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Foreword

Trygve Lies, in assessing the performance of the Powers at the United Wations,
wrote some years ago: "Russlaen reasoning is always more difficult to understand:
Even after seven years as Secretary-General, I cannot pretend to speak with

assurance as to how the Soviet mind is made upo"l

Mr, lie's uncertainty is
indicative of the unique problems that confiront the analyst of Soviet international
behavior generally ond at the United Natlions in particular.

Friends and foes agree on the constancy and continuity of Soviet long-range
objectives., The motivation of the Soviet leadership--and its representatives abroad,
however, has over the course of ysars remained a matter of intanﬁe speculation and
dispute. How relsvant are ultimate goals to current Soviet conduct? How "sincere®
is Soviet participation in international orgsnizations? To w?at extent can Soviet
moves and pronouncesente be taken at face value? There are no simple or certain
answers. Ons basic difficulty is of course the outsider's inability ever to know
to what extent words express genuline attitudes or tc what extent overt behavior
corresponds to inteunt,

If performance is tsken as an index to motives, Soviet action at the United
Rations only adda to the puzzlement. As in other sectors of Soviet conduct, Moscow
has over the ysars reversed its policies to the extent that its analysls of political
constsllationsvand cpporiunitias changed. In 1945-1946 Moscow favored a strong
Secretary-General for the United Rations; in 1952 it charged the Secretary-General
with exceeding his suthority. Untll recently the Soviet delégation made itself
the watchdog of the prerogatives of the Security Council, opposing all attempts
to strengthen the General Assembly=-only to wind up submitiing issues to the latter.

Are thess changes of siyle or of zubstance?

T SRS RA S D

1. Trypve Lie, In the Cause of Peace (Hew York: HMpcemillan, 1954), p. 18.



In attempting an analysis of Soviet views the observer is greatly handi-
capped by an eaforced reliance solely on the standard, official sources. Ve
have no direct kuowledyge of the decision-maiing process, let’alone the "inside"
reasening, of the Kramlin, We have no reliable measure of Soviet "public opinion®
-ewhich tends %o bs eiiher a "private® opinion, carefully kept out of public ear-
shot, or else z stilted echo of the official "line."™ Thus the Soviet view of the
United Hations can Le inferred only from a combination of general assumptions
abeuh Soviel Lubent, specific Soviel pronourcements and moves at the United Nation.,
and nomments about it hy'Sovieﬁ‘p@rsonnal and in Soviet publications.

The following is an attempt to uncover the Soviet view of the United Nations
by a process perhaps comparable to triangulation--or, rather, moving in on the
object from several relatively specific areas of analysis: (1) the broad ideo-
logical assumptions and commitments of the Soviet leadership with regard to inter.
natiohal relations and organizations; (2) the historical perspective, on the
assumptions that (averything else being equal) a contiruity of policy and outlool
i5 more likely than not to eventuate; and {(3) some functional analysis of the
practice of the Soviet Union and its objectives at the United Nations. Indeed,
the Scviet view of the United Nations--as, no doubt, that of other states--is
overwhelmingly a derivative of broader policy.

The record of the United Nations is rapidly growing voluminous to the point
where it becomes an unwieldy and forbidding mountain of primary information, All
the more surprising, then, is the near-absence of systematic published studies of
Soviet performance st the United Nations except for some highly competent but
rather specialized articles and monographs. All the more reason, too, for document-

inz the present essay more thoroughly than is perhaps otherwise called for in &

survey of this sort--wherever possible referring to English-language sourcss.



I
INTERNATION g AND INTERNATIONAL ORG 2ATIO
TUE SOVIET VIEA
Thg Soviet outlook on world affairs amounts to an extension of the Communist
view of domestic politics, It is deeply rooted in a pereeptioh of the historical
process as -progress thiough struggle. Both elémentso progress and struggle, are
inalterable parts of the dialectic process, expressed during the present historical
epéch primarily in the conflict between capitalism and proletariat (and, by exten-
sion. othei doﬁntrodden classes and peoples). The internstional arena in the age
of imperialisme«itself viewed as the highest stagé of capitalism--is typified by
conflicts among competing imperialist powers, such as the first World Yar, and by
conflicts between the exploiters and the exploited, auch as the strugglo between
£ho colonial powéra and the "suppressed” colonies, or (since_l?l?) between the
Soviet and the capitalist states, liile the first type of conflict leads to
"uhjust" wars, the latter type represents, as it were, a horizontal geographical
projectidn of the class struggle from the nationai onto the international staggc
| The "classic" Communist outlook-<amply reiterated of late by Nikita Kﬁrushchavam
includes in its essentialé bellief in "Marxism-Leninism”™ as the only truly "sci-
entific” anslysis of social and political processes; a vision of ultimate goals,
and an abiding faith in their inevitable attainment. The inevitable triumph of
rthe "exploited,”" whom the Soviet state purports to represent and champion, logi-~
Vca11y énd explicitly entalls the downfall of their "exploiters” and enemies--in
substance, the non-Communist world as a political and Socio-economic system. And,
A;Whnhilgﬂindiyidnalﬁtgnatamqf*thaﬂBnlshgvik,faith,may;he,amendedﬁormevenﬁdiscardodw(asﬂ —
" Knrushchev has shown himself capable of doing)»and others may be elsborated (in the
| name of "creative" Marxism), the commitment to, and acceptance of, such simple
formulae as the inevitaﬁle victory of communism over capitalism and the identi-
fication of the Soviet state with Good and the non-Soviet world with Evil have

been so thoroughly engfainad over years and generations that they are scarcely

P
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It is precisely the permanence of long-range objectives that permits--and
commands——maximum flexibility of meanz in the struggle for their attainment. Both
Lenin and Knrushchev are explicit on this point. The zigzags in Soviet tactics,
the enigmatic switches of "line," the sseming caprice and stubbornness, the peculiar-
ities in negzoliatory techniques are gll to a large extent explicable in these terms;
they are a logical part of the system, not aberrations or deviations from it. At
the same time, it is importént to remember that Soviet nolicr/~-makers are neither
omniscient nor faultless, that they are not all of one mind at all times, and that
Soviet policy itself does not remain static. To stress ths continuity of the ocut-
lock and its ideological underpinnings is not to sugzest the absence of variations
in intensity, in realism, in method, and in competence. Changling Soviet particinatica
in international organizations is itself an example of such alterations over the
course of time,

Another trend has been the shift from the early cdays of "proletarian culture”
to the present era of striped pants; from open defiance of conventional diplomacy
to secret treaties; from studied unconventionality to Baily Post. The Soviet con-.
cern for appearance-=the analog to "bourgeois”™ values in forelgn conduct--has grcwn
remarkably as the Soviet Union has striven to becoms a full-{ledged member of tiw:
family of nations,

The concern for form and convention has not, however, led to any appreclable
doubt sbout the inevitability of ths global transformation in which the Sioviet Urdon
must play a central role, Nor has it produced any serlous questioniag of the
percoption of tension and struggle,not as exceptions but as norms of civil
and international conduct, Whether or not the international atmosphere be-
comes more clement at a given moment, the basic structure of relations betueen
the Soviet Union and the non-communist world, as perceived in Moscouw, is an
antagonistic one--expressed in the of t-repeated formula of kto-kovo: "who--

whom?" 1

1. See Nathan Teites, A Study cf Bolshevism (Clencce, I1l,: Free Prese, 1953),
Po 29 £f,
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In the Communist vi.éwB history moves in s§ages° and each stage ls achleved in
successive rounds. The basic difficulty of the present epoch arises frqm the happen-
stance that both political types, the old and the new-the capitalist and the commun-
iste-exist side by sidéz hence, the prohblems of "coexistence” until the 1ne§itable
victory of the new. Soviet policy must be calcuiated to assist and speed this victory.

One problem with the Soviet analysis of the present world scéne-~and the
United Nationslin particular--goes back to a dilemma which the Kremlin may be
scarcely aware of: the tension between the impulses toward universality and exclu-
sivenéss ih the Communist appeal, Ever since its beginnings Bolshevism has tried
to cope with the dilemma pbsed by the impulse, on.the one hand, to "go it alone,”
to limit the moveﬁent to a small €lite of pure, devoted, professional revolution-
-aries, and, on the other hand, to seek ; mass following, a broad socisl base and
support even outside the proletariat. A sense of uniqueness, superiority, and
mission have thus clashed with an urge to identify with the majority of mankind,

The result is a split in attitudes and behavior, which contains elemeﬁts‘of infer-
iority and superiority, and a conflict between the search for world-wide legitimady
and a sense of self-sufficiency. |

This Sqndition has contributed to the "dual code® of Soviet conductok In crudest
terms, it has meant keeping others out of Soviet territory but trying to intrude
or infiltrate and gather information abroad., There 1svyet another diléﬁma:‘ the
Soviet ﬁnion has striven to bscome a legitimate nation-state; yet iﬁ has continued
to employ the international Communist apparatus to work.in its behalf abroad. The
Soviet difficulty at the United Nations has thus been part of the general diffictlty
of & "revolutionary" regime which does not feel bound Ey capitalist rules operating

in a fundamentally alien or hostile environment.? It is the problem of a state with

2, See William R. Kintner, "The Soviet Union's Use of the UN,™ MS (Foreign Policy
Research Institute, Philadelphia, Pa., 1958), p. 1; J. Frankel, "The Soviet Union
and the United Nations," Yaarbook of world Affairs. 1954, p. 69; Irene Blumenthal
"The Soviet Union and the United Nations,” I1S, Carnegle Endowment for International
Peace (incomplete, n.d.), pp. 5-9.

The Soviet Union is "revolutionary,” ¢# course, in a syl ceneris sense:
whils it strives to upset the international balance in its favor, it is, as has

been sugzgested, suoremelv conservative in manv respects both within the Soviet
orbit end at the United Naticons.



& "twoécamp” dialéctic trying to oserate in a "one~world” organization.

iioscow does not view the United Nations and the International Court of Justice
&5 above classes and politics., The state and 1t$ institutions are, in conventional
iHarxist teiﬁe. instruments of compulsion wielded by the rulihg class, If ;his is
true of law, wnich is itself a pfoducﬁ of the bourgeois era and'iu“hgund &y ﬁisggpen
onée a communist society is huilt, what international law cap there be for "social-
ist" gnd "capitalist" socleties? The probleﬁs here suggested have bteen the sub-
Jeet of vigorous, tortuous, and at times fatal debzte since the Bolsheviks came
to power. |

From the orizinal "purist™ outlook that the bourgeois forms of stahe§ lau{and‘

o ; :

morals cannot be filled with soqialist content (as Pashukanis argued), the Soviet
Union moved in the 1320's to the view that laws must.rémain. "but ourllaws are at
all monents determinesd rg-revclutidnary necessityo"3 There soon came the reAffiku
mation that law expresses ﬁhe will of the ruling class and strives to estaﬁlixh or
‘safeguard an order advantagecus for it it. Vyshinsky was to reiterate this view
&d _nauseam. But here was the rub: 4if both the Soviet state and a foreign country,
- the two having different social a&stems and rul;ng classes, had distinct laws as
parts of their superstiucture, how could they share a,common'sot~of international
law and rules of order? On the level of theory éhe problem pfoved refractory, If
international law was@ocﬂ.alistU it could not have antedated 191? and could not
tind capitalist states; if it was capitalist, it could not bind the Soviet Union;
to say that it was classless was patently anti-Marxist. Finally¢ after some debate
in 1954 the view prevailed that international law was the totality of elements N

common to both capltalist and socialist superstructures just as criminal law under

scclalism and capitalism shpred certain features.* In similar fashlon, ‘ne may

SR

3« Lazar Kaganovich, report to the Institute of Science and Law of the Cemmunist
Leademy, 17293 clted in Jvo Laﬁenhao Loogentions sovietiques Je drolt intecs
uotional putlic (Pavia: 17°90), o, 36.

X - 4 ,,’ . . w
dasgiaratve ) orreve Mescow!, rorflonlarly, 1781, no. G

e Lmm Sovet sioe



suggest, Moscow would describe the rules of international organizations as the
common denominator of two aystems,

Characteristically, the discussion ended with an editorial admonition to
explore the practice (rather than the theory) of international law--and here the
ground was simpler to cover., After the Communist Party's Central Commitiee decided
in 1946 thet international law could be used to Soviet advantage, the 1948 téxt»
book by Kozhevnikov (now Soviet judge on the International Court) made plain that
the Soviet Union recognizes those paris of international law "which can facilitate
the oxecution of the stated tasks of the USSR" and rejects those "which conflict
in any manner with these purposes.™ Since in the Communist view international
1aw is not a set of changeless rules either of divine origin or the essence of
reason, the Soviet state can be selective and manipulative in its use of it,
frankly accepting it as an instrument of state poli@yns In the words of a lesding
Soviet international lawyer, "the Soviet government's practice in international law
iz shaped under the influence of ihe objectives and principles of its foreign poliey,

which flow from the very nature of the Soviet state." 5a

Yet the problem has remained whether international law is the same the world
over or whether there is not a socialist international law to guide the relations
amonz the states of the Soviet orbit (and Communist China). In 1938 Vyshinsky
(arguing against Korovin) condemned the latter view. But with the emergence of
the "people’s democracies" and the substitution (in Soviet parlance) of the "world
system of soclalist states" for the previously lone Soviet Union, and with the
growing gulf between Eaat and West (accepting, for the sake of convenience, these

basically misleading labels), lMoscow reaffi:med in 1949 that "it is already possible

5. See John N. lazard, Law agd Sogial Change ign the USSR (London: Stevens % Sons, 1953),
PpPe 275, 295.

Sa. D. B, Levin, Osnovnye problemy sovremennogo meghdunarodnogo prava (Moscows
Cosiurizdat, 1958), p. 12.
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o speak of the birth of elements of socialist international law." The view now

wag that under sovialism, even if the forms remein the same, international law

ebiteing new and qualitstively superior conten%é’

R A A I/

6. Cf, Ibid., p. 300; F, Koghevnikov, Scvetskoe gosudarsive i mezhdunarodnoe pravo
{Moscow, 1949}, po 24; V.F. Gensralov, "Ob csnovaykh chertakh mezhdunarodno-~
pravevo sotrudnichestva Sov, Sciuza I stran narcdnol demokratil ;" Soveteskoe
gosudarstvo, i prave, 1950, no. 7, pp. 1426 Ibid., 1952, no. 7o -
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Momentarily, during the post-Stalin "thaw" of 1955-1936, Soviet jurisis wer:c pro-
pared to ackrowledge that the theory of distinct éogialist internationsl law was non-
sense. But the general tightening of the post~Hungary era also witnessed ap explicit
reassertion of unique and superior socialist law. It bas been correctly suggesizd thet
the Soviet Union would rather have two differeat sets of law and models of international
behavior-~one pertaining to the Soviet orbit, and the other to the cutsicde world,7
Now Korovin is prepared to argue that bourgeois concepts, such a3 equality, independence,
and scoverelignty, are fully achieved only under sacialist>conditions~uand socialist inter-
national law. "In additon, sociaiist relations "make it necessary to creaste new legel
forms that are adeéuately suited to the mew content”; "proletarien internationalism” is
the mein formula to describe them.,8 Or, to put it more bluntly, "in the same way that
the victory of socialism throughout the world is inevitable, so too is in the complete
triumph cof corresponding relations between peoples. At the base of these lie the great
and tested principles of Marxism-Leninisn, of proletarian internationalism." Cspitzliom
"has cutlived its epock, and the same iz equally true of the corresponding type of
international rel&tionrg"g Finally, eariy in 1959 t{he head of the Legal and Treaty
Division of the Soviet foreign office resffirwed the new view: relations among socialist
states were subject to unique and qualitatively superior rules iIn fact, "one cannot

reduce the international-legel principles of relations among the countries of the

7. Jdan Triska, "Wnat Price Cooperation?' Doctoral Uissertation, Haravard University,
1956, p. 183ff; o stimulating piece of research and reflection.

8. E. Korovin, "Proletarian Internationslism in World Relations,” Intermational Affairs
(Moscow), 1958, no. 2, pp. 25-27. International Affalrs is the English language
edition of the authoritative Soviet world affairs wonthly, Mezhdunarodpaiazhizn'.

9. 8. Sanakoyev, "The Basis of the Relations Between the Socialsit Countries,” Inter-

national Affairs, 1938, no. 7, pp. 23-24., See also E. G, Panfilov, "Marksizm-Leniniax
o demokraticheskom i sprovedlivom mire." Voprosy filosefii, 1958, nc. 4 pp. 15-27;

L. Vasilev, "K voprosu o vnesheikh funktsiiakh sotsialisticheskego gosudarsiva,
Sovelskoe gosudarstvo i pravo, 1858, no. 8; end Ievin, op. cit., pp. 23-39,




socialist camp to principles of commorn internationsl law.” To do so would be to
Ypoll down onto the tragss ©F Yerivledsnaan, Ww p'd4s Inw the quagwire of bour-
geois normativiamu”aﬂ

A strict purist land thoroughly impractica.) reading of the dortrine might
lead one tc think that the Soviet leaders would see no justificaticon for partici-
pating in the United Wations or other organizations cutting across "world systems"
and not sontrolled by them. Vet in Tact the Soviet Unicn has remained a member
{though for some years with serious misgivings)--largely out of a practical caleulus
which suggests that membership is preferable to absence in terms of risks and rewards,
Actual policy decisions, then, are made on levels remote from abstruse theorizing.

On one leval of analysis we encounter continued evidence of Soviet exclu-
siveness--in theory and in visceral response. Once an international organiza-
tion becomes a political force impinging on the latitude of choice and plenitude
of aovereignty of member states, the Soviet Union hastens to oppose such auth-
ority. It has consistently fought all schemes of world states and world fed-
erstions {under other than Communist auspices). It has insisted that the United
Nations represents governments, not peoples. It can ot share the UNESCO outlook,
based on "idealistic, bourgecis conceptions concerning the causes of wars, con-
cerning the 'nop-partisan charscter' of science and culture,"™ or its hope that a
philosophical synthesis of Fast and West can be pmducedﬂ11 It has arrogated
w itself the role of speaking for "all progressive classes" and for "all toilera
of the world.” Tt has assumed that the Soviet Union and the socialist cemp cannot
be wrong. As one writer has put it, the subjective criteria in Soviet internationsl

law and outlook amount to "class justice”™ pro-

10. G. I. Tunkin, "Novyi tip mezhdunarodnykh otnoshenii i mezhdunarodnce pravo,"
Sovetakoe gosudarstvo i prave, 1959, no. 1, pp. 92-9L.

11. Viadislav Ribnikar replying t¢ Julian Huxlev, at first UNESCO General Confer-
ence; and Uchitel’skaia gazeta (Moscow), January 20, 1951; cited in John A,
Armstrong, “The Soviet Attitude toward UNESCO," International Organizatiom,
19SL, no. 2, pp. 218-219, 232.
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jected abroad.-,12 On this level, a Soviet observer wnculd eoncur witn the view that

if states are so fundamentally Adivided that international society is essentially

an arena of national strugzzle rather than a community, there is no real

possibility that an internationsl government or international organization

can be anytilng otier tnan an instrument which compjetitive states and blocs

seex to cature for use i3 wazing the bitier stru;;leol3

On another level this outlook does not prevent the Seviet Union from pesrticipating ic
international activities alon: with non-Com~unist states. The course of Soviat
econduct over forty vears has been, after all, dotted witnh cororonise. If, as some
aver, Russlia has witnessed a "great retreat,”" it has ween & retre-t from oure |
theory to a m-sters of politics as the art of the possible., It has heen the aban-
donment of whst Lenin cslled the "infantile disezse® of Laftiam for the sake of
nsreater e&“fectiveness, grester success, and grester rewvrds. From the Treaty
of SBrest.litovsk to the acceptance of monetary incentives for vroduction, from
the establishment of collective (rather than state-owner) farms to the pernet.
uation of the army, law, and conventional diplomacy, Soviet policy has ssen »
"temnorary” acquiescence in an imperfect present and the indefinit~ s0utp nement
of a better future, The attitude toward internationsl organization has underjone
corresrondin_ chan;e .

Consciously divorcing the "revolutionary®™ Party from ta2e state, .loscow has
been prepared to assume oblizations in the comrmunity of nations and to institution-
allize the duality of its conduct by sizning treaties and joining the League and the
United lLintlons while promoting the Communist International or similar orgzanizations.
The problem has be~n amoral; it has been entirely a »ractical one, As Oliver J.

Lissitzyn has shown, "the basic Soviet conception of international law is intenselv

practical. International law is accepted to the extent that it serves the interests

1?7, Bl'menthal, op, cit., P2 10=-14. Soviet authorities c~ntinue to nold that
international law hns a "class, suverstructural charzcter® (e.r., Akslemils
nauk, Institut oreva, _ezhdunsrodnoe pravo (Mfoscow: Gosiurizdat, 1757), pp. 3. &),

13.  [nis Lo Clauide, Jr. . Jwogsds into lowshares (New York: Tandom fouse, 12773 no 173G
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of ths Soviet state."™ Ilence also "rnractical” Soviet acceptance of membership in
the United ‘ations-~without unwarranted blindness or enthusiasm. The "twoocsmp®
ovtlook does not prelude coexistence. To the extent that both "camns™ accept it,
international law (in its widest sense) is thus a neasure of the existing balance
of power in the Firansitional® phase;ls

There 18 no doubt that Soviet policy has been shaped bverwhelmingly in terms of
power relations gufside The United Naticnes, which has not conventionally been con-
celved of as a major force. Hoscow has naver besn particularly hopesful about inter.
national organizations not controllad by the Soviet blocﬁi6 It is precisely because
of the special truce--like and transitional character of covenants between the
"gocialist camp"” and the outside world thet lNoscow hag insisted (a5 Emerson and
Claude correctly put it some years ago)léa that the Unzted Nations amounted to &
treaty relationship, to te "held within a strict construction of its contractual
termy.®

There will be cccasion to review the consequences of this ocutlook, from which,
as will be seen, stem Soviet "congervatisn® and commliment to strlict and literal
interpretation of the Charter. Ience also Soviet lnsistence on national sovereignty
and veto power, since in lioscow's view any exiension of Uk aulhority is bound to
weaken the weaker party. In the bipolar view, the Soviet blos aas {at least until
the recent past) been the perpetual minority-.and some of Hoscowr s behavior at the
United Nations has stermed from iis awareness of this infefior gtatus. Hence also

Soviet hostility to compulsory arbitration and to scceptence of the declsicns of

14, Oliver J, lAssiizyn, "Recent Soviet [iterature on International Law,” Aperlcan
Slavig and East Europesn Review, December, 1952, pp. 262 63. Sse also Frankel
W Gty PP T0=73,

15. Ses, e.p.. Korovin's article, in Bol'sbala sovetsicala entsiklopedida (Hoscow, 1954,

2d ed.), XVIL, 23.

16. See C. Dale Fullsr, "Soviet Policy in the United Uations, " fpnels. wel. <04
May L9LT, p. 4l
16a. Rupert Hmerson and Ints L. Claude, "The Soviet Union and the United Nations™.
Totarnational Orpanizgtion. 1057




1z

of the International Court; as suggested above, the "socialist cemp” cannot be
found wronyg, and certainly mot by a capitalist or even mixad jutygl? ilence also
Scoviet inslstence on unanimlty and praference for non-politicsl bodies. lence
Soviet rejection of reformism as a basic philosophy of psaceful, gradual chanze.
And hence also the Soviet difficulty in participating in an organizstion whers

the art of compromise is of the essence for effective operation. Unfamiliar with
the tradition of loyal minority participation, the Bolsheviks have found a basic
block in their own make-up when confronted with an organization which requires
tolerance and restraint amidst widely divergent views, and which by its nsture

cannot operate on the basis of either Soviet domination or Soviet absence,

]

17. Cf. Fullter, 9p. cit. . pp. 14384, and Ligaitwym, op, oitc. p. 263,
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II
THE SOVIET UNION AMID INTHRNATICNAL ORGANIZATION: Hﬁ'AﬂTECEQEﬁTS
lenip apd Internationpal Orzanization "
| The Russisn Bolsheviks, like ilarxists elsewhere, envisaged the eventusl emer-
gence of a voluntary international commonveslth. Until the state and with it all
orzans of compulsion "withered" there was needed an International--a league of
Communist parties and perhaps Communist nations, but surely not of/capitalist states.
lenin had toyed briefly with the slogan of a UhitedyStates of Europe, but he
came to recognize that its reslization under capitsiism was impoésible; in llarxist
terms, except as a "reactinnary" bloc against a socialist state (or perh§bs ﬁhe
United States)y Given his conviction that war was inevitsble as long as eapitalism’
eﬁisted, Lenin was bound fo reject 1nternatibnal organizations as effective instru-
ments to safeguard world peace, Peace, moreover, w=s not the supreme objective_cf
the Bolsheviks, adept though thei: use of the pence 51ogan has been. Surely no
revolutionary state would abandon its elan and mission or subordinate its decision-
making to a super-national body controlled by "“enemy" stateso1
When the Leazue of Nations came to 1if§, the Soviet leadership was bound to
view it with scorn and hostiliiya Onthe one hand, it could secure only a "mirage"
of peace; in Lenin's terms, real and lasting peace could b§ assured oniy under
socialism (just ag in later years, it was claimed that "real"'sovgreigﬁiy could be
secured only under Sovigt conditions),‘ On the other hand, the Leaguekua;ycxgagad by, and
inevitably made an instrument of, Mimperialist" powers, The Bolshevik théory.of ‘
capitalism, the reality of Allied intervention, the g priorl assumption of a "cap-
italist encirclement,” and the belief in the ability of socialist states aione to
solve int-rnatipnal prébléms all combined to make Mb?cow,donounce‘the Leﬁgue»ainto

which, moreover, the Soviet state had not been invited.

