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Preface

The United Nations is the embodiment of the second great 
effort in this century to organize the international commu­
nity for the prevention of further global wars. The first such 
effort brought forth the League of Nations in 1920. But a 
mere sixteen years later, the League had ceased to exist as a 
serious factor in world affairs. The League Covenant, largely 
devised by U.S. President Woodrow Wilson, depended 
heavily on moral condemnation as a remedy for armed 
aggression, and further hampered collective action by a rule 
requiring unanimous agreement of the parties to the dis­
pute. But the Leagues failure was also attributable to major 
factors beyond its control, especially the repressive condi­
tions of the Versailles Treaty, which led to Hitler and Ger­
man revanchism, the feckless policies of Britain and France, 
and the rigid isolationism of the United States, which 
refused to join or effectively support the League. These 
weaknesses and failures were mutually reinforcing, and led 
directly to the political earthquake of World War II.

The United Nations Charter was forged largely by the 
initiative and determination of another American President. 
But because Franklin D. Roosevelt was a disenchanted Wilson­
ian and a believer in realpolitik, the new organization 
emerged in 1945 primarily as an extension of the wartime 
alliance comprising the United States, Great Britain, the 
Soviet Union, and pre-Communist China. Dominated by 
these Big Four powers and focused on their determination 
to use power to reform aggressors and restore a wartorn 
world, the United Nations was from the outset less attuned 
to dependence on moral sanctions and more rooted in real­
ities of the balance of power. Notwithstanding the early and
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X Preface

fundamental postwar break between the Western democracies and the Com­
munist bloc— that tense forty-five-year power struggle known as the Cold 
War— the United Nations has proven to be a far more durable, resilient, and 
useful institution than its predecessor. Despite the weaknesses inherent in any 
confederation of nation states— each insistent on its sovereign rights— the 
United Nations has managed to survive for more than fifty years, and has 
made significant contributions to the political stability, economic develop­
ment, and physical well-being of mankind.

W ith the ending of the Cold War, the focus of world attention has 
shifted away from that consuming superpower confrontation and once more 
toward the possibilities of realizing a world of greater stability and less inter­
national tension through an effective collective security system. Concurrently 
the United States is engaged in a controversial debate about the future role of 
the United Nations in world affairs, and specifically about the place of the 
U.N. in the development and conduct of U.S. foreign policy. It is our impres­
sion that much of the discussion lacks historical perspective. Because this 
book is the first to tell the full story of how the United Nations organization 
was conceived, planned, argued, revised, and ultimately endorsed by the com­
munity of nations, we are hopeful that its specific focus will contribute to the 
debate. We hope that it will enlighten people from all nations, while remind­
ing Americans of how deeply, and under what circumstances, their own coun­
try was involved in the creation of the United Nations, and of the decisive 
role played by Franklin D. Roosevelt.

We are equally hopeful that a wider and deeper appreciation of the reali­
ties involved in the process of bringing this grand experiment into being will 
lead to the development of more reasoned, more consistent American support 
for an instrumentality which, despite inherent inefficiencies, still uniquely 
embodies the highest hopes of humankind.
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The Ghost of Woodrow Wilson

As the United States was being drawn inexorably into the 
maelstrom of World War II, the ghost of Woodrow Wilson 
was in the mind of every person and institution, public or 
private, who set out to think about, plan for, or create a new 
system of world security to ensure peace and stability in the 
postwar period, when the guns would once again fall silent 
after the democratic victory. Although by no means assured 
until perhaps late 1943, victory was a necessary article of 
faith for all who struggled to preserve civilization against the 
darkest forces of tyranny in modern history.1

Many continued to believe that Wilsons ideals re­
mained a body of profound political wisdom that could still 
light the true path for humankind, despite the undeniable 
failure of the League of Nations and the onset once more of 
bloody global war. This was the implicit conviction in Wen­
dell Willkie s best-selling 1943 book, One World, as well as 
the principal theme of the 1944 film Wilson, produced by 
Darryl F. Zanuck.2 Also in 1944, Sumner Welles, who had 
resigned as Under Secretary of State just a year before, wrote 
that it was time to reaffirm the Wilsonian ideals, which had 
thrilled his generation “to the depths of our intellectual and 
emotional being” and whose realization was “well within 
human capacity.”3

But many others concluded that Wilsons high princi­
ples amounted to a moral code which humans could never 
live up to, and which thus led the world into dangerous
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2 The Ghost of Woodrow Wilson

delusions of what was possible. Also in 1944, the eminent editor, scholar, and 
political columnist Walter Lippmann wrote that Wilsons “supreme spiritual 
error” lay in “forgetting that we are men and thinking that we are gods. We are 
not gods.. . .  We are mere mortals with limited power and little universal wis­
dom.”4 To President Roosevelt and the other leaders of World War II fell the 
hard task of searching anew for some workable solution to the human race’s 
most besetting problem— recurrent, ever more destructive wars.

Wilson's Tragic Rigidity

The Senates rejection of the League of Nations treaty on March 19, 1920, 
was a result of many factors, of which perhaps the most basic was the endur­
ing American fear and contempt for Europe’s continual intrigues and wars. As 
most Americans saw it, they had sent their young men to France in 1917 to 
fight and die for a worthy cause— “to make the world safe for democracy.” But 
they had recoiled in disgust and disbelief at the spectacle of greed displayed by 
the European victors and embodied in the vengeful Treaty of Versailles. More 
direct and immediate reasons for the Senate’s rejection of the League were the 
personal bitterness between President Wilson and Senator Henry Cabot 
Lodge (R-Massachusetts), chairman of the Senate Foreign Relations Com­
mittee, and the misplaced loyalty of the Democratic Senators to their party 
leader in the White House. The primary cause of failure, however, was the 
absolute rigidity, rooted in moral and intellectual arrogance, of Woodrow 
Wilson.'

Wilson had arrived at Brest on December 13, 1918, to overwhelming 
acclaim and adulation. Frenzied, cheering crowds welcomed him in every 
European country. It was said of him that “no such evangel of peace had 
appeared since Christ preached the Sermon on the Mount . . . that only 
Augustus nineteen centuries before had such an opportunity to create a new 
world."6 In the peace conference at Paris, however, his high-flown idealism 
met and was forced to accommodate the hard realities of age-old feuds, terri­
torial disputes, and the European victors’ utter determination for revenge 
against the evil Germans who had cost them so much blood and treasure. But 
if he was forced to swallow the corrosive Versailles Treaty, he believed that all 
could be redeemed by the Covenant of the League of Nations, which was his 
creation and which he had sold to the statesmen of Europe.
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President Woodrow Wilson in Paris, early 1919. (National 
Trust for Historic Preservation, Woodrow Wilson House)

Pale and tired, but confident that he could raise American awareness to 
the height of his own vision, he returned home on July 8, 1919, determined 
to obtain quick Senate ratification of the League treaty. But his laying of the 
political groundwork for Senate approval had been negligent, even offensive. 
In 1918, he had asked the American people to give him a Congress dominated 
by his own party, but the voters had returned Republican majorities to both 
houses. Ignoring this political fact, he had included no Republicans of stature 
in the U.S. delegation to Paris, implying that he did not consider the GOP to 
be a factor in the peace-making. In Paris, he consulted only with himself, 
treating even politicians of his own party with suspicion and thinly disguised 
disdain. All of this provoked anger and distrust on Capitol Hill.7

On July 10, 1919, Wilson went before the Senate to present the League 
treaty. His manner was not ingratiating. To his listeners, he was “the school-
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master incarnate raised to unthinkable heights from which he flung down not 
requests but dictates.” He seemed to be saying to the Senators that “as he had 
redone the world, so now it was their duty to approve his work and then be 
gone.” In the press gallery, a journalist named Henry L. Stoddard thought to 
himself that “below stood a being utterly suffused with arrogance.” In April, 
Wilson had announced that the European governments had accepted several 
amendments to the League treaty to accommodate American critics. He con­
sidered these appropriate but would go no further. He wanted the treaty rati­
fied as presented, without a single further amendment. To the affronted 
United States Senate, he seemed to be asking for a rubber stamp.8

The changes accepted by the Europeans did not go far enough for the 
Republicans. The heart of the problem was Article 10, which they read as 
automatically committing each League member to guarantee the territory and 
independence of all nations. This was an extreme interpretation, given the 
unanimity rule in the League Council (which would permit the United States 
to veto any proposed action), but a distrustful Senate wanted tangible safe­
guards. Some thoughtful Republicans were seeking a workable compromise. 
Elihu Root, a distinguished former Secretary of State, proposed that the 
United States exempt itself from the presumption of an automatic commit­
ment under Article 10. Senator Lodge put forward several additional reserva­
tions, the most important of which was to require prior congressional 
approval for the deployment of American armed forces abroad. This require­
ment was not inconsistent with the exclusive constitutional power of Con­
gress to declare war, but it chose to ignore similar presidential powers to con­
duct foreign policy and implement U.S. treaty obligations.

