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WESTERN EUROPE AND THE UN-

TRENDS AND PROSPECTS

INTRODUCTION

This collection of brief essays, written in connection with the United
Nations Project at the Center for International Studies, Massachusetts Insﬁi«
tute of Technology, grows out of a suggestion originaliy made to the author
when he was assoclated with the Department of State. It was suggested that
appraisals of the future utility and prospects of the UN might benefit from
a privately-made estimate of the climate in a few key Western European states
whose approach to the UN seemed from a distance to vary in significant ways
from that of the United States, particularly as a consequence of the Suez
and Hungarian crises of 1956,

The present study was prepared following a brief visit to Western
SEurope in the summer of 1958 by the writer in his capacity as Director of
the UN Project, In the course of this trip intensive discussions were hsld
with a number of individuals chosen for their capacity to illuminate the
general tone of policy and planning in six Western European countries, Those
conferred with included senior officials in the governments, certain key
personalities in political life, such as party leaders and members of parlia-
ments, and a number of leading journalists, publicists, and schclars, The
purpose was to lay a basls for attempting to understand the present trends and
discernible prospects bearing on possible uses of the UN as an instrument of
freé world policy in the period ahead.

As a sampling of opinion, the views reported herein are clearly in the

category of "g1lite" rather than popular. They are presented hers not in the
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form of "field report"™ but as a series of essays drawing on informatiorn and
impressions received during the trip against a background of general fcreign
policy and performance, particularly in the UN setting. Above all; it is
significant that these people ware interviewed, not in the diplomatically

exotic and politically unique setting of United Wations headquarters in HNaw

York, but 4in their native habitats, so to speak, where perspectives grow out

of the national setting and above all out of the ineluctable realities of

domestic politics, By design, a2 majority of those interviewed were nol "UN sxpsris.”

Others have explored the public bshavior of some of these nations in
the UN, and the detailed record is available for those to whom it is of
primary interestnl The hope in the present endeavor is tc try tc capture a
glimpse of the spirit of policy and planning regarding the UN against as
wide a political backdrop as possible, and from this to deduce trends and
tendencies if they could be descried. Such an "overview" must necessarily
be both unacholarly and incomplete. Its value can lie only in such intuitions
as it evokes and in the linking of political insights which might otherwise
remain isolated,

It is convenient but not wholly accurate to entitle this study "Western
Europe." The areca covered is, more precisely, "Little Europe™ or "The Six"
or "The European Community", plus the United Kingdom, This grouping of eeven%
now joined in the Western Furcpean Unlon, has an explicit territorial; poli-
tical, and economic significance, snd the only difficulty is in choosing a

meaningful label for it. The one we have chosen is "Western Europe."”

1, Aside from the documentation of the UN itself;, studies of national UN
pelicies and performsnce, generally up to 1955, of Britain, Belgium, Italy,
and West Germany are or will be svailable in the serias of Nationsl Studies
on_International Orgsnization currently in process of publication by the
Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, New York.

2. Tuxembourg has baen omibtted from the nresent atudy.
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Tberia--Spain and Portugal--constitutes a different tradition and politically
is a separate story. Austria is technically neutral, Switzerland is <{rad-
itionally neutral, Ireland has demonstrated its independence of any regional
generalities since its admission to the UN in 1955, urging upon the 1957
General Assembly session a distinctly "non-NATO" proposal for disengagement
and voting, against the West, both in 1957 and 1958, in favor of discussing
the matter of Chinese representation.

The papers which follow are thus designed to speak for themselves and
only for themselves. For that matter, one of the beliefs confirmed by this
inquiry is that generalizations about even the limited area dealt with are
made only at the risk of obscuring important political truths. A distinguished
French diplomat who wrote on the same subject in 1948 did speak in such generic
terms. He said:

For a European, the United Nations is principally a
means of preserving peace...For a European the United
Nations is principally considered in relation to the idea
of security, which constitutes his primary concern, The
failure of the experiment of the League of Nations, in
which Europe at one time placed its hopes, has left the
European skeptical of international organizations...The
European believes that a large part of the activities of
the United Nations must be concerned with European pro-

blems not only in the ingerest of Europe, but in the
interest of world peacs.

The reference to the league of Nations is still a valid one, in the sense
that Europe--Western Europe--was the chief protagonist in the League but today
is only one of many players in the drama of the United Wationms. if countries
rate the UN in terms of their own relative importaence in its scheme of things,
i1t was inevitable that the UN should have been downgraded alongside the Euro-
pean meﬁories of the League; this psychology persists as a specific element in,

for example, the French view of the UN.

3. Jacques Fouques-Duparc, "A Eurcpean Point of View on the United Natlons,®
International Concilistion, Wo. LL3, September 1$L8, pp. L53=L.




iv

But history has overtaken M. Fouques-Duparc's estimate in other ways,

The countries of Western Europe in this age evaluate the UN above all according
to the way they themselves diagnose the great convulsions that are taking

place in the underdeveloped and anticolonisl areas of the world whose problenms
and interests have increasingly come to dominate the proceedings of the world
organization. This being so, the appraisals of the UN in the six countries
under discussion range along a spectrum which is graded according to the

iashion in which sach countrv perceives the whole ensemble of tensicne that
characterize Furopean-Afro Asisn relationships. By this method France and
Belgium and, to a lesser extent, the United Kingdom are located along one end

of the scale. At its extreme, the view of the UN here is one of stern zriticism
which tends to comprehend not only specific grievances but alsc the whole organi-
gzation and its works. The country concerned is felt to be the victim of the
UN's fifteen year trend toward doctrinaire anticolonialism and Afro-Asian
ascendeney and spécifically, in the case of France and Britain, victim of the
specific injustices and stupidities visited on their policies by the UN--and,
let it never be forgotten, the U.S.--in the Suez crisis of‘late 1956.

No single country, not even France, which entertains this view to a re-
markable degree, exactly fits this stereotype. Aspects of it have of course
been visible in New York since 19L5 and increasingly with the passage of time.
It is of greater interest that on their home grounds the countries thst partake

to a significant extent in this view tend to exclude the UN from a pince of any

resl significance in their forward planning--planning not only with respect
to future relations with the underdeveloped countries, but also planning with
respect to other uses of the UN such zs its para-military potentialities in
situations of limited hestilities, particularly where the great povwers need

to be excluded if peace and security sre to be restored.



At the other end of the seale; in striking contrast, are West Germany and
Italy, which have become noncolonial powers and are finding their new status
to be profitable both politically and economically., With only a sliphtly
imaginative effort; one can see the Netherlands--unce freed of the diplomatic
incubus of dest New Guinea-in an equivalent posture of at least open-mindedness
to new possibilities in the UN that might be of value to present and future
rational and free world interests., As a phenomenon of politiesl change,the
transition of European powers from "colonial" to "noncolonial® needs more
study than it has had. To one observer it is as though emancipation from
the category of "colonial powsr" had removed a species of political scales
from the «ye# of & nation as it looks afresh at its future relationships with
the underdeveloped and anticolonial countries of the non<European world, By
contrast with France and Belgium, imagination is given relatively uninhibited
play at this end of the spectrum as at least some responsible national leaders
and planners consider how the UN might be used to further Europe's relationships
with the world of Asia and Africa and Latin America, as well as how it might
play a more effective role in the unending propagande battle between East and
West .

England, while still playing out her ancient role as a colonial povwer,
at the same time possesses certain political qualities which might wurk toward
greater future flexibility and accommocdation in making use of the UN than is
apparent today. Perhaps the most interesting case; as suggested, is the Nether-
lunds, which is in transition. Many of her thoughtful leaders are now looking
beyond the limits of the present to the day when West New Cuinea will no longer
be a centerpiece of Dutch sctivity in the UN. With important domestie consider-

stions helping to shift the balance, it is almost predictable that Helland wili



vi

venture beyond her allies in the search for a rnew role for the UN that is
responsive to political and economic requirements of the world she has seen
changed so drastically since Worid War II,

This image is easily overdrawn, The UN is not a major factor in the
foreign policy schemes of any of the Western European countries except at
‘mcments of acute criaiag such as Suez in 1956 and lebanon in 1958, or except
with respect to a partiecular interest thst at a given time may assume important
national proportions, such asz the issue of Indonesia for the Netherlands or,
perhaps in the near future, Berlin and reunification for the Germans. But the
UN is not & self-starting mechenism. Output is intimately related to input.
Much may depend on the extent to which these atates, rich in diplomati¢ energy
and political inventiveness, come to see uses for the UN which bear on their
emerging interests. Conpared with the essentislly defensive role thess countries
have traditionally played in the UN, a role of positive and crestive leadership
could yleld very different political consequences for both the worid organiza-

tion and the Western alliance,

A few other generslizstions can be ventured. Certainly one is safe in
saying that throughout Western Europe the UN seems distant, even remote, from
the average person. Paradoxically, in nonmember Germany the local UN-associa-
tions are probably more vigorous than ir the five other states which are members.
Such private organizations are less active in Italy and the United Kingdom,
dormant in France, and nonexistent in Belgium,

It can also be generalized that American policy toward Communist China,
specifically regarding its seating in the UN, is opposed by virtually all shades
of political opinion in these countries. The coneession which our closest allies
annually make to American opinion in the woite to postpone discussion of thias
metter in the General Assembly is a wasting ssset Lhe over-all political cost

ol which 1s increazing.
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A final generalization rests on somewhat less firm ground., The

UN is a significantly partisan issue only in Britain. Yet elsewhere as well
as in Britain it receives its most vocal support from the oppesition parties,
nsually Socialist, and from the intelligentsia; conversely, %he most vocal

oriticism comes from the political right. In all of these countries the

government is, at least nominally, conservative, but does not

always reflect with fidelity the sharply eritical view of the UN found on the
extreme right. This political phenomenon can be explained in a number of ways.
For one thing, the government is required to govern, which usually serves to
exclude rather automatically the extravagances of extremism. For another,

the civil servants who carry on the day-to-day formulation and execution of
poliey tend to adopt a more pragmatic and realistic view of their problems which,
while it often seems to exclude the capacity for imaginative long-range planning,
doee usually come to sensible terms with the operative situation, whether in the
UN or elsewhere.

The other side of the coin is thst the out-of-office advocates of greater
uses of the UN are vulnerable to the process of transformation which often
changes the reformer into a steward of the status quo once he finds himself en-
trusted with political responsibility. The Soclalist parties of Western Europe
command an estimated 100 millien votesg Their leaders spesk today in terms of
more imaginative and constructive uses of the UN, specifically in building
bridges between Europe and the world to the South. But only their accession
to political pouwer would demonstrate whether other national interests which
to many of their compatriots define the UN in terme of hirirance and obstacle,
if not as an enemy, remein overriding. Further changes in the colonial rels-

tionships could of course end in eliminating one vital sector of
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of the European problem in the UN; but its legacy will however persist in

residual tensions between Europs and the Afro-Asian nations, and it has yet
to be shown whether doctrinaire “internationalism™ can transform these rela-
tionships, in or out of the UN, any more successfully than it was able to do

under the postwar Labor regime in Britain,

The Suez episcode, discussed here with respect to each of the six countries;
did not alter leadership atiltudes in Englend and France so much as it crystal-
lized the growing sense of betrayal Ly the UN (and the US) in surrendering the
fundamental Western position to Arab-Asian nationalism, As suggestsd in the
first essay, the British perhaps learned a lesson from the Suez fiasco that is
atill in process of being digested. The French, however, appeer to wish only
to satisfy themselves that others have now come to appreciate the rightness
' of the unsuccessful French attempt to stem the tide of Arab nationalism,

At the other end of the spectrum Italy and West Germany profoundly
deplored the British-French action as setting back tragieally a process of
developing new-style relationships for which each of those countries today
sees itself as a prineipal agent, Certainly in Western Europe as a whole the
military and diplomatic disaster of Suez inspired many with a new sense of
importance and indeed urgency on behalf of creation of a true European community.
And in the militarily indefensible and politically modest Retherlands and Belgium
(although not yet in the France which is at the moment seeking rather single-
mindedly to resstablish her self-image of grnndeur) there is an explicit acknowledg-
ment that to be part of a strong and united Europe is alsc to reestablish the
balance in the UN vis-3-vis the Afro-Asian bloc (as well, it might be added, as

the balance in NATO vis-a-vis the United States).
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There is no attempt here to summarize all of what follows. The reader
will be able to draw his own conclusions from this report., He will learn
that opinion is far from unanimous, that beneath attitudes of certainty and
self-righteousness there may reside obscure feelings of frustration, of humilia-
tion, even of guilt, He will see images of Hitler and Munieh tranaferred to
Middle East nationaliSm with the inevitable result of a certain amount of poli-
tical and spiritual confusion. One is tempted to borrow the words of Matthew
Arnold in epitomizing "colonial" Europe's current role in relation to the UN:
"Wandering between two worlds, one dead, the other powerless to be born."
Certainly there is an overgrowth of bitterness and of political anachronism
that seems to stifle the kind of creative impulses which are now flowing into
the movement for European unity.

St111, beneath the surface there are some symptoms of a longer vision,
perhaps as part of the larger European framework, which must in time come to
terms with the new political world that history, even now changing the face
of Europe, is in process of creating out of the old. There are dangers. The
pace will be different for each country, and the virus of nationalism may re-
infect once again its ancestral European host, If the Arab world, in the words
of Nasser, represents a role in search of a hero, France looks to some like a
hero in search of a role, and Italy and Germany could once again come to know
that process.

The capacity of Europe to make effective use of the UN in the years ahead
is a function of the UNfs capacity to advance what Europe conceives to be its
interests. In the final analysis of course Europe's interests can only be
interpreted by Europeans. But at the same time the position of the United States

is central to the whole process. The American role in the UN has in part been



defined by the defensive posture of its Europeen allles on colonial issues.
Cur task has been conceived, correctly in the suthor’s estimation, as one
«f seeking toc moderate the pace and tempc of the non-Western revclution
dhich we hitherto have seen as being played out against the backdrop of &
relatively static Europe. Both the American and the Europsan roles may be
changing. Our UN policies and stances have often appeared to the Europeans
as basically unsympathetic to their intermats, but without eliciting the
political profit from the non-European world which our policies presumably
ieserved, New stresses and strains as between ourselves and our Western
suropean allies in the UN will almost predictably arise when the moratorium
nds on the Chinese representstion question, doubtless scon after a Labor
tovernment attains power in Britain.

In any event, the immediate future holds promise only of transition
.nd of fresh definition of European interests in the light of unfolding
ealities. For these several reasons it is doubly important that European
jolicy once again acquire confidence in the stability and vigor of Ameriecan
‘eadership, both within the Western c¢oalition and in the UN. Europs, even
~hile recovering its sense of identity and inventing new forms of political
.¢tion, will require in the period shead far more of an American effort to

rnderstand, to look ahead, and to lead.



THE CONTEMPORARY BRITISH VIEW OF THE UN

Introduction

Five days after the Dumbarton Oaks conversations were concluded in
washington in the fall of 1944, the following observation was mede by Great
Britain's foremocst newspaper:

The mere existvence of a quarrel, or of the griev-
ance of some small State against a mighty neighbor,
will concern the Council only in the unlikely event
of peace appearing in peril. The organization will
exist rather for security as such than for justice
as such, and will, it seems, leave less dgubt on
this point than did its Gemeva precursor.

British wartime expectations about the UN tended to place considerably
more emphasie on security then on justice, perhaps because experience had
made Englishmen skepticel about such thorny abstractions as international
"justice” compared with their more ingenucus cousine across the sea who were
* to write this notion into the Charter at San Francisco the following year.

Expectations as to security were of course to be dashed on both sides
of the Atlantic as the Cold iar came to block Western hopes for a new inter-
national order of stability and peace~keeping machinery. But for the British
the kind of UN that did in fact substitute for their hopes was especially
unsatisfactory. The real-lif'e UN seemed to them to represent a forum dedi-
cated to hasty end ill-advised alterations in relations between the West and
the world of former and present Western dependencies in Asia, Africa, and

the Middle East. This trend went far during the first eleven years to con-

firm earlier British misgivings toward an organization in which those

1. London Times, October 12, 1944,
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relationships, and in particular British colonial rule, were to be aﬁbjected
to what seemed to them fundamentally irresponsible and unconstructive public
criticism.2

This fact should be taken in conjunction with another one even morse
basic to an understanding of Britain's attitude toward the UN, Unlike any
other country of Western Burope, in England the UN is a serious domestic
party issue., This assertion is tempered by yet a third fundamental fact.
The Britlsh public--except at moments of genuine crisis--can only be des-
cribed as bored by the UN., Yet this popular indifference serves to encourage
the attitudinizing on the UN isaue that has become characteristic of partisan
discussions. The partisan cleavage in its present form did not begin with
Suez; but Suez was the event which posed the issues on a wide national basis.

What underlies this curious situation, and what is its meaning for the
future of the UN? Let us consider first the larger context in which Britiih-

UN relations acquire meaning.

Britain, the UN, &nd History

The British outlook, so far as the UN is concerned, is a function both
of the British past and the British future. Britain today is at a critical
Junction point between the two. New directions for British policy are be-
coming visible, but the vision is obscured, as in all history, by the con-
tinuing momentum of what has gone before. In her reshonses to the changing

world Britain today finds herself circumscribed by her past but mindful of

2. For an excellent study of British expectations about the UN, and British
policy through 1955, see Britain and the United Nations, prepared by the
Royal Institute of International Affairs for the Carnegie Endowment for
International Peace (New York: Manhattan Publishing Company, 1957 ).
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& newer order of things. der imperial role is all but gone, her strategic
 brotherhood with America is still strong but shaken, and her internal order--
especially the collection of traditional ways and institutions lumped under
the label of The Establishment--is undergoing relentless alteration, She is
already exploring some of the newer pathways, collaborating with yesterday's
colonies within an unrecognizably new Commonwealth, moving toward hithertoi
unacceptable economic ties with the European continent, and reversing one
hundred and eighty-two years of history by declaring with every new dibor
tion on Christmas Island her independence of the United States.

A1l of these elements have a profound bearing on Britein's relations
with the UN, The categories of the paét have up to now made the UN, for
Britain, a place where Europe collided with the anticolonial world in a
losing battle, the cruelest feature of which was the sense of American pres-
sure that_ruled out any real chance of holding fast against the tide., 5o
long as the American alliance was the cornerstone of British security--as it
8%ill is--and Europe and the Commonwealth the prime foel of British political
strength--as they still are--the UN has had little to offer Britain of posi-
tive interest., The Churchillian vision of world unity built upon the pillars
of effective regional association, all under the stately direction of the
Great Powers, has yielded to the various realities of the postwar world; no
single one of which could be defined as consonant with the traditionsi British
vision of the world and her place in it.

Britain has thus been torn between the agony of a defensive reireat
from her old colonial areas and the preoccupying nétuork of new relstions
with the Commonwealth, the US, and Europe, But even this last sei of lssuss

impinged on the UN picture at many points. For example, velations wiin



India require scute attention to the UN setting which India and its fellows
find as congenial for their purposes ac Britain finds it often uncongenizl.
Britain’s estimate of the UN has more and more reflected an unsureness
about the directions in which she is actually moving, Yhis is often con-
cealed from the naked eye because British policies in the UN, like those

of the United States, have tended to reflect the older strategies while time

and events could do their work of eventual modernization.

The "Basic™" British View of ths UW

Winston Churchill was spesking for many of his fellow countrymsn when,
nine months after Suez, he said, "It is certain that if the /UN General/
Assembly continues to take its decisions on grounds of enmity, opportunism
or merely jealousy and petulance, the whole structure may be broughl %o
nothing,,"3 His loyal wartime "Prof," now Viscount Cherwell, said it with
even more vehemence:

[The General Assembly'givegf every ration or pseudo-
nation an equal vote,..and this, of course, is per-
fectly ludicrous....Ths most civilized nations are
equated with tiny states, many of whose inhabitants
are fetichists who cannot even read or write, b

At the other extreme Hugh Gaitskell, in his Codkin Lectures at Harvard
shortly after Suez, said on this very point that recommendations of the
General Assembly carry powerful moral obligations for a1l nations Tprovided

these are taken by really large msjorities,”™ Such numeriecal majorities ave

of course the very features of the UN scene which British critics of the Ui

3. Speech to American Bar Associatien dinner, London, July 31, 1957, Hew
York Times, August 1, 1957,

. Speech in House of lLords, quoted by Arthur Krock in Hew York Timeg;
April 23, 1957,
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most deplore as meaningless and often downright harmful., With the British
landinge still in the headlines, lr. Gaitskell asserted in the same lecture
that force is illegal, even as a last resort, if it is not in actual defense
against armed attack,?

It is instructive that about five wdeks before the Suez attack Foreign
Secretary Selwyn Lloyd, in addressing the UN General Assembly, described the
reality of the UN with a balance that is only now returning to English poli-
tical comment:

But so far as the United Nations in its present
state of development is concerned, it is unfair

to blame it as an institution for its shortcomings.
Any blame there may be must be attributed to the
member states who collectively constitute the
strength or the weakness of the United Nations.

At the same time, Mr. Lloyd epitomized the keen British sense of injusé
tice about the UN which was to be actually expertéﬁeed only a month later
when Hungary and Suez became politically juxtaposed:

And, above all, if there grows up the belief that
the Assembly has two standards, one for the law-
abiding, one for those who are influenced by its
views, and another standsrd less stringent for
those who treat it with indifference, the Assembly
will never build up its authority in the world.

Selwyn Lloyd on the eve of Suez was perhaps more representative of the
overall British view of the UN than were the apokeémen for the two parties
after Suez. This conclusion is supported by interviews held with leading
government and non-governmental figures, on the basis of which it is possible

to sketch out several composite sets of beliefs and attitudes toward the UN

5. Hugh Gaitskell, The Challenge of Coexistence (Cambridge: Harvard Univer-
sity Press, 1957) p. 13.

6. New York Tiﬁea, September 25, 1957,
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which could be said to represent &lite opinion in Britain toward the UN.
These may possibly offer clues to responsible British attitudes toward the
UN which may be expected in the period immediately ahead. The composites
are three: first, a basic British attitude, and second and thirdly, conser~
vative and liberal-socialist atéituaes.

The first, overall, composite draws on present‘governmental thinking,
moderate Conservative party opinion, and an important segment of Labor party
opinion, It would not comprehend the detéﬁled views of party ideologues such
a8 Gaitskell or Hailsham, or of isolated intellectual circles, or of dedi-
cated professionals in the UN field; but even among these some of the funda-
mental attitudes are shared.

The overall composite confirms what modern British history surely
suggests: that the basic British approach toward the UN is above all prag-
matic, not theoretical or abstract or idealistic. "Does the UN appear to be
serving British interest well or badly?" is the prime question. The US of
course has cccasion to ask itself the same question with respect to American
interesta. But by contrast to the rather less sentimental British frame of
mind, Americen policy toward the UN is seen by the British as doctrinaire
and slogan-ridden. (This difference was once summed up by the English
anthropologist Geoffrey Gorer when he observed that the US approaches insti-
tutions as though they were machines, to be developed through tinkering and
the application of the laws of mechenics. The British view institutions as
though they were treces: works of nature whose growth is organic, to be

brought slong only by judicious watering, pruning, and, above all, patience.7)

7. See The American People, (New York: W. W. Norton, 1948), pp. 151-152,
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Along with its pragmatic frame of minn, a strong strain of isolationism
persists in the British outlook (strong enough to have produced after the
Dunkirk evacuation énd the fall of France the perverse reaction of "Thank
God now we can get on with it ourselves.") Against the background of modern
British diplomatic history, this isolationist strain produces a nostalgia
not only for remembered British greatness but also for the remembered capa-
city to play an independent role cf "balancer" in the international con-
figuration of power. And indeed a realistic understanding of the role of
power in world politics strongly ¢0nditions Britain's skepticism about the
increasing role of the UN General Assembly, sustains her attachment to great
power (as opposed to parliamentary) diplomacy, and magnifies her sense of
frustration in the face of declining ability to act independently of America
and of Europe.

Seen this way, the limitatiéns within which Britain must tailor her
policies to those of her allies, limltations exemplified by the UN and
indeed by the whole network of mutual relationships with the US and Western
Europe, represent an obscure form of humiliation forced upon Britain by her
desperate need for economic viability and by her inability to meet the
material requirements for successfully applying military power in the con-
temporary world,

Within this general framework British leadership displays three major
characteristics: a grudging acceptance of the UN not only as a political
necessity but also, at least in its origins, a profound concession to the
idealistic Americans; a nostalgia for a more independent role, creating a
frame of mind which both subconsciously and, on occasion, explicitly resents

a coequal role for those only recently porirayed as "lesser breeds without
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the law"; and perhaps most significant in the actual day-to~day operations

of international society, a deep~seated conviction that Britain ia'profbundly-
right in her basic foreign policy attitudes, and that consequently the most
important if not the only function of the UN is to "educate" others about

the rightness of the British course. If this complex of attitudes can be
summari zed, perhaps it would add up to agreement with the aphorism of Lord
Palmerston one hundred and ten years ego that England has no perpetual
friends and no natural enemies, but eternal interests.

It is here that the picture needs to be differentiated. For although
perhaps all shades of opinion in the center of the "leadership" spectrunm
share to some degree the latter point of view, its relevance to the range
of problems commonly denominated "colonial® requires that more detailed

distinctions be made.

