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~Preface-

This thesis is an attempt to determine the sclidari-
ty of the Inter-American system during the consideration
of the Spanish question in the United Nations General
Assenbly. The olaim haa been made repeatedly that the
United States exeroises a dominating control of the
Inter-American system. It is hoped that this study has
presented evidence that the United States has not domin-
ated the views and activities of the other twenty repub-
lios of the Western Hemisphere on the Spanish question.
These aspeois of the Spanish question are still oontenm-
porary, and therefore it is necessary first of all to
determine what has happened. To the historian, with
information that will be available later, is left the
task of determining why these developments occurred.

It 1s the writer's wish to acknowledge the generous
assistance of Dr. Robert Turner, whose supervision and
advice were invaluable in writing this thesis. Grati-
tude is also sxtended to Alvaro Telxeira Soares, Alter-~
nate Representative of Brazil to the United Nations, for
providing the materials that made 1% possible to write
Chapter Y1I of this thesis.
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Chapter 1
Introduction

X

The Inter-American system 1s the oldest existing
regional arrangement in the world. It includes the twenty-
one republics of the Westsrn Hemisphere: Argentina, Boliv-
ia, Brazil, Chile, Colombia, Costa Rica, Cuba, the Domini-
can Republio, Ecuador, E1l Salvador, Guatemala, Halti, Hon-
duras, Mexico, Nioaragua, Panama, Paraguay, Peru, the
United States, Uruguay, and Venezuela. Canada is the only
independent nation in the Western Homisphers mot inocluded
in the Inter-American system; as a dominion in the British
Commonwealth of Nations, Canada does not dbelong and has
never belonged to the Inter-American system. All colonial
possessions of European Powers are also excluded.

The Inter-Ameriocan regional aystom'hau its basis not
only in the geographical relationship of the mations in
the New Norld, tut also in the fact that in the 18th and
19th centuries the Inter-American states developed almost
together from a colonlal status to becoms sovereign atates.
A great part of eastern South America lies in olose prox-
imity to the Eastern Hemisphere, and distances are shorter
between these parts of South America and Europe than be-
tween the United States and these parts of South America.



However, the distance factor was early overcome by the
American nations because of & mutual interest in maintain-
ing their freedom from Europe.

The cu}tural, religious, social, linguistio, and his-
‘torical ties between the Roman Catholic Hispanic American
countriee and the predominately Protestant Anglo-Saxon
United States are few indeed. Ties of culture, dlood,
language, religion and history bind most of Hispanioc
America to Spain. PBragzil is related to its mother country
of Portugal in language, religion, race, history, and cul-
ture. Haitl has a predominantly Negro population with a
French language and culture. JNative Indian dlood is more
prominent in Hispanio America than in the United States
where almost all traces of the aboriginal have been elim-
inated in the national xacial complexion. Non-Whites are
A minority in the United States, while Fhite crecles are
often & minority rxather than a majority in Hispanic Ameri-
ca. (The exceptions are Argentina, Chile, Costa Rica, and
Uruguay.) As a result of a large jamjigration in the 19th’
century, the population of the United States became mostly
European. Hispanio America also received European immigra-
tion at that time but in lesser numbers.
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The Inter-American systes was founded on the fact
that the United States emerged in the 19th ocentury as a
bulwark against European imperialism. The lNonroe Dooctrine
in 1823 declared that the United States was opposed to fur-
ther XEuropean ox Asiatio oolonisation in the Western Hemis-
phere, and since that time the Dootrine has been a continu-
ous polioy of the United States. However, the ionroe Doo-
trine was not a self-denial polioy of the United States;

1% in no way limited United States freedom of action in
the Western Hemisphere. Acquisitions of huge areas of
Mexioan terxitory, for example, were the results of United
Btates aggression and expansion. Hispanio Americans have
often assajled the Monroe Doctrine for reserving the Wes-
tern Hemisphere as a colonial preserve for United States
sxplolitation.

The Inter-American system as an international region~-
al organization dates from the first Inter-American 8on-
ference held at Washington, D. 0. in 1889 and 1890, the
first of several such Inter-Azmerican Conferences to be
held under auspioces of the Pan—-Amerloan Bnion.l The
Inited States at that time was becoming a great economic

Yarthur P. Whi taker, *Development of American
Regionalism — The Organization of American States,®

‘;gggfg%g%gggl Conoiljiation, No. 469, March 1951,
PP. 37, Carnegie Endowment For International
Peace, New York.



and military power, needing closer contacts with EHispanio
America to promote its military, economic, and political
ascendancy. A form of United States hemispheric hegemony
in the form of Dollar Diplomacy and the Roosevelt Corol-
lary was the first result of the new Pan-iAmerican program.

Hispanio American indignation at United Siates inter-
ventionist policies resulted in the dbeginnings of a liqui-
datior of United States imperialism after World War .
Charles Evans Hughes, as Secretary of State, attempted to
negotiate treaties for the peaceful settlement of Inter-
American disputes and the codification of Inter-American
international law. Kevertheless, at the Inter-American
Conference at Havana in 1928, Hughes announced that ths
United States intended to retain its *right® of interven-
tion in the Hemisphere. Later, however, Henry L. Stimson,
the Secretary of State during the Hoover administration,
took steps to remove United States Marines from Nicaragua
and Haiti while at the same time laying down a poliocy of
de faoto recognition of Inter-Ameriocan relatlons.

Crowing Hispanie American opposition to United States
imperialism and European efforts to revive a cultural union
of Spain with the New World {Hispanidad, Hispanismo, and
Pan Latinisa) partially led to the "Cood Neighbor* policy
inaugurated during the early days of the New Deal. The
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Good Neighbor Policy, Promulgated by Cordell Hull, repudi-
ated United Btates supervision of the internal affairs of
small Hispanlo American States, and at the lMontevideo Con-
ference in 1833, he announced that the United States wished
to be & good neighboxr. As an offering of good faith, the
United States delegation made no effort to dominate the
Conference, thus ushering in a new era of Inter-Ameriocan

relationa.z

I11

The Inter-Amerjican system was recognized as a regional
organization by the lLeague of Rationa Covenant in an effort
to make the Covenant acceptable to the United States Con-
greas.a Article 21 of the Covenant provided:

Bothing in this Covenant shall be deemed to affect

the validity of international engagements, such as

treaties of arbitration or regional understandings

1ike the Monroe Dootrine, for securing and the

maintenance ¢of the peace.

After the fallure of the League and at the conclusion
of World War XX, another atiempt was made to set up & work-

able international organization. The Dumbarton Qaks CUon-

33amuel F. Bemis, The Latin American Policy of the
United States, New Yoxk, Harcourt, Brace and Cowm—

pany, 1943, Oh. XII, XV, pp. 2302-225, 258-275.
Also, Laurence Duggan, The Arericss, Kew Yoxk,
Henry Holt and Company, 1349, pp. 55-67.

3 David Hunter Miller, The Draftinz of the Covenant,
Kew 5255,73. P. Putnam’s Sons, %928, Voi. 1,
PpP. 377.
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versatione {1044), the first steps toward creating an in-
ternational organization for the post-World War II world,
resulted in several proposals in which regionalism was
pald special deference as a faotor in internationsl peace
and security. This was a recognition of the Inter-
American system and of United States interest in its
perpetuation. Of the Dumbarton Qaks propoeals, Bection O
{Regional Arrangements) of Chapter VIIX (Maintenance of
International Peace sand Security) provided:

1. DNothing in the Charter should preolude the exis-
tence of reglonal arrangements or agencles for deal-
ing with such matters relating to the maintenance of
international peace and security &8s are appropriate
for regional aotion, provided suoh arrangements or
agencies and their aotivities are consistent with
the purposes and principles of the Organization.

The Security Council should encourage settlement

of loocal disputes through such regional arrange-
ments or by such regional agencies, either on the
initlative of the states concerned or by reference
from the Security Council.

2. The Security Counoil should, where appropriate,
utilize such arrangements or agencies for enforce-
ment aotion under its authority, dbut no enforcement
action should bs taken under regional arrangements
or by regional agencles without the authorization
of the Security Oouncil.

3. The Sascurity Council should at all times be
kept fully informed of activities undertaken or
in contemplation under regicnal arrangements oxr
by regional agencies for the aaintenanso of in-
ternational peace and security.

4United Fations, Yearbook, 1946-47, p. 8.
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All nations eigning the United Eatlions Declarations
or et war with the Axis were invited to the United Hations
Conference on Intermational Organization held et San Fran-
olsoco in 1945. At first this invitation included every
Inter-American state sxcept Argentina, dbut later Argen~
tina was invited after its declaration of war against
Germany and Japan. At the San Francisco Conference, the
Hispanic American states showed their interest in promot—
ing, within the framework of the United Nations, regional
arrangements to settle Inter-American (local) disputes
and to provide for reglonal co-operation.” The United
States delegation, too, worked for the recognition of
regional arrangements and organizations on the ground
that they would strengthen the United Nations organiza

tion.6

5ror resolutions on reglonalism introduced by the
states of Bolivia, Braszsil, Chile, Costa Rioca,
Colombia, Cuba, Ecuador, Guatemala, Mexico,
Paraguay, and Venezuela, see!

URCIO, Documents, United Nations Information
gégagéiatIon, Yew York, 1345, Vol. XII, pp.

SUnited states, Department of State, Report to
the President on the Results of the San Fran-
isco Jonfe rence,’tﬁ the Chairman of the U.8.
Delegation, the Secretary of State, Publi
tion 2349, Conference Beries 71, p. 101.
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The United Nations Chartexr gives recognition to region-
al arrangementa such as the Inter-American system. Article
51 of Chapter VII provides:

Nothing in the present Charter shall impair the
inherent right of individual or collective self-
defense 1f an armed attack ocours againat a ¥em-
ber of the United Rations, until the Security
Council has taken the measures necessary t¢ malin-
tain international pesce and security. Xeasures
taken by Members in the exercise of this right
of self-defense shall be immediately reported %o
the Security Council and shall not in any 'ag
affeot the authority and responsibility of the
Security Council under the present Charter to
take at any time such aotion as 1t deems neces-
sary imn oxder to maintﬁin or restore internation-
al peace and sesurity.

Artiole 51 authorizes individual or eollective self-defense
against agzression, pending Security authorigation, where-
as, the Dumbarton Qaks propogals would have compelled na-
tions {or reglonal arrangements) to wait until they had
regeived 8ecurity Counocil authorization for such action.

Articles 53, 53, and 54 provide for regicnal co-opera-
tion and settlement of disputes, all within regilonal ar-
rangements, and &re typlcal of ths proposals made by the
Inter-American states at the San Francisco Conference.
Artlole 53 provides:

Tunited Natilons, Yearbook, 1945-47, p. S51.
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1. BHNHothing in the present Charter preocludes the
exiatence of regional arrangements or agencies for
deal with such matters relating to the mainten-
anoe of international peace and security as are
appropriate for regional action, provided that such
arrangements or agenciea and their activities are
consistent with the Purposes and Principlea of the
United Nations.

3. The Members of the United Nations eantering into
such arrangements or constituting such agencies
shall make every effort to achieve pacific assttle-
ment of local dlsputes through such regional ar-—
rangemsnts or by such regional agencies dbefore
referring ihem to the Security Counsil.

3. The Seourity Council shall encourage the de-

velopment of pacific settlement of local disputes
through such regional arrangements or by such
regional agenoies either on the inltiative of the

stato:loonoornad or by referenace from the Security
ouncil.

4. This Article in no_way impairs the application
of Articles 34 and 35.8

Article 83 provides:

1. The Securisy Counoil shall, where appropriate,
utilize such regional arrangements or agencies for
enforocement action under its authority. But no en-
forcement action shall be taken under regional arx-
rangements or by regional agencles without the au-
thorization of the 8ecurity Council, with the ex-
ception of measures against any ensmy state, as de-
fined in paragraph 3 of this Article, provided for
pursuant to Article 107 or in regional arrangements
directed against renewal of aggressive policy on
the part of any such state, until such iime as the
Organization may, on regquest of the Governments
congerned, be charged with the responsibility for
preventing further aggression by such a stats.

81b14., p. 837.
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2. The term enemy state as used in paragraph 1 of
this Artiols applies to any state which during the
Seoond Woxld War has *begn_ an enemy of any signatory
of the present Chartex.

Article 54 provides:

The Bascurity Counoil shall at all times bhs kept
fully iaformed of activities undertaken or in con-
texplation under regional arrangsments or by region-
al agenoclies for thclsaxntenanoo of international
peace and security.

These articles provide for regional co-operation and the
settlement of disputes by reglonal arrangemonts.ll

91vi4., p. 837.

101v14., p. 837.

111ha Inter-American Qonference on Problems of ¥War and
Peace held at Mexioo City, ¥exioco, in February and
March, .1945, further butiressed the Inter-American
system with a joint defense treaty (Aot of Chapulte-
pec) in case of sggression against any one of them.
Argentina alone of the Inter-American states did not
participate, but later adhered to this paot, declar-
ed war against the Axis, and partioipated in the Ban
Franoisco Oonference. The Inter-American (treaty)
syatem waas further strengthened by an Inter-Ameriocan
Conferenge held in Rio de Janeiro, Brasil in 1947,
resulting in the Inter-Ameriocan Treaty of Resciprocal
Ascsistance {Ric Treaty) which provided for colleo-
tive self-defense in the event of an attack or threat
to the security of any Inter—-Amerioan state. The
Rio Treaty was the first regional agreement for col-
lective self-defense under Article S1 of ths Charter.

See: Duggsn, opn. gi%., pp. 328-3239.
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In 1948, a Conference of Inter-Amsrican states held
at Bogota, Colombia, seét up the present form of the Inter-
American eystem by chartexing the Organization of American
atates. The Chartex states that ths Organiszation of Ameri-
oan States {OAS) is a regional agenoy within the United
Natlions, and that the purpose of the organization is to
fulf£ill its regional obligations under the United Hatlions.
The Inter-Ameriocan system under the Organisation of Ameri-
can States now has a better administration than under the
older Pan-Amerioan Union, the basic structurse of the Inter-
American system hefore 1.948.m

The Charier of the Organisation of American States
atipulates that membership does noy impair obligations to
the United Nations. . However, the Organization of Ameri-
can States is not subordinate to the United Eations, but
4% would be insorreat to term the two erganizations as
co~equals sinoce their yelationship is morxe reciprocal in
nature, Nevertheless, the Organization of American States
is not dependent upon the United Rations, and 4%t would
continues to exist if the United Nations disintegrated.

The Inter-American system, as exemplified in the Organiza-
tion of American Staies, is older by far ihaxn the United

13ymitaxer, op. cit., pp. 135-144.
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‘lauona.la The value of regional arrangements like the
Organization of Ameriocan States in strengthening the United
Nations remains to be sesn.

This study is to delermine the extent of Inter-American
solidarity and oo-operation during the oonsideration of a
specifio problem of interest to all the members ¢f the Or-
ganization of American Siates in the United Natlons General
Assembly. {Each of the tweniy-ome Inter-American republics
15 a member of the Genoral Assembly where equality of states
is the prinoipal charaoteristio.) The question of relations
of United Eations members with the Franoco govermment in
Spaln has been ons of great conoern not only tc the His-
panio American oountries btut aleo to ths United 3tates in
the post-¥orld War II world.

The Spanish question was reoognized as a4 United Na-
tiona probiem at the San Francisco Conferense {1S45) and
at the Potsdam Conference {1945). The San Francisco Con-
ference declarsd governments set up by Axis armed foroes
ineligible for Dnited Natlions neubershlp.u' That declara~
tion was directly aimed at the Franco regime which had

131vsd., pp. 135-140, 146-147.
34501 ted Nations, op. cit., p. 67.
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gained power in Spain by means o; a revolution and with

the support of Germany and Italy. Ths three groat powers
(United Xingdom, United States, and Unlon of Soviet Bocial-
ist Republios) at Potsdam declared that they would not sup-
port a yequesd from the Franco government for admlssion 1o
Vnited Nations membership beoause of the association of
that government with the Axis Pmrs.m These conferences,
while excluding Spain from United Hations membershbip,
neverthelesa left for settlement the specific problem of
relations betweea Spain and United Hations members.

151pid., p. 67.



“14-

Chapter XX
The Panama Resolution

p 3

The Panama yesolution was the first t0 be introduced
in the General Assembly conoerning the relations of mem—
ber nations with FPranco Spain. It originated in the
seventh meeting of the Gensral Assembly's Sixzth Committes
held ia London on January 28, 1946.1 That ocommittee, con-
oerned with legal questions, met to oonsider a proposal by
the Seorstariat for the registration of treaties and in-
ternational agreements. Hernan Porras, the Pepamanian
member, asked the committes 4f it were intended that France
Spain should be invited to send ireaties and imternaticnal
agreemonts for registration with, and publiocation by, the
Becorstariat. Hs argued that i3 was the United Kations?
avowed intention to have nothing whatever %o do with &
Fascist state. In view of Porras! argument, the 8ixth
Coznittee decided $o refer the Secretariatta proposal to
the rapporteux for redrafiing, and the Panamanian reprs-

lynited Bations, General Assembly, Officlal Records,
First Parg, First Bession, Sixth Committee,
Dooument 4/¢.1/19, p. 17.
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sentative was requested to submit his argument as a writ-
ten proposal to the Sixth Committee.

A% the 8ixth Committee's eighth meeting on February
4, 1946, Porras clarified his earlier conteniion by say-
ing that his only interest was to insure thai member na-
tions had no dealings with the Franco goverrmemt, but he
added that he had no objeotions to ihe publication of
treaties comoluded by member nations with Spain.? The
Sixth Oommittee resolved the pudblication question by
recommending that the seoretary-general should acoept
all treaties sent to him by non-member re.tions, but that
pon-members should not be invited o submiy treaties.
There was no objection to ths adopticon of this recommen-
dation, but Porrast! suggestion that United Nationa mem-
berxrs specifically have no deelings with the Franco regime
was not included.

The Genexral Committese, which determines ths Censral
Assenmbly's agenda, held its thiriteenth meeting on Febru-
ary 8, 1946. At thlis meeting the Panama delegation pro-
posed the inclusion on the Assembly agenda of a resclu~
$ion concerning member states! relations with Franco Spain.

3Ivid., Doocument A/0.18/26, p. 20.



-16-

John Foster Dulles {United States) suggested that the Gen-
eral Committee recommend Assembly examination of the reso-
lution, and he was seconded by Andrei A. Cromyko {Soviet
Union). After some consideration the Gemeral Committes
placed the draft of the Panama resolution on the General

Asgembly agenda.3 The Panama rosoluiion, as submitted,

read:

1. The General Assembly recalls that the San Fran-
olsco Qonference adopted a resolution accordi
which paragraph 2 of Article 4 of Chapter I1 of the
United Nations Charter ¥“gannot apply to States
whose regimes have been installed with ths help of
armaed forxces of oountries which have fought agzainst
the Dn§Xed Hationa s0 long as thess regimes are in
power.

3. The General Assembly recalls that at the Potsdam
Conference the Governments of the United Kingdom,

the United States of America and the Ualon of Soviet
S8ocialist HRepublics stated that they would not sup-
port & request for admission %o the United Natlons
of the preasent Spanlish Government *which having been
founded with the support of the Axis Powers, in view
of ita origins, it nature, itz recoxd and its close
assoolation with the agzressor states, does not
posaess thl necessary qualifications to Jjustify its
admission.”

SIvid., General Committee, Document A/BUR/25, p. 20.

4chapter II, Article 4, paragraph 3 reads: *The ad-
mission of any such state to membership in the
United Eations will be sffeoted by a desciszion of
the General Assembly upon recommendation of ths
Security Council.* 8ee United HRations, Yearboog,
1047-48, #Charter of the United Nations,? p. .
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3. The General Assembly, in endorsing these two
statements, recommends that the lismbers of the United
§;§igg‘oghggtﬁetgigt:g;gt:°§§f§§£‘g;n§g;§°§;“:§,1,
future relations with Spaixn.

At the QGeneral Assembly's twentiy-sixth meetinz on Fedb-
ruary 9, 1948, the General Commitiee formally submitiad the
Panama resolutiom. During the discussion, E¥rie Colban
{Norway) introduced an amendment to substitute for the
words in paragraph 3, ®%take into acoount® the worde, ¥act
in accordance with.® This change, though strengihening
the Panama resolution, did not substantially alter its
intent. After considerable discussion, the Assembly
president called for n vote on the Rorweglian amendment,
and 1t was carried forty-five to three by a show of hands.
The amended Panama resolution was then put to a roll-call
vote on the Panamanian delegatet's wmotion and was sdopted
forty-gix votes to two with three delegations absent and

registering no votes.

11
In the Aszembly discussion of the Panama rasolution
only four Inter-American delegations participated. These

Sunited Xations, General Assembly, Official Recoris,
First Part, First{ Session, Plenary Meetings,
Document 1740, Annex 8, p. 584.
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four delegations {Maxioco, Panama, Uruguay, and Venezuela)
took an agtive part in the discussion and were exiremely
vocal in supporiing the Panama reésolution. They insisted
that the Franoco government had come %0 power through Axis
sntexvention and oonsequently, they argued, that the Franoo
government should not beé reocognised by the United Nations
as representing the Bpanish people. They proposed, as
exemplified by the Panama resolution, that United Nations
members should conduct their relations with the France
government in the letter and spirit of the statements
sade a2t Potsdam and San Francisco.

These four Inter-Ameriocan delegations did not urge
United Hations intervention in Spain againet ihe Franco
sonrmnt.s Rathex, their intention was to secure a
deolaration to serve as a guide for the future conduct
of relations between the members of the United Hations
and the Franco government. They argued that the resolu~
tion was in accord with the purposes and hopes of the
world's free peoples. The resclution, as amended by the

6)2 an example, Roberts Cordova {Mexioo) said that
his ocountry was honor-bound to support the Spanish
Republican government, but he made 1% clear that
Xexico did not advocate interfersnce in Spain's
domestic affairs. See, Ibid., pp. 355-357.
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Norwegian delegate, was supported by these delegations,
and they requssted its unanimous approval by Assembly ac-
clamation. Roberto HacEachen (Uruguay) succinotly summed
up the attitudes of the four Hispanioc American supporiers
of the reosolution. MaocEachen said:

If we 2re not to be in flagrant opposition with the

3’{’{%"3:{"393?9‘:’“3.?:°593§1§?t3§§3?n§3§1&a:§na

’

hearted and umanimous suppors of our Assembly.!
They seemed earnest in %thelr support of the resolution,
which if fully observed, would have a pronounced effect
upon the relations of Francoe Spain vﬁh the rest of the
world. |

If there were any opposition to the Panama resolution
among the Assembly's Inter American members, 1t was not
voiced in the dlsoussion. Not one Hispanie American statse
vocally opposed the Panama resolution or championed the

Franco government.

II1X
The General Assembly adopted the Panama reacolution by
a roll-call vote of fority-six to tm.a Eighteen Inter-

Tivid., p. 357.
81bid., p. 36l.
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Ameriocan states voted for the resolution:

Two voted against the resolution:

Il Salyador and Nicaraguy.
One delegation was absent and yegistered no vote:

Honduras,

The unanimous acclamation requested by the delegations
of Xexioo, Panama, Uruguay, and Venezuela was not realized,
ironiocally encugh beocause of the negative votes of two His-
panic American states. Indeed, the only votes cast against
the Panama resolution in the ent$ire General ;‘lssenblr wera
those of Xl Salvador and Eicaragua. {(And ons of ths three
absent was Honduras.) Hevertheless, the passage of ths
Panama resolution by an overwhelming vote certainly amount-
ed to a ocondemnation of the Franco regime, and it is sig-
nificant that shis resolution should have oxiginated with
one, and been supported by eighteen, of ths tweniy-ons na-
tions of the Inter-Amerioan system. Xoreover, the approv-
al of the resolution by a large majority of the Inter-
Amerioan nations revealed oconsiderable agreement among
them as to their general attitude toward the Francoe govern-

mont.
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The approved Panama resolution recommended a standard
of conduct to which United Nations members should conform
in their relations with Franco Spaln, and 1t was prefaced
by & gensral restatement of the resolutions {concerning
FYranoco 8pain) made at the San FPranoisco and Poisdam Con~
ferences., Although Spain was not mentionsd specifically
al 8an Francisco, the oonference hsld there had declared
Axis~-formed governments ineligible for United Nations mem-
bership. Later, at Potsdam, the three big powers (United
B8tates, Union of Soviet Bocialist Republics, United King-
dom) had declared that a request from the Franco government
for United KNationa membership would not receoive f—heix sup-
port. The reasons given were that the Franco government
had been founded with Axis support and that it had associ-
ated with aggressor states during World ¥War II. The Pana-
ma resolution asked that United Rations members aot in ac-
oordance with the statemants made at Potsdam and San Fran~
cisco, statements $hat now hecame United Nations poliocy.

It was clear, however, that the Panams resolution d4id
not provide for United Nations armed intervention to over-
throw ths France government, regardless of the latier's
background and associations during the war. The resolu~
tion neither suggested nor threatened armed action agsinst
S8pain, ZEven though the Panama resolution severely criti-
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cized the mature of the Franco government, 1t did not pro-
vide for collective or Individual severance of relations by
United Nations members with Spaln, nor did it determine the
oxaot extent to whioh Uniied Hations members should have re-
lations with the Franco government. The resolution morally
condexned Franco Spain, exoluded it from United Bations men-
bership, &nd recommended that United Nations members aot in
aocordanocs with the Petsdam and San Francisco deglaraiions.
It 4id nothing beyond that.

There was not much aotivity by the United States either
on behalf of or against the Panama resolution. 7The United
States 4i1d not use ites position of lsadership among the
Inter-Ameriocan delegations to influence their voting on
the Panams yesclution. The resolution was definitely au-
thored and sponsored by small nations of the Inter-American
systea, and even though the Unitsd States delegation support-
ed the resolution in the General Committee, it was silent
during the deliberations of the (General Assembly. In this
instance, at least, the United Btates followed rather than
led the Hispanis Ameriecan states.

The delegations of Nioaragua and K1 Salvador, while
voting against the resolution, did =mot speak agaimst it.
Their negative votes, the only nezative votes caast in the
entire Assembly, indicated perhaps that thsy 4id not want



to condemn, as did the Papams resoclution, the Franco govern-
ment. But, because of their silence, thelr votes against
the Panama resolution canno{ be constrused as sonclusive svi-
dence of their support either of the Franco government or of
that type of government. (However, from their later actions
on the Spanish question, it ¢an be assumed at this tims that
they wers less hostile toward the Franco governmeat than
were the delegationa from Mexico, Panama, Uruguay, anrd
VYenezuela.)