A growing number of devoted internationalists, both in the government 
and outside it, understood the partisan political realities as well as the consti­
tutional ambiguities and were prepared to support the Lodge reservations. For 
them, the moral and strategic imperative was for the United States, the most 
powerful and prestigious democracy, to join the League. They were confident 
that time and experience would show that a number of the commonly 
expressed fears were exaggerated. It appeared that a majority of the American 
people and nearly 80 percent of the Senate supported the central idea of col­
lective security to prevent future wars.1’
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A Failed Crusade and a Cover-Up

Wilsons political advisers persuaded him to confer with a number of Senators 
during the summer, but these talks only confirmed the political fact that he 
did not have enough votes to ratify the treaty without further amendments. 
Frustrated, but obsessive about protecting the purity of his League Covenant, 
Wilson decided that he must go over the heads of the politicians and “take the 
issue to the people.” In early September he embarked on a grueling railroad 
campaign through all but four of the states west of the Mississippi. In decid­
ing to undertake this trip, he acted against the advice of his doctors, who were 
worried that he could not stand the strain of traveling 9,800 miles between 
the Canadian and Mexican borders in a jarring railway coach, making 
twenty-six major stops and giving ten rear-platform speeches every day. They 
worried especially about his ability to withstand the intense late summer dust 
and heat in places like the Badlands of South Dakota and the Great Salt 
Desert. One of Wilsons closest political aides, Joseph Tumulty, later wrote, 
“It needed not the trained eye of a physician to see that the man . . . was on 
the verge of a nervous breakdown,” and he warned the President of the pos­
sibly “disastrous consequences” of making the trip.10 Wilson replied that he 
could not place his personal safety before his duty. He seemed prepared for 
martyrdom: “I don’t care if I die the next minute after the treaty is ratified,” 
he told a friendly journalist, who predicted that he would break down before 
he reached the Rockies.11

His doctors were proved painfully right. Plagued by excruciating head­
aches throughout the trip, the President, previously a compelling orator, began 
slurring his words and losing the thread of his argument. On September 25, 
after a speech in Pueblo, Colorado, he suffered a mild stroke and was forced to 
cancel all further plans and return to Washington. Back in the White House, 
a second, far more serious stroke on October 1 paralyzed his entire left side. 
For several days he could not speak. His condition raised the urgent question 
of his capacity to perform his constitutional duties. But his inner circle, dom­
inated by his doctor, Admiral Cary Grayson, and his second wife, Edith Galt 
Wilson, then organized perhaps the most complete and sustained cover-up in 
the history of the American presidency. Refusing to disclose the nature of the 
Presidents illness or to acknowledge any incapacity, they formed an impene­
trable defense of his sickroom and issued vague, reassuring medical bulletins,
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while all but the most routine and perfunctory business of government 
ground slowly to a halt.12

After six weeks, a slightly recovered Woodrow Wilson received Senator 
Gilbert Hitchcock (D-Nebraska), the minority leader, on November 18. 
Hitchcock informed him that a vote on the League treaty was imminent, and 
defeat unavoidable without compromise. Hitchcock said that all o f the 
prominent men who had been with the President in Paris— Herbert Hoover, 
Bernard Baruch, Secretary of State Robert Lansing, even his closest political 
adviser, Colonel Edward Mandell House— were for acceptance of the Lodge 
reservations. But Wilsons rigidity and political purblindness had been, if any­
thing, intensified by his physical affliction. “I have no moral right to accept 
any change in a paper I have already signed,” he said. Then he dictated a brief 
letter, taken down in longhand by Edith Wilson and handed to the Senator; it 
said, “I hope all true friends of the treaty will refuse to support the Lodge 
reservations.” He asked Hitchcock to convey this message to all the Democra­
tic Senators.13

The next day, Hitchcock, who lacked any conspicuous qualities of lead­
ership, read the letter to the Democratic caucus, and fatefully they all agreed 
to follow the wishes of their President. Accordingly, that same afternoon. 
Democratic votes ensured the defeat of a motion for American entry into 
the League with the Lodge reservations. The margin of defeat was increased 
by the votes of a handful of “Irreconcilables,” extreme isolationists who were 
opposed to U.S. participation under any circumstances. A few minutes later, 
in a following vote, the same extremists joined with Lodge and the other 
reservationists to defeat a motion calling for U.S. entry without the reserva­
tions.14

The public outcry at this rejection was surprisingly strong, and the inten­
sity of the continuing national debate on the treaty suggested that the Senate 
might reconsider the matter. The White House received hundreds of appeals 
to accept the reservations, but they never reached the President; they were 
ignored or left unopened by the palace guard, of which Edith Wilson had 
become the undisputed captain. She was not concerned with public issues, 
but only with her husband s health. His views were her views and his wishes 
were her commands.1 '
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A Mind Unhinged

The President remained in extremely precarious health, and his actions gave 
increasing indication of a distinctly unbalanced mind. Lord Grey, who had 
left Washington after waiting in vain for four months to penetrate Wilsons 
sickroom and present his credentials as the British Ambassador, wrote a letter 
to the London Times on January 31, 1920, expressing the growing apprehen­
sion in Europe that the United States might not come into the League. His 
letter emphasized the vital importance of American participation and dis­
missed the reservations as essentially innocuous and unobjectionable. Edith 
Wilson carried the letter, which was reprinted in the New York Times on Feb­
ruary 1, to the President s sickroom and came out with a statement he had 
dictated and she had written down in her childish scrawl: “Had Lord Grey 
ventured upon any such utterance while he was still at Washington as Am­
bassador, his government would have been promptly asked to withdraw 
him.”

In February 1920, Wilson suddenly wrote to his Secretary of State who, 
with the knowledge of the palace guard, and indeed of the press and the gen­
eral public, had been holding regular Cabinet meetings since October to keep 
the wheels of government turning at least in routine orbits. In the letter he 
asked, “Is it as true, as I have been told,” that Lansing had been holding these 
Cabinet meetings? An astonished Lansing replied that of course it was true, 
and that the meetings were prompted by a general agreement among Cabinet 
members that, being denied communication with the President, it was “wise 
for us to confer informally together.” Wilson wrote back demanding Lansing’s 
immediate resignation for an unjustified “assumption of Presidential author­
ity.” Lansing resigned and released the exchange of letters to the press, which 
led to the venting of serious questions about the President s mental state and 
the honesty of the medical bulletins issued by the White House. “It is unthink­
able that a sane man would offer any objection to the department heads getting 
together,” said the Worcester (Mass.) Evening Gazette. A  Los Angeles Times head­
line read, “Wilsons Last Mad Act.” The “act” was almost certainly triggered by 
Wilsons remembering that Lansing supported the Lodge reservations.16

In a last-ditch effort to save the League treaty from all but certain death, 
the President s liaison man in Paris, Ray Stannard Baker, returned to Wash­
ington, and was finally allowed to see Wilson in early March. He pleaded pas-
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sionately for the reservations, appealing to the need to put first things first, but 
his arguments fell on deaf ears: “If I accept them, these Senators will merely 
offer new ones, even more humiliating. . . . These evil men intend to destroy 
the League.”17

The end came on a second and final Senate vote, on March 19, 1920. 
This time twenty-one Democratic Senators disobeyed the President and voted 
to accept the Covenant with the Lodge reservations. But the tally fell seven 
votes short of the two-thirds required to ratify a treaty. If only seven more 
Democrats had mustered the courage to defy their President s self-destructive 
stance, the United States would have become a member of the League of 
Nations.18

The Impact

The refusal of the United States to join the League was without question a 
major cause of the Leagues weakness from the outset. The added weight of 
the worlds largest democracy would, at the very least, have reassured and lent 
courage to Britain and France. But it is by no means certain that U.S. partici­
pation would have prevented Hitlers coming to power, the progressive erosion 
of international stability during the 1930s, or the ultimate cataclysm of 
World War II. Woodrow Wilsons conviction that the mere presence of the 
United States on the League Council would be a decisive deterrent to future 
wars rested on the assumption that Congress and public opinion would, 
owing to the simple fact of U.S. membership, support strong and consistent 
policies to deter or punish aggression— backed by active diplomacy, economic 
and political sanctions, and if necessary by overwhelming military force.