1. Cf. C. Dale Fuller, "Lenin's Attitude toward an International Organlzation =
the Maintenance of Peace, 1914-1919" (Russian Institute Certificate T ay .
Columbia University, 19:8), , :
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It was natural therefore for Lenin to describe the League either as a coalition
of the hostile Versailles powers2 or as an ineffective instrumentality rent asunder
by "contradictions" within the capitalist fold.J If the League was the symbol of
~ the capitalist victors, the Third International became the rallying poing of the

down=trodden in the bipolar dialectic of the Bolshevik world view.

The zue of Nations =1934 ; agu n =Sov B

The view of the League as an =memy headquarters remained substantially un-
shaken for the following decade. Occasionally a political crisis would elicit
- confirmation that loscow had not chénged its mind. In the wake of Locarno the

Soviet leadership feared that Germany--Russia's major friend and potential ally

among the "have-not® powers of Europe--might be lured into membership of the Lasgue
of HNations and claimed to fear that it would serve, with Poland, as an approach
route for enemy forces azainst Soviet Russia. So#iet policy in cementing a
Russia-centered series of alliances';1th Persia, Tﬁrkeyg Afghanistan, and Germany
amounted indeed to what one analyst has called an “Antimleagueo"u predicated on

the assumption that the League itself was bound to constitute an offensive bloc dir-
ected against the Soviet Union. Foreign Commissar Chicherin was reported as plan-
ning to set up a "League of Pecnies® to juxtapose to the capitalists assembled at

5

Geneva,

2, "The so-called League'of Nations is nothing but an insurance policy in which
‘the victors mutually guarantee each other their prey." (Lenin, "Theses on the
National and Colonial Questions, August 1920, presented to the Second Congress
of the Communist International.)

3. "It has been proven that the League of Nations actually does not exist, that
the Union of capitalist powers is simply a deception, and that it represents
two vultures trying to tear the prey from each other." (Lenin in October 1920
on the Franco-British disagreements heightened by the Soviet-Polish war.) Hee

Xenia Eudin and Harold H. Fisher, eds., Soviet Russia and the Yest, 1920-1927
(Stanford University Press, 1957), pp. 121-22, 152, '

4. Paul lilfukov, La politique extéri ie des Soviets (Paris, 1934), goes so far
as to entitle the chapter on the mid-'twenties "LiAnti-ligue.®

5. Alexander Barmine, One Who Survived (New York: Putnam's, 1945), pa 117,
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During the crisis of December 1925 Chicherin in an interview with the German
Communist p»aper Rote Fahne explained with candor that the incompatability of the
Soviet Union and the League was due to the fact that they "are built on different
principles” and therefore no community of assumptions and methods was possible
between them, "lever, under any circumstances,” he was quoted as saying, "will
Russia join the League of Hations {hhich iéJo..an instrument of capitaiist mache
inations azainst the weak countries and the colonial peoples."6

A somewhat more practical consideration was advanced, among others, by
Christian Rakovsky (in an article in Foreign Aggggzg in July 1926): since Soviet
Russia needed peace and security to "bulld socialism,” in the existing circum-
stances its foreign policy had to avoid all entangling zlliances and commitments
such as League membership required.

And yet the Soviet Union was beginning to adjust to "peaceful coexistence"”
with a system of capitalist states which were experiencing a "temporary stabilization."
Hoscow estgblished diplomatic relations and concluded treaties. Its policy toward
the Leazue and other international organs varied with the requirements of general
stratezy. It was proud to be invited to the Genoa Conference in 1922=-where the
Soviets went, in Lenin's words, not as Communists but as buéinessmeno tioscow
began to cooperate with non-political and technical agencles, such as the League‘s
Epidemic Commission.’ iHoscow offered to attend an international conference on

naval disarmament. In a characteristic note, it informed the Secretary-General

6, Cited in Miliukov, gpo cito., ps 304. Alexei Rykov declared on December 5, 1925:
"The Lsague of lNations is a little business undertaking that deals in peoples; it
passes them over, as it sees fit, in the form of mandates; to the so-=called states
of nigh culture, which defend their mandate rights by force of arms and mercllessly
enslave the peoples under their tutelage. For this reason the East would naturally
regard us as traltors if we were to stand behind the counter of this shop, We shall
not do 80...8 (Cited in Eudin and Fisher, gp. cit., p. 321.) Commenting on the new
Soviet treaty with Turkey, Izvestia editorialized on December 24, 1925: "The peoples
of the USSR and of the Rast will...regulate their relations...without recourse to
the Leazuc of Nations, outside the League and in spite of the League, which legalizes
robbery and violence by the strong against the weak states.”

7. Cf. Kathryn W, Davis, The Soviets at Geneva (Geneva: Kundig, 1934), p. 7
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of the Leajue of Nations on March 15, 1923:

The Soviet government still believes that this quasi-international
institution actually serves as a screen to conceal from the masses the
_predatory imperialist purposes of some zreat nowers and thelr vassals.
{ cooWithout in the least deviating in principle from its attitude
‘toward the League of Nations, the Soviet government is nevertheless
prepared to consider the proposed conference as an assembly of repre-
sentatives of individual states...lhe Soviet government believes that
without the partécipation of Russia and her allies this conference will
prove fruitless,

Principled hostility--and qualitative transformation of the enemy body into a
useful one when the Soviet Union adhered--were to remain part of the Soviet response,
From aboﬁt 1927 on, Hoscow's hostility toward the League weakened further.
Stalin and the advocates of "socialism in one country" had now triumphed in Moscow.

Weimar Germany was a member of the League and would presumably help prevent an
anti-Soviet move, And wnile the Communist International--formally divorced from
the Soviet state~-continued to fulminate against Genevao9 the Soviet foreign office
smoothed the path for Russian participation in the World Economic Conference and
the Preparatory Commission for the disarmament conference in 1927-28. The strategy
toward the League was thus evolving in unison with broader Soviet foreign policy
decisions. The period from 1928 to 1933 was characterized by the giant exertions of
forced collectivization of agriculture and thefirst Five~Year Plan in Soviet Russia.
Abroad, Hoscow pursued a dual course of "ultra-leftism” in the Comintern and mod-
erate alliances on the diplomatic level. Increasing Soviet participation in
international organizations went hand in hand with endorsement of the Kellogg-

Briand Pact and the sponsorship of the lioscow Protocol of 1929,

8. Iu. V. Kliuchnikov and A. Sabanin, Mezhdunarodnaig politika...(Moscow: NKID, 1929),
ITI, 238, Other aspects of Soviet disarmament policy are discussed below, on ppe o

9. The Sixth Congress of the Communist Internstional resolved in loscow in 1928¢
"The League of Nations...is itself more and more becoming a direct instrument
for preparing and cerrylng out the war against the Soviet Union. The allisances
and pacts concluded under the protection of the League of Hztions are direct
means for camouflaging preparations for war and are themselves instruments for
the preparation of war, and especially war agzinst the Soviet Union." (Cited in
"The Struggle against Imperislist War and the tasks of the Communists," in William
Henry Chamberlin, ed., Blueorint for lorld Conquest (Washington: Human Events, 1946).
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lioscow left no doubt that such cooperation meant no romantic acceptance of
the Leajue system or reconciliation with its sponsors. It was symptomatic that
the Soviet Union rather consistently rejected arbitration of international dis-
putes, As llaxdim ILitvinov had declared in 1922, 1t would be impossitle to find
impartial judges ih view of the abyss of hatred between communism and capitalism.
The "two-world" view still prevailed.

2 yue of Hations, 193- : The Sov Upnion as a li

Until 1933 the Soviet leadership had apparently hoped that the economic depres-
sion, coupled with an intransigent radicalism of Communists abroad, would usher in
a new, second round of revolutionary upheavals., Instead, it found itself confron-.
ted with the double menace of an expansionist Japan and a Nazl Germany--each with
designs on Soviat territory. After first trying to ighoreo appease, or rationalize
the intentions of his two new rivals, Stalin by the end of 1933 reversed strategies,
and began to hunt for allies abroad. 'Bgfore long the Soviet Union signed treaties
of mutual assistance with France and Czechoslovakia; and in 1935 the Seventh (and
last) Comintern Congress replaced the "ultraleftist” course of 1928 with an endorse-
ment of the "popular front." No longer were all non=Communists equally bad; no
longer was it a matter of letting the enemies fight it out among themselves. Now
the stratezy was to ally with the lesser foes against the greater--the German-
Japanese menace, Soviet entry into the League was a logical part of this strateglc
reversal. The shift was he;uzided by Stalin when he declared on December 25, 1933,
1 renly to a auestion by Valter Duranty of The New York Times, whether his attitude
ta thk’League was “always wholly negative™:

Ke, not always and not in all circumstances, Perhaps you do not quite
understand...The League may act in some degree like a brake, retarding or
preventing the outbreak of hostilities. If that were so, if the League

were to turn out an obstacle, even a small one, that made war more difficult,

while it furthered, even tgoa small extent, the cause of peace, then we would
not be against the Leagus.

10. I. V., Stalin, Sochineniia (iloscow, Gospolitizdst, 1951), XIII, 280,
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It was primarily the French who, in the course of their negotiations with Moscow
in 1934, pressed for Soviet entry into the league. After some reluctance the Soviet
authorities cmmted, stressing that Soviet putie:ipation would change the lLeague's
character. The éoviot l!ni‘on’boum & member of the League of Nations on Sthoibor 18,
1934, and Mn i.ttunov. the persuasive sm.f foreign commigsar who came to personify
the League's "céuocnvi security” endeavors of thc next four yurQ. that very day
explained to tin.uu-bu the Boviet reasoning behind the adherence. Neither the
notion of an association of states nor peaceful cocxistence among capitalist and
“"socialist” countries was objectionsble. As Litvinov carefully put it,

The idea in itself of an associstion of nations contains nothing theoret-
ically inacceptable for the Soviet state and its ideology. The Soviet Union

is itself a league of nations in the best sense of the word....The Soviet
state has never excluded the possibility of some form orother of sssociation’
with states having a different political and social system, so long as

there is no mutual hostility and if it is for the attainment of common
aims....The Soviet Union is entering into the League today as representa-
tive of a new social-economic system, not renouncing any of its special
features and-l:lkhthe other states reprciented here--preserving intact

its personality. : .

Here was the orux of the matter. So long as Mosco’ could "preserve intact its
personality,” it was prepared to coopcuta--m could onlf gain frqn doing so--
in the search for "collective security.”

Peace and security were the primary and perhas sole Soviet objectives in the
League. As Litvinov declared in 1535, the Soviet Union had joined "with £ho sole
purpose and with the sole promise to collaborate in every bpoui_ble way y!.th other

nations in the maintenance of indivisible peace.” 12 Even in retrospect Moscow

makes no claim ﬁo have sought to promote international amity or cooperation. The
current Soviet formuls is that the Soviet Union jolned the League in order to

11. Jane Degras, ed., Soviet Documents on Forei Policy, 1917-1841 (London: Oxford
University Press, 1983), I1II, 92-93. '

12, Cited in Timothy A. Taracousio, War and Peacc in Soviet Diplomscy (New York:
Macmillan, 1940), p. 198, ‘ ' "
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"utilize it as at least a certain hurdle on the aggressors® road to war
and as an international forum for exposing the aggressors and their
abettors," 13 14 failed because “the principal capitalist countries. . -

turnad the League of Nations into a screen behind which the second World

War was prepared,” 13a

L]
TSI

13, I.F., Ivashin, Bor'ba SSSR za mir i bezopasnost' narodov (Moscows Znanie,
1958), po 7. Italics mine.

13a. Izvestia, June 26, 1959.
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To the extent that the League's endeavors aimed at stemming aggression by
Germany, Italy, or Japan, the Soviet Union loyally céoperated, and Litvinov ;eemgd
to be a model participant, pressing indeed for the delegation of greéter sutlority
to the League so as to enable it to enforce its decisions, The Soviet Union a;?lied

"the arms embargo azalnst Paraguay and carried out economi sanctions against Italfgiu
However, its participation in the organization did not seem to involve any basic
change of attitudesolj And its commitment inevitably grew more tenuous as the
League proved itself impotent on occasion after occssion and even appeasement proved
to be no answer. Poland, France, and Britain learned this in 1939, and Soviet
Russia did in 1941,

| There is no evidence that Moscow had ever seriously considered the League a
"breke" on war. Over a variety of issues--from the Spanish Civil War to the treat-
ment of Germany in 1938-~the stratsgy of cooperation with the "bourgeols democracies®
failed, as did the popular fronts themselves. By 1939 Moscow was sgain "going it
alone"--and going off eventually into the solitary encounter that resulted in the
German-Soviet non-aggression pact of August 23, Its secret clauses in effect
"ceded™ Finland, along with Eastern Poland and the Baltic States, to the Soviet
Union, and it was in an attempt éo implement this provision--and to bolster ite
defensive position before Leningrad--that the Red Army invaded Finland on November
30, 1939, In December the League decided that this action constituted aggression
in the terms which Maxim Litvinov himself had helped define, and it excluded the
Soviet Union from membership. Seven months earlier Stalin had jettisoned Litvinov

as foreign commissar. The League had failed to prevent war, and Soviet efforts

1%, It has been argued, however, that it fulfilled the letter but not the spirit
of the economic sanction azreement. See lowell R.Tillett, "The Soviet Role
in League Sanctions against Italy." Americsn Sluvig snd East European Reviey,
February 1956. .

15. This is apparent, for instance, from current affairs commentaries in Inter-
national Press Corresvondencs, the press service of the Comintern. The
Soviet Union joined many medical and some internatio-nal communications and
transportation speclalized organizations in addition to the League itself.

Cf the over 100 humanitarian and religlous organizations,-it joined only two;
of over forty in law cnd administration also only two. (L. B. Schapiro, "Scviet
Participation in International Institutions,” Yearbook of ‘orld Affairs, 1959,

London. o. 214.)
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to make use of it to prevent aggression against itself had collapsed as part of
the total effort; indeed, once Stalin had convinced himself that the League had
failed--and that he would not 2lly himself with the ‘estern democraclies under

existing conditions--he made the outbreak of war inevitable by untying Hitler's
hands in signing the non-aggression pact with Germany. For lloscow, the Geneva

experiment had been an unmerciful boomerange.

The Second ‘iorld Var: The Road t United N

It is safe to say that Stalin gave little thought to the League in the years
fdllowing 1939. It was part of that general fallure that characterized, in the
éo?iet view, the "bourgeois™ interwar systemo

The Nazl attack on the Soviet Union iﬁ June 1941 prompted a resumption of
Soviet cooperation with the West, leading soon to the formation of the wartime
alliance which in 1942 came to be known as the United Nations. In the Soviet view
the alliance had as its aim the prosecution of specific and limited aims, vast though
they were in cost and effort, centering on the defeat of the A#is powers, In the
course of the common war effort--or, more correctly, the simultaneous war efforts
in the éast and west, fought virfually in separate compartments-=no great 1ntimacy
devoloped between the West and the Soviet Unlon, even though after 1942 Soviet
prestige abroad reached what was probabiy an unprecedented high. Moreover, the vie-
torious éssociation with Hoosevelt and Churchill ostensibly legitimized Stalin's
regime as a Great Power on the side of good.

After the taxing defeats and strains of the first two war years the allies
began to plan more systematicélly for the postwar world. The dissolution of the
Communist internaﬁional in 1943 seemed to some Westerners to betoken the end of
the "two-world" outlook in‘Moscow and the reintegration of the new Russia into the

rankes of the "peace=loving" powers. Soviet propaganda surely contributed to this

4%: Now it was again called the "League of warmongers.” (P. Lisovsky, L atele
volny, Moscow, 1940.) ~ o Ziga podzhigateled
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image If the contours of the fﬁndamental disagreements between Moscow and its
“ﬁestern" allies were not to unfold fully for severs  more years, it was soon apparent,
haﬁever, that the Soviet lemdership was thinking abe d in terms far more @an@mﬁta snd
hardheaded, uwore realistic, and more attuned to it =if-interest than were the iess
explicit though similarly practical British'and sha sore [uxzy, more idealiscie, and
sore confused American statesmen. . |

Talks on the nature of z desired international rganization ip the pustwar world
led, in October 1943, to the publ;eation of a declar-tion by the Conferenve of Foreigo
Minigters in Moscow. From here to San Francisco, on+ and one-half years ;aterg the
road waé long and perhaps thornier than any of the 8:.g Three had anvisageaa;:81nee
the pre-natal course of the United Nations Organizal:on-—over Dumbarton Oaks,snd Yalte~
has often been described, it will suffice here to summarize Soviet attitud&swon’§ few
matters. |

(1) In the Soviet view the United Nations orge-ization, mach like the Lovague
and the wartime alliance, was to serve primarily the “#pecificand relaiive'y limited
objectiﬁe of maintaiﬁing peace. It was not conceive: as a "bridge” between different
systems of cultures; por was it ;hought of as a firs: step on the road to Sioser Union.
Soviet wartiﬁe spokesmen hinted tha: it was unresliz:iz to axpect the future United
Nations to establish lasting, universal peace so lony as conflicting socio~economic
and politiéal systems existed. The common denominat:;r of the Soviet and non-Soviet

camps, assuming cooperation among the powers, was th« joint commitment to prevent war

and a¢grelsion°18

It followed from this that Moscow would frown ¢z the proliferation of institutions

funcitions, and contacts under thé segls of the Unit:d Natione. Indeed, Moscow

o iz PR TR

L%, seé Herbert Feis, Churchill, Roosevelt, Stalin , (Princeton University Press, 15377

i%., This theme is wall devsiopsd in Irene Blumenths : "The Soviet Unlon wod the Lo e
Nations, " chepter IV,



22

originally wanted an organization solely for the maintenance of peace, with no
provision for economic and social functionsoig At Dumbarton Ozks the Soviet rep-
resentative argued that one of the reasons for the League's fallure had been the
multiplicity of its tasks. Although he finally ylelded on the inclusion of other
functions in the future United Nations, the Kremlin was not, and for another ten
years was not to be, interested in the many soclal, economic, and cultural activ-

ities of the Orzanization.

(2) This limited view of the United Nations® future functions harmonized
with Moscow'’s insistence on the broadest interpretation
of national sovereignty on the part of all member nations (and Great Powers in par-
ticular); and on reserving for itself the greatest possible freedom of action.

The Soviet concept of sovereiznty remained to be developed in the postwar
years; that of Great Power status became clear at an earlier date. At the Moscow
Conference in Octobsr 1943 the Soviet delegates stressed the concept of the "guid.
ing nucleus"-<in substance similar to the Biz Four (or Big Three) "policemen"
scheme of President Roosevelt. The special place befitting the Great Powers was
implicit in Stalin's pronouncements and outlook, Indeed, they inhered in his view
of power and his repeated stress that the realization of Leninism was "largely a
problem of power."™ There is enough substance in the numerous anecdotes of the "How
many divisions has the Pope?” variety to accept the view that Stalin felt that the
stronger states deserved speclal rights and had special obligations. At Yalta hs
made fun of Albania (much as Khrushchev was to consider ludicrous the placement of

the Soviet Union on the same level as Luxembourg) and, according to Stettinius,

19. Soviet memorandum to the U, S, Department of State, "The International
. Organization of Safety {il.e., Security]," August 12, 1944, unpublished;
clted in ilarold Karan Jacobson, "The Soviet Union and the Zconomic and
Social Activities of the United Nations," Doctoral dissertation, Yale
University, 1955, p. 2. '



declared that "he would never agree to having any action of any of the Great Powers
submitted to the judgement of the small powerso"zo

This position was semi-officially expounded in an article by "™Malinin" (whom
diplomats in foscow considered to be the pseudonym of a Soviet foreign office
official) in tne August 1944 Zvezda. The League of Natlons had failed, the author
insisted, for a variety of reasons but perhaps above all because it had been con-
ceived in sin.as one bloc of powers amassed azainst Soviet Russia, Harmony among
the Great Powers was essential for the success of a security organization, Malinin
continued, proceeding to outline the position subsequently taken at Dymbarton Oaks
and San Francisca.the need for a strong Security Council with unimpaired Great
Pover sovereignty énd veto poweroz1 |

It soon became clear that the Soviet Union was not prepared to delegate
decisions on any sort of enforcement action to any bedy in which it did pot possess
veto power. In practice this reflected the deep-seated Soviet expectation (and
fear) of representing a minority position and risking being outvoted. Hence
Soviet insistence on the veto must be takem not as rooted in perversity but in a
firm and early determinstion on Moscow's part to make this a gige qua non of
Soviet participation. When Andrel Gromyko on September 18, 1944 told Secretary
Stettinius that "the Russian position on voting in the Council will never be
departed from,” Stettinius countered that this might torpedo the United Nations,
Gromyko was prepared for this; he was ready to say that no world orzanization would

exist in which the Soviet Union (or any other na jor power) was denied the right to

vote in any dispute, even if it was a particlpant thereino22

20, Edward Stettinius, ‘‘oosevelt and the Russians (Garden City: Doubleday, 1949), p. 112

21. The New York Times, August & and 15, 194%; Zvezda, August 1944; Frederick C.
Barghoorn, The Soviet Image of ihe United States (New York: Harcourt, Brace,
1950), p. 98, On March 21, 1945 Radio Moscow declared that if the small countrieg

received equal votes, the United Nations would be much like the "ill-reputed”
League of Kations.

22, Robert Sherwood, Roosevelt and Hopkins (New York: Harper, 1948), pp. 854=57.
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lioscow was playing with fire in a peculiar way. Elther Gromyko was bluffinge-
expecting his oposite numbers to yleld, as they had on other occasions; or else the
Kremiin did not think much of the United idations and was prepared to do without it.
The same "take-it-or-leave-it® approacn colorédStalin's November 7, 1944 speech:
"The actions of this world organization...will be effective if the Great Powers
~which have borne the brunt of the war asgainst Hitler Germany continue to act in a
spirit of unanimity and sccord. They will not be effective if this essential .one
dition is violated.® And sgain at Yalta, recalling Russia's exclusion from the league,
Stalin asked for  “guarsnteefthat this sort of thing will not happen againo"z3

{3) Tt foilowed that the Soviet Union evinced little interest 2nd faith in
the future world orzanization. Compered with its own direct action to schieve
security throuvzh territorial sxpansion, military defeat of prasent enemies, socio-
sconomic and politieal transformation of the areas lying in what momeulerily was
a power vacuum;.and economic reconstruction and develomment--compared to all these
the United Nations was at best a second-rate "alsc-ran® in the Soviet wstable of
political horses.

Staiin exhibited virtually no interest ir the United Nations at the various
wartime conferences witﬁnthe British and Americans., When the “umbarton Caks con-
ferenca left cpen the question whether procedural matters were subject to Great
Power veto irn the Security Ccunsil, the United States submitted to Stalin a2 voting
formula on December 5. 1944, A% Yalta, Secretary Jomes F. Byrnes recalled, "1 was
deeply disturbed br the clear evidence thau 3Stalin had not considered or even read
our prososal...df in those 63 days he had not familiarized himself with the subject,

he could not be greatly interested in the United Nations Organizationg"?k

23. Winston Cherehill, Triumph and Tragedy (Boston: Houghton Mff1in, 1953), pp. 3586-57.

2L, James F, Byrnes, Speaking Frankly {(New York: Harper, 1247), n. 37.
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At San Francisco, three months later, Mbiotov's absence was generally
internreted "as a blunt confession that the Soviet go§ernment did not aﬁtach much
importance to the conference. Ilhis was a very seriou# blasting of the high hones
costhat the neonlus! repfesentatives would éctually build at San Franeisco the
foundation for the permanent structure of world peace." Indeed, Stalin's shift to
cocperation in early June only confirms this verdict. After liolotov had praved to
be recalcitrant gto the voint of permitting speculation whether he personally was
not prepared to tofpedo the wnola United Nations, Harry Hopkins was dispatched to
Hoscow to iron out the rzmaining difficulties in the voting formula, After the bita
terness of weeks of debateobiﬁ turned out that Stalin was simply unaware of thgi\
problem. The United States® record of the Hopkins interview with Stalin and ﬁoiatov
on Juns 6 makes it clear "that the Marshal had not understood the issues involved
and had not had them explained to him. During this conversation llarshal Stalin
remarked that he thought it was an insignificant matter".-and proceeded to yinld to
the Western view that parties to a dispute, under Chapter VI, must abstain frcm
votingoz5 Even at the subsequent London Preparatory Commission the Soviet delsgates
played a barely perfunctory part and seemad to attribute little importapce to its work.