View from the Right

In the right hand side of the spectrum, perhaps unanimously in the
high ranks of the civil service, even among those who will permit themselves
words like "lunacy" and "schizophrenic® when speaking of Sir Anthony Eden
at the time of Suez, one finds the most articulately expressed attitude of
complete certainty in the rectitude of British colonial policy, and equal

certainty that its critics are ignorant, misguided, or even vicious.8 The

8. As the Marquess of Salisbury recently stated it in print, “,..to most
Englishmen, the record of Briteln in the colonial field during the last
century ranke as one of great achievement; and their only doubt is not
whether the pace of constitutional advance has been too slow, but whether
it has not been too fast; whether these peoples have yet quite grown up;
whether they are really ready for independence; and whether, for them,
independence may nct mean the end of liberty."™ Foreign Affairs, April
1958, Vel. 36, Noo. 3, p. 405.




1-9

supreme confidence behind this conviction produces what might be called a
"reform school® theory of the UN, in which the latter is seen above all as

a means of edifying others as to what Britain considers right and proper in
the realm of colonial policy. Put another way, it is the theory the UN is
useful only to the extent that it enables the United Kingdom to convince
others of the correctness of her case and the need to support it. The emo~
tional intensity of high Goverrment officisls in justifying British overseas
rule on grounds of moral philosophy--the goal of frsedom for the individual,
but not necessarily for the "state"-~is matched only by their irritation with
those who may not view it in the same light and who ther;fbr; require "educa-
tiono” The British task, in this view, is to get its ideas across primarily
to its allles but also to others. Thus, where criticism continues to out-
weigh approbation, as with colonial issues in the UN setting, that organiza;
tion loses its value as a prime instrument of policy for Britain.

Of those conferred with, only one administrator of a British trust
territory admitted to finding any positive value in the UN's operational
concern for dependent territories. This value, albeit grudgingly expressed,
was in terms of "keeping the administering authority up to the mark" through
having to submit periodic progress reports to the UN. This official added
that UN visiting missions to trust territories have been useful educational
experiences for, e.g., Indian members, giving the latter an opportunity to
see the problems at first hand, the consequence of which is sometimes to
moderate their otherwise abstract polemics. But on balance, even this offi-
cial could see no contribution to the welfare of the territory itself either

by the UN or indeed by the whole apperatus of international concern.
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This is not too different from the asserti-ns oy other govermment offi-
cials that the UN is a purely negative force iﬁ colonial ;ffairs, having the
dubious value of educating the anti-colonial nations as to the nature of
responsibility and reality. The interesting thing is that precisely the
same statement was privately made by a former member of the Labor shadow
cabinet.?

The Conservative party, recognizing that the British public while per-
haps bored with the UN is possibly somewhat better disposed toward it than
the immediate posi~Suez reaction indicated, tempers its criticism by assert-
ing the desire to meke the UN work as an effective instrument for carrying
out (British) foreign policy. At the moment, the UN is seen almost unani-
mously in conservative circles as a "hindrance® to British policy. Nonethe-
lees, the UK must use it as best it can. Since the UN is a failure when it
comes to protecting British security interests—-Foreign Office officials in
privete conversations state flatly that "no account® is taken of the UN in
considering British security interests--one might look for major British
efforts to strengthen and improve the organization toward this end. On the
contrary, there appears no likelihood of a British move in this direction
from the Tory side, perhags because the latter's somewhat emotional sense of
political estrangement frém the U is fortified by a realistic awareness of
the difficulties of Btrenéthening tﬁe UN in the ways it favors., The diffi-

culty of initiating reforms in the security field are underscored by the

9. The theory of the UN as an "inciter to riot" in colonial areas, a theory
edvenced by, inter alia, South Africen and Belgian publicists, is at least
in part apparently shared by the group which prepared Britain and the
United Nations, op. cit., see p. 267.




change in poatwar power reiatiuvns whish, as polated cul eisewhere, make medern
Britain a "consumer” rather than a "producer" of securityﬂ10
Responsible Conservatives now say that outright hostility to the UN i3z to
be found only in fringe groups in the right wing of British politica, and cer-
tainly such hostility is not generally typical of govermmentsl thinking, One
of the leaders of the Conservative party privately counts only 12 "die-hard
Suez men” in the House of Commons, and insists that the UN is not really a pariy
issue. At the same time, ever since Suez it has been extraordinarily difficult,
to take one exzample, to secure Conservative signatures on petiiions and publov
letters in favor oif the UNO The only readily available Conserwative viil
wishers tend to be considered "dissidents" by party regulars. As oreTory poll-
tician put it, the anti-UN wound of Suez has temporarily hesled, bui it could
reopen at any time, Still, the’Eden tradition of internatianal conferenon

‘

diplomacy remains strong, despite its author's aberrations in 1956, Fauslly

strong is the impulse to seek the light at the end of the interratlonal tunnel.

Among the Tory constituency one can find a significant stratum in the %mg“igh

nmiddle class which reacts uneasily to what seem to be anti-=Ul policies and ai-

titudes. If some British minds operate on the basis of Real politik, there ais
actlive women’s groups, for instance, which function as at lesst a potential
restraint, not to say corrective,

But having said all this, one must still conclude that in its plaaning ths.
Government places a very low priority on the UN in the unfolding of Bziiish
foreign policy in the period ahead, discounts almost entirely ite walue in the
fields of security, and tends to comsider it a positive mensce in the vealm of
colonial affairs. Even in the ares of pacific settlement of disputes, Porenin

Office officials confess privately that Sir Gladayn Jebb's erirecrdicoyy 7

2

offeusive® in the US in 1950 and 1951 in Tavor of enhancsd peasoelul soiils s

10, Ibid., p. LS,
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powers for the UN not only was--as we know-=-a tactic to offset the negative
British position on the Uniting for Peace resolution of 1950, but--which
was 1ill & matter of curlosity--reflected no genuine official interest in

augmented pacific settlement activity, and has not been followed up at all.

View from the Left

The stereotype on the left<hand side of the spectrum is considerably

more complicated. For one thing, the assertions of a party cut of poucr

freguently bear no resemblance to its policies once it is regured to
over responsibility. More intrinsically, Labor party atiitudes on the sub-
ject of the UN divide between the "softs" and the "toughs"™ far mors ihan
wiihin Tory leading circles, And finallwy, the Labor party is intimately
involved with the internationalist commitments which both Socialism and
the intollegontsia in gencral have characteristically mads in sor time,
Bightist e¢rities in Englsnd no less than slsaevhere ftend teo luwmp togother
the whole ensemble, Their allegations are familiar ones con the Buropenn
seone:  the left-wing has "captured" the British UN Asscciantion, and the
H is sponsorad only by the "soclalist intelligentsia ™

In fact, the British UN Associatlon was bitterly divided over the
Suver action and 31111 includes many staunchly righi-wing elemente, which,
ecording to s lsading membser, carry equal weight with the leftisis in
the hssociation councile. Certainly ons hears few echoss amidel the dlin.
illusionment of the postwar years of the positiecn asserted in 1345 by o
Taborite Minister of State, that Britain i3 "determined o use the ined

tutions of the United H¥ations to kill paw@r‘politicen”ll




12a

The Labor party itself is divided a&s betweern the intelligentsia and
Transport House, perhaps not so sharply as in Harold Laski's time, but
enough to identify Mr. Gaitskell a;‘representative of the "softs" and
Aneurin Bevan--his putative Foreign Secretary--as leader of the "toughs,"
Foreign policy in Great Britain tends to become national and not partisan,
but Aneurin Bevan is not necessarily Ernest Bevin; he is more of a Lloyd
George, and is éxpected by many to be significantly more parochial in hig
outlook toward Europe and, it is deduced, the‘UN; Thus, what will probably
give definition to Socialist policy is the likelihood that the more tough-
minded and nationalistic Labor leade ~s wiil dominate the internationalist
wing in a future Labor Government,

Still, Aneurin Bevan, on the record, is by no means anti-UN: "It
is in the United Nations and its Charter that the chief hope for peace
lies,"” 1In the same article Bevan spelled out a philosophy which would indi-

cate greater



uss of the UN to cultivate the areas with the closest economic ties to
Britain, probahly at the expense of relations with areas without such ties,
e.g, the United States,,12 Tt is entirely possible that a Labor Covernment
will pay for greater support of the UN in the coin of lessened conformity
with American policies. In reverse, this is the stratagem of which the US
gtood accused in British eyes at the time of Suez, and indeed throughout the
entire ¥Middle East argument,

It was mentioned sarlier that high civil servants and Comservative poli-
ticlans alike rather completelv discount the capacity of the UN to affsect
British security except perhaps in an invidious sense, But the putative
Defense Secretary in the Labor shadow cabinet, George Brown, is regarded ss
"ough" on security issues; he is considered mosi unlikely to encourage UN
"interference” with British vital strategic interests if and when he takes
office,

A curious sequence of events at the time of Suez complicates further
the image of Labor party attachment to the UN and may explain some of its
peradoxical features. In the early hours of the Suez crisis the Labor "Shadow
Governmeni” issued seversl public declarations, none of which mentioned the
UN Charter., The pacifist wing of the Party, prefoundly uninterested in the
security provisions of the Charter, ncpetheless uas quick to rewzdy the earliy
omission and %o invoke other Charter provisions in order to establish potent
and "objective® moral and legal grounds for opposing the Government at &
moment when British troops were under fire. The Tory counterrsactlon was,

for this as well as for other reasons, hostile to the UN, In ths words of

12, Ansuvrin Bsvan, "Britain and America at Loggerheads,” Foreign Aflairs,
Octoner 1957, Vol. 36, Yo, 1, pp. 62, 66,
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one Labor party official, his party is consequently "stuck" with supporting
the UN and its Charter, vhatever their defects.

This should not be interpreted as denying the sharpness of policy differ-
ences between Govermment and Opposition. It does, however, throw light on
another feature of British--and Buropean--policies toward the UN: widespread
popular ignorance of the facts about the UN and consequent public vulnera-
bility to prejudice and bias. According to one Labor party leader, many in
England who had never before even heard of Article 51 of the Charter immedi~
ately became experts and quoted it in extenso in justifying the Goverrment's
action in Egypt in 1956. In its own way each side became both the inciter
and the victim of what Canning once called "the fatal artillery of public
excitation."

Whatever the sequence of events and whatever the motivation at the timé
of Suez, clearly the Labor party is inclined to a decidedly more “liberal®
view toward the UN's potentialities. (Indeed, some Labor spokesmen privately
express concern that the US, for all its genuflections to the UN and the
role of law in theAworld, is actually hostile to the UN.) The genuine dif-
ferences in attitudes spring from a number of profound differences in the
way the two sides tend to vgew such fundamental questions as the decline of
British power and overseas rule, the true nature of the indigenous forces at
vork in the Hiddle‘East and Africa, and the morality of continued "colonial®
rule of overseas possessions. If the Socialists are, loosely and selectively
speaking, the heirs of Rousseau, Karl Marx, and Lloyd George, the Tories
share the legacy of Burke, Disreeli, and Winston Churchill. The American
alliance is prized by the Conservatives above all, it would seem, for its

assurance of solidarity among the dominant powers of the West, with an



implicit philosophy perhaps best expressed by Plato when he wrote

Is it not a simple fact that in any form of

government revolution always starts from the

outbreak of internal dissention in the ruling

class? The constitution cannot be upset so

long as that class is of one mind, however

small it may be.
In this frame of mind every deviation by the United States in support of
the non-Western forces of the Middle East and Africa is seen as a betrayal
of onefs class, certainly the most deplored of all classic social crimes in
England, Tabor's spokesmen believe history to be on the side of the anti-
colonial movement, houwever much they may regret its excesses and the per-
sonalities such as Nasser who are riding its tides, They believe, for example,
that Britain cannot and should not remain as a foreign presence in the Middle
East, and consequently they see the UN as a useful agency in helping to usher
Britain out of the region with minimum loss and national humiliation. More
than that, they wish to éee established more durable and "democratic" rela-
tions with Middle East countries, in the process rejecting the black-and=
white conservative portrayal of Nasser as the "enemy" and the pashas as the
"friends,"

It should not be supposed that a UN role for the Middle East is purely

@ partisan issue, Even azpart from more recent developments ending in UN
action in Lebanon and Jordan, Viscount Montgomery, for example, recommended
in May of 1957 that the UN General Assembly should guarantee the territorial
integrity of the Middle Eastern countries, thus relieving Britain of further

military responsibilitieso13 But a sharp demarcation line does exist

13. Quoted by C. L. Sulzberger in New York Times, May 8, 1957,
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between the two positions, (There is a curious imbalance between the "realism"
that many British believe they show with respect to Communist China and their
deminant attitude toward other revolutionary forces at work in the noncommunist
world. In the same month--February 1958.-when a poll in the US showed 66%
cpposed to seating Communist China in the UN with only 17% in favor, the British
figures were 51% in favor and 21% opposed. )

The lines are perhaps sharpest when iv comes to viewing the UN as an
agency for large-scale econemic planning and operations, TLabor explicitly
urges that the UN be used as the prime inst-ument for the financing of
economic development of underdeveloped countiies, At the lesst 1t should be
used to channel bilateral aid to the recipientn., Conservative opposition to
this philoscophy is depicted by Labor as evidenci of the Tory snti-UN bias
(although it is reminiscent of the similar relu:tance of the US Republican
administration, which since the time of Suez his certainly never been accused
by the British of having an anti-UN bias), Trus the Labor party is on record
in favor of SUNVED, expanded UN Technical As?istance, and similar multi-
lateral undertakings. But it appears to be (octrinaire with respect to the
program, not necessarily with respect to th: framework, The UN is the best
way, bul next best ﬁould be a Colombo Plan ‘ramework expanded to accomodate
the US and wider Commonwealth representation,

If Britain is in a minority positioy in the UN today, and if indeed the
Viest as a whole will be‘in a minority porition tomorrow, the pro-UN spokesmen
see such positive programming as essent!al to maintain and develop political

support. This attention to the positirs possibilities of the UN, given

4. Unpublished British poll. (There was an interesting shift of opinion on
this matter shortly after Svez, 'oth inside and outside the Government,
Some of those strongly opposed > US policy seemed to become gware of the
nasards in buttressing further ‘he Afro-Asian blec in the U4, There is,
however, evidence that criticlz: of US policy once again predominates, )
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congtructive tlestern policies, finds favor in independent British thinking
today. As The Economist put its

/["The UN_7 is the best world forum we have. To
flout it, or worse, to boycott it, would be to
turn down innumerable opportunities of exerting
influence.... It may be easier for a nation that
finds itself condemned by the great majority of
its fellows to shed some of its illuslions....

that would be inexcusable would be to pretend
that the assembly does not exist and to throw
away the opportunities it offers for aligning
national policy with the policies of es many other
nations as possible~-or at least, when that course
is barred, for explaining national policy with
sincerity and patience to a unique audience whose
members, vhatever else_divides them, have a gene—
ral interest in peace.1

Suez, the UN, and the US

The conclusions which many responsible (and irresponsible) Britons drew
from the UN's performance in the dual crises of October-November 1956 had a
special poignancy in the light both of the earlier expectations and the
already disturbing realities about the UN. The frustration of the Suez
attack was, to many, final proof that British security was deemed irrelevant
by the UN (to say nothing of the US) even when the most profound vital
British interests were at stake, And if security wes ill-served, justice
fared even vorse, in British eyes, when one compared with the clamant inter-
national pressures on Britein, France and Israel tc withdraw, the unwilling-
ness of the UN similarly to punish the Soviet Union for her iransgressions
in Hungery.

On this last score it is by no means as clear in Britein as, say, in

France, that beneath the fierce talk there existed a real willingness to

15. The Economist, December 1, 1956, p. 760,
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send a UN force into Hungary in response to the appeal of the short-lived
Nagy Govermment, with the possibly fateful consequences fear of which deterred ‘
the US from following such a course.

But even if the Hungarian comparison still being made by responsible
Britons is taken purely as a debating point--which is what it essentially is—-
the confusion of factors which brought about the cease-fire and withdrawal
from Egypt still encourages many British to assign the blame first of all to
the UN (and secondly to the US.) Those who should know say that Harold Mac-
millan, as Chancellor of the_Exchequer, was "single~handedly rcsponsible® for
the Cabinet decision to abort the Suez operation, on the ground of & poten-
tially disastrous run on sterling. It is impossible to assign an accurate
weight to this factor compared, for example, with the effect on Washington
of Soviet threats~-vwhich f'ew BEuropeans took seriously--and the consequent
effect on the UN of Vashington's determination to end hostilities. But
whether completely rational or not, the UN is seen by those who supported
the Suez operation as the primary villain.

that of the acute break with multilateralism, however temporary, that
Suez represented? Could it happen again? In Tory circles one will travel
far to find any serious questioning of the moral and'political worth of the
Suez operation; only the tactical failurbs are feolingly criticised and de-
plored. Self-doubt may lurk beneath,.but .on the surface one of'ten finds the
inevitable surrogate for aelf-dpubt~*asaignmént of blame to the U.S. Actu-
ally, the defections within thq‘Commonwealth'at the time of Suez represented
an even more traumatic .psychic wound;.and perhap® for that reason are rarely

talked about. Indeed, officials concerned with Commonwealth Relations say

that Suez, as such, was never discussed in Cormonwealt!li meetings afterward,
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and by the middle of 1957 the defects of the UN Charter could be discussed
among the Commonwealth Prime lMinisters with only the most oblique reference
to the events of 1956&36

Hention has been made of>the~£eadine§s~o£L§enior govefnment officials,
in private conversation, to aphly the laﬁgﬁagéhor péychopathology in speaking
of Sir Anthony Eden's attempted solution by force. (Fbreign.Office officials,
incidentally, are prepared to swear under oath that the UK Delegation to the’
UN in mid-October 1956 was totally in the dark with regard to Mr. Eden's
military plans. Since various dates for such action were publicly rumored
from time to time during that period, this is taken to mean that the UK dele-
gation had no knowledge of any firm plan nor of the timing of the proposed
operation.) In the political center this opinion is not uncommon, and indeed
influential journalists predict freely that if it were realized that at least
in theory Britain can get along without !iddle East oil, it will be appreci-
ated that even if the oil "lifeline® is agein jeopardized Britain would
"never do it again.' On the Labor side, it is considered unthinkable that a
éuez could happen under a Socialist Goverrment., But a former Socialist
Cabinet official significantly added to this prediction the ironic words:
"without Americen support." On balance, one is inclined to go along with a
wise European journelist who concludes that the British have "learned far more"
from Suez than the French, (who continue to blame the US without any very
evident self-doubts). |

One consequence of the Suez experience is an unmitigated private bitter-~

ness and hostility on the part of some Conservative leaders toward the US

16. See e.g. report of London meeting in New York Times, July 3, 1957.




Secretary of State. The reasons for this have been voluminously reported

and documented elsewhere. Curiously enough, Labor leadership, even while
applauding the American dedication to "principle" in opposing the Suez
action, appears equally critical of Mr. Dulles but on different grounds: his
lack of appreciation; in their eyes, for the psychological niceties of a
mutually sustaining relationship, The reference made earlier in this paper
to the generalized British sense of loss and diminution of stature, even
émmmg 99 atereationalist” circles, is undorscored by & high Opposition figure
rathor plaintive observation that ¥Mpr., Dulles speaks with genuinc flatbery

only of Germany. ZThis top-leve tor view sees ths Angle-American ¢

as fundementally unsaetisfactory because the US is able to act alons and ihe

UK is noto

Europe and the Regional Formuia

British attachment tc regiomal arrungemenis &s & prime basis for mulils
lateral security was of courss reflected inm Mr. Churchill’s warbimz proposals

that the UN should be built upon the "iegs" of reglonal organizat?

Churchill spelled this thought out in 1948:

~oothere should be several regional councils,
august but subordinate...thess should form bthe
massive pillars upon which the world organiaa-
tion would be fourded in majssty &nd calm, -

-

This proclivity has a2lways been in the background, during & poried uwhon
reliance on the UN very guickly geve way lo relisnce on US power. Jub now

L

cven the latter poses some guestiicn, British defense plannere

cently letting it be krouwn that in the Light of new Soviet militsyy copabilits

o

}-:?0 u}').ﬂ.uti fit t:“"‘ *M”{‘" “{0\“1 ?4, 1(’3“’
Europe Unite (Baston: Houghion.
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they do not feel they could count on America's iillingness, when the chips
were down, to apply her nuélear powsr in defense of what might appeai to be
predominahtly British interests. It is of more than passing interest that
¥r. Duncan Sandys,FMrz Churchill's son-in-law and presently Defense Minister,
was the f£;$£ secretary of the European’movameht. Taking strategic uncer-
tainty about American power together with the disillusionment about the UN
as a security instrumentality, British eyes may increasingly tugn fcward
Europe as the natural pariner in defense during the years ahead; at ths
moment, this 1s the view of only a minority on the Conservative side,

Tn this tendency British advocates of a greater "Europe" have not only
overcome the historib British view of the continent and especially France as
the traditional enemy (as late as 1935 British coastal artillery personnel
readily expiained to this writer thaﬁ thelr guns were laid in a way to fule
£i11 their primary mission--defense against France). They have also overcome
their own earlier argument that commitments vis-g-vis the Commonwealth pre-
vented closer asscciation with the Europsan Movement, Aécording to prominent
Conservatives today, the economic vigbility of Britain and her Commomwcalth
relationships remain as governing priorities; but there is no longer a sure
sense that involvement with Europe would automatically conflict with thosé
priorities, Indeed, some suggest that the Commonwealth argument was primarily
a rationale for inaction, now found to be unnecessary, While the Britishe
spongored Free Trade Zone failed to come into being, cdncessions by the Common
Market nations have the same effect at least iemporarily in terms Qf reconciling
the Commonwealth preferential tariff sysiem with British relationships with

the Eufopean venture,
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Labor attitudes toward Europe, regionalism and the UN, are quite differ-
ent, Being less enthusiastic than the Torie. abouﬁ NATO as a prime framework
for future British security, Socialist leade:s oppose the use of European
regional machinery for activities in underdev:loped countries on the ground
that such machinery is tainted by association with NATO, But, more basically,
Labor has displayed little enthusiasm for the c(oncept of Britain as o part
of "Europe" because without Socialist government: in power throughout Europe
the Socialist program in England might be jeopardived, This was pariicnlariy
the case from 1947 to 1950 when the Labor Governmen: was in office, but it
sti1l conditions the Labor position, Labor spokesmsr conceds "Europe's"
growth in popularity in Britain, particularly by contrist to the UN. Yet
their approach to Europe is still hesitant and reluctant. and perhaps on
balance this is the attitude of the majority of Englishmen. One shrewd Tabor
politician characterized the Conservative position as a comi nation of dis-
illusionment with the Commonwealth and distrust of the US, couining to pro-
duce & love affair with Europe on the rebound, This is, as notc¥, a partial
truth only.

One possible development for the future is an evident lnteres' . nariicu-
larly in the Government, in the possibility of forging crganic links \oiwecn
regional organizations in the non-Communist world, This cancspt is su 3=
ficially reminiscent of Secretary Dulles’ suggestion along these lines : ths

18

NATO meeting in December 1957, Mr, Dulles at the same time disclainmed v

18, See statement of December 16, 1957. Department of State Bulletls, Janu-
ary 6, 1958, p. 10,
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intention of creating a world network in competition with the UN, but no
such dilemma disables the British., To the extent that the notion of "inter-
dependence™ is accepted, Britain is still looking for congenial international
frameworks for the controlled development of that concept. The background
of this trend is worth summsrizing: an inclination toward regional rather
than global approaches to security; a sense that Britain is in a permanecnt
minority position in the world and must--as at times in her past--live with
dignity and style, however unpopularly, within that role rather than neces-
sarily seek ways to change and someow adapt to the majority position; and
a consequent discounting of the UN as a useful agency for advancing Britisgh
interests.

Regionalism and Commonwealth have, in the general British view, proved
their worth to British interests, and, beyond that, they have proved their
warth in doing some of the jobs the UN was set up to do. Officials of the
Cemmeonwealth Relations Office believe that quiet diplomacy "within the family"
has been more effective with resvect to Kashmir and Indian-Palkistani-South
African relations--both long-time UN cases-~than the more public type of
diplomacy in the UN which, in their eyes, has exacerboted both matters.

’ﬁs for regionalism, Foreign Office planners are particularly struck by

the possibilities of the kind of inter-regional "interdependence" cited above.

Britain and the Future of the UN

Perhaps because a whole range of British political and strategic estimates
are undergoing a major evolution, however quietiy, British vision regarding
the poasible future uses of the UN to advance her interests lends to be some-
what clouded. There is a profound silence on this subject today, extraordipary

by contrast with the drastic suggestions employed by many Britons after Suez
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to vent their load of frustration and humiliation. It did not take very long
for informed people to regain their sense of the limitations in reform that are
imposed by political reality.

There are, however, some substantive 1ssues that do arouse British com-
ment, The burden of national security falls heavily indeed on modern Britain,
and for this reason she looks with fairly intense interest and hope to the
continuing disarmament discussions held under the auspices of the UN. Here,
if anywhere, the UN has a positive sppeal and value to British interests,
Elsswhere in the realm of security littie creative thinking i1s being done,
perhaps because even apart from basic skepticism toward the UN as a security
agency, there is a built-in resistence tc half-way and unsatisfactory pro-
cedures that would nonetheless tie British hands for the future. British
lack of enthusiasm for the Uniting for Peace resolution in 1950 carried with
it the premonition that, as actually came to pass in 1956, it might be invoked
against Grest Britain. Today it is referred to in Coaservative circles as
"digbolical."