That is a very large assumption. It tends to dismiss, or heavily discount, 
Americans’ historic sense of separateness and their enduring instinct to avoid 
foreign entanglements— an instinct that in 1920 still pervaded hundreds of 
small towns “where the paving ended at the limits where the trolley made its 
turn-around . . . and Europe was strange, foreign, different— bad.”19

It is also an assumption undermined by what then happened in American 
life: a decisive inward turning, and the successive election of three Republi­
cans— Warren C. Harding in 1920. Calvin Coolidge in 1924, and Herbert 
Hoover in 1928— whose common denominator was narrow isolationism. 
There was also Congress’s steady refusal— heedless or deliberate— to fund the
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armed forces above a starvation level. Would Senate ratification have suddenly 
and decisively transformed the main currents of American life and greatly 
enlarged the nations political willingness to take a major pan in shaping world 
events between 1920 and 1940? It is and will remain a question with no cer­
tain answer, but the burden of proof is on the supporters of Woodrow Wil­
sons idealism.

Wilson himself, although his vision of American leadership of the League 
was shanered, stayed on in the White House through the 1920 election, in 
which the Republican, Harding, defeated the Democratic nominee, James M. 
Cox. Still weak and frail, Wilson accompanied Harding to the inauguration in 
March 1921 and lived as a private citizen in Washington until his death in 
1924.

Franklin Roosevelt and the League

As the Democratic vice presidential nominee in 1920, Franklin Roosevelt 
made more than eight hundred speeches in support of the League of Nations.20 
But in contrast to Wilson, who had emphasized the idealism of the League 
idea, Roosevelt argued for it in terms of “practical necessity.” He told audi­
ences at campaign rallies that if the United States did not join the League, it 
“would degenerate into a new Holy Alliance” dominated by the European 
states. Nor did he share Wilsons uncompromising attitude toward the 
Covenant text, but. was open to commonsense amendments if these were 
needed to make it politically palatable to the U.S. Senate. He repeatedly 
argued that it was important not to “dissect the document,” but to “approve 
the general plan.”21

During the following two decades, however, even Roosevelts qualified 
enthusiasm for the organization and its relevancy steadily cooled to a point 
which intimates described as “glacial.”22 He was disgusted by the ways in 
which France and Britain consistently blocked the Leagues efforts to respond 
effectively to aggression and used the League as an instrument of their own 
myopic, self-destructive policies. But he also came to believe that the organi­
zations inherent structure and its rules of procedure were grossly inadequate 
to the basic task of safeguarding peace and preventing war.

The Covenant of the League was mainly the creation of Woodrow Wil­
son and reflected a soaring idealism rooted in the philosophical premise that
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there could and must be genuine equality in relations among the sovereign 
nations of the world. It provided for: an Assembly, composed of representa­
tives from all member nations, with each member having one vote; a Council, 
composed of one permanent representative from the United States, Britain, 
France, Italy, and Japan (known as the Principal Allied and Associated Pow­
ers), plus four nonpermanent members to be elected by the Assembly; and a 
Permanent Secretariat.23

League members were obligated by the Covenants preamble “not to re­
sort to war” and to conduct “open, just and honorable relations” with all other 
nations. Great emphasis was placed on the peaceful arbitration of disputes 
and, after 1924, on the referral of contentious issues to the new Permanent 
Court of International Justice, located at the Hague. But League members 
were obligated to preserve “the territorial integrity and political independence” 
of all nations, whether League members or not, against “external aggression,” 
and it was the duty of the Council to “advise upon the means by which this 
obligation shall be fulfilled” (this was the controversial A nide 10). If negotia­
tion and arbitration failed to resolve an international problem, and a member 
nation resorted to war in disregard of the Covenant, it would be deemed an 
act of war against all League members, who would immediately impose finan­
cial and trade sanctions. If such sanctions proved insufficient to halt the 
aggression, it would be the duty of the Council to recommend that member 
governments contribute effective army, naval, or air forces to carry out “en­
forcement by common action of international obligations.”

This sounded like an impressive armory of collective responses, but a fatal 
weakness lay in the unanimity rule, which flowed directly from Wilsons belief 
in the necessity for the sovereign equality of member nations. The Council 
could therefore respond to situations of external aggression only by unani­
mous decision (Article 5). Moreover, whatever might be the normal prospect 
for unanimous agreement to act against aggression, it was fatally compromised 
by a provision that any member nation whose interests were affected by the 
matter under discussion was permitted to sit with the Council as a member 
thereof— and thus to cast a vote (Article 4). This meant that an aggressor 
nation could sit with the Council and veto proposed sanctions against itself. 
The Council’s only recourse was to expel the aggressor from the League, which 
happened in the cases of Japan and Italy. As later events proved, the League 
was paralyzed by the unanimity rule, which could have been changed only by
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the determined unity and vigor of the major democracies. Because the United 
States was not a member, and Britain and France were irresolute, the League 
could not cope with the rise of aggressive dictatorships driven by revenge and 
quite prepared to flaunt all forms of international law.24

In 1923, franklin Roosevelt, as a private citizen, developed a “Plan to 
Preserve World Peace” for a competition for the American Peace Award spon­
sored by the Saturday Evening Post. Its most notable feature was the proposal 
to eliminate the League Covenants requirement for unanimity in decisions 
involving sanctions and the use of collective force. “Common sense,” he 
wrote, “cannot defend a procedure by which one or two recalcitrant nations 
could block the will of the great majority.”25 On the basis of his political 
instincts and his own direct experience, Roosevelt accordingly approached the 
problem of securing peace and stability after World War II as a thoroughly 
disenchanted Wilsonian idealist. He had become an advocate and exponent of 
realpolitik.26



A Grim Road to War

The League of Nations had been created after World War I 
to establish a system of international cooperation and col­
lective security that would spare future generations the curse 
of war. Although an American President, Woodrow Wilson, 
had been the Leagues principal inspiration and architect, by 
a profound irony of history the United States had refused to 
participate. Thus denied the weight of American influence 
and support, the League was also ill-served by its two most 
powerful European members, Britain and France. Drained 
of self-confidence and first-rate leadership by the carnage of 
World War I, these nations had throughout the 1930s pur­
sued policies so myopic and irresolute as to make it appear 
at times that they were bent upon national suicide. As a 
consequence of American abstention, European weakness, 
and fatal defects in its rules and procedures, the League of 
Nations had conspicuously failed to erect barriers against 
the designs for world conquest of the German, Japanese, 
and Italian dictatorships— a rising totalitarian tide that 
soon became a flood.1

Moral Drift and Appeasement

In September 1931, the Japanese army swept through the 
Chinese province of Manchuria, overrunning the area in a 
lew months and creating the puppet state of Manchukuo. 
C hma turned lor help to the League of Nations which, after

12
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weeks of debate, appointed an investigating committee. A year later, the 
League adopted the committee s report condemning the Japanese attack but 
took no further action. Japan withdrew from League membership in March 
1933.