A1l this fitted in with Stalin’s assessment of poweraoénd the realization %hat
the United HNations as an abstraction had ncone in measurable terms. It also fitied
in with the Soviet preference for bilsteralism based on Moscow, Even before tha
United Nations was established, Moscow had sponsored the Free Germany Committeep
the Union of Polish patriots, and other refugee committees; it had concluded &an
alliance Qith Czechoslovakla and was negotiating Qith other exile grouns. Itz
plans for early action==by its own forces and resources, and by local Communistse-
throughout.Easthantral Eufoge were well along by 1943, Clearly the overwhelming
Soviet emphasis lay outside the frgmework of any future world organization,

Moscow was rather ocutspoken, even at the time of the San Franclsch conference,

-

25, Sheruwood, Qpa. eil.. DD 8?5“’763 910-12,
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in its preference for direct commiiments. Tne peoples had suffered too much te
pin their hopes on the United Nations, it declared; hard-amd-fast bilateral
treaties were far more tangibls warrants of pea'u:e,-c.?6 Yet the Soviet Union went
along, worked along, 2nd made a variety of concessions in the process cf hammering
out the United Nations Charter.

On the negative side of the ledger, it preferred--then and later--tc join in
%0 a8 %W avoid non-participation which might make the body a hostile camp. Provided
with the vato, the Soviet Union was certain that the United Nations could not be
usad against {t. Morsover, the onus o¢ self-exclusion from the organization would
have been severe indeed. Beyond this, Moscow in all likelihood considered the
United Naticns as probably useful in reinforcing the network cof direct controls
and bilatersl agreements which 1t was rapidly weaving. And 1t certainly welcomed
it as 8 forum for the dissemination of Sowiet opinion. Finally, it may well have
viewed the United Nations as the institutional symbol of the recognition of the
Soviet Union as one of the Big Three., 5o long as "Grest Power unanimity" was
accepled, it had nothing to lose--and perhaps something to gain.

The Soviet Union signed the Charter with a more cynical but more realistic
assassment of the United Nations' capacities and prospects than many of its fellow-
members. ldeological and power-pciitical considerations<-and the experience of
earlier years--combined to make the United Nations at best an ancillary instrument

of Soviet fereign policy.

Y ML YT ML PN

26. War and the Working Class (Moscow), March 15, 19L5.
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IIT
The Soviet Union in the United Nations:
The First Decade

One may usefully identify three major phases in the development of loscow’s
policy toward the United Hations. That policy, which has never been an independent
variable but consistently a by-product of more general Soviet strategies, has in
its broad features followed the zigzags of declining cooperation, cold war and

Korean War, and limited "thaw."

Conflict

Soviet conduct from the end of theiéecond World ‘lar to the blossoming of the
"cold war" some three years later refleéped a reinfusion of Communist orthodoxy,
militancy, and Party cohtrbla 'butside;the Soviet Union these years saw the extension
and consolidation of Soviet predominanceuover Eastern Europeaaand failure to secure
control over Northern Iran, Manchuria, and the vest German economy. The revival
of the "two~camp"” view of the world in Soviet propaganda implied the expectation
of new conflicts with "capitalists." Paradoxically, the unique accretion in
Communist power=-from "socialism in one country” to the "world system" of ten or
more Communist states--took place at a time of domestic weakness due to the ravages
of war and at a time of relative international weakness due to the American monopoly
of the atomic bomb, Soviet foreign policy was designed to take advantage of the
opportunities-~primarily the nower vacuums created hty the defeat of Germany and
Japan==without exposing itself to undue risks at a time of reconstruction and
reconsolidation.

In 1944 Moscow had told the French Communists not to revolt or to seize power,
but in 1947-=with the‘&talian and french Communist parties out of the coalition gov-
ernments, the Truman Doctrine nroclaimed, and the "cold war"” exacerbated=-the Com-
inform was established and its leéders privately urged a more militant course on
the 'iest European and South Asian parties, The break with Tito and Soviet refusal

to accept Marshall Plan aid tended only to deepen the gulf between what was coming to
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| Wnile Stalin clearly endeavored to drain the maximum benefit from the remain-
ing reservoilr of "great power amity," he never seemed to have had any doubt about
the basic cholce before him. He opted for the extension of Soviet predominance at
the expense of "friendship”.abroad° Security by territorial accretion { and the
concomitant socio-economic transformations that it involved) went hand in hand with
the sincere belief in Russié's communizing mission and in ultimate world-wide victory.
To Stalin such an orientation was both logical and historically preferable to the
cultivation of good will with states which by their economic and political interests
were bound to be unreliable friends and, in all likelihood, would sooner or later
line up against the Soviet Union,

Important for the shaping of Soviet attitudes toward the United Nations in
these formative years, then, is the spiri; of suspicion and self. isolation, the
relisnce on the Sovist Union'’s own strength rather than on joint international
action, and the withdrawal from éven the limited glve-and-take that had character-
jzed the wartime conferences of the Big Three,

The Soviet attitude after San Frapcisco was a mixture of hope and skepticism.
At a time when both camps tried to maintain the appearances of amity (and many of
the issues dividing them had not yet become apparent), Moscow seems to have hoped
for a more successful or powerful position for itself in the United Nations, Per-
haps the Iranian complaint about Soviet occupation and inperference in domestic
affairs and the overwhelmingly anti-Soviet sentiment generated in the ensuing debafes
contributed to a crystallization of So&iet sentiment and strategy. By March 1946
Stalin felt compelled to reassert that (in spite of Soviet'defiance and "walkmout")
the United hations was a "serious instrument for the preservation of peau:ea"1 Yot

in fect Moscow had tasted the bitter fruit of leading an apparently static bloc

1, Stalin, interview with Associated Press corresponident Eddie Gilmore, March 10, 1946,
See also Richard Van Wagenen, The Iranian Case (New York: Carnegie Endowment
U. N. Acticn Case iistories, 1952).
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of five or six dele;ates (Soviet Union, Ukraine, Byelorussia, Poland, Yugoslavia,
Czechoslovakia) which was invariably outvoted. World opinion seemed to sway with
the United Nations majority, impervious to Soviet claims to be defending the organ-
ization against hostile onslauznts.

The c¢rux of the problem as it now unfolded was the fact thate--unlike the Holy

Alliance o League of Nations---the United Nations was established before a new

4

balance of power had been attainedo2 Moscow was striving to devise techniques to
reduce the anti-Soviet majority, to clip its wiﬁgs, so to speak, and accordingly
to insist on a strict and literal construction of the United Nations Charter, which
it had endorsed and accepted; As more and more areas of friction became visible,
Moscow insisted on the careful observance of "great power unanimity™ and sovereign
rights of all member states as conditions of effective U.N. operation. Only under
"certain conditions™" was "fruitful cooperation quite possible.“3 Such statements
concealed the Soviet view that (as Moscow later averred) an "activization of apgressive
forces™ took piacs at the United Nations as early as 1945,

A5 early as the work of the first session of the Assembly [a Soviet

commentary explains] it became clear that two distinct courses were

being pursued in the United Hatlons: the Soviet Union and the democratic

countries supporting it in full accord with the Charter strove for

the adoption of decisions aimed to strengthen peace and the author-
ity of the United N-tions; the ruling circles of the USA on the contrary

2. Hans J. Morgenthau, Politics Amons Hatjons (New York: Knopf, 1956), p. 450,
and Lincoln P. Bloomfield, Zvolution or Revolution? (Cambridge: Harvard University
Press, 1957), p. 1lh.

3, New Times (HMoscow), 1947, no. 1, p. le

There is some indication that loscow wos not from the outset prepared to laugh
off the whole organization, even though Stalin was relstively flexible when the
terms of the United Nations hel to he settled in terms of greater political issues.
ot only the desire for multiple votes (discussed below), but also the demand, for
instance, that a Soviet national fill the premier Assistant Secretaryshlp was

. an index of seriousness of intentions. Trygve Lie (on; ¢it., ppe 45.46) relates
how he su;gested Alexei Roshchin, whom he had known from London, for this position;
Andrei Vyshinsky instead nroposed Arkady Sobolev, who had attended the Dumbarton
Oaks conference and had been political advisor to Marshal Zhukov,
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intended to subordinate the United Nations to the aims of their nolicy,

opposing the fulfillment by the United Nations of the tasks intended for it

by the Charter, and thereby weakening its authority and siznificance.

The bipolar world was a reality, and .loscow was determined to "exploit and
sharpen" the "contradictions" which it assumed existed within the capitalist fbld-;
conflicts between different "imnerialist" powers, such as the United States and
United Xingdom, conflicts between colonies and mother countries, and conflicts
within any capitalist state.

Such Soviet attempts through the Unitéd Nations may be classified in several
categories. Some aimed at identifying the Soviet Union with the leadership of
"progressive causes." Thus its (and the Polish) delegation led the way in a con-
demnation of Franco Spain (leading, after a double veto in the Security Council,
to the adoption of a somewhat similar resolution in the General Assembly). Iikewise,
attacks on racial discrimination in the Union of South Africa were calculated to
make the Soviet Union the spokesman for "decent" principles.

Yore widespread and more lasting were Soviet efforts to identify itself with
anti-Western, anti-imperialist, or anti-capitalist campaigns. Thus the(nu;;nianSSR
brought the Indonesian case before the Security Council, lédging a complaint about
the British use of Japanese troops and requesting the restoration of peace under
UN auspicescs Likewise, the Soviet bloc sided with Egypt and the Sudan against
Britain, and with Syria, Lebanon, and North Africé against France, in the several
cases involving these.regionso

All these cases were later described by lioscow as having been supported in
defense of national sovereignty. The same rationale was provided for the Soviet

stand on the Greek dispute. Rather characteristically, the Soviet delegstion found

4. Sergei Samarsky, Bor 'ba Sovetskogo Soiuza v OON z@ mir i bezopasnost’
narodov, (Mcscow, 1956), p. 13.

5. The subsequent Soviet votes against the Indonesian settlement were apparently
due to an attempt to embarrass the ‘iest by charging that United States and

- Nletherlands interests continued to maintain a "stranglehold™ on the Indonesian
economy and hehce Jolitics. See also J. F, Collins, "Uni%ed Nations and Indo-

nesia,"” International Conciliation, vol. 459 (1950).
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counter-charges the most effective means of neutralizing hostile allegations.
After turning down Soviet charges ogainst Greece and Britain, the Security Council

in December 1946 voted to investigate complaints zgainst Yugoslev, Bulgarian, and

Albanian interference in the Greek civil war. But while the majority of the invest-

igating commlssion found the three budding "people's democracies™ guiliy of assisting

the Greek rebels, its Soviet and Polish members found fault with the Greek author-

ities only (witin the Soviet delegrte casting five vetoes and refusing to transfar the

issue to the General Assembly). Moscow was later to charge that the decisions on
the reports of the Balkan Commission as well as those on Korea (at the 2d Session
of the Assembly) were "illezal."

It may be well to add that the Soviet stance Qaé not alwéys well thought out
or consistent. The_priority of attentipn in loscow during the early postwar years
{also indicative of the Soviet perception of the United iations as a secondary arena
‘of contest)seems to have involved neglect of certain areas where Soviet interests
were less seriously involved. Sush a lack of definition is apparent in Soviet for-
eizn policy to;ard Southeast Asia in 19ﬁ5«u8; and it is reflected at the United °
Nations, for instance, in the Soviet abstentions (or voting with the majority)
in‘the Kashmir z_;iisputea6 Morsover, the Soviet opnosition to the terms (acceptablg
to the‘Djakarta authorities) by which thé Indonesian dispute was settled reflected
a dogmatic re-=evaluation of colonial revolutions in Moscow, which had led to the
temporary rejection of "bourgeois nationalism™ as treacherous and of independence
as fictitious, Doctrinal rigidity--and political consequences stemming from it,
such as the round ofugﬁéﬁgﬁiﬁfﬁled ravolts throughout Southeast Asia in 1948--
thus made it impossible for the Sovi;t Unicn to capitalize to the fullest on the
potential nolitical oprortunities,

Finally, on certain issues MHoscow's stand wavered. Thus, with regard to
Palestine the Soviet Union was consistent only so far as its anti-British object-

ives were concerned, otherwise joining the United States in supporting the UNSCOP

6, See, e.g., Joseph Korbel, "The Kashuir Dissute

\ and the Tnited Hatinms U Ty
Organization, Hay 1949, ro, 3, ) nited Hatious,” Inte;

atdenel

P m ey e
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partition plen but striving to avoid alientaing the Arab world.7

Everything considered, Soviet propaganda efforts--in the broadest political sense--~
were not utter successes. On various key issues, from the Greek Civil‘War to the Berlin
blockade, the onus of publié opinion~--in and out of the United Nations-~was on the Soviet
Union and its dependencies. In general the Soviet attitude in the United Nations tended
to be a product of the shifting parallelogr;m of forces outside the United Nations. The
Soviet position was complicated by the fact that on certain issues Moscow stood for the
status ggg_while on others it opposed it. Actusally, as’Professor Triska has pointed ocut,
the formula behind Soviet policy was relatively obviocus. Where its own interests and
position tended to benefit from change--as in Iran, Greece, Berlin, or China--Moscow
(in and out of the United Nations) favored change. It also favored change where the effect
of change wa; a setback for the capitalist West (Indomesia, Syria, Lebanon, Palestine,
Italian colonies, Egypt,.North Africa). When the Soviet Union or one of its allies was
accused or attacked (Corfu, Korea, eiit of Soviet wives), on the other hand, it rallied
to the defense of sovereignty and the status ggg_(which, Moscow was ready to c¢laim, were
screens for abuse in the case of Spain or South Africa)o8

By 1948 the situation in the United Nations substantially mirrored the general

drift toward world tension and "cold var.”

Crisis

The attention paid by the Soviet Union to the possibility 6f withdrawing from mem-
bership in the United Nations has been markedly greater than that of other powers. Indeed
it has been the only member repeatedly to stress the legality of leaving. At San Francisc

it was Gromyko who insisted on an explicit interpretation of membership in this sense.

7. See Oles Smolansky, 'The Soviet Union and the Arab States, 1947-1957," Doctoral
Dissertation, Columbia University, 1939.

8, Triska, 320 cit. p. 291. See alos Philip E. Mosely, "Soviet Policy in the United
Nations, Proceedings of the AcAdemy of Political Science (New York), Vol, XXII,
January 1947, pp. 28-37.
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"In the opinion of the Soviet delegation, one cannot condemn beforehand the motives

which may compel a State to uase its right
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to leave the Organization, This right is the expression of State sovereignty”e"9
Since the Soviet Union was clearly not eager to prepare a face-saving exit for one
of its potentizl enemies, this statement is of considerable interest in confirming
the hypothesis that, as early as San Francisco, Moscow anticipated international
crises which might oblige the Soviet Union to pull out.

Such statements--as will be shown-=were to be repeated in the following years.
Particularly during the period of most complete deterioration of Soviet-United
Nations relationships, 1949-53, did the Soviet Union seem on several occasions to
be cn the verge of pulling out, What wes the purpose behind such statemente?

They could have been intended to stress ths voluntary and dissoluble nature of the
United Nations, to underscore the imperfections of its operations, which vmight |
force some membera to sbandon it, to prepare '"public opinion" for such a departure,
or to warn the United Nations® majority to mend its ways, Finally, one may
speculate whether a muted dialogue was not being conducted within Soviet ranks
betwsen advocates of continued Soviet operation in the United Nations, frustrating
though it wight be, and spokesmen of the "left" intransigent wing of the Party
(temporarily victorious in 1947-48), favoring a go-it-slone policy, much in the
nature of the Sixth Comintern Congress program of 1528 and now momentarily repre-
sented by Andrei Zhdanov, Marshal Tito, arnd others, There ere enough suggestions
of such a debate behind the scene and some firm svidence of a lefteright split

at this time over other issues in international Communism to support asuch an
hypothesis, Moreover, such a division would be entirely consistent with the
traditional split in Communist ranks betuwsen purists and realists, ultra-leftist

"self-isolationsists" and moderate united-fronters.

9. Andrei Gromyko, remarks of June 25, 19L5; cited in World Today (London),
January 1948, p. 15,
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In early 1949 the official attitude, according to a prepared statement of the

Soviet Foreign Ministry on January 29, 1949, was still one of continued participation:

Every one sees that the United KNztions Organization is being
undermined, since this organization at least to a certain extent
hampers and curbs the agzgressive circles in their policy of aggression
and unleashing a new war. In view of thls situation the Soviet Union
has to struggle with even more firmness and persistance against the
undermining and destruction of the United Hations Organization by ag-
gressive elements and their accomplices, and must see to it that the
United Hations Organization doss not connive with such elements as is
often the case nows.«

Yet in fact the Soviet Unioﬁ and the increasingly sovietized satellites began to
disengaze themselves from United Nations activities, particularly of course during
the period of voluntary Soviet absence between January and August 1950 over the
question of seating a Chinese representative. During the subsequent years of the
Korean war Soviet participation continued often to be more token than real. lore
and more the Soviet image was one of the United Nations doomed, reduced either to

futility or to an enemy tool.

One analyst who examined the record of Soviet propaganda in this period concludes:

Probably the strongest and most parsistent theme of Soviet propaganda was
that the Western powers, led hy the United States, wlsh to undermine the
United Nations. This argument emerged as soon as the conflict between Zast
and ‘/est broke into the open. It increased in sharpness and bitterness as
the political situation deteriorated; since 1949, it took frequently the form
of accusations that the VWest actually wanted to destroy the United Nations.
Towards the end of our period [1951], indications were given in Soviet
propazanda that the United Nations, desolte all Soviet efforts to save it,
was in fact already doomed and inlgha process of disintegration because of
machinatlions of the imperialists,

Indeed, the lezality of leaving was stressed even after the crisis had passed.
Thus the summary article on the United ilations appearing in the revised edition of
the Great Soviet Encyclopedia (signed February 1955) singled out the members®

rizht to withdraw from the Organization--a right, though not explicitly in the

10, Lebpold Laufer, "Soviet and American Domestic Propaganda on the U, N, Unanimity

Principle,™ Russian Institute Certificate Essay, Columbia University, 1951, p. 89
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Charter, confirmed by a special comnittee resolution adopted at San'FranciscOoll

In actuél practice, Poland and Czechoslovakia withdrew from UN®SCO. Bulgaria,
Jungary, and Rumania as non-members refused to discuss charges, levelled in the
General Assembly, of having violated human rights guaranteed in the peace treaties
signed by them, (Bulgaria and Albania, though nonamemberso.had in the preceding
period willingly testified before the United Nations.,) Non-participation was equally
striking in commercial affairs. "What constructive work was done by the United
Nations concerning international trade was the result of cooneration solely among
the non-Soviet states., Soviet abstention from these activities was completeo“12
Finally, the Communist German Democratic Republic in 1952 refused access to the
ﬁﬂ ad hoc commission to investigate conditions precedent to all German free elections-.
28 North Korea had earlier and Hungary was to do four years later in the case of
other Ul commissions,

In 1949 the Soviet Union began to invoke an additional argument that gtrained
the ties still further. In the face of Uaso_efforts‘to cement military alliances
in the non-=Soviet world, lMoscow proclaimed the incompatibility of membership in
the United Nations--by definition, "peace-loving"--with participation in "aggres-
sive” blocs like European Defense Community  or North Atlantic Treaty Orgzanization.
Vyshinsky, ostensibly defendingz the Charter, declared:

The principles and aims of the United Nations require po exslanation

on our part--they are clearly stated in the Charter signed in San Francisco

in June 1945, Sut it is enough to compare these goals and tasks of the

United Nations as expressed in the Charter, with the activity of

the Atlantic btloce..to convince oneself of the utter incompatibility
of participation in the aggressive Atlantic bloc with membership in

11. Bol'shaies sovetskaia entsiklopediia, 2d rev. ed; (Moscow, 1955), XXXI, 145,

12, darold K. Jacobson, "The Soviet Union, the UX and World Trade," Lestern
Political Quarterly, September 1958, p. 681.
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the United ation3013
One may surmise, however, that the‘purposg of this double-edgzed sword wes‘to
wreck ATC and it; analo;s, not to destroy the United Nations. For, after all
is said and do;:eD the Soviet Union remained in the United Nations even when the
latter was waging war on its allies, stooges, and friends.

Once again the effect of changes wrought in the operation of the United llations
was to weaken the abllity of the Soviet bloc to throw obstacles in the path of
the non-Communist majority--and once again Hoscow resisted all such changes,
stiéking to the letter of the Charter. This was true of the "Uniting-for-Peace" |
resolntion; which permitted the majority to by-pass the veto=bound Security Council,
the extension of Secretary-General Lie's term of office, over Sovietvopposgt;on,
and various proposals to circumscribe or eliminate the requirements of "great power
unanimity.”

The Soviet "walk-out" of Janusry 1950 over the Chinese question thus éame
in an atmosphere already heavily laden with charges and counterwcharges. ¥or over
a year, the Soviet Union and its friends had prepared alternatives to the United
Nations--a narrow and rigid one in the Communist Information Bureau(Cominform) unit-
ing nine national parties; and a far more effective, appealing, and diffuse one in
the World Peace Council and the World Congress of‘Partisans of Peace, explicitly
played up as an alternative to the United Nations., Coinciding with the ambitious
fpeace pact” and various disarmament proposals sutmitted to the Fourth session of
the Generél Assembly (and_the simulfaneous Soviet announcement, that the Soviet

Union had mastered the secrets of the atom), the many-faceted "peace"” campaign was

,,,,,,, S — - S I <

13. Andrei Vyshinsky, speeches of November 8, 1951 (General Assembly) and January 12,
1952 (Political Committee), in his Voprosy mezhduparodnogzo orava i mezhdunarodnol
2olitiki, vol. IIX (.xoscow- Gosiurizdat, 1952), pp. 24, 320, On November 27, 1953,
Soviet delegate P. D. liorozov spoke in the Assembly of the "current serlous crisis
in the United Nations-.now degraded to the role of an appendege of the liorth Atlantlc
bloc." (Annals of the American Academy, vol. 296, November 1954, Po 147°)

.14, See the stimulating article by Rupert Emerson and Inis L. Claude, "The Soviet
Union and the United Nations," 9op. cit. pp. 14, 25-26,
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intended‘as‘a'masg movement with literally "hundreds of millions" of endorsements,
counterposing the "rank and file" of the world there represented agalnst the majority
of United Nations.delegations.sﬁeaking for no one but narrow "ruling circles.“15

Soviet reasoning behind the absence of its delegates from the Security Council
when the Korean conflict broke out on June 25, 1950 has been amply debated-~without
definitive solution, “hatever the original Soviet intent--a face-saving device for
disenzagement from UN activities, or dramatic support for Communist China, or an
attempt to demonstrate that the will of the Soviet Union could not be ignored with
impunity--by liay 1950 the Chinese membership question seemed well on its way toward
a solution. DBut in all likelinood this had not been the central stimulus for the
Soviet walkout, Trygvc Lie, who saw Stalin in mid-ifay, relates how in all their
talks "Stalin hadtnot uttered a word" on the se~ting of Communist China, And to
Lie's efforts to impreés on Stalin the value of the United Hatlions Stalin "said
little in answer. Recalling that the Soviet Union had been one of the founders of
the United lations, he remarked, ‘'We will try to do everything we can to work along
a course determined by our own and the world‘'s best interestso'"is In Stalin's
terms, this was a statement typically cautious and leaving open the possibility of
a Soviet break.

It is probably safe to say that lNoscow had anticipated neither the protracted
warfare that resulted from the Norfh Korean invasion of the south nor the "inter-
vention" of the United Nations. The same sedvlously cultivated optimism--faith -
in history and time as allies of Communism and the Soviet Union-which had led Stalin
into other blundprs was apparent once azain. It was compounded by Stalin's scorn
for the small and weak--288 with Finland in 193%9--and his faith in the efficacy of

demonstrations of force--as in the case of Tito. The same view of "power" on the

15, See also Cleh edyshyn, ®"Soviet Attitudes toward the United HationS..o
1945-1955," East Buropean Problems (New York), II (1957), pp. 14<15.

