the
world. President Truman's "Point Four" program and, the U.N.'s
program or technical aid to these countries are already under way
to 'accomplish these objectives. These programs demand our atten
tion, their proponents Say, because they believe' it is this kind of
approach, coupled with Trusteeship Council action to encourage self
government, that spell better well-being for all and the eventual
abolition of the nineteenth-century colonialism that has been the
cause of so much unrest in the world. .

Americans hold conflicting views of the United Nations. The
two attitudes expressed below are at opposite ends of the pole. One
great demand on U.N. supporters is to do all possible to foster th,e
belief that more nearly· conforms to their own.

The first is from an editorial in a traditionally isolationist news
paper:

"The, United Nations was supposed to be an agency through which
the nations would unite their force to gain a common end. In fact,
it is an agency through which the nations harangue each other and
end by doing as they please. Those who thought the United Nations
would end what they called the reign of anarchy in international
relations must now realize that if it was anarchy before, it is still '
anarchy, with only hypocrisy added."

The second is from a report of the Thomas Subcommittee of· the
Senate Foreign Relations Committee:

"The committee wants to emphasize that the United Nations has
more· life and vitality than many . . . witnesses seemed to think
. ... The position of the freedom loving nations of the world is
tremendously strengthened by the existence of the United Nations.
As the United Nations is strengthened so will be our freedoms."

3.
How can individual
c'itizens shape our
.U.N. policy?

The League of Nations never recovered from its
failure to act in 1931. Just as Manchuria meant the death of the
League, Korea would have meant the death of the United Nations
if the United Nations. had followed a similar course of inaction.
Much of the credit for saving the United Nations belongs to the United
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States. It carried the major burden in enforcing the rules of the
United Nations.. Until the Acheson plan for earmarking national
units (or something like it) comes into effect, the burden will still
fall on our country. .

There has been considerable debate, some of it cynical, about the .
U. S. Government's motive in taking the initiative in the U.N.
defense of Korea. Did it act out of principle, to save the Uni.ted
Nations, or because. it served our interests to offer -armed resistance
to Communist" aggression?
. Some nlaintain that if the United States didn't act out of pure

self-interest, it should have. They oppose international agreements
committing the United States to principles and to specific action in
defense- of them. Their attitude is that we should tend to our own
knitting-that we can't afford to' let other nations have a voice in·
determining what is best for us.

Others contend that in the present world crisis there is no one
nation-not even the United States-powerful enough to withstand
the aggression that is capable of being unleashed. It will take the
combined force of all peace-loving nations. :Nor is strictly uni~

lateral action desirable. Had we acted alone in Korea, we might have
alienated many Asians. But collective action won almost universal
support.

The official U. S. position is stated this way in the state Department
publication, Our Foreign Policy: 1

H... The United States continues to put its long-range hopes for
a peaceful and secure world order iR the United Nations.

"We center our ·hopes in the United Nations not only because its
social and economic bodies are doing valuable pioneer work in inter
national cooperation; not on.ly because its related agencies, such as
the World Health and the Food and Agriculture Organizations, h.ave.
a tremendous humanitarian job to do; not only because we are in
terested in promoting human rights and freedom of information. The
United States supports the United Nations for all these reasons and
also for practical security reasons.

HWe realize that our security consists in a combination of many
things. It consists iIi having superior military and economic power
on the side of law and order. It depends on strong and free allies.
And it depends also on the good will, the respect, the confidence. and
the moral support of decent people everywhere."

Perhaps the most important contribution U.S. citizens can make
to the United Nations is to support their government in following a
consistent course in its adherence to U.N. principles. As the League
of Women Voters puts it: "The United States must be willing to put

. 1 Department of State publication 3972.
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its basic foreign policies into the mill of U.N. consideration, and carry
out the collective, international policy which emerges."

A democratic foreign policy, including our policy in and toward
the United Nations, is one that' truly. reflects the will of the people.
And that "will is expressed in the way citizens vote, the way they
support their government," and the way tliey make their wishes
known on the great issues of peace, justice, and world order.