In 1933, Italian dictator Benito Mussolini invaded the African kingdom 
of Abyssinia (modern-day Ethiopia). In reply to Emperor Haile Selassies plea 
for help, the League voted to impose economic sanctions, but Britain and 
France— fearful of driving Mussolini into the arms of Hitler— refused to 
embargo oil shipments, which were crucial to the Italian war effort. The 
League had failed a second critical test to organize effective collective security. 
From that point forward, the League of Nations was never taken seriously as 
a factor for peace and stability, but became a kind of grim joke in interna­
tional politics.2

Germany had been admitted to the League in 1926, but on coming to 
power in 1933 Hitler immediately showed his disdain for the organization by 
withdrawing the nation from membership. In 1936, he took the first daring 
gamble toward his aim of conquering all of Europe by occupying the 
Rhineland in direct violation of the Versailles Treaty. It was a dangerous ploy, 
for Germany was not yet ready for war against the far superior combined mil­
itary power of Britain and France; moreover, Hitler could not rule out the 
possibility that the United States would support the democracies. He knew 
that he would be forced to retreat if challenged. But the crisis revealed the 
extent to which postwar British governments had recklessly abandoned the 
cardinal policies by which London had long sustained its influence through­
out the world and safeguarded its democracy at home. These policies were, in 
essence, always to oppose the most aggressive nation on the continent, in 
order to prevent Europe’s domination by any single power, and to control the 
seas in order to safeguard the British Isles from blockade or invasion. War­
weariness and the Great Depression had spawned pacifist movements and 
weakened national resolve. To maintain their popularity, successive British 
governments had cut military spending to the bone and deliberately ignored 
the fact that Germany was rearming.3

In the Rhineland crisis of 1936, the London government counseled the 
French to be patient, although it had given Paris a guarantee against German 
aggression. The jittery French were deeply shaken by this evidence of British 
supineness, for it threatened to leave them alone on the Continent, facing a
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vengeful, resurgent Germany whose population was one-third larger than 
Frances. When Hitler moved into the Rhineland, the French were so lacking 
in self-confidence that they could not muster the courage to act alone— even 
to meet a provocation that directly threatened the nations survival. Thus 
Hitler won his first high-stakes gamble, and raised tensions that brought the 
situation closer to the edge of another European war.

In March 1938, Hitler, claiming it the duty of Germany to “protea” fel­
low Germans who lived in adjacent countries but were being denied their full 
freedom to be German, combined a threat of unrestrained military force with 
ethnic propaganda and subversion to secure Austria’s bloodless surrender to 
German occupation and control. Almost immediately, Hitler made similar 
threats against Czechoslovakia, using the same technique. The Czechs, how­
ever, possessed not only a strong, well-equipped army and an impressive 
fortress defense line, but also a formal guarantee of French military support. 
Although willing to discuss reasonable compromise, the Czechs were prepared 
to fight and were counting on the French to fight by their side.

During the summer, however, British Prime Minister Neville Chamber- 
lain, who was in complete control of British policy, made every effort to dis­
courage the French from honoring their solemn commitment and to persuade 
the Czech government to yield to Hitler. In September, Chamberlain engi­
neered an Anglo-French proposal which accepted Hitlers complete demands 
for the annexation of western Czechoslovakia, and he informed the Czechs 
that Britain and France “could take no responsibility” if they rejected the pro­
posal. Totally abandoned, the Prague government capitulated. On his return 
to London after a final meeting with Hitler in Munich, Chamberlain declared 
that this arrangement amounted to “peace with honor,” and meant for all of 
Europe “peace in our time.” It was in fact a policy of capitulation, which made 
the word “Munich” forever afterward a universal code for shameful appease­
ment. The Munich agreement also made World War II a virtual certainty.4

In the Rhineland crisis of 1936 and the Czech crisis of 1938, the success 
of Hitler’s violations and aggressions still depended on the timidity and con­
fusion of France and Britain. They possessed a heavy preponderance of mili­
tary strength (the French could mobilize a hundred divisions), and Hitlers 
military staff was opposed to any war until German rearmament was further 
advanced. By 1939, however, and especially by 1940, Germany was armed 
and ready. Hitlers bluff was bluff no more.
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Another ominous development occurred at the end of July 1936, when a 
violent upheaval in Spain quickly led to vicious civil war between the ideological 
extremes of Communism and Fascism. The Spanish Civil War— as this bloody 
struggle became known worldwide— immediately polarized politics in much of 
Europe. A weak center-left parliamentary regime was supported, then progres­
sively subverted, by a Communist faction that saw an opportunity for Marxist 
revolution. In Churchill s words, “A perfect reproduction of the Kerensky period 
in Russia was taking place in Spain,” punctuated by political assassinations on a 
growing scale. After the murder of the leader of the parliamentary Conservatives, 
the Spanish army, led by General Francisco Franco, raised the standard of 
revolt and was supported by the Catholic church, the conservatives, and most of 
the center-moderates. This made Franco the master of several major provinces. 
Civilized government collapsed, and bitter civil war ensued. Wholesale mas­
sacres of the well-to-do were repaid with interest by the forces under Franco.5

No one referred the Spanish issue to the diminished League of Nations, 
but France proposed a policy of strict nonintervention, to which Britain, Italy, 
and Germany all agreed. This meant that neither side in the civil war could 
purchase arms in Europe. Britain faithfully adhered to the agreement, but the 
other powers soon concluded that the ideological stakes were too high for a 
policy of abstention. Germany and Italy were soon assisting Franco with 
troops as well as arms, and Russia was heavily engaged on the side of the 
Spanish Republic. In an ideologically divided French government, the Air 
Minister secretly delivered planes and equipment to the Republican side, 
which had the effect of weakening the French air force. The Spanish Civil 
War thus became a dress rehearsal for the weapons and forces that would 
engage in the larger war between Nazi Germany and Communist Russia 
which began in 1941.6 Churchill remarked in his memoirs that “Germany in 
particular used her air power to commit such experimental horrors as the 
bombing of the defenceless little township of Guernica.” Such violent aggres­
sions in Spain and elsewhere, driven by extreme political ideologies, were pro­
gressively destroying the underpinnings of civilized life all over Europe.7

War with Germany

Poland appeared to be the next target of Nazi aggression. In March 1939, 
Britain and France finally broke the paralytic grip of their appeasement policy
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by giving that country a military guarantee. Undeterred by this development, 
and assured of noninterference from the East by his swift conclusion of a 
nonaggression treaty with the Soviet Union, a confident Hitler sent German 
forces across the Polish frontier on September 1, seized Danzig, and bombed 
Warsaw. On that same day, a huge bronze sphere was lowered into place on 
the terrace of the League of Nations headquarters in Geneva. Beneath it an 
inscription read: “To the Memory of Woodrow Wilson, President of the 
United States, Founder of the League of Nations.”8

Britain and France declared war, and Britain sent an expeditionary force 
to France. Members of the British Commonwealth— India, Australia, New 
Zealand, Canada, and the Union of South Africa— promptly joined in decla­
rations of war. None of this provided any practical help to the brave, out­
gunned Poles. Russia then malevolently administered the coup de grâce by 
invading Poland from the east on September 17. Eleven days later the victim 
of double aggression was partitioned between the victors.9

By threatening to attack the Baltic states of Estonia, Latvia, and Lithua­
nia, Russia quickly obtained military base rights there, and made similar 
demands on Finland. When the Finns rejected this ultimatum, the Russians 
invaded, precipitating what became known as “the winter war.” The Finns 
fought stubbornly and well against far larger forces, and this particular aggres­
sion ended, in March 1940, in a humiliating stalemate for the USSR, al­
though it gained some territory in the negotiated settlement. The clash had 
revealed a Red Army that was clumsy, ill-equipped, and ill-led, in sharp con­
trast to the barbarous efficiency of the German Wehrmacht. The evident dis­
parity did not escape German notice.