169 Lieo M&o PPo 2299 2670
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world scene as the corporeal product of material resources, manpover, and organization

led him to continue to view the United Nations as nothing significant to reckon with,
It seems most plausible to surmise that this basic failure to take the United

Natione seriously as an obstacle on the road to aggression combined with a failure

of coovdination at the highest Sovist decision-making levels--l.e., between the

organs responsible for broad policy in Korea and Soviet strategy at the United

Natione--to keep the Soviet delegates away from the United Nations when the emer-

gency session was convened on Juns 25, 19509;7

If this is so, Soviet failure--in
the form of UN action in Korea was to a large extent home-made:t Stalin was the
victinm of his own concept of power, It did Yoscow 1ittle good thereafter to insist
that the Security Council action was "illegal” because two of its five members (the
Soviet Union and, in the Soviet reading, Communist China) were not present. On
July 27 Yakov Malik informed Trygve Lie that, in accordance with the monthly roia-
tion of the Security Council presidency, he would assume the chair on August 1.
On that date the Soviet delegation returned.

Stalin was obvicusly aware of the setback the UN action constituted--and aleo

the further defest fepreaented by the Ceneral Assembly resolution of Februsry 1, 1951,

| branding the Chinese Communists as aggressors. He felt called upon to retort bit-
terly that the United Nations had become "an instrument of aggressive war," having
"ceased to be an international organization of nations enjoying equal rights, The
United Nations is now not so much a world organization as an organization for the

Americans, an organization acting on behalf of the requirements of the American

aggressors,” He concluded with another threet: "The United Nations Organization

17. An alternative but not necessarily conflicting interpretation would be a conscious
Soviet decision not to tip its hand by having the Soviet delegation return prior
to the Korean operation. At asny rate, Moscow clearly expscted to have the lattsr
comploeted before long., One writer claims to know that there were indications that
various Soviet delegates to UV organs expected to return by September 1950,
(William R, Kintner, "The Soviet Union'’s Use of the UN", p. 2L.) See also Leland
Goodrich, Korsa (Hew York: Council on Foreign Relations, 1956),
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is therefore taking the inglorious road of the league of Nations. In this way

it is8 burying its moral prestige and dooming itself
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to disintegrationo"18 Indeed, Soviet press comment in the following weeks spoke
with unprecedentsd bluntness in "either-or" terms of the United Nations.

4nd still the Soviet Union did not pull out. In addition to sugzesting a’
measure of caution and calculation that belies the image of Soviet action as
entirely lrrational in these last, mﬁratic years of Joseph Stalin, the descision
(like the decision For the Soviet Union not to become directly involved in the
Korsan fizhting ) was based, no doubt, on an assessment of what it stood to gaiﬁ
and lose from lesving the United HNatlons. Uwverything considered, 4% lost nothing
from membership; certainly the nresence on Tast River imposed no inhibitions on
Soviet officialdom and policy-makers., By staving in, the Soviet Inion was not
cﬁtting itself off from the rest of the world--not only froﬁ‘thg "iﬁperialist" foe,
that is, but zlso from the customarily uncommitted, whom it souzht ?o woo. By stay-
ing in, 1t kept an opportunity to discuss, negotiate, and feel out--and the February
1949 ilalik-Jessup talks that had paved the way to ending the Berlin Blockade_
impasse suggested the mutual utility of such opportunities. 8y staying iﬁ; the
Soviet{ Union kept a well-attended, well-publicized fO{ym to air its views.-which,
after all, had been one of the virtuess of membership as Moscow conceived it, Lastly,
by staying in the Soviet Union avoided the stigma of having slammed s door which
at some future date it might wish to reopen.

Thus the Scviet Union manarzed to have its cake and eat it too., But, if its
strategy was astute, it also involved the Soviet Union in costly adventure. Above
all, it permitted the uniting of the non-Communist world around the United Nations,
By 1951 the Soviet bloc was virtually an outcast--an enemy anomalously unnamed and
continuing to sit amidst those who voted for the military and political operations

they were jointly waging against the Soviet Union’s dependents and allies,

18. The New York Times, February 17, 1951,
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"Comxistance”

The ups and downs in the Soviet view of--and position at-=the United llztions
have been predoninantly a function of other policy decisions. Just as the Korean
war was not planned (of even thought through) in terms of the United Nations, so
the imorovement and relaxation that ensued touched the United MNations by indirection.
But the new and neculiar music emanating from lioscow was to find its echoes on the
ast River, too.

Cne can point to warious causes and stimuli to explain the "turning point” in
Soviet conduct which we zre about to discuss. There were some harbingeirs prior to
Stalin's death--the apgyeal to colonial and national movements at the 19th Congress
of the CP3U in Oclober 1952; the international econouic conference in !loscow; and
in January 1753 Soviet agreement (after years of refusal) to join in trade consult-
ations with ;he teonomie Council for Europe, as su;gested by Gunnar i'flyrdalal9
There is more evidence that Staliu®s death, on lMarch 5, 1953, freed the harnds and
minds of his would-be successors and permitted them to chart and retnink the course
of Soviet »Jolicy so a8 to éxtract the Soviet orbit from the sterilities, obsolescence.
and+ ideosyncracies of tane Stalin era without sacrificing the power position abroad.
And finally, one can point to the spring and summer of 1255 as the beginnings of
the M{hrusnechev era." whatever the balance of these contributing factors, they had -
e impaeﬁ on the Soviet Unidn at the United Nations.,

The total chanje is indeed remarkable if one compares Soviet stature and behavior
as of 1957 with the ostracism of 1952. As late as 1956 as realistic an observer
as lans J. liorzenthau could write tiiat "in its relations with the Soviet bloe the

20
the mew United Nations is a jrand alliance opposing another grand alliance." 1In ite

19. Ray L. Thurston, of the Department of State, has stated that "even before Stalin's
death, vitriolic criticism of American raeirl policies had been toned down in
Soviet discussions in the United Natinns., It has been noted that a change of
Soviet personnel has occurred; there is more geniality." (C. Grove Haines, ed..
The Tureat of Zoviet Inperialism, Baltimore: Johns Hopkins University Press,
1954, pp. 117=19.

20, Hsns J. Vorgenthzu, Q. cdb.., po 4OL.



. 40

new phase Soviet policy has striven to demonstrate, assert, end reaffirm its
affinity ‘fof the United Nations in various ways.

The first oppértunify(hlong with the clection of a new Secretary-General) was,
naturally enough, the termination of the Korean war. The protracted negotiations
that had left the prisoner-of-ﬁar question unresolved led, a month after Stalin's
death, to the acceptance of the Indian conmpromise formula and’on June 27 to cessation

of hostilities. Almost simglﬁﬂﬂOOﬂBlYamand apparently constituting an elaboration
of economic feelers hegun diring preceding months--the Soviet Union for the first
time contributed to and joined the work of the UN fechnical Assistaace‘Programozl
Yet tihe real "thaw" was yet to come. After an outwardly quiescent 1954
(concealing’a bitter fight behin: the Kremlin facade, as we now know), Nikita
Khrushchev (with liikolai Buléanin as his temporary frontman) replaced Georgii Mal-
enkov and promptiy embarked on a series of hast; moves at home and abroad to achieve
a measure of relaxation without shattering the totalitarian controls, After hes-
itant overtures in 1954, liay 1955 saw itne esumption of serious talks on disar-
mament and nuclear controls for the first time in some seven years. The timing
so closely coincided with the esxablishment of Soviet diplomatic relations with
‘iest Germany and Japan, the signing of the?Austrian peace‘treatyD and the improve-
ment of Soviet relations u;th Yugoslavia and Finland that it seems clear that the proposal.
was part of an ambitious and systematic strategy. One may suggest that sométime

in early sprin; of 1955 a series of policy decisions was adopted in lioscow, includ-

ing the necessity of capitalizing on the United Hatiops: - It is known from

]

21, See Alvin Z. Rubinstein, "Soviet Policy in ECAFE, " Ipternational Orzanization.
7o0l, XII (195€), nos. &, p. 465,

* The Soviet Union joined UNESCO on Aoril 21, 1955. Perhaps the move is an indication
of a policy decision preceding it by some days or weeks, /
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other sources that at the July 1955 “lenum of the Central Commi;tee qf the CPSU
fhrushchev recapitulated the new strategy--in substance, a defermination tb'ﬁage‘
"nDeaceful coexistence," i.e., avoiding war, holdinz the line in Burope, but tak-
iﬁ; maximun advantige of the underde?éioped areas, which were now bracketed with
the Soviet orbit as a new "zone of peace."” It is in thisylight that the present
writer sees the Soviet endeavor, since 1955, to transform the Unifed ilations, in
the long run, into a serviceable instrument of the "socialist campo"22
Suddenly the tone of Soviet commentary on the United Nations changed. s

late as February 1955 lloscow argued nct only that the United Nations was born in
tne feud of two conflicting éoncepti@msaathat of the Soviet Union (peaceful) and
that of the West (imperialist)--but also that the United States had tried to make
the United Nations a tool of aggression against the Soviet Union and the peopiels-
democracies. "Full responsibility" for the "illegal™ UN actions remained squarely
wifh the United States and its slliesoz3 Yet a few months later Moscow could
argue (through the mouths of two prominent international lawyers) that the.UnitedJ
Nations had been based on the principleé of peaceful coexistence. Without fﬁlly*»
iznoring the negative features in its work (asvﬂoscow saw them), a collection-of.s
dbcuments on the United Nations--itself a new departure in Russia--empi:asized the .
"positive facets™ of its work.

- The 10th Session of the Genersl Assembly in 1955 was the object of unusually
favorable Soviet press comnent. IMoscow hailed the end of American "push-button .
majorities," the admission of sixteen naw members as a reflection of "positive” = -

S'ovilet‘policyo and the increasingly successful Soviet leadership of "peace forces"

22, On the July Plenum, see Alexander Dallin, "The Soviet Stake in Eastern Europe "
Apnals of the American Academy, Vol. 317, iay 1958, pp. 142-43,

23, Bol'shaia, opo cigooXXXID 1hk, 146,

2%, V. N. Durdenevskii and S. &, Krylov, Qpganizstsiia Ob‘edinennykh iatsii:
sbornik dokumentov (Moscow: Gosiurizdat, 1956), p. 3.
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A% in iiue that the lungarian crisis--snd the severe setback it involved for
the Soviet Union at the United Nationsuntempofarily put in question this increasingly
snthusiastic motif, But it was balanced, after allg by the Suez action, so that |
the score was gveneq anc. lloscow could éémment that "Tiﬁe will show whether the
Unitea Nations will master the strength to accomplish the tasks entrusted to it
by mankindo"26 Within & few months the [lungarian expesrience receded inﬁokthe,back«
ground, and the Soviet nress rﬁsﬁmed its attempts to make iioscow the main champion
and de’ender of the United llations and the nrinciples it stands‘fora |

Pertaps for the first tiw aince the creation ¢f the Uﬁ, Soviet policy at the highest

ievel 2xplicitly, and nol by indirection, aimed -t exyloiting the new potentiélw»
much 1a the fashion of earlier attemots to permeate "front organizations.®™ On
vareh 27, 19556 a mesting in lioscow aecided to establish a United Notions:Asscc-
iation in the Soviet Union--an unmistakable index of the new Soviet "line.” In
September of that year the “World Federation of United hatlons Associations accepted
the Scviet Union as avmember and vlaced the chalrman of the Soviet éroupg histor.
iaﬁ Ahné Pankratuva (a loyal Party véteran); on its ExecutiVe;27 By JulyV1957
'?rofeﬁsor Bugene Korovihg a2 ieading Soviel specialist on international rglations
and international law, could deliver a talk pushing the new “liﬁe” even further.
He claimed thét tie Soviet Uni-n "had priority" among the :reat powers in estzblish-
ing tne United lations, that the Soviet Union had initiated both the ilosnow Cone
ference of 1743 and the Yumbarton Oaks Conferenze of 1944, and that the Soviet
Jnion had introduced a number of specific elements in the U Cherter which had
determined its spirit'(though the examplés cited bardly provided a eonvincing

25 V, Xamenev and I, Korin, "The Results of the 1Cth Session of the General

Aszenbly," Internstioual Affatrs (Voscow), 1956, no. 1, po. 27-40.

24, il Baturin, "The 1lth Session of the U.N. Generzl fssembly,™ sbid.. 1957.
no. 1, po 108, :

77. See [aterpatiopal Alfsirs (Moscow), 1556, no. 5, ppe 157-60: and ne. 1C, p. i
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listing). All in all, he wa® prepared to argue that

the constant growth of Soviet economic and defensive might, of the
moral authority of the USSR, the merger of the entire soclalist
camp on the basis of nroletarian internationalism and its zrowing
strength, the support of its international policy by the partisans
of peace throughout the world vividly testify to the fact that the
realization of the democratic principles of the UN Charter becomes
increasingly the unanimous demand of all neaceloving humanityo28

lere was a characteristic formulation, indicstive--for all its verbiage=-
of the new Soviet self=image, its "position §f strength,” and its attemonts to
identify itself with and lead the proponents of peace and the "democratie principles”
of the United Hations. For better or for worse, the changed psrcention of Soviet

opportunities was not without basis in fact.

28. E. A, Korovin, "Sovetskii Soiuz i sozdanie Organizatsii Ob‘edinennykh Natsii,"

in Voprosy vneshnei politiki SSSR 1 sov—emennykh mezhdunarodnykh otnoshenid
(iioscow: Gospolitizdat, 1958), pp. &.. 52, '
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National Sovereiznty

The Sovieﬁ‘notion of soverei nty has undergone drastic reconsideration in
the years sinqg thg hussian Revodution. Initially it was considered part of the
bourgzeols parczohernalia that had no room in a‘world where "the oroletarist hag’
no fatherland." But the beginnings‘of an espﬁusal of sovereignty are apparent sé
early as 1917 in Lenin's shift from "defeatism" to "defensism” the day after seiz-
ing pouef and in the persistent protest sgeainst Coreizn intervention in ?ussia‘;n
1912-1919. As the Soviet state becane strdngers it céuld insist more and more firmly
and vociferously that it would tolerate no infringement of its natinnal soverelgnty.-
or, for that matter, of that»df other victims of the imperialist “Jest, |

To e sure, the Soviet leaders reserved to themselves the right to imninge,
tarough the medium of the Communist International, on what other states mizht cone.
sider their sovereign rishts, ioreover, as leadinz theorists of law (such as \
Kozhevnikov and Korovin) asserted down to at least 1930, the slozan of the int#r-
national working class was not national sovereignty but proletarian dictatorshipm
And, perhaps most.importanto the concept of sovereizn rizhts turned out to he as
\manipulative and political in applicastion as other concests in Soviet (domestic
as well as international) law. On occasion iloscow has condemned the recourse to
sovereign prerogatives by others who attempted to shirk international obliations.

Thus iitvinov in 1936 attacked those who sought to evade enforcement of Leajue of

Nations sanctions azainst Italy during the Fthiopian war. And after ‘iorld War 11
the Soviet Union assailed references to domestic jurisdiction when invoked by
Spain and the Union of South Africa.

The political and practical aspects are rendily apperent also in “oviet rat-

ifiestion of the UN Genocide Convention (March 1954), and the coineidert warning

ghve tis o0

%hs t the ﬂrcpws@d draft covenant on human rights was intwnded ts
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bowers “a doctrinal basis for the policy of interfererce in the domestic matters
of other stotes."

The Soviet position thus has urd its rational =nd irrationzl components. Among
tie latter one mi;ht count Stalin's extreme fesr of foreign infiltration, his spén
2:cion of "agents," and his obsession with pur_ es. Even in the exgefiénce of UNRPA,
winich was an early experiment in internationsl ﬂrganization cleérly intended to
benefit the Soviet Uhiono Soviet insistence on joing it alone was appsrent. ifter
the war Professor Korovin iv lied that attem)ts t§ limit or subvert the olenitude
of nétional sovereignty were a lezal expression of the Americsn policy of "liber-
2tion” for Eastern Europe.

lore rational is the argumento~never articulated by Soviet sﬁokesﬁeh-athst a
totalitarian state demands the undivided loyalty of its cit?zen# and can brook no
competitive focl of authority; and that it cannot afford free access to installations
- {be they missile bases or forced labor camps) which are not normally publicized or
open to non-Soviet eyes. The Soviet insistence on sovereighty in opnosing effective
inspection and control schemes with re;afd to conventional.or nuclear disarmament is
of course intimately rela‘ed to this point. Likewise'relntéd is Snoviet refusal to
écéept the argument (made by hilip C. Jessup and others) thatkindividuQIS be
recosnizeéd as subjects of international law. Cnce again, the effect would be to
reduce the monopoly of Soviet political controls over its citizens.3

The conservatism and literalism of the Soviet position on international law havs,

1. Sovetskoe sosuderstve i gravo, 1955, mo. 2; cited in Triska, e _gite, p. 187.
On the evolution of Soviet doctrine, see also Jean-Yves Calvez, Droit internationali

g&_;ggxgzginggg,gg 5 (Paris: Armand Colin, 1953).

2. See L. B. Schapiro, "Soviet Particinastion 1n International Institutions.” Ye.rbock
of viorld Affairs, 1949, p. 206. See also 3ernard Demay, "L'URSS et 1'Organisation
Internationale," Thesis, Doctorazte in Law. 2Paris Universitv, 1951, ch. 2VII.

“hen in the International Lew Commission of the UN the 3ritish submitted s
formula to the effect that diplomats enjoy "complete freedom of movement” in
the country of their stay, the Soviet Union objected, invoking securiiy

reasons ageinst its adoption. (Internaticnal Afairs (iescow), 19€7§ Go. L0, el

See also Jonn U, Hazard, Law and Souial Change in Lhe USSE p 309°ax* Twndn
30a eitay po 68
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as noted eailier, traditionally resulted in considering formal treaty piﬁwisione as
the major source of international order. It is true that after llorld War II a
quiet debate was waied in Soviet international law circles =bout thg accejtance
of certain Ul decisions as sources of law (e.g., £rylov in 1347), V. I, Lisovsﬁy
even went so far, in é text published in 1955, as to argue that decisions of 1n£er-
national organizations were obligatory for nonemembers. -~ut Durdenevéky and other
stalwarts promptly protested that such a view would be tantamount to 2 limitation
of natinsnel sovereigntyob |

In this sector at least practice has customarily determined the line of theory;
and practice has reduired "national soveréignty" to be.the cornerston§ ;f thek
Soviet version of international law. In the name of sovereiznty as a shield of
self-interest, the Soviet Union was unwilling. at least until 1955, to give eCco-
nomic and ststistical information to the United Hatiors. It has’alsobstriven
nropazendistically to exnloit the "sovereiznty" theme with thé Soviet Union posing
as defender of national sovereicnty of all peoplea? References to "SOVereignty”
has even hud some self-defeating consequences, as exemplified in Soviet opposition
to all ECCSCC work on crime, traininz in public administrction, double taxation,

6
and passport rejulations as ulira vires,

The‘fundamental reason for thé tenacious Soviet insistence on "sovereignty"
has thus been a desire %o maintain maxinum freedom of ~ction and keep outside
interference in Soviet af®airs to é minimum. Tiis bnsically conservative doc-
trine s»rinzgs lo;ically from a sense of inferiority, Given the bipolar vieQ of
world (and ) affairs, any abolition or restriction of soverei:nty (iust as any

Charter revisions or ameniment of the veto oower) was bound to benefit the BLrGlier

L. See Jan F. Triska and Robert !, SluaSer9 "Treaties and Other Sources of Crder

in International Relations: The Soviet Vieuw," American Journal of dnternational
Law, 1958, pp. 699-726; and Lissitzyn, op. cit., pp. 261-62,

5. A chapter in Samarsky. Q. cit., is entitled "The Struggle of the Soviet Union
in the United Wations in Defense of the Sovereignty and Independence of Peoples,"”

6, See, for instance, idarold Karan Jacobson, "The Soviet Union and the %conomic and
Social ictivities of the United Hations," Doctoral Dissertation, Yale University.
1955, po 406,
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tloc. Cne may speculate that a Soviet Union in command of a working majority in
the United Hations mizht choose to abandon the traditional rigidity and be pre-
pared to jettison "sovereiznty" for the sake of sreater nolitical benefit.

It follows that the Soviet Union, rejecting the "‘estern one-world romanticism
of yore, opyoses t'ne' quest for world law and compulsory international courts,
Theoretically end practiczlly, the Soviet Union can see no srounds for delegcting
or abdicating its authority to a body over whici it has no si_nificent measure of
eontrol for purposes of arbitration of compulsory jurisdiction. llence the practical
Zoviet view that the "prospects of the Internationsl Court of Justice contributing

fo the peaceful rezulation of international relations are extremely meager. n?

In line with the change of political "line"™ toward UN organs, the present attitude
toward the Court is not quite so negative. Yet, while granting that the Court has
served the cause of international legality'and coexistence, Ju#tice Krylovis final
sssessment (1958) was that "a number 61‘ decisions and opinions of the Court are
unsatisfactory.” Its majority "pursued a discriminatory policy" toward the East
Furopean states and in a variety of cases "assumed the position of ‘the position of
the colonialists" or "defended the interests of the imperialist powers." T
Indeed, says the recent Soviet Juridical Dictionary, "since the representatifres of
impsrialist stétes make up tne majority of the International Court, the large
capitalist countries éan almost always count on a decision of the Internatisnal

Court corresponding to their interests,”

?a wikolai ?9liansky, sezhdunarodnyi sud (Hloscow: Akademfo.ianavuk‘I 1951), p. 4.
See also ilazard, gp, git., pp. 297-99; and Calvez, 90, cit., pp. 255-59.

78, S, B. Krylov, Meshdunarodnyi sud Organisatsii Ob‘sdinennykh Natsii (Moscow:
ﬁOSiuﬁ’dlt, i9 » ppo iy X 3-6L, ' }

Tt luridicheskii slovar® (Moscow, 2d ed., 1956), I, 573.
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Equally consistent has been Soviet rejection of "world federalism" and other
attempts to promote world government or even regional federations outside the

Soviet Union, Moscow has opposed coalitions of anti- and non-Soviet powers as apt

8

to weaken the relative position of the Soviet Union™ and it has opposed federations

of Soviet with non-Soviet states as naively impossibleog After all, the Soviet
formula of competitive--if peaceful-<coexistence rejects all fusion of the two

systems and subordination of both blocs to a common higher authority,

B. "1t is scarcely possible that the contemporary gravediggers of sovereignty are
80 naive as to believe in earnest that peacs and harmony on earth can be sssured
by creating an international parliament." (Bol'’shevik (Moscow), 1946, no.22, p. S1.)

9. See Eliot R, Goodman, The Soviet Union and the World State (New York: Columbia
University Press, forthcoming, 1960). This opposition has extended both to
hostile states (such as the cordon sanitaire before World War II) and to other
‘members of the "socialist camp” (such as the Yugoslav-Bulgarian federation
schemes of 1947-48). See also O, E, Polents, Teoriia vsemirnogo gosudarstva kak
orudie amerikanskogo imperializma (Moscow, 1950).
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Soverei nty--and Soviet security.conﬁiderétions. in the unique Soviet sense-.
likeQise explain iioscow's fallure to agree to a United ilations armed forc§ or
police force system, as envisaged by Article 43 of the Charter. And, without review=
ing the intricacies of the arguments relating to other pfoposala for crezting UH
observer corﬁs, pe-ce ohservation commissions,etc., suffice it to say that the
Soviet Union has consistently Qrgued».whatever the politic#i motives of its stand--
that »ermanent Cnitngxations forces must be ststioned on the territory of the c¢one
tributing states; to Adc otherwise would be to violate national sovereigntv.Io '

Woen in ﬂo&ember 1956 the General Assemhl}, in special seésion. establisned
a Ul Emer:ency Force, the Sovist Union abstained, "considerin: that the General
4ssembly [must set the United Kingdom, France, and Israel to ceawe fighting] befors
occupying itself with details on the future mechanics of ohservation..." It like.
wise arstained from endorsin; the orineiple of a ITF, Moscow séid, because uﬁder
Chapter VII of the Chartgr such forces must be creatéd by the Security Councilg not
the General Assembly,11 It has refused to pay its assessed share of the UNTF
bud ;et on the :rounds that its establishment was "unlawful."