There was thus a three-way cleavage among the Inter-
American states in the General Assembly's discussion and
voting on the Panama resolution. Mexico, Panama, Urugusy,
and Veneszuela, besides sponsoring the resolution, openly
supported it in the General Assembly, asked for a general
aoclamation favoring the resclution, and voted for it.
Argentina, Bolivia, Brazil, Ohile, Colombia, Costa Rleca,
Cuba, the Dominican Republic, Ecuador, Quatemala, Halti,
Paraguny, Peru, and the United Btates, although silent in
the Assembly discussion, voted for ths resolution. HNicarag-
ua and E1 Salvador, though never speaking agalinmnst the reso-
lution, oast the only megative votes in the General Assen-
bly. The delegate of Honduras was absent. ZThis preponder-
ant support by such & large majorify indicated a large de-
gree of Inter-Amerioan solidarity on the Spanish question
in 1943,
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Chapter III
The Belgian Resolution

b 4

The General Assembly, after adopting the Panama resolu—
tion recommending that United NHations members oonsider the
Axis background of the Franco government in the conduot of
their relations with Spain, resumed oconsideration of Unitald
Hations members! relations with Bpain., The General Assembly
in the latter part of 1946 considered several proposals on
oconduot of relations of members with the Frapoo govermment,
and ;ho First Committes of the General Assembly oonsidered
ten resclutions and amendments in its attempt to make a
satisfactory report %o the General Assembly.

Two resolutions were proposed by the Polish delegation,
one by the United States and one by Colombia. The Byelorus-
sian and Norwegian delegations each proposed amendments to
the Polish resolution. {The two resolutions submittad by
Poland were oonsidered as a single resolution.) Five His-
panic Ameriocan delegations (Chile, Guatemala, Kexico, Fana-
ma, and Venezusla) submitted a joint amendment toc the United
States resolution. The delegations of Belgium, Yugoslavia,
and The Netherlands each submitted amendments to the United
States resolution. A sub-committee of the First Committes
arrived st a resolution from those that had dbeen submitted,
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in an effort to find ons acoeptable o a majority of the mem-
bers.

On October 19, 1948, Trygve Lie (Norway), the secretary-
general of the United Hations, notified the president of the
General Asaembly that the Security Qouncil was then “seized
of* the 8panish question.]’ At the foriy-sixth meeting of
the General Assembly (Ootober 31, 1943), a proposal by the
delegations of Belgium, Denmark, Norway, Czechoslovakia,
and Venezuela, to consider the relations of the member
states with Spain, was placed on the sgenda. The proposal
was referred to the First Committee for consideration prior
%0 any Assembly dtmnsi,on.z

On Novemberx 4, 1948, the seoretary-general informed the
president of the Assexmbly that the Security Counoil was no
longerxr considering the Spanish question and that the Counoil
had directed him {0 place all records and documentis of tha
case a% the Assembly's dispoul.:" The Assembly president
rotified the Assembly of the Sovember 4th communication
from the seoretary-general at the foriy-sevenih meeting

lynited Eations, General Assembly, Official Recoxds
Seoond Fart, First Session, Annex 51, Dooumens A/124,
P. .

21p3d., p. 925.
3;_1:1&., Annex 3la, Document A/177, p. 1480.
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on November 9, 1946. He noted that the Assexbly had no$
been asked to pass a resolution; the messags was merely a
notifioation.*

The First Qommittee, presided over by Dmitro Manuil-
oky (Ukrainian Soviet Socialist l;opublio), began considers-
tion of the Spanish question at its thiriy-fifth meeting con
December 2, 1948. The discussion was opemned by Oscar Lange
{Poland} who denounced the Franoo regime as an Axis-installed
government now providing a haven for those who had been de-
feated im the war. lange introduced two rssolutions that
already had been submitted in a lettar to the General Assen-
bly president on Kovembex 1, 1948. The first recommended:

«s«That 6ack Member of the United Nations terminate, 5
forthwith, diplomatic relations with tha Franoc regime.

The second resolution recommended:
.«.That the Franco Government be barred from member-
ship and participation in any of the organs and
agencies established by or brgught into relation~
ship with the United Xations.

{The two Polish proposals were combined and oonsidered as a

single resolution.)

41bid., p. 943.
SuUnited Hations, GCeneral Assembly, First Committes,

0fficial Records, Second Part, Firs$ Session, Annex
1ia, pp- m ’ ’

€1vid., Aonex 11b, p. 353,
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Xuzma Kiselev (Byelorussian Soviet Socialist Republic)
had submitted a resolution implementing the Polish resolutlion
in a letter to the secretary-general on November 4. This
amendment recommended:

«s«That sach Member of the United Nations terminate
diplomatio and eoonomic relations with Franco Spain,
such saction to inciude the suspension of ¢ 68~
tions by rail, sea, alr, post and telegraph.

Tom Connally (United States) submitted a resolution
in a letter to the mecretary-general on December 3, and in-
troduced the resolution in the First Committee meeting on
that day. The resolution recommended:

.«.That the Franco Government of Spain be debarred
Irom memdbership in international agencies set up ag
the initiative of the United Nations, and froa par-
sicipation in gonference or other aotivities whioh
may be arranged by tha Unjted Kations or by these
agencies, until a new and agceptabls government is
formed in Spain.

«ee@eneral Franco should surrender the powers of
government to a provisional govermmem$ broadly rep-
resentative of the Spanish people, commitited to rxe-
speot freedom of speech, reu{ion, and assembly and
to the promps holding of ar election im which the
Spanish people, free from force and intimidatio

and regardless of party, may express their will.

At this mee$ing the delegations of Chile, Guatemala,
Mexico, Fanama, and Venmezuela moved to amend the Unlited

7;1:;&., Apnex 11¢, Dooument A/C.1/35 and Corr. 1, p.354.
9Ibid., Annex 114, Dooument A/0.1/100, pp. 354-355.
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8tates resolution by replacing the last two paragrapha with:

And inssmuch as the United Eations, by the action
they took in Ban Francisco, im Potsdam, in London,
and more recently in lLake Success, have in fact,
sollectively refused to maintain relations with
the Franoo regime, does hereby recommend that the
Members of the United Eations take, individually,
the same attitude they have taken ¢ollectively and
refuse to maintain diplomatic relations with the

present SBpanish regime.

The Assembly further recommends that the States
Members of the Organization report to the Beoretary-
General and to the next Assembly what action they g
have taken in acocordance with this recommendation.

Alfonso Lopes {Colombia} then moved to amend the Polish
resolution by substituting what was sctually a draft resolu-
tion with principles similar to the United States resolutiom
but with a different approash. It oontajined a three~part

recommendation:

1. To express its {United Nations) wish that the
Government and peopls of Spain should seek and find
the method of bringing into being, LY pesceful
means, within the shortest possible time and in
acoordance with the principles and purposes and

the Chartexr of the United Nations, the mew social
and political conditions necessary to enabls Spain
$0 be admitted as a Member of the Organization;

3. To recommend to the Latin-American Republics
that they should offer to the Government of Spaism
their good offices, should the lattex think them
useful in order to achieve the purposes of this
resolution;

3. Yo defer until the next meeting of the next
General Assembly the discussion and adoption of

9Ivid., Annex 111, Document A/C.1/108, p. 358.
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the resolution proposed by the delegation of Po-
land as well a8 the amendment propotad by the
delegation of the Byelorussian SSR.

Terje Wold {Norway)} introduced a resolution at the
thirty-sixth meeting held on Dscember 3, 1948; his resolu-
tion, to0, was an amendment %o the Polish resoclution. 7The
Borwegian amendment would add to the Polish resolution:

The General Assembly instruots the Secretary-General
o inform Member 8tates of this recommendation and
to request them to notifz him before midnight of
15-18 January 1947, if they are prepared to break
off relations with the Franco regime or shall, in
faci, not maintain diplomatic relations with the
Francg regime as of that date, the Seoretary-General
shall request those States which agroe to break off
diplomatio relations to 4o so as of 1 February 1947.

I£ less than two-thirds of the lMember States shall
have notified the Secretary-General that they are
willing to break off diplomatic relations with the
Franco regime oy shall, in fact, not maintain dip-
lomatio relations with the Franco regime as of 15
January 1947, the Secretary-General shall inform
the Member States that they are free, within the
terms of this resolution, to0 break or not to break
off or fi eatablish such relations with the Franco
regime.

The thirty-seventh meeting of the First Committee con-
vened on the afternoon of December 3. XK. W. Loridan {Bel-
gium) disoussed ihe various resolutions already before the

107pid., Amnex lle, Document A/C.1/102, pp. 355-358.
111p13., Annex 11f, Document A/0.1/104, p. 357.
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Committoe and disagreed with all of them: +the Polish pro-
posal, beoause 1% would unnecessarily divide the organiza-
tion at & time when umanimity was neoessary; the Byelorus-
sian proposal, because of the economioc sanctions; and the
Colombian proposal, because it simply adjourned the whole
problem. The United States resolution was more asceptable,
but he offered an amendment $0 it, which would add this
paragraph:

Recommends that if, within s reasonable time, the

politioal oconditions enumerated above are not rea-

1ized, the Security Counocil consider the adequate
meagures to be taken in order to remedy the situ-
ation, and recommends that all liembers of the

United Bations immediately recall from Madrid,

by way of warning, their ambasaadois and ministers

plenipotentiary, acoredited thers.

Loridan sald that his government xeally favored stronger
action, but his amendment was offered to obtain some posi-
tive and concrete majority action.

At this meeting, the Yugoslav delegate, Ales Bedbler,
introduced an amendment to the Unlited States resolution to
replace the woxrds in the next to the last paragraph, *Gen-
eral Franco should surrender the powers of government to &
Provisional govermment,* with the words:

That theres should be formed in Spein & provisional
government.

13;315., Anpex 11h, Document A/¢.1/107, pp. 357-358.
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A paragraph would be added $o the resolution stating:

Recommends to all the Member States of the United
Hations t0 sever diplomatic xisgtiens'wtth the
government of General France.

On December 4, J. H. van Roijen [The Netherlands) sub-
mitted an amendment to the United States resolution in a
letter to the seorotary-general. His amendment read:

Jggggig;%%ggithat it is for the Spanish people $o
settle the form of their government;

%éggog‘gg e its profound convietion that in

e interest of Bpain and of worid eo~operation
the people of Spain should give proof to ths world
that they have a government which derives its
authority from the consent of the governed and is
pledged to respeot human rights and fundamental
freedoms, as referred to in Article 1 of the Char-
ter; and that to achieve that end General Franco
should surrender the powers of government to & pro-
visional government broadly repressntative of the
Spanish people, committed to respect f{reedoa of
speech, religion and aassexbly and to the prompt
holding of an elesction in which the Spanish people,
fres from foroe and Lntimidatigg and regardless of
party, may express their will.

0f the motions before the First Committee, the two sub-
mitted by Poland with the Byelorussian amendment were the
most forceful, a combination of motions that would complete-
1y isolate Z8pain froz the rest of the world by a severance
not only of diplomatic relations but also of rail, smes,

131p4d., Annex 113, Dooument A/0.1/105, p. 258.
141p1d., Annex 11L, Document A/0.1/116, pp. 362-363.
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postal, and telegraphic communications. The Horweglan amend-
ment to the Polish resolution would make a minimum conseni
of two-thirds of the Assembly membership necessary for asever-
anceé to0 be binding upon those willing to sever relations with
the Franco goverament. Falling of two-thirds assent, the
reeolution would not be binding on those that had agreed %o
its provisions.

The United States resolution would ocontinue to dar
Spain from United Kations membership, anmd it requssted the
Franco government €0 relingquish its authority. The Colom-
bian amendment was similar in that it also contemplated an
orderly ochange of regimes in Bpain. The Colomblan sugges-
tion that Hispanioc Ameriocan mations offer their good of-
fioés in such a cghange indicated that that delegation felt
that Franoo should not be forced to relinquish his authori-
$y. The joint asmendment to the United States resolution
proposed by Chile, Guatemala, Mexico, Panama, and Venezusla
tecommended that United Nations members refuse to have dip-
lomatic relations with the Franoo government. 7This 414 mo$
go as far as the Byelorussisn amendment to the Polish reso-
lution which would have placed Spain in a viritual interns-
tional quarantine.

The Fetherlands! amendment to the United States reso-
lution emzbodied a similay recommendation to that which i%
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was amending. 1% also provided for ¥Franco's relinquishing
his authority in favor of a more democratic regime. But the
Belgian amendment %o the United States resolution was unique,
in that it would refer the problem to the Security Counoil,
if conditions in Spain did not improve satisfaotorily. I%
also recommended that United Hationas members waran Franco by
withdrawing all their ambassadors and ministers plenipoten~
tiary acoredited to his goverumens.

At the First Committee’s thirty-eighth meeting (Decem-
ber 4), Guillermo Belt y Ramires {Cuba) proposed the setting-
up of a sub-committee to make a unanimously acceptable xeso-
lution reflecting the debvate and the various proposals of-
fered. Belt suggested that the members of this sub-ocommittes
be from the delegations of;

At the shirty-ninth meeting (afternoon of December 4},
the First Committee set up such a sub-committes and charged
$% with the almost impossible task of producing & compromiss
resolution satisfactory to the entire General Assembly. The
sub-committee meabership included representatives of dele-
gations that had authored resolutions and amendments, as

well as of delegations having permanent membership in the
15;!:16. , Annex 1l1g, Doocument A/0.1/108, p. 357.
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Security Council. The delegations represented on this sub-

committee were:

Bg}gim. gyeumazan Soviet Soeiuistlnepubiic, Chile,
China, Colombia, Cuba, France uatemala, Mexioco The
!ethe;lands, o;'ay, fa » ﬁo N SOViOt Unloﬁ.

ngtgg iangdon, United States, Yenezuela, and Yugo~
slavia,ss

This sub-committee of the First Committes was formally

named the Fourth Sub-Committee and held five meetings under
the chairmanship of Ricardo J. Alfaro (Panama). I% Treport-
od out a resolution mors harmoniously than might have been

expected under the oiroumstances, since almost every facet
of opinion was represented in the Sub-Committes. The spe-
cific recommendations imoluded in the Sub-Committee report

. were;:

.++That the Franco Government of Spain be debarred
from membership in international agencies establish-
ed or dbrought into relationship with the United Na-
tions, and from participation conference or other
activities which may be arranged by the United Na-
tiona or by theses agencies, until a new and accept-
able governmeat ie formed in Spain...

es«The Members of the United Nations take, individ-
ually the same attitude they have takem sollective-
ly and refuse to maintain diplomatic relations with
the present Spanish regime, and...

+..The States Members of the United Nations report
to the Secretary-Gensral and to the next Assembl
what action tho{ have taken in accordance with this
recommendation.>?

161psd., Annex 11k, Document A/C.1/128, pp. 358-363.
171v14., pp. 358-363.
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In addition, the Fourth Sub-Committee included in its
repoxt, a resolutlon proposed by the French member. This
resolution provided that:

Zhe General Assembly,

8 that the majority of the Bpanish people
are in a situation of hardship because they are
:enoualy deprived of food necessary to their exis-

ence,

Regognizing that the Franco regime exports consider-
able quantities of foodstuffs which are essential for
the feeding oﬁ the impoverished Spanish people,
Recognizing that the Franco regime uses foreign ex-
ochange obtained from such exports to reinforce the
‘political organization that has been repeatedly con-
demned by the United Hations. )

Recommends that the Members of the United Rations

should forthwith put an end to all imports from

Spain of foodstuffs and their produces until the

United Nations is assured that these products are

no longex an immediate necesaity {gr the food ro-

quirements of the Spanish people. '

The Fourth Sub-Committee report recommended, as did the
United States resolution, that the United Hatione continue
to bar Franco Spain from participation in any of the activi-
ties of that organization. It departed from the United
S8tates resolution in recommending that the members refuse
to maintalin relations with the Pranco government, a recom-
mendation taken from the joint resolution of Chile, Guate-

mala, Mexico, Panama, and Venezuela. The report included

181v1d., pp. 358-363.
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the French proposal that United Nations members cease importi~
ing foodstuffa from Spain.

The First Committee disocussed the Fourth Sub-Oommittee
report at its forty-third meesing {December 9, 1946) undex
the ohairmanship of Paul Henri Spaak {Belgium), who was pre-
siding in the absence of Manuilsky (Ukraine)}. At this meet-
ing the CGolombian proposal was re-~submitted and rejected.
The United Btates resolution, with the amendment submitted
by The Netherxlands {whioh Connally accepted) was also re-
jected. The entire Fourth Sub-Committee report (including
the French motion to end the importing of foodstuffs from
Spain by United Hations members and the joint amendment of
Chile, Guatemala, Mexioco, Panama, and Venexzuela advocating
that United Rations members refuse to maintain diplomatic
relations with Spain) was rejected. After the rejection of
these resolutions mand amendments, Loridan {Belgium) submit-
ted his proposal to recall the ministers and ambassadors
from Madrid as a compromise measure, It was adopted by the
First Committee as its report to ths General Assembly.

iI
¥ideapread differxences of opinion among the Inter-
American delegations cazme into the open during the First
Committes's discussion of the Spanish question. These



differences divided the delegations into three generally de~
fined groups, each group varying in membership, however,
from issus to issue. One group included thoss who were
definitely anti~-Franco, who favored a severance of relations
with the Franco government, and who denled rereatsdly that
severance of relationa {individually or collectively by the
United Nations members) constituted a violation of Spanish
sovereignty or intervention in Spanish domestic affairs.
This group usually included Chile, Guatemala, Mexioo,
Papnama, Uruguay, and Yenesuela.

A second group included those who argued that any Unit-
#d Natlions-imposed restriotion on Spain, (de it collective
severance of relations or imposition of some form of sano-
tions} was intervention in the domestic affairs of a
sovereign nation. Although many of theseé nations expressed
dislike for Franco's government, they nevertheless inslated
that 1% would be an iajustice to Spain and a bad precedent
to interfere in Spain ~~ even to the extent of severing re-
lations with Spain at the behest of the United Nations.
The members of $hia group usually included Colombia, Coata
Rica, Cuba, Ecuador, Nicaragua, Paraguay, Peru, and the
United Statea.

The $hird group consisted of that mirority of states
who maintained that the Franco government wes Spain's legal
government and that 1% governed with the Spanish pecple's
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oonsent. 7Zhis group denied that Franco had been established
by an outside power, that Franco had held his power with
Axis aid, or that Franco during ¥orld War II had aided the
Axis Powers more than he had the Allies. In some instances
this group tried to make it appear that anti-Franco senti-
ment was solely communist-inspired. El1 Salvador and Argen-
%$ina comprised the membership of this group.

8ix Hispanio Amerioan delegations (Chils, Guatemala,
Mexico, Panama, Uruguay, and Venesuela} spearheaded the
anti-Franco group of Western Hemispherio delegations and
even 0f the rest of the world. This first group noted that
the United Nations had never expressed any kind words for
Pranco at San Franoisco, London, or Kew York; nevertheless,
no concrete action had ever been taken against Franco. They
attributed a laok of universal enthusiasm for the United Na-
tione to the organization's inability to take aotive mea~
sures to assist demooratic forces in spain.lg These na-
tlions warned that it was wrong to recognize the fascist
nature of Franco's government and at the same time to take
no aotion against him under the guise and misconception of

12%ni ted Nations, General Assembly, First Committes,

0fficial Records, Second Part, First Session, pp.
229-230, Pp. 452-253. Thias position is pointedly
expressed bziredro Zuloaga (Venezusla) and Hugo
Miranda (Chile) in their speeches found in the
above listed pagesn.
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Preserving the principle of non—-intervention. They argued
that the principle of non~intervention did not apply to the
Spanish case, since the action contemplated mwade nao provi-
sion for unilateral action by one power., It was argued
that the very eesence of ihe United Kations was colleciive
action, and that colleotive severance of relations could
hardly be termed intervention.

They deplored the inconsistency in the organizationt's
refusing to have anything ¢to do with Franco ye% hssitating
to do anything likely to effect a change in the Bpanish
government. These delegations rejeoted the premise that
the Spanish question was essentially a donestic 1asue and
thai measures taken against Franco would humiliats the
Spanish peoplé and thereby ald and enhanos Francolsg con-
trol. It was insisted that the Spanish peopls would wel-
come aid from their well-wishers. They hoped that the
Bpanish people could regain their lost freedom, Lut they
were cersain thet the United Nations had to help them to
wake that racovery.go Ho nation of this group even sug-
gested a repewal of the Spanish Civil ¥War, but all ex~

A01pid., pp. 340-341, p. 354. Ricardo J. Alfaro
i?anama) and Luis Padilla Nexvo {lMexioo) made
speechos expressing the view that aid from tha
United Nations to the people of Spain would de
both neoessary and welcome to overthrow the
¥ranco regime.
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pressed the desiradility of helping Spain to overthrow the
Franco regime.

This group claimed that Franco Bpain was a menace 10
international peace and seourity, warranting United Rations
action. 7They insisted that Franco was oontemptucus of the
United Nations, as the Axis Powers had earliexr been of the
Leagus of Bations. They felt that deolarations and appease-
ment helped Franco retain his comtrol, apd that offective
measures requiring United Rations action were necessary %o
depose France. This group favored a ocollective severance
of relations by the United Nations as the most effeoctive
mothod to end Franco'!s control of Bpaln.zl

The delegations of Colombia, Qosta Rica, Cuba, Eoua-
dor, Nicaragua, Paraguay, Peru, and the United States were
thes cutstanding supporters on non-intsrvention and oppon-
snts of severance of relations in the First Commitiee!s
discussion and proceedings. This second group opposed the

3l1vid., pp. 266-369, Mr. Granados (Guatemala} oited

an article in the Eew York Times, December 4, 1948,
as exenplifying Franoo's coniempt of the United Ha-
tions. 7The article was a protest from the Franco
government against the resolution introduced by the
United Btates in the First Committee. The article
denied all the acousations made by the United States
and other delegations im the United Nations and in-
sisted that the resolution would fall if adopted.
The article was gonerally contemptuous of the United
Hations and the United States.



severance of relations with the Franco government on the
grounds that such aotion would constitute intervention in
Spaint's internal affairs.

Bowever, these delegations generally deplored the type
of regime that Franco maintained and expressed a general
hope that Spain might soon adopt & democratio government.
They felt that the Spanish people should be asked by the
United Bations to determine their own form of government,

8o 28 to make them oligible for United Nations membership.Z3

This group advanced two proposals. One by the United
Btates advooated that Franco surrender his authority to a
provisional government whils an eleotion was held to estab-
1ish & demooratio governmsni for Spain. The other propos-
al, by Colombia, looked for a vhange ia the Spanish govern-
ment, & change facilitated by the use of Hispanio American
good offices to establish a democratlo government in Bpain.®

This group held that sinoce the Security Oounoil had
declared 8Spain to be only a potential danger to peace,
measures adopted on mccount of the Spanish goverpmentis

32 .s PP. 233-338, the speeches of Ricardo Fournler
Costa Rica)}, Guillermo Sevilla-Sacasa {Kicaragua},
and Cesar R. Acosta (Paraguay) on these pages pre-
sent & good pummary of the arguments of the non-
dntexventionist group.

331vid., pp. 354-355.
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origin and nature would amount to intexvention and would vio-
late the Charter. They generall; agreed that Spalin should
continue to be barred from United Hations membership and par-
ticipation in 1ts activities, but they would mot sanction
direct sction against that governmeni. They contended that
restrictions imposed by the whole organization would amount
to an unwarranted interference im purely domsstio affairs
and insisted that chaos and strife could be the only possi-
ble result of such action, which would not help the Spanish
peopls to regain their lqst freedoms. Fomenting internal
disorders was oonsidered an inpoaitioi on the Spanlish
people which would only strengthen the Franco regime by
making Spaﬁiardt resent suoch aotion;24

?hiu group, partioularly the Hispanic American states,
exp:esae& affecti&n and admiration for the Bpanish people
as well as a desire to protect the dootrine of non-inter-
vention. 1% was insisted that the doctrine of non-intar-
vention was a cornerstone of the Pan-American siructure,
as well as a principle of the Charter, and that non-inter-
vention and self-determination were incompatible with the

collective severancs of relations with Franoo apaln.as

241014., pp. 239-340, 343.
257pi4., pp. 349-351.
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A third group stoutly maintained that the United Na-
tions should take no action against the Franoco regime, and
by their speeches and voting records, they established them—
selves as being pro-Franco. 7This minority group contained
only two members: Argentina and El Salvador. The delega-
tions of both these states supported the dootrine of non-
intervention and opposed the severance ¢of relations on
that ground. Their speeches indicated thats they would
not support any action against the Framco government. The
Argentine member of the First Committee suggested that the
Assembly drop $he Spanish question sntirely and consider
other matters wore important to the peace of the world.aa
Both delegations insisted that the Spanish question was
not within United Nations juxisdicflon.' The Balvadorean
delegate averred that the present Spanish government was
not an Axis creature, having been establlished before the
Vorld War 1I in a civil war that waas essentially Bpanish
in natn:e.37

Thls group imsisted that the Spanish quastion was

261bid., p. 348.

371bid., p. 330, pp. 253-354, 269-2370. These pages con-

n the many remarks of Heotor L. Castro (E1 Salvador)

on t?o Spanish question during the First Committee dis-
€u8310n.
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entirely domestio in charagter and that Spaints quarrel with
Russia put Franco at a disadvantage by preventing his case
from being fairly heard. ¢ollectivs severance of relations
wags termed a collective intervention violating the Charter
aud contradioting Hemlspherio mon-intervention principles.

The arguments of these pro-Franco nations had indeed
been weakened by their allegation that the ESpanish govern~
ment was not an Axis oreature. There was some justification
gupporting the opinien that intermationsl law did not com-
done interference in the internal affairs of a regime, as
some of the more anti-interventionist nations had suggested.
The non-interventionist nations had some merit in their ar-
guments against collective severance on that point, but the
pro~-Francoe group tried %o excuse the Franco government from
acecounting for its conneotions with the Axis Powers during
the war. It had been all to0 obvious from evidence present—
ed by the Ssourity Council, and from arguments offered by
members in the Assembly, that Franco had had ties with the
Axls.