A summary of the discussion on how Americans can contribute to
the United Nations' succes~ includes these points:

Some say ihat i'ioorld citizenship" is too much to ask of Americans,
or even undesirable. Others reply, however, that this is a condition that
has' been forced upon us by events and we cannot avoid it. World citizen
ship is but one of the demands made on the citizens who want United
Nations to succeed. An important one' is that Americans make sure
their foreign policy adheres as closely' as possible to U.N. principles,
and that whatever unilateral action our country takes does not" compromise
the goal of collective security and human progress.

In short, future u.S. policy-and the .future of our country itself
depends on the American" people.

. .

RELATED 0UESTIONS
1. Would as high a degree of international cooperation as now exists

" be possible without the existence of, suchan organization as the
United Nations? . ',

2. How can we convince the rest of the world that we are supporting
the United Nations as an instrument of "international cooperation,
rather than as an instrument to serve our ends?

3. How can we give convincing evidence that we accept and apply the
principles of the Universal Declaration of Human Rights in this
country?

4. Do many Americans think about the opinions other peoples hold
of us?

5. How do we organize effective support for the United Nations
and its specialized agencies as instruments of international
cooperation?

.'
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KOREAN TIMETABLE

December 1, 1943 .. The Cairo Declaration stated that the United
States, the United Kingdom, and China, "mind
ful of the enslavement of the people of Korea are
determined that ,in due course Korea shall be
come free and independent."

August 8, 1945..... SovietRussia, in its declaration of war on Japan,
announced -adherence to the Potsdam Agree
ment, which reaffirmed the Cairo Declaration
on Korea. _

September 2, 1945.. For military convenience, J;;tpanese forces above
the 38th parallel surrendered to U.S.S.R. troops,
below the 38th to U.S. troops, thus ending
Japanese control of Korea, begun in 1910.

December 27, 1945. The Moscow Agreement provided for establish
ment of a U.S.-U.S.S.R. Joint Commission to
assist in forming a- provisional Korean govern- 
mente Mter many fruitless meetings this Com
mission adjourned. A stalemate had been
reached on all major issues.

September 17,1947. The United -States·. submitted the problem of
independence for Korea- to the General Assem
bly of the United Nations.

- November 14; 1947 .. The United Nations General Assembly created
the U.N. Temporary Commission on Korea, to
facilitate (1) establishment ofa National Gov
ernment of Korea through nation-:-wide elections,
and (2) withdrawal of occupation forces.

January 12, 1948. .. Efforts of the U.N. Temporary Commission to
communicate with Soviet military authorities
in the North, either directly or through the
U.S.S.R., were unsuccessful. The Commission
therefore consUlted the General Assembly re
garding the course of action to -be followed.

February 26, 1948.. The General Assembly instructed the Commis..
sion to implement its assignment "in such parts

of Korea as are accessible to the Commission."
May 10, 1948; Elections for a.National Assembly were held in 

South Korea under the observation of the U.N.
Temporary Commission. Syngman Rhee be-

- came president. - -
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December 12, 1948. The United Nati9ns recognized the Government"
of the Republic of Korea as the only lawful gov
ernment in those parts of Korea where the Com
mission was able to observe procedures and
established a new Commission to continue U.N.
efforts for peaceful unification of Korea. U.N.
recognition was followed by recognition by indi
vidual governments.

January 19, 1949... The R.O.K. applied for membership in the
United Nations. This was vetoed in the Security
Council on April 8, 1949, by the U.S.S.R.

June 29, 1949 .... :. The Commission certified to the United Nations
the withdrawal of U~S. occupation forces from
South Korea. An American Military Advisory
Group of 500 remained.

October 21, 1949. .. The United Nations continued the Korean Com
mission, with" the additional task of observing
developments which might lead to military
conflict in Korea.

May 30, 1950. . . . . .. The first general election under the Government
of the R.O.K. was held, with almost 90 percent
of the electorate casting votes.

June 25, 1950 . ."..... The U,N. Commission on Korea reported the
invasion of the Republic of Korea by North
Korean forces.