For the ssme reasons, there is no enthusiasm such as one can find, for
example, in Canada, for a permansnt UN force akin to UNEF. UNEF itself has
coms to be valued surprisingly highly, but the national habit of pragmatism
and of ad hoc solutions to problems as they arise persuades many responsible
British in and out of government that the existence of a standing UN force
would constitute a "temptation" to the "irresponsible" natiens to use it, per-
haps at the expense of the "minority"” in which Briﬁain chooses to see herself,
On the other hand, the UK gave generous support to President Eisenhcwer's pro=
posal to the UN Emergency Assembly in August 1958 for & "stand-by" UN peace

< -
farﬁ@gls perhaps because no satisfactory future couid be eeen for the British

. s e s

9, Salwyn Lloyd, August i, 1950,

Prported din Mew York Times, fugust 15, 1958,
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troops flown into Jordan the month before, Beginning with the referral
of the Palestine impasse to the UN in 1947, Britain has now had several
gxperiences, some happy and others, like Palestine, highly unappreciated,
of UN substitution for British power in liquidating untenable commitments,
Indeed the persistent feeling that the UN falled really to tsikke Palestine
off the British back strongly conditions Lendon's readtions to proposzls

that the UN "teke over" Cyprus, for example,
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In nonconservative and nongovernment circles, howcver, there are frequent

orooosals for greater use of international instrumentalities.’ The Economist

has advanced some particularly thoughtful .suggesticns for a system of "select
committees® which could bridge the gap between the overwdarked--but invaluable--
Secretary General and the quite unmenageable Aasembly.zo’ But, as even Mr.
Gaitskell pointed out, the futu;e of the UN depends not on changes in machi-
nery but on the policies adopted by the leading democratic powers.21

Regarding the Secretary General, the Tories are convinced that Mr. liam~
;. marskjold was definitely prejudiced in favor of Egypt in the 1956 crisis,
fron Lals Lhey conglude that the way to av;id having any Secretary General
act ultra vires is to return to the long-favored, time-tested concept of
limited, controlled diplomacy, which in the UN can only mean the Security
Council. (Students of British diplomati¢ history will recall the model of
self-effacement set in the League of Naéioﬁé by Britain's one cortribution
to the post off Secretary General: Sir Hugh Drummond, ) ‘

Others, however, see great value in the Sedretary General's role, one
publication comparing it to that of a titular feudal monarch empowered with,
at a minimum, Bagehot's sovereign's "right to warn."®2  Further to the left,
one finds appeals for an expanded role for the SYG in his indispengable role

of "third-party" in deadlocked disputes,

20. The Cconomist, April 13, 1957, p. 110. See also the extremely penetrating
articles about the UN in that issue, also the issues of December 1, 1956,
and January 26, March 16, March 30, September 14, and December 28, 1957.
21. Hugh Gaitskell, op. cit., p. 37.

22, sSee The Economist, March 30, 1957, p. 1074.




On the evidence, one may well look for movement in British policy in
the direction of greater regional and interregional affiliation perhaps at
the serious expense of the UN. It can be anticipated that British planners,
in seeking to fabricate more stable ties with the new nations of Africa end
Asia, would look first to the Commonwealth and second to expansion of Colombo
Plan type programs, perhaps accompanied by informal consultations with
Europe, the US; and even the new groupings that are emerging in the form of
a greater Arabia, the Mahgreb, Black Africa, etec. In this type of develop:
ment the UN is seen as playing only a minor role so long &s Britain regerds
herself and is regarded as a colonial power, In time, as that label be-
comes not only obsolescent but obsolete, Britain may discovsr thail she sharcs
unexplored interests with a far greater number of nations than at present,
But the tide is still in the other direction, and the trend towsrd a lcssened
British commitment to global organization was significantly symbolized in a
little-noticed unilateral British action in April 1957, quietly but sharply
restricting still further the tems of her acceptance of the compulsory juris-.
diction of the International Court of Justica”23

But events and the British genius for accomodating to history ere alzc
working their ferment in other directions, This evelution becomes @r0c1A:< ad
as thoughtful British leaders come to realizs that the new patierns of changs
may not unfold in either an orderly cr a leisurely way. As the world plungss
from one crisis to another there may be a quickening of the British sensae of
shared interests and a consequent inclination to make mors dymomic use of
British diplomatic skill and other resources in a worlid forum, The Briiish
Government in the late summer of 1958 suddenly displayed extraeindinary inter-

es’ in having the United Nations "take over" the problem of Jordsn, & position

23. Uaited Kingdom, The Internationsl Conrt of J"sticv, DLC'
the Secretary-General of the J'ﬁ eq N
1957, Cmnd. 2L9 (London, SN




that a few years ago would have been unthinkable. Jordan is symbolic of the
kind of impossible problem facing a nation whose commitments have long since
outrun her resources and many of whose notions of international politics ave
today as deficient strategically &8s they are brilliant tactiecally.

The future relationship between Britain and the UN comes to rest, then,
on two fundamental propositions., First, among the countries of the white
"European" West, national estimates of the utility and capabilities of the

0 tond Yo very in direct proportion te the political incubi whiceh the

‘}

countey mey still be carrying in the form of overseas colonies and

ciga. Sccond, circuncbtences alter ceses; Jordan--and Kuwait zad Babrein

and Aden and vlitimately the whole British position in the Near Fasb~-may well
bes deteriorating %o the point of evaniual disaster. The applicatdon of
Western force is neither accepntable nor indeed cffective in stemming the
trend. An internztional organizalicn that inmcludes both =ides may well

Lecome indispensable to build the kinds of bridges with the newsy nstlons
that Britain came in the past to build with Indis, Pakistan, Ceylon, Ghang,
and Malsye--8ll once as virulently netionalistic snd snti-Brilish es ths
Arat nations,
Tf these things happen, perhaps the UN will be ssen o havs signiflicantly

new uses end new positive values for Britain, interpreted in the vocawulory of

her own fundamental national interests, The time may not be far sway when

oo
~F
[
[

p
£

British rather than foreign planners seriously conasider vhe possibilitiss
inherent in. for example, UN trusteeships for the remaining British protec-

torates around the periphery of the Arablan peaninasulz, A3 the London Thserver

e 1t bt T

remarked in July 1958, in asseriing the UM,




Or, as The Economist commented a month later,

»oo1f the Foreign Secretary has been reconverted
to faith in the over-riding authority of the Uni=2
ted Nations, almost anything is now possible, L

*-i8 is an overstatement. To ihis own party at Blackpcol Prime
Minister Macmillan justificd Britain's "rescue operstion" in Jordan in a
tone that echoes bsck into a less baffling and frustrating age. ™"So long
as the veto in the Security Council remains," he said, "there must always
be occasions when the great powers cannot evade their duties.” But he went
on: "They must prevent aggression while there is still time. Then, heving
completed that immediate task, they must hand it to the nations of the world
for collective actionq“zs It may be anticipated that in her own way Great
Britain will adjust her vision of the United Nations to the larger vision
now developing with respect to her place in the new world of the second
half of the twentieth century. One can acssume with equal safety that the
two visions will vary as little as is realistically possible from the
directives that have governed British foreign policy for a century, set
down in 1869 in Gladstone‘s fsmous letter to Queen Victoria

England should keep entire in her own hands
the means of estimating her own obligations upon
the various states of facts as they arise; she
should not foreclose and narrow her own liberty
of choice by declarations made to other Powers,
in their real or supposed interests, of which they
would claim to be at least jolnt interpreters; it
is dangerous for her to assume alone an advanced
and therefore isolated position, in regard to
European controversies; come what may it is
hetier for her to promise too little than too muchj;

she should not encourage the weak by giving expecte-
tion of aid to resist the strong, but should rather

24, The Economist, August 2, 1558, p. 352,

25. Quoted in New York Times. Octaber 12, 1958.
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seek to deter the strong oy firm but moderate lan-
guage from apgression of the weak; she should seek
to develop and mature the action of a common, or
public or Eurcopean opinion, as the best standing
bulwark against wrong, but should beware of seem-
ing to lay down the law of that opinion by her
own authority, and thus running the risk of sei-
ting against her, and against right and justice,
the general sentiment which ought to be, and

generally would be, arrayed in their favour. 2o

26. Quoted by Harold Nicolson in Diplomacy (London: Oxford, 1950),
Second Edition, p. 137.



THE CONTEMPORARY BET.GIAN VIEW OF THE UN

Intmduction

Two prime thrusts of Belgian foreign policy shape the Belgian
outlo_ok regarding the UN,

One is the product of modern Belgian history, beginning with a
"permanent neutrality" guaranteed by the Great Powers in the treaties of
1830-39 that ended in ‘Geman violation of that neutrality in the .F‘irst
World War, with a cost to Belgium of'approximately seven billionn dollars
for her unwilling involvement, In the early interwar years Belgium's
dependence on the new principle of collective security underv the Lesague.
of Nations was presumably reinf‘orcéd by the equilibrium established by
the Locarno Treaty. But by October 1936, gravely concermed by the pos~
8ibility of new involvement with Germany as a consequence of the Franco-
Soviet Treaty, Belgium denounced her military alliance with France, and
in ;this mood took comfort from Germany's guarantee to her the following
hea;r of her inviolability if she remained "neutral." When war broke out
in September 1939 Belgium mobilized, but proclaimed her neutrality. But
the collapse of the European and world-wide security sysiem in the face

of renewed German militarism terminated, for Belgium, in four years of

II-1
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snemy occupation. Add to this history a new cycle of commitment and hope in

the United Nations of 1945 followed by profound disillusionment with its capa-
¢ity directly to protect Belgian security, and the result is a rather overpower-
ing cyniecism toward international relations and especially toward the capacity
of the Great Powers, on whom Belgium yet remains utterly dependent, to order
their affairs to Belgian satisfaction,

The "betrayal™ of Belgian neutrality, combined with a sense of having been
"burned" by dependence on the Leasgue, produces a highly ambivalent reaction to-
ward the Great Powers and toward the UN,

The two historic poles of the Belgian attitude toward the UN are represent-
ed in statements by perhaps her foremost international spokesman, M. Paul-Henri
Spaak., In 1948 he was able to write that

when a recommendation has been adopted solemnly
by the General Assembly...the duty of each of
those nations is to bow before the decisions of
the Assembly, even if it has opposed the recom-
mendations, even if it believes that reconendan
tion to be contrary to its own interests,

Nine years later, in the weeks after overwhelming UN majorities--pnot in-
cluding Belgium--had voted for the cease-fire and withdrawal of Western forces
from Egypt, he wrote:

soclt seems to me that never before has the in-

sufficiency of the UN as at present constituted

stood out so clearly....l Believe that it ha32

never come 80 near to the brink of failure...

So far as relations with the Great Powers are concerned, Belgium sees in
the retrospect of her lugubrious history that she has been an unwilling pawn
in a far larger game, But she sees with equal clarity that her fate will in-

escapably be determined by countries larger, richer, and more powerful than

1. Paul-Henri Spaak, "The Role of the General Assembly," International Conciliation,
No. LLS (November 19L8) pp. 596-597.
- Paul-Henri Spaak, "The West in Disarray,” Foreign Affairs, Vol. 35, No. 2
(January 1957) p. 185,
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herself, Here cynicism combines with realism to give a special impetus

to Belgian participation in the greater European movement, building out-
ward from Benelux to the Common Market and, eventually, European political
integration,

The other thrust in the Belgian outlook toward the UN is based on
her role as a colonial power, This set of attitudes combines the Belgian
pesition as administering power in both the Congo and Ruanda-Urundi with
the pervasi?e Eelgian characteristic of commercial acuity. As perhaps the
dominant theme of Belgian participation in the UN during the past twelve

years, this is tireated below in some detail.

The UN and Vital Belgian Interests

With regard to the basic security problem of Belgium growing out
of her sﬁecial position in geography and in history, there is little
argumsnt among responsible Belgians with the proposition that the UN
per se is irrelevant to Belgian security now and in the foresseable future.
There is greater argument between liberal and conservative forces in
Belgium about the other thrust of her UN policy, centering on the colonial
issue. Unlike Epglend, neither of these issues is fought out on parity lines,
and indeed the parties themselves are officially dndifferent to the UN
issue, Neither is there any detectable difference regarding these matters
as between the Walloons of Southern Belgium and the Flemish-speaking popu-
lation of the North, however perceptible may be other social and eéonomic

tensions between them,
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Yet beneath the surface there is a more profound similarity with the
English picture. As in England, the domestic forces hostile to the United
Nations tend to cluster on the conservative side, in both govermment and busi-
ness. The forces most sympathetic to Belgian membership and participation in
global organization are to be found in "libsral-socialist” circles, in nongovern-
mental organizations, workers® associations, and the like. But the latter does
not add up to "popular support,” for by all the evidence the population at large
is not very interested in the UN, The Belgian UN Association has no real popu-
lar following. {It would seem that the US and possibly Western Germany are the
only Western countries where such organizations do enjoy fairly significant
public interest, not to say support.)

Nonetheless, one senses that there may exist a greater reservoir of popular
sympathy snd support for the UN than the characteristically negative attitudes
within Government and conservative leadership circles would indicate. Certainly
outside those circles one can find a less predictable reaction than the cne
elicited from meny responsible Belglans who, if one touches them and says the
words "United Nations,” most commonly produce a single automatic reflex response:
"Congo.™ This conditioned reaction has one prime meaning in such circles: the
UN, whatever it is or is not in other fields, is above all an embarrassment and
obstacle to Belgium with respect to her colonial policies. What more than one
independent observer refers to as "the enlightened part® of the Belgian govern-
ment has, to be sure, made use of the UN on occasion in more positive contexts,
Even on the most sensitive point; leading personalities such as Pierre Ryckmans,
former Governor General and often critic of the UN, have sought to instruct the
Belgian people about the changing nature of colonial relationships, specifically

vis-3-vis the Congo.
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But the more common view, particularly in the center and right, has been,
first of all, an acceptance of Belgium's general obligations under the Charter;
second, an unwillingness to have those obligations extended; third, a generalized
suspicion of the UN as it egme to do precisely that; fourth, a confusion, par-
ticularly in parliamentary circles, between the obligations rather grudgingly
accepted in oonnection with the trusteeship over Ruanda-Urundi and the far more
permissive obligations imposed by Chapter XI of the Charter with respect to the
Congos and fifth, a conviction, shared above all with France and, to a lesser
extent, Britain; that the dynamics of African nationalism and the spread south--
ward of Islam constitute a 22%52,22212 menace to Belgium that must be fought

rather than compromised with,

The Colonial Issue

Tet us become more specific., The basic reaction to the contemporary UN in
official and conservative Belgian circles gives the colonial problam undisputed
primacy as & touchstone of attitudes and performance. As indicated; "UN" means
above all "Congo." Belgium, it is insisted, must be "left alone"” to develop
the Congo "toward independence."” But if the process goes too fast, so runs the
argument, the Congolese will in their unsophistication turn to the East for theiv
future orientatiﬁn@ Like the British, Belgian officials in private conversations
paint a picture in which they see themselves as the adults and their critics,
including the US, Asia, and in fact the entire UN majority, as immature and ir-
responsible, Belgium is proud of its "creative work™ in Africa and the "great
Job™ 1t is now doing. It is "grown up enough™ to know what the Congo needs, and

wants no interferences the UN ™should keep its nose out.”

3. A Belgien view st variance with the type of couservative position referved W
in this ssction i8 fourd in La Belgique et Yes Nati-ns Unies, prepared for the
Carnegie Endowment by T'Institui Roval Des Relations Internationales {New Yorks
Mantatten, 19587 This work treats comprehensively the nistorvy of Belgian

y Y o . . 7TV T -t
caridoioetion fo the UN T5RL5 03G9
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Without making a detailed analysis of the values to Belgium of her colonies,
8 few facts are clear: 1) Tt is the Congo rather than Ruanda-Urundi which
excites Belgium's political and commercisl nerves in the UN context., Ruanda-
Urundi is poor, over-populated; and dependent on Belgium, which makes up its
annual deficit. On balance, the cost of administering it is a heavy financial
1iability for Belgium,.,h ?) The Congo, on the ot:her hand, has a favorable
balance of trade with Belgium (technically, with the Belgo-Luxembourg Economic
Union) by a ratio of almost two to one05 3) The Congo is one of the leading
uranium producérs in the free world. 4} Belgium has not used her African
eolonies for purposes of "zolonization,” despite her own population density
(291 per square kilometer in 1555) which is the highest in all Europe except
the Netherlands and the Saar; and higher even than Japan, India or Chinaﬂ6 Thus
ro colon problem such as bedevils the French in North Africa complicates the
almost purely economic basis for Belgium‘s Congo relationship. As the official
British commentary on investment opportunities in the Belgian Congo observed:
"The Belgian business man is a keen Judge of a bargéing and will not allow
natiocnal sentiment to outweign his economic 8enseq"7

Moving into the center of the political spectrum, "liberal" conservatives
hold that since the Congo and Belgium are inseparable, the former will become
independent but "associated." Leaders of this stiripe can be found urging the
Government to accelerate the development of the Congo, pointing to the disastrous
results of the past French stance of immobilisme. Even in these ranks the view

is commonly held that the UN has been an cbstacle to Belgian aims in the Congo,

and it 1s likely that this is the popular impression as well, It is rare that

&

J.R, Cotton, Belgian Congo and Ruanda-Urundi, Overseas Lconomic Survey (Londons
H4S0, 19577 p. L7.

bid ,p. 53.

World Faelz and Figures, United Nations Publiecation 1957, I, 23 pp L5,
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one hears the admission, made privately by a furmer Belgisn delegate to the UN,
that UN debate has had the very useful effect of forcing on the administering

authority an annual examen de conscience, the value of which he estsemed rather

highly,

This "centrist”™ view of colonialism must not be taken as primitive or un-
feeling. Apart from the often elegant inteilestual rationales advanced from the
professional ranks, some substantive suggestions of value often emerge hers,

Une leading Belgian administrator urged that the role of the International Labor
Organization be expanded in respect to dependent territories. He sees the ILO, -
and not the UN, as both technically and legally competent to promote and administer
"international controls." Such Belgiasns are strongly influenced by the phenomenon,
of ten cbserved by others, that Latin American and Asian delegates in the ILO,
usually representing technical ministriss rather than the foreign offices, tend

to be far more "responsible.” The e¢rucial argument is that such representatives
are of ten willing to discuss some of their own "dependent peoples™ (aboriginal
populations, ete.) in the ILO, while refusing such reciprocity in the UN proper

on the grounds of interference with their internsl affairs.

Moving across the center to the political left, the conditioned reflex of
"UN-Congo® is; of course, not to be looked for, and indeed is vigorously refuted.
Most Belgians, it is said here, do not understand the implications of the issue,
and only the limited leadership circles of government and business give the Congo

place d'honneur in their image of the UN.

Yet even here one does not necessarily find an undifferentiated defense of
the present UN, As one Belgian elder statsesman put it, ihe antiwcoionial countries

that are coming to make up the UN majority are prejudiced; suspicious, and immature,



II-8

and no one would pretend otherwise, But they also bring to the UN forum new
enthusiasms, open-mindedness and good will (two of which qualities other Belgian
statesmen would not be likely to ascribe in this connection). This offers an
opportunity which the West has neglected, particularly vis-3-vis India, Here
there is a curious admiration for India for having become the "strongest" part
rof the UN by playing the "UN game," a game in which common rather than national
interests are presumably pursuedo8 The West, concluded this venerable and
honored Belgian, should exploit India's desire to strengthen the UN a3 itsg-
and our--main hope for peace. It must bé said that this view of the UN, pro-
pounded by at least one significant figure in each of seven Western Europeen
countries visited, is far from the thoughts of those responsible for policy

in the West today.

The announcement by the Belgian Government on January 13, 1959, of new
me#sures leading to self-rule and; "without urdue haste," eventual independence
for the Congo, will be watched by the growing antiéolonial majority in the UN
with suspicion based on past attitudes and on their inebility to moniter and

accelerate the process through the political machinery of the UN itself,

The Impact of Suez and Hungary

The colonisl issue in its turn furnishes a meaningful backdrop against
which to consider Belgian reactions to the dual crises of late 1956, As in 2o
many other European countries the Suez landings split Belgium sharply, although
not, as in England, along party lines. Ths first reaction inside the Foreign
Ministry was one of "not taking sides.” This was not surprising in the light
of two other factors. For one thing, Belgium has significant commercial interests

in Fgypt, and, as sugeested earlier, rates her commercial poslticn very highly

in the national scheme of values, For another thing, the traditional ties to

8, The obvious qualifications to this assertion are made explicit in "The Un
Nations and the Indian Kational Intorcst," by Sudershen Chsuls, Cenier for
International Studies, Massachusetts Institute of Technology.l958.
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France--racial, social, linguistic, political--have undergone a profound change
since 1940. Since that time the Belgian attitude tends as much to criticism as
praise for her larger sister to the south. There‘were certainly tﬁose who hoped
for French success in Egypt, and these were of course the ones who saw in the
UN's political counteraction the height of injustice and, when contrasted to the
Hungarian picture, bitter irony. When M, Spaak returned to Belgium after the
crisis had passed he told his friends that in his view the UN offered nothing

to hope for and everything to fear. Yet the very failure of France to succeed
in Suez was also taken in Belgium as final proof of French impctence, Since
that time the categories of ties with France have become reduced still further,
to the point where many Belgiane limit them to the cultural field alone,

Spaak and other responsible Belgians drew public attention vigorously to
the contrast between the UN action in Suez and its failure to force compliance
in Hungary. But as in England this line seems to have been more rhetorical than
real, however genuinely felt, since the last .thing Belgium wishes is to provcke

a Kuropean war with Russia,

The European Movement

It is in Europe--and NATO--rather than in universal world organization
that Belgium finds the nsw promise for her security.

For three years, from 1945 to 1948, Belgium experimented with a new and
short-lived form of "neutrality," seeking to pley a conciliatory role between
Esst and West and avoiding rigid positioné on East-West issuss., The Communist
coup in. Czechoslovakia in February 1948 put a period to this illusory neo-
neutralism, and thenceforth Belgium's leaders saw clearly the necessity of
joining in alliances based on the right of collective self-defense envisaged

in Article 51 of the UN Charter., The Brussels Pact in the next month, and the
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North Atlantie Treaty of April of the followiny wvear were the initizl mile.
stenes of the new Belglan policy. Yet while the postwar Soviet Unlen looks

to Belgium 1like a "new Hitler in disguise," the indefensible Belgian strate-
gic position places a high premium on "bridging the gap between East and West."
This gives Belgian policy toward "Eurcope® s curious symmetry when Belgians
speak of the European movement as a new focus for this other vital Belgian
interest, The third and perhaps most ccmpelling attraction of a larger
European community is as a place where Belgium, 23 8 small nation, can pursue
her special ldentity, both in her natural region and in the UN as well, as pari
of a larger and more authoritative pclitical personality,

Regarding the values which Belgium, taken as & whole, sees in federation
with Europe, views across the political spectrum de not show any marked dif-
ferences, either in themselves or zs angles of vipion on the Belgian futurs
attitude toward the UN. Attitudes toward NAIC are decidedly more partisan than
toward Europe as such, with liberal opinion accepting the whole idea of NATO
only grudgingly, while more conservative opinion assigns to its futurs & con-
siderably higher priority than that of the UN,

Belgian conservatives carry the same power-orientation into their approach
to Burope. Belgiumg; it is said here, i3 anxious to become part of a federated
Europs in order to multiply its world influence, including s more powerful veice
in the councila of the UN. This is of course & reprise on the theme of Belgium
as a power whoge influence is, or at least should be, far larger than her modest

size and military strength would suggest,
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Regarding the Europe-UN equation, liberal Belgian circles tend to see
Europe as a serious partner in concrete economic and political tasks; while
assigning to the UN a more abstract context in which the goal is "human pro-
gress."™ A former Socialist Deputy turned this around by saying that while
Belgium often was required to say or do something "negative® in the UN, the
task of "leading®™ the European movement offered a constructive and positive
challenge. And inevitably the economic benefits of integration loom large,
specifically in widening the free market for Belgium’s important output of
manufactured goods. (Here the contrast is especially marked with Italy, for
example;, where many small producers perhaps irrationally fear the effects of
outside competition; and consequently oppose the whole trend of European in-
tegration.) The strength of Belgian motivation is illustrated by the sharp-
ness of private Belgian criticism of France for her "archaic chauvinism,”
seen as endangering the whole structure of Europe so long as France continues

to treat integration as a "pawn" in her internal political game,

.

US Policy
Mr. Dulles is admired by the Belgian Foreign Office to a considerably

greater extent than elsewhere in Western Zurope. Where he is criticized out-
side the Govermment one senses that it is psychological rather than political--
a reflection of the more generalized resentment felt all over Europe as Ameri-
can "culture” seems to press in, and also because of a "sinister image™ cast

up by earlier defects of US foreign policy. But on one score both Belgian
political wings seem united: US policy toward Communist China is Mstupid,”

and Peiping should have her proper seat on the Security Council. It is diffi-

cult to sort out the bases for this view, which is well known to American
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diplomats, except to note the obvious one of anticipated trade. But at least
some of its strength may result from such estimates as that of one of Belgium's
leading retired statesmen, who was recently told by both Policy and Yugoslav
diplomats that Mao Tse-Tung is considered by their governments the best hope
for the independence of Communist countries. Mao, according to this ;1ne, is
fighting Stalinists in China but is weakened because he "can't open his window
on the Pacific," Despité Belgium's support, in September 1958, of the General
Assembly's decision to postpone the Chinese representation question for another
year, it can be assumed that Belgium will go along with any future effort to
break the moratorium and vote Peiping into the UN if and when the pblitical
atmosphere becomes more propitious than at présent°

Elsewhere in the UN scene, the chief criticism of US policy remains the
traditional one--the US should use its influence far more than it does to moderate

thé anticolonial forces that have come to dominate the UN proceedings,.