The delegations of Bolivia, Brazil, Dominican Republio
Haiti, and Honduras did not participate in the debate on the
Spanish question, so the position of this fourth group was
not yet determined. The examination of these delegationts
views here depends entirely upon an exazination of their
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voting on the Sub~Committee report.

The principle ¢f non-intervention was not the real issue
in the Spanish question. The proposed action hinged on
United Nations acceptance of collective meverance of rela-
tionz as a measure in dealing with ths France goverament.
Six nations, Chile, Guatemala, Mexico, Panama, Uruguay, and
Venezuela favored severance of relations on the undsrstand-
ing that 4t was collective action by the United Ratlons and
not unilateral intervention by a strong powar or group of
powsrs in a weaker nation's affaira. Thess six delegations
all supported the doctrins of non-intervention, but they
did not consider that severance of relations constituted
intervention.

The other Inter-American states that announced & dis-
like for the Franco regime supported non-insexrvention.

They essoclated collective severance of relations with
intervention and dié not choose to support such action
against the Franco government. 7The pro-Franco states used
the argument of non-intervention in an attempt to fore-

stall any action detrimental to the Franco regime.

I1I
The First Committee mpeeches revealed the diversity
of opinion and policy among the Inter-Awerican delegations.



The variocus proposals consldered brought out a number of
views and demonstrated a lack of Inter-American unity on
the Spanish question. An examination of the First Commit-
tee voting 1s even more indicative of the lack of solidari-
ty.

At the First Committee's forty-third meeting {Decem-
ber 9, 1948), Jorge Soto del Corxrral (Colombia) resubmitted
his delegation's proposal calling for an orderly change of
government in Spain faclliltated by the use of Hispanic
American good offices. The chairman submitted it %to a
paragraph by paragraph vote, and the first paragraph was
rejected in & roll-oall vote twenty-five to eight with

28

sixteen abstentions. Eix Inter-Amerlcan delegations

voted for the first paragrapht

Colombia, c:gg; Dominican Republie, Ecuador,
Paxagzuay, and Perxu.

Kine voted agalnst 1i%:

Chile, Costa Rica, El Salvador, Guatemsala,
Honduras, Kexloo, Panama, Uruzuay, and

zgnogueig.
Four abstained:

Bolivia, Bragzll, Nicaragua, and United States.

281p14., p. 298.
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Of the Hispanic American delegations voting affirmative-
1y on the first paragraph, five had already expressed thea-
selves ag being anti-interveniionist. These were now joined
by the Dominican Republio which had not participated in the
discussion and whioch khad voted in favor of the Panama reso-
lution in February, 1948. Cuba, having fluctuated between
the United States and the Colombian proposals in the discus-
sion, now voted for the Colombian proposal.

The five Hispanioc American delegations that introduced
the joint resoluticn recommending severance of relations
with Spain voted against the Colombian proposal. They were
joined by Uruguay who had expressed similar views and Costa
Rica who had supported the non-interventionlsts! arguments.
El Balvador, 80 anti-interventionist as to be pro~Franco,
voted sgainst the resolution. Here was an odd ¢combination
of avowedly anti-Franco nations being supported by the moss
pro-Franco natlon in the United Kationms.

Both the United States and Nicaragua, having already
expressed non-interventionlat leanings, abstained, as did
Bolivia and Brazlil. As yet, Bolivia and Brazil had neither
expressed an opinion nor voted on the Spanish guestion;
their attitudes wers offiolally undetermiuable. The United
Btates, supporting its om resolution, cculd hardly vote

foxr the Colombismr resolution; an abstention or negative
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vote were the only alternatives. Argentina and Haiti nelith-
exr voted nor abstained on the Colombian proposal; Argentina
had indioated its opposition to0 taking any action on the
Spanish question, and Haitl had yet to express an opinion.
The Colombian proposal's second paragraph, suggesting
use of Hispanio American good offices, met a similar fate,
being rejeated twénty-six to five with eighteen abstentions.®
Four Inter-American delegations voted for this paragraph:
golombis, Cuba, Dominican Republic, and Ecuador.
Ten voted against it:

Chile, Costa Rioca, El Salvador, Guatemala, Hondurag,
Mexico ost fFanama, ...E..MI:P; 2 HIEK’LQI0 and _.._}&_veﬁ@z 1a.

Five abstalned:

Bolivia, Brazil, Hloaragua, Peru, and Inited States.

In the voting on the Colomblan resolution's first par-
agraph, both Peru and Paraguay had voted affirmatively, but
on the second paragraph Peru abstained, and Paraguay voted
negatively. The other Inter-Ameriocan delegations voted
consistently on these two parts of the Colombian proposal.
After these two defeats, the Colombian delegate withdrew
his resolution, reserving a right to resubmit 1t to the
General Assembly.

891psd., p. 296.
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The United States delegate, having incorporated The
Betherlands' amendment with the United States resolution,
now resubmitted it to the Committee and insisted that it
be voted on beforxre oonsideration of the Bub~Committee reso-
Jution. {The amended United States resolution would con~-
$inue to bar Franco Spain from the United Hatlons and
called upon Franco to surrender his powers to a provision-
al government which inm turn would make way for a democratioc
government.) A vots was taken, and the resolution was re-
jeoted by a r0ll-0all vote twenty-two to twenty-two with
six abo;cntions.so Eight Inter-American delegations voted
for this resolution:

Bolivia, Brazil, Cuba, Dominican Republic, Haiti
ngggg;gé, g;car;ggg, ;nd Unjited States. ’ ’

Eleven voted against 1%:

Chile, Col a, Costa Rlea, Ecuador, El Salvador,
a, Mexico, FPanama, Peru, Uruguay, and
Venezuela.
One abstained:
Paraguay.

One registered no vote:

Argentina.
In the voting on the United States resolution, Argentina

was the only Inter-American delegation not to register a vote

301v1d., p. 300
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of any kind, and Paraguay, avowedly non-interventionist,
abstained from voting. Of the eight Inter-Amerioan dele-
gations voting for the resolution, Bolivia, Brazil, Domin-
oan Republic, Haiti, and Honduras had not previously pre-
sented their views. Their affirmative voles demonatrated
support for the United States, at least on this proposal.
Cuba and the Dominican Republic¢ already had voted for the
Colombian proposal, and their affirmative vote on the
United States proposal reaffirmed their non-intervention-
ist stand. The United States voted for its own proposal
but falled to marshal the Inter-American support so orucial-
ly needed whers the vote was a tie. Indeed, the United
States could have pushed its proposal through the First
Committes 1f it had had a greater degree of Inter-American
support.

Colombia did not abdstain from voting on the United
States resclution, {(as the United States had done in the
vote on the Colombian proposal) but cast a negative vote.
Non-interventionist Ecuador and Peru again followed Colom-
bia. Costa Rica and El Salvador voted agains$ the United
Btates resolution, as they had against the Colombian pro-
posal. The five nations (Chile, Guatemala, Mexico, Panamsa,
and Venegusla) that had proposed their own joint resolution
voted with the non-interventionists and El1 Salvadorx. The
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vote on the United States resolution sgain revealed the
three-way split in the'Intcr-American system, and it can
be said that this division was responsible for dsfeating
the United st#tel resolution.

The Fourth Sub-Committee resclution embodied the
joint proposal of Chile, Guatemala, Mexico, Panama, and
Venezusla which oalled for a ecollective United Hations
severance of relations with Franco Spain. This motion
wag defeated by a roll-call vote twenty to tweniy with
ten.abntontiona.SI Seven Inter~American delegations

%otod for ihio nétion:

’ l;lt » » ’ . »
%.E%MMMM

Eleven voisd against L%:

Colombia Rica ggg% ] an Republio
ko ,'gg %?vadgr. ggg_ﬁm, caragua, ars.o@x,
eru, and

nite Staies.'

+

One abstained:
Brazil.

Two registered no vote:

Argentins and Haiti.
Of seven Inter-American delegationa voiing for this

proposal, Uruguay and Bolivia were the only two that were

Sl1pid., p. 301.
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not co-authors of the motion. Although Boljivia had remaln-
ed silent in the discussion, it had voted affirmatively for
both the Unlited States resolution and for the joint resolu-
$ion as emdbodied in the Sub-Commjittee xyeport. Evidently,
Bolivia favored stronger action against Franco than did the
aonpintorvontionicts. Brazil had abstained on the Colom~
bian resolution, had voted for the United States proposal,
and now abstained on the Sub-Committee resolution, as that
delegation had’dons on the Colombian proposal. Haiti had
voted foxr the United States proposal, but, as yest, Argen-
$ina had not registered a vote of any kind.

Eleven Inter-American delegations, including the United
Btates and ¥l Salvador, voted against the Sub-Committee reso-
lution. United States iiggdership' and Colombian *go-
operation® were undoubtedly inatrumenial in defeating this
proposal; if one more Inter-American delegation had voted
for the regolution, £t would have deen oarried. The vote
on the Eub~Committee yesolution, a resolution favoring
stronger action against Spain than the non-interventionists
liked, found all the non-interventionists voting together.
This had not been true in the voting on the United States
and Colombian resolutions where the United States and Co-
lombia had opposed each other. XNow, howgver, their com-

bined voting support defeated the Sub-Committee report.
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With the rejeotion of the Colomblan, United States and
Sub-Committee resolutions, the First Coamittee chalrman was
at & loss for a compromis® measure. He suggested the sudb-
mission of the United States proposal to a second vote, but
Bebler (’Iugoolaua') “lugzuted that the Belgian motion be
dtubnittod'u the logioal oomp:umln.""3 Loridan (Belgium)
then requested a vote on his proposal to withdraw the am-
bagsadors and ministers of United Nations members from
Madrid, a proposal tha§ was an amendment to the rejected
United States z'«ml.niz:l(m.l"":s Loridan, therefore, requested
that his amendment bs added to the Sub~Committee report,
excluding the paragraph that called for the oolleative
sevorance of relations by United Nations members with
Spain. The Belglan proposil was voted on, paragraph by
paragraph, and the firsi paragraph, which recommended that
the Sscurisy Counoil take action on the Spanish case if
political conditions were not bettered within a reasonable
tine, was adopted by a roll-call vote twenty-six to eight

with sixseen abstontienc.“

331p3d., p. 301.

S31vid., p.- 301.

341psa., p. 303.
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Ten Inter-American delegations voted for the first
paragraph:

Bolivia, Brazil, Chils, Colombia, Guatemala, Mexico
ngama,’m Uruguay, and 3egegz’xe;a. ' '

Five voted against 1%:

Qoata Rioca, Dominican Republic, Founador, El Salvador,
and pjted States.

Four abstalined:
Cuba, Hopdureg, Nigaragua, and Paraguay.

Two registered no vote:

Argentina and Haity.
Cf the ten Intexr-American delegations that voted for

the first paragzraph, five had proposed the resclution ad-
vising severance of relations with Spain. Colombia and
Peru had now moved away from the non-interventionists.
Bolivia and Brazil voted for this paragraph, a significant
dpvelo_pmont since both had been silent during the debats
and had not yet definitely established their positions.
Uruguay kept its adopted place with those favoring strong
astion against Franco.

The United States and three other non-intexrventionistsa
(Costa Rioca, Dominican Republic, and Ecuador) voted nega-
tively, as did pro-Franco Xl Salvador. The four absten~-
tions (Cuba, Honduras, Nicaragua, and Paraguay) were also

non-interventionists. The non-interventionists were thus



~55-

divided in their votes: Colombia and Peru voted for the
paragraph; Costa Rioa, the Dominican Republic, Ecuador,
and the United States voted against the paragraph; Cuba,
Honduras, Nicaragua, and Paraguay abstained. Again,
Argentina and Haitl did not register either a voie oxr an
abstention.

The seoond paragxaph.35 recommending United Nations
members withdraw ambassadors and ministers from Madrid,
was adopted twenty-seven votes 0o seven with sixteen ab-
stentions.>o Tight Inter-American delegations voted for
the second paragraph:

’ Bolivia, 'graz;; Chile, Quatemala, Mexico, Panama,
Uruguay, and Yenezuela.

8ix voted againast i¢:

Colombia, Costa Rica, Dominican Republig, Ecuador,
X1 Sslvador, and Peru.

Five sbatained:

Quve, Hondures, Hicaragus, Paraguay, and United States.

Two registered no vote:

Argentina and Halti.

35Lor1dan agreed to delete the words, "by way of warn—
ing"* from paragraph 3. This was requested by 8ir
Hartley Shawcross of the United Xingdom, who would
vote for the paragraph, but his government refused
to be a paxty to warning the Spanish people.

36;b1d L ] p. 302 ®
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Colombla and Permw did not vote for the seoond para-
graph, as they had for the firs$ paragraph, but joined the
non-interventionists and voted negatively. The United
Etates did not vote sgainst this paragraph, as against
the first paragraph, bdut abstained with the four original
abstaining delegations of the voting on the first para-
graph. The five abstaining delegationa were alsc non—
interventionists. Apparently, this paragraph was more
unpopular with the Inter-Americtn delegations than was
the first.

. The last paragraph was adopted by acclamation, since
thers was no comment.S! The ohairman then pu$ the entire
proposal to a vote., The First Committee adopted the en~
tire resolution by a rell-call vote twenty~three to four
with tweniy abstentions.sa 8ix Inter-Amexican delegations

voted for the resolution:

Brazil, Chile, Guatemala, Mexico, Panama, and

.Venezuela.

37Betore a vote waa taken on the full text, the chair-

man czlled upon Castro (X1 Salvador) to make a state-
ment, a privilege that Castro had been promised earli-
er. Oastro said that this question was under the ex-
press jurisdiotion of the Becurity Council, and there-
fore, the resolution was contrary to the Oharter. His
governuent would not conform to a resclution recommend-
ing the severance of relations. De lLavalle {Peru) al-
so spoke, disagreeing with the recommendation and re-
serving his vote governing international agencies thag
might be affected by this resolution.

$81pid., p. 303.



The only votes cast against the resolution wexe those of
four Inter-American delegations:

gﬁa Qosta Bica, Dominican Republic, and E}
Va&dox.

Six abstalined:
ba, Honduras, ¥ioaragua, Paraguay, Peru, and
United Statea:

Five registered no vote:

Argentina, Bolivis, Ecuador, Haiti, and Uruguay.

The entire Belgian resolution got less Intex-American
support than 414 either of its first two paragraphs. Bra-
=il and the five oco-authors of the proposal to sever rela-
tions with Franco Spaln were the only Inter-American dele-
gations vating for the oomplete resolution, es contrasted
with tan voting for the first paragraph end eight for the
second.

The only First Committee members to vote against the
Bc;gian resoclution were four Inter-American delegations
{Colombia, Costa Rica, Dominican Republic, end E1 Salvador).
It was expeoted that X1 Salvador would vete agains% this,
0% any other, resoluiion proposing actioa agalnst Franco
Spain. However, it was a different matier for Colombia
t0 vote with the minorxrity, since that delegation had pro-
posed that ths Spanish people change their governmens
through the use of Hispanic American good offices. Al-
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though the Colomblian good offices proposal was not as force-
ful as the recommendation oontained in the Belglian resolu-
tion, Colombia had voted for the first paragraph, and it
seemed likely that it might support the entire Belgian reso-
lution. Costa Rica so fax had voted against every proposal
and was oonsistent in its present negative vote. 7The Domin-
fcan Republic, having voted for the Colombian and the United
States resolutions, now abrupily followed Colombia's lead.

The six abstalning votes included the United States,
and 1t would seem that the United States had influenced more
of the Inter-American states than had Colombia. On the oth-
er hahﬁ. it may be agsumed that the abstaining states would
have voted against rather than for the resolution, since
they were all non-interventionists.

Argentina, Bolivia, Ecuador, Halti, and Uruguay did not
register a vote on the complete Belgian resolution. Uruguay,
though not voting on the resolution, made known to the First
Committee that 1t wished to be included in the group voting
forx th§ Tesolution since 1t had voted for all the paragraphs
of the resolution. Ecuador, a consistent non-intervention-
ist, probably would have abstained or cast a negative vote.
Haitl and Bolivia might well have favored the resolution,
since Bolivia had seemed to favor stronger action and Haiti
had voted for the United States proposal. However, the
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abstention of the United States might have influenced Halitl
%0 adopt a similar gourse. Argentima ignored the Belgian
resclution, both in part and as a whole, and kept to its
view that the Spanish question was not within the jurisdioc-
tion ¢f the General Asseubly.

Aftexr she aoceptance of the Belgian resolution, the
First Committee turned to & discussion of the French pro-
posal that member states aid the Spanish people by cutting
off all impoxts of foodstuffs from Spain. The discussion
was brief, and Connally {United States) was the only Inter-
American delegate to make any ocomment. He refused o sup-
poxt any form of economic sanations, and he argued that
trade was necessary to the well-being of the Spanish people.
The motion was defeated by thirty-two votes. 8uoh an over-
whelming rejeotion of the French proposal indicated that
the First Committee was unwilling to take any action strong-
or than recommending the withdrawal of their ministers from
Eadrid.

The Firsts Committee report demonstrated wide Inter-
Amerioan differences of opinion on the Spanish question.

El Salvador astood alone im its support of Franco, but the
principle of non-intervention was well supported. Argen—
tina's opposition was demonstrated in that it neither

voted nor abstained on any of the proposals. The Argen-



=80-

tine delegation seemed to be willing %o let the S8alvadorean
delegate battle indefinitely against the action contemplated
on the Bpanish question without giving him even verbal sup-
port. Arxgentina apparently felt that its position would be
supported best by this form of passive resistance; this

types of opposition was not apt $0 draw much animosity from
other members. Haiti voted only for the United States pro-
posal, which constituted ite only activity in the entire
proceedings and demonstrated iis lack of finterest in taking
agtion against Franco.

The United 3tates had considerable support for its
proposal within the nations of the Hemiasphere. However,
the Belgian proposal, as sccepted by the committee, more
nearly resembled the joint propossl of Chile, Guatemala,
Nexioo, Panama, and Veneguela. The adoption of the Bel-
gian resolution demonstrated an absence of Hemispherio

unity.



Figure No. 2

United Nations General Assembly, First Committee

Title of Resolution Colombian
U. N. ActionRejected 23 to 8, o abstaln

Paragraph Une

I

Date December 9, 1946

Delegation Yes No Abstain Vote Unregistered|
Argentina X
Bolivia X
Brazil
Chile X
Colombia X
Costa Rica X
Cuba X
Dominican Republic
Ecuador X
E1l Salvador
Guatemala
Haiti i X
Honduras . X !
Mexico ! X |
Nicaragua : X
Panama ;I X
Paragzuay ‘!
Peru : H
United States ) X |
Uruguay l X lv l'
Venezuela X " j
Totals | 6 9 4 ¢ 2
Voting with the U. S. & Not voting with ths U, &, _ 17



Figure No. ®
United Nations General Assembly, First Committee

Title of Resolution_ Colombian Paragraph 1WO _

U, N. Action_@glectm Date December 9, 1946
Delegation ] Yes Ko Abstain Vote Unregistered]

Argentina X

Bolivia X

Brazil : ) X

Chile X

Colombia X

Costa Rica X

Cuba X

Dominican Republic

Ecuador X

El Salvador X

Guatemala X

Haiti ; X

Honduras * X

Mexico

Nicaragua l X

Panama X

Paraguay X

Peru X : l

United States 1 S

Uruguay ! !__

Venczuela X . )
Totals 4 10 i 5 i 2

Voting with the U, S, _ 4 Not voting with the U, £, _ 16
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Figure No. 4

United Nations_General Assembly, Plirst Committes

Title of Resolution_Upited States Paragraph {gntira taxt

U. N. Action Rejected 22 to 22, 6 abatainD3te Dacember 9, 1946
Delegation ! Yes No Abstain Vote Unregistered

Argentina X

Bolivia X

Brazil

Chile X

Colombia X

Costa Rica X

Cuba X

Dominican Republic X

Ecuador

El Salvador

Guatemala

Haiti X By

Honduras X J’[

Mexico ’L X L

Nicaragua X _

Panama X

Paraguay X

Peru X

United States X i

Uruguay ! X

Venezuela X - .

Totals 8 11 1 i 1

Voting with the U. S.

7

Not voting with ths U, £, 13

- — -



Figur:e No. §

United NationsGeneral Assembly, First Committee
Title of Resolution Sub=Committee Faragraphlen
U. N. ActionRejscted 20 to 20, 10 abstalnDate December 9,

i
Delegation Yes No Abstain Vote Unregistere—dl

Argentina X

Bolivia X

Brazil X

Chile X

Colombia

Costa Rica

Cuba

Dominican Republic

Ecuador

Mo [ ¢ ¢ [

El Salvador

Guatemala X

Haiti J X

Honduras ’ X

Mexico X

Nicaragua X

Panama X

Paraguay X

Peru

1g]

o

United States

Uruguay X |

Venezuela X

Totals 7 11 | 1

R S
¢

2

Voting with the U, S. _ 10 Not voting with ths U, £. _ 10



Figure No. 8

United Nations_General Assembly, First Committee
Title of ResolutionBelgien - — Paragraph One

U. N. Action_pdopted 26 to 8, lb abstain Date December 9, 1946

i
Delegation Yes No Abstain Vote Unregistere

Argentina X

Bolivia

Brazil

Chile

b be b

Colombia

Costa Rica X

Cuba X

Dominican Republic

Ecuador

N It

El Salvador

Guatemala X

Haiti X

Honduras X

Mexico X

Nicaragua X

Panama X

Pa.ragua.y X

Peru X
United States

_
te
- — 4

Uruguay ' X .

Venezuela X

Totals 10 5 4

y
'
{

e

Voting with the U. S, 4 Not voting with the U, &, _ 16

o e —



Figure No. 7

United Nations_General Assembly, First Committee
Title of Resolution Belgian - Paragraph Two
U. N. Action_Adopted 27 to 7, 16 abstaln Date Decerber 9, 1946

Delegation [ Yes No Abstain Vote Unregistered
Argentina X
Bolivia X
{Brazil X
Chile X
Colombia X
Costa Rica X
Cuba X
Dominican Republic X
Ecuador X
El Salvador | X
Guatemala X )
Haiti ‘, X
Honduras | X
Mexico X
Nicaragua X
Panama X
Paraguay X
Peru X _ i
United States X i:
Uruguay X !__
Venczuela X .
Totals 8 6 | 5 : 2 N

Voting with the U, S. __ 4 Not voting with the U, &, _ 16

e~ o~



Figure No. g8

United Nations_gaenaral Assembly, FPirat Committae

Title of Resolution gej glan_ Faragraph (entira text)
U. N. Actionpdoptad 23 ta. 4, 20 ahatain  D3te Dacember 9, 1946

i
Delegation Yes No Abstain Vote Unregistere

Argentina

Bolivia X

Brazil X

Chile X

Colombia X

Costa Rica ) ¢

Cuba X

Dominican Republic X

Ecuador . x

El1 Salvador X

Guatemala X

Haiti L X

Honduras X j

Mexico X |

Nicaragua X

Panama X

Paraguay X

Peru

United States

Uruguay

Venezuela X

e

Totals [ 4 | 6

Voting with the U. S. 5 Not voting with the U, S. 15

— W T s
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Chapter IV
The December 1946 Resolution

) ¢

The First Committee repoxt on the Spanish question con-
tained the Bslgian proposal recommending withdrawal of the
ambasgsadors and ministers of United Nations members from
Madrid. 7The report was placed on the General Assemdly
agenda at its fifty-seventh mesting on December 13, 1948.
The Assenbly at the same time had deen scheduled to eleot
& sixth member of the Economi¢ and Social Council, but the
ochairman, V. K. Wellington Xoo {China), decided to post-
pone the election because 0f insufficient attendance. This
change of agenda csused some diffioulty, since the Venezue-
dan delegation was scheduled to speak first on the Bpanish
question, and that delegation's ahairman was absent. Pedro
Zuloaga, the Venesuelan representative present, proposed
oconsideration of gther business until other members might
arrive who intended to participate in the discussion on the
Spanish queation.l

The chairman assured the members that ali would be af-
forded an opportunity to speak on the Spanish question.

lpnited Nations, General Assembly, Official Records,
Second Part, First Session, pp. 1159-1160.



However, the discussion immediately involved the determina-
tion of the agenda. After the vice-~chairman of the First
Committes, Joseph Beoh {Luxembourg), read the First Commit-
$ee's repors calling upon United Nations members to with-
draw their ambasgsadors and minieters from Kadrid, Lange
(Poland) suggested the study of some other business uniil
the attendance was greater. The chairman informed the
Polish delegate that there were now forty~two delegations
in attendance, more than the required two-thirds for a
qnoru;. and the Assembly had to prooceed with the discus-
sion unless there was a motion to ad;ouxn,z
Carlos Eduardo 8tolk (Venezuela) consequently proposed
adjournment until the afiernoon, and Felix Rieto del Rio
(Chile) supported him. After further deliberation, Belt
(Cuba) and Castro (Bl Salvador) requested a vote on Btolk's
Proposal withou¥ further delay. The president czlled for
28 vote on adjournment, which was defoated.3 Stolk then re~
quested a rearrangement of the schedule so that his delega-
tion might speak 1n the afternoon; his request was granted.
The discuasion of the Spanish question was carried

gxbig., p. 1183.
3Ibid., p. 1166.
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over from the fifty-seventh meating to the fifty-eighth
meeting {afternoon of December 12}, Presided over by Paul
Henri BSpaak {(Belgium). Spaak suggested that the number of
speakers on the First Committes resolution with unlimited
time be limited to two for and $wo against ihe xesolution
and that other representatives be allowed to make only
three ox four minute speeches t0o explain their vou."

Castro (X1 Salvador) objected %o the president's pro-
posal, which he insisted would prevent him from speaking
against a resolution that had been proposed by Spaak's dele-
gation. He had bsen scheduled %0 speak after the Cuban and
Costa Rican delegates, both of whom were to speak against
the First Committee resolution, and he automatically would
be prevented from making a major address. The Salvadorean
representative clajmed that Spaak already had limited the
First Committee’s debats on this proposal and that he now
wag doing the same in the Assembly. Castro insisted that
his protest bé entered in the records, and he threatened %o
walk out of the uetlnc.s

Spaak refused to coamment on the withdrawal threat, and
insisted that he had no desire to prevent Castro from speak—

41pia., p. 1277.
51vid., p. 1178.
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ing at length on the Spanish question. He then asked if
either the Cuban or Costa Rioan speaker would agree to speak
for only three or four minutes tc allow the Salvadorean dele-
gate to make a major address.5

Belt {Cuba) conoeded the point and suggested that each
speaker bs permitted only one minute, since the Spanish ques-
tion had been discussed fully by the First Committee. long
speeches could be ciroulated in writing, which he for ons
agreed to read and ltudy.7 The ohairman then proposed that
the Costa Rioan and Salvadorean delegates should speak
against the resolution and those of Venezuela and Csecho-
slovakia should speak for i$. All four speeches were to
be without time limit. The Czechoslovakian delegate yleld-
ed his privilege %o Leon Jouhaux, the Frenoh delegate, who
vigorously supporxted the reaolntiou.a

Numerous speeches wers msde on the Spanish question,
and the discussion was carried over into the fifty-aninth
meeting (evening of December 12). A% that time the First
Connittes TenOYt was submitted 0 a vote of the Assembly.