President Eisennower's advocacy to the Spesial Uil Assembly Session on the
‘dddle Fast in 1)57 of a permanent Unitéd liations force, aléng *he lines of "%,
evéked bitter comment from Kussia. The demand for such a force w:s described as
an "old V.S, triex." lioscow exnlained that it would be in violation of tae Cuar-«-
to ‘et tihe Secretory-General run a olice force {even thouzn lir. Hammérskjﬁld wal
prepared to do so) since what tne Charter called for was an international forwe
under the Security Councilalz ﬁeedleﬁs to say, the 1nsistence on the Security

Councilystommed from the fact that its nermanent members dispnhsed of the veto

10, bYee, lor instance, Fuller, 4oy Po 173 Levin, #»g cdlay 0o 167,
Walter Meder, "Die Stellung ef‘gahjetunion sur UNO,Y Jahrouch fur
1nternationalea urd_auslindizches 3ffentliches Racht {Hamburg ), 1949,
Ps l’&n

i, Pol'shala suvetskala ensikiopediia, ;zggﬁ95n15 ALY \‘OOLOH, 19£7), p. 480ff.

12. 0. Grinyov, "Who Wants an International Folice Force?" Iluternuational gazgigg
1958, no. 12, pp. 63-67.
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power-~that most effective of all expressions of national sovereignty within the
framework of the United Nations.

The extreme cautlion displayed by the Secret-ry-General and the other powers
on this issue since the fall of 1958 in the face of known Soviet opposition is

itself a measure of the political power of the Soviet bloc in the United Hations.

The Veto

According to a Soviet monograph specially devot?d to this question, the
"princinle of greast power unanimity” is the "cornerstone" of the UN edificen13
The stubborn and unflinching insistence on the veto power, as it has come to be
known, is a hizhly oractical matter for the Soviet Union.A Soviet textbook on
international affairs calls it a "most‘important" victory to have the princinle
inserted in the Wi Charter: "It offers the possibility not to tolerate the adostion
by the Anglo-iAmerican bloc of decisions directed against peace and security, against
the interests and rights of peace-loving peopleao"lu

The Soviet Union has viewed the veto as the padlock on the door of the United
Nations. It was seen originally as a device to nrevent action agsinst itself or
its allies; and it has been available to the Soviet delezzte on the Security Council
as a means of frustrating any significant move differing from Soviet policy. Tpere
nas been nothing mysterious or malicious in its use. [loscow has availed itself
of the vet; not so much in order to wreck the United liations as to compensate for
the Soviet minority position, Indeed;, it has explained its need precisely in
terms of the "other" powers’ numerical superiority--a sort of political stilts
to enable it to be on a level with ite rivals, "The veto..." Andrei Vyshinsky

once declared, "is a means of self-defense,”

There is an element of lozic in the Soviet contention that the proper resolution

13. Nikolal Ushakov, Printsip edinozlasiis velikikh derzhav v Organizatsii
Gbledinennykh Nlatsii (iloscow: Academy of Sciences, 1956), p. 4.

14, Ivashin, Op. eit., po 428,
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of international disputes cannot be achieved by accidental arithmetic constellations.
"Arithmetic is arithmetic. But notarithmetic can solve questions’ such as war and peace.
Vyshinsky explainedu15 In a revealing speech that bears reflection in terms of future
possibilities, Vyshinsky told the 52,223 Political Committee on November 24, 1948:

The veto is a powerful political tocl. There are no such simpletons

here as would let it drop. Perhaps we use it more [than cthers], but

that is because we are in the minority and the veto balances power., If

we were in the majority we could make such gradiloquent gestures as

offering to walve the veto on this or that 16

Soviet practice has followed accordingly. 1t will be recalled that the Soviet

Union insisted initially on the inclusion of procedural questions under the scope of the
veto (and has used the so-called "double veto' to prevent issues from being considered
procedural). In fact, the veto (which the Soviet Union has been almost-~but by no means
completely--alone among the Great Powers to wield) has often been applied to trivial
matters. More than half the vetoes were cast to turrn down new members (later admitted
under the legally dubious 'package deal''). Other vetoes canceled a condemnation of
Albania in the Corfu Channel dispute; prevented an investigation of Scoviet bacterioclogical
warfare charges in Korea, of the Czechcslovak change of government in 1948, and of the
violation of Manchurian air space in 1950; gnd stalled theelection nf a new Secretary-

General of the United Nations.

There is 1little doubt that Moscow views the veto power as a sine qua non of

17
participation in the organization. In this light, the widespread debate on the ways
of correcting either the abuse of its exercise or the extent of its applicability

seems futule at best. The veto controversy was a consequence of Great

15. Speech of October 10, 1950, cited in Emcrson and Claude, op. eit., pp. 7, 9,
16. The New York Times, November 25, 1948,
17, '

" vt e ;e 3
He who raiuny 48 Taad against the princinle of unanimity...raises it sgainst the verv

cxlstance 32 ©ire Tatted Mations. . The sholition of the principle o unanimity - - ~would
in practice mean the liquidation of the UN" (New Times (Moscow), 1948, No. 42, p. 5)

Renouncing the veto "Would mean in fact renouncing the chief tosk of the Orgagizatiui
The crude guillotine of (majority ) veting. .would be a real threat to the pyinciple o§
scvereignty.” (I.D. Levin, "Problems suvereniteta v ustave OON," Sovetskoe gosudars

Ly
i pravo, 1947, No. 1, p. 18.) :
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Power disagreement--not its cause~-and was intended, at least by the Soviet Union,
precisely for such a contingency.

There is an ambiguity--or inherent contradiction--in the Soviet stand on Great
Power prerogatives at the same time as Moscow champions the equality of nations. The
problem can be traced back to the conflict between egalitarian and elitist strains
in Communist thinking. Moscow has often defended "equality"” on the international, as
on an intra-national, level. Stalin in his interview with Eddie Gilmore in 1946 stated
that the strength of the United Nations "iies in the fact that it is based on the
principle of equality of states and not on the principle of the domination of some
over others." More recentiy Soviet propaganda has stressed the fact that the UN Charter
is based on "principles of sovereign equality and self-determination of peoples.”"18

At the same time, the Soviet leaders have been full of scorn for the small, the
weak, and the backward. Stalin once warned the powers not to deal with Russia "as if

]

it were Central Africa.” At Yalta, Stettinius recorded, Stalin made fun of little /
Albania; and in the discussion# at Dumbarton Oaks and San Francisco his delegates made
clear that there was and could be in fact no equality of great and small states, and
| that some problems must remain the prerogative of the senior members of the family of
nations. A Soviet writer in 195119 maintained that the one-state, one-~-vote formula
was absurd anyway; for what reason was there for the Soviet Union and India to have just
one vote each, as did the Dominican Republic? In February 1959 the Soviet envoy to
Tehran rebuked the Iranian authorities for dealing with the Soviet Union "as if it
were Luxembourg."

Russian Communists have @ long experience in opposing "formalymajoritiesﬁ" Here

again the Soviet view of the world scene seems to correspond substantially

18. E.g., Durdenevsky and xrylov, (-1 cito,‘po 3.

19.8 8. V. Molodtsov, "Za predoterashchenie voiny, za Pakt Mira'!" Sovetskoe gosudarstvo
i gravo, 1951,N°c 7, ppo 22"'23. : :
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to the domestic view. "Democratic centralism" recognizes the equality of all
members but leaves prerogatives of decision-making to & small central body--in
this instsance, the Permanent .lembers of the Security Councilazo

In fact, ioscow readily grants, sovereizn states are "of course" unequal, and
one cannot expect the Soviet Union to abide by the same limitations and majority
decisions as does Luxembourgo21 Hence the veto power is here to stay--so lbng as
the Soviet bloc is not in clear control. The unmistaksble implication is the
Soviet determination to edhere to United Hations decisions on a selective, pick-
and-choose bzsis in the absence of any effective enforcement machinery. Such an

approach is fully in harmony with the eclectic Soviet view of internationsal law.

Crzanization and Charter Revision

The prevalent Soviet policy has been to press for and defend a stronger Sec;
urity Council as a kind of super-power executive orzan, and to limit the General
Assembly to a minimum of (larzely consultative) power. This was the Soviet pos-
ition before and at San Francisco, and this it remained for the following years.
Fully consistent with the basic Soviet approach, it was also responsible in some
considerable measure for the fallure of the Security Council to do the job for
which it was intended--in the view of some, the most striking faiiure of the United
Nations.22 It is well to bear'in mind, of course, that the United Nations was
not set up to act agsinst any of the great powers; and to that extent Soviet ine
sistence on Great Power accord was in keeping with the original assumptions. Yet
in fact the necessity of trylng to cope with issues which the Security Council
could not or would not deal with (largely because of the veto) has resulted in a

dramatic shift from the Council to the General Assembly--particularly as a con-

20, See‘Triska. opo cit.s po 402,
21. UShakov, Qm, Do 60a
22, See Leland Goodrich, in International Cruanization, 1958, p. 276.
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sequence of the "Uniting-for-Peace" resolutionoe3

By and large, the Soviet Union has bitterly deplored this trehdo So long as
it is in the minority, a shift from the Council to the Assembly tends to weaken
its ability to obstruct the hostile majority. In November 1956 it abstained on
thé Assembly's resolution approving of the UNEF because it considered the Council
the proper agent for its creation (or so it claimed).

On other occasions, however, it has been prepared to throw items‘into the
Asseébly-awhen the Security Council would not act the way Moscow wantéd (e.go; becauee
of the French and British vetoes on the Suez issue) or whon "mass" seatiment among
the smller powers or particular viccs represented in the Assembly (particularly, the
Afrg-Asian bloc) was likely to a ssure passage of resolutions in accofd with Soviet
deaires'(Spain, Suez, Lebanon). Especislly in recent years, as the Soviet blec
has no longer found itself mechanically outvoted on practically all occasions, as
formerly, it haabbeen more attuned to the opportunities of the General Assembly,

a new departure to which we shall have cccesion to ’returnoah

The Soviet bloc has stubbornly opposed all efforts to alter the United Nations

23, The number of Security Council meetings declined from 180 in 1947=48 to 72 in
1950-51, and 26 in 1952-53, (U.S. Senatc, Committee on Foreign Relations,
Review of the United Nations Charter (Washington: Government Printing Office,

155575 pe 15

24, Equelly opportunistic has been the shift in Soviet position on the powers of

the Secretary-General, Here personszlities have aleo pleyed their part. Moscow

. considered Trygve Lie basically hostile to the Soviet camp and, after UN action
in Korea began, labeled him an "accessory to the American aggressors,” The
Soviet bloc opposed the extension of his term cf office and throughout his
"extended term" refused to deal with him, correzponding with his office but not
with him personally. (See Lie, cp. cit., ppo 20, 320-21, 369, 370, L08.) Onm

the other hand, Soviet consent to the election of Dag Hamrerskjgld was cne of the
first tokens of the post-Stalin "thaw" at the UN., By 1956 the USSR backed the
Secretary-General's initiative in the Palestine question. In 1958 Khrushchev
included him among the persons invited to a summit conference over the Middle
Eastern crisis (which never met). And in 1999 Moscow was prepared to deal with him
in an informal capacity of intermediary in conjunction withthe new Berlin crisis,
Ls for tho prerogatives of the Secrstary<General, Moscow is keeping an open mind,
"It 18 not clear whether he has made the necessary efforts to overcome the resis-
tance of thoese who-,.have no intention of carrying out" the General Assembly
resolutions. (International Affairs, 1958, no. 10, p. 38) The teet, in other
worde, 18 the extent to which lr. Hammcreij@ld enmencipetcs or Cicsoclates himsolf
from the Western position,
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Charter., It has assumed, with good reason, that any change aiming at greater
"affectiveness" of a body dominated by forces hostile to it was bound to result in
changes detrimental to its own interests, Hence the Soviet Union, true to its con=
servative sirategy, has made itself the guardian of the Charter. From 1947 on, when
Australia and Apgentina provosed a coﬁference to revise the Charter, the Soviet
delegation has assumed a position of uncompromising hostility., It has reiterated
time and again that "the Charter does not need revision"; and that the advocates
of vevision were agente promoting Americen plans to abolish the vet‘o’ so as to Yuse
the United Natdonz for its own purpcgses." In 1955 the Soviet Union refused to par-
ticipates in discussions on organizational reform; the Soviet bloc abstained from
voting for a general conference to revise the Charter, and it wés largely in deference
to the Soviet position that the committee appointed to study the advisability of
revision decided 4o delay its recommendations until at least 1959.25

A volume published in 1957 uncier the sponsorship of the Academy of Sclences of
Czachoslovakia found acclaim in Moscow.2® It stressed the fact that the veto
power {which has been the major target of revisionist efforts) was not a voting
davice bﬁt a fundamental United Nations concept. The Charter could not be tampered
with, for, just as the United Nations itself, 1t was a typlcal product of the tran-
sitional era in which capitalist and Communist states could "coexist"; as a common
denominator 4t was deemed "adequate for contemporary international conditions,”

There was a characteristic contradiction implicit in Soviet criticism of the
United Nations and the conservative defense of the "adequacy" of the Charter. Time
and again Moscow has replied to critics that all that is needed is to live up

its terms.

25, For the Soviet view, see International Affairs, 1956, no, 1, pp. 38=39; and 1957,
no., 7, po 110; and Samareky, op. cit. One of the aims of the Durderevsky-Krylov
collection of documents, published in 1956, was to show that there existed no need
for Charter revision,

26, V¥, Kepal and I, Mrazek, Otazka reviee Cherty OSH (Prague: Cz., Academy of Sciences,
1957); reviewed by V, Nesterov amd B, Topomin » in International Affairs, 1958,
no, 1, pp. 11lh=1l5,
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It is not inconceivable, however, that before long the Soviet Union will be
prepared to accept certain, admittedly minor, organizational changes. vinile till
rejecting reform in toto (and any tampering with the veto in particular), lioscow
has since 1357 declared itself willingy to discuss "enlarzing the major United Hat.
lons bodlies." Dut it quickly became apparent that tnis mesnt the admission of
Communist China as a prerequisite for other changes; and tnen, e8 the next step,
willingsness to increase the number of non-permansnt seats on the Security Councile-
presumably boosting the recresentation of Afro-Asian asnd Tast Buropean statesoz7
This is likely to be the extent of Charter revision acceptable to the Soviet Union.

A word is in order on the Soviet view of United li-tions memhership. The
initial formuia for the United Nations, just as that in the Lezgue {where loscow
opposed participation of Germany and Japan), was a selective one. Participation
in the Second ‘Jorld liar against the Axds powers and/or Japan was made a precondition
of admission; Originally. neutral and enemy states were thus discriminated against.
~oreover, at Dumtarton Caks it was the Soviet delegation that insisted on some
mechanism for the axpulsion of members from the'future United dations. To iloscou,
membersiiip was thus from the outset a political issue.

Once again political utility helped to water down orincinles”™ when it came
to admitting ex-enemy states now in the Soviet caomp and (as of 1949-50) Communist
China, As has been remarked, the Soviet »nosition amounted to an attempt to "have
its czke and eat it" by invoking universalist arzuments in favor of the admission
of its allies and raising conditions when it came o berring nations which it con-
sidered notantially 1nimical(,28

The insistence on Chinese Communist representation led, of course, to the

27. International Affairs, 1957, no. 7, pp. 109-10; and Bolishaia sovetskalia
entsiklopediia, Ezhezodnik 1957, p. 481,

28. Armstronz, op., cit., p. 229.
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protracted walk-out of 1950, The return of the Soviet delegation did not end the
problen, The logjam on admissions-=complicated by a variety of vetoes--was finally
broken when in 1955 a "package" of sixteen new states was admitted to membership.
Ths Soviet Union had no hesitation in accepting the log=rolling device, which the
Weet had firsté rejected as immoral but finally came around to endorsing. Since
then the Sovie% bloc has argued in favor of increasing universality of UN member-
shipgzaa indesd, the new composition of the Organization tends to increase the
reprepontation of the Soviet orbit and of the "fledgling states,” This changs,
Moscow has commented, has its "favorable effect" in that the United States {inds it

"inereasingly hard to maneuver."2?

The Afro=Asian States

"The luture historisn,” writes Hans Xohn, "may regerd as the greatest ‘reve
olution® of %he twentieth century not Lenin's overthrow of the shoprt=lived free
regime ia Russia in November, 1917, tut the leme conepilcuous ... and, yebt,; more
far-resching process which brought Europe’s four hundred years old dominion of the
globe to an end,"20 In recent years the Soviet Union, though under Stalin slow to
perceive snd utilize this perspective; has moved to ride the snti-Western tide for
its oun purposes. Barlier Soviet attempte to strike at the "imperialiasi® powers
through %helr colonisl back doors (such as in Chins in 1926-27) had either failed

or boomeranged.

283, On the UN's fourteenth anniversary, Mosccw complained that "it had not yet

become g world-wide organigaticn, The contemptible game played by the United Sgates

in the matier of restoring lawful rights in the United Nationse to the great People's
Republic of China continues to be a flagrant vioclation of the Chsrter, seriously under-
mining the internaticnal authority and the role of the United Nationg, . o o
(Izvestia, June 26, 1959.)

29, M, Batuyin, “The 1lth Session of the U.N. General Assembly,"” International Affairs,
1957, no, 1, p. 98, See slso 0, Nakropin, "The United Naticns mist be an Instrument
of Penga," Ibid,, 1957, no, 11, p. 115,

30, Hans Kohm, "The United Nations and National Self-Determination,”" The Review of
Politica, October 1958, p. 531, - -




It was not until the postwar world witnessed the emergence of the new fledg-
ling states that Moscow detergined to launch a vigorous and imaginative campaign
extending moral and material aid to the budding assemblage of nations from the

Gold Coast to the Sea of Japan, rapidly growing in numbers, political entities,
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and specific weight in the international arena. In doing so it could point to
its own experience of rapid economic develooment which could serve as a model,

its somewhat diluted doctrines of social progress and the vision of a more perfect
society, and the common anti-Western and anti-imperialist animus that permitted
it to cement a bloc of the downatrOQdeno It could also capitalize on the errors
and failures of llestern policy, which contributed to the alienation of much of
this vast and crucial tier.

Soviet strategy toward the "colonisl and semi-colonial® areas, as lMNoscow used
to call them, was set in 1955, It found expression in the faf-reaching Soviet
suprort for the Bandung and Cairo Conferences and in the Khrushchevite formula of
a "zone of peace," which for the first time bracketed the "socialist cam»" with
the urcommitted nations against the US<led cozlitlon. At last Moscow seemed to
depart from the tié;ahonored Communist dictum ;f "He who is not with me, is
against me," to support-=if only temporarily--any one prepared to zo along with
the Soviet Union. The success of this strategy has been gratifying to Moscow;
toth its broader political effedts and its consequences within the United lations
specifically have contributed to the Soviet re-evaluation of opportunities and
srospects.

Some Soviet moves have, of course, been welcome +to uncommitted delegations.
Thus Soviet étt;cks on racial discrimination in South Africa and Sritish ‘/est

Africa, and Soviet supoort for Afro-Asian resolutions, especially -pparent since
the Suez crisis, naturally e?oked favorable comment among the neutrals. By 13956
Soviet ccoperation at the United dations and, at least equslly important, Soviet
nolitical and economic help outside the United Nations have been widely publicized

by :loscow. "The stand taken by the Soviet dele_ ation," it declared with reference

to the 1C0th Assembly session, "confirmed cnce again that in the Soviet Union the
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peoples of Asia and Africa have a zenuine frienrjo"31 At the 11th Assembly ses-
a3 in the “"socialist" states "stren;tiened their prestize in the eyes of the peoples
of Asia, Africa and the whole world and on a number of important issues...were
able to rall& the peace-loving forces in the UN." The Soviet commentary, stress-
ing the Communists' "united front with those from the Afro.Asian countries," con-
cluded with marked satisfaction that the Jestern countries "ecannot rule the UN
roost as they used to, "2

Two of the most hopeful aspects of the changinz UN scene, then, in ‘oscow's
eyes are the increasing role played by the Afro.isian countries and the increas-
1oz influence exercised over them by the Soviet Union. Indeed, the changing com-
position of fhe United lations adds to this onstimism. Ilew admissions tend to
increase the numerical strength of precisely this btloc, and further changes in
tnis sense are anticipated for the years ahead. lioscow's optimisn about the
automatic alliance which, it trusts, will be forged btetveen the non-Communist and
the Comnunist states in the "zone of peaace" mey, it 1s true, be excessive; the
Soviet Union has almost invariably tended to see the world scene in more favorable
nues than others and has falled to appreclate the extent‘to which Soviet actions
tend also tc antoganize the uncomnitted. And the recipe of temporary cooneration
may be more traasparent in terms of ultimate objective than Noscow‘is orepared
to believe, Yet Soviet efforts in this direction have been patently successful.
Their success has been sided by the Soviet positisn with regard to trusteeships
and to technical and economic aide.

Soviet attacks on colonialism sre of course nothing new;Soviet criticism of

the League's mandate system had also been severe. However, in 19L4-45 Soviet inter-

31, iamenev and Korin, on. cit., p. 36,

32. li. Baturin, "The 1lth Session of the U.l. General Assembly," Internstional
Affeirs, 1957, no. 1, p. 102; no., &4, pp. 27, 35.



est in the trusteeship system was considerable; It appears to have been due,
first, to a hope of zaining a direct voice in colonial affairs, since in the Soviet
view it behooved a reat power to be c:-nsulted on all‘ma?ters(and not, as the
Charter nrovided, only wnere "directly cancerned");33 and, second, to an attempt
to obtain a trust territory for the Soviet Union to administer--specifically,
Italian Tripolitania°34 The latter effort failed, as did a Soviet attemst to
secure joint supervision with Italyaacontrary to the general Soviet hostilit& to
Jjoint trusteeships.35

After this failure the Soviet attitude cooled, =hen the'first eipzht trustee-
ship agreements were completed, the Soviet delegate refused t? participate in the
elaction of the Trusteesnhip Council in December 1946, claiming that the agreements
were in conflict with the Charter. Tne Soviet Union thus absented itself from the
Trusteeship Council until April 1948; then once agéin political considerations
decided it to appear when the Palestine issue was’ before the Council.

The Soviet Union and its allies have since used the Trusteeship Council as a
forum for propaganda aimed particularly toward the colonial peoples themselves.
Advancing stock recommendations and reclipes substantially similar for all sreas
involved, iioscow has charged that the administering powers have been guilty of
flazrant violations and of resorting to veiled annexation or purposive stagnation
of the territories. In a demagogic appeal fof Afro-Asian supvort at the 11lth
General Assembly session it proposed independence for trust territories within

three to five years. But, whatever the schedule, Moscow was prepared to affirm

33, liolotov advanced the view that all great powers were "directly concerned" in
all trusteeship ajzreements when in December 1945 the United Stztes asked to
administer the formerly Japanese mandated islands of the Pacific. For a dis-
cussion of the issues involved, see also R.W. Chowdhuri, Ipternational Mapdates
and Trusteeship Systems (The Hague: Hijhoff, 1955), ppo 77, 87; and Joseph Jo
Sisco, "Soviet Attitude toward the Trusteeshin System,™ Doctoral Dissertation,
University of Ciicago, 1950.

34. See also James F. Byrnes, op, oit., p. 96.

35. Chowdhuri, op. cit., pp- 57-58. Fuller (gp, c¢it., p. 150) has correctly remarked
that the USSR departed from its habitual strict construction of the Charter
when it was politically desirable to obtain a voice over other stotes' trust
territories.
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that "time is working agzainst the colonialists,"™ Increasingly the voice of the
colonial peovles (as interpreted and assisted by ioscow) can be heard°3

Fundamentally, of course, trusteeshin conditions cannot, in the Soviet view,
orovide an acceptable "solution" to the colonial question. Way, then, Soviet supe
port for thne institution? A Soviet monojrapsn explains with unusual candor and
cosency:

The international system of trusteeship represents an attempt to

solve tne national-colonial question by means of reforms, through
a partial improvement in the conditions of the colonial peoples,

without threatening the foundations of imperialism. This system

a3 it were legalizes the colonial systemo...

How then can one explain that the Soviet Union signed the Charter
of the UNl and consequently has recognized the trusteeshin system? Is
not suecn an attitude toward trusteeship equivalent to a renunciation
by the USSR of the ravolutionary solution of the national-colonial
question?...