Planning for the Future

Belgium is so preoccupied, if not obsessed, with the UN's weakening effect
on her hold upon the African territories that her UN policy is largely character-
ized by defensiveness and negativeness.

Despite the efforts of some of her intellectuals and certain liberal
leaders, and despite the admirable long-term plans her Covernment is idvancing
for the Congo, it is not an exaggeration to say that Belgium as a whole 1s still
1iving in an earlier political age in which the ruler-ruled relationship colors
the pattern of European-non-European relations. That age may be giving way to
a new era far more quickly than the average Belgian knows or wishes. But until
the new dynamics of Euro-African relations come to be grasped by the Belgien

majority, her stance in the UN will continue to have the nature of a rear-guard
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action. From the time the UN Special Committee on Information Transmitted
Under Article 73(e) of the Charter (now the Committee on Information from
Non-Self-Governing Territories) was established, Belgium took the position
that it was unconstitutionally created by the General Assembly. That it
should place "political" questions on its agenda made it totally ultra
vires so far as Belgium was concerned.

Other administering powers have shared Belgium’s misgivings asbout the
Committee, and its career has been fairly stormy. But since 1952 Belgium
has refused to participate in the Committee, thus Joining a still tiny
group of states--the USSR, the Union of South Africa, and, during the
first years of life of the UN Commission on Intermational Commodity Trade,
the United States--who, because they did not sgree, would not take part
in ﬁiscussions in bodies of which they were regularly constituted members,

The chief gross prediction, therzfore, with respect to Belgian parti-
cipation in and use of the UN, ias that its tone and its capacity for cone
structiveness will change in direct ratio to larger changes in the way
Belgium views her relations with those nations ropldly forming a numeri-
cal majority in the world. Until this shedding of the old political skin,
so to speak, new directions in the Belgian-UN scheme would scem tc he verv
limited,

Within this rather limited context, how do responsible Belgian leadsra
sum up some of the possibilities they now see?

The business community, not unexpectedly, is enthusiastic sbout the
growing amounts of statistical information the UN is making svailable on
world trade and related gsubjects of practical use to businessmen, tradere,

and colonial administrators,
I
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Conservatives feel the UN can do more in the settlement of "small" inter-
national disputes, and to this notion Foreign Office officials add the theme
of the moral power of UN recommendations--those, that is, which do not pre-
Jjudice Belgium's colonial position,.

Some Social Christian leaders have taken a particular interest in former
French Premier Faure's proposal for disarmament via the control of the budgeta
of the major powers. In one of the few such suggestions heard in Belgium, they
entertain the possibility of utilizing such savings for the finanecing of econ-
omic development of underdeveloped countries, or, more originally, for expanded
exchange programs, (Belgium has had notably good results in her participation
in international exhanges of persons.)

Tt is only a small minority that seems to look ahead to greater use of
the UN for enhancing Belgium's contacts with the neutral nations of the world,
and an even smaller group that appears dedicated to the proposition that
Belgium, as a smallccountry, is in a good strategic position to take initia-
tives in the UN that might profoundly influence the policies of the super-
powers,

Perhaps the most original argument advanced here, and one which by no
means yet appears to be a meaningful part of the Belgian grévieion of tha
future of the UN, takes as premise the history of American pressure upon
Europe to unite, and asks why the US does not now apply the same quality of
statesmanship and political pressure upon the members of a larger community
==the UN--to move in the dircction of greater supranational powers, That
this remains the view of only a tiny minority of Belgians may be aseribed to
& number of factors already cited. It goes without saying that such a prenise

for policy presupposes not only a different kind of world than the one wa



I1-15

have today, but a very ?ﬁferent Belgian strategic view of the world, of
her role in that world, and of the utility of the UN in achieving Belgian
purposes,

In foreign policy, however, events sometimes have the capacity for
altering the seemingly unalterable, Britain came to favor a2 UN presence
in Jordan in 1958, In the General Debate in the 1958 General Assembly
Belgium, through her Foreign Minister, suggested that the offshore islands
of Quemoy and Matsu, then inflaming the peace of Asia, be put "under the
protection of the United Nations."

The implications of such a proposal are not often spelled out, nor
is its price made explicit. If more authoritative powers are ever given
to the UN 1t will doubtless happen not out of aéceptance of any blueprinted
theory, but as the consequence of an urgent political need which evsen those
most unsympathetic to the organization's dsfects and turbulences feel at ithe

time to be overridingog

9. For summary of M, Wigny‘s remarks, see United Nations Review, November 1958,
Po 7110




THE CONTEMPORARY DUTCH VTEW OF THE UN

Introduction

Like other nations of mid-twentieth century Europe, the Kingdom of
the Netherlands has vivid memories of earlier ages in which its world-
wide influence far exceeded its proportions on the map of Europe., Unlike
some nations similarly diminished by history, the Dutch today deploy a
merchant fleet that in tonnage ranks sixth in the worldo1 But despite
its continuing sea~going tradition the Dutch Empire has all but vanished
in one generation, except for West New Guinea and, in the Westsrn hemis-
phere, Surinam and the Netherlands Antilles, Both the latter were given
autonomy in 1954, The other remaeining chapter of Dutch colonialism--West
New Guineémeremains unsettled, for reasons which are touched on below., But
it is fair to esay that the Dutch position in the UN in the past two or
three years has been associaﬁeé;‘in'many foreign eyes, with her continuing
dispute with Indonesia over the territory the latter seeks to acquire
under the irredentist label of West Irian,

That the "UN image" of the Netherlands may be a rather faulty one is
attested to by the small and almost irrelevant part the New Guinea problem
plays in the over-all Dutch order of things, including the vision of the UN

which some of her thoughtful and responsible lsaders hold. Her role as a

1. Not counting Panama and Liberia., See World Almanac, 1958, p. 677,
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participant in the new "Europe" is far more central to Dutch foreign policy
planning, The Netherlands has a long and in many ways astonishing history

of leadership in the cultural, artistic, religious, commercial, and legal
movements that made Europe the undisputed centerpiece of Western civilization
for four hundred years. But a2s a nation of 11 million in a world of billions,
the Dutch have also ueen in the forefront in seeking to submerge ancient narrow
nationalisms and move into 2 new phase of history. Neutral and uninvolved in
European wars from 1850 to 19&0, the Dutch have taken the lead in concrete pro-
Jjects for international cooperation and peace,

Benelux was foreshadowed as early as 1930, with the Oslo Agreements, fol-
lowed by the Ouchy Convention of July 1932, reducing tariffs as among Belgium,
the Netherlands, and Luxembourg (although these arrangements Wwere temporarily
dropped in 1938), Today in Benelux the Netherlands already has unique experi-
ence in regional arrangements which tend to minimize the significance of national
boundaries, That experiencs was reflected in the approval which the Statege
General, the Dutch parlisment, gave in 1952 to constitutional amendments making
the Netherlands one of the firs£ countries to provide constitutionally for the
formal yielding of authority to supranational organizations.

Far from being oblivious to the retrograde influences of the postwar
years, the Dutch perceive the world around them with realism, The tradition
of international legalism dies hard in the home of Hugo Grotius, the Hague
Conferences of 1899 and 1907 that foreshadowed the League of Nations systen,
and the continuing seat of the International Court of Justice in Mr, Carnegic's
ornatelﬁague "Peace Palace." But there is a third Quality, syntheslizing both Duich
realism and Dutch dedication to superior Eurcpean and worl&mwide order, which

gives the Netherlands a special place and a special opportunity. Tdke three
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of the other smaller powers, Canada, Norway, and New Zealand, which fre-
quently furnish a dispropoftionate amount of leadership in the UN by their
capacity for inventiveness and for constructive solutions, the Netherlands

is elmost unique, certainly among the remaining furopean "colonial" powers,
for the kinds of ideas and policy proposals that some of her leaders are now
generating and could, a fortiori, generate if only the West New Guinea issue
could be removed from her agenda of preoccupations. The Dutch capacity for
constructive planning is by no means based on theoretical grounds, Savagely
mutilated by Germany in the Sécond World War, living with a population donsity
of 800 to the square mile--the highest in the world--and accustomed to nation-
wide exertions to hold back the sea, the Dutch seem almost historically destined
to give atvleast a depree of leadership in the long and painful catalogue of

man’s experiments to learn to live together in relative harmory.

Dutch Interests and the UN

Foreign Ministry officials are expiicit in their definiticn of Dutch
national interests: their small nation is, like Belgium, wholly "interdo-
pendent” with the Western powers. This alone identifies the cverriding national
interest in the defense of the free world against communist aggression., From
this it logically follows that the Netherlands must follow and support the
principal policies of her large and powerful allies. In the UN this means
general support for the latter--with the exception of the US policy toward
the exclusion of Communist Chins. In pursuing these objectives, senior Dutch
officials see the UN as highly useful in exposing Soviet policies to the rest
of the world, and thev attach higher importance to the UN for this guality than

perhaps for any other,
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Pefhaps the most striking theme in the specific relating of the
UN to Dutch interests is a reflection of the proud instinct for special
identity which echoes through Dutch history, The UN is seen as a use-
ful framework within which the Netherlands can distinguish itself from
other couAtries of equivalent size and nature, such as Denmark and Nore
way, by participating in UN agencies which give concrete and politically
symbolic expression of wide Dutch interests, The UN regional economic
commissions are prime exampless the Economic Commissions for Latin
America (on which the Dutch sit because the Kingdom of the Netherlands
is "partially situated" in Latin America) and for the Far East furnish
a Dutch "presence" in the areas, particularly Asia, which in some ways
transcends in significance to the Dutch the colonial holding itself on
which such membership is based, (The Caribbean Commission, not part o
the UN system, provides continuing Dutch presence in yet another area.)

But other Dutch interests impinge on these formulas. The attach-
ment to a rule of law in the world which some American statesmen rou-
tinely proclaim, has, as suggested earlier, a m&re genuinely meaningful

connotation for the Netherlands. The profound disillusionment attributed



-5

to Foreigr !Mfinistor Luns arisinz from the Uits "Letrayal of ideals®

in its handling of the Indonesian case has desper roots in an exa:perated
belief in the possibility of & lezal order in the here-and-novie This has
two implications for relations with the Ull: the official Dutch view is
strongly colored by the collapse of extravarant expectations; and the
Foreim l!fnister who holds this view anpsars to be several steps behind
many of his compatri&s in the [lasue in their assessnment of the future
possibilities of the Ui,

With the Socond Chamber--the popularly-elected house of tho States
General--fairly evenly divided between the Catholic and Labor parties,
and with the country fairly eqx;ally divided betwesn Protestants and
Catholics, there is a surprisin; consensus on these matters. The labor
party view is not profoundly different from that of the Government, but
doos contain some variations. In the view of some of its leaders, tl:a
U7, despite what it "did to the Dutch" in Indonesia, is above all useful
for contacts with underdevelopsd countries. This in turn is rslated to
the conviction that thse Cold War has becomo chiefly political and econom-
ic, and calls in turn for primarily political and econonic strateies.
Having said this, a typical "&lits" Dutch view would conclude that the
UN is not a meaningful instrument of Dutch national policy, but that
the world situation would probably bs worse without it. This lukewarn
attitude rosts, in the case of one distinguished statosman, on the
curious but consistent round that the UI is "weaker® than the League,

by which he neant that the leazus "respected law' (and also had a pood



secretariat).

. On the Labor side it seens equally believed that the Ul affords
opportunities so far not fully exmloited to keep the adversary out in
the opon--by which it is meant that Comrmnist China as well as the USSR
should be visible. An interesting supplement to this view sees the
"roformatory" quality of the Wl as bearing equally on the peaceful
evolution of the Ifiddle East: the Arabs are now being required to
live within the "Charter symbols."

Dutch #third parties® are in some ways historical anomalies. But
the leader of one who was asked to form a Government only a few years
azo manazed to sum up some of the themes touched upon by others. Agree-
ing that the prosont Foreimn llinistor regards the W as a complete poli-
tical failure, he regards this as an even stronger reason for build-
ing up the UN's eccnomic program. Agmreeing that Dutch--and other——ex-
poctationswere unrcalistically hizh, he rocormends that expectations
be limited and that in a mood of patience the U can be seen as having
kept such tinder boxes as Korea and Israsl relatively stable over rather
lonz periods. Rejecting the concept of the UN as a legal order, he re-
gards it as an instrument of collective diplomacy. Finally, the Dutch
should finally abandon their preoccupation with the colonial issue in
the UN and, "having no foreisn policy of their own," might nmost effec-
tively contribute to world peace and order throush the economic and
technical programs of the U system. This last theme is explored in
more detail below.
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The New Guinea Jucstion

At the Ha~ue in 1947 the Nstherlonds and Indonesia avreed to sattls
within a year this issuse vhich rencined wirosoived in tho process of transe
ferring sovoreimty over tho former Netherlands East Indies. It was not
settled, and it will be recalled that on Indonesian initiative the UN
debated this matter for four years (1954,5,5,7)e In 1995 the General
Assenbly expressoed hope fo; the sucess of nepmtiations hetwesn the
Nethorlands and Indonesia. The :..xt yoar an Afro-Asian resolution
establishiny a Good Offices Cormission failed to 7ot a 2/3 vote. In
1957 a propesal inwvitin~ the two parties to resume ne~ctiations received
L1 votes to 29, with ll==including the US—abstaining, but failed because
it did not secure a 2/3 majority. Durinz that debate the Dutch reiterated
their view that "there could be no question of a transfer of govereimtyeceo

without consultation of the inhabitants" who, at an "appropriate time o
would be accorded that giht of solf-determination. ut--and it is this
which Indonesia and her supporters find wholly frustrating—at present,

twith the exception of a very ﬁmall rroup, the population is incapable of

expressing its political will.

2. General Assembly Resolution 915(X) 16 Dec 1955,

3. General Assembly Official Records, llth Session, lst Committee, 857th
mty., 25 Feb 1957, para. L7.

L. GAOR, 858th mbg., 25 Feb 1958, para. 13
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In the last debate held by the UN--1957--Indonesia just as consistently
maintained that "West Irian" was a part of Indonesia "just as it has been part
and parcel of the Netherlands Indies before the transfer of sovereigntyo"s

Thus the aeadlock continues, and this is the issue which preoccupies the
Netherlands in the UN and which preoccupies many UN members when they think
of Dutch UN policy.

In the Hague, it does not take much probing to arrive at a strikingly
different perspective on the problem,

According to highly reliable information, important elements within the
Government have in recent vears urgsd on the Foreign Minister the notion that
the Dutch should be prepared to accept a trustseship agreement for West New
Guinea with the administering authority either the Netherlands or the UN itmelf,
the latter under the still-unused provisions of Article 81 of the Charter.
According to this account, Mr. Luns rejected the proposal but agreed that other
members of the Cabinet might be consulted., This wes unsuccessful, presumably.
because of Mr, Luns® known disapproval,

One highly placed independent obssrver believes that the present intran.
sigeant Dutch policy rests on support from only a minority at the top of the
Government, Others can be found who agree with this observer's estimate that
a majority in the Dutch parliament would be prepared to vote for a change in
the policy except for a fear of appearing unpatriotic,

Privately expressed Foreign Ministry views acknowledge that the Dutch New
Guinea policy sorely handicaps the Netherlands in its quest for a wider political
role in the UN., They do not acknowledge. the existence of acceptable solutiouns

in the foreseeable future, One high official discussed the case in tones of

5. GAOR, 861st WMtg., 27 February 1557, paragraph 3.
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extreme frustration, basing his pessimism on the demonstrated inability of the (N,
in Dutch eyes, to "guarantee the execution of agreements" with Indonesia, This
is of course an echo of persistent grievances, among them the quick Indonesian
substitution of a unitary govermment for the federation scheme envisaged by the
Hague Round Table Conference in the fall of 1949 at which agreement was reached
for transfer of sovereignty., The degree of discontent with Government policy
should not be exaggerated, although it is resl. Many Dutchmen--but certainly
not all--continue to resent deeply Indonesia‘’s "repeated failﬁre" to abide by
international agreements, not to mention more recent Indonesian attacks on
Dutch economic interests (see below).

The issue is by no means closed, Some leaders of the Labor party consider
itito be an international question-~-precisely the acknowledgment denied by the
Government in UN debate--and that an international solution, short of giving
the territory to Indonesis, should be sought, (In early October 1958, a Labor .
motion was intréduced in Parliament asking the Government to reconsider its
policy, and inquiring whetﬁer a trusteeship solution would be deemed acceptable,
The Government asserted its belief that no such solution would be acceptable to
Indonesia and the motion was withdrawn.) On the other hand, another Lebor party
leader, acknowledging that West New Guinea was retained by the Dutch "in order
to get a 2/3 vote™ in parliament for the transfer of general sovereignty to
Indonesia, sees no short-term solution and believes Dutch public opinion to be
sharply divided novw on the issue, It may well be that the lack of unanimity
within the Labor party on an alternative policy is the greatest single obstacle
to a change in national policy.

A minority party leader stated what appears to be an evident fact in the
Netherlands: Dutch relations with Indonesia are still close and, on the
personal level, good. From this he concluded that the UN can only hinder

8till further these relations, exacerbating as it does the political differences,
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But the same individual strongly urged a UN trusteeship for West New Guinea
and estimated that the Government could secure a 2/3 vote in parliament for
any solution except one making an Asian power the Administering Authority,

On balance, one can conclude that West New Guinea is not a major issue
in the Netherlands but is by now generally viewed as an incicdent in Dutch
international relations for which any solution would probebly be acceptable,
short of gratifying the desire of Indonesia to acquire this piéée of real
estate, Rumors circulating late in 1958 suggest that an alternative arrangement
may be developing with Australia (which‘administera the remainder of New Guinea
as a UN trusteeship), Under this reported scheme, joint Australian-Dutch de-
velopment progremming for the whole of New Guinea will pave the way for
eventual Dutch withdrawal and Australian assumption of responsibility for
thé whole island, which will thereby be heading for future existence as a
unified and independent country.,

That Dutch retention of the area rests on an almost purely political basis
which could under proper circumstances lend itself to a reasonable solution is
further attested by its negative economic importance. In the period 1954=1956
the Dutch made grants to West New Guinea totalling $50.3 millions, offset
by a $7.1 million excess of loan repayments over new loans. Indeed, Holland
is still paying heavily for the whole transformation in the Indies. In her speech

from the throne on September 16, 1958, Queen Juliana announced a budget

6., UN Statistical Yearbook, 1957, p. LS5.
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deficit for 1959 of $347 million, double the previous yearts, She
attributed this financial deterioration primarily to "developments in
Indoruasia,"7 developments which arise fron the continuins assault on
Dutch interosts in Indonesia carried out under the banner of '"West
Irian," and which in 1958 resulted in the loss of $1.25 billion of
Dutch investments and the expulsion of 40,000 Dutch citizens fron
Indonesiao8

This subject should not be dropped without at least a reference to
the other colonial issue in the UN that has helped to shape the picture
the Nethorlands holds of the UN--and vice versa. The award of autonormy
to Surinan and the Netherlands Antilles in 195L ended a chapter of dis~
pute within the UN Cormittee on Information fron Non-Self-Governing
Territories—=and the Genoral Assembly--centering on the Dutch refusal
since 1951 to transmit information to the UN on the two territories.
The Dutch position had been that the territories were in fact self-
governing in the field of economic, social and educational affairs,
and that the territorial governments were opposed to further reporting
to the Secretary QGeneral in these fields. This contention was hotly
disputed by numbers of the anti~colonial membsrs of the WN.

When the constitutional chanpos were completed the Netherlands so

reported, and under American and Brazilian sponsorship the General Assenmbly

7. New York Herald Tribune, Septembor 17, 1958,

8, Figures usod by Dutch delegate to UN, New York Times, Oct. 3, 1958
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in 1955 passod by a vote of 21 to 10, with 33 abutentions, a resclution
endorsing the cessation of reporting. This chapter now appsars to be
closed,

Eeononic and Social Intarosts and the (fl

With a long and honorable history of relipious tolarance and the
provision of asylum for political and religlous refupgees, the Dutch have
baen disproportionately active in the postwar institutions desimed to
assist displaced persons and other refugoes. The Netherlands provided
the first Wi High Cormissioner for Refugees, in addition to furnishing
continuous financial support for this and other refugee organizations.

In 1957 the Netherlands was one of only fowr governments contributing
cash to the W Refugee F\mdolo

The other theme has already been adverted to at several peints
above, This is the Dutech vision of the UN as the apeney for the tech-
nical and econonmic development of underdeveloped countries.

The availability of surplus Dutch technicians who used to work in
vhat is now Indonesia provides a thoroughly practical reason for intense
Dutch interest in the W Technical Assistance programs. The statistics of
Dutch contribution to W voluntary programs show that whatever the reasonsg
the Dutch have carried more than their share. In the period 1954=1956 Dutch

contributions to the W Expanded Progran of Technical Assistance wore the

9

100 GAQR, 13th Session, Supplement 6C UJ Doc. A 383k
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highest of any European country except France and the UK and were 2/3
of the Soviet contribution, The Dutch contribution to the UN Child-
ren's Fund was exceeded in Europe only by France, Sweden, and the UK;
the total of Dutch voluntary contributions was surpassed only by those
of the big two in Europeo11 In 1957 the Dutch contribution to UNTAP
was $97L4,000, the sixth highest among the entire UN membership and
exceeded only by Canada, France, the USSR, the UK, and the USc.12

Dutch motivations in this field are both powerful and varied, For
one thing, the Dutch economy is, roughly, 50%# dependent on foreign trade,
For another, it is virtually impossible for a country of this size to
maintein the necessary machinery of its own to operate bilateral prograems;
virtually all available funds would go for overhead. The Netherlands
experienced great difficulty in estimating correctly the size of its
Pakistan program (originally 2 million guldens, eventually 1% million
more in order to complete it) and as a result decided not to start any
new bilateral programs, The avallability of skilled technicians has
already been mentlioned., And a final source of motivation which should
never be underrated derives from powerful religious and ethical impulses
which find satisfaction not only in sponsoring aid but in favoring the
use of multilateral chamnels to the greatest extent possible,

In recent years the Dutch have moved out ahead in a highly contre-
versial direction: support of SUNFED--the long-proposed Special UN
Fund for Economic Development--despite the continuing opposition of such

a Fund®'s foremost prospective contributor--the United States.

11, UN Statistical Yearbook, 1957, p. L58s

12, US Participation in the UN, Report by the President to the Congress
for the Year 1957, State Department Publication 6655 (Washington:
GPO, 19587, pp. 274=5.
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The Dutch see a large-scale UN program of developmental financing
as perhaps the major contribution the organization can make to the im-

provement of conditions in the underdeveloped area and, ex hypothesi,

to the denial of the neutral areas to communism. There is no partisan-
ship evident in this position, and the Government has vigorously pursued
its objective, At the 1957 summer session of the UN Economic and Social
Council the Dutch were among the strongest proponents of a resolution
urging the Assembly to establish SUNFED immediately and to set up a
preparatory committee to work out the practical detailso13 In 1958 the

Dutch sought to use the Special Technical Assiétance fund voted the pre-

13, See ECOSOC Resolution 662B (XXIV), 31 July, 1957.
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vious fallesthe Arerican wubsiitute® for SUINEeto pain axperience
"useful to a future financins orran conformin: Yo the SINFED plano".
They were defuated when the preparatory Comnittee adonted a nore cons
sorvative course advocated by the United States. There is an unconfirpe
ad report that the Dutch Government was recently on the verpgs of at-
Lempting to bring the situation to 4 head by asctually putting up a very
substantial sum of money, a move desi-ned at least in part to show the
United States that it would not necessarily be the sole large contrib- .
utor, According to this remort, the plan was finally vetoed on the
grounds that it would be a futile wsture in the face of unyielding
Amorican opposition to the whole SUNFED schenme.,

In any event, Dutch Government officials are now takin~ heart fron
sims of greater rmultilateral aid. The Labor Party, of course, oes
well beyond this view and viporously advocates an exclusively multi-
lateral approach. Accordinz to twe of its loading fiures, the whole
contemporary notion of larse-scale bilateral aid is an "American mis-
take™ which now is going to make it nossible for "the Russians to out-
bid us." Taking as premise the urrency of strenxthening Wostern re-
lations with Asia, one such spokesman sees nultilateral aid as a means
of taking the economic issue "out of the Cold War." Another advocates
basingz such aid on purely technical rather than political guarantees.

Even those Dutch politicians and other leaders who can see sons good in

s W Doc. A/AC.93/L.8, L March 1958,
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certain Lypos of bilabural aic s Lo orefus Ahe nuliilateral variety

for these reasons and becauss Yresentnents are legs,” "problems of sove
ereimty do not arise," and "it develops & smias of common responsibility.?
Traditionally efficient, the Dulch could Las expocted te insist with equal
fervor on effective and economical administration and controls in what-

ever type of international prosrans wey dovelope

Dutch Security, The US, and the UN

Dutch leaders azree that their country is today completely depend-
ent on NATO although they belieove the UN con "maintain order® in the
Middle East. The interest in WATO is far fron prudging, as it is in
sonme othor Weastern Euﬁopaan countries. HATO is "vital for Dutch security®
but more than this, it "brings the U.S. closs.® OGreat pride rmoss intc
the assertion that in Burops the Dutch are "the only ones fulfilling
their NATO commitmentsg" "Tough® on communism, “he Dutch offer little
support for the kinds of disenpapgement plans so far advanced, and one
frequently hears criticism of President Zisenhower for #soing too fart
at Ceneva in 195%.