A. G. Bottomley {(United XKingdom) requested a separate vote
8rpid., p. 1179,

"Ibia., p. 1179,
Grpid., pp. 1190-1195.
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on the paragraph recommending that the Security Council con-
sider measures to be taken against Franco Spain 1f that
government, within a reasonable length of time, were not
Teplaced by one more demooratio in form. This paragraph
was adopted by a show of hands. The entire resolution was
submitted to & roll-call vete, resulting in 1ts adoption
thirty-four o six with thirteen abstentions.’

b 8 ¢

In the First Committes's work on the Spanish question
{1946), the Hispanio Amerioan states of Chils, Guatemsala,
Nexico, Papnama, Uruguay, and Venszuela had favored a reso-
lution recommending that United Nations members sever rela-
tions with the Franoco government. After the defeat of their
proposal, they had supported the Belgian resolution calling
for member nations $0 withdraw their ministers from Madrid,
which ths Asseambly considered and adopted on December 12,
1948.

These delegationsa, favoring a severance of relations
with Spain and voting for the Belgian resolution in the
Firas Committes, were the most energetic in supporting the
resolution in the Assembly disoussion. They again rejected

S1bid., pp. 1232113232,



the non-interventionists! arguments that severance of rela-
tions constituted intervention and insisted that the United
Hations should make an effeoctive contribution within the
Charter to aid the Spanish peoplo.m They deplored the fact
that some nations had publicly sondemned the Franco regime
(Potsdam, San Frantiisco, and London) but wers giving that
regime their political and legal protection. . They also re-
Jooted the possidbility that Spain oould regain democrasy or
overthrow Franco without at least moral aid and suppors

from the outside.

The suggestion that a plebiscite could be held under
Franca's. auspices to stimulate the growth of demccracy in
Spain was rojoctod.u ‘They deemed 1% necessary to isolate
Spain in order %o prevent its fascist government from in-
feoting other governments and $o enable Spaniards to over-
throw Franco. Collective repudiation and isolation was
no$ intervention, as in the case of unilateral interven-
tion by a single power in a weaker power. To invoke the
principle of non~-intervention against this type of sotion
was & contradiotion of the prinoiple of United Hations
oolleotive action in the interests of international peace

101p44., pp. 1166-1169, 1204-1308, 1210-1212,
1318, 1219-1220.

11193.9.- » PP. 1178-11823,
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and security.

This group furthex insisted that the resolution was mild
enough and legal according %o the Charter.13 They rejeoted
the axgument that no$ all United Nations members had demo-
oxatio governments and $o take agtion against a non-member
for that reason was a contradiotion. Indeed, they insisted
that the proposed action was considered heocause the Franoo
government, in addition to being anti-demooratic and dicta~
torial, was an Axis oreature.

These states, in Assembly discussion now were joined by
three non-interventionists {non-severance) states (Nicaragua,
Paraguay, and United States), Bolivia had registered no
vote on the oomplete Belgian resolution in the First Com-
mitteets voting, but it had voted for each of its two para-
graphs. Bolivia, like Nicaragua, Paraguay, and the United
States, vooally supported the Belglan rxesolution in the
General Assembly. The delegates of Nicaragua, Paraguay,
and the United States supported the resolution in the in-
terests of unanimity, 2s well as in the hope that it right
succeed in establishing a more democratic government in
Spain. They recogniszed that the resolution contemplated a
peaceful change in the Spanish government, and that the

131v34., pp. 1179-1183.
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principle of non-intervention therefore was not being sacri-
ﬁcod.l3

Bolivia, Hicaragua, and the United States said that al-
though they had favored the United States proposal in the
First Committee, they now would support the Belgian resolu-
tion as an ect in accordance with the prinociples of the
Ohartor.l‘ This reversal of attitudes by three non-inter-
ventionists was indeed enocouraging to Inter-Ameriocan co~
operation.

Anong the Inter~American delegations speaking against
the Belgian resolution in the Assembly were the pro~Franco
representatives of X1 Balvador and Argentina and the non-
interventionist representatives of Coasta Rioa, Ecuador, and
Peru. 7The representatives of Cuba and Colombia, who had
associated themselves with the non-interventionists in the
First Committee's disoussion and voting announced their in-
tention not to suppor$ the Belgian reaolution.ls However,

151vid., pp. 1300-1203, 1303-1204.

1454181 X. Btevenson (United States) commented on the
paragraph recommending that the Council be asked to
oonsider adequate measures, if a more favorable govern
ment were not established in Spain. His delegation
doubted thas the Charter authorized the Council to aot
in that capasity and would abstain in voting on that
paragraph, 1f the paragraphe were subnxitied separately.
gsee, Ibid., pp. 1317-1218.

157b1d., pp. 1169-1178, 1179.
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they (Colombia and Cuba) did not actively oppose or denounce
the Belgian resolution as did the mon-interventionist dele-
gations {Costa Rioca, Eouador, and Peru). These latter rep-
resentatives insisted that they opposed the resolution, be-
cause {in their opinion) collective withdrawal of ministexs
from Madrid constituted intervention, and they would not
support any resolution embodying intervention in the in-
ternal affairs of a sovereign government. They did not in-
tend to support any foram of intervention against any kind
of governmens.

These non-iﬂﬁéQvénti;nisi’sta%es differed from the PTO~
Franco stétél {Argentina and Il Salvador) in thas they wsre
well aut;o:of the nature of the Franco government, which
they did not intend to prai;o. However, they expressed the
view that inasmuch as the Seourisy Council had datermined
that Franco Spaln did not constitute a2n actual threat to
world peacs, the United Natlions should ﬁot foyaake the
principle of the equality of states and intervene in mat-
ters essentially within the domestic jurisdistion of a
state. Since the forms of democrady varied throughout the
world, the criteria of demooracy alszo varied, and therefore,
an attempt t0 impose demooracy on & single state would con-
stitute intervention. The demooratic system should be al-

lowed to arise spontanecusly within a state rather than be
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imposed from the outside. By the same token, an attempt to
foroce a state by colleotive severance of relations was in-
tervention incompatible with the United Nations charter.ls
JMoreover, intervention was contrary to the principles of
the Inter-American cyston.17
The Cuban delegate said that$ he would neither vote for
nor against the Belglan resolution, since the resolution
called for the recall of ministers and ambassadors from
Madrid, and Cuba had pever had an ambassador accredited to
the rranob governmont.la However, he did not wish to oppose
the resolution, decause he felt that its rejeotion would aid
Franoe. The'polombian delegate s§xd that the Franco regime
should be replaced, but he believed in the desirability of
inducing Franco to introduce reforms by United Nations re-
quest in preference to coeroion.}?
The pro-Franco delegatea from El Salvador and Argen-
tina agreed with the mop-interventionist delegations of
Costa Rica, Eouzdor, and Peru that the Franco government

was not & threat to international peace and that any action

181pgd., pp. 1171, 1183-118S.

171p14., p. 1216.
181p44., p. 1179.

191p44., p. 1175.
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taken rgainst that government would comstitute intervention
in viclation of the Charter. They also insisted that the
resolution violated the principles of the Inter-American
system. They maintained that there was nc fereign influence
in Spain {in 1948) and that there was no threat against in-
ternational peace by the Franoo government.zo
The Salvadorean delegate announced that he would not
only vote against ths ﬁ&lgianz:esoluxion but that if the
regolution should be passed by the Assembly, hias government
would reserve the right to re-examine the resolution in
11zhs of ths Charter and mationsl intereeta.al Both the
Argentine and Salvadorean delegates insisted that the Span~
ish problem was beyond United Hations jurisdiosion. The
Argentine delegate sald that the proposed acotion was no more
Juatified agninst tha Franoo government than similar sction
would be againast communiet or capltalla$ governments.zz
The Unlited Hations should refrain from conserning itself
with internsl political problems and ooncern 1tself solely

with international scocial comiitions.
201b1d., p. 1189.
8l1vpig., p. 1190.
221p1d., p. 1207.
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The Belgian resclution was well supported by the Inter-
American delegations in spite of the non—interven&ioniét and
pro-Franco opposition. The nations that had opposed the Bel-
glan resolution in the First Committes on non-interventionist
grounds (Nicaragua, Paraguay, and the United States) now
joined the supporters of the resolution (Bolivia, Chile,
Cuatemale, Mexioo, Pename, Uruguay, and Veneguela)} in the
Assembly action. OQuba and Colombia had eopposed the Belgian
resolution in the First Committee also, but they did not
aotivély oppose it in fhz Assenmdly discussion. These dele-
gations generally agxeed that a recall of ministers and am-
bassadors from Madrid did nog constitute. intervention in
Spalnfo internal affairs,

Inter-American opposition to the Belgian resolutior in
the Assembly debate was led by Costa Rica, Ecuador, and
Peru who opposed on non~-interventionist grounds. The eppo-
sition further was yup?orted by Argentipa end El Salvador
who evidon;ed obvious edmiration for the Franco regime.

This made a total of five Inter-Amerioan delegations oppos-
ed 3o the Belgian resolution in the Assembly dedbate,

The delegations of Braxil, Dominican Republic, Haiti,
and Honduras weres the only Inter-Amerioan delegations not
%o take part in fho Asgembly discussion. Determination of

their orinions depended on their votee on the Belgian rego-
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lution.

111
The General Assembly adopted the Belgian resolution in
& y0ll-call vote of thirty-four to six with thirteen adbsten-
tions.2% ANl Inter-Amexioan delegations voted on this reso-
lution, but their votes were widely divided. Twelve Inter-
American delegations voted for the resolution:

Soldvis, Braall, Chile, Quatemals, Haitl, Mexlco,
’ ma, faraguay, United States, Uruguay,

nezusia.

Six voted against the resolution:

m_{m %ﬁ' Dominican Republjc, Eouador,
V. » and .

Three abstained:

Colombia, Cuba, and Honduras.

The six Inter-American delegations voting against the
resolution oast the only negative votes in the General Assem-
bly. I% is significant that the only nations willing to go
on record as definitely opposing action against Franco were
six Hispanio Ameriocan xepubliocs. Argentina ended its recorxd
of non~participation by voting against this resolution. The
other five delegations had been consistent aupportera‘of

non-intervention, and their negative votes were anticipated.

331b1d., pp. 1231-1232.
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The Dominican Republic had been silent in the debates
on the Spanish question but had consistently voted against
taking action against Franco in the First Committee except
in the voting on the United States and Colombian resolutions.
Peru and Costa Rioca went on record as being against Franco's
form of govermment, and Peru still favored barring that
government from the United Nations. But neither delegation
supported the Belgian resoclution because of their non-inter-
ventionist poliocies.

The reasons for the negative votes of Argentina and El
Salvador were very different from those of Peru and Costa
Rica, and even Eouadox. ' The statements of the representa-
tive from E1 Salvador, when ooupled with his voting, indi-
oated that he was consistently pro-Franco. The Argentine
representative’s disinterest in the First Committee work,
his failure to vote, and his abortive speeches in that Com-
mittee, indicated reluctance to take action against the
Franco regime., 7Zhis ®"reluctance® was merely a thinly dis-
guised favoring of the Franco regime.

The three nations abhstaining (Colombia, Cuba, and Hon-
duras) were mon-interventionists. Honduras had voted for
the United States proposal and for the second paragraph of
the Colombian proposal in the First Committee. It had neverx
vocally expressed itself but had voted consistently with the



~75-

non-interventionist group. Cuba had avowed that it would
not support the Belgian resolution tut was outspoken in its
disapproval of the Franoo regime and did not majintain ambasg-
sadorial relations with Franco Spain. During the Assembly
disoussion, the Cuban delegate had expressed an inteant to
abstain, whioh he did, because he did not want to prejudice
agtion against Franoo, nor did he wish to forsake the prin-
oiple of non-intervention.

Colombia might have been expected to support the First
Committee's report to the Assembly. Its delegation had of-
f.gred a resolution, which if followed %0 its ultimate con-
clnc.top.ﬂ would have involved action stronger than that pro-
vided for in the Belglan resolution. Its rejeotion might
have found Colombia disposed to support some other form of
aotion, bu¢ ihe Qolombian delegate had not supported the
Belgian resolution in the interests of non-intervention
during the Oommittes work, and he did not now abandon that
position.

,. The United States had been opposed to any *interven-
tionist® proposals in the commlitee discusasion, and {t again
questioned the legallty of the Belgian resclution in the As-
sembly. However, the United Statea supported the Belgian
proposal in the Assembly whioh it had never done in the com-
mittee work. The United States voted without reserve for



-7

the Belglan resolution in the General Assembly, while deing
an avowed non-interventionist in the committee prooeedings.

Paragusy and Niocaragua had both been non-intervention-
4stes in the First Committes, but they followed the lead of
the United States and voted for the Belgian resolution.
Haiti voted for this resolution after having taken little
part in the development of a resolution in the First Com-
mittee. Bolivia and Brazil also had taken little part in
the commititee work, but they voted with the United States
and the five delegations proposing a resolution stronger
than the compromise resolution of Belgiuum.

For the prestige of the Inter-Amerioan system, it is
indeed fortunate tha$ twelve Inter-American delegations did
support the Belgian resolution. But the faot that the only
negative votes on this important question were from the ¥Wes-
tern Hemisphere does illustrate a laock of solidarity in the
Intex-American systen,

The work of the General Assembly on the Spanish ques—
tion during December 1946 resulted in a resolution which if
carried to its fullest extent might have served to remedy
the undesirable politlocal and soolal conditions in Spaln.
‘n‘xa Assenbly work presented an opportunity to examine the
workings of the Inter-American system on a question that

was not essentially Inter-American but which was of primary



intqreat to the nations of the ¥Western Hemisphere. The His-
panic Ameriocan nations by virtue of their ties with Spain
had special interest in the queasion. 7The United States
had an interest in helping the infant United lations face
up $0 the task of solving thies somplex prodlea.

The United States did not exercise any obvious control
or influence over any large number of the Intez—-American
delegations in the Firast Committee work, and the General
Assexzbly voting demonstrated that the United States follow-
od rather than led the five states that had earlier proposed
& stronger resolution favoring a severance of relations with
Spain. 7The final resolution adopted by the General Assembly
was mores nearly like the joint resolution of Chile, Guate-
mala, Xexico, Panama, and Venezuela than those proposed by
Colombia ox the Unitéd Btates. The voting on the First Com~
mittee report indeed demonstrated not only the wide diver-
gence of Inter-American opinions but also that each nation
voted scocording to ite own dictates,



Figure No. 9

United Nations General Assembly
Title of Resolution Belgian - Paragraph {(entire text)

U. N. Action_Adopted 34 to g. 13 gbgtgig Date December 12. 1356

f e
Delegation Yes . No Abstaln Vote Unregistered

Argentina J X

Bolivia X

Brazil

Chile - X
Colombia X

Costa Rica X

Cubg X

Dominican Republic

Ecuador

El Salvador » X

Guatemala X

Haiti X

Honduras X

Mexico X

Nicaragua X

Panama X

Paraguay X

Peru X l

United States X |

Uruguay X

Venezuela X .
Totals 12 6 3 ;

Voting with the U. 5. 11 Not voting with the U, . _9©
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Chapter Vv
The Falilure to Reaffirm the Decembexr 1948 Resolution

I

The General Assembly resolution of Dggembe: 12, 1948,
Zecommended that United Hations members withdraw their am~
bassadors and ministers froa Madrid and that the members re-
port at the General Assembly's next session what action they
had taken in aoqordanao wvith the reoommendation. At the
session following the December 1946 resolution, the secre-
tary-general of the Assembly Teported on the action taken
by nedbera.l He reported that three states (EI Salvador,
The xetherlanda. United Kingdom) had recalled ambassadors
or ministers, nineteen states had no accredited ambassadors
or ministers in Spain, and thirty had no relations of any
kind with Franco Spain. Liberia said that 1t would adhere
to the resolution, the Dominican Republio sald that proper
congideration would be given to the ressclution, and Argen-
tina acknowledged the notification of the resolution from
the secretary-general. (Argentina appointed a new ambassa-
dor to Madrid in 1947.)

After the report of the members! actions on the Decem—

1Un1ted Hations, Yearbook 1946—41, p. 130.
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ber 1948 resolution, the Spanish question was placed on the
Assembly agenda of the seocond United Nations session. A%
the ninety~first meeting of the Assembly {September 23, 1947),
the Spanish question was yeferred to the First Commitiee for
consideration and report. The First Committee began discua-
sion of the Spanish question at its one-hundred and third
meeting {Lake Suscess, New York, Hovembexr 10, 1847), 2nd the
discussion lasted into the one~hundred and fourth meeting
{Bovember 1), 1947). At the latter meeting, Lange (Poland)
made a dznunciatory speech adout the Franco government and
introduced a resolution which would reaffirm the resclution
of Decexber 12, 1946. The Polish reaoclution, dated Kovem—
ber 11, 1347, stated:

Ihe Qeperal Ascembly,

Reaffirming again its resolution 39(I) of 12 Decem-

ber 1946 concerning relations of Komber States of

the United Nations with Spain,

ﬂg%gmmondg to the Seourity Counoil that it consider,

ni a month, the Spenish question and that it take

sdequate measures, ia conformity with Article 41 of

the Charter, in oxder to remedy the present eituﬁtion

accoxrding to the resolution of 12 Decembey 1946.

The delegation of Yugoslavia introduced &n emendment to

the Polish proposal, which would make that praoposal somevhat

2ppited Kations, General Assembly, First Committes,
gecond Session, Official Records, Document A/0.1/259,
Annex 20a, p. 626,
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strongexr. The Yugoslav amendment recommended that the Secur-
ity Council impose economic sanotions on Spain. That amend-
ment stated:

Add in paragraph 2 after the words *in conformity
with Article 41 of the Charter® the following words:

"particularly measures of an eoonomic nature.*d

At the one-hundred and fifth meeting {Hovember 11, 1947),
Loridan (Belgium) introduced a resclution, submitted jointly
by the delegations of Belgium, The Netherlands, and Luxem-
bourg. That resolution, submitted in a compromise spirit
stated:

Ihe Seneral Assembly

Jakes note of the part of the Seoretary-General's
annual report dealing with the relations of Members
of the United Kations with Spain, and notes the
measures taken by virtue of resolution 39 g&l re-
garding such relations adopted by the Gene
Assembly on 12 December 1948;

rets that the recommendations inviting all Members
of the United Nations to recall their ambassadors and
ainisters plenipotentiary from Madrid immediately has
not been fully applied;

xngggggg *sg ggg:;ggggg that the Security Counoil
wi exercise its responsibilities for the main~

tenance of international peace and security as soon
as the Spanish qnzstlon shall require the adoption
of such measures.

3;bid., Document A/C.1/363, Annex 20e, p. 838.
41bid., Dooument A/C.1/261, Annex 200, p. 637.
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M. G, Setalvad (India) favored reaffirming the December
1946 résclution, and to that end, he introduced an amendment
to the joint resolution of Belgium, The Hetherlands, and
Luxembourg. The amendment was to modify the last sentence
of the joint resolution, so as not to weaken the 1948 reso-
lution. The amendment stated:

Delete last paragraph; substitute the following:

Expresses its confidence that the Security Council

will &8s recomumended in resolution 39 {(I) dated 13

December 1946 consider the adeguate measures %o be

taken t$0 remedy the situation.

Padilla Hervo (Mexico) also introduced & joint resolu-
tion, submitted by the delegations of Cuba, Guatemala, Mexi-
6o, Panama, and Uruguay. He noted that the resolution of
December 1946 had not deen fully complied with, and in the
interests of promoting co-operation and unity, he did not
intend to introduce & stronger resolution. This resolution
stated:

reag the Secretary-General in his annual report
s ormed the General Assembly of the steps taken
by the States lMembers of the Organization in pursu~

ance of its reoommendations of 13 Deoember 1946;

Reaffirms its resolution 39 (I) adopted on 13 Decen-

ber 1946 concerning relations of Members of the
United Rations with Spain, and

51pid., Document A/C.1/282, Annex 204, p. 637.
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Expresses 1ts confidence that the Security Council
will exercise its responsibilities under the Charter
should it ooneider that the situation in regardi to
Spain so requires.®

Belt y Ramires (Cuba) for his delegation, and for the
Panamanian and Guatemalan delegations, submitted a proposal
for ths creation of a sub-comaittes to draft a generally
aoceptable text. That sub-committee, with a suggested mem-
bership of all authors of proposals and amendments on the
Spanish question, would include the representatives of
Belgium, Cuba, Guatemala, India, lLuxembourg, Mexico, The
Netherlands, Panama, Uruguay. and !ugoalavis.’ The pro-
posal for a sub-committee was put to a vote and adopted by
the First Commiltee.

The sub-cozmittee drew up & resolution, whioh was re-
ported to the First Comzittee at its one~-hundred and seventh
meeting on the following day {November 12, 1947). Setalvad
{Indsa), the sub—oomnittee.ohairman. presented the report,
which was essentially the same resolution submitted joint-
1y by the delegations of Cuba, Guatemala, Panama, Uruguay,
and Mexico. ?%he sub-commitiee resolution stated:

61bid., Documens A/C.1/380/Rev. 1, Annex 20b,
PP. 826-~637.

7_@_;9_., Dooument A/C.1/264, Apnex 20f, p. 628.
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Whereas the Secretary-General in his annual report
has informed the General Assembly of the steps taken
by the States Members of the Organization in pursu-
ance of its recommendations of 12 Deocember 1946;

The General Assembly

Reaffirms its resolution 39 (1) adopted on 12 Decem-

bexr 1948 concerning relations of Members of the

United Nations with Spain, and

Expresses its confidence that the Security Council

will exercoise its responsibilities under the Charter

as soon as it considogs that the situation in regard
to Spain s0 requires,

This resolution was put to & roll-call vote by para-
graphs, resulting in adoption of its three paragraphs. The
First Committee then adopted the entire sudb-committee reso-
lution, and the chairman announced that the rapporteur
would repors the resolution to the General Assoﬂbly.g

Henrik de Kauffman {Denmark), the First Committes
rapporteur, read the Committee report to the General As-
sembly at its one-hundred and eighteenth mesting (Rovem~
ber 17, 1947). After some spirited discussion on the re-
port and s$he Spanish question in general, the Assembly
president, Oswaldo Aranba (Brazil), called for a roll-call
vote on each paragraph, as requested by 8. E. Duran-Ballen
(Eouador).lo The firat paragraph was adopted, and the

81bid., Dooument A/C.1/266, Annex 20g, p. 638.

¥1vid., p. 431.

10pni ted Eations, Ceneral Assembly, Official Records,
Beoond se.SIOn’ VOIQ II. po 1095.
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president then advised the Assembly that the second para-
graph required a two-thirds majority for adoption. The
second paragraph was rejected, falling %o obtain a requisite
two-thirds majority. (It reoeived only twentsy-nins votes to
sixteen with eight abetentions.)!l The third paragraph was
adopted, and $he president then called for a vote on the
First Committes resolution, without the second paragraph
which had falled to get the necessary two-thirds majority.
The resolution was adopted withous the second paragraph
(which reaffirmed the 1845 resolution recommending that
Pnited Nations members withdraw their minlaters from Madrid.)

By rejeoting the second paragraph of the First Committee
resclution, the Assendbly simply did not reaffirm the Lecember
1946 resolution, 80 it may be presumed that that resolution
was dead. According to the third paragraph, the Asgembly
had left the disposal of the Spanish question t0 the Segur-~
ity Council.

PO ¢
In Novemder 1947, the main issue oonfronting the Gen-
eral Asseubly in its consideration of the Spanish question
was whether or not $o reaffirm the resclution of December
12, 1948. That resolutionts success was diffioult to

111vid., pp. 1095-1098.
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measurs, because it recommended that United Nations menbers
withdraw theirx missions from kadrid, and many membexs did
not maintain relations with the Franco government. The reso-~
Jution wag intended as a step in the direotion of changing
the Spanish government, but it had accomplished little and
had no real effectiveness during 1947.

The FPolish resolution, the joint resolution of Cuba,
Guatemala, Panama, Uruguay, and Kexioco, and the Indian amend-
ment to the joint resolution of Belgium, The Netherlands, and
Luxembourg all would have reaffirmed the December 1948 reso-
lution.

In the discussion of this question both in the General
Asgexbly and in the First Committee, the Inter-imerican dele-
gations were widely divided in opinion. Chile, Guatemals,
Pan:na, Uruguay, &nd Venesuela had supported the Decexbsx
19468 resclution, and they supported the reaffirmation of
that resolution in the First Committee and Assembly discus-
ston.}® Cuba had not supported the December 1946 resolu~
tion when it was adopted by the Assembly, but at that time
had abstained from voting. However, Cuba now joined Cuate-
mala, Yexico, Panama, and Uruguay in proposing & resolution
to reaffirm the December 19456 resclution. Ecuador haed voted

13tp1d., p. 1081.



against the resolution, but had accepted its decision. The
Ecuadorean delegate announced that he would support reaffirm-
ing the resolution, as did the Cuban delegate, in the inter-
ests of consistency and 1031@.13 Both Cuba and Ecuador had
been in the group that had insisted that collegtive sever-
ance of relations with the Franco regime constituted inter-
vention in Spain's Anternal affairs.

Eight Inter-American delegations (Chile, Jubs, Eouador,
Guatemala, Mexico, Panama, Uruguay, and Venezuela) supported
the reaffirming of the December 1945 resclution, and they
were among the strongest supporters of reaffirmation in the
General Auombly.l4 8ince the resclution had been passed
by a two-thirds majority of the Assembly, 1t should de re-
affirmed to realize the full benefits intended by the reso-
lution, and the Seourity Council should carry out the reso-
lution in conformity with the Charter. (Thie was expressed
in the joint resolution of Cuba, Guatemala, Panama, Uruguay,
and Mexico submitted to the First Committee and also in the
sub-committee resolution submitted to the First Committee.)