The counterpoint to intense fighting in Eastern and Northern Europe 
(and to sporadic naval actions in the wide reaches of the Atlantic Ocean) was 
a strange, protracted lull on the ground in the West. Hostile armies faced each 
other across the French-German frontier, but the guns were silent for the six 
months from October to April which journalists called “the phony war.” 
Meanwhile, the remaining smaller countries of Europe were paralyzed by a 
contagious panic. Afraid even to think of concerted action, they huddled 
fearfully.10

On April 9. 1940, Hitler ended the phony war explosively and without 
warning. German forces invaded Norway and Denmark and brought both 
under Nazi control within two weeks. On May 9, German forces attacked the
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Netherlands, Belgium, and Luxembourg and swept away all resistance in 
twenty days. Then it was the turn of France, supposedly one of the great mil­
itary powers on the Continent. But the static French defenses of steel and 
concrete known as the Maginot Line were breached and broken in the space 
of a few days, and the nation formally surrendered to Hitler in the forest at 
Compiègne on June 22. Meanwhile, the British were engaged in a desperate 
evacuation of their expeditionary force at Dunkirk, in an effort to preserve the 
largest segment of their outmoded army for the coming defense of the British 
Isles.11

Winston Churchill had succeeded Neville Chamberlain as Prime Minis­
ter in May. In June his Tory government flady rejected Hider’s offer of a “peace” 
that was tantamount to surrender. Hider ordered a total naval blockade and 
an all-out air bombing campaign designed to cripple and terrorize the British 
nation— the one remaining obstacle standing between him and mastery of 
Western Europe. The Batde of Britain— a series of desperate air battles over 
England which Hider intended to be the prelude to German invasion— was 
about to begin.12

Evolution of American Opinion

The American response to the growing world tensions and depredations of 
the 1930s was a deepening sense of unease, accompanied by a fierce determi­
nation to stay out of any war in Europe or Asia. Congress passed strict Neu­
trality Laws, which prohibited the sale of any U.S. arms abroad, without dis­
tinction between victim and aggressor. At the same time, public opinion 
vigorously supported measures to strengthen the defense of the Panama Canal 
and to counteract the feared penetration of German and Japanese espionage 
in Latin America. As Assistant Secretary of the Navy before and during World 
War I, Franklin Roosevelt had shared the Navy’s conviction that Japan was 
Americas number one potential antagonist, and during the mid-1950s his 
international focus was primarily on the Far East. In 1937, Japanese forces 
invaded China proper— shocking the world by their ruthless rape of Nanking 
and other cities— and gave evidence of an intent to occupy French Indochina 
and Thailand and to threaten the rich oil fields of the Dutch East Indies. Hyp­
notized by the unfolding threat of Hitler in Europe, the French and British 
governments refused to consider any collective counteraction in Asia, either
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through the League of Nations or outside it. In Washington, Secretary of 
State Cordell Hull could muster nothing stronger than “pious remonstrances” 
that were routinely ignored by Tokyo.13

The President was frustrated and restive, convinced that unless Japanese 
aggression were checked, the security of the United States would be gravely 
jeopardized. In the summer of 1937, Roosevelt considered imposing a total 
trade embargo on Japan, enforced by the American and British navies, but 
dropped it when his ranking admirals told him that it would lead to a war for 
which the U.S. Navy was not yet prepared. Nor was there any likelihood of 
British cooperation. Thus with the Japanese threat primarily in mind, but 
seeking also to arrest the moral drift in Europe, FDR made a forceful speech 
on October 5, 1937, in which he urged the “decent” members of international 
society to “quarantine” aggressor nations.14

Aware that his only weapons were words, his dual aim was to warn aggres­
sive dictatorships and to challenge the European democracies and American 
opinion to confront them. The dictators were not impressed, and the Euro­
pean democracies remained irresolute. The domestic American reaction was, 
however, decidedly hostile, with isolationists and even some Democratic lead­
ers in the Congress charging that the President was preparing to plunge the 
country into war. Although the speech was an isolated warning of danger in a 
general pattern of mild official comment on the developing crisis, the reaction 
showed that Americans in 1937 were far from ready to assume responsibilities 
in the wider world. As Under Secretary of State Sumner Welles later wrote, 
the quarantine speech “provoked a new wave of isolationism” and thereby 
crippled any near-term prospects for a strong interventionist policy.1 s

Despite this evidence of powerful isolationist feeling, however, there were 
significant countercurrents of domestic opinion. Active internationalists at the 
League of Nations Association, a citizen lobby group whose members tended 
the flickering flame of Wilsonian idealism, sought to adapt their convictions 
to new circumstances. Clark Eichelberger, the energetic executive director, 
formed the Committee to Defend America by Aiding the Allies and per­
suaded William Allen White, a Pulitzer Prize-winning newspaper editor from 
Emporia. Kansas, to serve as chairman. Their first aim was to repeal the Neu­
trality Laws. Professor James T. Shotwell of Columbia University resigned 
from the League Association to found the Commission to Study the Organi­
zation of Peace. Members of its executive committee included John Foster
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Dulles (who would become President Eisenhowers Secretary of State in 
1953), Max Lerner, Owen Lattimore, Virginia Gildersleeve, and William 
Allen White. Beginning in January 1940, this group presented its views in a 
series of fifteen-minute Sunday evening radio broadcasts entided “Which Way 
to Lasting Peace?* and carried by ninety stations on the CBS network. In one 
broadcast, Eichelberger said, “We are at last aware that the challenge to world 
peace has become a challenge to civilization itself,” and the commissions first 
formal report stated that international law could be enforced only if “the 
power of the community” overwhelmingly exceeded the power of any of its 
members. The report did not spell out how this community power was to be 
wielded, but it disclaimed any intention to create a world superstate or an 
international police force.16

John Foster Dulles apparently felt that the Shotwell group was too secu­
lar, for he formed the Commission to Study the Bases of a Just and Durable 
Peace, under the auspices of the Federal Council of Churches. In one of 
many speeches, he declared, “the sovereignty system is no longer consonant 
with either peace or justice,” and said that he was “rather appalled” at the lack 
of any agreed peace aims “to educate and crystalize public opinion.”17 Yet he 
too offered no specific remedies. In a long editorial in Life magazine entitled 
“The American Century,” publisher Henry Luce noted the “golden opportu­
nity” for world leadership that the United States had passed up in 1919, and 
called on the American people to help Roosevelt succeed where Wilson had 
failed. It was now the time, Luce wrote, to accept “our duty and our opportu­
nity as the most powerful and vital nation in the world.” But how to do this? 
Luce could offer only “work and effort. . . trial and error . . . enterprise and 
adventure.”18

The uncertain tone and vague content of these declarations by concerned 
and thoughtful opinionmakers reflected the unprecedented scale of the intel­
lectual and moral challenge, but it reflected also a fundamental ambivalence 
about international organizations in general, and about the League in particu­
lar. Most of these individuals had been ardent League supporters, and they 
clung to the conviction that Wilsons Covenant had been basically sound and 
would have fulfilled its grand promises, if America had joined. But they faced 
a stark fact: the League had failed— failed utterly and terribly— and the most 
honest and perceptive among them realized that the reasons went deeper than 
the lack of American participation. They sensed that the next effort to secure
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world order must involve some curtailment o f national sovereignty. But how 
much? And how to achieve it in a world system o f national sovereignties? 
And how to organize collective force to oppose aggression? They did not 
know. In a sense, their imaginations were circumscribed by a deep emotional 
and intellectual commitment to Wilson and thus by an innate feeling that 
the new solution, whatever it might turn out to be, must start with the mas­
ter’s handiwork.