The security pictire should be viewsd in the lisht of an incone
trovertible and, for ¢a Americam, rather rofresning fact: Holland is
certainly the most pro-American nation in Europs today, whether be-.
cause of obvious similarities of national character, or by association,
as it were, with the British who, to many Dutchmen, are their "fello
Anglo-Saxons." But even in the Nethorlands there appears %o be growing
resentment at some aspects of American culture and politics. Ifr. Dullos
is disliked, but alsc admired and trusted for his "cleverness" Vig-a~vig

the Soviet Union. The B articular in nmore conservative circles
2 4
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is %childish® in its gyrations on colonial issues in the W. Such cire
cles foel that ¥colonial" is not necessarily a bad word. And at loast
in June 1958, there appeared to be nothing short of unanimity that Come
mmist China should be seated in the W,

Senior povernment officials confess that their continuing vote for
a moratorium on the question of sealing Cormmmist China in the U has
been a concoszion te the U.5. and doss not reflect genuine Dubch fealing,
The Netherlands so voted once apain on September 23, 1958. The apparent
internal compromise is to seek to develop the closest possibls econonic
relations with Peiping but to follow the policy of the dominant Vestern
ally in the political arena.

For Vlestorn Europa, Sues was a painful test of conflicting loyale
ties, For the Dutch the problem was considerably less. Basically pro-
British, Was the only Anglo~Saxons on the Continent,® the Dutch have
also been oubspokenly pro-Israel in considering lear Rastern isgsues »
en corientation which ora obssrver attributed larpely to the close idene
tity the Dutch Reformed Church feels with anciont Jewry and the 0ld
Tegtament. Vhatever the reason, this biss has undoubtedly hwt the
Dutch, (as it has hurt the Americans), in their attempts to cooperate
with the Arab powers., Theres seens 1ittle arpgument in the Netherlands
with the proposition that Secretary General Hammarskjold has been oo
pro-fgyptian® in the recent Near Eastern crises, and again, one must
weign the effect of this attitude against the Dutch urge to better
Vestern relations with the Arab-Asian grouping, primarily through eco

nonic moans, It is apparent that sven if Vest Wew Gninea should bow
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come neutralized as a political obstacle to Dutch-Arab-Asian relations,
Dutch Middle East policy will still carry some painful dilemmas,

A number of the themes referred to above converge in the views of
responsible Nutch leaders regarding the European movement., As suggested
at the outset, no country offers more uniformly enthusiastic support for
European integration than the Netherlands,

Government policy is quite unequivocal on this score but does not
sppear %o make the sort of sharp connections-=or contrasts--tetwesn com=
mitments to "Eurcpe” and those regarding ths UN which one finds else-
whereo One leading politician, however, sees a stronger Europe as speci-
fically strengthening the Dutch position in the UN. Another reported that
a prime world figure from one of the Arab states recently told him that
the Middle East is waiting eagerly for Europe to "come back," not as
individual countries but as "Europe." Yet this same Dutch psreonage
believes that, in the overgll, it is the UN and not Europe that can
provide the fruitful across-the-board contacts with the underdeveloped

countries on which future free world relationships will strongly depend,

The Future

Dutch public opinion, like public opinion throughout the Western
community, is basically indifferent to the UN. The average Dutchman is
perhaps annoyed by what seems to him the UN's role in relieving the

Netherlands of her East Indies and the treasure and prestige attaching
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thereto. This lg a falrly unbistoric view, and more seriousness aceon-
panies eriticism of the UN as & "haven for irresponsible nationalism,”

again a common theme among the colontial sdminietering powers of Western
Barope .

At the same time there is, a8 indicated, acute interest throughout
the country in those UN programs which seem to represent practical so-
lutions to problems of special Lnterest to the Netherlands-—problems
of refugees, te@hni@al agsistance aand, now, the financing of economie
development in the underdeveloped countries.

There are other themes in the Duteh forward estimate of the UN's
values to the Netherlands and the West  The UF, 1t ts felt, can and
should play a decisive role in certain—.but not &:i-—aspects of the
political and propaganda struggle, Dutch planners and political leaders
seem agreed that in the ¢old war the UN can do far more for the West if
only we would develop better, more sophisticated fractics. %This is also
& theme of which Italian lesders are acutely mindful.,) The Chinese repre-
sentation problem is obviously not far from their thoughts.

In addition, some spokesmen look ahead to greater and more defini~
tive UN involvement in the Middle East, in Kashmir, and in other disputes
within the non-comminist world. There is no great hope for the success
of disarmament negotiations within the UN, and even on the Labor Party
8ide there are urgent suggestions for more NATO c¢omnsultationg=-~ meaning

specifically with the US~-with a view to forming common Western polieies
toward UN issues particularly in regard to colonial questions. This is

of course an obligue reference to the US habit of abstaining in the UN
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on the issue of New Guinea as well as the new US policy of aid to
Indonesia.

But the chief thrust of Dutch policy, as it regards the UN, comes
back to the economic potential. If the UN can do far better by us in
the Cold War, if "better Western tactics" are needed, this means sbove
all a concerted Western approach to neutral and underdeveloped countries
through the medium most of these countries favor-~the UN--by means of
a nevw, bold, large-scale program of multilateral economic development
financing, Many Dutchmen put this issue on the same plane as questions
of war or peacs,

In the summer of 1953 the Netherlands became the first govermment
to pronounce itself formally on the subject of a general conference to
review the UN Charter, a matter which according to Article 109 was to
be debated by the Assembly two years later. The Dutch set up a Nation-
21 Commission consisting of distinguished citizens in and out of the
government to study the problem and make recommendations,

When the US sought, later in the same summer of 1953, to stimulate
widespread national and internmational attention to the problem of Charter
Review, the Dutch were already hard at work (and already had some reser-
vations about the prospects for success), Before very long, while the
Department of State was still, so to speak, circling in the orbit in
which Mr, Dulles® initial thrust had--against the judgment of some of
his advisors--propelled it, those leading the Dutch review had con-
cluded that nothing would come of it aﬁ this particular stage of history,

Their efforts have thus turned to other projects for enhancing the pros-



pects for world commity and Yor redler cueoss in the Bast-dost oone
flict, largely by the use of available UN nachinery, however inperloct.
If the issue of West lew Guinea were to be elininated as a lactor lor
ryopia in the Dutch vision of the UN, there seens little doubt that an
even hi~her order of analysis and ima-~ination about the constructive and

profitable usos of the UN mi ht be anticipated from the Netherlands.



THE CONTEMPORARY WEST GERMAN VIEW OF THE UN

Introduction

The Federal Republic of Germany is not a member of the United Nations.
It is, however, the most important Western state to remain outside the doors
of that organization. The likelihood is that Western Germanj?will remain
outside so long as two parts of that country, like Korea and Vietnam, 1lie
on opposite sides of the de facto truce line between East and West. But
the German presence in Western diplomacy is being increasingly felt. Its
economic potential and performance have once again won for it a leading
place inrthe European economy; and its foreign policy orientation must con-
tinue to be a matter of the most acute concern to the United States, to Europe,
and to world peace.

This brief inquiry was made on the assumption that, despite Germany's
absence from UN councils, any survey of the Western European outlook regard-
ing the United Nations would be incomplete without some reference to the
Federal Republic. In the retrospect of a brief investigation of the contem-
porary German view of the United Nations, this premise appears to have been

well-founded.,

German Membership in International Organizations

The Federal Republic of Germany is today a member of the North Atlantic
Treaty Organization, the Organization for European Economic Cooperation, the

European Payments Union, the Western European Union, the European Coal and

# Henceforth referred to as Germany.
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Steel Community, the Council of Europe, and the UN Economic Commission for
Europe. In addition, it is a member of the new European Econcmic Community--
the Common Market--as well as the European Atomic Energy Community--EURATOM,

In additicn, however, Germany is a member of all of the specialized
agencies of the United Nations and maintains an observer at the seat of the
United Nations in New York, German participation in the United Nations pro-
per is two-fold. In the first place cne might put the activities of the
German observer in the corridors of the United Nations and ih other diploma-
tic settings in New York, The German Foreign Ministry wvalues highly
the fact that 1ts observer mission is on good terms with the United Nations
Secretariat and plays an active part in affairs in New York. The other majox
aspect of participsiion tekes the form of financial contributions to the
budgets of the voluntary programs of the United Nations. Here again German
officials take pride in the fact that their country is contributing "in every
way it can" short of being 2 member of the United Nationas and follows the
policy of attempting to increase its contributions each year,

The contributions made by Cermany to UN technical assistance and relief
agencies tend to support this attitude (although the actual dollar amounts
are perhaps smaller than German pride in them wonid sesm to warrant.) In
the period 1954-1956, the German contribution to the UN expanded program for
technical assistance (UNETAP), compared with the contributions of members of
the United Nations, was as great as that of Turkey and greater than Austria,
Czechoslovakia, Italy, Poland, Yugoslavia; New Zealand, Pakistan, and Japan.
Its contribution to the ordinary technical assistance fund (UNTA) was greater
than that of Belgium, Denmark, Itzly, the Netherlands, Norway, and Sweden, and

its grant to UNICEF was twice thet of Belgium and the same as the contribution
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made by Sweden, Switzerland, Yugoslavia, and New Zealand. In 1957 Gemmany's

contribution to the UN progran of technical assistance was 12th among a list
of 8L comtributing nationswé (In July of that year Germany subscribed a
further 100 million to the International Bank for Reconstruction and Develop-
men‘i:),)3

In Bonn one hears the statement that Germany might make a far greater
contribution to multilateral economic development and other programs out of
its foreign currency reserves. An interssting debate centers around the
actual availability of this reserve (see below), and the writer is not quali-
fied to evaluate the merits on either side. A more self-evident argument
for continued modesty in German international financial efforts would seem to
arise from the refugee situation, The Federal Republic is still receiving a
quarter of a million refugees each year from East Germany, and the problem
of adequate housing, despite large-acale building programs; remains entirely
acute and tends to color the morale and sense of well-being of both the man

in the street and government officials alike.

Cerman Attitudes Regarding the United Nations

The recently appointed German permanent observer to the United Nations
said upon his arrival in New York on August 23, 1958: "The German people
place their hope in the United Nationau"h Senior Foreign Office officials
insist upon the grest importance to Germany of a strengthened United Nations,

based on the assumption that the UN can be "nothing but useful” to Germany,

1. UN Statistical Yearbeok, 1957, p. L58.

2. Report by §he President to the Congress on US Partieipation in the UN, 1957,
pp- 274-275,

3. World Almanac and Book of Facts for 1958 (New York: Naw York Wowrld Telegram
and Sun, 1958), p. 357.

L. Dr. Werner Dankwort as quoted in New York Times, August 2L, 1958,
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particularly in its capacity to illuminate the Western positions in the cold
war. (On this count both German and Italian officials are strikingly precc-
cupied with the possibilities of using the United Nations for propaganda pur-
poses, They assert frankly the view that their senior Western partners are
wasting admirable propaganda cpportunities which arise continuocusly in the
United Nations to create a better popular international image of Western policy.
Since both countries were innovators in modern propaganda theories and technigues,
this emphasis is not surprising. It does, however, imply a danger of clouding
their judgment on the possibility of serious negotiations and programs in the
United Nations, a danger not unfamiliar in some similarly unbalanced American
approaches,

Another clue to the kind of interest which the United Nations arouses in
Germany may be found in the relatively strong position of the German UN Associa-
tion, which, unlike some of its counterparts in cther Western Eurcpean countries,
appears to be quite active, Officials of both the German government and the
Bundestag go out of their’way to deny the existence of any real opposition to the
United Nations in Germany and stress the fact that the young people have bscome
"far more politically-minded" and are strong supporters of the United Nations in

consequence, This is taken as a most hopeful sign since; as they frankly state,

the relative apathy and ignorance of German youth helped to pave the way for Hiii .r.

(Othei observers, howsever, believe that Germen youth as more politicslly-mind
during the Weimar period than since 1945, and that the present generation, mor:
matter-of-fact and less susceptible to ideological concepts, is as a conseguerc:
more sympathetic to international organizations.)

AOne parliamentarian who is extremely active in the UN Associatiorn ard spen:
throughout the country on this and related subjects says she receives exiracrd 1
intelligent and interested questions on her speaking tours, partieularly from
student and worker groups, (It might be of interest to survey the membership of
UN Associations in various countries including the United States, classified on

the vaglis of 2ge, sconomic and mocial
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standing in the community, etc. The interest and participation of students
and workers in Germany would seem to present a strikingly different picture
than the one we are familiar with in the United States.)

These relatively optimistic and positive indications of public interest
and support obviously do not represent a reliably significant sampling of
national opinion. The Washington correspondent of an influential German week-
1y recenily wrote that since the United Hations has tended to become an in-
stitution of power politics "this situation does not seem io open promis-

.ing possibilities for Germany so much as to carry new threatso"s It ¢an be
assumed that hostility to the United Natlons can also be fourd in some nore
conservative quarters in Germany as well as in circles which favor & more
belligerent policy toward the Soviet Union and the Communist worlid.

On purely objective grounds one must conclude that, as one high official
put it,the UN "saems distant to Germany."” As in other Western European
countries, the young people of Germany have been far more deeply gripped by
the appea} of the European movement (although as the possibilities of poli-
tical integration seemed recently to recede, a wave of disillusiomment appeared
to be setting in.)

Differences of opinion between the major political parties is revealed
specifically in attitudes toward concrete matters such as reunification and
relations with the Middle East (see below). But the general impression of
partisanship on this score seems comparable to that experienced in several
other Western Eurcpean countries, where differences are a matter of shading
or degree¢ rather than being of a more fundamental nature, Social Demccratic
(SPD) leaders portray themselves as "more progressive” toward the United Na-

tions than the dominant Christian Democrats (CDU). Ona high government

5, Claus Jacobi, "Germsn Paradoxes” 3h:L35 Foreign Affairs {1957).
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official suggested that the SPD tends to emphasize the United Nations as a
“nolitical device" while the government realistically concentrates its energies
on NATO, Another government official;, denying that there 1s any substantive
difference between the parties, suggested that the SPD is "more active" on the
subjaect of the UN because it is not so busy.

But the differences may not be entirely nonexistent, and German views of
the UN could well be affected by the future complexion of the German govermment.
On this score, Adenauer's victory in the 1957 general election assures the
CDU/CSU some fairly long-term prospects, with little likelihood of another
general election before 1961. Few Germans are willing to predict an SPD viectory
in the foreseeable future. It seems generally acknowledged that the party lacks
strong leadership and tends to be dominated by doctrinaire socialists, In any
event, a number of independent observers believe that if the SPD did win office
it would promptly forget its current doctrines on such subjects as disengagement
and neutralism,

The 1959 crisis over Berlin had the effect of stiffening West German oppo-
sition to recognition of tﬁe East German regime in any form and to softening
of the Western position that bases reunification exclusively on free elections
in East Germany. Before the new Soviet move in 1958, some important members
of the CDU were beginning to question the "rigidity" of governmental policy
on the subject of reunification as well as in other areas which might have a
bearing on the general German outlook toward the United States, the United
Nations, and Western Europe, At the moment German foreign pelicy is so domi-
nated by the personality and will of Chancellor Adenauer that it is not easy
to envisage the kinds of changes in policy, if any, which would be made by

his successors (among whum the names Erhard and Gerstenmaier seem to stand out).
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The basic themes involved in German attitudes toward the United Nations
are two--the United Nations and the problem of reunification, and the United
Nations and relationships with the neutralist and underdeveloped countries.
The significance of German relations with the United Nations emerges most

sharply under these two headings.

The United Nations and the Problem of Reunification

The problem of reunification lies, of course, at the heart of the German
foreign policy ensemble today. In German eyes it is the acid test for such
schemes for "disengagement" and neutralization of Gefmany as the now-modified
Rapacki plan, and is at the center of the whole range of issues arising from
relations with the Soviet Union and with the West, The pfeponderant position
within the govermment; reflecting the current policies being followed by
Chancellor Adenauer,flatly discourages consideration of proposals for neutral-
ization and, consequently, disengagement, Whatever may be hopéd for, Ger-
many in this view is simply too big and too significant in the European scheme
of things ever to be "neutral." Govermment officials appear to be realistie
about the Soviet Union and its power, and their attitudes coincide with the
common lines of policy followsd by both administrations in the United States
toward this issue, In this sense, official German policy favors the present
status quo pending some evolution (or revolution) which would drastically change
the bases of the power relationship, (On the other hand, Rapallo and the Nazi-
Soviet pact should never be entirely forgotten by the West, particularly when

the Soviet Union chooses to display its recollection of this historys6)

6. See Walter Lippmann's interview with Premier Khrushchev reported in New York
Herald Tribune, November 10, 1958,
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Other Germans, particularly within SPD circles; do not necessarily go along
with the present policy. One highly placed independent observer believes that
"the ice is cracking under the surface;" and that if only more men of finesse
and imagination were brought into the circles of power--probably only after
Adenauer departs the scene--a new position might be formulated which reflects
"true German interests" rather than general Western interests., In this view,
Germany is “too agreeable," "too anxious not to cause trouble." The possibili-
ties of unification appear to be hopeless only because the Western position is
80 "rigid." Reunification will come about only through 2 long-term disengagement
action without conditions, and which involves other evolutions within the Soviet
orbit. The West should, it is felt, have made a prompt counterproposal to the
Polish Foreign Minister when he made his original proposal for disengagement
in the fall of 1957. It is fair to say that the above represents the view
4generally held by German intellectuals,

On the other hand, highly placed government spokesmen see little realistic
possibility for the achievement of German objectives of unification and genuine
security so long as the Western position depends upon free elections. The
United States has hinted at a modification of this position97but in the view
of the dominant German personalities there should be absolutely no "give" on
this, For all the talk about reunification, West Germany obviously chooses a
divided Germany over a unified one vulnerable to Communist penetration, unpro-
tected by the West, or barred from exercising ffeedom of choice in selecting her
friends,

Germans are rarely explicit about this and prefer to base their case on the

rationale that if Germany goes, the free world is lost and therefore the present

7. In Secrstary of State Dulles’ news conference January 13, 1959, reported
in New York Times, January 1L, 1959,
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GCerman position must be the basis for Western policyo8 One is struck hers,
a5 elsevhere in the German scene, by the implicit egotism of German policy
cacd the keer: sense of the potential political leverage the importance of Cermany
> the West might one day afford to German diplomacy. Nowhere articulated, this
stiditude may well be expected to become more overt with the passage of time
{as¢ 4% has tended to become again explicit in the other once-great continental
pover--France),

Senior zovernment spokesmen refer to the United Nations in this conmection
in two ways. First, @ United Nations amy might conceivably provids security
Ly replacing the present British, American (and theoretically French) forcee.
But until the time when this is a genuine possibility, the status guo must be
prezsrved, While the Soviet Union has rather surprisingly suggested a UN presence
in the proposed "free city" of Berlin, Soviei poliey in general defines the
1imits of any use of the UN as an instrument for changing the status quo in
Cermany in ways which would leave Germany free to rearm and to be allied with
the NATO pousrs.

The United Hations also has become involved in the past, abortively, in
the German reunification problem; and may well again, (It will be recalled that,
on German iniative, the three Western Powers brought to the 1951 Ceneral Agsembdly
sessicn a request for the appointment of an impartiel intermational commission
ander UN supsrvigion te sarry out a simultianecus investigation in both parta of
Gormeny to dstermine whether conditions existed for the holding of genuinely
frze gleeticns, The Assembly adopted a resoluticn establishing a commission
corposed of representatives of Brazil, ITceland, the Netherlands, Pakistan, and

Polandng Aithough the Western part of Germany was of course open to the

¢, The current basis for policy is contained in the Berlin Declaration,

Federal Republic of Germeny, France, UK and US, July 29, 1957 {(Depariment
of Statz Press lslense #1435, July 25, 1557).
O, Qeneral Assemblir Recclution 510 {VI) of 20 Dacember 1951,
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commission, it was barred from the Soviet zone in Germany and concluded

that there was little prospect of being able to pursue its task.,) 1In
the opinion of some Foreign Ministry officials, Western Germany is "helped"
every time the question of unification is discussed in the United Nations,
and unquestionably the Germans find it convenient to have others willing

to represent German policies before a world-wide audience. But some of the
same officials see great risk in extending such debates to the details of
reunification; the great danger is that the bedrock issue of free elections
will be confused and blurred by the intervention of neutralists with schemes
for "bridging the gap."™ Thus,whilc azsertions of the Western position are

welcomed, United Nations intervention in the matter of reunification and in-

deed in any issue affecting German security is believed to be extremely dan-
gerous to both German and Western interests, The Germans are naturally
alarmed at the prospect of debate iu the United Nations on reunification with
Germany unable to take part in such debates without Western sgreement, to com-
parable participstion by the German Democratic Republic. In such a situation
the West Germans tend to display uncertainty as to the attitudes of the Asian-
African group and are in general dubious about the value o Germany of any
conceivable action by the United Nations, Almost as an afterthought, some of
these officials throw in the suggestion that it would be most unhealthy for

the United Nations itself to take on another insolubls problen. Again, de-
velopments with respect to the status of Berlin could conceivably force a
reappraisal of this view. If the Soviet Union repudiates the Potsdam Agreement,
the West may face a cholce between direct negotiations with the GDR, or seecking
political modalities through the United Nations for continuation of the present

multinational regime for Berlin,
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Relations with Asian<=African Countries

This is the other paramount issue that arises in connection with German

"nonparticipatiod' in the United Nations, and here the lines are rather sharply

draﬁnu One side--which includes a nuwber of government people--expresses
private satisfaction with the considerable advantages Germany derives from
her present position as & non-Member, These advantages are obvious: Germany,
unlike her Western European and American allies, is not forced to choose pub-
licly between Europe and the Asian-African bloc on the.many issues where this
choice arises in the United Nations. Germaﬁy can thus be "neutral," and can
stand aside, helping out where it appears possible, particularly on questions
arising out of colonial issues or bearlng on relations between European coun-
tries and their former colonies. The German observer can thus "do a great
deal for the free world behind the scenes.” As with a number of other Germsn
positions, the current policy is felt to be both "easier" for Germany and also
working to the advantage of the larger alliance and Western community as a
whole,

The other side of the argument holds that the sdvantages of nonparticipa-
tion for Germsny are exaggerated and carry & taint of immorality. While it
is better to have no Germany‘in the United Natione than to have two Germanies,
Cermany, in this view, should be "c¢ourageous" enought to take stands on issues
that arise in the United Nations even as among friends,

The rather peripheral nature of the relationship between the United Nations
and the politically urgent questions of reunification, CGerman security, and
relationships with allies and with the Arab world (see below) go a long way to
explain why, in the words of one rather cynical high official of the German

Press Ministry, the United Nations sesms terribly distant te Cermany, It also
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~makes it possible for an equally high official in the Foreign Ministry to
claim that the German attitude toward the United Nations is extremely "posi-
tive," He asserted that while both bilateral and multilateral approaches

to political and economic problems are necessary, the multilateral approach
is vital; above all in the role which the Secretary General can play in pro-
viding a mediatory element between otherwise irreconcilable sides in the kinds

of conflicts the world confronts today.

Germany, the United Nations, and the Underdeveloped Countries

Germany sees herself as szllied to her Western Eurcpean partners but
at the same time occupying a different category so far as colonial issues
are concerned, This distinction has two roots, In terms of colonies,Germany
is once again in a "heve-not" kind of position compared with Britain, France,
(and the United States,) This tiﬁeg instead of agitating for the return of her
overseas colonies--gs she 4id in the inter-war years, Germany is ex-
ploiting her new "have-noi" status, much es the Itslians are currently doing,
and hoping for the rewards that such political continence deserves, Germany
is also the loser of a war only thirteen years ago in which its partners were
the victors, It is not strange that some of the eriteria which responsible
Germans set up to Jjudge international political actions tend to differ from
those elsewhere in the Western alliance, In the view of some reputable Ger-
mans, the United States was the only country that lived up to the standards
of the UN Charter in the Suez episode, At the time of Suez the German govern-
ment itself may have been unwilling to say anything in public against the French
and the British, butyaccording to Germang today the general publiec, and particu-
larly the students, were highly indignant at the "immoral" action of their pri-

mary ¥Western partners,
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This could of course be explained in psychological terms of the moral
virtue of the former sinner who has hit the sawdust trail, But as a political
fact it has profound significance, particularly as Germany looks out to the
South over the heads of her European partners, The Middle East is once again
a target of serious German attention (as it is of that other purged pariah in
the NATO camp--Italy). As though it needed to be justified, German activity
in the Middle East is characterized by some German officials as based upon
the fear that, in the absence of an energetic policy, the Egyptians and cther
Arabs would do business with the German Democratic Republic which also‘has
technicians and know=how, Obviously the German interest in world-wide mar-
kets for her manufactured goods has an important place in the equation, The
seriousness which Germany attaches to its Middle Eastern policy today provides
at least a partial explanation for German official resentment over British
and French "stupidity" in trying to turn the clock back in the fall of 1956,

The same irritation with this outmoded way of doing business with the Arabs

Was also apparent in the early summer of 1958 in connection with the American
and British landings in Lebanon and Jordan: perhaps no Western European country
was as openly critical in its press as Germany,

It 1s against this background that the German approach to the underdeveloped
countries of Asia, Africa, and the Middle East should be viewed, Some leading
figures in the Foreign Ministry insist that Germany's interest in the under-
developed countries is not essentially a "commercial™ problem and that Germany
does not need markets, but is really "acting for the West" from her highly favor-
able position as a country recently "defeated by the colonial powers," Thus
unencumbered by the colonial incubus, Germany is in a position to rebuild the

bridges between North and South which have been shattered or are now hanging
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by a thread. Whatever thg motives, Germany "feels strongly"™ the need to make
as large as possible a contribution to the economic development of the under-
developed countries., A fund of 50 million Deutschmark has been set up for
bilateral programs, and it is now reported from Bonn that $100 millions is

to be diverted from the domestic reconstruction field to the financing of
capital goods exports to underdevelaped lands.10 Current policy is to press
for better political coordination by NATO in order to enable the representa-
tives of the OEEC member countries to coordinate their economic activities,
But some officials feel strongly that while NATO may be useful to firm up
political objectives, it is not useful as an instrument for aid (as was pro-
posed by the French government a few years ago,) Rather, the United Nations
(or alternatively, the OELC) is seen as the most fruitful vehicle for convey-
ing Western ald to the underdevelopeds, particularly in allaying the suspicions

of recipient countries.