These delegationa resented Franco's mistreatment of

the Spanish people: they pointed to {the laws of succession

13pizst Comzittes, Ibid., pp. 419, 435-437.
141p1d., pp. 404-405, 411-413, 417, 438.
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imposed by a faked plebiscite (1945), new anti-labor laws,
and generally inoreased persecution of Spaniards in a deter-
iorated political situstion.ls The argument that collective
agtion in severing relations econstituted intervention was
again rejeoted, and they urged reaffirmation of the Decem-
ber 1848 resclution as the United Kations® best method of
taking action against the Franco regime,

The delegations of Brasil and NHicaragua thought that
the Assembly could go no farther than the Deceuber 1948 reso-
lution in tskxing action agains§ the Franco regimc.ls They
would support some form of action allowed by the Charter,
but they 4id not openly advocate reaffirmation of the Decem~
ber 1943 resclution.

The United Btates returned to its place with the non-
interventionists in not supporting the réhffirmation of the
Degember 1946 resolution. Ths United Btates jolned Costa
Rica and Peru in opposing the reaffirmation of that reso—
lution on non-interventionist grounds.l? These three dele-
gations {Qosta Rica, Peru, United States) felt that the

Franco regime was not aggressive,that she previous resolu-~

151p23., p. 417.
181p1d., pp. 415-417.
I?Mo. p. ua.
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tion had been t0 no avail, and that no form of sanctions
should be imposed on the Spanish people. They insisted that
sanctions would cause the Spanish people undue suffering and
violence and that the December 1948 resolution had only
tended to unify the BSpanish people behind Franco.

The pro-Franco states (El Salvador and Argentina) were
extremely vooal in their opposition t0 reaffirming the De-
cember 1948 resolution. Roberto Despradel (Dominican Re-
public) voiced opposition to the December 1946 resolution
in the same tones as had the pro-Franco states of Argentina
and E1 Salvador.}® poth E1 Salvador and the Dominican Re-
publio had voted against the resolution when it had been
adopted on December 12, 1946, but both had withdrawn their
ministers from Madrid in "oompliance® with that resoclution.
They both regretted and disliked this "intervention® inter-
fering with Spenish sovereignty. The delegates of Argentina,
the Dominican Republic, and E1 Salvador insisted that the
resolution in question was gontrary to the Charter and con~
stituted intervention, which they zealously opposed.19 They
implied that the opposition to the Franco regime was a di-
Toot result of leftist agitation in the world.

181p1d., p. 439.

19
Ivid.,pp. 417-418, 434-4256, P. 439.
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Bolivia, Colombia, Haitl, Honduras, and Paraguay digd
not partioipate in the discussion over the reaffirmation
of the December 1846 resolution in either the General As-
sembly or in the First Committee. However, Bolivia, Halti,
and Paraguay had voted for the resolution when it had been
adopted, and Colombia and Honduras had both abstalned. An
examination of those five states! votes would be necessary
to determine theixy attitudes on reaffirming the resolution.

The Generxal Assembly work on reaffirming the December
1946 resolution demonstrated the cleavage and lack of soli-
darity within the Inter-Azmerican system. The group favor-
ing action included those that had favored it in 1948, bdut
with the addition of Cuba and Ecuador. The latter two
states formerly had opposed recalling ministers from Madrid
as constituting intervention in Spanish domestic affairs,
but they now joined the group favoring a severance of Tre-
lations with Spain for a laudable reason -—— to support a
previous ro-olution of the General Assembly.

The United States had veted for the resolution in
1946. Now, (1947) the United States again joined the non-
interventionists. The anti-sgeverance, non-interventionist
states of Costa Rica and Peru had opposed the resclution
when 1t had been adopted, and still opposed 1t (1947).
Brazil and ¥icaragua had voted for the resolution, dbut
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they seemed only lukewarm toward reaffirmation. The Domini-
¢an Republic had voted against the resolution and now expres-
sed opinions of the Franco regims resembling those expressed
by the avowed pro-Franoco delegations, Argentina and Ei 8al-
vador,

11X

On Hovember 12, 1947, the sub-committee resolution was
presented to the First Committee for approval, and it was
adopted in & paragraph vote. The first paragraph acknow-
ledged the secretary-general's report on steps taken by
United Xations membérs on recommendations of the December
1946 resolution. The First Oomittqo adopted that para-
graph thirty-eight votes to six with eleven abstentions.<’

Fourteen Inter-American delegations voted for the first
paragraph:
Bolivia, Brasil, Chile, Cuba, Ecuador, Quatemala,

» Honduras, Mexico, Nicarapus, Panems
i States, Uruguay, and Venesusla.

8ix voted against {%:

Costa M Dominjcan Republic, El
vad r, Paraguay, and Peru.

6ne abstained!
Colombia.

%Orpid., pp. 439-430.



The first paragraph was generously supported by the
Inter-American states, but it did not propose anything, nor
did it raise any issuss. However, the second paragraph,
which reaffirmed the December 1946 resolution, was more
ocontroversial and got less support. It was adopted by the
First Committee thirty votes to fourteen with eleven absten-

tions.2d

paragraph:

» ’ ’ temala, Haiti,
Bolivia %weﬁ%& Haitl

Eight voted agajinst 1t:

na, prazil, Costa Rigsa, ca Republice
e Pararuns. Posus end B States.

Three abetained from voting:
Qolombia, Honduras, and Hicaragus.
The third paragraph of the sub-committee report was

Ten Inter-American delegates voted for the second

adopted thirty-seven votes to six with twelve abstentions.zz

This paragraph expressed the General Assembly's oonfidence
that the Security Council would take measures against Franco
Spain whenever the Spanish situation might require such ac-
tion. In effeat, the third paragraph left the solution of
the Spanish problem to the Becurity Council. Thirteen Inter-

2l1p1d., p. 430.

831p3d., p. 430.
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American delegations voted for the third paragraph:

gresil, Ohile, Oube, Eowsdor, Qutemsla, Hainl,

8ix voted agalnst 1+¢:

ﬁ%, Costa &%gém.:d Domr 1’. an Eepublic, El
Two abstained from voting:

Bolivis and Golombia.

The entire sub-commitiee resolution was put to a vote
after adoption of the separate paragraphs, and 1t was adopt-
ed twenty-nine voies to six with twenty abetentions.as Kine
Inter-American states voted for the entire sub-commitiee

resolution:

ghile, Quba, Ecuador, Guate » Haitl, Mexico,
Fapama, Uruguny, and Ye a.

Bix voted s&galinst 1t:

Azgentiza, (oate Eice, Dominioan fepublis, E

8ix sbstalned:

Bolivia, Brazil, Colombla, Honduras, Kicaragua,
and United States.

K¥ine Inter-Americen states {Chile, Cuba, Eouador, Guate-
‘mala, Haiti, Mexico, Panama, Uruguay, and Venezuela) voted
for the entire sub-committes resolution, and they had con~
siatently voted for each of its three paragraphs. With the

231p1d., pp. 430-431.
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exception of Halti, all of those states had vooally support-
ed reaffirming the December 1948 resolution in the First
Committee. Haiti had voted for that resolution when 1t had
been adopted by the (General Assembly, but Cuba had absiain-
ed and EXouador had voted against it. Both Cuba and Ecuador
left the non-intexrventionist group %o support the reaffir-
mation of the resolution. Bolivia voted for ithe first para-
graph, and foxr the second paragraph, reaffirming the Decem-
ber 1948 resolution, but chose ta abatain on the third para-
graph which left the solution of the problem to the disposal
of the Security Counscil. Bolivia also abstained in the vot-
ing on the entire sub-committes resolution. EHalti had not
volced any opinion in the discusalion of the sub-committee
report in the First Committes, but its vote for 2ll three
paragraphs of the resolution reaffirming the December 1948
xesolution definitely placed it with those favoring a sever-
ance of relations with Franco 8pain.

The non-interventionist delegations {(Costa Rica, Domin~
ican Republio, Paraguay, and Peru) in addition to the pro-
Franco non-interventionists {Argentipa end El Salvedor)
opposed each raragraph of the resolution, and vaoted against
the entire resclution. 7Their votes were the only ones cast
ggainst the firet and third paragraphs of ths sub-comxzittes
resolution. The Unlted States and Brazil voted for the
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firet snd third peragraphs, but sbstained in the voting on
the entire resolution. This voting indicated that the non-
interventionists and pro~Franco states were not willing to
reaffirm the resolutioen.

The sube-committee resolutioun's third paragraph recon-
mended that the Securisy Counocil take action on the EBpan-
ish question whenever it deemed such %o be nscessary. This
paragreph received the suvport of three more Inter-Amerioan
votes than did the paragraph calling for reaffirming the
Decexber 1948 resolution, Bolivia voted for the second
paragraph but abstained on the third paragraph. Honduras
voted for the first and third paragraphs of the resolution
bud abstalned on the second paragraph. Kicaragus and the
United States votsd for the first parzagraph but against
the seocond paragraph.

The entire resolution received fewer votes than any
of $the paragraphs, including the votes of only eight Inter-
Amerjcan delegations {Chile, Cuba, Eousdor, Guatemsla,
Baiti, Mexico, Panama, Uruguay, and Venezuela). Haiti
had been silent in the FTirst Committee disoussion but had
voted fox each of the three paragraphs and for the entire
yssoclution. The ether seven Inter-imerican delegations
had supported reaffirmation in the First Committee.
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Brazil, Honduras, Nicaragua, and the United States
voted for the first and third paragraphs, but they ebztain-
ed in the vote on the entire resolution. Bolivia made a
unique performance, voting for the first and second para-
graphs, abstaining on the third paragraph, and abstaining
on the entire resolution. Cclombia did not oppose the re-~
affirmation ¢f the ressolution in the Firsi Comuittee but
abstained on each paragraph and on the complete resolution,

Tith the adopticn of the resolution reaffirming the
-December 19?6 geaolut19n, the F;ret Comumittee reporteld 1%
to the Generé& Agsemdbly. The General Assenbly considered
the First Coumittee report on Hovember 17, 1247. The vot-
1;3 in thenaene:al Agsenmbly was aimilaz {0 that of ihe
First Committee. The first and third paragraphs of the
resolution were passed by the General Asseably, but the
second paragraph (reaffirming the Decexmber 1948 resclu-
tion) required a two-thirds majority, whioh it failed to
receive,

The first psragraph, acknowledging action taken by
United Natlons zembers on the Deceuber 194G resclution
wag adopted thirty-seven votea to five uwith eleven ahasten~

tions.a4 Thirteen Inter-American delegatlions voted for

24cenersl Assembly, Ibid., p. 1095.
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the first paragraph:

v Iag hile, Cuba, Guatemala, Hait
22&_%.’3___1.’&1_3» T nit?"}'.
States, Uruguay, and Yemezuela.

Five voted against 1t:

o gosta Rica, Dominiocan Republis,
‘ m M-

Two abstained from voting:

Colombja and EouadoI.
One registered no vote:

Paraguay. .

The only states in the General Assembly that voted
against the firsi and third paragraphs were Argentina,
Costa Rica, Dominican Republic, El Balvador, and Peru,

They had voted the same way in the Firs{ Committee, and
Paraguay had voted with this non-intexrventionist group,
However, in the Assembly, Paraguay registered no vote on
any of the paragraphs.

The second paragraph (reaffirming the December 1946
resolution) required a two-thirds majority, and it failed
to get that muoh suppoxt in the General Assembly, 80 it was
rejected twenty-nine votes for the paragraph:. against six-
teen with eight abntontions.zs KEine Inter-Ameriocan dele-

gations voted for the second paragraph:

351b4d., pp. 1095-1096.
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Bolivia, Ohile, Cuba, Guatemala, Haiti, Mexico,
Panama, Uruguay, and Yenezusla.

Hine voted against it:
Argentina, Brasil, Costa Rica, Dominican Republic,

E z nondms, Nicaragua, Peru, and
Two abstainedt

Golombis and Eouador.
One registered no vote:

Paraguay.

The nins Inter-American delegations that voted against
the n‘oond paragraph were non-interventionists who had con~
sistently opposed the severance of relations with Franco
Spain. The defeat of this paragraph astually out out the
heart of the Firsts Committee resolution.

The thirxd paragraph, leaving the problem of United
Nations membexs! relations with Spain to the Seocurity Coun-
011, was adopted thirty-six votes to five with twelve ab-
atontionl.ze Twelve Inter-American delegations voted for
this paragraph!

Brazil, ghile, _Q.‘E.o Q__..__.te la, Ma L_.—.-ond

Mexico, Nica s Panama, United States, Uruguay,
and Yenesueila.

281m14., p. 1098
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Five voted against 4it:
Azgentipa, Costa Rica, Dominican Republio, Xl Salvador,

and Peru.

Three abstained from voting:

Bolivis, Oolombia, and Eouador.
One reglstered no vote:

Paraguay.

The only votes against the third paragraph were five
non~-interventionist Inter-American delegations. The vot-
ing was muoh the same as on the first paragraph, except
that Bolivia voted foxr the first and second paragraphs and
abstained on the third. Eouador had supported the affirma-
tion of the Deoembexr 1945 resolution in the Firat Committee
discussion and voting but abstzined on all three paragraphs
in the Assemdbly voling.

The First Committee resolution, minus the paragraph
reaffirming the Decembexr 1948 resolution calling for ool-
leotive withdrawal of ministers from Madrid, was adopted
by the General Assembly in an unlisted vote. The resclu-
tion as adopted by the General Assembly acknowledged the
ection of United Eatlons members concerning the December
1946 resolution and lef$ the solution of the Spanish prob-
lern in the hands of the Security Counoil.
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The familiar three-way split was apparent in the vot-
ing of the Inter~Amorican states on reaffirming the Decem-
ber 1948 resolution. The states that favored stronger ac-
tion against the Franco regime supported the resolution in
its enéirety, while the non-interventionists and the pro-
Franco states voted together against the second paragraph,
and theredby defeated reaffirmation. However, the non-
intexrventionists voied with the pro-severance delegations
4n supporting the first and third paragraphs of the reso-
lution. The Inter-American delegations, by thelr voting
and statements, were &g divided on reaffirming the Decem-
ber 1946 resolution &3 they had been when that resolution
had dbeen adopted.



Figure No. 10
United Nations__General Assembly, First Committee

Title of ResolutionSub=Committee Faragraph One
U. N. Action Adopted o8 to 6, 1l abstaln Date NoveW‘l'l
Delegation i Yes No Abstain Vote Unregistered
Argentina X _
Bolivia
Brazil X
Chile X
Colombia X
Costa Rica X
Cuba X
Dominican Republic X
Ecuador X
El Salvador X
Guatemala X |
Haiti X
Honduras X
Mexico X
Nicaragua X
Panama X
Paraguay X
Peru | |
United States 1 IL
Uruguay ! [
Venezuela X .
Totals 14 6 1 :

Voting with the U, S, 13 Not voting with the U, &, 7

—



Figure No.)}1

United Nations Gemaral Assembly, First Committee
Title of Resolution gup.Committes Paragraph qu, .

U. N. Action Adopted—30 to-14, 1l-abstain Dategovomber 12,1047
Delegation ! Yes No Abstain Vote Unregistered

Argentina X

Bolivia X

Brazil X

Chile X

Colombia X

Costa Rica v '

Cuba L'd

Dominican Republic X

Ecuador X

El Salvador X

Guatemala X

Haiti X ;

Honduras | X M

Mexico X

Nicaragua X ;

Panama X !

Paraguay X

Peru X ! |

United States X L |

Uruguay X - 15’

Venezuela X 5 15
Totals | 10 8 S j »

Voting with the U. S. _9 Not voting with the U, £, _ 11



Figure No. 12

United Nations General Assembly, First Committee
Title of Resolution Sub=Committee __ Paragraph_Three
U. N. Action_Adopted 37 to 6, 12 abstain Date November 12, 1947

Delegation - l Yes No Abstain Vote Unregistered
Argentina X
Bolivia X
Brazil X .
Chile X
Colombia X
Costa Rica X
Cuba X i
Dominican Republic X
Ecuador X
El Salvador X
Guatemala X
Haiti X AI
Honduras X
Mexico X
Nicaragua X
Panama X
Paraguay X
Peru X
United States X N i
Uruguay X E I
Venezuela X _ , T
Totals | 13 6 | 2 1 .

Voting with the U, S. 12 Not voting with the U, &.



Figure No., 13

United Nations__General Assenbly, First Committee
Title of Resolution Sube-Committee Faragraph (entire text)
U. N. Action_Adopted 29 to 6, 20 gbstain D2te Novemboer 12, 1947
Delegation i Yes Ko Abstain Vote Unregistered
Argentina X
Bolivia
Brazil
Chile X
Colombia X |
Costa Rica X |
Cuba X .
Dominican Republic X
Ecuador X
El Salvador X
Guatemala X .
Haiti X
Honduras X
Mexico X
Nicaragua | X .
Panama X |
Paraguay ‘ X ) i
Peru i
United States | X i
Uruguay ! ’ /
Venezuela X _y
Totals 9 6 | 6 i

Voting with the U. S. S Not voting with the U, S. _ 15

Py



Figure No, 14

United Nations_ General Assembly
Title of Resolution_ First Committee Faragraph One
U. N. Action_Adopted 37 to 5, 1l abstain Date November 17, 1947

f
Delegation Yes No Abstain Vote Unregistered

Argentina X

Bolivia X

Brazil

Chile X

Colombia X

Costa Rica X

Cuba X

Dominican Republic X

Ecuador X

El Salvador X

Guatemala

Haiti

Honduras

—_——b— .

Mexico

Nicaragua

oI IR R BN A

Panama

Paraguay X

Peru X

United States X ]

Uruguay X !

Venezuela X

v
!
i

Totals 13 5 2

Voting with the U, S, _1%2 ot voting with the U, &, _ 8



Figure No. 18

United Nations_ General Assembly

Title of Resolution Paragraph Two ’
U. N. Action Re ec’éea %8 %o EG, g abstalnDate November 17, 1947

led to receive two-thirds majority)

Delegation i Yes No Abstain Vote Unregistered
Argentina X |
Bolivia X
Brazil X
Chile X
Colombia X .
Costa Rica X
Cuba X
Dominican Republic X ‘
Ecuador X
EL Salvador X
Guatemala X
Haiti X {
Honduras X ,
Mexico X
Nicaragua X
Panama X
Paraguay X
Peru
United States X
Uruguay X '
Venczuela X .

Totals | 9 9 | 2 e 1l

Voting with the U. S. 8 Not voting with the U. &, _ 12



Figure No. 16
United Nations_General Assémbly
Title of Resolution tece __ Paragraph Three -
U. N Action_mmﬁm,w&z_mmm DateNovember 17, 1947

!
Delegation Yes No Abstain Vote Unregistered

Argentina X

Bolivia X

Brazil

P4

Chile X

Cplombia _ X

Costa Rica X

Cuba X

Dominican Republic X

Fcuador X

El Salvador X

Guatemala

Haiti

Honduras

Mexico

Nicaragua

b Lo Tt B o B o B b

Panama

Paraguay X

Peru . X

United States

Uruguay

I [

Venezuela

e

Totals 12 5 | 3 { 1

Voting with the U. S. 11 Not voting with the U. . _ 9
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Chapter VI
The Attempt $0 Revoke the December 1945 Resolution

I

Juliusg Katz-Suchy {Poland) placed the question of
United Nations members' relations with Franco Spain on the
General Assembly agenda at its one-hundred and forty-second
meeting on September 24, 1948. I¢ was then decided to re-
fer the Spanlsh question to the First Commitiee, ohaxging
it to consider the implementation of the Degember 1946
resolution {recommending that United Nations members with-
draw their ministers from Madrid) and the implementation
of the resolution of November 1947 (leaving settlement of
the Spanish question to the Security Councilts diaorotion).l
In the latter resolution, the Assembly had not reaffirmed
the December 1946 resolution.

The First Commitiee hegan consideration of the Span-
ish question at its two-hundred and fifty-sixth meeting on
May 4, 1949. At that meeting, Joao Carlos ¥uniz (Brazil)
submitted a resolution on dehalf of the delegations of
Bolivia, Brazil, Colombia, and Peru. That resolution
stated:

lunited Eations, Jearbook, 1948-49, p. 311.
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Jhe .Genera] Assembly,

Considering that, during its second session in 1547,
a proposal intended to oonfirm the resclutiom of 12
December 1946 on the political regime in power in
Spain failed to obtaim the approval of two-thirds
of the vaotes cast; ‘

%ons;dogigg that certain Governments have interpreted
negative vote of 1947 as virtually revoking the
clauas in the previous resolution which recommended
the withdrawal of heads of mission with the rank of
ambassador or minister plenipotentiary accredited to
the Spanish Government;

,g§¥§a%g;;g§ that, in view of the doubt regerding the
v ty o1 this interpretation, other Governments

have continued to refraim from accrediting heads of
mission t0 Madrid, thereby oreating inequality to
thelir disadvantage;

°) (] tha$ suoh confusion may diminish the pres-
ge of the United Nations, which all Kembers of the
Organization have a particular interest in preserving;

gg%ggggzzeibthat in any event the 1943 resolution did
0ot prescribe the breaking of political and commercial
relations with the Spanish Government whioh have been
the sub%eat of hbilateral agreements between the Govern-
non:c of several Member States and the Madrid Govern-

ment;

Considering thas, in the negotiation of such agree-
ments, Governments which have ocomplied with the re-
gcommendation of 13 December 1948 arxe placed in a
position of inequality which works to the disad-
vantage of economioally weaker Governments;

Degides, without prejudice to the deoclarations con-
tained in the resolution of 13 December 1948, to
leave lMember States full freedom of action ag re-
gards their diplomatic relations with Spain.

2united Nations, General Assembly, Third Session,
Second Part, Annexes 1948, Document A/852, pp. 58-8l.
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The First Committee resumed the discussion of the Span-
'ish question at its two-hundred and fifty-eighth meeting on
May 5, 1949. At that meeting, XKatz-Suchy (Poland) intro-
duced & lengthy resolution that stated that the Franco
government had been established by the Axis Powers, had
aided the Axis Powers during the war, and still maintained
an anti-democratieo and dictatorial regime. The Polish
Tesolution also noted that eseveral United Bations members
had violated the resolutions of Degemher 1948 and Hovember
1947.%
including:

9. Calls uwpon the Members of the United Nations to

comply with the letter and the spirit of the adbove

enumerated pronounocements, declarations and resolu-

tions;

10. Reoommends that all Kembers of the United Na-

tions should as a first step forthwith cease to ex~-

vors to Bpain arms and ammunition as well as all

warlike and strategio material;

11. Reocomumends that all the Members of the United

Nations should refrain from entering into eny

agreements or treaties with Franco Spain both
formally and de¢ fagto;

The Polish resolution made several recommendations

3Kats~8uohy vigorously attacked the United States for
rllegedly seeking economic concessions ard for setting
up military bases in Spain. He sttacked both the
United States and the United Xingdom in the First
Committee and in the Generxal Assembly for alding the
Franco governmeni in return for military and economic
advantages in Spain. See First Committee, Ibid.,

ppi 172-174; alsc General Assembly, Ibid., pp. 458-
464.
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12. Reaffirms that upon the establishment of a

democratic government in Spain in accordance with

the above enumerated pronounoements, declarations

and resolutions, the United Hations will loock for-

ward to welcoming Spain to membership in the United

Nations and its specialigzed agencies and affiliatad

organizations;

13. EIxpresses confidenoce that the Security Council

will have the situation ia Spaln under i1ts comitinu~

ous observation and will fulfill its responsidili-
ties in regard to this situatizn in acoordancs with
the principles of the Charter.

The discusaion of the Spanish problem was oarried into
the two-hundred and fifty-nintih and two-hundired and sixtiath
meetings of the First Committee on May 8, 1949 and into the
two-hundred and sixty-firat and second meetings on kay 7,
1949. At the latter meeting, the joint resolution (Bolivia,
Brasil, Colombia, and Peru) was put to a vote. The first
and second paragraphas were voted on separately and adopted.
The operative {last) paragraph was put $0 & separate vote
and adopted. The resolution as a whole then was voted on
and adopted.>

A paragraph vote was requested on the Polish resolu~
tion, resulting in the rejeotion of every paragraph. The
chairman refused to put the entire Polish resolution to a

vote, as requested by the Polish memdber, and the committee

.» Annexes 1948, Dooument A/860, pp. B4-8S5.
Consult appendix for full text of the Polish
zesolution.

Sriret Committes, Ibid., pp. 238-340.
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upheld the retuaal.s

The joint resolution was therefore adopted as the First

Committee’s report on the Spanish question and was taken to
the General Assembly.

At the two-hundred and eighth meeting of the Assembly
held on May 11, 1943, the First Comaitiee rapporteur read
the report revoking the recommendagtion contained in the
December 1946 rzesolution. There was no discussion at the
time, because the Firat Committee was considexing another
pProblem, and the delegatlons of Guatemala and the Soviet
Union requested that the First Commitiee and the General
Asseably not meet conourrently so as to permit First Com—
mittee members to partioipate in the Assembly debate on the
Spanish quoatlon.7

The consideration of the Spanish question was resumed
a%§ the two-hundred and thirteenth meeting of the General
Assembly on Kay 18, 1949, and it continued into the two-
hundred and fourteenth meeting. The joint reaclution was
put to & vote, but it was not adopted becaunase it failed to
get & required two-thirds majoritx.e The Polish resolution
wags put to & paragraph vote, and sll the paragraphs were

81bid., pp. 240-346.

7Geperal Assembly, Idbid., p. 3I56.

B;b;d., p. EQ1.
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rejeoted, as was the sntire resolution vwhen it was put to
s vote.?