June 25, 1950. . . . .. An emergency meeting of the Security Council
found the North Korean attack a breach of the
peace,.called for an immediate cessation of
hostilities and withdrawal of the North Koreans
to the 38th parallel. U.N. member nations
were called upon to assist inexecution of. this
resolution, and to refrain from giving assistance
to the North Koreans. The U.N. Commission·
was asked to report its considered recommen':'
dations without delay.
(The vote on this resolution was 9 in favor

.China, Cuba, Ecuador, Egypt, France, India,
Norway, United Kingdom, United States; 1
abstention-Yugoslavia; 1 absent-U.S.S.R.)

June 27, ~950. . . . .. The U.N. Commission reported that "All the
evidence continues to point to a calculated co
ordinated attack prepared and launched with
secrecy by the Northern regime".
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June 27, 1950 . .. '. .. The Security Council called upon .member na
tionsof the United Nations to furnish such
assistance to the R.O.K. as might be necessary'
to repel the armed attack and restore interna
tional peace and security in the area.
(This resolution was adopted by a vote of 7 in
favor, with Egypt abstaining, and India sub
sequently accepting the resolution.)

July 7, 1950 The Security Council recommended that all
member nations providing assistance to the
R.O.K. make such assistance available to a
Unified Command under the United States,
requested the United States to designate the
Commander of such forces, and authorized the
Unified Command to use the U.N. flag in its
operations against the North Korean forces.

,October 7, 1950. ~ .. The General Assembly established the', U.N.
Commission for the Relief and Rehabilitation
of Korea (UNCURK) to implement the estab
lishment of a "unified, independent and demo-

·cratic government" for the sovereign state of
Korea.

October 21, 1950. .. The Unified Command reported to the Security
Council that the tide of battle in South Korea
had been turned and that the backbone of the
North Korean Army was broken.

November 3, 1950 .. The Unified Command, 7th report, stated that
practicallyall tetritory formerly comprising the
Republic of Korea' had been restored to, that
government.

November 6, 1950 .. The Unified Command reported the appearance
of a new foe-Chinese Communist military
units-deployed for action against the forces
of the Unified Command.

November 8, 1950.. The Security Council met, at the request of the
United States, to consider the special report on
Chinese Communist intervention in Korea.
The Council invited the representative of the
R.O.K. toa seat at the council table; rejected
a U.S.S.R. proposal to invite a representative'
of the People's Republic of China "during the
discussion of the Korean problem", but invited
such a representative for the discussion of the
specialreport.
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November 11, 1950. The Peiping government refused the illvitation
to a discussion of the special report, but, on
November 14, a delegation from the Central
Chinese ePeople's Republic left Peiping to par
ticipate in the discussion of Formosa and
arrived in New York November 24.

November 30, 1950. The U.S.S.R. vetoed a Security Council reso
lution dealing with Chinese intervention in
Korea. " "

December 4, 1950.. Cuba, Ecuador, France, Norway, and" the
United States asked the General Assembly to
take up the matter of Chinese intervention in
"Korea (vetoed in the Security Council) as an
important and urgent question.

December 5, 1950.. The General Assembly recommended inclusion
of this item on the agenda.

December 14~ 1950. The General Assembly established a Cease-Fire
Group, composed of Nasrollah Entezam of
Iran, Sir Benegal N. Rau of India, and Lester
Pearson of Canada," to arrange a truce and seek
negotiations for peaceful settlement of the issue.

December 15, 1950. The Cease-Fire (jr9up sent a message to the
Peiping government making it clear that once
a cease-fire was arranged the Peiping govern
ment would be included in the negotiating
committee seeking a peaceful settlement of
existing issues in the Far East.

December 23, 1950. The Peiping government replied that the Cease
Fire Group was illegal.

January 2, 1951. . .. The Cease-Fire Group reported failure of its
efforts.