Here the forelign exchange reserve, cited by some as adding up to 30
billion Deutschmark, is a key issue, As indicated above; one side suggests that
since there are "no savings" in Germany, the reserves would have to be replaced
if used for economic development, The other side challenges the point of view
that sees Germany e&s a poor country with recovery only in the industrial sector,
and even within thé government it is privately suggested that Germany could
contribute far more heavily than it has so far to multilateral programs, rais-
ing the additional sums from banks, floating public loans, etc, An SPD Deputy
suggested that at least his party would make better use of the currency reserves,

whether they could actually be expended in this way or not, and by

10, See dispatch in New York Times, August 16, 1958,
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nationalizing industry or through some other undisclosed measure of economy
could make significantly more funds available for foreign aid.

Perhaps the most perceptive joﬁrnalist consulted, one who is often called
the "Walter Lippmann of Germany," acknowledged that the idea of greater econo-
Aic aid was indeed growing in Germany but that it rested on a far more stra-
tegic basis than the one commonly advanced, The fundamental question about
Africa in the German mind is whether Frernch policy will undermine the chances
for successful future relationships, (This was prior to the fall elections
in 1958 in which France's African territories, except for Algeria, were given
tﬁe option of immediate independence.) OCermany, said this observer, does not
want to be in the position of "financing French colonialism"; so long as there
is genuine uncertalinty about where French policy may be taking the West in
Africa, Germany will "hold back." (The Franch idea of a "EurAfrica" in rela-

tionship with the Common Market is, he insisted, not popular in Germany. )
Conclusion

Yt can be readily seen that the United Nations plays only a sscondary
role in German thinking, partly because Germany is not a member of the organi-
zationy, bul also because one of her overriding precccupations-=the cluster of
issues arcund unification and German security--does not geem to lend 1tself
to adjudication or any other form of settiement within the United Nations barriﬁg
2 profound change in Soviet policy (or, as indicated, perhaps in Western policy
too), Again, ore must interject 8 caveal in the face of new communist challenges
to the Western position in Berli- , On the other hand, the second
pracecupations-ralations with the Middle Fast and underdeveloped countsries in

enerai--has 2 direct besring on the United Nations and its capsbllities: the
g = b
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Germans are making use of existing UN machinery and many of them would like
to see it used to a considerably greater extent.

The United Nations is seen as a possibly significant means to assist
in the achievement of the German objective of reaching out, over the heads
of its European allies if necessary, to the world to the South where visions
are today arising of renewed German prestige and renewed German markets for
her future productive output. Those who take the United Nations seriously--
and there seem to be a surprising number of Germans, particularly among the
young people, who have pinned their fiag o this mast--see equally well that
in the absence of German membership, and given Germany‘s continued dependence
upon American military aid for her own security, the future not only of Ger-
nmany but of the United Nations depends upon the capacity of the United States
to keep the free world together and to add to the strength of that free world
a significant portion of the now neutral and underdeveloped areas of the world.
The dual possibilities of a wholly independent German policy toward the latter,
disassociating herself from the West in order to gain an advantageous national
position, &t of a new Rapalle with the Soviet Unicn, are today clouds no big-
ger than a man's hangf. But any Western policy that chose to ignore either
vould be fatuous, The United Nations is today importsnt to Germany primarily
on the first count--for the additional avenues it provides toward ihe achieve-
ment of better relations with the underdeveloped countries, The legitimacy
of thié pollcy can hardly be challenged. But American interseis and indeed
Western interests as a whole could concaivably benefit if Germeny's partners
themselves collectively or even individuaily matched the wigor and insight

which this particular German policy reflects.

71, Some Americen cbservers were quick to note the absence of priority for
free elections in Chancellor Adenaver's reply of November 17, 1958 to
Soviet proposals on peace treaty diecussion, See New York Herald Tribune,
November 18, 1958,




THE CONTEMPORARY ITALIAN VIEW OF THE UN

Introduction

In taking the Italian outlook as a part cf the general Western
European view of the United Nations, two rather basic provisos need to
be made.

First, Italy became a member of the United Nations in December
1955. The commonly-heard reference to the "first decade of the UN" in-
volves a major segment of modern diplomatic and political history from
which Italy, except on gg hoc occa.s:l.ons,1 was totally excluded.

Secondly, Italy, taken as one of the European "six" plus Britain,
is a case apart in ways that transcend the particular differences in
policy and outlook between, say, France and the United Kingdom, or Belgium
and the Netherlands, The Italian difference rests largely on economic
grounds, but these are of such an order that a foreign policy is in & real
sense still a luxury for postwar Italy. Italy is a "half-developed"
country and, as such, faces economic and social problems of the first
magnitude.

The Italian economy today is making great strides forward. Real
national income rose over 5% a year from 1950 to 1957. Industrial ‘produc-

tion rose by 45% between 1953 and May 1958. Italy's gold and dollar

1On February 22, 1951 Italy became a participant of the Trusteeship Council
without vote by virtue of her role as Administering Power in Somaliland
under the Trusteeship Agreement approved by the General Assembly December
2, 1950, The Trusteeship Council revised its rules of procedure to
enable Italy, as a nonmember, to designate a representative and take
part on a limited basis.
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‘reserves are well ahead of 1’rr=mce"$.,2 Major efforts are underway to reduce

the sharp economic disparity between the depressed agricultural South and
the industrialized North, But a few statistics are suggestive of the remain-
ing problem: In 1956 per capita energy consumption in the UK was 5.03 metric
tons of coal; in Belgium and Luxembourg it was 4.34; in Italy it was 1.12.3
Infant mortality rates in 1955 were 20.1 deaths per thousand in the Netherlands
and 25.7 in Britain; in Italy: 48°6°4 Current literacy figures are not
available for Italy, but per capita news print consumption in 19568 was 3.5 kg .
for Italy, while it was 19 kg. in the UK and 10.2 in li'rancee5

It is thus clear that Italian diplomacy and policy toward the rest
of the world through the UN needs to be refracted through the glass of
domestic problems and internal attitudes in the search for clues that wight
illuminate the future, Neither the record of past performance in the UN--
in this case negligible—nor the comfortable stereotype of a common "Western"
mentality., drawn only too often in the American image) supplies the insights

we seek,

The Italian World View

Baron Sonnino, one-time Italian Foreign Minister, adopted for himself

and Italy the motto Alliis licet: tibe non licet——others may: you may not.

See dispatch in New York Times, October 5, 1958,
UN Statistical Yearbook, 1957, p. 322.

Ibid., p. 38,

Ibid., p. 633.
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This self-denying ordinance has again limited Italian freedom of pelicy in
the period since World War Il. And it is the new impatience with such a
policy of restraint that forms one of the themes of relevance to this exami-
nation,

Italy is in transition and is today questioning, if not actually reject:-
ing, what some Italian leaders now call the "old shell" of the postwar de
Gasperi policy. The postwar period has ended and such a policy is, to some
influential policy makers, "outdated and insufficient.” One turning point
may well have been the elections of May 25-26, 1958, in which the Christian
Democrats retained their power but only as part of at least a moderate left-
ward shift in which the Italian Socialist Party gained nine additional seats
in parliament while the rightist parties moved toward oblivion.

The leftist and activist inclinations of President Gronchi have frequently
been remarked on abroad. They were recently supplied a powerful catalyst in
the person of Prime Minister Amintore Fanfani, and today, even more than
before, estimates of the new Italian "dynamism" tend to be personalized.

But the dynamic forces that may be moving Italy toward a greater national-
istic quality in her policy run deeper than personalities, Italy has recovered
sufficiently from the disasters of the last war to be looking once again for

a role in the world. The men in power are, in this view, expressions

of the times and of the national mood. The dangers of neo-nationalism may
well lie in attempts by the Italian government to interpret this new discon-
tent by over-reacting against Italy's previous "subservience" to Western

policies. Italy may have been "cut down to size" by the war and "re-educated"

to international cooperation, but the new signs of national confidence and
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impatience concern more than one thoughtful Italian when he speculates om
the directions in which the nation may be led by a new ferment of national-
ism,

Another relevant theme has to do with tensions within the Western
alliance. Italian feelings toward France are historically ambivalent. fiallan
foreign policy is generally'aimed at supporting France as a counterweighi ro
growing German strength within the alliance, and this is particularly tiue
with respect to the Common Market. At the same time, the accession of
de Gaulle in the late spring of 1958 gave many Italians pause. (Some feel Itsi
Fanfani gained a majority only as a result of the Liberal Party's loss of
strength in the light of the Gaullist coup.) A former ltalian Defense
Minister, in listing to this writer his version of contemporary dangers,
started with the "Napoleonic phase” of Russian aggression and ended with
French "militariém}’ {Britain too has enjoyed a certain amount of Xtalian
mistrust, particularly from the political right, since the Ethicpian sanc-
tions in the thirties.)

These attitudes contribute to the same trend discussed above. A senior
official in the Foreign Ministry privately fears that Italy will be motivated
to a more active international role in the next year or so by concern thatv
France will otherwise gain a preponderant position in Westernm Europe. The
US is enormously popular, but the same argumenf speaks of "unrest with the
American lead"”, as well as these other tensions, pulling Italy out of her
hitherto tranguil political orbit and into a path of activism with
objectives that are yet obscure.

This leitmotif of contemporary Italian political forecasting is worth




looking at rather closely. Italy has been a "good soldier" but sees oihors
successfully practiciug a species of "blackmail™ which leaves the failtiivl
retainers far behind in terms of atiention and assistence, The new leadsrship
feels keenly ihe need for "parity" with the Big Three of the West {although
an issue can still be made in Italy over the old pre-World War I debate ag
t¢ whether Iialy should be the "smallest of the big" or the "biguyest of the
small.") ﬁoreover)since other NATQ menbers such as France are seen to ba
adopting individualistic courses of action, such moves as the Lteilsnat-
tempts at rapprochement with Nesser tend to be justified to questioners in
such comparative terms. ("Germeny extended credits to Nasser--why shouldn®t
we?") There were of course earlier reflections of this attitude in negotis~-
tions leading to the Trieste settlement of October 5, 1954, with some vocal
Italien elements complaining that the US paid far more attention {o Tito's
wishes than to Italy's.

Personalities in the Fawnfsr.i gzovernment gave additional momentum
to the natural tides of events. Fanfani, as his own Foreign Minister,
made a direect impact on the Palazzo Chigi as well as the Quirinale, and
mich was  heard in Rome of his personal "eclique™ in the Foreign Service——
the so-called "Mau Maus" who are known to sympathize with left-wing trends in
the Democratic Christian party, and were recently alleged to have executed
an anti-NATO purge in the Servic306

Unquestionably Gronchi has also been an innovator in developing the

hitherto honorific role of President, particularly in foreign affairs; Western

For recent developments see C.L. Sulzberger's controversial dispatch in
New York Times, November 24, 1958.




memories are green of his earlier calls for an "opening to the left" Wﬁ(ich
by implication would involve collaboration with at least the PSI--the Nanr
Socialists. The latter have moved toward ostensible "autonomy" of the
Communists, and only time can tell what & government dominated by a2 socialist
coalition will mean for Italian foreign policy. Any Italian who takes his
country’s helm today should be watched for signs that they will 'develﬂzz into
significant agents of history.

What is not often said about the new mood is that Italy's domestic
problems are such that nationalism could only be an escape from their exig-
encies. A noted Italian journalist whose cynicism about Italy‘’s future is
exceeded only by his hostility toward the Church @s the arch—eneny of Italian
sociel and economic progress sees Italy, however nationalistic, as the tail
of the European dog, unable to change.its foreign policies even if it
wished to. He depicts Italy as in a prerevolutionary situetion similar to
that of Russia in 1905, and sees the "feudal barons" such as Enrico Mattei,
whose E.N.I. oil interests constitute an "extra-state" with its own foreign
policy and parliesmentary deputies, in the process of "taking over” as the
state disintegrates. This gloomy forecast exaggerates to the detriment of
;:redibility but is nevertheless consistent with other diagnoses in its
profound contempt for the cepacity of the Italian people o make the judg~
ments about foreign policy necessary to sustain its ostensibly democratic
character, A senior Italian diplomat complained to the writer that the
United States fails to urderstand that the "people" are not intelligent; the
Soviet leadership rightly considers the people to be "idiots" and conducts

its foreign policy on this assumption. This comment bears on the frequent
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Italian emphasis on the UN as a propaganda agency. But it also suggests that
Guiseppi Mazzini and Carlo Sforza are not necessarily reliable guides to the

contemporary Italian political mentality.

The General lItalian View of the UN

Itely, as noted, has no real diplomatic tradition as a member of the
UN although‘it has been a member from the beginning of the UN Specialized
Agencies, the UN Economic Commission for Europe, and of course NATO and the
European regional organizations., (Rome is fhe seat of the UN Food and
Agriculture Organization, as it was of the prewar International Institute
for Agriculture.)

But the distinctive features of the Italian view of the UN cannot be
accounted for solely by reference to Italy's unhappy years outside the gates,
barred time and again from the Soviet Union’s first veto of Italian admis~-
sion in 1947 until the package deal of 1955, To be sure, Italy chafed under
these perennial blows to Italian pride. In the eyes of the cognoscenti the
stature of the UN declined in Italy during this period also as a consequence
of the way in which the former Italian colonies question was handled, and
because of the failure of the Security Council to appoint a Governor for the
putative "Free Territory of Trieste.” Certainly Italian opinion was not im—
mune to the more general reaction tq the abortion of the UN's prime role as
the Cold War moved the security focus away from the UN and toward Europe
itself°7 (It is of more than psychological curiosity that Italy, according
to her prime public opinion tester, "cared" more about the UN when her

ambitions for membership were still unfulfilled; she was more interested in

7A detailed account of Italian relations with international orgenizations,

including the UN, up to 1955, is contained in the forthcoming publication of
the Carnegie Endowment for Intermational Peace, Italy and the United Nations,
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becoming a member than she has been since the day of fulfillment. )

Yet there is a still more basic element in the Italian view of the UN,
Italy has its own very special reason for adopting an awbivalent approath
to the UN and its relation to Italy's future. One of the chiefs of the
Poreign Ministry summed it up blandly: Italy has "great respect" for the UB,
but the new requirement that Italy take a public position on every issue
"oreates problems." (It is of course precisely these problems that some lead-
ers in Western Germany seem happy to avoid by virtue of Germany's continued
exclusion from the UN's council chambers=—but with continued access to the
rest of the diplomatic paraphernalia the UN furnishes,) This dilemma is at
the heart of the Italian problem in the UN. Italy's foreign policy thrust,
particularly in economic terms, is once agein toward the south, along the
African littoral of the Mediterranean basin. In the UN, issues between this
revolutionary region and Western Burope tend to be iransformed into painful
political barriers between the two regions.

A former chief of UN Affairs in the Foreign Ministry, while displaying
the typically optimistic symptoms of the UN diplomatic brotherhood, sees
positive virtues in the UN, It cannot solve major political issues but is
useful above all for "educating new countries." It is a "college for every-
one." It forms needful common opinions, and one is therefore justified in
being optimistic. Still, having to stard up and be counted creates "diffi-
culties" for Italy. The "techmicians" who acquire responsibility for mejor
economic and technical assistance programming need better "political sense."
And the West is remiss in failing to exploit intelligently the opportunity

the UN offers to establish contacts with the rest of the world. The Russians,
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on the contrary, have seen this opportunity clearly and have succeeded in
making effective use of it.

The top civil servant dealing with problems of European organization
turns this estimate about slightly. "Italian policy" is an obsolete con-=
ception; one is either for East or West, or one is a blackmailer. The UN
becomes important precisely because it is a stage for the battle and also ihe
scoreboard for its progress. So far the West has & majority, but it is in
process of being lost. The commnists are "poor diplomats " but are winring
in the use of the UN for propaganda purposes. The UN structure must be
defective because it seems to magnify the West's shortcomings and the Russians®
advantages, but the important point is propaganda. This is an art, it is
implied, at which Italians have been known to excel but at which the Western
democracies tend to fumble. Italy is seen to occupy a slightly independent
position as a nation possessing unique advantages in the UN, such as pro-
Arab proclivities and close ties to Latin-America. The awareness of such a
distinction makes Italian concern with Western "propaganda failures" in the
UN uncommonly frustrating.

Soviet experts tend to regard the UN in a somewhat specialized
light ,and those in Italy are no exception. A former communist activist who
is now an influential meuber of one of the more conservative parties con=
siders the UN to be a "danger to the peace." If it is useful , its value is
for propaganda. But on balance neither the UN nor, for that matter, NATO
can develop the necessary political counterstrategy to world communism. The
govermment's leading Soviet expert somewhat shares this view, finding the UN

ineffective with respect to major decisions that must be taken but "halpful"
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to the West in some cases, {Lebanon was a case strongly in point in the summer
of 1958). Both these opinions would tend to confirm the conclusion of a
shrewd observer of Italian politics that Italy as a nantion may not be very
interested in the UN but is acutely conscious of its propaganiia value, And
all of the views cited above would confirm the feeling of the editor of an
important Christian Democratic newspaper that in Italian eyes, the major role
for the UN increasingly resides in its efforts to keep the peace in the
Middle East — the prime target for renascent Italian overseas interestis.

As in many other countries, Italian Government planners tend to make
sharp distinctions between political and economic affairs in directing
Italian participation in international organizations., Italian policy won a
modest success when Italy Joined  the UN Security Council in 1958. But
to some observers outside the Government the single-minded drive for a Secur-
ity Council seat reflected the "anachronistic prestige policy" which sees
such matters exclusively in terms of "discrimination." True Italian interests,
some feel, call for an important role in the Economic and Social Council and
pot the Security Council. One finds this hard to argue with in terms of the
logic of over-all Italian policy toward the underdeveloped countries of the

Middle East and elsewhere.

Suez, the UN, and the US

If popular sentiment in Britain and France castigated the US and the
UN——-often without disfinction—_-—for interfering with their efforts to destroy
Nasser in October 1956, in Italy the reaction was largely the reverse.
Reference has already been made to strains of anti-British and anti-French

sentiment in the Italian international outlook. It is hard to say to what



V-11

extent these prejudices underlay the criticisms of the Suez adventure made

in some Italian eircles. Just prior to the Israeli-Anglo~French attack, {taly
negotiated with Egypt for oil rights in the Sinai peninsula. Certainly the
British-Prench assault on the very object of Italian courtship served to

magnify a latent hostility which was already considerably exacerbated by

the repressive French policy in Algeria. Italy was hurt by the Suez decision,

in which she of course had no part, and many Italians were intensely critical,
particularly as necessary oil supplies were jeopardized.

Some organs of the CD and Social Democratic parties and the relatively
small conservative parties (Liberal, Radical, Republican) supported Italy's
NATO partners. But significant CD elements, including Fanfani and Gronchi ,
pPlus of course the Nenni Socialists, were opposed. Some Italian newspapers
took an anti-Nasser and pro~British line, but many Italians dismiss not only
the supporting newspapers but also the Foreign Ministry's pro-British senti-
ments as wholly unreflective of Italian public opinion. It is of interes:
that public opinion polls at the time of Suez indicated that the popular
reaction was more an expression of support for American policy than of anti-
pathy to Britain and France. In this sense, the general support for the
UN's role could be interpreted as essentially a reflection of pro=Americanism.
A senior Italian diplomat comnented that ten days after the attack most
Italians felt that a larger war had been averted by the US-UN reaction, This
has only to be compared with the lack of such an appraisal in France, for
example, to suggest the gulf between the two national estimates of both that
situation and of the validity and effectiveness of a policy of force in

dealing with Arab nationalism.
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But the general reaction was surprisingly mild, with many — as in
the United States,~— expressing at least private sympathy with the attack
on Nasser. A formercabinet minister who is ultracouservative in his
views characterizes US policy as "stupid" and as having opened the way to
Soviet penetration., At the other end of the political spectrum a profession-
al internationalist believes that if the action had been pulled off quickly
and successfully it would have won Italian approva.lev As it was, some Italians
interpreted it as a sign of general Western \_veakness, of US "uncertainty,"
and as an indication to Europe that the UN should no longer be conceived of
as capable of acting in the interests of the West.

That Italy, however divided her reactions at the time, has drawn the
apﬁropria.te lessons from the Suez episode was perhaps most revealingly dis-
Played in the Lebanese cxriS§is of the early summer of 1958, General reactions
appeared to favor almost anmy UN solution. High government officials were
unanimous in their relief that the UN became involved from the start, in
their apprehension with unilateral US and British intervention, and in their
eagerness to see Italy--as a country with no colonial "connections or
ambi tions"—-contribute significantly to a UN force in the area. One of the
chiefs of the Foreign Ministry privately went far beyond current Western
thinking and policy by advocating a genuinely international UN force, i.e.,
not composed of national contingents, arguing by illustration that a "UN
carrier" could have delivered light observation planes to Lebanon in 24
hours. whereas Italy could not do so even when requested by the Secretary
General.

The Italian view of the UN, not unlike the French view, tends to make a



strong identification between the UN and American poliey. Estimates of the
worth of the UN to Italy depend to some extent on appraisals of the state

oif American leadership. The US unquestionably continues to enjoy widespraad
popilar support in Italy, where anti-Americanism is at a minimum. Compe-
tent observers have noted an even further decliine in anti-American criticism
in ltaly in the last few years, attributed by some to the complexity of
poliey-making in the West since Stalin's death, yielding in tuxrn a greater
telerance for the Americans who face these dilemmas responsibly. But

the Italian political élite retains a questioning attitude that is not
untypical of general Western Europesn opinion at comparable levels. There
is the inevitable feeling that American power is not matched by experience
and maturity, In a fairly restricted circle of conservative thought
"excessive US anticolonialism” is blamed for Nasser and the "loss of

North Africa"” every bit as much as in Belgium, Britain, and France. The US

eon

is seen as "weak, not supporting its strength," and endangering, by its
policy of "hope" toward the Soviet Union, an Italy entirely dependent on
US power. Another increasingly powerful element, referred to earlier, smarts
under the political restrictions attending the role of "WashingtPn"s best
follower"” and is coming to view Italy's benefits as incommensurate.

Even the most balanced and friendly observers privately express their
concern with the American "lack of direction and initiative."” Like
other Europeans, they feel that "constructive criticisms” of American policy
have been ignored by their mighty ally, with the result of encouraging
"unconstructive aspects’ of the same eritical spirit.

As elséwhere, the most specific manifestation of this attitude in terms
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of UN peolicies centers on the question of seating Communist China. UE Chinsa
policy is not suported by either the political left or the political right,

the latter largely for the familiar reasons of hoped-for trade. Responsible
governmental officials indicated privately that Italian dissatisfaction

with US policy may result in an Italian vote in the next year or two in favor of
seating.

Estimates about popular sentiment toward the UN vary widely. Some
Foreign Ministry officials speak of "widespread public support,” others of lack
of publie enthusiasm based on "ignorance" of the UN, particularly before
Italy's admission in 1955. Others agree that the war made the Italian
people basically "indifferent” to all international organizations. But in
still another respected opinion the UN is "favored psychologically” by
Italians generally despite Italy's historical antipathy ﬁo anything labelled
"collective security” and also despite the “"traditionally cynieal bent” of
her people.

(The Italian Society for International Organization--the equivalent of
UN Associations elsewhere--is almost entirely supported (4/5 of its budget)
by direct Parliamentary appropriations of public funds. At the same time it
operates as an independent organization, and only in the last few years has
lost its Communist members from a board still widely representative of all
political factions.)

Any references to the Italian public need to take into account what
may be a greater gap between the well-informed and the uninformed than exists
in any of the other countries surveyed. A leading student of public opinion

who is perhaps in the best position to know concludes that, excepnt for

leadership groups, the general publiec is almost wholly ignorant of the UN
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and sees it as something "distant" and "in the hands of Americans."
According to his findings, the public paid very little attention to world

affairs . even at the time of Suez.