In a 1939 book called Union Now, former New York Times journalist 
Clarence Streit brought to the public debate a plan for postwar organization 
that attracted attention and enthusiasm by a concreteness that contrasted 
sharply to the vague groping of most old-line internationalists. The League 
Covenant, Streit argued, was analogous to the Articles of Confederation 
under whose loose rules the newly independent American colonies were orig­
inally governed. When that compact proved inadequate, it was superseded by 
a federal union with a central government whose powers were defined in the 
U.S. Constitution. To succeed, therefore, the League must undergo the same 
metamorphosis, must become a federal union with a single defense force, a 
single currency and customs-free economy, and a single postal and communi­
cations system. Streits fundamental criterion for membership was democracy. 
The founding members would thus be confined to the United States, Britain, 
the self-governing British Dominions, and the countries of Western Europe, 
excluding Germany, Italy, Spain, and the Soviet Union. Other nations might 
in time join the “Great Republic,” if they could meet the basic democratic 
test.19

The book was an immediate success, selling out fourteen printings in two 
years. Streit formed Federal Union Incorporated and soon had sixty chapters 
throughout the country. A number of distinguished writers, acton, and other 
public figures, including Robert Sherwood, W. Somerset Maugham, Clare 
Booth Luce, Thomas Mann, Dorothy Thompson, and Raymond Massey 
became ardent supporters, attracted by Streits stress on democracy and the 
exclusively Nordic/Anglo-Saxon orientation. Old-line Wilsonians were 
affronted and alarmed, and the monthly journal of the League Association 
called the idea a perversion of history. One historian complained that Streits 
plan would mean “a new order imposed on the world by an Anglo-Saxon fed­
eration." That, of course, was precisely its appeal.20



A Worldwide Threat

A Grim Road to War 21

These intellectual efforts to awaken the American people to the grave dangers 
of their situation and the urgent need for measures to bring into being a less 
threatening world had a modest, though cumulative effect on public opinion. 
World events in the latter half of the decade had transformed Americas 
geopolitical situation, creating on the Atlantic flank the probability that 
Europe’s vast resources would be consolidated against America by Nazi Ger­
many, and establishing on the Pacific flank the rising likelihood of attack by 
an armed and expansionist Japan, which became a full-fledged ally of Ger­
many and Italy by signing the Axis Pact on September 27, 1940. The Presi­
dent and his advisers saw these looming dangers and envisioned the unprece­
dented national effort required to ward them off, but public perception 
remained worried, confused, contradictory— and this lag was a powerful 
obstacle to action.21

In the early summer of 1940, the Secretaries of War, Navy, and Treasury 
urged the President to stop all exports of oil and scrap iron to Japan, and to 
persuade the Netherlands to destroy its oil wells and refineries in the Dutch 
East Indies to prevent their falling into Japanese hands. FDR gave serious con­
sideration to this recommendation, but finally rejected it out of an overriding 
concern for the need to buy more time for the U.S. rearmament effort. He 
was nevertheless determined to act where action seemed possible, and he now 
moved with increasing boldness to influence both the European and Asian 
situations.22

Congress was persuaded to amend the Neutrality Laws, which opened the 
way for the British and French to purchase American arms on a cash-and- 
carry basis. Congress reaffirmed the Monroe Doctrine in June and declared 
that the United States would resist any German efforts to seize French or 
Dutch possessions in the Caribbean. Roosevelt extended the doctrine politi­
cally by including both Greenland and Iceland and by declaring a vast oceanic 
“neutrality zone” in which the U.S. Navy escorted British convoys two-thirds 
of the way to England and defended them aggressively against attack by Ger­
man submarines. His orders to shoot on sight any German or Italian warships 
who intruded into this self-declared defense zone made violent clashes with 
German submarines inevitable, and there ensued sixteen months of semi- 
secret, undeclared naval warfare in the cold and treacherous North Atlantic.23
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By these actions the American people were made increasingly aware o f 
the harsh realities of the situation, and their response showed an understand­
ing of how large the stakes were for American security and the entire structure 
of Western democracy. The President was artfully stretching the instinctive 
public support for defense of the hemisphere to cover the more controversial 
matter of strategic aid to Britain. His actions were tacidy supported, in part 
because the isolationists could not find a way to separate the two strands of 
this sinuous policy. There was strong moral support for Britain, but many 
doubted that it could withstand the German air assault or what seemed the 
inevitable follow-up invasion.

Dramatic events beyond American shores delivered a far more powerful 
impact. By late summer 1940, the electrifying German Blitzkrieg conquests of 
Western Europe, and the growing evidence that Japan was preparing a war to 
drive all Western interests out of the Far East, had produced a marked shift in 
American public opinion. There was now a broad awareness that the country 
could not insulate itself from the impact of military, political, and economic 
upheavals in the outside world, or from their moral implications. But this led 
to no new consensus as to what policies were now required to safeguard the 
national interest. There was an overwhelming desire to see the brutal dictator­
ships destroyed and buried, but this coexisted with a fierce determination to 
stay out of war.

In this unprecedented situation, Franklin Roosevelt also took the un­
precedented decision to run for a third term in the White House. To the sur­
prise of many, his Republican opponent was a maverick internationalist, Wen­
dell Willkie, who had won out over the traditional GOP isolationists at a wild 
convention in Philadelphia. An authentic midwestem American, Willkie grew 
up in Indiana, practiced law in Ohio, and then rose to the presidency of a 
major utility company in New York. A large, rumpled man with unruly hair 
and a hoarse voice, he won the nomination with the backing of the Eastern 
internationalist wing of the GOP, and went on to wage a vigorous campaign 
that laid stress on the need for America, in the interest of its own survival, to 
play a major role in shaping the future of an increasingly dangerous world. He 
did not challenge Roosevelt s conduct of foreign affairs, and after losing the 
November 5 election by a landslide margin of 449 electoral votes to 82, he 
did everything in his power to prevent his adopted party from blocking Amer­
ican entry into what he now perceived as a necessary war.24
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A month after FDR’s election to a third term, a 4,000-word message 
arrived from Churchill. The heart of it was a warning that Britain’s liquid 
assets were being rapidly drained away by the total effort to fend off Hitler: 
“The moment approaches when we shall no longer be able to pay cash for our 
shipping and other supplies.” The problem posed was how the United States 
could go on sending war materials to Britain in the face of the cash-and-carry 
requirement of the Neutrality Laws. Roosevelt’s ingenious solution, after a 
period of creative cerebration while cruising the Caribbean in the U.S.S. 
Tuscaloosa, was the formula that came to be known as Lend-Lease, a means of 
providing munitions to allies without immediate charge and to be repaid not 
in dollars, but in kind, after the war. As FDR unveiled it to the press, “Sup­
pose my neighbor’s house catches on fire, and I have a length of hose. . . .  If 
I can take my garden hose and connect it up to his hydrant, I may help him 
put out his fire.” This winning homespun analogy was followed on Decem­
ber 29, 1940, by a speech in which he declared that the United States must 
become “the great arsenal of democracy,” a message that sent a thrill of hope 
across the whole anti-Nazi world, shifted American opinion toward greater 
support for preparedness (though not war), and assured the passage of Lend- 
Lease legislation.25

Crescendo

The world crisis was now moving toward crescendo. As 1941 opened, the 
massive German air assault on England continued, and Hitler made unrelent­
ing efforts to extend his grip on the Continent. In March he forced Bulgaria 
and Yugoslavia to join the Axis— and when the compliant Belgrade govern­
ment was promptly overthrown by coup d’état, he made war on Yugoslavia, 
using Italian, Hungarian, and Bulgarian troops alongside his German forces. 
In April, Italy invaded Greece, which conducted a tenacious defense with the 
help of British troops, until the introduction of large German forces broke 
the organized resistance and led to British withdrawal.

In response to the movement of Japanese armies southward toward 
French Indochina and Thailand, the United States embargoed all iron and 
steel scrap shipments to Japan in January, but still refrained from closing down 
the export of oil, which was recognized as a move of utmost strategic sensitiv­
ity— and likely to provoke a Japanese military response. German forces in
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Africa were advancing through Libya toward Egypt and the supreme prize of 
the Suez Canal. German submarines were taking a fearful toll of British and 
American ships carrying vital cargoes to beleaguered England. The United 
States assumed the defense of Greenland and welcomed the arrival of British 
troops in Iceland. In June the United States froze all German and Italian funds 
in American banks and demanded the removal o f their consular staffs. The 
Axis nations retaliated in kind.26

On June 22, 1941, Hider attacked the Soviet Union. That massive Ger­
man onslaught made immediately worse an already highly fragile situation 
across the globe. Britain’s ability to hold out against German bombers and 
submarines still hung in the balance. Now German armies were slicing deep 
into Russia, and Japan stood poised to attack in the Pacific. For the American 
President, the categorical imperative was to keep both Britain and Russia in 
the fight. There was no other way to preserve hopeful options for the demo­
cratic cause, or to prevent the United States from becoming an island in a 
totalitarian sea.