The fallure of the Assembly to adopt elther of these
resolutions lef4 the question of United Nations members!
relations with Franca 8pain tc de regulated by the reso-
lution of November 17, 1947. This lattier resoluiion not
only had left the problem of the Franoo regime to ihe
Beourisy Council, bus 1t also had failed $o reaffirm the
December 19468 resolution recommending that United Nations
members withdraw their ministers from Spain. The joint
resolution which the Alsembiy now failed to adept would
have revoked the legember 1946 resolution. A peouliar
legal question nou'faced the United Nations. On the one
hand, the Assembly's failure to rea121ém the resolution
cailing for the withdrawal of ministers from Madrid (1947)
was congsidered by some members to be a revocation of the
December 1948 resolution. On the other hand, the joint
resolution revoking the recommendation of the 1846 reso-
lution was rejected by the General Assembly in 1949, Con-
sequently, the Spanlsh question now was suspended between
the resolutions of December 1846 and Hovember 1947.

glb;dc » pp . 501’5040
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11

Inter-American participation in the discussions by the
First Committee and the General Assembly on the joint reso-
lution (Bolivia, Brazil, Colombia, and Peru) and the Polish
resolution in May 1949 was energetic and spirited. Four-
teen of the tvontx—onn Inter-American delegations partioi-
pated, and their opinions divided them into two general
groups. Ope group inocluded those supporting the joint reso-
lution revoking the olause in the 1948 resolution that re-
oomnended United Nations members not accredit ambassadors
and ministers to kMadrid. Inter-American delegations speak-
ing on behalf of the joint resolution, bhesides the author
delegations {Bolivia, Brasil, Colombia, and Peru), were
Argentina, the Dominican Republio, Ecuador, and El Salva-
dor. These stages in turn divided into two groups: <those
making statements approving the Franco regime {Argentinsa,
the Dominican Republic, and El Salvador), and those wanting
to maintain relations with Franco for matters of expediency
{Bolivia, Braszil, Colombia, Ecuador, and Peru).

Another group of Inter-American delegations included
those not supportiang the joint resolution. This group in-
cluded Cuba, Guatemala, Mexioco, Panama, the United States,
and Uruguay. These states in turn divided into two groups:
those strongly opposed to the joint resolution (Guaiemala,
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Mexico, and Uruguay), and those more lukewarm in their op-
position (Cuba, Panama, and the United States).

Seven Inter-Amerjcan delegations {(Chile, Costa Rica,
Haiti, Honduras, Nicaragua, Paraguay, and Venezuela) did
not participate in the discussions in the First Committee
or the General Assembly, so their positions were not im-
mediaddly determinable. However, Chile, Venezuela, and
Haiti 4n the past gaually had voted in favor of taking ac-~
tion against thg Franco regime, while Honduras, Eicaragua,
and Paraguay had generally voted with the non-intervention-
ists.

The delegates of Bolivia, Brasil, Colombia, Ecuador,
and Peru argued, poth in the First Committee and in the
Assembly, that the existence of the Franco government was
an established faet. In spite of the nature of that govern-
ment, 1% should be recognised that the Spanish people alone
were oapable of passing judgment on their government. A
nation!s government was its own business, and the United
Hations should respect a nmation's sovereignty. These states
argusd that the December 1946 resolution, in addition te
not being well supported, had lowered United Nations pres-
tige by alienating popular support, and that international
harmony would be more beneficial to the Spanish people than
to the Spanish govermment. It was alleged that the Decem-
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ber 1946 resolution economically punished those nations
that followed 1t scrupulously and rewarded those nations
thag ignored it. And, finally, the Franco regime obvious-
1y 4id not oonstitute & threat to peace im 1845, and no
United Nations aotion was warranted.:®

Argentina, the Dominican Republic, and E1 Salvador
adhered to theae arguments, adding, however, that the
world-wide hostility toward the Franco government was
purely conmunitt-lnopi:od.ll El Salvador and Argentina
eould not conceal thelr adairation for the Franoco xegime
and were even hesitant about supporting the joimt resolu-
$ion, bdecause it proposed that United Nationg members in-
dividually do whatever they wished about xelations with
the Franco regime —- without prejudice %o the resolutions
of 1946 or 1947.13

Among the Inter-American states that strongly opposed
the joint resolution, Cuba, Guatemala, Mexloco, and Uruguay
were the most outspoken. They argned that the issue was
not one of taking action against the Spanish people but
rather against the Spanish government, and these were not

101vid., pp. 456-453, 454-470, 490-491.

llrpid., p. 481.

131v4d., pp. 477-479, 481-483.
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one and the same.l® The December 1948 resolution had been
taken against a fasolstic and Axis-sponsored Franco govern-
ment that still existed, and the admittance of that govern-
ment to international relations would only serve to enhance
its prestige at the expense of the reputation of the United
Hations. The dootrins of nmon-inftexvention could not be in-
voked, because the December 1948 resclution did not consti-
sute intervention, and the failure to adopt one paragraph
of the Hovember 1947 resolution did not annul automatically
the December 1946 resolution. These states rejeoted the
assertion that the 1948 resolution had drought econmonmie

and other disadvantages to some nations, as being an in-
valid, futile, and ocompletely selfish argumant.‘* They
insisted upon the neoessity of positive action to aid the
Spanish people, not only t¢ help them achieve a dewocratioc
government, but for the strength of the United Nations as
well.

The United 8tates and Panama also opposed the joint
resolution. They saw no reason to wodify the 1948 reso-
lution, although they also opposed the Polish resolution.
The Panamanian delegate insisted that his government had

1 .» PP. 483-485.
14riret Committes, Ibid., PP. 206-210.
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never deviated from its position on Spain; he disliked
Franco's government and felt that the United Nations should
have nothing to do with it. The United States delegate al-
80 sald his eountry's position had not changed. He believ-
ed in giving the Spanish poqplo an opportunity to settle
their owmn attairl, and he hoped_that a free government
eventually could be set up in Spain. His delegation in-
sisted that sanotions against Spain would not aid demo-
gxatio progress in thag country.ls

The delegations of Chile, Costa Rica, Haiti, Honduras,
Hicaragua, Paraguay, and Venezuela did not participate in
the First Committee or the General Assembly discussion.
The determination of their position on the guestion of
Unxtod’Nations relations with Spain depended upon their

voting on the two resolutions.

15Atharton (United States) saild that his government
epproved of Bpain's partiocipation in United Ha-
tions techniocal and speocialized agencies. He
felt that it was 2 benefit to thse Spanish people
and not & political problem to have Spain partic-
ipate in such agencies, Thls was in direot op-
position to the Polish resolution. Ueneral

Assembly, Ibid., p. 494.
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The joint resolution of Bolivia, Brazil, Colombia, and
Peru, recommending that United Nations members take what-
over action they might choose about sending ministers and
ambassadors $o Madrid, was submitied %o paragraph by para-
graph vote of the Fixst Committee on May 7, 1949. The
first paragraph {2cknowledging that the December 1948 reso-
lution had falled to obtain sufficient votes to be reaf-
firmed) was adopted by a vote of twenty-five to twelve with
nineteen abstontiona.ls Twelve Inter-Amerioan delegations
voted for the firet paragraph:

Argentina, Bolivia, Brasil, Colombia, Dominican
Three voted agalnst 1t

Guatevala, Mexico, and Uruguay.
Four abstained:

Chile, Costa Rios, Haiti, and United States.
Two registered no vote:

Quba and Panama,

The First Committes adopted the second paragraph (not-
ing that several governments had reoognized that the fail-

ure to reaffirm the December 1948 resolution was & virtual

18p4rst Committee, Ibid., pp. 238-239.
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revocation of it) by a vote of twenty-one to fifteen with
eleven abstentions.l! Ten Inter-American delegations voted

for that paragraph:

Argentina, Bollivia, Bragil, Dominican Republig,
Acuador, El Salvador, Hopduras, Nicaragua,
Paraguay, and Peru.

Five voted againss 1t:

Gosata Rica, Guatemala, Mexico, Panama, and Urucuay.
Five sbstalined:

Chile, Colombia, Haiti, United States, and Yenezuela.
One registered no vote:

Cuba.

With the adoption of the first two paragraphs, the
seventh paragraph, whioch was the operative paragraph, was
put to a vote. The First Committee adopted that paragraph
{(allowing the members of the United Kations to take any ac-
tion they might choose in regard to relations with Spain,
without prejudice to the December 1946 resolution) by a
vote of twenty-five to sixteen m th sixteen abstentions,l8
Twelve Inter-American delegations voted for the seventh

paragraph:

171v44., p. 239.

181pid., p. 239.
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Argentina, Bolivia, Brasgil, Colombia, Dominican
Republic, éggggo;,_g;, vador, Honduras, Nicaragua,
Paraguay, Peru, and Yeneguela.
rive voted against it:
Qosta Rioa, Guatemala, Mexico, Panama, and Uruguay.
Three abstained:
Ohile, Jaiti, and Dnlted States.

One registered no vote:

Quba.

The entire resolution was put to a vote and adopted
by a votes of twenty-five to sixteen with sixteen absten-
tions.lg Twelve Inter-Amsrican delegations voted for tho'

entire resoclution:

Azgentina, Bolivia, Brazil, onbng. Egggﬁggea
farasuay, Fem, and fonesvefa.” oo o

Five voted against Li¢:

Coata Rica, Quatemala, Mexico, Panama, and Uruguay.
Three abstained:

ghile, Haitl, and Unlted States.

One registered no vote:

Cuba.
Argentina, Bolivia, Brasil, Doglinican Republic, Ecuador,

El Salvador, and Peru supported the resolution in the First

197v14., p. 240.
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Committeets discussion and voted for each submitted para-
graph and for the entire resolution. Colombia abstained
from voting on the second paragraph but voted for the other
two paragraphs as well as for the entire resolution. Con-
trary to expectation, the Colomblan delegation abstained
from voting on a paragraph that it had jointly sponsored.
Honduras, Nicaragua, and Paraguay voted for the separ-
ate paragraphs and for the entire resolution. Those dele-
gations, while being silent in the discussion, had gener-
ally supported in previous voting the non-interventionist
policy of opposing strong action agalnst the Franco reginme.
Their support of the resolution was consistent with their
general policies on the Spanish question. Venezuela in
the past usually had voted with those favoring strong
action against Franco, but it now voted for the entire
resolution and for every paragraph except the second.
Guatemala, Mexico, and Uruguay had strongly supported
action against the Franco regime in December 1945, and
these states in the First Committee action, voted against
the paragraphs and the entire joint resolution. Panama
also had opposed maintenance of relations with the Franco
government, and now 1t voted against the second and last
paragraphs and the entire joint resolution but reglstered
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no vote on the first paragraph. Costa Rica abatalned on
the first paragraph, voted against the second and last
paragraphs, and voted againgt the entire resolution. Al
though Costa Risa usually had supported the non-interven-
tionists, 1t now was not prepared to revoke the December
31946 resolution.

Chile, like Guatemala, Mexico, Panama, and Uruguey,
had always supported the severance of relations with the
Franco govermment, but Chile took no part in the discussion
on the proposal to revoke the 1943 resolution. Chile ab-
stained on the separate paragraphs and the entire resolu-
tion and apparently was not prepared to help kill the De-
cenber 1948 resolution. Haiti and the United States orig-
inally had votsd for the December 1946 resolution and had
generally supported the oarrying out of tyat resolution.
Baiti also had voted to reaffirm the 1946 resolution in
1947. Yow, both states abstained in the First Comzittee's
vote $o0 revoke the December 1948 resclution. Cuba had not
voted for the December 1946 resoluiion but had voted to re-
affirm 4% in 1947. Cuba did not register a vote in 1549.

The Polish resolution alleged that several United Ra-
$ions members had disregarded the December 1948 resolution,
bhad strengthened their politiocal ties with the ¥ranco
government, And had materially ajided that government. The
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Polish resolution called for United Nationa members to re-
frain from sending strategic war materials to Spain and to
refrain from having any form of relations with that govern-
ment. The Polish proposal was submitted to a paragraph
vote on each of its thirteen paragraphs, and the First Com-
mittee overwhelmingly rejeoted eaoh paragraph.

The Inter-American delegations did not give much sup-
port to the Polieh proposal.zo Twelve Inter-American dele-
gations (Argentina, Brazil, Bolivia, Colombia, Dominican
Republio, K1 Salvador, Ecuador, Honduras, Nlocaragua, Para-
guay, Pe?utand United States) voted against every paragraph
of the Polish reaolutlon.z1 These delegations had all
voted for the joint resolution with the exception of the
United States which had abstained. Costa Rica, Chile, and
Venezuela voted sgainat some paragraphs of the Polish reso-
lution. Uruguay abatained in the entire voting on the
Polish resolution in the First Committee, and Panama and
Cuba did not register any votes.

With the exception of Mexloco, Guatemala, and Haiti,
the Inter-Amerioan states did not support the Polish reso-

lution, and this was a clear demonstration that a large

200onsult the appendix for the text of the Polish
resolution.

Slpirst Committee, Ibid., pPp. 240-344.,
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majority of Inter-American states favored, in the First
Committee, the joint resolution to the Polish resolution.
There was lltfle indication of anything resembling complete
solidarity in Inter-American support of the joint resolu-
tion, however, but a majority of the Inter-American states,
resembling the majority that opposed the Polish resolution,
voted for the joint resolution.

On May 16, 1949, the joint resolution was put to a
vote in the General Assembly. The joint resolution re-
quired a two-thirds majority to be adopted by the General
Assembly, and failing to get the required support, conse-
quently was not§ adopted. The vote was twenty-six to fif-
teen for the resolution with eixteen abstentions.23 Twelve

Inter-American delegations voted for the resolution:

Ar na, Bollvia, Bragzil, Colombia, Dogpinican
Republic, Ecuador, El Salvador, Honduras, Nicaragua,
Faragusy, peru, and Veneguela,

Four voted against it:

Guatemala, Mexico, Panama, and Uruguay.
Three abstained:

Chile, Haliti, and United States.
Iwo registered no vote:

Costa Rica and Cuba.

33general Assembly, Ibid., p. 501.
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Inter-American voting in the General Assembly on the
joint resolution was almost identical to the voting on the
same resolution in the First Committee. The only exception
was that Coata Rioa registered no vote in the Assemdbly,
whereas it had voted against the resolution in the First
Committee.

After the fallure of the joint resolution in the Gen-
eral Assembly, the Polish resolution that had been so over-
whelningly rejected in the First Committee was submitted
to the General Assembly. The first seven paragraphs of
that resolution were each rejected overwhelmingly, even
moré 80 than in the First Committee voting. Paragraphs
eight through thirteen were rejected by a show of hands,
and the entire resolution was also rejeoted.zs Guatemala
wag the only Inter-American delegation to vote for any of
the paragraphs of the Polish resolution. kKexico had voted
for parts of the Polish resolution in the First Committes
but now registered mo vote. {(Costa Rioca and buba also
registered no votes.) The other Inter-American delega-
tions voted against the Polish resolution in much the same
way that they had voted against 1t in the First Committee.

331p1d., pp. 501-504.
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The General Assembly’s failure to abrogate the Decem~
ber 1946 resolution left that resolution in the same pe-
culiar situation that it had been in when the Aesembly had
falled to reaffirm it in 1947. In the 1949 voting, the
December 1946 resolution was neither reaffirmed nor abro-
gated; it was left suspended almost in mid-air.

The Inter-American states were widely divided on the
Spanish question, and the opinions and voting records of
their delegations in the United Nations presented little
evidence of solidarity. A preponderant majority of the
Inter-American states voted against the Polish resolution,
however, and this was significant since the Polish delega-
tion had attacked the United States for allegedly aiding
the Franco regime in an attempt to gain military and econ-
omic ascendancy in Spain. The voting would indicate a good
measure of Inter-Amerioan support for the United States
against the Polish attack. However, the same majority
that voted against the Polish resclution, also voted for
the joint resolution of Bolivia, Brasil, Colombia, and
Peru on which the United Statea abstained.

The proposal to nullify the December 19468 resolution
got a majority of twelve of twenty-one Inter-American
delegations, but the total vote was widely divergent,
and the results did not indicate any large measure of
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solidarity. The nations of the Inter-American asystem ob-
viously voted aocording to their own dictates and not at

the suggestion of any one nation.



Figure No, 17

United Nations General Assembly, First Cormlttee
Title of Resolution Joint Latlhe-American Paragraph One
U. N. Action_Adopted 25 to lz, 19 abstalnpate May 7, IS49

Delegation ] Yes Ko Abstain Vote Unregistered
Argentina
Bolivia
Brazil X
Chile X
Colombia X
Costa Rica X
Cuba | X
Dominican Republic X
Ecuador X
El Salvador X
—
Guatemala X
Haiti ‘, X i
Honduras X | ?
Mexico X |
Nicaragua X !
Panama X
Paraguay 1;
Peru i |
United States 'I X i )
Uruguay ' ! X ) l 4'
Veneczuela X R . ?
Totals 12 S ] 4 ; 2

e n e e

_ Voting with the U. S. 3 Not voting with the U, &. _ 17



Figure No. 18

United Nations
Title of Resolution_Joint ILatin-American Faragraph

U. N. Action Adopted 21 to 15, 11 apstainDate May 7, 1949

Delegation | Yes Ko Abstain Vote Unregistered
Argentina
Bolivia
Brazil X
Chile
Colombia X
Costa Rica X
Cuba X
Dominican Republic X
Ecuador X
El Salvador X
Guatemala X
Haiti ‘, X :
Honduras X i i
Mexico X
Nicaragua X !
Panama. X ’
Paraguay X L
Peru X |
United States X i |
Uruguay ) X ‘w
Venezuela X .

Totals 10 5 | 5 ; 1

Voting with the U. S. 4 Not voting with ths U. . _ 16



United Nations

Figure No. 19

£

1Ltee

Title of Resolutlon_gaipnt IotinmAmerican Faragraph {gparative)
U. N. Action Adopted 25 to 16, 16 abatainD3te Nay 7, 1949

Delegation i Yes No Abstain Vote Unregistered
Argentina X
Bolivia X
Brazil x
Chile X
Colombia X
Costa Rica X
Cuba X
Dominican Republic X
Ecuador X
El Salvador x
Guatemala X !
Haiti B X :
Honduras X ' i !
Mexico X
Nicaragua x
Panama X
Paraguay X
Peru
United States | X JI
Uruguay ! X gv !
Venezuela X . -
Totals 12 5 | 3 i l
Voting with the U. S. _ 2 Not voting with the U, ¢, _ 18



Figure No. £0

United Nations_ Genersl Assembly, First Committee
Title of Resolution_Joint Latin-American Faragraph _(entire toxt )
U. N. Action_Adopted 25 to 16, 16 abstainPate_ lay 7, 1949
Delegation ? Yes No Abs‘pain Vote Unregistered
Argentina X |
Bolivia
Brazil X
Chile X
Colombia X
Costa I-{ica X
Cuba v
Dominican Republic X ‘
Ecuador X
El Salvador X
Guatemala X
Haiti ~ X
Honduras X |
Mexico X
Nicaragua X |
Panama X
Paraguay X
Peru X :
United States ; X ; |
Uruguay l X I_
Venezuela X N
Totals | 12 5 | 3 | 1

Voting with the U. S. 2 Not voting with the U, S. _18 .



Figure No. 21

United Nations General Assembly, First Committee

Title of Resolution Polish

Paragraph Une

U. N. Action Rejected 27 to 9, 20 abstainDate May 7, 1949

Delegation ' Yes No [ Abstain Vote Unregistered

Argentina

Bolivia

Brazil X

Chile X

Colombia X

Costa Rica X

Cuba X

Dominican Republic X

Ecuador X

El Salvador X

Guatemala X

Haiti . ! X 3

Honduras ‘ X

Mexico X f

Nicaragua | X

Panama X

Paraguay lL X

Peru | X i

United States , X 1

Uruguay ! X ! }

Venczuela X . j
Totals | 2 12 | 5 J 2

Voting with the U, 5. _ 11 Not voting with the U, £, 9



Figure No. 22

United Nations
Title of Resolution__ps31gh - Faragraph _ Twan

U, N. Action Rajected 31 to 9 16 _ahstnin Date May 7, 1943

! [ _
Delegation Yes No Abstain Vote Unregistered

Argentina X

Bolivia

Brazil X

Chile X

Colombia X

Costa Rica X

Cuba X

Dominican Republic

Fcuador

El Salvador

Guatemala X
Haiti 1 X
Honduras X L
Mexico X
Nicaragua j X
Panama X
Paraguay ‘} X
Peru j X
United States ﬁ X L
Uruguay 1 I X lﬂ
Venezuela X
Totals 2. 13 | 4 [ 2

Voting with the U, 5. 12 Not voting with the U, &, 8



United Nations

Title of Resolution pa114ah

U. N, Action Bejected Z22 to ]Q 14 abstaikate

Figure No. 23

Paragraph Thyea

Tuqy 7,-19849

!
Delegation

Yss

No <417 Abstain

Vote Unregistered,|

Argentina

X

Bolivia

Brazil

Chile

Colombia

Costa Rica

Cuba

Dominican Republic

Ecuador

E1 Salvador

Guatemala

Haiti

Honduras

e

Mexico

Nicaragua

Panama

Paraguay

Peru

United States

Uruguay

Venezuela

X

Totals

13 4

1
i 2

Voting with the U. S.

12

Not voting with the U

8

<
s o



Figure No. <%

United Nations General Assembly, First Cormlttece
Title of Resolution ¥Yollsh ’ Paragraph Four
U. N. ActionBejectod U1 to 9, 16 mvstaln Date_liay 7, 1949

Delegation Yes Ko Abstain Vote Unregistered

Argentina X

Bolivia

Brazil

Chile : X

Colombia X

Costa Rica X

Cuba X

Dominican Republic

Ecuador

El Salvador . X

Guatemala X

Haiti ! X !

Honduras X

Mexico X

Nicaragua X

Panama X

Paraguay

Peru X

United States X X

- ———— —

Uruguay f X

Venezuela X

Totals | 2 12 5 i 2

Voting with the U. S, _ 231 Not voting with the U, S. _ 9



Figure No. 25

United Nations A5 abls (e)win
Title of Resolution Pol4sh ~ Faragraph mve
U. N. Action_Bejacted 34 %o 8, 14 sbstailnlate Nay 7, 1949
i
Delegation Yes No Abstain Vote Unregistered
Argentina X
Bolivia X
Brazil X
Chile X
Colombia X
Costa Rica X
Cuba X

Dominican Republic

Ecuador X

El Salvador X

Guatemala X

Haiti X

Honduras | X j

Mexico _ X |

Nicaragua X

Panama X

Paraguay X

Peru X i

United States X j

Uruguay ; ‘ X !"...

Venezuela ) X . B
Totals 2 13 | 4 ‘

Voting with the U, s, 12 Not voting with ths U, . _ 8



Figure No. 26

United Nations Genersl Assecm! »ly, Flrst Committee

Title of Resolution rollsh Paragraph S1X
U. N. Action Rejectod 28 to 9, 19 abstcinDate May 7, IUZQ

Delegation Yes No Abstain Vote Unregistered

Argentina

Bolivia X

Brazil

Chile X

éolombia X

Costa Rica X

Cuba X

Dominican Republic

Ecuador

El Salvador

Guatemala X

Haiti X

Honduras X !

Mexico X

Nicaragua X

Panama X

Paraguay . X

Peru

United States

+— -

Uruguay ! X i .

Venezuela X . i
Totals 2 12 5 : 2

Voting with the U. s, __11 Not voting with ths U, £. _ 9



Figure No.27

United Nations_Ggcneral Assembly, Flrst Coamittee

Title of Resolution_ Pol4ish ’ Faragraph Seven

U. N. ActionRejectod 46 %o 6, 4 abstain Dste Loy 7, 1040
Delegation ] Yes No Abstain Vote Unregistered

Argentina X

Bolivia X

Brazil X

Chile X

Colombia X

Costa Rieca 5

Cuba X

Dominican Republic X

Ecuador X

El Salvador X

Guatemala X

Haiti X

Honduras J

Mexico J! X

Nicaragua X

Panama ‘ X

Paraguay

Peru

United States | X ﬂ

Uruguay | | X { -

Venezuela X — i

Totals 17 e ‘ 2 |

Voting with the U, S. __ 18 Not voting with the U, £, _4



Figure No. £8

United Nations_Genersd Assombly, First Cormittee
Title of Resolution_ Polish ’ ‘ Paragraph Lirsht

U. N. Action Rejectcd 39 to 6, 11 sbstainDate Moy 7, 1049

]
Delegation Yes Ko Abstain Vote Unregistered

Argentina

Bolivia

Brazil

Colombia

X
X
X
Chile X
X
X

Costa Rica

Cuba X

Dominican Republic

Ecuador

El Salvador

Guatemala

Haiti ! X

Honduras | X

Mexico X

Nicaragua ] X

Panama X

Paraguay

Peru

United States | PX |

Uruguay

Venczuela

Totals 14 | 5 oy 2

Voting with the U. S. 13 Not voting with the U, &, _7



Figure No, 29

United Nations General Assembly, First Committee
Title of Resolution Pollsh ’ Paragraph Nine
U. N. ActionRejected 35 to 10, 10 abstalnDate May 7, 1940

i
Delegation Yes No Abstain Vote Unregistered

Argentina X

Bolivia

Brazil

Chile

Lo b T o B

Colombia

Costa Rica i X

Cuba X

Dominican Republic

Fcuador

El Salvador

Guatemala X

Haiti X |

Honduras X

Mexico X

Nicaragua X

Panama X
Paraguay X

Peru

United States ; X i

Uruguay I X !w
[Venezuela X .