Europe and the UN

Another student of Italian public opinion characterizes public opinion
toward the UN as "rational " while public opinion toward the European move=
ment is "emotional." Certainly if there is any foreign policy issue that has
succeeded in engaging the support and deep commitment of not only Italian
youth but Italian intellectuals as well, it is the movement for European
integration, The Italian risorgimentoof the last century supplies a mean-
ingful analogy for new efforts to unite neighboring political entities.
Clearly, Italy, like Germany, displays a willingness to go a considerable
distance cheerfully for the sake of European unity, and tends publicly to
attribute greater supranational qualities to existing and planned European
agencies than, for example, the French, Italian deputies are often elected
on the "Buropean ticket," and all but the Communists voted for the Common
Market (The Nemnni Socialists abstained but voted for Euratom)., Political,
economic, and social benefits are expected from integration. ("Business
expects the Common Market to save it from nationalization.") Of course,
even discounting the Italian proclivity for political quips, some doubting
voices are heard, and in particular regarding the Common Market. ("The
whole theme in Italy is awidance of internal competition; how can it accept
external competition?"; "Italian monopolies like FIAT fear the Common Market";
"Big business will do all right but medium-sized business ;nd agriculture

will suffer"; "The Socialists abstained because they plan to change its
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complexion when they come into power"; etc.) But the Common Market has a
major role to play in Italy’s immediate future, and the European movement
in general enjoys vigorous interest and support in Italy; the polls show
widespread public acceptance of the specific prices that must be paid for
integration,

Yet in Jtaly, unlike Belgium and the Netherlands, for example, no
comnnection seems to be made between the UN and a mojor development of the
European role. No one could be found who thought in terms of integration as
strengtheninhg the Italian position in the UN. Whether or not this is because
Italy's participation in European organization far antedates her UN member-
ship, Italian leaders do not envisage a European community as of value for
"matching" other external blocs, as do, for example, the low countries. As
Italians see it, European participation relates primarily to internal prob-
lems, and this focus is entirely understandable in a country with two million
unemployed and other pressing domestic problems which have a chance of being
eased by association on a wider economic basis.

At the same time, some Italian planners look beyond Europe--that is
to say, away from it. Italy's solutions may lie not in Europe but in the
Mediterranean, and here a number of Italians believe that UN membership,
rather than being an embarrassment, could perhaps become an advantage. The

last section of this paper examines this theme.

Economic Uses of the UN

Italian planners are divided as to the "multilateralization" of aid to

underdeveloped countries. UN machinery is of course used to finance Somaliland
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under Italian trusteeship (Italy gave $15 million in aid to Somaliland

in the period 1954-6, as well as $1.5 million to another former Italian
colony, Libya,s) The Pella Plan may be dead, but other multilateral avenues
are under exploration for making more palatable the needful contributions by
the Western nations of capital assistance to underdeveloped countries.

There is another side tc the argument. One senior bureaucrat thought
any elaboration of existing UN programs would lead to an incraase in Soviet
penetration of the Middle East. Since Arabs tend to see any sort of
governmental aid as political, the suggested solution was a greatly enhanced
role for private enterprise. The most extreme argument of this nature sees
econonic aid through the UN as a way of sarranging for the Unifed States to
finance the "enemies" of the West.

Italy has favored the SUNFED concept as a way of supplementing the
kind of developmental capital which the International Bank has so far been
unable to furnish. The interest in multilateral forms of ecomcmic aid is a
continuing one. It needs to be repeated that the Itali#n economy is a
"dependent" one to a degree unknown by her Western partners, and that Itsly, as a
"half-developed” country, is intensively wulnerable to the fluctuations of
international economic policies.

Perhaps because Italy is in this ambiguous econoric position, hexr long-
range economic policies are still in process of creation. Some Italian
officials profess to see virtues in both bilateral and multilateral forms
of economic assistance but nonetheless recall that even the modest Italian
contributions to the UN Technical Assistance program came under politicazl attack

at home. (A total of $500,000 was contributed in the period 1954-36;

8. UR Statistical Yearbook, 1957, p. 451.
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in the same period Italy also contributed $100,000 to UNICEF and $1 million
to UNKRA; the 1957 technical assistance contribution--the lira equivalent

of $112,000--is actualiy smaller than the contribution‘or such UN members

ag Uruguay, Egypt, Pakistan, and the Ukranian S‘SOR.,)9 On balance, Italy will
doubtless be on the side of multilateraliém although her own contributions

will be modest.

Italy, the Mediterranean, and the Future

Any political assessment of the Italian view of the uses of the UN for
the present and near future comes to rest in the area of "colonial” policy--
apostrophized beccuse in Italy the term is used pejoratively.

Out of Italy’s role as a defeated nation, and above all out of her loss
of the three African colonies, have emerged opportunities”and ideas for
political and commercial relations across the Mediterranean that are essen-
tially denied to all her allies save the other vanquished nation--~Germany.
Out of this setting has come the economic adventuring of Enrico Mattel and
his government energy exploration monopoly in the Mid-and Near East, carrying
with it such innovative relations with oil producing countries as the 75:20
ratio Mattei negotiated with Iran. Also out of this situation cre can dis-
cern portents of & new mediatory role for Italy as between Europe and Affica,
a role toyed with musingly by high goveranment officials in private, if
doprecated publicly. Those who know President Gronchi best believe that he would
"jump at" the opportunity for Italy somehow to mediste the tensions that

slock better European relationshipsz in the Near East and Africa, e.g. Algeria,

9, Ibid., p. 458. For detailed treatment of this subject see the forthcoming
Carnegie Endowment study referred to im footnote 7.
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relations with Tunisia and Morocco, issues with Egypt. These are tensions whilch
in Itzlian eyes hinder 2 more rapid fulfillment of Italy’s--and the VWest's--
proper destiny in the age now begun., Italien planners realize that Italy is
inescapably identified with Europe. But they are impatient to sece the end

of the Somaliland Trusteeship in 1960 in order to present Italy to the

members of the Arab-Asian-African world even more persuasively as a simon-

rure ncncolonial power.

The gpecific impulses which urge Italiaus inte a major African zoic go
beyond the intimations of destiny which can be sensed beneath the sﬁrface af
Itaitan policy. Italian commercial interests are alert for markets in
Egypt and the Middle East, and Italy's cfficial pro-Araeb policy wos heavily
underscored by the personal gestures of friendshlp mede by Mattel and Fanfani tto
&@d@} CGamal Hasser,'sfill the arch-enery of their next door neighdbor and
‘élly, According to public opinion experts, among the general population the
lower clesses tend to be pro-Arab, the upper classes pro-Israel. ‘The cfficial
policy of pro-Arabism is not & gentimental or emoticnal one but is besod om 2
c#lculati@n of 1taly's ecchomic interests.

The economic motive is not, however, the whole story. Italian tvode
vith the ¥iddle East appears to loom large, particulsriy in the minds of
zajor Italian manufacturers, and theve is much ¢telk of Italian "sconomie
penetration” in the Middle East (in nuch the same vein as the talk of large-
scale markets in Communist Chima). But such trade is only roughly 5% of
Italy’'s total éxternal trade and is small compared to trade with her
Eurcpean partners. Actually, the political éomponeht is equally influon-

tial in defining the Italien role in the uzderdeveloped world and, by exteugicn



in the UN. Italy's geographic position involves strong historic ties with

people across mare nostrum., Some thoughtful Italians corcwive the Middle

East to be the most dangerous area in the world because it lacks an identi-
fisble status quo and is therefore highly unstable. The need to keep peace
in the area is felt acutely, and by simple logic the UN appears to many
responsible Italians to offer the best promise of maintaining peace and
security there. Italian leaders may pursue a more dynamic role in the
area than some of their partners might at least privately wish for, but, as
with the parallel West German penetration, such activity can be and is
publicly ascribed to a wish to improve the position not only of Italy but a2lso of
the entire Western alliance. In several statoments made in late July 1958, then
Premier Fanfani coupled affirmations of support for his allies with the
assertion that Italy, with a knowledge of the Mediterranean area "that goes
back into the millenia," would be in a position to talk to Africans without
arousing suspicions "because since long, we have no possessions to defend
or to extendo"lo Italy is in the front lines of the Western aligament, but

At the same time, Italy has no colonies and therefore is in a

better position to show interest in the national aspirations of

other peoples, withoul arousing distrust and suspicion.

This serves well as a statement of the comtemporéry Itslian theme.

I+ does not necessarily have to lead to a sharp break with either Europe

1yashington, D.C. July 29, 1958. New York Times, July 30, 1958.

uPremier Fanfani in an interview with Leo T. Wrllemborg, Boston Globe,
July 30, 1958.
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or America. Indeed, it comes close to American policy and seems to this
writer somewhat better attuned to the realities of the age than the attitudes
that predominate in France. There is a growing role in the world for
the "middle power," particularly one that can pioneer pathways that the great
powers may discern but are somehow unable to take. Italy may well
create precedents for & new style of European approach 1o Africa. At its
best, the Italian move is designed to demonstrate that the West is capable
of genuine understanding of the new nationalism, and that a self-respecting
and éignified partnership with the West is available,

Idealism is strong in the Italian regime, and,as Signor Fanfani has
written, "Our aim is not to die in a bloody war against Communism. Our aim
is to outlive Commnism, to build a better society that will make Communism

seem old-fashioned and sterileo"lz

If this ide#lism does not apply specific-
ally to the way Italians view the UN, it nevertheless makes it possible for
them to perceive practical uses for the organization in the period ahead,
particularly in the categories of propaganda, politico-military measures
under international auspices to stabilize the Middle and Near East, and
contacts between Europeans and non-Europeans in a setting where the former can
at any rate seek to create an identity of interests, if not a common interest.
The dangérs of a national policy that appears to combine cynicism with
idealism are too familiar in Italy (and elsewhere) to require elsboration.
Machiavelli and St. Francis are essentially incompatible, and ultimately one

must triumph over the other., Italian political cyniclism often reflects

simply a style,and in this sense is a facade. But it may be more than this

lemintore Fanfani, "Italian Democracy Faces Another Test," 36 Foreign

Affairs (1958), p. 452.
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in the current foreigy polley setting. lialy accepis her contemporary rols,
but with regret; above all, she congiders the twWo prime antagonists--ihe
4 and the USSR~-fo be something less than intelligent or morally superior
to their various allies. N¢ one speaks much any more of the danger of = new
Italian imperialism, or fpscism, or communism. Certainly the present evi=
dence counter-indicates auy real possibiiity of these contingencies material-
izing. bBut another latent possibility -— neutralism — should at least be
reckoned with in Western planning. Italian national interests continue to
center on the Western alliance for defense against Communist military aggres-
sion. But as that particular form of danger seems to recede,and as internal
subversion becomes minimized through economic and social progress, other
strong Italian interests may acquire increasing importance. Some responsible
Italians see the role of NATCU changing as the result of possible new agree-
ments between the Soviet Union and the US and do not want Italy to be caught
napping by the change. Balancing the nostalgia for a really uncommitted role
iz, however, a sense of realism which may allow for greater elasticity in
Italy‘s concept of her role in the West but not, at this reading, anything
that could be called positive neutraiism. Much will depend on the impact of
the common market on the I[talian economy, and on the complexion of the Italisn
government .

The pull to the South will remain strong, and will doubtliess increase.
This can significantly affect the interpretation which Italy places on the

UN end its capabilities, for here above all the potentiality of the UK is
growing, rather than diminishing, as its rembership becomes ever more weighted

with new African states and as these states and their political brethren

continue to see the UN as a place where their own intereuts demand to be
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served, Issues of colonialism, economic assistance to underdeveloped
countries, technical aid, and trade and commodity regulation are all cﬁrrent
and potential UN problems on which Italian interests can be expected to
diverge in particular ways from Europe and the US. In another dimension

of Italian interest, the UN can be seen as a prime political and even military
agency to keep the instabilities of the Southern Mediterranean region from
breaking out into uncontrollable violence. The present profile of Italian
foreign policy is not clear as to its purposes,and will not be until the goals
of that policy become more apparent. Certainly the Common Market will loom
larger in Italian policy and planning than the UN in the period ahead: Italy
is serious about Europe. In the UN,Italy will continue to follow the American
lead not because it wishes to but because it must, while at the same time
trying to help loosen up Western policy regarding Red China, East-West trade, and the
like. Italy will continue to play what she conceives to be a special role

vis & vis Letin America and,particularly,the Middle East, and is intensely
serious about the UN role with respect to the latter. If Italian planning
and policies do not yet spell out the full implications of this range of
prospects, no estimate of the future made by an outsider can afford to dis-

count them.



THE CONTEMPORARY FRENCH VIiW OF THE UN

Introduction

This paper, like the others in this collection, seeks to explore the
essence of France's attitude and outlook toward the UN. Toward this end,
it takes as its primary sources the thinking of some prominent and in-
fluential Frenchmen rather than the record of French action and pronounce-
ments in the UN., The technique followed in these conversations, as else-
where in Europe, was designed to set France's UN participation in as broad
a framework as possible, It was hoped that under thése conditions appraisals
about French-UN relations might reflect political reality, undistorted to the
greatest extent possible by the prism of the UN itself. By setting the
analysis within the larger ethos of French policy, it was also hoped to.gain
historical depth,

If it is presumptuous so to characterize a brief study which is based
upon a handful of conversations, however illuminating, it is doubly so when
the nation in question is undergoing a prolonged crisis., It can be argued
that crisis may have indeed become the norm, but there are varieties of
crises. Each period of post-revolutionary French history has made its own
compromise between the perpetually available extremes of Jacobin democracy
and one or another form of Bonapartism. If the Gaullist period through which

France is now passing is serving to sharpen some French qualities and highlight

Vi-1
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certain pdlitical instincts, at the same time other characteristics which may
have greater long-term validity are submerged urder unaccustomed unanimity and
unity,.

For one example, the classic French mode of rationalism and political
logic, however precious or unrelated to political realism, is missing from the
mystique which today animates French policy. To be sure, the contemporary
nystique has its own brand of rationalism, as when with a single stroke General
de Gaulle destroyed the immobilisme which has hitherto paralyzed French policy
toward Sub-Sahara Africa, coming to terms in a breath-taking initiative with
Black Africa’s pcli£1c31 drives., Yet with all admiration for the only political
figure capable of having restored a sense of national coherence and purpose in
1958, one still reserves Judgment as to the accuracy of analysis at a time when,
according to the policy's very author, "face to face with the greatest perils,

nl Amidst his own eloquence de Gaulle

the only salvation lies in greatness,
quotes with high approval Chamfort: "Men of reason have endured., Men of
passion have 11vedo“2 This could well be a paraphrase of the youngsr Oliver
Wendell Holmesy but to & top-ranking Italian diplomat it "sounds like Mussolini,"
and it frightened half to death other prominent Europeans with whom the writer
talked,

French policies under de Gaulle are turning out o be more liberal and
more faithful to France's international commitments than many such European
observers had dared--or perhaps wished--to hope. ILarge numbers cf Frenchmen
appear to agree with the General's conviction that a nation can do nothing without
a firm sense of its own destiny and place in history, Implicit in the Gaullist

thesis is the argument that while France may have been committed tc zctions

vig-3-vis the United States or NATO or the European Community under the

1. General Charles de Gaulle, The Call To Honour, I (New York: Viking Frose, 1205,

Po 520
2, JTbid., p. 301,
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Fourth Republic, it is only by restoring French self-respect and dignity that
these commitments can be meaningfully acted upon. If this argument is sound
and, if the infusions of grandeur really do constitute a needful stimulant and
not a dangerous intoxicant, one would be entitled to conclude that but for this
very process there could be no hope for either a healthy France or a successful
Europe. The test, as it was with President Eisenhower in the United States in
1952, is two-fold, The nation must be reunited, even at the cost of alienating
the most dedicated preelection supporters; and the unpopular and inconclusive
war--whether Korea or Algeria--must somehow be liquidated with honor. DeGaulle
has already registered impressive successes on the first count, The triumph
of the entire political experiment continues to depend on what he can do in
Algeria.

The basic elements of France's contemporary international outloock were
not created by de Gaulle, As they had once before in 1940, circumstances again
created de Gaulle in 1958, With or without him, two overwhelming facts determine
French relations with the wider world, including specifically the UN, at this
stage in her history.

First is the cumulative experience of defeat, starting in 1940 and still
not ended, an experience unknown in precisely the same form by any of her allies
or, for that matter, by any of the recently vanquished. France may have
accepted, however painfully, the defeats of French arms in Indochina and of
French policy in French India, Tunisia, Morocco, and the Saar. But she cannot
accept the ensemble which they represent when one adds Algeria to the roster.
Humiliation and a sense of national loss are bad enough but can be endured, as
the British have shown. Compounded with frustration, the effect is corrosive
and, as #ith the psychologically undefeated Germans in the 1920's, can be deadly.

"Defeat is never so galling as when no battle has been fought.,"3 Algerla has

3, Jean Marie Domenach, "Democratic Paralysis in France," 37 Foreign Affairs
(1958): po 31
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crystallized the trauma of postwar France, and out of this profound disturbance
comes a whole complex of attitudes of xenophobia and chauvinism which the
disaster at Suez spectacularly crystallized. Algeria is a symbol carrying
vastly more weight than even its own perplexities rationally warrant., And
out of the whole sequence of evehts has grown an appraisal of the international
scene which differs markedly from our own and renders suspect any seeming meet-
ing of minds with respect to such problems as the Near East, to take the most
egiregioug example,

At its extremities this view sees all nationalistic movements in colonial
territories as "communistic" and intolerable. The "revolution of rising
expectations" is regarded as a slogan for blackmail of the West., France
"understands” the forces at work, but, in the words of a high officiszl of the
Independent Party, she is "determined to defend the white race and civilization
against communism," A sympathetic view of the claims which this contemporary

revolution makes on Western society for a larger share of
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political and economic power is, to some leaders of the French richt

(and to a certain portion of the center and the lcft), nothing short of

treacon to the cause of Western civiiizationo

One is tempted to describe the second major backdrop for French attitudes
toward the UN in terms of the weaknesses and ultimate collapse of French parlia-
mentary democracy. Much could be said here with the clear recollection that
the only true majorities in the Fourth Republic's deplorable Assembly were
formed around foreign affairs issues, But the more profound fact for our
purpose is the racial memory of France, so to speak, which carries the dual
image of Hitler and of Munich into the present but applies it not so much to
Soviet Russia as to Nasser and the tangled skein of relationships centering on
Middle East nationalism, In a gimplified pepular version of this
attitude, firmly fixed by the Suez expericnce, Naseer "stole" the "French" canal
coﬁpany, Nasser helped the Algerian rebels who are still "killing French boys,"
Nasser is "Hitler," and those who are "&ppeaéing" him are the "men of Munich®
uhd are now being opposed by the "new men"™ of France who are "anti-Munich."
This thesis wonld gbove all apply to ﬁmérican policy, which is "goft" and
“uncertain,™ and to the United Nations which for these pﬁrposes is a dangsrou:
"extension"” of American policy,

Many other things could be said aboﬁt what at the odtset I called the
ethos of the conteﬁporary French world outlook as'it affects the UN and the
Western world's prospects in that organization. Above all, one could point
%o those Frenchman whb do not share. the nyths and'racial terrors which grip
some other Frenchmen (see below), France, says her leading student of public
dpinion, still thinks in terms of the 19th century and is pained and shocked

when her partners do not back her up across the board, In the words of the
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editor of the most widely read paper in France, French chauvinism is a
disease arising from the recent experiences of war and occupation, and the
"primitive” reaction France is displaying is a phenomenon of the political
right only; de Gaulle will keep the anti-US and anti-UN by-products "under

control,” One of the ablest and brightest of the grands commis in the Quai

d"Orsay who have kept France's foreign relations afloat through the numbing

discontinuities of recent years predicts a left-wing reaction within one to

two years, accompanied by one of France's periodic times of political "density.™
St111 another Frenchman :ecently noted that "the fundamental paradox of the

French situation is that democracy cannot be defended against fascism without

nb The issues of 1789 have yet to be setiled in

the help of the Communists.
France, and it is entirely clear that the issues of 1945-58 have not by any
means been played out. Another kind of regime will give rein to tendencies
that are now suppressed or at any rate repressed. This is the warning that

affects every element of the analysié which follows,

The French Image of the UN

The way responsible French leaders view the UN depends on yet another
historic memory: France's paramount position in the League of Nations, In
many important ways the League was an lnstrument of French foreign policygs
An influential view of the UN, on the other hand, sees an organization "sc’
up by the United States™ ¢3 "an instrument to carry out its wishes." As a
battlefield between the US and the Soviet Union, the UN has the same depressing

effect on Frepchmen that it has on Ameriecans, but French reactions have asdditicnal

Lo Toid., po Ll.

5. See Lincoln P, Bloomfield, Evolution or Revolution? (Csmbridge: Harvard
University Press, 1957), Chapters 2, 3, and L.
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dimensions., The memory of Munich sharply defines the French sense of repe-
tition, leading to the logical conclusion that the UN is failing as the League
failed in analogous circumstances, If the UN is an extension of the US, nelther
is "helping" the French position, After the ultimate proof of this insight in
1956, when both the US and the UN "failed" France in Suez--and Hungary--nothing
remsins but at best passive indifference, at worst active hostility,

Even the partisan alignments around the UN have collapsed: if the French
left sustained the League as a device for arbitration of internmstional disputes,
fighting its battles with the politicel right on this ground, the commitment
of the Socialist party to a repressive Algerian policy succeeded in destroying
the possibility of major partisan support for the UN, Tc be sure, public support
for the UN continues to come from certain sectors of the French intelligentsia,
Here also the tradition of concern for an international regime of law persists,
but it has gone undergrdund since Suez.

Some Frenchmen, while styling themselves civilisé, have always distrusted
the word "culturs" as a Germsnic concept. But the notion of culture is implicit
in French suspicions of any proposed extension of UN activities and powers., The
UN, "run by the English-speaking,” has an "Anglo-Saxon siyle," Any elaboration
of that bureaucracy means, to many Frenchmen, the progressive elimination of

French cultural influence--of la civilisation francaise the superlority of which

both as an intellectual style and a political mode remains unquestioned by French-
men at large.

Other kinds of explanations for the negative and often hostile French attituds
toward the UN can be found. One of the few senior M.R.P. politicians to come
out on top in the 1958 political revolution believes that anti-UN attitudes,
particularly on the part of le Général stem from an almost abstract dsvotion

to democracy. If the French peopls so elect, the argument runs, de Cavllie

’
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will opt for European community, possibly even for At¢lantic Union, which would
also be "democratic.™ But the UN involves governments, not peoples, and 1s
therefore "not democratic." The Gaullist view of the UN can only be guessad

at since it has never been really articulated. The limited evidence available
suggests that de Gaulle is not genuinely interested in anything outside of
France's alliance structure., It also suggests that the Great Power directorate
~=-50 long as it includes France-<is the most congenial mode for expressing the
grandeur of France, and clearly favors the Security Council over the more popu=
lous bodies,

Summing up some of the arguments, the UN seems "distant" to most Frenchmen,
while Europe seems closer, The UN is invariably identified with the US, and both
are currently unpopular., France rates the UN lower than the League because her
own status there has diminishedo But these are insufficient explanations for
widespread active hostility, and equally widespread absence of planning for a
more effective and persuasive French--and Westem<policy in the UN, Underlying
these sentiments is a moral stance which developed throughout the years of
debate in the UN about French North Africa and came to & climax with the Suez
fiasco., A man who Jed the French General Assembly delegation several times
se8s the UN as attempting to judge France in the fashion of a court. The UN's
“moral standing™ in France is low because the French have learnad that they
cannot place any "trust" in it, To France the UN is, in the words of a2 shrewd
Swiss observer of French affairs, a "ship adrift" without Western imfluence,
The latter theme recurs time and again; the Fourth Commitiee (Trusteeship), at
whose hands France has admittedly taken a rather consistent pounding, 1lg dangercus

bescause it is "un-European,” The theme of US relations rc-enters here. Ths US
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may be "pro-French" but it has brought about disaster because of its failure
to support France "all the way" for fear of alienating the growing Asian-
African grouping. American efforts to moderate the anticolonial positions
receive no credit whatsoever. |

Thess critical attitudes and estimates come to rest finally on the funda-
mental differences between French and American appraisals of the nationalist
movements in formerly dependent areas. The remedies suggested grow out of
the divergent diagnoses of the problem. In the long run, according to current
French doctrine, the American policy of "appeasement" will only succeed in
"losing” the Asian-Arab-African world, Strength is the only thing the Arabs
understando This proposition rests on two major assumptions American policy
has generally rejected: unyielding defense of the status quo is the path to
"yictory"; "compromise" is the path to "defeat." The September 1958 referendum
offering immediate independence to all African dependencies except ilgeria re-
presented a profcund deviation from the earlier French doctrine, and it is a
tribute to the Gaullist magic that France accepted this volte-face. But the
underlying philosophy of the status quo powerfully affects the spirit in which
France continues to estimate the present ard future value of the UN.

This is not the entire story, Even in its present state of political
hypnosis, France contains many thoughtful people who will supply correctives to
the severity and intrsnsigeance of the more general view,

In one view, if the UN has betrayed the moral values by which the West lives,
it still can be used to "advance those values" in the world, It is in this
sense a useful tool, although on balance it remains something to be "put up

with," and certainly not an asset., Another figure in the political center
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wishes to see the UN strengthened and wants it to "succeed," In this view, only
‘the "ignorant"” identify the UN with the US without differentiation, and the
leadership elements who encouraged this twin prejudice at the time of Suesz

were motivated by considerations of "party politics,"”

An official of the M.R.P, approved on behalf of his party the "principles"
of the UN, and the "historical necessity" of its existence. But the difficulty
is in practice. A high foreign ministry official merely confirmed his membere
ship in the international brotherhcod of diplomats conecerned with UH effairs
when with massive understatement he allowed that criticism of the eolecnial
powers in the UN constitutes a "problem,"” But the problem gbes beyond pro-
cedure or practice, even in these milder statements. One thoughtful politician

likened the UN General Assembly to 1'Assemblee Nationale, with all the invidi-

ous compariscons this connotedo The UN, he concluded, is too wrapped up in short-
term politics and tensions for even "liberal" Frenchmen to look ahead rationally
to its possible future uses, such as--my suggestion, not his-=helping to bridge
the gap between Europe and Black Africa.