Roosevelt immediately sent his closest confidante, Harry Hopkins, to 
Moscow to ascertain Stalins material needs, then arranged to meet Churchill 
secredy in mid-August off the Newfoundland coast. The first message from 
Hopkins reported that Stalin was confident that his forces could withstand the 
Nazis, provided the United Sutes could help with his supply problem by the 
following spring, when it would become acute. Also, Stalin would "welcome” 
American troops under their own command on any part of the Russian 
front.27

On July 24, a Japanese invasion force arrived at Camranh Bay in 
Indochina. The President called in the Japanese Ambassador and made a last 
effort to effect Japanese withdrawal and an agreement to neutralize that terri­
tory. Tokyo delayed a reply, but Japanese cable traffic intercepted by U.S. 
intelligence revealed that there was no intention to withdraw. It was at this 
point that Roosevelt faced a Hobsons choice: to try to hold off a Far Eastern 
war in order to buy more time for rearmament, but at the risk of remaining 
passive while the Japanese warlords extended and consolidated their con­
quests; or to impose immediate further sanctions against Japan as a warning to 
stop their expansion, but at the high risk of precipitating a war before U.S. 
military forces and American public opinion were fully prepared. His prefer­
ence was to go on buying time, but when decoded Tokyo cable traffic made
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dear the scale and pace of Japanese military activities, he understood an attack 
somewhere in the Pacific was coming— and probably soon.28

On August 1, the United States froze all Japanese assets and brought all 
trade, including oil exports, to a halt. The British and Dutch governments 
took similar action. The die was cast, even though futile negotiations contin­
ued in Washington until the very moment of the attack on Pearl Harbor. 
Cordell Hull, who conducted these final talks with Ambassador Kichisaburo 
Nomura, and the special envoy, Saburo Kurusu, who arrived in mid-Novem­
ber, seemed unable to grasp that the U.S. prescription for “peace” in Asia was 
in direct conflict with Japans well-developed expansionist goals. U.S. policy 
aimed at restoring Chinese sovereignty on the mainland and obtaining Japa­
nese assurances of respect for existing borders and “noninterference” in the 
whole of Southeast Asia. But Japan was fundamentally determined to achieve 
the Greater East Asia Co-Prosperity Sphere, which was Tokyo’s chosen vehicle 
for securing Japanese military, financial, commercial, and cultural dominance 
of the entire area. In both Europe and the Pacific, events were rapidly elimi­
nating the possibility that the United States could avoid full involvement in a 
global war.29



Argentia and the 
Atlantic Charter

The first glimmering of what was to become the United 
Nations appeared at the first meeting between President 
Franklin Roosevelt and British Prime Minister Winston 
Churchill in Argentia Bay, off the coast of Newfoundland, 
in mid-August 1941.1 Two powerful naval armadas arrived 
at the secret rendezvous, bearing the leaders of the only con­
sequential democracies which had thus far survived the Ger­
man, Italian, and Japanese dictatorships’ designs for world 
conquest. Roosevelt and Churchill were meeting to make 
manifest their common cause, take each others measure, 
and assess together a perilous world situation in which they 
were forced to devise common strategies for meeting the 
even graver ordeals— visible in outline, unknown in detail 
— that loomed ahead.

The Four Freedoms

On January 1, 1941, Roosevelt worked late in his small 
study on the second floor of the White House. Accompa­
nied by his adviser Harry Hopkins, Under Secretar)’ of State 
Sumner Welles, and his speechwriter. Judge Samuel Rosen- 
man. he was putting the final touches on his State of the 
Union message, which he would deliver before a joint ses­
sion of the Congress on January 6. There remained only the
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question of how to dose the speech. After a long silence, the President began 
slowly dictating what became his famous declaration of hope for “a world 
founded upon four essential human freedoms”— freedom of speech and 
expression; freedom of religion; freedom from want; and freedom from fear. 
These were, he said, not a vision for “a distant millennium,” but “a definite 
basis for a kind of world attainable in our own time and generation.”2

William Allen White, the famous newspaper editor, declared with 
remarkable foresight that the President had given the world “a new Magna 
Cana of democracy.” The Four Freedoms, which became the moral corner­
stone of the United Nations, marked, White wrote, “the opening of a new era 
for the world.”3

Six months later, with these Four Freedoms very much in his mind, FDR 
conferred with his close associate Welles on the coming meeting with the British 
Prime Minister in Argentia Bay. Roosevelt told Welles that, because the two 
English-speaking democracies both stood for principles of freedom and jus­
tice, they should seize the opportunity of the meeting to “jointly bind them­
selves” to establish at the end of the war “a new world order based on those 
principles . . .  that would hold out hope to enslaved peoples.”4 There had been 
vague discussions of this idea between the British and American staffs, though 
no prior exchange of views between FDR and Churchill, but the Prime Min­
ister had personally prepared a first draft. W hat became the Atlantic Char­
ter— a declaration that led, within six months, to the creation of the “United 
Nations” coalition and that formed the moral-political foundation upon 
which the new international organization was later built— was not, however, 
the most pressing matter for either leader as they approached their first face- 
to-fàce meeting.5

Churchill, whose nation was engaged in a veritable death grapple with 
the German Luftwaffe in the skies over England and with the relendess killer 
U-boats in the cold Atlantic, wanted above all to avoid war with Japan. The 
increasing stridency of Japanese policy made clear however that all Western 
interests in the Far East were threatened. For Churchill, any hope of prevent­
ing Japan from expanding farther to the south— to menace the Malay Penin­
sula, Singapore, Hong Kong, and the Dutch East Indies— depended on a 
clear-cut warning by the United States, although he hoped that it would 
appear to reinforce an identical British statement. Preparing for the Argentia 
meeting, the Foreign Office had drafted “parallel communications” expressly
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warning that “Any further encroachment by Japan in the Southwestern Pacific 
would produce a situation in which the U.S. [and Britain] would be com­
pelled to take countermeasures, even though these might lead to war.”6

In an early conversation on shipboard at Argentia with Sumner Welles, 
Churchill stressed his conviction that anything less than a strong U.S. warn­
ing would lead inevitably to a British-Japanese war. In that event, he told 
Welles, Japan would quickly destroy all British merchant shipping in the 
Indian Ocean, cut the life-lines between the British Dominions and England, 
then overrun the British land positions. But Roosevelt, who only ten days 
before, on August 1, had felt compelled to freeze all Japanese assets in the 
United States and cut off all exports, including the strategically sensitive oil 
shipments, felt that further provocation was politically imprudent. He was 
concerned about both the bitter-end isolationists in the Congress and the gal­
vanized militarists in Tokyo. To Churchills intense disappointment, therefore, 
“no mailed fist” was shaken at Japan from Argentia.7

For his part, the President s principal aim in meeting with Churchill was 
to ensure that Britain would make no territorial deals— secret or otherwise—  
prior to a general peace conference at the end of the war. Now facing a com­
mon foe, Britain and Russia had begun negotiating a military alliance in late 
June. London reported to Washington that Moscow was seeking only military 
aid and a pledge of no separate peace with Hitler, but Russian Foreign Minis­
ter V. M. Molotov was also hinting at the need for a guarantee of Russia’s pre­
invasion boundaries— which included its 1939 seizure of eastern Poland and 
its annexation of the Baltic states, in consequence of Stalins sordid nonag­
gression pact with Hitler that same year. Roosevelt believed that any recur­
rence of such spheres-of-influence politics would produce a new wave of 
American isolationist recoil, rooted in moral disgust, and that this could 
fatally undermine prospects for American leadership— either in war or in a 
postwar effort to secure a lasting peace.8

Lord Halifax, the British Ambassador to Washington, had provided assur­
ances that the Anglo-Soviet pact contained no “secret clauses," and the accord 
had been duly signed in Moscow on July 12, a month before the Roosevelt- 
Churchill meeting. But at Argentia, a still suspicious FDR sent Welles across 
the bay to H.M.S. Prince o f Wales to reaffirm these assurances with Alexander 
Cadogan, the Permanent Under Secretary of the Foreign Office. Only then 
did Roosevelt approve publication of the Atlantic Charter.9
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The Two Leaders Meet