Totals | 2 14 3 'ﬁ 2

Voting with the U, S. _13 Not voting with the U. . _ 7



Figure No. 30

United Nations_General Assembly, First Committee
Title of Resolution Polish - Paragraph Ten

U. N. ActionRejJected 39 to 6, 11 abgstain Pate May 7, 1949

i
Delegation Yes Ko Abstain Vote Unregistered

Argentina

Bolivia

Brazil

Chile

Colombia

*"”1"‘”“

Costa Rica x

Cuba X

Dominican Republic

P4

Ecuador

El Salvador X

Guatemala X

Haiti ! X

Honduras

Mexico

Nicaragua

Panama X

Paraguay X

Peru X

United States X |

Uruguay : . =

Venezuela X

Totals | 15 4 i 2

Voting with the U. S. _ 14 Not voting with ths U, &, _ 6



Figure No. 31

United Nations
Title of Resolution Paoliah . Paragraph Eleven

U. N. Action Bejactad 43 to 7, 6 abstain Date_lay 7, 1949

i
Delegation Yes No Abstain Vote Unregistered

Argentina

Bolivia

Brazil

Chile

Colombia

TR 2T o )

Costa Rica

Cuba X

Dominican Republic |

Fcuador ) X
El Salvador X
Guatemala X
Haiti ; X
Honduras | X u
Mexico Y
Nicaragua X
Panama X
Paraguay
Peru |
United States _ X i
Uruguay : X l .
Venezuela X "
Totals 1l 15 S Q 2

Voting with the U. S, _ 14 Not voting with ths U, S. _ 6



Figure No. 32

United Nations_QGepneral Assembly, First Comittee
Title of Resolution Palish’ - Paragraph_Twelve

U. N. Action Rejected 34 to 11, 11 sbstaimate_ May 7, 1949

Delegation } Yes No Abstain Vote Unregistered
|
Argentina
Bolivia
Brazil
Chile X
Colombia X
Costa Rica b .4
Cuba X
Dominican Republic X
Fcuador X
El Salvador X
Guatemala X
Haiti X
Honduras | X |
Mexico X
Nicaragua X
Panama X
Paraguay X
Peru X
United States . X L
Uruguay i X !M
Venezuela X -
Totals -1 13 3 2

Voting with the U, S. _ 12 Not voting with the U. &. 8



Figure No. 33

United Nations General Assembly, First Commlttee
Title of Resolution FPolish o Paragraphipirveen
U. N. 4ction Rejected 36 to 9, Il abstainDate May 7, 1949

Delegation Yes No Abstain Vote Unregistered

Argentina

Bolivia

Brazil

Chile

Colombia

P [ < PR

Costa Rica

Cuba X

Dominican Republic

Tcuador

£l Salvador

Guatemala X

Haiti X i

Honduras X i

Mexico X

Nicaragua X ‘

Panama X

Paraguay

Peru

United States

E -

Uruguay - X :

Venezuela X B

Totals | 3 15 1 ¢

Voting with the U, S. _ 14 Not voting with ths U. &. 6



Figure No. &4

United Nations General Assembly
Title of ResolutionJoint Latin-American Paragrap{entire text)
U. N. ActionRejected 15 to 26, 16 abstainDate May 105, 1949

(Failed to receive twoe-thirds majority)

Delegation Yes No Abstain Vote Unregistered
Argentina X
Bolivia
Brazil
Chile X
Colombia X

Costa Rica

Cuba

Dominican Republic

Ecuador

El Salvador X

Guatemala X

Haiti ! X
Honduras l X ‘

Mexico X

Nicaragua X

Panama X

Paraguay X

Peru X

United States . | X |
Uruguay 4 T X )
[Venczuela X

Totals | 12 4 3 ' 2

Voting with the U. S. _ 2 Not voting with the U, &, 18



Figure No. 35

United Nations Genersl Assembly

Title of Resolution pa11ah - Paragraph Qne

U. N. ActionRg jected 23 to 8, 20 shstain P2te Jay 16, 1949
Delegation i Yes No Abstain Vote Unregistered

Argentina X

Bolivia X

Brazil X

Chile X

Colombia X

Costa Rica X

Cuba . X

Dominican Republic

Ecuador

El Salvador X

Guatemala X

Haiti X

Honduras

Mexico X

Nicaragua

)

Panama

‘|Paraguay

Peru

2 2 T A

United States L

- .y —

Uruguay X

Venezuela X

B
(¢

Totals 1 14 i ]

Voting with the U. 5. _13 Not voting with ths U, . _ 7



Figure No. 3zg

United Nations @Gaperal Aqqembl‘_[

R e e T P Fou
Delegation l Yes Ko Abstain Vote Unregistered

Argentina X

Bolivia X

Brazil X

Chile X

Colombia X

Costa Rica X

Cuba X

Dominican Republic B

Ecuador X

El Salvador <

Guatemala X

Haiti 4 X

Honduras X

Mexico X

Nicaragua | X

Panama X

Paraguay X

Peru X

United States X L

Uruguay ; ]' X lw ‘l

Venezuela X - L

Totals | 1 13 | 4 ‘ 3

Voting with the U. S. 12 Not voting with the U. &, _ 8



Figure No. 37

United Nations__General Asserbly _
Title of Resolution Polish ] Paragraph Tnree

U. N. ActionRejectad 64 to 10, 16 abstainDate May 16, 1949

i

Delegation Yes No Abstain Vote Unregistered
Argentina X
Bolivia ' X
Brazil X
Chile X
Colombia X
Costa Rica X
Cuba
Dominican Republic X
Ecuador X
El Salvador X
Guatemala X
Haiti .‘ X
Honduras X
Mexico X
Nicaragua X
Panama X '
Paraguay
Peru i
United States | |
Uruguay ! X |
Venezuela X -
Totals | 1 13 | 4 J’ 3

Voting with the U, s, _12 Not voting with ths U, &, 8



Figure No. 58

United Nations General Assembly
Title of Resolution Follsh ~ Paragraph Four
U. N, ActionRejscted 35 To 8, 15 abstaln Dpate May 16, 19397

Delegation Yes Ko Abstain Vote Unregistered

Argentina

Bolivia

Brazil

Chile

LR I R B B

Colombia

Costa Rica

Cuba

Dominican Republic X

Tecuador

El Salvador X

Guatemala X

Haiti ! X

Honduras

Mexico l X

Nicaragua . ’ X

Panama X

Paraguay X

Peru

United States

Uruguay ‘ X

Venezuela X

Totals | 1 14 | 3

Voting with the U, S. __13 Kot voting with ths U, &, 7



Figure No. 33

United Nations_Goneral Assenbly

Title of Resolution Polish

Paragraph Five

U. N, ActionBoiected 35 to 7, 15 abstaln Date May 16, 1349

Delegation j Yes No Abstain Vote Unregistered
Argentina X
Bolivia X
Brazil X
Chile X
Colombia X
Costa Rica X
Cuba
Dominican Republic: X
Feuador D¢
El Salvador D4
Guatemala e
Haiti H X
Honduras I X ;
Mexico ! X
Nicaragua ’ X
Panama X
Paraguay X
Peru i
United States I X L
Uruguay g X ‘L
Venczuela X ,
Totals 1 13 4 } 3
Voting with the U. 3. 12 Not voting with the U, £, _ 8



United Nations

General Assembly

Figure No. 40

Title of Resolution Folilsh

Faragraph

Six

U. N. ActionRejected 03 to 7, 1o avstaln Date May 1o, 1929

Totals

Delegation Yes No Abstain Vote Unregistered
Argentina X
Bolivia
Brazil
Chile X
Colombia X
Costa Rica X
Cuba X
Dominican Republic X
Ecuador X
El Salvador X
Guatemala X
Haiti X
Honduras X
Mexico X
Nicaragua X
Panama X ;
Paraguay
Peru
United States X i
Uruguay K. l,
[Venezuela X .
12 6 : 3

|

Voting with the U. S.

12

Not voting with ths U, £, _ 9



Figure No. 4l

United Nations Gencral Assembly
Title of Resolution_Polish - _ Paragraph Sevan
U. N. Action Re jected 36 to 6, 11 abstainDate  liay 16, 1049

i
Delegation Yes No Abstain Vote Unregistered

Argentina

Bolivia

Brazil

Chile

Lol T < T I

Colombia

Costa Rica X

Cuba X

Dominican Republic

Ecuador

El Salvador

YR VI VR

Guatemala

Haiti ! X

Honduras

Mexico X

Nicaragua

Panama

Paraguay

Peru

Ca TR Lo TR o I b T

United States |

[
Uruguay : X !

Venezuela X

Totals 15 2

b - -

Voting with the U, S. 15 Not voting with the U, &, _ B
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Chapter VII
The End of the December 1946 Resolution

I

When the joint resolution of Bolivaia, Brazil, Colom-
bia, and Peru falled to secure the necessary two-thirds ma-
Jority in the General Assembly in 1949, the Spanish question
was left in abeyance. The December 19468 recommendation that
United Nations members not accredit heads of missions to
¥adrid was etill cfficially on the recoxrd, subject only to
the modifications of the November 1947 resolution. The al-
most dormant question of United Nations relations with
Spain wes now left to the Security Council for settlement.
And no Security Council action would be forthcoming on the
Spanish question, s0 long as the Frenco government did not
constitute an actual threat to world peace. In 1949, 1t
was more than unlikely that Franco's dictatorial, corrupt,
and weak government would embark on a campaign of aggres-
sion.

In August 1550, the delegations of the Dominican Re-
public and Peru, in separate communications, requested
that the secretary-general place the problem of members!

relations with Spain on the agenda of the Assembly's fifth
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eeseion.1

Upon recommendation of the General Committee, the
General Assembly at its two-hundred and eighty-fifth meeting
(September 26, 1950) referred the queastion of the relations
of United Hations members and specialized agencies with
Spain to the Ad Hoo Political Committiee for consideration
and report.3
The Ad Hoo Political Committee oconsidered the Spanish
question at its twenty-fifth and through its thirtieth
meetings., At the twenty-fifth meeting (October 27, 1950)
& joint resolution was introduced by Bolivia, Costa Rica,
Dominican Republie, El Salvador, Honduras, Nicaragua, the

Philippines, and Peru. 7That resolution stated:

The general Assembly,

Considering that:

The General Assembly during the second part of its
first session in 1946 adopted several recommendations
concexrning Spain, one of which provided that S8paln be
debarred from membership in international agencies
established by or brought into relationship with the
United Nations, and another that Member States with-
draw their Ambassadors and Ministers from Madrid,

The establishment of diplomatic relations and the ex-
change of Ambassadors and Ministers with a Govern-
ment does not imply any Judgment upon the domestic
polioy of that Government,

lgni ted Fations, General Assembly, Fifth Session,
Official Records, Document A/1473, p. 1.

2Ivid., p. 1.
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The Specialized agencies of the United Nations are
technical and largely non-political in character
and have been established in order to benefit the
peoples of all nations, and that, therefore, they
should be free to decide for themselves whether
the partiocipation of Spain in their activities is
desirable,

Resolves:

1. To revoke the recommendation for the withdrawal

of Ambassadors and Ministers from Madrid, ocontained

in General Assembly resolution 39 (I) of 12 December

1946,

2. To revoke the recommendation intended to debar

Spain from membership in international agencies

established by or brought into relationship with

the United Nations, which reoommendation is a part

of the same resolution adopted by the General

Assembly in 1946 ooncerning relat%onn of Members

of the United Nations with Spain.

At the twenty-elghth meeting of the Ad Hoc Political
Committee {Ootober 30, 1950), The Netherlands delegation
introduoced an amendment to the joint resolution which the
sponsors of the joint resolution accepted and which added
after the word, "desirable" in paragraph 3, the words,
*in the interest of their work."? This amendment removed
any political connotations in favor of the practical neces-
8ity of accepting Spain's participation in specialized

agencies,

31bid., Document A/1473, p. 4.
41vid., Dooument A/AGC.38/L.26.
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At the thirtieth meeting of the Ad Hoc Committee
(October 31, 1950), the amended joint resolution, revok-
ing the December 1948 resolution and opening the way for
admitting Spain to participation in United Nations special-
ised agencies, was adopted by the Committee in a roll-call
vote, thirty-seven to ten with twelve abstentions.® The
General Asaembly (operating under a rule that matters
brought to it by the Ad Hoc FPolitical Committee would not
be discugsed in Assembly meetings) adopted the report of
the Ad Hoc Committee on Rovember 4, 1330 by thirty-eight
votes to ten with twelve abstentions.®

The General Assembly's revocation of the December 1946
resolution (recommending that United Hatlons membezs not
send ministers or ambassadors to ¥adrid) left General As-
sembly polioy on the Spanish question vased on the Panaua
resolution (February 1948) and the Xovember 1347 resolution.
The Panama resolution recommended that United Kations men-
beras take into acoount the origin and nature of the Franco
government in their dealings with that government, and the
Hovember 1947 resolution left the Spanish question to the

Sibid., pp. 2-3.
SNew York Times, November 5, 1950, pp. 1, 28.
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Security Council for settlement whenever that body might
f£ind that action was warranted against the ¥Franco govern-
ment., The i1ssue of Franco Spain for all practical purposes
now was dropped upon the adoption of the joint resolution.
It should be noted that the jolat resolution did not pro-
vide for Spaint's admittance to United Nation membership;
the most that it did in that matter was to open the way

for Spanish participation in the technical agenclies of the
United Nations.

11

The voting on the joint resolution revoking the De-
cember 1946 resolution was almost identical in the Ad Hoo
Committee and the General Assembly. The passage of this
resolution may not be termed as Unlted Nations approval of
the Franco regime, and no state represented in the committee
claimed that the Franco government had undergone the change,
or any part of the change, necessary for admitting Bpain to
United Nations membership. It was a matter of political
practicality and technical expediency, and those states
that had previously &nnounced their dislike of the nature
of the Franco government did not change their opinions.7

71vid., Document A/1473, p. 3.



=126~

The twenty-one Inter-American delegations voted on the
joint resolution the same in the General Assembly as in the
Ad Hog Committee. The Ad Hoc Committee adopted the jolnt
resolution in a roll-call vote thirty-seven t0o ten with
twelve abstentions; the (General Assembly adopted the same
resolution thirty-eight to ten with twelve abstentions.s

Seventeen Inter-American states voted for the resolution:

Argentina, Bollvia, Brazil, Chile, Colombia,
ta niocg, lominican Kepublic, Ecuadoz, E1
%afvadgr, ajti, Honduras, Hicaragua, Panama,
Pararuay, Peru, United States, and Venezuela.

Three voted agalnst it:

Guatemsla, Mexico, and Uruxuay.
One abstained:

Cuba,

Three Inter-American states (Guatemala, Mexico, and

Urugusy) had been consisient supporters of the December
1548 resolution. Thsey had been supported at various times
by other Inter-imerican states, but by 18950 they alone
wanted to isolate Franco Spain. Cuba vocally had opposed
the December 1943 resolution when it was adopted as con-
stituting unwarranted interference in Spain's domestic

affairs. But Cuba had never voted against the December

Blbid., p. 3, and New Yorkx Times, on. cit., p. 1.
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1946 resolution, had supported its reaffirmation, and
opposed 1ts abrogation in 1949, Cuba, alone of the Inter-
Amerioan states, abstained in the vote to revoke that reso-
lution which probably indicated opposition to its revocation.

The non-interventionists, including the Unlted States,
had not supported the 1943 resolution to any extent in the
Assembly. These non-interverntioniste included Argentina,
Colombia, Costa Rica, Dominican Republic, Ecuador, El Sal-
vador, Honduras, Niocaragua, Paraguay, and Peru. Argentina,
Dominican Republic, and El SBalvador had always opposed tak-
ing any form of action against Franco Spain, and they had
appeared to use non-intervention as a cloak to cover their
pro-Franco tendencies. Bolivias, Brazil, Chile, Haiti,
Panama, and Venezuela usually had supported some form of
action against the Franco regime, and they professed to
detest that regime., Ecuador and Nicaragua had supported
the December 1946 resolution in the face of revocation,
or when reaffirmation was suggested. However, all these
states apparently had decided to close the 1ssue in 1950
and to prepare for co-operation and closer relations with
the Franco government.

It 18 essential to bear in mind that this revocation,
at least for the moment, did not indicate United Nations

approval of the Franco government nor that the Inter-
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American states, which had expressed their dislike of the
Franco regime, had changed their views. Even with the
revocation of the 1948 resolution, there had been few
serious suggestions that Spain be admitted to United Ra-
tions membership or be accepted as an equal in the General
Assembly.

It is significant to note that seventeen cut of twenty-
one Inter-American republics voted for the revocation of the
December 1948 resolution. This was the greatest degree of
solidarity in voting sinoce the vote in February 1948 on the
Panama yresolution (recommending that United Xatione members
take into account the nature and origin of the Franco
government in thelr dealings with it), the first instance
of Assembly consideratlion of the Spanish problem.

111

The General Assembly's action on the Spanish question
(1948-1950) involved the consideration of five major reso-
lutions. These included: the Panama reeolution {February
9, 1946) in which the Assembly recommended that United Na-
tions members take into account the mature and origin of
the Franco government in their dealings with it; the Bel-
glan resolution {December 12, 1946) in which the Assembly

recommended that Unlted Nations members not acoredit ainis-
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ters to the Franco government; the resolution passed on
Hovember 17, 1947 which failed to reaffirm the December
1946 resolution and left the Spanish question to the Se-
curity Council; the resolution jointly proposed by Bolivia,
Brazll, Colombia, and Peru and rejected by the Assembly on
May 7, 1949, which would have abrogated the December 1948
resolution; and the resolution jointly proposed by Bolivia,
Costa Rica, Dominican Republic, El1 BSalvador, Honduras,
Xicaragua, The Philippines, and Peru (November 4, 1950)
which revoked the December 1946 resolution and which the
General Assembly adopted. Various other resolutions were
submitted and considered, but these five were the resolu-
tions tgat decided the Assembly's course on the Spanish
question.

The Inter-American system showed a large measure of
unanimity in the votes on the first and the last of these
five resolutions. There was much less solidarity and una-
nimity on the three intervening resolutions and even less
unanimity on the incidental resolutions,

The voting record and the opinions expressed in the
Assembly work on the Spanish question divided the Inter-
American states into three groups. There were those that

disapproved of the Franco government and expressed that
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disapproval by favoring a severance of relations and strong
aotion against Spain. This group usually included Chile,
Guatemala, MNexico, Panama, Uruguay, and Venszguela. Haitl
was less vooal in its disapproval of the Spanish regime,
but 1ts voting record pvlaced it in the group opposed to
the Franco government. Cuba often expressed dislike of
the Franco regime but abstained in several votes in an
attempt to support the principle of non-intervention.
Another group included those tha$ disapproved of the
Franoo government but did not support even the mild action
recommended by the Assembly on the grounds that non~-inter-
vention should be maintained as & United Hations princirle
at all costs. The non-interventioniats included Colombia,
Costa Rica, Ecuador, Honduras, Nicaragua, Paraguay, Peru,
and the United States. Bolivia and Brazil alternated bae-
tween voting wlth these non-interventionists and thosa
favoring stronger action against the Franco regzime. Cuba,
Costa Rica, Ecuador, and Nicaragua modified their position
on non~-intervention by supporting, at various times, action
against the Franco government. The Unlted States supported
the Panama resolution and the December 1946 resocluticn,

but it usually voted with the non-interventionists.
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A third group, alsc non-interventionist, was made up
of those few states that indicated outright approval of
the Franco regime. These states, Argentina, El1 Salvador,
and the Dominican Republic, by their participation in the
debate and their voting records, indicated that the Franco
government was to their liking and that they would welcome
relations with such a government.

There was little solidarity demonstrated by the Inter-
Ameriocan system during the General Assembly consideration
of the Spanish question from 1948 to 1950. It was quite
evident that the Inter-American states voted as individuals,
and that neither the United States, nor any other state,
exercised control or domination over these states. The
United States influence was no greater than that of any
other state in the Inter-American system, However, on
behalf of solidarity it must be acknowledged that the
Inter-American states voted in a large majority on the
first issue (Panama resolution) and voted in a similar
majority in what was apparenily the General Assembly's
last consideration (Ad Hoc Committee resolution) of the
Spanish question. But, little solidarity was in evidence
in the intervening consideration by the Ahaembly. and 1t
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was obvious that the Inter-American delegations enjoyed a

oconplete freedom of action in the General Assembly.



Figure No.42

United Nations_General Assembly, Ad Foc Political Committee
Title of Resolution__ Jolnt L Paragraph{entire text)
U. N. Action Adopted 37 to 10, 12 abstain DateQctober 31, 1950

i
Delegation Yes No Abstain Vote Unregistered

Argentina

Bolivia

Brazil

Chile

Colombia

Ea T o T o b T b

Costa Rica

Cuba X

Dominican Republic

Ecuador

El Salvador X

Guatemala X

Haiti

Honduras X ;

Mexico X

Nicaragua

Panama

Paraguay

Peru

OB o T B

United States

Uruguay , ' X

————d

Veneczuela X

s
'

b
1}
{

Totals | 17 3 | 1

Voting with the U. S. 16 Not voting with ths U, . _ 4



Figure No, 43

United Nations_ Goneral Assonbly .
Title of Resolutionad iLo2 Lommlttese paragrapncnmrrr‘rem

U. N. Actionpdopted 38 to 10, 12 avstuin DateNovewds» 4, 1900

!
Delegation Yes No Abstain Vote Unregistered

Argentina

Bolivia

Brazil

Chile

Colombia

E T I T o B

Costa Rica

Cuba X

Dominican Republic

Feuador

E1l Salvador

Guatemala X
Haiti X
Honduras X
Mexico X
Nicaragua X
Panama X
Paraguay X
Peru X

United States

1
1
Uruguay X I

N -

[Venczuela X

Totals | 17 3 1 :

Voting with the U, S. _13 Not voting with ths U, ¢, _ &



=133
INDEX of PERSORS

Alfaro, Ricardo J. (Panama) (1883~ }

Alfaro, an international jurist of great repute, has
been secoretary-general of the American Institute of Inter-
national Law since 1938, and i1s a former member of the Per-
manent Court of Arbitration (Hague). He has had a long and
illustrious oareer as jurist and diplomat. He became assis-
tant seoretary for Foreign Affairs (1905), and served as

remier (1918-1923). He was minister to the United States
?1928—1930 and 1933-1936), vioce president (1928-1930) and
president (1931-1932). He became minister of Foreign Af-
fairs (1945), and served as the Panamanian representative
at the San Francisco Conference {(1945) and the General
Agsembly (1948),

Aranha, Oswaldo (Brazil) (1894~ )

Aranha sgerved as ambassador to the United States
(1934-1937) and as minister for Foreign Relations (1938-
1944). He was chairman of the Bragilian delegation to
the Inter-American Forelgn iinisters Conference in Rio
de Janeiro (1942)., He was the representative in the
Becurity Counoil (1947), and was president of the General
Assembly's first special session €1947).

Atherton, Ray (United States) (1883- )

Atherton has been in United States Foreign Service
since 1914. He was minister to Bulgaria (1937), Denmark
(1832), and Canada (1943). He became the first United
States ambassador accredited to Canada (1943). He was
an alternate representative to the General Assemdbly in
Paris (1948).

Bautista de Lavalle, Juan (Peru)

Bautista de Lavalle, a Peruvian jurist, was elected
to the Board of Directors of the Inter-American Bar Asso—-
ciation (1941-1943), and to the Peruvian Supreme Court
(1945). He was a representative at the General Assembly
in New York (1946-1947).

Bebler, Ales {Yugoslavia)

Bebler was an officer in the Spanish Republican Army
during the Spanish Civil War and in the Tito Resistance
Forces in Yugoslavia during World War II. He is the under
seoretary of Foreign Affalrs and was a representative at
the General Assembly's second session (New York, 1947).



=134~

Belt y Ramirez, Guillermo (Cuba) (1905- )

Belt y Ramirez was secretary of the Counoll of State
(1934), mayor of Havana (1935), and became ambassador to
the United States (1944). He is & member of the Govern—
ing Board of the Pan-American Union. He was & delegate
to the Inter-American Conference at Chapultepec (Mexico
City, 1945), and was chairman of the Cuban delegation to
the San Francisco Conference (1945) and to the General
Assembly (1946-1947).

Bottomley, Arthur G. (United Kingdom) (1907- )

Bottomley was Parliamentary Under-~Secretary of State
for Dominions (1946-1947), and was a member of the parlia-
mentary mission to India (1946) and of the snecial govern-
ment mission to Burma (1947). He was a delegate to the
General Assembly in New York (1946-1947).

Castro, Hector David (El Salvador) (1894- )

Castro has a long record as a diplomat, serving as
secretary of the Salvadorean legation in Washington
(1920-1923) and as oharge d'affairs (1923-1927). He
served as under-secretary of Foreign Affairs (1927-

1928) end as minister of Foreign Affairs (1931-1934).

He was appointed minister to the United States and be-
came ambassador in 1943. He is a member of the Covern-
ing Board of the Pan-American Union, and is a representa-
tive on the Inter-American Commission of Jurlists., He
was ohairman of his country's delegation at San Francis-
oo (1945), and was a representative at the General Assem-
bly (1946-1947).

Colban, Eric (Korway) (1876- )

Colban was a member of the Kinistry of Foreign Af-
fairs (1916-1918) and of the Kinority and Disarmament
sections of the League of Nations (1919-1927). He was
& representative in the League Councll and Assembly
i1930—1936 . He was ambassador to the United Kingdom

1934-1936), and minister to France and Belgium (1930~
%931)3 He was a representative in the General Assembly
1946).

Connally, Tom {United States) (1877~ )

Connally has been a United States Senator from Texas
since 1929 and was formerly chalrman of the Senate Commit-
tee on Foreign Relations. He was a representative at the
?an rganoisco Conference {1945) and in the General Assembly

19486).
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Cordova, Roberto (Mexico)

Cordova is a former member of the Mexican-American
Claims Commission, and was legal counsellor at the Mexi-
can embassy in Washington. He was formerly ambassador
to Costa Rica and was a representative in the General
Assembly and Security Council (1948).

Dulles, John Foster (United States) {1888- )

Pulles was a member of the United States delegation
at San Francisco (1945) and also at the Council of For-
eign Ministers in London (1945) and Moscow (1847). He
is chalrman of the Carneglie Endowment for International
Peace., He was an alternate representative at the Gener-
al Assemnbly's first session (1946) and a representative
at the second session (13847).

Duran-Ballen, Clemente (Ecuador) (1904- )

Duran-Ballen is8 the Ecuadorian Consul-General in
New York. He was hls country'!s representative in the
General Assembly's second session (1947).

Garcia Granados, Jorge (Guatemala) (1900~

Garcia Granados is a memberxr of the Governing Board
of the Pan-American Union, and has been ambassador to
the United States since 1545. He was an alternate rep-
regsentative at the General Assembly (New York, 1948).

Gromyko, Andrei A. (Union of ?oviet Socialiast Republicsa)
1909~

Gromyko 418 the Soviet deputy minister of Foreign
Affalrs. He was ambassador to the United States and
minister to Cuba (1943-1946), chairman of the Soviet
delegation at Dumbarton Oaks (1944), and acting chalir-
man of the Soviet delegation at the San Francisco Con-
ference (1945). He was the Soviet representative in
the General Assembly (1946).

Hughes, Charles Evans (United States) (1862-1948)
Hughes was & United States Supreme Court justice,
and wag appointed chief Justice by President Hoover
(1830). (He was defeated for the preasidency by Wood-
row Wilson in 1916.) He served as secretary of state
in the Harding and Coolidge cablnets, was a member of
the Permanent Court of Arbitration and International
Justice, and was chairman of the United States delega-
tion at the Sixth Pan-American Conference (Havana, 1928).
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Hull, Cordell {(United States) (1871~ )

Hull was elected Senator from Tennessee (1931),
resigning later (1933) in order to become secretary of
state, serving until his retirement (1944). He was
chalrman of the United States delegation at the Inter-
American Confersenoe at kKontevideo %1933), the lnter-
Azerican Peace Conference in Buenos Aires (1933), the
lnter-American Conference at Lima (1938) and the For-
eign Ministers Conference in Havana (1940). He was a
delegate to the San Franciaco Conference (1945).