February 2, 195!. .. The General Assembly, "noting that the Se
curity "Council, because of lack of unanimity
of the permanent members, has failed to exer
cise its primary responsibility for maintenance
of international peace and security in regard to
Chinese communist intervention" in Korea, and
that the Chinese communist government has
not accepted U.N. proposals to bring about a
cessation of hostilities in Korea, found that the
Chinese Communist regime had engaged in"
aggression in Koreaa and called upon it to cease
hostilities against the U.N. forces, and with-

"draw from Korea; affirmed the determination
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of the United Natio'ns to continue its action, In
Korea to meet the aggression; asked a Com
mittee on Additional Measures to consider, as
a matter of urgency, additional measures to be
employed to m"eet this aggression; and estab
lished a Good Offices Committee to bring about
a cessation of. hostilities and the achievements
of the U.N. objectives in Korea by peaceful
means.



UNITED NATIONS RESOLUTIONS
RELATINGTO KOREA

Resolution concerning the complaint of aggression upon the Republic
of Korea adopted at the 473d meeting of the Security Council on
25 June 1950 1

The Security Council
RECALLING the finding of the General Assembly in its resolution of

21 October 1949 that the Government of the Republic of Korea is a
lawfully established government "having effective control and juris
diction over that part of Koreawhere the United Nations Temporary·
Commission on Korea was able to observe and consult and in which
the great majority of the people of Korea reside; and that this Govern
ment is based on elections which were a valid expression of the free
will of the electorate of that part of Korea and which were observed
by the Temporary Commission; and that this is the only such Govern- 
ment in Korea";

MINDFUL of the concern expressed by the General Assembly in its
resolutions of 12 December 1948 and 21 October 1949 of the conse
quences which might follow unless Member States refrained from acts
derogatory to the results sought to be achieved by the United Nations
in bringing about the complete independence and unity of Korea;
and the concern expressed that the situation described by the United
Nations Commission on Korea in its report menaces the safety and
well being of the Republic of Korea and of the people of Korea and
might lead to open ~ilitary conflict there;

NOTING with grave concern the armed attack upon the Republic of
Korea by forces from North Korea,

Determines that this action constitutes a breach of the peace,
I. Calls for the immediate cessation of hostilities; and •

Calls upon the authorities of North Korea to withdraw forth
with their armed forces to the thirty-eighth parallel;

II. Requests the United Nations Commission on Korea
(a) To communicate its fully considered recommendations on
the situation with the least possible delay;
(b) To observe the withdrawal of the North Korean forces to
the thirty-eighth parallel; and
(c) To keep the Security Council informed on the execution of
this resolution;

III. Calls upon all Members to render every assistance to t};1e
United Nations in the execution of this resolution and to refrain from
giving assistance to the North Korean authorities.

1 U. N. doc. 8/1501.
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Resolution concerning the complaint of aggression upon the Republic
of Korea adopted at the 474th meeting of the Security Council on
27 June 1950 1 .

The'Security Council,
HAVING DETERMINED that the armed attack upon the Republic of

Korea. by forces from North Korea constitutes a breach of the peace,
HAVING CALLED for an immediate cessation of hostilities, and
HAVING CALLED upon the authorities of North Korea to withdraw

forthwith their armed forces to the 38th parallel, and
HAVING NOTED from the ~eport of the United Nations Commission

for Korea that the authorities in North Korea have neither ceased
hostilities nor withdrawn their armed forces to the 38th parallel and
that urgent military measures are required to restore international
peace and security, and .

HAVING NOTED the appeal from the Republic of Korea to the United
Nations for immediate and effective steps to secure peace and security,

Recommends that the Members of the United Nations furnish such.
assistance to the Republic of Korea as may be necessary to repel the
armed attack and to restore international peace and security in. the
area.

.Resolution concerning the complaint of aggression upon the Republic
of Korea adopted at the 476th meeting of the Security Council on
7 July 1950 2 .

The Security Council,
HAVINe DETERMINED that the armed attack upon the Republic of .