So long as the trusteeship system contributes to the struggle of
the colonial peonles for freedom, the Soviet Union will céntinue to
support it, since trusteesnip not only legalizes the colonial system
but also amounts to a vehicle for attaining independence....The Soviet
Union does not idealize the trusteeship system, coisidering it merely
as an insignificant concession on the part of the colonial powers,
due to the strugzle of the colonies' population. It has stood and
unalterably stends for the revolutionary method of solving the
nationalecolonial question,3

Specialized Azencies

The Soviet interest in both the Leazue and United Hations has been tradit-
lonally centered on the problems of jeace and security. Correspondingly, the
Soviet Union has displayed little enthusiasm for or initiative in the various
specialized sgencies under the Economic and Social Council or otherwise affiliated
with the United Hations. This priority of interest is not new. At the time of

Hunich, in 1938, Litvinov curtly dismissed the other members® intersst in

36. P, Rzhanoy, "The Forthcoming Session of the Trusteeship Council, " International
Affairs, 1958, no. 6, p. 89; Chowdhuri, gp. cit., pp. 101, 304; Baturin, Oop.
cit., no. &4, p. 30.

37, B. il. Shurshalov, Rezhim mezhdunarodnoi opeki (lioscow: Gosiurizdat, 1951),
Pp. 160-61. See also Levin, op. cit.; pp. 215-19.



decisions regarding the druyz traffic, assistance to refugees, establishe
ment of an international system of siznaling at grade crossings, and
the results of the statistical and other searches of our various comnise
sions, But what have all these questions, important as they are in them-
selves, in common with the maintenance of peace, the main object for which
the League was set up?38 :
In the 1944-45 nezotiatlons the Soviet delegates repeatedly attempted to keep
the social and econonmic tasks (which they considered expendable, anywvay) entirely
separate from security concerns. Indeed, neither the nhilosophy of UNESCO=-
cosmopolitan, humanitarian, and broadly cross-cultural--nor the assumptions under-
lying capitalist international economic organizations were apt to prove accept-
able to the Soviet Union. ience Soviet participation in social and economic
agencies generally nhas proved little more than perfunctcry,39
Soviet membership and activity have bteen eclectic. From the outset the Sov-
iet Union refused to join the International Civil Aviation Organization because
Soain, Portugal, Switzerland belonged to it. It repeatedly asssiled the Inter-
national Refugee Crganization as an anti-Soviet tool. By 1946 the Soviet Union
had joined only 7 out of 22 international specialized agencies under the United
Nations, !/nen asked why it failed to keep up membership in the VWorld Health
Organization, Gromyko described the WiIiC as "useless" and therefore not deserving.
pafticipationnuo In 1951 Andrei Vyshinsky replied to charges by Selwyn Lloyd that
the Soviet Union iznored these bodies. "What do these organizations amount to?"
Vyshinsky inquired. Thg IR0, "instead of helping to return the refugees home, has
become a recruiting and supplying bureau for cheap contract labor to plantation
owners, for the recruitment of hired traitors, and for the organization of armed

groups to engage in subversive and diversionary activity inside the USSR and

the countries of peopjle’s democracy...."™ And so it went for each group lloscow

38, Cited in Arthur Upham Pope, :laxim Litvinoff (llew York: L. B. Fisher, 1943), p. 18,

39. This is also the conclusion of Ilarold X. Jacobson, "The Soviet Union and the
Economic and Social /ictivities of the United iztions," po 402 ff, See also

Raymond Dennett, and Joseph E. Johnson eds., Negotiatinz with the Russians (Boston:
World Peace Foundation, 1951), p. 106 and pgss;mo

40, Trygve Lie, gpa cit., p. 304,
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did not care for.
It is worth noting that Vyshinsky singled out for approval some strictly
technical, non-political bodies. "The USSR takes an active pert in international

*

organizations which m haetul--c ., the International Meteorological Organigzation,
the Universal Postal Union, and others .41

As the cold war grew colder, the Soviet Union and the satellites left some of
the bodies to which they had muex; belonged. In February 1949 the Soviet Union, the
Ukraine, and Byelorussia withdrew from WHO; in the following year B\ﬂpru.. Rumanis,
and Albania followed suit. In December 1949 Crechoslovakia left the Food and Agricultural
Organization; in 1950 Czechoslovakia and Poland withdrew from the 1n£emgtzm1
Monetary Fund.

Until 1953 the Soviet bloe’ displayed no initiative in the non-political field.
Moscow likewise barred many of the specialized agencies from operating in Eastern |
Europe. Soviet unwillingness fo make available other than stricily selective statistics
.kon its economy and society further contributed to the Soviet withdrawa1°42 By 1950~
1951 the Soviet Union had come to view the specialized agencies, by and large, as
enemy tools in the war.

After the nadir of 1952, however, the Soviet appraisal and conduct gradually
became more realistic. As Harold Jacobson has suggeste&, in the course of time the
Soviet Union became "more and more aware of the po’saibiiitiea thet this work afforded
and took an increasingly active role in 1t."43 on Apruxz(;, 1954 it joined the Inter-

utiml Labor Organization; om April 21, 1953 it adhered to UNESCO; and on January 27,

1956 it resumed membership in WHO. (It had kept up membership in the Postal, Tele-

communications, and Meteorological Unions.) Mem-

41. Vyshinsky, op. cit., pp. 90-91 (speech bei'ore the Political Committee, November 30,

42, Bee, ®.g., Max Beloff, Soviet Policy in the Far Rast 1944~1951, (New York: Oxiord
University Press, 1983), p. 253, ‘

43. Jacobson, op. cit., pp. 403, 418-419.
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bership in UNESCO in particular--after years of labeling it an "awxiliary of the

U.S.

State Department” promoting imperialism "under the flag of cosmopolitanism"e-

betokened at the very least a change of styleouu

ive.

It is significant, on the other hand, that Soviet adherence remained select-

Soviet hostility toward the International Monetary Fund and Bank has not

mellowed. These remain capitalist instruments which iloscow does not wish to éup-

dort; their ties with the Jnited ilations "serve merely as a cover for activities

actually conducted in the interests of monooolies" of certain ‘iestern coﬁntriesahua

The most si*nificant changes were reserved for the economic field, Once agaim

chanres at the, United Hations reflected broader alterations of Soviet strategy.

The Ihrushchev. era has seen the Soviet Union embark on an extenslve and dynamic

program of economi¢ and technical assistance abroad.

b5 Earlier Soviet efforts in

this field were typ;fied by aptempﬁs to have such aid channeled through the United

Nations. In a characteristic departure from customary ijicviet determination to

limit United Nations authority, .loscow has vreferred a neutral UN label on foreign

to a U3 or UK label--just as in disarmament loscow argued for United Hctions (rather

than Unlted States) custody of nuclear stockplles 8o long as the Soviet Union

itself had none to contribute. United lations control of economic aid, in other

words, was a desirable‘policy when iloscow was not actively offering such aid. -

Zven in the present phase, however, the Soviet Union can =xpect to benefit

as a well-advertised "ziver" through United Jations media. Now, moreover, iiosa

cow insists as part of its "cooperation™ in this field that the United liztions:

(rather thsn the Uhited otates) sponsor a vast program to develop the economies

of underdeveloped cor.mtx_':i.es..l"6

hlya,

See Armstrong, op, ¢its, p. 222, and passim.

Heghdunarodnyl politiko-ekonomicheskii gggggggg;k;lgig (lios~ow: Gospolitizdat,

1958), p. 548.
See Josenh S. (Berliner, __gl_&,;ggggmig,ﬁig (New York: Praeger, 1958).

See, @.g., (editorial,) “On the Sve of the 1lth Session of the U.N. General
Assembly," International Affairs, 1956, no. 10, . 16. See also Alvin Z. Rubin.

Jtein, "Soviet Policy in ECAFE," International Organizastion, 1958, no. k.
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and enhance Soviet prestige and influence in the underdeveloped countries 8

The shift in Soviet strategy with regard to the International Trade Organiza-
tion has been substantially similar. Originally the Soviet Uniqn insisted on
bilateralism and displayed a marked lack of enthusiasm for supporting capitalist
frqe=trade schemes, It voted for none of the ECOSOC resolutions on the mechanics of
trade, including conventions on samples, advexftising, and elimination of double
taxation, claiming that they violated the sovereignty of member states. Yet from
early 1953 on Moscow has displayed a xdore cooperative attitude, ravofing an ex-
‘pansicn of East-West trade and attacking "artificial barriers" to world commerce,
such as the United States ban on strategic exports.

The Soviet stand has been pliable in accordance with the needs of policy,
posessing & flexibility perhaps best 1llustrated by the Soviet efforts in the field
of labor, Tradiuoxially hostile to the IL0 (from which it withdrew in 1940 and did

.not return, even when invited, in the war years), the Soviet Union may have hoped
to build up the World Federation of Trade Unions into a (Soviet-controlled) rival
or substitute for the I10. Hence at San Francisco and during the fon;m-yw'

 the Soviet Union ardently pushed the cause of the WFIU, backing its demand for a
privileged status on the Economic and Soecial Qouncil and even for a seat in the
General Aesembly, while opposing similar rights for the American Federatiori of

Labor and the International Cooperative Alliance.

8. Robert Loring Allen, "United Nations Technical Assistance: Soviet and East
Eurgpean Participation," International Organiszation, 1957, p. 630. Contributions
pledged for 1959 include: -

' UNTAP SUNFED
USSR $1,000,000 $1.,000,000
Ukrainian SSR . 125,000 125,000
Byelorussian SSR 50,000 50,000
Poland 75,000 125,000
Czechoslovakia v 10L Ll _ 69 4kl
Hungary 42,608 42,608
Rumania : 16,667 16,667
Bulgaria : 14,706 . 0
Albania | | 2,000 0

The United States contribution amounts to $38 million.
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After/the failure of these effortso 1a£e in 1946 the Soviet nion adopted 2
less active policy in the labor fields But with the return io the ILO in 1954,
a new and tynically dynamic Soviet effort bezan, intended to capture the world
trade union movement and to make itself the snokesman for the cause of labor
everywhere.ug

The Soviet attitudevtoward the sreclalized agencies has fhus vacillated from
fear and scorn to a desire to capitalize on them for nolitical ends. In pericds
of increasing strength and imzginstion the latter policy seems to have hrd the
upper hand, and it is likely to-prevailu-withoui entailing any basic change in
the Soviet view of such groups as ILO, IIF, and UESCO as ancillary at best and
noxious at worst. The ones fully accepted by lioscow as constructive are tne

technical, "innocent® bodies alleocating radio wave lengths, exchanging technical

know~how, or pooling meteorclogical information,

a t ‘ 4 Miclear ‘leavons
None of the endeavors at the United !lations has been more ardhous, more fruit-
less, and perhaps more tragic than the efforts to resch some agreement on effect-
ive reduction in armaments--either in conventi&nal or in nuclear weapons.
| Were one to measure Soviet intent solely by the attention paid in Soviet dom-
estic and foreign propazanda alike, the Soviet "struggle for peace# would lead
(along with the "struggle for independence and sovereignty of nations") as the
~ foremost cesuse pursued by the Soviet Uniomn. In fact, the long record of disar-

mament tal<s since 1922 has shown, time and again, an uncanny Soviet ability to

49. See Harold X. Jacobson, "Lakor, the UN and the Cold War," International
~ Orgesnization, 1957, pp. 66-67; and E. John Q'Rosky, "The Attitude of the

s Soviet Union during the United Nations Discussion of the Question of the
WFTY, 1945-1946," Russian Institute Certificate Essay, Coliumbia University,
1953. - The Soviet Union scored a success when, on June 8, 1959, the ILO after
a long fight agreed to seat Communist employer delegates on its vasrious
committees. ‘ : ’
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identify itself with "peace-loving" forces but to resist disarmament schemes
involving effective controls and inspection. Indeed, in the 132"'s, when,Hoscow
evpressed its views more candidly than it has of late, it was frank to say that
it could not believe in the international equivalent of "class neace™; and that
therefore disarmament in a world dominated Ty oowers hostile to tné Soviet Union
was an invitation to suicide, it acknowled;ed that "the siznin; of ‘he fellozg
Pact by tne Soviet Union must be considered abtove all as 2 oropazanda act which
0
once more demonstrates our peaceful tendencies,” wd Justice Xozhevnikov in 1031
attacked a volume on disarmament (by Xorovin and V. V. h«orov) because

after reading it one has the impression that the USSR, 1n announcing

its plans of total and partial disarmament, genuinely believes in the

objective possibility of their realization to a lesser or grester

extent. The svecificity of our nolicy of struggle for ‘disarmament’

has not been shown....J
And the Sixth Comintern Congress_stated publicly with regard to the Litvinov
proposals at Jeneva that

the aim of the Soviet proposals was not to soread nacifist illusions

but to Aestrovy them....Disarmsment and the abolition of war are

possitle only with the fall of cspitalism....it goes without saying th-t

not a single Communist thousht for a moment that the imoerialist worl?

would accent the Soviet disarmament proposals.5?

Since World War 1I iinscow has azain made strenuous and successful efforts
to assume the leadersnip of the "cam» of peace.® Along with its efforts outside
the United i~tions, its pronosals for drastic arms cuts have helped its nropaganda
endeavors.

Sven in the ahsence of nuclear disarmament, a drastic cutbec’c in armed forces

and conventional weanons, Moscow has reasoned, would snhift the halance of nower

51. ibid., 1931, no. 1, p. 172, cited in Lanenna, on. cits, p. 290

52. The Sixth Concress of tie _@wmﬂ .:z.t.zr;n_g.ﬂ;:gl (lloscow, 1928), po 37.
See also Triska, op: cit.. p. 30l.
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in favor of the Soviet Union because of the natural advantage it would possess
with regerd to manpower {and also propazsnia machinery and nerhaps Communist
Parfies throu_hout the v?orld)9 Given "peaceful coexistence" as a non-military
contest, lloscow was bound to seek ways snd means for the relative weakenin: of

the "otner" side. And once the "o*her"” side made ohjections, the Soviet nrovaczanda
maciiine was quick to exnloit ‘Jestern “procrastinati5ns“ andlbabotage" for its ends.

The Aetails of the;negotiations‘neyd not be re=examined heréﬁsa

¥Yrom the
outset, the Soviet Union hass rejected the initiallv -enerous American §ropossls
for international control ind ownership such as the Baruch Plan. Béginning with the
insistence that atomic energy problems be subject to Security Council veto and
endin; with a Soviet veto o" +he tnree UN ARC roporfs in Juﬁe 1947, the Soviet
delezation protested all attempted "infrin;ements of national sovereiznty" and
intellizence operations in the zuise of nuclear veapons controls; it countered
with a groposal amounting to (1) a declarative nrohibition on the prodﬁction

- and use of atomic weapons, and (2) subsequent nezotiations eﬁout international
controls. It was willing to support international inspection to the extent that
it was compatitle with the "sovereign rights of states," ‘

Thus, while the Soviet Union had no atomig weapons until 1249, it was inter-
ested in avoldin; foreizn interference in its own activities; in embarassingy the
United States; and in attempting to induce the CUnited Statés to»iurn over its
stockpiles to inﬁ;rnational control or to destroy them. Since it was the weaker
Pé?tY. it stood to%gain from dragging oat nezotiations in the hope of speakiﬁg
before long from a nosition of ;reater strength. In the meanwhile 'it insisted

on the.apnlicaiion of the veto in international controls (particnlarls with

83. The record of the 'M! Atomic Tnerzy Commission is analyzed in 2 superior
- dissertation bty Joseph L., Nogee, "Soviet “olicy towsrd International Control
of Atomic Eneigy, 19%45-17:53," Doctoral dissertation, Yale Yniversity, 195%..
See also U. 5. Senate, Subcommittee on Diszrmament, Contyul and Reduction
of Armaments: Final Report (Washington, D. C.: Government irinting Cffice, 1958).
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,regard to sanctionc against violators of international a*reements) and on the
declar~tive orohibition of nuclear weapons srior to cnsoection or ﬂicclosure
preclsely the oocosite of the estnrn ﬂositiono | | |
So lonz as there was a non-Communist majoritv in the United dations9 thev
Soviet Union deemed internationalizatian more harmful than the s*atus quoa
LAfter the interladc of 19’4?-54o during whicﬂ thc atomic energy nevotiations were
“deadlocked hoscom from . ‘ay 1955 on made new oronosals consonant mitn the hroaief
asnechs. of Khrushcnevite forei*n nolicy and also more fully aware cf the incli» S
‘cations of nuclear warfare than had been apparent (and vermissible) so lcng as |
Stalinlst military doctrine rei~ned suoremeo' :7-4{'
Yet the Soviet cosition, more flexible and gradually closer to that of the -
Jestern oowcrs0 has not 7rov~d to be sig nificantly morc traﬂtable on kej issues

" such 2s effective insoectlon.’ Indced, when it failed to sécure thc parity of

reoreoentation it insisted on (as discussed below) the Soviet Dnion 1n uovembér

;195? declarod a hoycott of the United iiations Disarmament Gomnission--pre
at a time when the tone and ‘content of Soviet proposals had made somc Uestefn
observers helieve that nuclear weanon bans or controls had moved into the field |
of ”negotiablc" issues. | c car L ;Qk;ff‘
ow to explain this caradox?" i/< |
The most likely answer is that Soviet ﬂolccv-makers hed 1ndeed come to
attribute sreater imﬁortanca to nuclear weapons and tc the necessity of exploring">
test bans and weaoons prohibitions more thorou*hlv.' It was. nrecisetv for this
reason=-and “ecause of the increas: ng 1nsistence on equal reorpscntation rath@r

‘tnan the *outine of being "outvoted” in "nited Intions orwans-+nat hoscow shifted

Aggggitsgcmona3134£romAthccﬂhitcd4daticnactccdingctghalsggﬂmth the Unxted ats*es and.

the Unlted,Kingdom,‘-dere is one reason whyyit has preferreﬂ "summit" ﬁeet@ngs'

and soecicl conferences in Gcheva to the Hnited”nﬁtions orocedured‘

# This manuscript was completed bcfora it became known - that" tho Soviet Union and S
the Western powers had apparently agreed to create a new ten-nation commission
‘on disarmament, with parity of representation for the Soviet bloc¢, and in effect
- outside of the United Nations frameuork (See The New- York Times, August ll, 1959 )
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ﬂmile continuing to attaek the United States for its rai iure to agree to
iffar—reachinv anJ \ell-publioized Soviet orooosals of drastic arms reductione.,’

/’i:declaratiVe orohibitions0 and peace resolutions--and thus exoloitin" the Jnited
iNatione for propagzznda nurooses, the Soviet Union appears to he committed to
“ma?inw,"eal nrogress (if any) toward avreement in this field throuzh ﬂg;ggi deal—

in*s. Disamaz“en* telksg uromvko indic rted so'ne *rears ago, had ‘"'-cone ng ooli-»_'

tical nattero Whe*her or not the ooviet Uhion wants or fears agreement° whe*her

or not it will, in the intnrest ‘or survival eventuallv overcome its deenly-ingrained :

fear of foneivn insoection~ whether orfnot it agrews to controls before prohibitions,

as the bst insists=-it is unllkely that the United Tations will be tbe arena of

azreement, There nrooavanda efforts have taken the uoper “hand. As one anaivst

has vell summed it up, the Soviet delevatiOn bas rejected vestern proposals but

avoided the appesrance of doin” 803 it has often evaded answers rather than caus- ;7,

inﬂ a total breakdown of neﬂotiations- it has'soufht to link its policies with

7 popular asoirations for ”peace and seourity"- it has portrayed the United States

as a;oresaive; it has striven to keep the United States and United Kingdom from :‘

‘ usin tneir atonic ‘weapons for oolitical advantage' and it nas stﬂlled for time

to advance its own standin" in the ”nuolear club¢"§4*

In a oeculiar way, the Soviet position has thus been consistent in this

field ﬁoa" So lon'r as it was weak it souvht to maintain maximum freedom of

action in the nuclear rielda And more recentlvo when it assunes that it has at

= leaet matched the vbst it has sought to utilize this freedom of artion as a

’weaoon in dealing with the Weste« Throughout this period it has rejected foreign

controls. in harmony with its ooeition on sovereigntvg which has a hard: core of

practical eelf—interesto lt is likelv not to tie its hands so long as it canD

adherinv to the admonition recentlv reiterated in "bscow that

R

84 Nogee, 0p. git.. ve 426,
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| the Soviet armed forces must cons*antly imnrove their military

readiness so that at any moment they can not only repel an

azzressor's surarise attack against our c-runtry but con immed-

intely Aeal iiim a retsliatory blow of the kind that will once

and for all out an end to any and all attempts to disturb by

armed “orce the ordained movement of the Soviet neonle to

communism. 85 ' ‘

On the other hand, the last word on Soviet willininess to eonclude bans on
weanons tests (or, for thot méttern on snrprise attacks and nrohibitions of certain
tyoes of weasons) has not vet been sdoken. Just as in Washinzton and other capitals,
there are li%elv to be different views in lloscouw with rega~d to the imperative or
feasibility of a;}eement in this field. In the balance sheet of arzuments, eco-
nomic and financial considerations along with o zreater awareness of what nuclear
warfare woulq mean, weigh against the traditional ~nd (in their terms) well-founded
" Soviet fear of independent foreign inspection on Soviet soil. The continued argu-
ments over inspection of nuclear weapon tests and the Soviet vato of the American
Arctic inspection proposal--and some revealing statements by the Soviet leadership--
sugzest that the negative still prevails over the willingness to accept watertight
inspection.

While this crucial issue remains open, it may be safe to say that for the
United Nations it is likely to continue largely as a subject of charges and counter-
charges. It would Ye easy to dismiss it were it not so vital a matter. The
record to date invites little ootimism, for it is likely that disermament--just
as the United il~tions itself--can be the object of effective agreement only when

it is not needed to preserve world veace,

55, General of the Army V. furasov, writing in Kraspaia zvezda, April 27, 1958;
cited in ilerbert S. Dinerstein, hor apd the Soviet Ution (iew York:
Praezer, 1959), o, 211. :
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THE DOMESTIC IMAGE OF THE UNITED NATIONS

To speak of "public opinion” in the Soviet Union is to refer either

to the private and habituallykunuttered views of Soviet citizens, or
else.tq the official "liné" issued and reitersated from above. We

have no meaningful measure of "public” opinion in the semse in which
socliologists commonly speak of it in open societies. What wevdo know
suggests that, however substantial the grievances and doﬁﬁts oflthe
Spviet‘citizanry, the rank and file is prepared-—especiaily in the field
o; foreign relations--to leave policy decisions to the zovernnpnt.»

The mméaj.on of recent travelers permit the hypothesis

that fhe United Nations occupy at best a very minor place in the
thinking of Soviet men and women not involved in the conduct or analysis
of foreign affairs.

Nevertheless, one may seek t§ examine the image of the United
Nations which the Soviet authorities gtrive to cdnvey in their domestic
propaganda as at least one of several imperfect indices to their
own thinking about the United Natioms.

Soviet publications generally have given little attention to .
international organizations other than those controlled by the Union of
Soviet Socialist Republics The Soviet press covers extensively and

dramatizes the speeches of Soviet delegates at the United Natioms,

but the general temor of press comment does not suggest that the

*
United Nations is of great import.

* It remains to be 1nvestigated how selective or complete Soviet coverage
of UN sessions has been even where repor:s (and sometimes verbatim reports)
have appeared in the Soviet press.
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One content analysis of the Soviet press for 1048-1951 notes that |
M;scow "has little interest in publicizing the ﬁnited Nations thoroughly
and‘throughout the year ¥o the public at large. It doqs seek to keep
tﬁé‘s§éiet pubiic abreast of masor developments dufing the General

Assembly sessions and in the event of important Security Council

decisions. However, the government seems singularly uninterested in

presenting systematic reports on current issues in the United Nations.x'

Soviet citizens mist have been somewhat confused and certainly
imperfectly informed about the nature of United Netions activities
at least until 1955. Even now the Moscow press and‘fadio“produce
2 composite picture which, taken at face value, dep#cts the Spviet'
Unioﬁ 28 the valiant champion of.all godd causes Against the forces
of evil represented by the "ruling circles"—fﬁonopolists, militafists,
1mper1glist9f—of the majof Western powers. Developments at the United
Nations--and outside of it--constituting Soviet setbacks, or debates
revealing seamier;aspects of Soviet and satellite life, hav§ been
passed over in silence or, more often, have been dismisged with ¢
few vitriolic adjectives and bafbs intglligible only to the initiated.
After Stalin’s death, it is true, the situation--in this as in meny
other tieldé--did change perceptibly. During the preceding eight

e,

years almost no monographic work, text books, monusls, or ness -

. 1.‘ IBUfe!‘, _O_Q. cit.. ppc 93"‘94'
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consumptiop pamphlets on the United Nations aﬁpeared in the Union of
Soviet Socialist Republic.2 (Even journal articles‘were generaily
limiteA to polemics or brief factual summaries of prdceedings.) After
Stalin’s death some collections of dpcuments on the United Nations
appeﬁred with introductory comments by the compilers (mnotably, the
compendium by Durdenevsky and Kiylov). As already noted, a United
Nations Assocliation was establigshed; so was a Soviet Association on
International law, in April 1857. For wider dissemination, a few
pamphlets appeared.3 Finally, a separate volume on the role of the
Soviet Union in the United Nations appeared in éo,oqo copies in 1957.}
Unfortunately the book is neither particularly original nor helpful
in gaininé.other than strictly official, formal iniormation.