Jouhaux, Leon (France)} (1879- )

Jouhaux was a former representative to the League
of Nations, and has been a member of the Governing Board
of the Intermational Laborxr Organization since 1930, He
ie pregident of the Economic Council of France and was a
f;pregentative at the General Assembly's second session

947).

Katz-Suchy, Julius (Poland) (1912-

Katz-Suchy worked in an English faatory during
World War II, and became the Polish press attache in
London (19455. He 18 counsellor in the ¥inistry of
Foreign Affairs, and was the secretary general to the
permanent Polish delegation to the United Nations (1945).

Kauffman, Henrik de (Denmark) (1888- )

De Kauffman was secretary of the New York consulate
{(1913-1915) and later minister to ltaly, China, Japan,
Sianm and Korway. He became minister to the United States
{(1939) and was promoted to ambassador (1947). He was
cheirman of the Danish delegations to the San Francisco
Conference {1945) and ta the General Assembly's second
session (1947).

Kiselev, XKuzma Venediotovich {Byelorussian Soviet Boclal-
) 48t Republie) (1803~ )

Kiselev, a physiclan, is a deputy of the Supreme

Soviet of the Soviet Union and of Byelorussia. He is

8180 Byelorussian Peoples Commissar for Foreign Affairs.

He was the chairman of the Byelorussian delegation to

the San Francisco Conference (1945) and also to the

General Assembly (1948).
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Koo, V. K. wellington {China) (1888- )

Koo was the Chinese minister of Forelgn Affairs
(1932, 1924, 1931), prime minister {1927), and a rep-
resentative to the League of Nations Assembly and Coun-
oil 31932-1939). He was ambassador to France (1936~
1941), to the United Kingdom (1941-1946) and finally
to the United States (1948). He was chalrman of the
Chinese delegation to the Dumbarton Oaks Conversations
(1944), representative in the General Assembly (1945)
and in the Security Counocil (1947).

Lange, Oscar (Poland) (1904- )
Lange was formerly a legturer at the Universities
of lilchigan and California, and a professor of economics
at the University of Chicago (1938-1945)., He was ambas-
sadoxr to the United States (1945-1947), Polish representa-
:ivzeﬁn the Seourity Council, and in the General Assembly
9 .

Lie, Trygve Halvdan (Rorway) (1896~ )

Lie was the Norwegian minister of Justioce §1935-1939),
Commeroe (1939-1940), Shipping and Supply (1940), and For-
eign Affairs (1941-1946). He was chairman of his country's
delegation to the San Francisco Conference (1945) and also
in the General Assembly (1946), He became the first seore-
tary-general of the United Nations (February 1, 1943).

Lopez, Alfonso (Colombia) (1888- )
lopez, educated in British and United States univorsi-

ties, was minister to the United Kingdom (1931) and was
president of Colombia (1934-1838, 1942-1945). KHe was
chairman of the Colombian delegations at the Montevideo
Conference (1933) and at the General Asseumbly (1946-1947).
?fgngg later a representative in the Security Counoil

47).

Loridan, M. W. (Belgium)

Loridan ia ohief of cabinet in the Belgian Kinistry
of Foreign Affairs. He was an alternate representative
to t?a Genexral Assembly at the first session (New York,
1946).
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MacEachen, Roberto Eduardo (Uruguay) (1899-
MacEachen was minister to Cuba (1940-1943), the
United Kingdom (1943-1944), and became ambassador to
the United Kingdom in 1944. He was chairman of the
?{ggu?yan delegation to the General Assembly in London
46).

Manuilsky, Dmitro Zakharvich (Ukrainian Soviet Social-
ist Republic) (1883~ )
Kanuilsky becams commissar for Foreign Affairs in
1944. He was chairman of the Ukrainian delegation to the
S8an Francisco Conference (1945), and to the General Assem-
bly (1948). He was later chairman of the General Assem-
bly*s First Committee,

Muniz, Joao Carlos (Brazil) (1893~ )

¥uniz was minister to Cuba (1941-1942) and ambassa-
dor to Ecuador (1942-1945). He is a member of the Govern-
ing Board of the Pan-American Union and was & representa-
tive to the General Assembly in Eew York (1945-1947).

Nieto del Rio, Felix {Chile) (1888- )

Nieto del Rio was secretary at the emdbassies in
Washington and Brussels {1917-1928), and secretary to
the Chilean delegation to the League of Rations. He
was appointed special minister to Peru (1929) and be-
came under secretary of Foreign Affairs (1930). He was
an ambassador to the Chaco Peace Conference (1935-1937)
and to Brazil (1936-1939). He was formerly a representa-
tive on the Inter-American Juridical Commission, and is
now a member of the Governing Board of the Pan-American
Union. He was a representative at the San Francisco
Conference (1945) and was chairman of his country's dele-
gation in the General Assembly (1946).

Padilla Nervo, Luis (Mexico) (1898~ )

Padilla Nervo has been in kexican diplomatic service
since 1920. He was minister to the United States (1932~
1934) and subsequently to El Salvador, Costa Rica, Panama,
Uruguay, Paraguay, The Netherlands, Denmark, and Cuba.

He was a delegate to the League of Nations 31938) and a
representative in the General Assembly (1946-1947) and
Security Council (1946).
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Picon Lares, Roberto (Venezuela)

Picon Lares is the Venezuelan minister of Foreign
Relations, and was the chairman of his country's dele-
gatign at the General Assembly's first session (london,

946).

Porras, Demetrio A. (Panama) (1897~ )

Porras is the Panamanian minister to Great Britain
and France. He 1s a former minlister of state, and was
the Panamanian representative at the General Assembly
in London (1946).

Setalvad, M. C. (India) (1884~ )

Setalvad was the Indian representative at the Gen-
eral Assembly's second session (1947). He was an alter-
nate representative at the Security Council on consider-
ation of the India-Paklistan question in 1948.

Shaworose, Sir Hartley (United Kingdom) (1502- )
Shawoross has been a labor member of Parliament
since 1945. He was chief United Kingdom prosecutor for
investigation of charges againat war criminals at Nurn-
burg (1945), and was & representative at the General
Assexbly's first and second sessions (1946-1947).

Soto del Corral, Dr. Jorge (Colombia) °

Dr. Soto del Corral was formerly minister of For-
eign Affalrs. He was the representative at the General
Assenbly's first session (New York, 1946).

Spasak, Paul-Henri (Belgium) (189%9- )

Spaak has been & socialist deputy from Brussels
since 1932, foreign minister almost continuously since
1938, and premier (1938-19398). He was chairman of the
Belglan delegations at the General Assembly's first and
second sessions {1948-1947), and was Assembly president
at the first session. He was chairman of the Belglan
delegations at the Ban Francisco Conference (1945) and
at the Yalta Conference (1943).
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Stettinius, Edward R., Jr. (United States) (1900- )

Stettinius, an American businessman associated with
the General Motors and United States Steel corporations,
was Lease-lLend administrator and special assistant to
President Roosevelt (1941-1943), under seoretary of state
(1943~1944), and seoretary of state (1944-1945). He was
chairman at the Dumbarton Oaks Conversations (1944), and
was chairman of the United States delegation at the San
Francisco Conference (1945).

Stevenson, Adlai E. (United States) (1900~ )

Stevenson was assistant to the secretary of the navy
(1941-1944) and chief of the War Department Mission to
Europe (1944). He became assistant to the secretary of
state 1n 1945. He was an advisor to the United States
delegations at San Francisco (1945) and at the General
Assembly in London (1946), and he was a United States
representative in the General Assembly (1945-1947). He
has served as governor of the state of Illinois since
1948.

Stimson, Henry L. (United States) (1867-

Stimson was secretary of war (1911-1913), the pres-
ident's (Coolidge) special representative to Nicaragua
(1927), &nd governor-general of the Philippines (1927-
1929). He Berved as seoretary of state (1929-1933) and
again as seoretary of war (1940-194S5).

Stolk, Carlos Eduardo (Venezuela) (1912- )

Stolk is an international jurist and has been a rep-
regsentative on the Inter-American Neutrality Commission
since 1942. He was a representative in the General
Assembly in London (1946) and was chairman of his coun-~
try's delegation in New York (1946).

van Roijen, J. B. (The Netherlands) (1905~ )

Van Roijen began his diplomatic career in the lega-
tion in Washington (1930-1932). He later became head of
the political divislion of The Netherlands Forelgn Office
(1939), minister of State and Foreign Affairs (1945-1945),
and was appointed ambassador to Canada (1948). He was
the representative to the General Asseably (1948) and
chairman of The Netherlands delegation (1947).
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Wold, Terje (Korway) (1899- )

Wold is a lawyer and a Supreme Court judge. Ie is
chalrman of the Norwegian Forelgn Relations Commission
and was a representative in the General Assembly (1946).

Zuloaga, Pedro (Venezuela) (1898~ )

Zuloaga is a graduate of the Harvard Law School and
has held varlous government posts since 1937. He was a
member of his country's delegation at the San Francisco
Conference (1945), and was a representative in the Gen-
eral Assembly {1948).
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APPENDIX I

Poland: Draft Resolution Calling For The Severance Of
Diplomatic Relations with Franco Spain.

November 1, 1946

Ihe General Assembly recalls that on § February 1946,
without a dissenting vote, it condemned the Franco regime
in Spain, reaffirmed its exclusion from membership in the
United Nations in accordance with the decisions of San
Francisco and Potsdam, and called upon the Member States
to take this into account "in conducting their future re-
lations with Spain.®

In May and June, 1946, the Security Council conduct-
ed an investigation of the possible further action to be
taken by the United Hations. The Sub-Committee charged
with the investigation found unanimously:

*(a) In origin, nature, structure and general oon-
duot, the Franco regime is a Fascist regime pattern-
ed on, and established largely as a result of aid
received from Hitler's Nazi Germany and Mussolinli's
Fascist ltaly.

"(b) During the long struggle of the United Nations
against Hitler and Mussolini, Franco, despite con-
tinued Alllied protests, gave very substantial aid
to the enemy Powers. First, for example, from 1941
to 1945 the Blue Infantry Division, the Spanish Le-
gion of Volunteers and the 8alvador Alr Squadron
fought against 3Soviet Russia on the Eastern Front.
Second, in the summer of 1940 Spain seized Tangier
in breach of internatlional statute, and as a result
of Spain'a maintaining a large army in Spanish
Morrocco large numbers of Allied troops were im-
mobilized in North Africa.

"(c) Incontrovertible documentary evidence estab-
lishes that Franco was a gullty party, with Hitler
and Mussolini, in the conspiracy to wage war against
those countries which eventually in the course of

the world war became banded together as the United
Nations. It was part of the conspiracy that Franco's
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Poland: Draft Resolution (continued)

®*full belligerency should be postponed until a time
to be mutually agreed upon.*

The Sub-Committee also found that *the Spanish situa-
tion is one which has already led to international friction*
and concluded that the existence and activities of the Franco
regime constitute a situation *"likely to endanger the main-
tenance of international peace and security.® Since that
time the situation in Spain has deteriorated and continues,
increasingly, to disturb and endanger international rela-
tions.

Thexefore, the General Assembly recommends that each
Miember of the United Nations terminate, forthwith, diplo-
matic relations with the Franco regime.

The General Assembly expresses its deep sympathy to
the Spanish people, The General Assembly hopes and ex-
pects that in consequence of this action the people of
Spain will regain the freedom of which they were deprived
with the aid and contrivanoce of Fascist Italy and Nazi
Germany. The General Assembly is convinced that the day
will come when 1t will be able to welcome a Lree Spain
into the community of the United Nations.

United Nations, General Assembly, Document A/C.1/24.
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APPENDIX II

Poland: Draft Resolution Concerning The Exclusion Of The
Franco Government From Organs And Agencies Estab-
lished By Or Comnected With The United Nations.

November 1, 1946

fhereas the admission or participation of the Franco
Government in Spain in organs and agencles established by
or brought into relationship with the United Nations would
contravene the purpose and intent of the resolution of
9 February, 1946, excluding this government from member-
ship in the United Nations;

The General Assembly recommends that the Franco
Government be barred from membership and participation
in any of the organs and agenocies mentioned.

United Nations, General Assembly, Document A/C.1/25.
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APPENDIX III
The United States: Draft Resolution On The Spanish Question.
December 2, 1946

The peoples of the United Nations, at San Francisco,
Potsdam and London condemned the Franco regime in Spain
and decided that, as long as-that regime remains, Spain
may not be admitted to the United Nations.

The peoples of the United Nations assure the Spanish
people of their enduring sympathy and of the cordial wel-
come awalting them when circumstances enable them to be
admitted to the United Nations.

Therefore the General Assembly,

Convinced that the Franco Fascist Government of Spain,
which was imposed by force upon the Spanish people with
the ald of the Axlis powers and which gave material assis-
tance to the Axis powers in the war, does not represent
the Spanish people, and by its continued control of Spain
is making impossible the participation of the Spanish
people with the peoples of the United Nations in inter-
national affairs;

Recommends that the Franco Government of Spain be
debarred from membeérship in international agencies set
up at the initiative of the United Nations, and from par-
ticipation in conference or other activities which may be
arranged by the United Hations or by these agencies, un-
til a new and ‘acceptable government is formed in Spain.

The General Assembly further,

Desirinz to secure the participation of all peacew
loving peoples, including people of Spain, in the com-
munity of nations,

RecoEg%zing that 1t 18 for the Spanish people to
settle the form of thelir government;
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United States: Draft Resolution (continued)

Places on record its profound conviction that in
the infereat of Spain and of world co-operation the
people of 8pain should give proof to the world that
they have a government which derives its authority from
the consent of the governed; and that to achieve that
end General Franco should surrender the powers of
government to a provisional government broadly rep-
resentative of the Spanish people, committed to re-
spect freedom of speech, religion, and assembly and
to the prompt holding of an election in which the
S8panish people, free from force and intimidation and
regardless of party, may express their will; and

Invites the Spanish people to establish the
eligibility of Spain for admission to the United
Nations.

United Kations, General Assembly, Document A/C.1/100.
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APPENDIX IV

Colombia: Amendment To The Polish Draft Resolution On
Franco Spain

(undated)

Yhereas The General Assembly, at the first part of
its first session held at London, adopted on 9 February
1946 the following resolution:

. eneral Assembly recalls that the San
Francisco (Conference adopted a resolution accord-
ing to which paragraph 3 of Article 4 of Chapter II
of the United Kations Charter ‘cannot apply to
States whose regimes have been installed with the
help of armed forces of ocountries which have fought
against the United Nations so long as these regimes
are in power.?

*3. e Qeneral Assembly recalls that at the Pots-
dam Conference the Governments of the United King-
dom, the United States of America and the Soviet
Union stated that they would not support a request
for admission to the United Kations of the present
Spanish Government twhich having been founded with
the support of the Axis Powers, in view of its
origins, its nature, its record and its close asso-
clation with the aggressor States, does not possess
the n?oessary qualifications to justify 1ts admis-
sion.

¥3. The General Assembly, in endorsing these two
statements, recommends that the kembers of the
United Nations should act in accordance with the
letter and the spirit of these statements in the
conduoct of their future relations with Spain.*

Whereas a great many of the Members of the United
Nations do not maintain diplomatic relations with Spain
ang various others are prepared to suspend such relations;
an
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Colombia: Amendment (continued)

Whereas it has been proposed to this General Assem-
bly that 1%t should recommend to all Members of the United
Nations which have not yet done so that.they should sever
their diplomatioc and economic relations with the Franco
regime in Spaln forthwith; and

Whereas it 18 a faoct that the political and social
conditiona which gave rise to and justify the declarations
made at San Francisco, Potsdam and London are still pre-
vailling in Spain; and

Whereas, however, Article 4 of the Charter of the
United Natlons lays down that membership in the United
Nations 18 open, not only to original members of the
Organization, but also t0o all those which accept the
obligations contained in the Charter, and, in the judg-
ment of the Organization, are able and willing to carry
out these obligations; and

Whereas, in accordance with Article 55 of the Char-
ter, the United Nations shall promote universal respect
for and observance of human rights and fundamental free-
doms for all without distinction of race, sex, language
or religion,

Therefore the General Agssembly resolves:

l. To express its wish that the Government and
people of Spain should seek and find the method of
bringing into dbeing, by peaceful means, within the
shortest possible time and in accordance with the
principles and purposes and the Charter of the Unlted
Nations, the new soclal and political conditions neces-
sary to enable Spailn to be admitted as a lember of the
Organization;

2. To recommend to the Latin-American Republics
that they should offer to the Government of Spain their
good offices, should the latter think them useful in
order_ to achieve the purposes of this resolution;
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Colombia: Amendment (continued)

3. 7To defer until the meeting of the next General
Assembly the discussion and adoption of the resolution
proposed by the delegation of Poland as well as the

amendment proposed by the delegation of the Byelorussian
8SSR.

United Nations, General Assembly, Document A/C.1/102.
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APPENDIX V

Fourth Sub-Oommittee: Draft Resolution

The peoples of the United Nations, at San Francisco,
Potsdam and London condemned the Franco regime in Spain
and degcided that as long as that regime remains, Spain
may not be admitted to the United Rationsa.

The General Asseably in its resolution of 9 February
1948 recommended that the Members of the United Nations
should act in accordance with the letter and the spirit
of the declarations of San Francisco and Potadanm.

The peoples of the United Nations assure the Spanish
people of their enduring sympathy and of the cordial wel-
come awalting them when circumstances enable them to be
admitted to the United Kations.

The General Assembly recalls that in May and June
1946, the Becurity Council conducted an investigation of
the possible further action to be taken by the United
Nations.

The Sub-Committee charged with the investigation
found unanimously:

*(a) In origin, nature, structure and general con-
duct, the Franco regime is a Fascist regime pattern-
ed on, and established largely as a result of aid
received from Hitler's Nazi Germany and lussolini's
Fascist Italy.

*(b) During the long struggle of the United Nations
against Hitler and Mussolini, Franco, despite con-
tinued Allied protests, gave very substantial ald
to the enemy Powers. First, for example, from 1941
to 1945 the Blue Infantry Division, the Spanish
Legion of Volunteers and the Salvador Air Squadron
fought against Soviet Russia on the Eastera front.
Second, in the summer of 1940 Spalin seized Tangier
in breach of international statute, and as a result
of Spain maintaining an army in Spanish Morocco
large numbers of Alllied troops were immobilized in
North Afrioca.
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Fourth Sub-Committee: Draft Resolution (continued)

*{c) Incontrovertible documentary evidence estab-
lishes that Franco was a guilty party, with Hitler
and Mussolini, in the conspiracy to wage war against
those countries which eventually in the course of

the world war became banded together as the United
Nations. It was part of the conspiracy that Franco's
full belligerency should be postponed until a time
to be mutually agreed upon."*

The General Assembly,

Convinged that the Franco Fascist Government of
Spain which was imposed by force upon the Spanish people
with the aid of the Axis powers and which gave material
agsistance to the Axlis Powers in the war, does not rep-
resent the Spanish people, and by its continued control
of Spain is making impossible the participation of the
Spanisgh people with the peoples of the United Nations in
international affairs;

Recommends that the Franco Government of Spain be
debarred Zrom membership in international agencies es-
tablished by or brought into relationship with the United
Nations, and from participation in conference or other
activities which may be arranged by the United Rations
or by these agencies, until a new and acceptadble govern-
ment 18 formed in Spain.

The General Assembly

Further, desiring to secure the participation of all
peaco-ioving peoples, including the people of Spain, in
the community of nations, and

Inasmuch as the United Nations, by the action they
took in San Francisco, in Potsdam, in London, and more
recently in Lake Success, have in fact collectively re-
fused to maintain diplomatic relations with the present
Spanish regime, and
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Fourth Sub-Committee: Draft Resolution (continued)

Further recommends that the States kKembers of the
United Nations report %o the Secretary-General and to
the next Assembly what action they have taken in accor-
dance with this recommendation.

United Nations, General Assembly, Document A/C.1/128.
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APPENDIX VI

Poland: Draft Resclution
May 11, 1949

The General Assembly

1. Rectlling the solemn pronouncements of the peoples
of the United Nations in San Francisco, the pronouncements
made at the Potsdam and London Conferences as.well as the
declarations of France, the United Kingdom and the United
States of America in March 1946, condemning the Franco
regime in Spain, and the resolutions of the General As-
sembly of 13 December 1948 (39 (I)) and 17 November 1947
(114 {II));

2. Considering that the Sub-Committee of the Secur~
ity Counc nvestigating the Spanish situation found, and
the General Assembly reaffirmed, that the Franco regime was
a fasciast regime patterned on and established largely as a
result of aid recelved from Hitler's Nazl Germany and Mus-
solinits Fascist Italy, and that during the long struggle
of the United Nations againat Hitler and Mussolini, Franco
despite ocontinued Allied protest, gave substantial ald to
the enemy Powers, and that Franco was a gullty party to-
gether with Hitler and XKussolinl in the conspiracy to wage
war against the United Nations;

3. Convinced that the Franco Fasclst Government
whioh was imposed by force on the Bpanish people with
the aild of the Axis Powers does not represent the Span-
ish people;

4. Recalli the long sufferings of the Spanish
people under the tyranny of the Franco fascist regime

and their deprivation of all human and basic freedoms;

5. Takinz into consideration that the situation
in Spain hLas become worse since the date of the adop-
tion of the resolutlon of the General Assembly of 17
November 1947, and that the fasciast regime of Franco
has continued its policy of persecution of democratio
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Poland: Draft Resolution (continued)

elements in Spain as exemplified by the execution and im-
prisonment without court proceedings or investigation of
many tens of thousands of democrats including thousands
of Spanish women, that during the same period the fasclist
Government has imprisoned many hundreds of democratic
leaders of Spain;

6. ecalll the unfailing sympathy of sall the demo-
cratic nations ior the Spanish people in their sufferings
and in their struggle for freedom, as well as the duty of
the United Nations to aid the Spanish people;

7. XNoting that the Government of the United States,
the United ngdom and several other countries in viocla-
tion of the resolutions of the General Assembly of 12 De-
cember 1946 and 17 Kovember 1347, have continued %o
strengthen their political and economic relations with
Franco Spain, thereby preventing the establishment of a
democratic regime in Spain;

8. Consgideri that the failure of the lembers of
the United Hations to implement the above enumerated
pronouncemsnts, declarations and resolutions would con-
stitute & flagrant violation of the high principles and
purposes of the Charter of the United Nations, under-
mine international confidence, and would convince the
Spanish people that they are being abandoned by the
United Nations,

9. gCalls upon the Kembers of the United Nations
to comply with the The letter and gpirit of the above
enumerated pronouncements, declarations and resolu-
tions;.

10. Recommends that all Kembers of the United Na-
tions shouid as & first step forthwith cease to export
to Spain arms and ammunition as well as all warlike and
strategic material;

11. gegommenda that all the Members of the United
Hations sho refrain from entering into any agreements
or treaties with Franco Spain both formally and de facto;
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Poland: Draft Resolution (continued)

123. Reaffirmg that upon the establishment of a demo-
oratic government in Spain in accordance with the above
enumerated pronouncements, declarations and resolutions,
the United Nations will look forward to welcoming Spain
to membership in the United Nations and its specialized
agencies and affiliated organizations;

13. Exoresses confidence that the Security Council
will have tﬁe sisuation in Spain under its continuocus
observation and will fulfill its responsibilities in
regard to thie situation in accordance with the prin-
ciples of the Charter.

United Nations, CGeneral Assembly, Document A/860.
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Dumbarton Oaks proposals on regional ar-
rangements with the proposals advanced at
San Francisco, and with those finally ar-
rived at and included in the final draft of
the Charter.



United States, Department of State, Publication 2349, Con-
ference Series 71, Report to the President on the Kesults
of the San Francisco Conference, by the airman of the
Upnited States Delegation, the Secretary of State,

This United States state department docu-
ment contains the United States delegation's
views on reglonalism and i1ts place in the
United Kations organization, then being formed
(San Francisco). The document is the report
of the United States secretary of state on the
adaptability of regionalist arrangements in
the proposed international organization. The
document is valuable in that it 48 an atteumpt
to present and explain the Unlited States view
on regionalisnm.



SECONDARY SOURCES

New York Times, December 4, 19486.
» October 28, 1950.

» November 5, 1950,

These editions of the New York Times con-
tain some information on General Assembly action
that at present is8 unavailable in official form.
The first edition cited is & report of the Franco
government's commentary on the resoclution propos-
ed by the United States in 1946; the second and
third editions contain informstion on the Ad Hoo
Political Committee resolution passed by the
Assembly on November 4, 1950, The Times made
a good coverage of the Spanish question in the
United Natlona, and provides a good source for
incidental information that the United Nations
records do not contain, and provides information
tha: has not yet been compiled by the United
Nations.

Bemis, Samuel F., The latin American Policy of the United
States, New York, Harcourt, Brace and Company, 1943,

Duggan, lLaurence, The Americas, New York, Henry Holt and
Company, 1949.

Miller, David Hunter, The Drafting of the Covenant, Vol. I
New York, G. P. Putnam's Sol—m%ns. 8, ’ ’

United Nations, Yearbook, 1945-47, United Nations Depart-
ment of Public Information, Lake Success, New York.

Whitaker, Arthur P., *Development of American Regionalism
-= The Organization of American States,® International
Conciliation, No. 469, March 1951, Carnegle Endowment
For International Peace, New York.



Bemis! book is & good history of United
States foreign policy on lLatin America, giving
a clear picture of hemispheric diplomatic rela-
tions since their beginnings. It is certainly
adequate in presenting all sides of Inter-
American foreign relations. Duggan's book is
a goed study of the present-day Inter-Amerioan
system, especially since the inauguration of
the "Good Neighbor Policy." Duggan's work is
short, but informative and adequate. Miller's
work only pertalns to this thesis in that it
effectively explains that United States inter-
esat in regionallism was one factor in the writ-
ing of the League of Nations Covenant. The
United Natjons Yearbook is & valuable source
of ready informatlion on most phases of United
Nations activity; it does not contain all the
information from the records and doouments,
but provides a starting point in the search
for information. Whitaker's article is an
excellent presentation of the various aspects
of the present-day Inter-American system. It
provides an excellent analysis of the relation-
ship of the Organization of American States to
the United Nations,
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