Korea by forces from NorthKorea constitutes a breach of the peace,
HAVING RECOMMEN~EDthat Members of the United Nations furnish

such assistance to the Republic of Korea as may be necessary to repel
the armed attack and to restore international peace and security in
the area,' . .

1. Welcomes the prompt and vigorous support which governments
and peoples of the United Nations have given to its Resolutions of
25 and 27 June 1950 to assist the Republic of Korea in defending itself
against armed attack and thus' to restore international peace and
security in the area;

2. Notes that Members of the United Nations have transmitted to
the United Nations offers of assistance for the Republic of Korea;

3. Recommends that all Members providing. military forces and
other assistance pursuant to the aforesaid Security Council resolutions
make such forces and other assistance available to a unified command
under the United States;

1 U.N. doc. 8/1511.
2 U.N. doc. 8/1588:

i
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4. Requests the TTnited States to designate the conunander of such
forces;

5. Authorizes the unified command at its discretion to use the
United Nations flag in the course of operations against North Korean
forces concurrently with the flags of the various nations participating;

6. Requests the United States to provide the Security Council with
reports as appropriate on the course of action taken under the unified
command.

The problem of the independence of Korea, resolution adopted by
the General Assembly at its 294th plenary meeting on 7 October
1950 1 (adopted on the rep~rt of the First Committee (A/1422»

The General Assembly,
HAVING REGARD to its resolutions of 14 November 1947 (112 (II»,

of 12 December 1948 (195 (III» arid of 21 October 1949 (293 (IV»,
HAVING received and considered the report of the United Nations

Commission on Korea,2

MINDFUL of the fact that the objectives set forth in the resolutions
referred to above have not been fully accomplished and, in particular,
that the unification of Korea has not yet been achieved, and that an
attempt has been made by an armed attack from North Korea to
extinguish by force the Government of the Republic of Ko"rea,

RECALLING the General Assembly declaration of 12 December 1948 .
that there has been established a lawful government (the Governnient

. of the Republic of Korea) having effective control and jurisdiction over
that part of Korea where the United Nations Temporary Commission
on Korea was able to observe and consult and in which the great
majority of the people of Korea reside; that this Government is based
on elections which were a valid expression of the free will of the elec
torate of that part of· Korea and which were observed by the Tem:"
porary Commission; and that this is the oilly such Government ill-
Korea, .

HAVING IN MIND that United Nations armed forces are at present
operating in. Korea in accordance with the recommendations of. the
Security Council of 27 June 1950, subsequent to its resolution of 25
June 1950, that Members of the United Nations furnish such assistance
to the Republic of Korea as may be necessary to repel the armed attack
and to restore international peace and security in the area,

RECALLING that the essential objective of the resolutions of the
General Assembly referred to above was the establishment of a unified,
independent and democratic Government of Korea, .

1. Recommends that
(a) All appropriate step~ be taken to ·ensure conditions of
stability throughout Korea;

1 U.N. doc. A/1435.
2U.N. doc.. A/1350.
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"

(b) All constituent acts be taken, including the holding of elec-
.tions, under the auspices of the United Nations, for the establish
ment of a unified, independent and democratic Government in
the sovereign State of Korea; .
(c) .All sections and representative bodies of the population of
Korea, South and North, be invited to co~operatewith the organs
of the United Nations· in the restoration of peace, in the holding
of elections and in the establishment of a unified Government;
(d) United 'Nations forces should not remai~ in any part of
Korea otherwise than so far as necessary for achieving the ob- .
jectives specified in sub-paragraph~ (a) and (b) above;
(e) All necessary measures be taken to accomplish the ecoriomic
rehabilitation of Korea;'

2. Resolves that
(a) A Commission consisting of Australia; Chile, Netherlands,
Pakistan, Philippines, Thailand and TUrkey, to be known as the

.United Nations Commission for the Unification and Rehabilita
tion of Korea, be established to (i) assume the functions hitherto
exercised by the present Unit~d Nations Commission in Korea;
(ii) represent the United Nations inbringing about the establish
ment of a unified, 'independent and democratic government of all
Korea; (iii) exercise such responsibilities in connexion with
relief and rehabilitation in Korea as may be determined by the
General Assembly after receiving the recommendations of the
Economic and Social Council. ," The United Nations Commission