Since 1956-1957 textbooks on international law as well as

Soviet surveys of international affairs and encyclopedia yearboois {themselves

innovations) have customarily included a section on "international organizations,"

2. In addition to a few United Nations documents, S.B, Krylov edited a volume
of Materials for the History of the United Nations (Moscow:s Academy of
Sciences, 1949); only the first volume appeared, Other exceptions were two
atudies of the Trusteeship system (Boris Shtein and B,M. Shurshalov) and
the International Court of Justice (Nikolail Poliansky and Krylov). Some
technical works have appeared on questions such as international regula-
tion of radio broadcasting, )

3. In 1955, G.P. Zadoroshnyi, nganizatsiia Ob'edinegg_m Natsii 1
meshdunarodnaia bezopasnost scow, 1955); in 19 pamphlets by
Samarsky and Ushakov cited earlier; in 1957, A,P. Movchan, OON i mirnce
sosushchestvovanie (Moscow, 1957), and a brief account by a Ukrainisn
delegate to the Oeneral Aséemblxy Vera Bilai, Na XI sesii Gen, Asamblei
«sonOtatki delegata (Kiev, 1957); and in 1958, U.P., Zadoroshnyl, OON 1
mirnoe aosuaﬁcﬁﬁsivovanie osudarstv (Moscow, 1958). Most of these were
originally delivered as‘pugiie lecturea. ‘

L. Anatolii Protopopov, Sovetskii soiuz v Organizatsii Ob'edinennykh Natsii
(Moscows Gospolitisdat, 1957). -
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with the United Nations proninently covered. While limited to tairly

non-committal substantive 6overage from the Soviet point of view,

these #ﬁrveys do nonetheless make information on developments at the

United Nations systematically available to the Soviet reador.s At

the same time, the State Publishing House of Political Literature has

complained that no research or hooks on the United Nations wer§

scheduled. This was part of a broad attack being waged on behalf

of steppéd-up work in the whole field o, international relatlons.6
While the situation has thus improved, there ﬁre severe limitaiions

stili present. Though formally disseminated thiough szhduﬁarodnaia

Kniga, the official Soviet agency purchasing and selling books abroead,
United Nations publications and documents are not normally available

to Soviet citizens§ Even where the United Nations is referred to in

the schools, it is often a perfunctory menf)iom it one turns: to the syllabus
of Soviet foreign policy and international relations makes no mention of the

3. E.g., Bol'shaia sovetskaia entsiklopediia, Ezhegodnik 1957; and Mezhdunarodnyi
gglitiko—ekommichebkn ezhegodnik, 1958.
6. International Affairs, 1957, no. 1, p. 160,

6a. During & visit to the Soviet Union in July 1959, the author attempted to
determine whether thrre was in Moscow & United Nations Information Center
(as he had been told there was), If such an agency indeed exists, it is so
well concealed as to be useless as a center for the dissemination of data
about the United Nations, Repeated inquiries with Intourist guides and
representatives of the State Committee for Cultural Relations with Foreign
Countries brought out either blank stares, or comments that they had never
heard of such a center, or else promises to inquire further--which never
yielded additionsl information, None of the several Moacow city directories
(1958 and 1959 imprints) 1ist a UN Information Center in the Soviet capital,
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United Nations as a distinct topic or problem, Likewise, the model outline
of the lecture on Soviet foreign policy and world affairs for 1945-1953
mekes no mention of the United Nationao7 Even the major Soviet libraries

have highly selective holdings on the United Nat:lonao"a

7a. The catalog of the Lenin Library in Moscow (the largest in the Soviet

Union) 1lists (as of July 1959) under the subject heading, United Nations,

" most of the Soviet items cited above, as well as selected United Nations
publications, Among American books on the United Nations, some complia-
tions and descriptive accounts (such as Asher et al., and Goodrich and
Simons) are available, Those not available include, among others, the

books by Bloomfield, Claude, and Morgenthau,
7. CPSU, Central Committee, Section of Propagand and Agitation, Uchebnye

plany i grogragmg na 1956-=1957 god (Hbscow, 1956), More recent issues
are not available,
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Indicative of official thinking, one may assume, are also the
publications of the Institute of International Relations, which amounts
to & foreign service institute. A recent such publication, referying
to the handling of the Hungarian issue at the United Nations describes
the Special UN report oﬁ Hungary as slanderous, téndeﬁtious, and
fictitious., In substance, the diplomatic counterrevolution against
Hungaxry at the United Naticng failed just as the military pressures
and the revolt inside the country had fgiled, Moscow avers; and raiging
the "Hungarien question” did harm only to the United Nations itself
and revesled the face of those who raised it. Moscow points to the
falliure of the United Nations to pursus the igsue further at the 12th
Generel Assezbly session--a foilure due to "the peaceful initiative
of the Soviet Union and the sccomplishments of Soviet séience and
technology [the first sputnik hed meanwhile gome up) as well as the
stabilization of conditions in Hungary as a result of the energetic
eiforts of the Fungarisn Revolutionary Workers and Peasants Government?s

1258 also saw the publication of the first Soviet textbool on
foreign policy. In line with the current assertion that the Soviet
Union was in the foreiront of the sponsors of the world organization,
it asserts that "in fighting for pesce along 211 lines, the USSR stiributed
great importinge to the United Natiens"; and it points to Soviet dis-

armament proposals and related moves as accouplishments-~-largely in

8. Voprosy vneshnei politilii stren 3otsiulistichesko§p lageria (Moscow:
Institut mezhdunarodnykh otncshenii, 1958), pp. 78-80.
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the propaganda sphere. "It is not hard to imagine what tremendous
gignificance for the strengthening of peacg the acceptance of these
consgtructive proposals of the USSR would have which were met with
warm anproval by broad circles cf the public in all countries of the
giobe.” United States and British reactionary circles have sought
to meke the United Nations an cbedient tool "in the struggle against
the USSR and all democratic forces, for world hagemeny."g Such state-
ments convey the flavor of current Soviet writing onh the subjest.
interesting aliso is the contrast between Soviet domestic and
foroilgn propaganda. ﬁhile in appeels te foreign torpets’ Moscow
acimowleggosthe work of UNICEF, stressing particularly how much the
Soviet governmcnt has done a2long similar lines in Soviet Central Asia
in recent decades,lo it i3 cbviocusly not interested in giving .ex-
tensive coverage to positive UN activities for the average Soviet
audience. "A film which Denny Kaye did on his travels for the United
Hotlons Internaticnal Childrend Emergency Fund was shown on Mosco@ TY-em
btut a month end a half later than in 25 other member countries of UNICEF,
and in fa2r shorter form. The 90-minute film of Eaye's travels to
heospltals, cenps, and othay instituﬁioﬁs to entertain underpriviledged

: - ‘il
children was cut to precisgely oloven adnutes .

9., Ivan Ivashin, Qcherki istorii vneshnei politiki SSR (Moscow: Gospolitizdat,
1958), pp. 425, LB2, LBk,

10, "foviet Red Cross Head on Children’s Heeds', New Times, 1959, no.

16, pp. 20~-21.

11, Irving R. Levine, Maimstreet USSR (Gardem City: pDoubleday, 1959),
p. 187. For o discussion of the difference betwoen domestic and forsign
propaganda, see also Armsirong, op. cit., pp. 231-232.
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Very few UN activitics have taken place in the Soviet Union itself.
It is probably still true that the United Nations plays a very sub-
ordinate part in the Soviet citizen“s‘thinking about the world scene.

rSoviét policy~maker§ have no doubt considered the possible
effect of United Nations activities on their citizemns. There'is'not
only a ﬁoticeable difference in tone between their portrayal of the
United Nations aﬁroad and at home but also between the fairly factual,
extensive, and technical discussion among the "professionals” in world
‘affairs and the v1r£ua1 silence in media representing those who hold
the real levers of power,as illustrated by the Higher School of the
Central Committee and the key monthly organ of the Communist Part&,
Eommunist .

No doubt, with the multiplication of contacts with the outside
world, and with the s?riking interest of Soviet citizens in non-Soviet
developments and opinions, the United Natiéns too may come into sharper
focus. fet even a mildly optimistic appraisal must discard as too
rosy the forecast that with respeét to the Soviet Union intermational
activities, and UNESCO in particular, "may act as a yeast whose ferment

- wl2
will overflow the limits supposed to contain its expansion.”

12. Walter laves and Charles A. Thomson, UNESOO (Bloonington: Indiana
' University Press, 1957), p. 336.
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B/

SOVIET PERSONNEL AT THE UNITED NATIONS

Soviet Personnel

The éelection, training, and competence of Soviet citizens
assigned to the United Nations remain to be studied on the spot.
What follows are merely a few impressions garﬁered from incouolusiia
data.

The Soviet Union in 1945 found itself with a shortage of personnel
trained in world affairs. It wished to perform well in 1ntern#tiona1
~ dealings but was unwilling to denude the Foreign Office and the foreign
Lservice of qualified personnel. As a result, the 80v1§t staff at
the United Nations in the first years included men not obviously competent
for their specific positions and some who were serving part of their
diplomatic appfenticeship at the United Nations.

‘While mu;h of the early "nyet" era of walkouts and vituperation
was caldulated, something in the style of Soviet performance suggested
a lack of familiarity not aﬁly with the give-and-take of parliamentary
procedure but also with the general atmosphere of diplomatic intercourse.
If it is generally true that in the present'age of "instant‘diplomacy",
as Dana Adams Schmidt has called it, the envoy becomes & glori:ied
messengef, the Spviet diplomat in particular has been deprived of

freedom of action to a remarkhble degree. Until recently, moreover,
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Soviet delegates and their tamilies, and even Soviet secretarial
personnel, were harder tokmeet in rela:ed and‘intormal surroundings
than virtually snyone else at the United Nations.

Yet here, too, fhe passage of time~-and the passage of Stalin--
have wrought some changes. More personnel have been trained and are
now available for UN duties. More flexibility and, within narrow
limits, some observers feel; greater initiative are now allowed
Soviet representatives without prior reference to Moscow. More under-
standing of how the West 6perates may be responaiblé“for some daeline
in clighés about Western conspiracieé against the Union of Soviét'
sécialist Republic, One may speak of the gradual deyelohment of‘a

t

Soviet "UN type," represented at the higher echelons by Arkady Sobolev--
a man who.according to associates "knows the ropes,"” gets around,
-and has gained the respect of others.

‘ Characteristic in his career has been the dual exposure to
Secretariat and Soviet delegation. Indeed, the dividing line between
the two is not so sharply drawn by the Union of Soviet S8ocialist Re-

public a8 by other nations, personnel being transferred from one to

the other. At least some Soviet citizens serving as UN officials

keep closer contact with the Soviet deleghtion than would appear

of his secretariat (Konstantin Zinchenko) would openly tip off Lie

1
that an {mportant Soviet note was about to come.

1. Trygve Lie, op. cit.. p. 341, Thus omn July 28, 1950,Zinchenko
made clear that Halik would return by August 1.
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Until about 1955 the Soviet Union uue& to £ill all the positions
that were available to its citizens under the rules governing geo-
graphic apportionment of Secretariat jobs. There are more than one
thousand employees at the UN headquarters in Grade 8 or above. Of
these, in 1951, 14 were Soviet citizens; in 1855, there ;lere 19 i:n
the 8§cretariatmswith a quota of 131—175 Soviet nationaleoz In recent jears
Moscow has made a serious effort to fill vacancies, and has most recently
begun to complain of discrimination against Soviet candidates.

There has been only one case of pr&wen espionage among Secretariat
personnel--that of Vhlentiﬁ Cubichev, who was deported, not for spying
but for reéeiving documents for transmission, There are perhaps

‘others who have not been uncovered. Yet there is reason to assume that
the humber of fagents™ Moscow maintains at the United Nations for espionage
purposes is not likely to be great. One may guess that Moscow knows too
well the risks of the game, and if need be, it has perhaps less conspicu-

ous individuals at its disposal in the United Nations,

The Soviet Foreign Ofﬂée, which now has seven Western and four
Eastern geographic divisions, also has a department for international
organization and another on international economic organization.

As of 1959; the section dealing with international organizations is

2. Emerson and Claude, op. cit., p. 23; u.s. Senafe, Comnittee

on Foreign Relations, op. cit., p. 352; Soviet Delegation Press
Release, June 25, 1959, reported in The New York Times June 26, 1959,
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in the hands of Seﬁio@ K. Tsarapkin, who haé‘consiéerableviirst-
hand experience with Nofth A.ineriéai: d:lplamsﬁ:y° It is through this
department that Moscow maintains contact vi{h its delegation at the
.United Nations.

Littlé need be said-aboutk80v1e£ negotiatory behavior, §ther»
comments‘haQing substintialiy éov?red the giqld,s but it may;be use~ .«
ful here to note a few facets of Soviet condﬁctfr Strikingvﬁmong‘
these Are thé refusal to "élayﬁ‘when miffed,‘éutraged; or uninstructed.
~ The long 1list of "wélk—oufs", from the‘Ifanién casé in eariy 1946 to
f fhe most rggent.boycotts o{ thé'gqb-commitﬁee-on,disarmamént and  ‘
the refusal to take a seat on the Committeé on Outer Space, is ﬁ§§, -
ﬁqwever,_a monument to impulsivenessg. Soviet walk-oﬁts and boycofié"
have been cglcu].a’ted tactics térmihatedlwh.enever prectical reasons
of sufficient mggﬁieude‘have aépearéd. Thﬁs the Soviet absence from
thé Security CGhncil in 1950 was ended when Mosqow decided to inter-
fere with the UN war éffort in Borea; Soviet refusal to take a
seat on the Trusteeshiﬁ Council was waived when in 1948 the Palestine
issue came up on its agenda.

In addition to tha dexterity in the uninhibited use of the absence-

and-presence game, the Soviet delegation has made a mark for itself

3. See Raymond Dennett and Joseph E. Johnson, eds., op. cito, particu—
~larly, pp. 231-235, 272-276. and 200-296; and John Campbell, "Negotia-
ting with the Soviets," Foreigg‘Affairs January 1956,
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by ita virtucsity in the use of legal and verbal technicalities to
defend its point of view, often against heavy odds of logic and
fact. It has tried to wear down the opposition by reiteration. It
has been quick to level counter-charges whenever accused of wrong-
doing. When Iran complained of Soviet interference in itsinternal
affairs, Vyshinsky filed charges against British interference in
Greece, and Dmitri Manuilsky (for the Ukrainian delegation) accused
r

the British of interventiqn_in In&oﬂesia: ‘for one charge, two counter-
charges ' sr;:emed to be the ﬁiﬁple Soviet prescription. It has remained
substantially the same down to the Soviet response to the Huhgarian
case of 1956-1857. Finally, ’ﬁusaia has seen fit to ignore the United
Nations whenever such a course was convenient. In substance, the
range of Soviet behavior has thus amounted to an adasptation, or a2
selective projection, of eariier Bolshevik experience atvhome°

It may ke well to add, however, that Soviet'tuctiéé have not
always been a success. Several cbservers of the United Nations
scene have pointed out that, especially in the Stalin era, the Soviet
Union antagonized the zmoll powers by treating them cawlierly as
appendages of the "imperialists" or as "obedient lackeys' of the
United States. There was good reason to wonder why the Soviet
delegation wrote them off, as it were, in advance. More than that,

in a very real sense, "the Soviet Union [was] itself responsible for
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the consistently large majorities which the United States [was] able
. . wi
to muster on political questions.

Those days are past. Part of the new era in Soviet diplomacy
has beeb a greater consciousness of "public relatioms,” a greater
ability to differentiate smong nuances of hostility, and a greater
dexterity in dealing with non-Communist forces.

The Soviet Bloc

Even though preszing for continued Great-Power hegemony, Moscow
foresaw the future scramble for votes among international entities
as early as 1943. On December 19, 1943,1it asked that in the future
world organization all sixteen constituent Republics of the Soviet
Union be given separate vepresentation. This was indeed ome of the
reasons behind the constitutional amendments adopted on February 1,
1244, granting the Union Hepublics the right to enter into direct

diplowatic and treaty relations with foreign states. At Dumbarton

4. Robert E, Riggs, Politics in the United Nations {(Urbana: University
of Illirois Press, 1958), p. 40. See alsc Sterling Hale Fuller, "The
Foreign Policy of the Soviet Union in the League and United Nations."
Deoctoral Digscrtaticon, University of Texas, 1982, p. 391.
Occasionally Soviet bebavior had its humorous overtones, as
when the Soviet delgation replied to the Secretary General regavding
forced labor in the following terms:
The Delegation of the Unicn of Soviet Socianlist Republics to
the United Nation® prosents its compliments to the United
Nations Secretarist and herewith returns, unexzamined, the docu-
ments attached to the Secrctariat’s lettér of November 22,
1852, since these documents contain slanderous fabrications
concerning the Soviet Unicn.
(Cited iu Robert Asher et al., The United Natioms and Promotion of
the General Welfare [Washington, D.C. : Brookings Institution, 1957],
P. 773n.)
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Oaks the Sovietaeiegationaccordingly asked for sixteen seats in
the United Nationg--a request which promptly ran into Western opposition.
At Yalta Stalin offered to whittle down this demand te three votes
(adding separate delegations for the Ukrainien and Byelorussian SSR's
to the Soviet Union’s own) as part of a larger settlcment; and Pre-
sident Roosevelt, who had left Washington determined to prevent this,
found himself accepting this proposition (as did British Foreign
Secretary Anthony Eden) in return for a Soviet promise to support
the grant of three votes to the United States. Within less than
two months the three-vote deal "ieaked” out in the American press,
producing "one of the worst all-around botches of the war' and neceszari-
1y leading to a2 US statement renouncing)its extra two votes.,5 The
Soviet Union, however, stood firm on its demand and obtained the
three seats at San Francisco.

Moscow has never explained the rather illogical situation hy
which two of the Union Republics are in the United Nations while
the remeining ocnes~-legally on equal footing--are not. It has made
some use of the quasi-~independent status of these republics to have
them conclude treaties and agreoments (e.g., with UNRRA in 1945;
peace treatlies in 1847; the Warsaw Pact in 1955). The Ukrainian SSR

held one of ths non-permsnert seats on the Security Council in 1048~

5. See Sherwocd, Rgogaveit and Hopkins, pp. 875-877.
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1942 and has gerved on various other UN bodies, as has the Byelo-
russian ﬁepublic. The situation hos remained anomalous, for these
Republics have repeatedly refused to establish direect diplcmatic
relationsr with , for example, the United Kingtiom° On the other
hand, the General Asgembly seséion in the fall of 1950 was attended
by the "foreign ministers” of the Uzbek and Eazakh SSR's, which are
“not separately represented at the United Nations.6

With the passage of time the Ukrainian and Byelorussian delega~
tions (elevated to permanent missions at the United Nations in April
1958) have come to be accepted as appendages to the $oviet representa-
tion. They have nqt acted independentl&; they have been useful as

additional votes and speakers, and sometimes as "frontmen" when the

Soviet ventriloquists -have preferred to remain silent.

6. There is probably some reality to the resentment voiced by the
Chairmwgn of the Council of Ministers of the Uzbek Republic, Manzur
Mirza-Akhmedov, to the group headed by Adlai Stevenson in the Summer
of 1958. Robert C. Tucker reported that Akhmedov gave the lmpression
the Uzbek RepubliC had expected UN membership. '"He spoke, for example,
of the disappointed Uzbek hopes at the time of the founding of the
United Nations....The genersl tenoxr of bhis remarks was such as to
‘suggest that the continued non-membership of sovereign indepcndent
Uzbekistan in the UN is one of the regrettable and serious anomalies
of the world situation ard ought to be remedied at the world's first
opportunity.” (Robert C. Tucier, Impressions of Russis in 1958,
Santa Monica: The RAND Corporation, 1958, P-1570, p. 33.)

7. For students of international law and especially Ukrainian and
Byelorussian nationalists, the repregentation does raise interesting
opportunity for speculation. Se2 Ramin Yakemtchouk, L’Ukraine en droit
international (Louvain: Centre Ukrainien d'études en Belgique, 1954);
and Vsevolod Holub, Ulkraina v Ob‘ednenykh Hatsiinkh (Munich: Suchasna
Ukraina, 1953). ‘
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More difficult and in many respects far more 1mportant to the
Soviet Union has been the cementing of a "bloc" with the other countries
of the "socialist camp."” It has been eminently successful in this
endeavor. The three Soviet votes, originally augmented by the Polish
and Yugoslav votes, constituted a solid bloc--counting, after 1948,
on Czechoslovakia but losing Yugoslav support after the Stalin-Tito
break. With the admission of 16 additional states in December 1?55,
the Soviet contingent rose to nine, thanks to the addition of Albania,

Bulgaria, Hungary, and Rumania.

As Mr. Thomas Hovet has demonstrated in an excellemt study -
the Soviet bloc operates with more cohesion and unanimity than,;ﬁj
other combin;tion of states in the United Nations. The Soviet and
satellite delegations have regular joint meetings; their decisions
are binding; and their voting is virtually unanimous.s ﬁhatever the
strains among the Communist delegations (and their home states),
Soviet control over them (and fheir homé"states) has proved effective
to this date. As a matter of principle, prestige, and--in this case--
above all, practical import, Moscow will undoubtedly cont;nne to

insist on the "unanimity of the socialist camp.”

8. —See Thomas Hovet, Jr. 'Bloc Politics in the UN," unpublished MS.
Center for International Studies, MIT, pp. 58-64. 1f Om oeccasion, because
of alphabetical voting order, a satellite proves to have voted differently
from the USSR, it usually requests amendment of its vote after the

Soviet vote has been cast.
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VIiI
THE SOVIET OUTIOOK: TODAY AND TOMORROW

The United Nations was established at a2 time when no world
order existed; none was imposed by the victors whose coalition first
assumed that name, and none could later be agreed upon among them.
A major share of the blame for this has commonly been assigned to
the 80v1e§ Union and not without reason. The Soviet view, however,
has not been the product of perversity or malice. It has followed
with iron logic from the world view of the Comminist leadership,
whichgefuses to see in the United Nations (any more than in the
League of Nations) the budding pariiasmeant of man or the instrument
of humen brotherhood, but instead sees it as essentially ancther
arena for the struggle between the two dislectic opposites of our
age.

The Soviet view feeds on a complex admixture of ideological
commitments and reslistic appraisals. It amounts to an elusive
balancé/concealed behind walls of words and slogans, clichds and
rituals. It has been marked by striking tenacity and continuity;
and when genuine evolutions of view have taken place, they have not
usually been so announced. Yet eontinued attachment to the same

basic beliefs and expectations has permitted -npay, invited--~a wide

variety of means in the pursuit of their attainment.
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In the United Nations the Soviet position and outlook have faced
conceptual problems that go back to the eszsence of Communist strategy.
One hes been the place of a ''revolutionary" power such as the Soviet
Union in an assembly committed, if not to the status quo, at least
to "reformist”, peaceful change. Another has been the conflict between
claims of Communist superiority and the Soviet commitment to operating
in the United Nations as one of & number of equal states. A third
has been the necessity of working among colleagues whom the doctrine
describes as eventually moribund. The Soviet Union has heaped scorn
and ridicule on the United NMations-—-and giesdfastly sought recognition
for its friends, allies, and dependents within it

The Soviet Union has participated in the United Nations for limited
purposes and perheps for a limited time, In its view, merbership
is a contract based on the mutuality of certain interests. The key
to Soviet strategy within the organization is to be found in the
assessment of Soviet stremgth and weakness, both in and out of the
United Kations. In brief, four distinct variants can offer themselves
to its policy-makers:

1) HNon-participation. This policy commended itsgelil until
1934 and was rejected for the United Nations.

2) An isolationist strategy, restrictive in itg interpretation
of United Nations rights. This policy has prevailed when the Soviet
bloc has been in a2 consistent minority position, for it temnds to
minimize gutside infringements, stresses Soviet prervogatives of sovereignty,
and deniegs UN Jurisdicition; it has been the typical position since
1945,
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3) A broad, expansive strategy in which the ' Soviet Union
seeks to maximize UN power. This is the typical Soviet policy for
8 Communist "front" organization; no doubt Moscow hopes that some
day the Soviet bloc may control the United Nations adequately for
guch a course, but clearly the day is not at hand.

4) A strategy of helpful cooperation, practised when the Soviet
Union needs the United Nations against a third power much as the
Soviet Union sought to buttress its own position vig-d-vis Germany
and Japan in 1834-1939. While no one will admit this, China may
at least theoretically be such a problem at some future date.