The political party raceiving the largest ehare of votes in the November
1958 French elections was not even in existence in the previous summer when the
conversations were held which form the basie for this rsport. From the moment
of de Gaulle's investiture in the frenetic final week of May 1958 the tiraditional
parties ianrance in many ways ceased to exist, Since 1956, when Guy Mollet took
his stand on behalf of the Socialists, all parties save the Communisis and Radical
Socialist remnants who follow Mendés=France have been officlally committed to a
strong national policy toward Algeria, There is thus no real political opposition
in France, especiaily since the failuré of the left to forestsll de Gaulle's

accession to power. As de Gaulle himself invents new formilas with regard to
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Algeria, new lines may come to be drawn. Until then, France presents a novel
surface appearance of political harmony, and one seeks in vain for "issues”
as between parties all of whom--with the exceptions noted above--were "in the
government" through the period until the formation of the Cabinet in January 1959.
Having said this, one can still make some general observations based on
views not of the party "leaders," many of whom have suddenly become political
corpses;, but of some party functionaries and executives. The UN as such is
not a party issue in France, particularly since the great majority of Frenchmen
ignore it as a factor in any way affecting their lives and fortunes. The
spectrum of partisan differences is thus limited. The Socislists are conceded
to be more "internationally minded," but to some observers even they have
already lost their distinctive flavor and have become bourgeois and conservativs.
Their sympathy with the predominantly bourgeois class of colons in Algeria is
even heretically ascribed to "class" ties., We have mentioned the Mollet version
of Nasser as Hitler and Suez as Munich, The UN takes its definiton from this
vision: "If the United Nations is to yield systematically before the desires
of dictators, and require, on the other hand, that it be obeyed untiringly by
the democracies, then it is no longer an organization worthy of its international
eharactero"6 Mollet's Foreign Minister, Christian Pineau, drew the picture even
more finely:
Some think the international organization could modify

the Algerian problem. I must say that while France is pre-

pared to set forth the problem it never will accept orders.

There is no question of our leaving the UN, We feel that

the Charter is necessary and we intend to make it work to

our advantage.

Though France greatly desires to adhere to internation-
al rules, it does not accept the idea of one-way rules, which

some obaervs and vhich others merely interpret to their own
advantage,

6. OCuy Mollet, quoted in New York Times, May 16, 1957,
7. Christian Pineau, remarks at Le Mans, August 18, 1957, Quoted in New York
Herald Tribune, August 19, 1957,
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The default of the French Socialists as the classical European advocates
of greater internationalism has thus assigned that role elsewhere in the poli-
tical left. A leading political spokesman of the M.R.P. explains general
French hostility to the UN as due to the faet that the Communist party tends
to "talk about it." The standing of the UN would be higher, a= in the case of
the Korean War, if the Communists opposed it. (On the other hand, the chief
permanent official of that party hastened to add that "everyone accepts the
prineiple” of UN membership, and that the political center was "less suspicious”
of the UN than the actively hostile right.) Perhaps only the followers of
Pierre Mendes-France--which category included many of the brightest young minds
in France-~have any enthusiasm for the notion that the UN can and should serve
as an instrument for the development of more effective relationships between
the West and the remainder of the world. The Foreign Ministry official who
privately--and sympathetically=-voiced this belief agreed that day-to-day
developments in the UN still appear to most other Frenchmen as contrary to
French interests.

A senior official of the Independent and Peasants Party, whose leader~-
Antoine Pinay--is de Gaulle's chief economic lieutenant, described his party
as "patriotic” but not "nationalistic," extremist pa;ty spokesmsn like Duchet
to fhe contrary notwithstanding., He forecast, presciently in the light of
events, a realignment in which the "new conservatives" would emerge as a party
resembling the British Tories, more nationalistic and more devoted to free
enterprise than previous alignments of this order. One can assume that such
a grouping would sustain the general French antipathy for the UN as presently
constituted. If one accepts the forecast of a new coalition on the left, post-

de Gaulle, still many perceptive French observers would see a continuation of
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present policies regarding the UN, with only the possibility of a greater
official interest in expanding the UN's technical and economic programs.

Appraisals of French popular attitudes toward the UN, as contrasted
with elite or official or party attitudes, find common ground in the conclusion
that the UN is "not popular" with the French people, that the public is
"indifferent and ignorant"--although not necessarily hostile--and that, zbove
all, the French pecple consider the UN as "unfair" to France, specifically as
it "helped totalitarianism" by its dual responses to Suez and Hungary. The
public does not support the UN because it "doesn't care"™ and is preoccupied
with internal problems,

The French UN Association, once active in many French centers, is now
dormant; it certainly does not seek to influence the Government as in the
US and, to some extent, Britain.

The leader of the powerful Foreign Affairs Committee of the French
Chamber of Deputies explained that his committee is fully aware that the
US must lead the free world, and that "it can do this only within the UN
framevworik." But he added that this educated view must be modified in practice
by the conviction that the average Frenchman, while perhaps willing to accept
the UN as the price for American leadership, expects that his government will
pay no more attention to that orgenization than it absolutely has to,

His summation was that France attaches the greatest importance to the

US .and none at all to the UN,
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Suez and Hungary

Estimates vary as to the impact of Suez and Hungary on France's broad
attitude towgrd the UN. One of the leading Parisian editors asserts that
only a minority was actively anti-UN at the time of Suez. (In a Swiss
Jjournalistic view, French newspapers were a prime factor in "prejudicing" the
French people in that period.) There is some evidence that the "younger
responsibles™ do not go along with the predominant reaction. One specialist
believes that the US is more blamed for frustrating French designzs at Suez
than the UN, whose role is "forgotien." But a Frenchman of great prominence
¢laims that the whole experience is not forgotten and "will never be," given
the "fact" that the Algerian question would be "solved" by now if the US and
UN had not "propped up" Nasser. (France, says this personage, is now "proven"
to be vindicated since the US and other Western powers '"now see" that France
was "right.") An Italian diplomat who was in Paris at the time felt that the
French ﬁere "unénimously“ furious with the UN for damaging French "honor."

He sees French hostility to the UN as having increased markedly since Suez,

A rightist politician believes that Suez may be over with but that it
"poisoned" trans-Atlantic relations for a long time to come; Suez was the
®"cross-roads" of the entire Western position vis-3-vis the Middle Fast, and
the so-=called humanitarian attitude of the US and UN contributed to & new
Munich in which the "patriotic" French people will never understand the sup-
pression of their policy.

That this opinion was not unanimous is attested to by the admittedly
lonely voices who deplored the French Suez adventure. Ironically, some
intellectuals who were anti-fAmerican prior to 1956, largely because of imerican

support for NATO, were made pro-American by this country's stand in tha W



VI-14

at the time of Sueg, Yet those who feel that the US-UN stand may have
averted a widespread and possibly unhanageable war are almost wholly un-
représentative of the great majority.- It cannot be concluded yet that
France as a nation lsarned anything from the Sueg episode, in the way that
a growing number of their collaborators across the Channel have, however
grudgingly.

As for Hungary, a guess can be hazaided that a majorityb-possibly:é
large majority--of Frenchmen would have enthusiastically supported Western
intervention at the time. The UN is condemned in other countries, including
the United States, for not having done a "damn thing™ in Hungary, in the
wo:hs of a leading French politician with long UN experience. But there are
not many other countries of which it can be said that while there was no
bloodshed in the near civil war situation in Mav of 1958, blood did run
in the streets of Paris in October 1956. There is little or no support for
the view that Western crossing of the de facto truce line between East and
West ‘to support the Hungarians might have precipitated all-out warfare,
despite the fact that the same Frenchmen often resist other lesser moves on
the grounds of provocation of the Soviets, One does not look for logic here,
or even a sense of political responsibility. The emotions of France were
profoundly touched by the Hungarian uprising and its brutal suppression, and
the dignity of the West is fermanently izpaired in French eyes because it did
not do what at the time it felt it must. |

The US and the UN

Closely related to these popular sentiments is the body of French atti-
tudes toward the US. Reference has already been mede to common strictures on

American policy. The latter is invariably described as being characterized by
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incertitude, specifically regarding the Middle East and, most particularly,
how to deal with Nasser. The UN, in this view, is even more of an image of
American foreign policy, since it reflects in its succession of criticized
actions the "vacillations™ of US policy.

It was of course not vacillation by what was in a sense the unexpected
certitude of American policy at Suez which left France resentful and suspi-
cious, At a different level it is the relative consistency of American atti-
tudes of anticolonialism which baffles and even infuriates the French. It is
surprising that this irony should be lost on the French for the US has compro-
mised its own "principles" more than once in the UN in response to French
pressures., But logic actually counts for nothing in the argument., The US,
says a high Qual d‘'Orsay official,'should act like the "great, strong, rich
power it is, instead of seeming to be ridden with fear" of the Soviet Union
and uncertainty hovw to deal with Middle East nationalism, postures which end
in encouraging chantage--blackmail--from these "enemies of the West." Many
others in the right and center of the French political spectrum share the view
of the urgency of a bold display of American power. But the dilemma for Ameri-
can policy is underscored when a left-wing intellectual criticizes with equal
vigor US incertitude but this time because we do not settle down more consistently
on the other side of the fence; that is to say, in the direction sought by
those few who approve of the basic American interpretation of the drives behind
contemporary Arab and other non-European nationallsm,

Perhaps the soundest conclusion is that French attitudes toward the US are
ambivalent. Students of French public opinion believe that French anti-Ameri-
can attitudes stem largely from disappointment with our failure to lead the
kind of counterrevolutionary crusade many Frenchmen sincerely and even passionately

believe is the only sound policy to be followed. Rationally, American and
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French interests are seen to coincide, at least in the Atlantic area, While
it may be misleading to say, as one official did, that only the "uninformed"
criticize the US, a certain oscillation can be detected between the two poles,
Anti-Americanism has doubtless diminished'since the fall of 1956, but it re-
mains a chronic victim of the French weakness for blaming.French troubles on
foreigners. In this the French are of course members of a far wider human

family.,

The UN, Europe, and French Security

France has today the very guarantee her policy was dedicated to seeking
throughout the interwar years prior to 1939, The United States unequivocally
guarsntees Frenc@wipgependence, and perhaps for this reason France feels freer
to mane;;;;‘;iéhin the coalition than she might if less sure of her position.
The UN as a security instrumentality impresses France even less thsn her allies,
particularly those Cenadians and others who are actively thinking through the
security assets of the UN in limited military situations where great powser
intervention might bs disastrgusb Her most UN-oriented civil servants dis-
courage the UN force idea by using the budgetary argument so familiar in British
--and, for a time, American--Treasury circles, as a means of frustrating political
action (although allowing that an ad hoc UN force "might" be useful in certain
caf@fully defined situations.) Europe, on the other hand, has nﬁt only security
potentialities for France bﬁf fepresents a profound political nostalgia, perhaps
as a substitute for earlier French attachment to the League of Nations.

Some Socialists and centrists see the European movement as a source of
nonemilitary security to Franee, But at the currently weightier end of the

political scale there is little resemblance to the Dutch insight that creation
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of a European Community would strengthen France's position in her UN contacts,
Such an estimate would need to have for its premise a reduced vision of French
stature, and this is a vision few Frenchmen appear to have accepted., Still,
Robert Schuman and other advocates of European Community have advanced the
argument that France’s interest lies in seeking to unify European politics

to remedy the disequilibrium in the UN which gives disproportionate strength
to the "prejudiced" and "fanatical"™ blocs now "riding rough-shod™ over the
"weak and divided" Europeanso8 For a time after the shock of Suez, particu-~
larly given the UN's part therein, it seemed as though the French would embrace
Europe with a new intensity, on the rebound, as it wereo9 "0ld style French
nationalism" may have disappeared at the moment when all but the extreme right

voted for the marché commun, It may be true, as claimed by a right-of-center

politician, that all but Communists, Mendeésistes, and "ultras" are genuinely
pro=NATO and pro-European integration. But the Gaullist presence has raised
new doubts and created new hazards to the fulfillment of this trend insofar
as it requires sacrifices by France, other than those sacrifices aimed at
restoring ""greatness." It remains to be seen whether the devaluation of the
franc and remcval of certain import quotas in late 1958 means that France is

prepared to abandon significant elements of her traditional proiectionist policies,

In the absence of lucid statements of policy from the primary source,
de Gaulle's real attiludes are generally derived frcm political gossip or,
at best, deductions from rather slender evidence. The former asserts that

de Gaulle dislikes Monnet--"M, Europe"--and that Soustelle is opposed to the

8. Robert Schuman in "lLa Politique Extérieure," Forces Nouvelles, June 1956.

9. Thomas J. Hamilton commented from Paris in July 1957 that "the majorities in
the French Assembly in favor of ratifying both the common market and the Furatom
treaties were larger than they would have been but for the Suez crisis and
the attitude of the United Stutes and the United Nations," New York Times
July 16, 1957. ’
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concept of European intepration. The latter suggests that French economic
impulses regarding meaningful European integration are really inconsistent

in fact and in promise with, for example, the liberal economic policies of the
Federal Republic of Germany. Pro-integration forces in Europe, in the Nether-
lands,for example, take heart--or half-heart--from the General's apparent
willingness to leave economic and financial-policy matters to Antoine Pinay,
who is "teachable," The devaluation of December 1958 was perhaps most signi-
ficant because it was done in cooperation with France's European partners.

The cynical French journalist's interpretation of all French foreign
policies as determined by domestic political maneuverings is applied, mutotis
mitandis, to European policy., Most Frenchmen are basically "indifferent" to
this subject (except for "periodic moments of passion" as with E.D.C.)., Euro-
pean policy has thus been "manipulated” by its opponents as a pretext to attack
the "hated" Pled Piper of the liberals and intellectuals, Pierre Mendes-France.

As Americans interpret the French national interest, nothing merits a
higher priority than some form of marriage with Germany within the context of
"The Six," and the rapid restoration of Europe's capacity to wield political,
economic, diplomatic, military, and cultural power through a new-found uﬁityo
The French view, however, operates at a lower level of abstraction, where it
continues to suffer from traditionél antl-Germanism, concern with Empire,
conventional economic doctrines and practices, and the nationalism for which
de Gaulle has been the catalytic reapgent. The situation is full of irony. 1In
rejecting with hauteur the notion of utilizing international organization as
one of the pqssiblé means for cultivating the political strength needed to
enable France to play the great power role she desperately clings toy she

thus holds back from what may be her only alternative to continued weakness
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and ultimate isolation. General de Gaulle believes that without a renrewed
quality of pride in French policy, cooperation within the European framework
is impossible. His choice of Germany's Adenauer over England‘'s Macmillan in
the negotiations on the proposed Free Trade Zone in late 1958 proved to some
that the theory was sound and boded well for Europe as a whole. But France's
gamble with history is plain when one perceives that the very quality of pride
with which she is ﬁo be rejuvenated may also be the barrier to accession to &

more durable role in the world.

Africa, Colonialism, and Underdevelopment

In any discussion of the issues involving the UN and colonialism, relations
with the Asians and Africans, and the economic development of underdevelcped
countries, all roads lead to Algeria (Jjust as for Belgium they lead to the Congo)
Perhaps this is one reason why so many otherwise intelligent French leaders
aitomatically equate anticolonialism with communism, The succecsses of anti-
colonialism's historical sweep havs, in the eyes of many leading Frenchmen,
spelled a major communist victory. If Europe is completely "thrown out" of
Africa (i.e., Algeria) it means "the end of the free world." A "few more Nassers"
and NATO ies finished. Inherent in the argument is the sssertion that the whole
process was pre#entible, and here lies the most profound difference in interpre-
tation as beiween France and the United States, US policy toward Indonesia and
Egypt, asserts a senior Foreign Ministry official, opened the floodgates for
"communism” in both instances., Why, he bewailed, cannot the US emulate the
French and British, who "directed the world" in the 19th century?

In the Ministry of Overseas Territories there 1is greater acceptance of the
inevitabllity of independence for France’s African territories. France is caught
between her territories and the UN, and the pressure to cease the transmission

of information to the UN for what have now become "autonomous" regions comas nob
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from the metropole but from the "political leaders within the territories.”
There is a clear recognition here that, whatever additional autonomy and

self-government may be accorded to the colonies, their ambitions will not



- VI-20

be satisfied short of independence. If the Gaullist referendum under which
France offered independence (and immediate severance of French economic rela-
tions) represented a new triumph for French colonial policy, it may still be
true, in Renan's ironic phrase, that ?inatitutions are destroyed by their
triumphs,”

The process got out of hand at once when Guinea was elected to UN member-
ship at the close of the General Assembly session in 1958, before France could
implement its second thoughts sbout "complete" severance of ties. It was com-
pounded when Chana and Guinea announced their putative merger while the latter
negotiations were‘still underway. Other territories which opted to remain in
‘the French union may have their own second thoughts. "Non-Frenchmen" are once
again endangering the development of what seems to France an entirely rational
and even, to some, dangerously generous policy. A vigorously liberal French
publicist expressed his confident belief that the African blacks, unlike the
Arabs, are "practical” and "not in a hurry." Their emancipation may take "50
years," so the obvious procedure is for both sides to "cooperate™ in the mean-
time. And a senior French Africa affairs specialist urges that in this process
France and Belgium might well cooperate in joint appraisals and even actions,
instead of continuing to function in "water-tight compartments" in Africa,

But the new UN Economic Commission for Africa arouses the profoundest mis-

givings, The same fonctionnaire fears the kind of "bureaucratic" international

intervention implicit in the new UN body, and predicts that local forces--not
"France"--would resist such intrusion. The ECA will, he predicts, find Africa's
needs far greater than it had antieipated, with "everything demanding a priority,"

and with the recipients expecting the one thing the UN cannot supply: new
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capital. France will go along out of a kind of motivation her friends might
well pondér. According to this éfficial(one of France'!'s ablest) the UN's

effort will do a number of salutary things. It will illuminate the problem
for the rest of the world. It will show that Western rule was not the cause

of economic and social underdevelopment. And it will show les sous—developpé;s

how they have benefitted from the free market, (0fficials concerned with UN
affairs are more tolerant of the ECA's chances of success, but only if it re-

mains "technical® and entirely free of "political passions,")

In the sister Ministry of France of France d'Outre Mer the approach is different.

France, it is apreed, will participate in the ECA, although without enthusiasn,
But Ministry officials have urged such participa tion on the Government on
"realistic" grounds: the UN and its agenciés are "here to stay," and, moreover,
can be an "advantage" for France in her relations with Sub-Sahara Africa,
Other Frenchmen are, it is held, beginning to sense this, on the practical
ground that France simply cannot afford the investment of financial and human
resources needed in Africa over and above the even higher priorities reaquired
with respect to metropolitan France and, of course, Algeria.l France, in this
view, confronts the alternatives of help from the US, the UN, or "Europe.® If
the UN will "help," France ought to agree readily to her particim tion. Even
Government circles are beginning to react.ggainst the defeatist sort of isblé«
tionism found in-so-called "Cartierism," which writes off Africa because France
mist confine major capital investment to her own needs. Algeria must come before
Black Africa, but this cannot of course be admitted publicly to ‘the latter.
French politicians rarely evpress the sort of balanced view just elaborated,

Some speak in terms of the classical mission civilisatrice, whether explicitly
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or not, when they continue to advocate a "joining of the races" in a
"Commonwealth,™ nevertheless governed by force, when necessary, as something
the Africans "understand well,"

Spokesmen of parties closer to the center and even slightly to the left
may agree that certain "forces" are at work in the underdeveloped countries
which cannot be ignored, and that France should not walk out of the UN, But
the conviction persists that nationalism, particularly in the Mediterranecen
basin, "opens the door to communism.,” (No one ever commented as to what doors
nationalism in France might open.) Even further to the left, furnishing one
of France'’s most fascinating political paradoxes, the possibilities of using
the UN as a "bridge" to the underdeveloped countries is often rejected on the
ground that "bridging the gap" is equivalent to "unconditional surrender."
France; it is announced, will "never" leave Africa.

That French opinion regarding underdeveloped and anticolonial countries
is filtered through the prism of Algeria is quite evident and does not require
further elaboration here. For that matter, it is probably preferable to treat
the Algerian question not at all than to treat it inadequately. French sensi-
bilities have of course been newly shocked by the US abstention on a resolution
calling for negotiations leading toward independence, which barely falled to
pass in the closing days of the 1958 General Assembly., What can be said is that
despite the dementi of Quai d'Orsay officials, even in private, there exists an
obvious connection between France's agonizing entanglement in North Africa on
the one hand, and on the other the French vision of the UN as a possible agéncy
for economic development of underdeveloped territories (or indeed for any other
constructive purpose). Another point to be made here is that French justifica-

tions for retention of Algeris are tending more and more to emphasize its
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international nature, not in the sense which France rejects in the UN, but
in terms of the mutual needs of "Europe" and Africa, and in particular the
value of newly exploited Sahara oil resources for the"European and Atlantic
communities.” Finally, there is the growing re#lization, especially in senior
civil service ranks, that while "France must stay in Algeria™--an assertion
few French outside of extreme left-wing cireles will debate--if reforms are
not quickly consummated elsewhere in Africa the moderates throughout French
Africa, including Algeria, will be irrevocably buried under extremist pres-
sures. To a few, this leads once again to the possible uses of the UN in ad-
vancing such reforms;, through technical and even financial assistance. But
even they see no possibility of a French initiative in this direction.
Noncommunist intellectuals have no solution to the dilemma of Algeris,
but perhaps because of this they tend to speak not of solutions but of what
will be necessary "after the war ends." What will be necessary, they say,will be a
rethinking of long-range French policy toward the Arab world and also the
rest of the formerly colonial regions to the south., Few signs exist that
these long=term 1ssues will be faced up to until, one way or another, Frunce's

travell in Algeria moves into a new asnd somehow less hopeless stage.

Conclusions

The great gulf which separates the French view of the UN from the
American view is illumineted by recent findings sbout US public attitudes
toward the world organization. In all US citles surveyed, community leaders
were broadly in favor of the UN and its objectivesol0 The most frequent
criticisms of the UN were that it is, if anything, too weak, and considersblc

support exists for increasing its powernll Soon after Suez and Hungaxy, T77%

10. The United States Public and the United Nations (¥ew York: Carnegie
Endowment, 1958), p. il
llc :[bidcg po 15')
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of those Americans interviewed felt that the UN was doing a good or fair job,
and 85% believed that it was very important to "try to make the UN a sucéesso"12
Comparable figures for Francel3 show that important segments of French opinion
hold markedly different views,

- Some bases for the negative and resentful French spirit toward the UN
and--with the possible exception of some of the Speclalized Agencies--its
works, have been éuggested in this brief paper. Algeria is a key factor., But
what‘Algeria really does is to concentrate in a single focus the whole complex
. of issues on which France has fought a losing battle, whether political or
military, since World War II, The UN is one of several major symbols of the
receding French world position, In the French appraisal of the forces of
status quo and revolution in the former and transcolonial world, the UN--and
US policy as well--often fall into the category of hindrance rather than help,
Like the South Africans, the French have been moving toward the policy of stating
their case in the UN rather than walking out of the Assembly as they did.in
1955 over the issue of Algeria., But it still seems a minority position in
France which acknowledges profound changes in the African status quo, dis-
tinguishes Arab nationalism from communism, seeks through Europe or elsewhere
a higher form of world order and world law, and interprets the present day UN
as at least a potentially helpful agency vis-@-vis the non-Western world,
specifically through economic, social, technical, and technological cooperation,
The present quest for national grandeur may succ;ed at the expense of relative
isolation from regional and global trends toward greater integration (and possibly

even at the expense of French security itself)olh

ﬁ Ibido, po 90

13. To be published in a subsequent paper within this series,

1. According to a dispatch from the December 1958 NATO meeting in Paris,
"Responsible French editorialists stated bluntly that France would not
co=operate in the installation of missile bases here, permit the stock-
piling of nuclear weapons under U.S. control in France or integrate her
tactical air defense forces under NATO command until her political condi-
tions had been met." Boston Herald, December 19, 1958,
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If the present apolitical inierval in French history is succeeded by a
new alignment, if after de Gaulle the more characteristic tendencies of French
politics come to life once again, the presently submerged themes may well
‘reassert themselves as they become associated with power and the capacity to
act, It is doubtful that the General can entirely end the oscillation which
he prefers to describe as "swinging perpetually between drama and mediocrityo"15
bee than perhaps any other country of Western Europe, French policy and plan-
ning toward the external world faithfully mirror domestic attitudes and the
strategic and tactical interactions of French internal politics.

France may have enduring national interests, but historically these are
subject. to profound reinterpretation in the light of changing domestic pres-
sures, It is this very quality, combining intransigeance with the capacity

for major political bouleversement, which enables Charles de Gaulle to try

to reassemble the French sense of identity, and which might enable a successor
regime to move in directions which the present, for the best and the worst of

reasons, chooses to leave to the future,

-

-~ 15. Quoted.in New York Times, December 29, 1958,
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