. for the .Unification and Rehabilitation of Korea .should proceed
to Korea and begin to carry out its functions as soon as possible;
(b) Pending the arrival in Korea of the United Nations Coinmis~
sion for the Unification and Rehabilit~tionof Korea, the Govern
ments of the States represented on the Commission ~hould form
.an interim committee composed of representatives meeting at
the seat of the United Nations to consult with and advise the
United Nations Unified Command in the light of the above
recommendations; the interim committee should begin to func
tion immediately upon the approval of the present resolution by
the General Assembly; ..
(c) The Commission shall render a report to the next regular

. session of the General Assembly and to any prior special session·
which might be called .to consider the subject matter of the
prese~t resolution, and shall render' such interim reports as it
may deem appropriate to the Secretary-General for transmission
to Members;

The General Assembly furthermore,
MiNDFUL of the fact that at the end of the present hostilities the

task of rehabilitating the Korean economy will be of great magnitude,
3. Requests the Economic and Social Council, in consultation with·

44



the specialized agencies, to develop plans for relief and rehabilitation
on the termination of hostilities and to report to the General Assembly
within three weeks of the adoption of the present resolution by the
General Assembly;

4..Also recommends the Economic and Social. Council to expedite
the study of long-term measures to promote the .economic. develop
ment and social progress of Korea, and meanwhile to draw the atten
tion of the authorities which decide requests for technical assistance to
the urgent and special necessity of affording such assistance to Korea;

5. Expresses its appreciation of the services rendered by the mem
bers of the United Nations Commission on Korea in the·performance of
their important and difficult task; .

6. Requests the Secretary~Generalto provide the Commission with
adequate staff and facilities, including technical advisers as required;
and authorizes the .Secretary-General to pay the expenses and per
diem of a representative and alternate from each of the States members
of the Commission.

Intervention of the Central People's Government of the People's
Republic of China in Korea, resolution adopted by the General
Asseinbly at its 327th plenary meeting .on 1 February .1951 1

adopted on the report of the First Committee (AjI770»

. The General Assembly,
NOTING that the Security Council, because of lack of unanimity of

the permanent members, has failed to exercise its primary respon
sibility for the maintenance of· international 'peace and security in
regard to Chinese Communist intervention in Korea,

NOTING that the Central People's Government of the People's
Republic of China has not. accepted United Nations proposals to
bring about a cessation of hostilities in Korea with a view to peaceful
settlement, and that its armed forces continue their invasion of Korea
and theirJarge-scale attacks upon United Nations forces there,

L Finds that the Central People's Government of the People's
Republic of China, by giving direct aid and assistance to those who
were already committing aggression in Korea and by engaging in.
hostilities against United Nations forces there, has itself engagedin
aggtessi,on in Korea;

2. Calls upon the .Central People's Government of the. People's
Republic of China to cause its forces and nationals in Korea to cease
hostilities· against the United Nations forces and to withdraw from
Korea;

3. Affirms the determination of the United Nations to continue its
action in Korea to meet the aggression;

1498(v), U.N. doc.A/1771.
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4.' Calls upon all States and authorities to continue to' lend every
assistance to the United Nations action in Korea;

5. Calls upon all States and authorities to refrain from giving any
assistance to the aggressors in Korea;

6. Requests a Committee composed of the members of the Collective
Measures Committee as a matter of urgency to consider additional
measures to be employed to meet this aggression and to report thereon
to the General Assembly, it being understood that the Committee is
authorized to defer its report if the Good Offices Committee referred
to in the following paragraph reports satisfactory progress in its efforts;

7. Affirms that it continues to be the policy of the United Nations to
bring about a cessation of hostilities in Korea and the achievement of
United Nations objectives in Korea by peaceful means, and requests
the President of the General Assembly to designate forthwith two
persons who would meet with him at any suitable opportunity to 'use
their good offices to this end.

"
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