Until 1235-1956 there could be little doubt that Maoscow (and the
rest of the world) saw the Soviet bloc as a permanently weak minority
within the organization. It followed that the Unitesd Nations, being
overwhelmingly hostile to the Soviet Uanion, must be kept weak. Soviet
membership and the United Nations itself were held to be almost
expendable; at times participation was deemed useful (1945, 1948),
at others detrimental (1950). In theory and practice the United Nations
often went counter to Soviet views and interests, but to Soviet poligy-
makers the advantages of belonging clearly cutweighed the advantages
of ieaving.

Since then, in the XKhrushcol®v era, Yoscovw has tended to leok
upon the United Natioms 23 a real wespon. Both in and out of the
United Hations the worlid situation hes been generally favorable to
the Soviet bloc, and Moscow has percsived the new trend with marked

elation and more than habitual optimism. For the first time  there

is serious expectation of having the Soviet-led “sccialist camp” lead



the majority of mankind, Since late 1857 Moacow has reiterated with
increasing intensity and perhaps conviction the view that the Soviet
orbit is rapidly gaining pre-emincuce and is ever growing in etrength,
The projection of this trend extends to the expectation of Soviet aacendenc:

in the United Nations too. The events of rccent years have confirmed
Moscow in the reality of Soviet emsncipatien from its protracted status
of an embattled, consisten:ily outvoted nminority--a status to which
it seemed dooned as recently as four yeers age. This trend has been
encouraged, in the Soviet view, Loth by the changing attitude of some
states toward West and East and by the changing composition of the
United Haticus. The trend in the incrosse of UN membership favors
the non-Western uations, thus giving the combinaticn of Soviei~
oriented and uncommitted states a distinct edge. this is precisely
the range of nations which current Soviet efforts sesk to bracket
as the “zone of peace” and to juxtapose to the 'imperialist” powers.

An important place in inereasing the role of the United

Hations {Moscow writes] iz due to the recent entry into the

UN of a number of countries of Asia and Africs, which togetheyx

with the Soviet Union and other soclalist siates come out
for a strengthening of international pence and securityal

1. Vopresy vaneshnei politiikzi SSSR, p., 68,
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An examination of voting patterns, Soviet analysts find, shows "tbat

the United States is steadily losing support.™ While it may still |
fornally command a majority, it no longer controls a "machine" vote--
a trend which emountes to a "serious moral and political defeaﬁ"

for the Western "ruling circles.® 2

v

2, See, e,g., V. Alexandrov, "Ths 13th UN Genexal Aszombly," Internalional
Affairs, 1958, no. 12, p. 16, Another recent Sovict statement elaborates:
"The tims is not far off when ths whole system of colonialism in all its
forms end menifestations will be cver, and when every formerly enslaved
people, having formed its sovereign state, will be an oqual and full-
{ledged member of the United WationZo...This will ... strengthen the
position of those statee which conduct an anti-imperiallst struggle. - o
Z3h27 will contribute to the isclation in the United Fatlons of . . »
the architects of, . .'the cold war,'”® {Zadorozhnyi, OON i mirnoe
sosushchestvovanie gosudarstv, p. 10,)
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This greater confidence in the UN membership--and the United
Nations &5 a whole--has been reflected in a recent Soviet effort
t> secure more administrative positions for itself and in the greater
willingness apd even initiative to submit issues to the General
Asgembly, ‘'which previougly the Soviet Union avoided because of the
abzence of the veto power there. Adlai Stevenson relates his con-

versation with Khrushchev im August 1958, at the time of the Middle

aagtern orises, when the Soviet Premiter rejected the Security Council
s the forum for & high~level conference. 'He proposed a special
meeting of the General Assexbly °‘with all countries perticipating,
to condemn the aggresscrs end demand the withdrawal of their troops °
from Lebanon ard Jordan. I suppose he was fearful that any such
condemnation would be voted down overwhelmingly in the Security
Council....It w28 apparent that the General Assembly looked to him
like a2 better forum for a Soviet effort to mobilize opinion against
Britain and Americata Buch an attitude hos indeed been reflected

in Soviet manreuvers st the United Nations. Soviet officials have
rather openly envicaged a future situatiom in which the Soviet Union
and Commmnist China would be joired by ancther perikenent member

and a majority of non-permsnent members on the Security Council,

and then (to quote 2 remark attributed to a Soviet delegate)...

the United Stotes will be gled to have the velo power.

o= Se——" e

3. Adlai Stevenson, Friends and Fnemies {(Hew York: Harpers, 1959),
Pp. 4-5.
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Such 8 forecast is not quite so far-fetched as it might appear
et first sight. Without abandoning its long-range exclusive aspirations,

the Soviet Union has striven to arrive at a modus vivendi that permits

the investment of time and effort--both of which are deemed to be
inevitably asllies of the Communist cause--to secure Soviet advances
without recourse to force, "Peaceful coexistence" is an old Communist
formula, but it has never bteen used with such vigor--and in our therme-

nuclear age, with such vital intensity--as at present,

Ienin insisted that international organizations in an overwhelming-
1y non~Commmnist world were fictions becsuse war was inevitable under
capitalist comdi%ionso Since 1956 Moscow no longer deems wars 'fatally"
inevitable, Does this shift have implications for the Soviet view
of international organizations? If so, Moscow has not spelled them

ut. Thes chenge of ocutlook probebly means thot international organiza-
tiong--aloug with other institutions of the trangsitional era ;f
cognistence~~can be serviceasble tools for advancing Soviet predominance
without war. Indeed, chietvcriticiam of the West for the past three
yeoars has stressed Western failure to recognize the passing of its
"nositicn of strength” and its refusal to concede the reality of the
pro-Soviet trend in the world. VWhat the West rust do, Moscow has

reiterated time amd again, i3 to adopt a "position of reason'” (i. e.,

n willingness to yield) in plece of its previous "position of strength.”
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World tensions remain because of the "unwillingness of Western foreign

policy to reckon with facts and its open opposition to reasonable

compromise on the outstanding issuesa"4 What the United Nations needs,

then, to contribute to world peace and security is some "good willo"5
As is readily apparent, on all three levels conflicts are 1likely

to arise in the future: in Soviet relations within the "socialist

camp”, in Soviet dealings with the non-Communist partners of the self-

styled "zone of peace", and in Soviet efforts to persuade the other

powers of the reality of "peaceful coexistence." 1In the last analysis,

other Communist-led gtates have proved to be far more refractory

than Moscow or Bolshevik theory ) had anticipated; and the two latter

strategies have frcm the outset, and explicitily, bevnh intended only

for a "given historical epoch'--the transitional ere in which "capitalist”

end "socialist” states cxist side by side. Moscow has been frenk

in stating that the principle of "proletarian internatiornalism” among

Communist nations is intended "for a longer period of time" than

the principles of "'peaceful ccexistence” and adherence to conventional,

"wourgezois' international law.

T

4, [Editorial,] "The United Nations and the Current World Situation,’
International Affairs, 1956, no. 11, p. 16.

5. Mezhdunarodnyi politiko~ekonomicheskii ezhegodnik 1958, p. §37.

6. M. Alrapetian, leninskie printsipy vneshnei politiki sovetskogg
gosudarstva (Moscow:; Gospolitizdat, 1957), p, 65. In his interview
with Timoo Hirooka, editor of the Tckye Aszhi Shimbun, on June 18,
1957, Khrushchev likewise affirmed the superiority of "proletarian

internationalisn" over "peaceful coexistence." A recent Soviet study
confirms that coexistence is "based on the deep conviction that, .
from this competition the socialist system will inevitably emerge
victorious,” (Levin, op. cit., p- 9.)
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Even if Moscow looks forward to a United Nations as a Soviet
"front" orgenizatiocn, it clearly does not and cannot afford to bank

¢ca such »n eventuality. For the next few years the Soviet bloc

cannot contral a UN majority, Hence its strategy is likely

to continue imaginative but on the whole cautious enough not to gamble
211 to win cr lose all. Indeed, at present the Soviet leaders--in
spite of their elotion over recent propagenda victories in it,

5till see the United Kations largely os en American captive. XKhrushchev
has been romarkably ocutspoken in his comments, which indicate un-
mistakenly that the United Nations is not by any means central in

his thinking on world affairs. Im 2n interview with Turner Catledge

of The Kew York Times, on Mey 10, 1987, ?hrushchev dicussed Buropean
recuriie

Perhaps it wculd be expedient to set up some kind of special
body whera the participants in a Turopean security system could
exchange views to prevent tension in the relations between
countries. If enough coniidence was established, then in that
case perhaps the need for a special body would fall away and pro-
blems could be examined in the United Natioms....

When thereupon Mr., Catledge asked, 'Do Yo regard the United Nations
28 an important international instrument for the settlement of

it .
international problems¥ the answer he received was:

The United Natioms can of course be regarded as a useful instrument.
But I would be golng ageinst my conscience 1if I called 4t an
important instrument for the settlement of internstional probliems
todaoy. So long &s o situstion exipts in the UNO where every-

thing is bossed by the UQ}ted States, where the United States
compands countries receiving sops froait, that organization
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#7111 inp effect be not an international organization but a branch
of the USA. Of course, even today it happens that the UM
oupresses the aspirations and desires of the pecples. But,
vegretfully, such cases are rare..

A few months later Khrushchev again explained, in an interview with
correspondent Henry Shapiro:
BSomz of the UN delegations ofter vote with the United States,
but after the voting they ccme up to our delegation and apologize
for not having voted forthe Soviet proposals even though they
believe them to be covrect {(what ca. we do, we depend cn American
credits). How can the many member ngtions of ths United
Mations which are in debt to the Unitod States act independently?
The United Nations of course doca something useful and that
ig why we belong to it. But it is a msz>hanism that stalls
in its work. This must be taken into acncuntos
And when Anastas Milkoyan visited the United S.intes, he replied with
reference to the UN resolution on Hungary: It vas adopted threugh
the voting machine, the majority [ofiwhich is at th. disposal of the
United States."? Iazvestia confirms: "The drill sergeant system that
American representvatives have imposed on the Unlted Nations for Yourtoen

yeers is the main reason that the organization has not lived up to the

hopes resting upon it."72

There is undoubtedly an element of convenient apolazy in this

assartion that anti-Soviet votes are uot really anti-Sovie: hut

7. N. 8. Khrushchev, Speceches and Interviews on World Problems 1937

® o or oy e Ty e, .~ e, ~ R ot -
{¥osoow: TPoreign Languoges Publizhing Peouno, 1988) npl 45, 49,

8. Ibid., p. 274 {interview of Hovember 14, 1857).

8. The New York Tiwes, Janusry 19, 1838. The Bugsisn oviginal of
the staterent (before being diplomotically wenlencd hy the Soviet
interpreter) was, "whicr cbeys the United States.”

9a, Izvestia, June 26, 1959,
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merely reflections of economic indebtedness to the United States

(a situstion apt to end, as Moscow sees it, as Soviet economic might
and economic contacts abroad grow apace in the years ahead), Yet
one need not doubt the major point made by Khrushchev: Soviet member-

ship in the United Nations and the organisation itself are still
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10
considered "useful" but not "important .

In Moscew's view, the present transitional phase is marked

by the fact that, slthough the political inferiority of the Soviet
Union is alrveady a matter of the past, the "socialist bloc" does
not yet have the edge. Thenks to Afro—-Asian support, the camp

led by the Soviet Union 1s geining in strength in ii{s contest with
the Wﬁstern crmp, which {Mcscow tells us) relies con

silitnry allisnces, srzsmest voacs, and tho suppresszion of mnational

i

liberation movements to dxpose on American diktat uponr sther

cauntriesq"ll The formula for Soviet policy at the United Nations
in this intermediate period is to seek (1) sanction for the status
quo; (2) a peculiar sort of truce, in which the several states may
individually gird for combat and wage cconomic and idsological
strife but the United Hations wonld be directed, for ingtance, to

avold "controversial” issues in making information svsilable to

member states; and (3) "parity” in vepresentacion.

10. This has been the attitude for over a decade. In 1947 the Soviet
toxtbook of internstional law declared: ''The importence of international
organizations must not be overestimated., Such orgenlzations materislly
facilitate relations among states and to a certain extent promote
techrical and sclentific development....They certainly do not put

an end to the inherent contrndictions of the capitalist world.”
(Durdeneveky and Krylov, Mezhdunarodnoe Pravo, 1947, p. 409.)

11, V. A. Zorin, statement at press conference on conclusion of
13th szession of the Generszl Assexbly, Decembszy 12, 1958.



The latter drive has apparently not been the subject of extansive "theo-
retical?formulationb. Indeed, 1§s spirit‘ia difficult to reconcile with Soviet
propaganda in favor.of equality pf member states,-for, 1quasenco. it demands

that represéntation 13 important bodies--concerned, for instance, with nuclear
| weapcns or outer space--correspond to pow@r realities rather than to ratios of
membership in the 'Inited Nations. ‘Reflecting the Soviet sense of power, 8o typ=
ieal of the sputnik age, the Sovigt delegation has refused to participate in the
- work of the UN Disarmsment Commission, the Committee on the Peaceful Uses -of Cuter
Spnce, and the Committee on Spéce Research, unless the total number of Soviet and
neutralist members on these bodiesjat least equaled that of‘the Western nations
théré rcpresentedoi1

| This stand has dramatized the sense of mizht and independence of the Soviet

Union--and has led India and the United Arab Renublic to Jjoin in abstaining from
mqétings of the outer space committeé° In fact, to be effective, operational |
recommendations of such committees must have the wholehearted and unanimous sup-
port of members; whatever the arithmetic ;f representation. In terms of'polit-
icel orestige, however, the 4rive for parity implies a significant Soviet demand
to have the United States acknowledge its status as co-equal on the world scene;'
While it feels that it cannot yut ask for ﬁore. Moscow feels that it'need settle
for no less.-meanwhile safeguarding 1£s freedom of action ard fmmunity from fof-
eign inspection. ®

/

11, Seé, for instance, ’l'hc New York Times, April 28, May 5, May 10, 1959,

* ; ~ ) )
The sense of being cutnumbered was reflectad in Khrushohev's conversation with
a grou; of nine American ;gvernorn (which the author attended) in July 1959,
Seeking to monopolisze the conversation, Khrushchev kept the governors from inter-
rupting, with the remark, "Don't gang up on me; let me talkl What do you thipk
this is, the United Nations? :
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It is possible that there is some disagreement in the Soviet leadership over
the precise place of the United Nations--as there has been, in recent years, over
a wide range of foreign policy issues, from Yugoslavia to cultural exchanges.

The neo-Stalinists, until 1957 represented by Molotov, have in effect advocated
a boycott or "conspiracy of silence" of inconvenient activities and decisions

of the United Nations, The Xhrushchevites, on the other hand, flexible and opti-



99

mistic, have been prepared to work with the-United Nations to a grecster extent
but without any intention of weakening ways and means of warding off UN "attacka®
on natlional soverelignty and the veto power. These defenses have served the Sov-
iet Union well-~as in the Hungarian crisis of 1956,

Within the Soviet leadership, it 1s safe t0 assume that the military tends
to ignore the United ilations and that the Communist Party apparatchiks likewlse
view it with a mixture of cynic?sm and disdain, The dominant view, then, is ant
to be distinctly maninulative and eclectic: The United Nations is an organization
to be %used” if and when convenlent. Both major grouvse=«the more isolstionist
and the more exoansive wings--rejecvt, as all Communists must, the "one-world"®
aspects and implications of United Notions activities. In this regard, there is
no change apparent. The Soviet Union views the United Hations as a vehicle of
policy, not as a bridge or meeting-ground to compromise nezotiable differences
of ideolo.y, social philosophy, or theoriea of interperscnal and international
relations,.

The determinants of Soviet policy toward the Unite? Nations are to be found
outside the United Nations. Noscow has learned to ignore the United Nations
with imounity. Soviet leaders have traditionally preferred bilatersl nezotiations
to mass assemblies not stage-managed by thenselves, The Soviet press has claimed,
for instance, that the Iran crisis of 1946 was resolved not by the United Nations
but by direct negotiation. On the whole the United Nations has acted either
"under pressure from the USA" (as in Korea) or else as "nothing more than a
passive registrar of world events.” The United Nations had nothing to do with
easing international tensions: the Geneva spirit was a oroduct of the creat

12
powers' own endeavors. Recent Soviet inslstence on summit talks aznd »n asparent

12, (Editorial,) "On the Eve of the 1llth Session of the J.N. General Assembly, "
Internstional Affairs, 1956, ne. 10, p. 12
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rebuff of efforts of Secretary-General ilammerskjgld to assist in the solution
of the German crisis point in the szme direction. The initial Soviet strategy
and all the zigzags thereafter can bte traced to changes outside the United Nations.
The Soviet Union hss insisted, in recent years, on Western recognition of the
status quo. What this amounts to in the UN context is the realization that the
Soviet Union can ignore the outside world--and the United Nations-=when it comes
to igsues within the "soclalist camp®,at the some time that it can seek to ex»nloit
the United Nationa on problems concerning other nations. Moscow has insisted
that conditlions and relations within the Soviet orbit are outside the purview of
the United Nations or anyone else. As Khrushchev suggested in recent intervieuws
with Walter Lippmann, Adlai Stevensonnland others, the real sftatus quo today is
revolution itself. Thus the convenient formula of the status quo means with res-
pect to Eastern Europe (and China) acquiescence in the present system; while the

status guo in the outside world means recognition of the unalterable "revolution-

ary” prccess, i.e., the world drift toward Comnunist victory. "Peaceful coexise
tence™ is not inrternational conciliation but a means of combat.:

1

“hat does lbscow expect to gain from the pursult of its efforts thréugh the
United Rations?

Membership, even at times of considerable adversity, has conferred on the
Soviet Union valuable oprnortunities for the settlement of some relatively minor
dispnutes, for information-gathering and international contacts, for gaining pres-
tige and resvectability as a major power in the family of nations; and, of utmost
imoortance, for vropaganda. Soviet analysts have candidly discussed in what ways
there iz “aeed and viability for this international organization founded on the
principles of peaceful coexistence”. They have noted that the United Hations

has value as an "international forum"; as a gathering point of increasing uni-

versality, including especially "young states of the Asian and Africsn conti-
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nents®; and as a vehicle for the disssmination of Soviet declarative pronosals
(such as the suggestions, at the 12th session of the General Assembly, to sdopt
declarations on peacefnl coexistence, on stovping nuclear weanons tests, and on
ohlizationz not to employ nuclear weaponrs). These nresumably outwelgh such "shame-

ful pages" as Koreaz and Nungary in the record ol the United Nations., What i8 needesd

abova all is fér the United States to stop "flagrantly violating the United Nations
Cherter®, and its "undeviating observance by a@ll the members of the Organization.“13
Sueh an outlock foretells the tyoe of issues which ozcow ig likely to submil
to the Upited Yations in the next few yesarse~selecting them in arbitrary and oppore-
tunist fashion whenever there is promise of auccess: 1issues of Western raclal and
tpade diserimination in dealinzs with other peonles; charges of colonialism, as
over ‘lest Irian and Goa; attacks on "imperialisa,™ of the Suez or Lebesnese crises
typs; demands for the evacaation of foreign troons and forelzn bases; inalstence
on uriiversal membership, including the admission of Comuunist China and the Mongol-
ian Feaple's Republic; and verlous proposals on disarmament, weapons testing, and
declarative prohibitiona on certain ecategories of arms and forcez. As in the past,
the Soviet Union will oppose the uss of the United Haticns for lssves where it
can nezotiate more effectively on a bilsateral basis from a fnosition of strength®
or where najority opinion (and, to scme extent, cublic opinion outside the United
Rationz) is hostile to the Soviet stand.
What this suggeats is a shift in the ideal imare of the United Haetions in
tho Soviet mind from o sesurity orgenization to a "front® orgenization. The
initial Soviet commitmert to particinate in the League and in the United Yations
can safely be taken as dus primarily to an endeavor to butiress Russlan sacurity.

Thig, 1t would appear, has been a veceding consideration. With Great Power dis-

13, €, Bekropin, “The United Nations Must Be an Instrument of Peace," International
-
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putes and qualitatively cruclal developments in wwapone technology, with the
relative growth of Soviet military and economic power, and with a deeply=-ingrained
reluctance to trust in the mechanics of a "non-power™ debating club, the Soviet
Unicn has not and will not rely on the‘United Nations for its security. Cn the
other hand, the United Naotlons emerges in the seot of Khrushchevite strateglies as

a suver-Bandung or super-Cairo, an extension of world peace congresses and other
institutions wihich, behind the scenes, Communists strive to control and manipulate.

The world is far from seeing the United Nations converted into a Soviet "front."
Indeed, once that effort succeeded, the need for it would disappear , for the United
ﬁations in its present complexion and cutlook can have no place in the future commonwealth
of communist nations. In the interim, it can be a serviceable tool. How reslistic
1s this Soviet outlook? On the whole, it has been realistic about the balance
of power, about the capabilities znd vulnerabilities of states. It has tended,
and not without reason, to ignore the United Hationa as a crucial or powerful
obstazcle on its pétho Indeed what coculd the United Nations do in the face of Sov-
let hostility? "The United Hrtiong in %his mitustion is nol wowerless, but neither
is it indispensable,® Raymond Ardn has said. "...If the United Nations did not =uwinf
it is to be doubted whether the Soviet Union would invade Iran or Yugoslavia."

Armaments may or mav not forestall wars; surely international organizations do notaia

Thig, one may take it, correspouds {o the Soviel viewpsint, aznd to this extent
it is suoremely realistic.

Yet a substantial unrealism intervenes when Soviel analysis concerns a pluralist
world, The Soviet world view invites dilalectic, dichotomic perceptiont bipolarity is
the natural shape to which Mosccw imagines the universe to tend. Indeed, the Soviet
image of ths United Nations has been==from the formula contalned in the major

encyclopedia to the summary in ‘he

T————ct e —————

4. Philiyp E. Jacob, ed., The Future of the United Nztions {Annals, vol. 296,
November 1254), pp. 23,26




103

basic text on foreizn affairs--one of strusgle between "two opposite political
lines’==with the Soviet bloc faithfully defending the orzenization against the
American-led "sravedigzers of sovereiznty," oproponents of colonialism, advocates

of militarism suad racism, tools of monopoly canitalism. So long as such bipolarity
prevails, Sovie: analysis is simple (sormetimes too simnle to fit the facts) and
often shreude

It is preciszely with regerd to neutrzlismeothe crucial "third"™ element in
this bipolar comnlexXe=that 4his analysis is apt to run into difficulty. lMHoscow
assumes--nrobably correctly that sooner or later the neutrals must fall into line.
In the‘lpng run, they cannot sit on the fence, "Either here or there," hés baen
Khrusnchev's comment about Tito and others who have sought to avoid identification
with either camp. TLThe muting of snecifically Communist objectives is admittedly
a strztezem to attract fellow-travelers who may wish to go part of hut not 21l
the wév on the sa2me road as the Soviet Union. As a Comaunist officisl of the Indian
state of Xerala told Averell Harriman in esrly 1959, +the fact that you expect to
be a dog in your next inecarnation does not need to make you bark nowo15 Which
way the uncommitted will go vhen forced by the logic of international strife and
Soviet {and Americen) prodding to "align" themselves remains in doubt. There is
here an area of fluidity which can be turned to iHoscow's disadv-ntage. Soviet
insistance on ultimste binsolarity itself is apt to contribute to antazonizing
this "third force."

Otnerwise Soviet conducte-rizid in many respects--has been increasingly
flexihle., Soviet behavior at the United Nations has been less and less gzauche.
Soviet performance and personnel have been more and more comnetent. There has
been time to train Soviet Ul specialists, who heve an intezral part in Soviet
foreizn office and forelgn policy structure and strategy.

As for the basic Soviet relztionshis with the United States znd the other

15. The Ney York Times, March 16, 1959,
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non=Communist great powers, lloscow does not expect any basic changes to re=ult
from 2nd through the United Nations. Those difficulties have their roots outside
the organization and go wel; beyond it. 1In this one respect "their" and "our"
view i; likely to coincide. 1n the words of Georze I, Kennan,

it is not fair to the Organization today to ask it to resolve
the predicaments of the »nrst as well as of the present. MNo
international onganization can bs stronger than the structure
of relationshiﬁé amonz the Great Powers that underlies it; and
to lock to such an organization to resolve deep-seated
conflicte of interest among the Great ?owe?s is to ignore 1&316
limitaticns and to jeopardize its usefulness in other fields,

16. George ¥, Kennan, Russia, the Atom and the West (New York: Harpers, 195%), p. 27..