The first meeting of these two democratic leaders was a historic moment. 
Franklin Delano Roosevelt, the only person elected three times to the office of 
President of the United States, was a man of extraordinary range and com­
plexity. Even his closest associates found him a puzzling mix of contradictory 
moods and motives, and they never fully penetrated his “heavily forested inte­
rior,” in Robert Sherwoods phrase. He was hard and he was soft; serious and 
direct, frivolous and evasive. Acknowledged as the premier “artist” in politics, 
he could be ruthless, but was often an exemplar of charity in its purest form. 
He could appear “utterly cynical, worldly, illusionless,” but always projected a 
buoyant optimism which, some thought, was sustained by an old-fashioned 
religious faith that “was the strongest and most mysterious force in him.” 
Whether the source was his religion or his Dutch genes, it was universally 
agreed that he possessed remarkable inner strength and determination— a 
tenacity that had been tested and reinforced by his contracting polio at the age 
of thirty-nine, in 1921, an ordeal that had rendered him unable to walk.10

Winston Spencer Churchill had been a member of the British Cabinet 
and a world statesman while still a young man in World War I. During the 
disastrous “locust years” of the 1930s, he had become the nations Cassandra, 
telling his myopic parliamentary colleagues and heedless countrymen over and 
over— with vehemence, eloquence, and hard facts— that Hitlers evil ambi­
tion and massive rearmament posed a stark threat to the survival of Britain 
and of Western civilization. In May 1940, when the catastrophic conse­
quences of Neville Chamberlain’s shameful policies could no longer be denied 
or borne, Churchill was called to Buckingham Palace to become the King’s 
First Minister. In a matter of hours and days, he resurrected the latent courage 
and tenacity of the British people, made himself the embodiment of those 
virtues, and demonstrated a remarkable strategic vision. He told the House of 
Commons that he could offer them nothing “but blood, toil, tears and sweat.” 
Then he hurled thundering words at Hitler: “We shall defend our Island, 
whatever the cost may be, we shall fight on the beaches, we shall fight on the 
landing grounds, we shall fight in the fields and in the streets; we shall fight in 
the hills; we shall never surrender.”11

As French resistance was collapsing in June 1940, Churchill cabled 
Roosevelt that the “astonishing swiftness” with which Hitler had conquered
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Western Europe meant immediate heavy bombing and probably paratrooper 
attacks against Britain, followed by a major invasion attempt. If necessary, 
Churchill said, Britain would fight on alone, and if the Island went down, he 
and his government would go down with it. O n June 20, in a secret session 
of the House of Commons, Churchill asserted that, if Britain could get 
through the next three months, it could get through the next three years. And 
he thought that the best way to bring the United States into the war was to 
demonstrate that the British nation was utterly determined upon a heroic 
struggle to preserve its own independence and so prevent Hider s destruction 
of Western civilization. The President sent his adviser Harry Hopkins to Lon­
don to test the categorical stance asserted by Churchill. Did not the British 
have a plan to move the government to Canada, in extremis? Hopkins discov­
ered that there was no such plan. An impressed Roosevelt then made his most 
momentous decision of 1940— to back Britain and Churchill to the hilt. He 
was keenly aware that if Britain were swept away, then “all our traditional con­
cepts of security in the Atlantic would be gone” and America would be living 
constandy “at the point of a Nazi gun.”12

Roosevelt stretched his constitutional authority by consummadng in Sep­
tember 1940 a destroyer-for-bases deal under which the United States trans­
ferred fifty older destroyers to the hard-pressed British Navy in exchange for 
ninety-nine-year leases on British air and naval bases in the western Atlantic 
and the Caribbean, including Newfoundland, Bermuda, the Bahamas, and 
Jamaica. Two months later, after his reelection to a third term, the President 
wrote to King George VI that there had been “virtually no criticism” of the 
deal in America, except from “legalists” whom he was determined to ignore.13 
In December he declared an “unlimited national emergency” and asserted that 
the United States must become the “arsenal of democracy,” ready to “extend 
to the opponents of force the material resources of this nation.” He then 
rushed half a million rifles, 80,000 machine guns, and 900 75-millimeter 
guns with a million shells to beleaguered England. He also set in motion the 
comprehensive Lend-Lease program, which became law in March 1941 and 
which Churchill called “the most unsordid act in the history of any nation.” 
Now as the two men met in early August 1941, the United States, though not 
yet formally in the war, was morally committed. Britain had weathered the 
fury of Hitler’s assault for a full year.14

On the morning of August 9, following the customary naval courtesies,
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FDR and Churchill after church services on H.M.S. 
Prince o f  Wales, Argentia Bay, August 10, 1941. 

(Courtesy Franklin Roosevelt Library)

the Prime Minister, dressed in his signature blue navy peacoat and matching 
naval cap, went aboard the U.S.S. Augusta to visit the President, who received 
him with full military honors. Roosevelt stood, supported on the arm of his 
son Elliott, while the two national anthems were played; then he gave his new 
colleague (in Churchills words) “the warmest of welcomes.” Conversations 
quickly began between the two principals, and the military chiefs and the two 
senior diplomats, Welles and Cadogan, met separately.15

As Robert Sherwood later wrote, the two leaders quickly established “an 
easy intimacy, a joking informality, and a moratorium on pomposity and 
cant— and also a degree of frankness in intercourse which, if not quite com­
plete, was remarkably close to it.” At the same time, neither man “ever forgot 
for one instant what he was and represented and what the other was and rep­
resented. . . .  Their relationship was maintained to the end on the highest pro-
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fessional level.”16 Both leaders placed a great deal of importance on personal 
diplomacy, for they believed that it was the best way to avoid misunderstand­
ing— in July alone, fourteen messages had passed between them. The meeting 
at Argentia Bay reinforced their mutual trust and led to an ever growing 
exchange of personal communications.17

The American Advisers

Harry Hopkins, who had returned through London from his Moscow mission 
in order to brief Churchill on the talks with Stalin, was invited by the Prime 
Minister to join him and his entourage on the battleship H.M.S. Prince o f 
Wales for the voyage to Argentia Bay. Hopkins was an aide and counselor of 
immense influence in Roosevelts inner circle. The son of a harness maker 
from Sioux City, Iowa, he had been a "studiously unsuave and often intolerant 
and tactless” New Deal reformer in the early Roosevelt years. He had become 
both famous and infamous as the powerful director of the Works Project 
Administration (WPA), the Administrations principal vehicle for lifting the 
nation out of the Great Depression by creating jobs in a thousand public 
undertakings from building airports and bridges to subsidizing artists and 
playwrights. He had served briefly as Secretary of Commerce, but his frail 
health and unpopularity with Republicans in Congress limited his effective­
ness. The President, however, found his perceptiveness and loyalty indispens­
able; since 1940 he had been FDR’s closest adviser and was indeed living in 
the White House. An expediter rather than a man of vision, he was alert, 
shrewd, bold, prankish, with an intuitive feel for the precise measures neces­
sary to resolve the immediate problem and meet the Presidents needs.18

Churchill was impressed by Hopkins’s keen assessment of people and 
events and his “harshly objective and salty reporting” (six months later, at a 
strategy meeting in the White House immediately after Pearl Harbor, he 
insisted that Hopkins’s trenchant analyses be rewarded by the bestowing of a 
title: “Lord Root of the Matter”). As they cruised toward Newfoundland, the 
two men canvassed a wide range of issues and examined the phraseology of 
Churchill’s draft of what became the Atlantic Charter.19

Sumner Welles was at this meeting in pan because his chief, Cordell Hull, 
had fallen ill again in June. Hull, a former Congressman and Senator from 
Tennessee, had been Secretary of State since 1933. Roosevelt had chosen him
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Harry Hopkins and Sir Alexander Cadogan aboard H.M.S. 
Prince o f  Wales, Argentia Bay, August 10, 1941. 

(Courtesy Franklin Roosevelt Library)

not for his qualifications in foreign affairs— he had none— but for his high 
standing and rapport with Senate leaders and his loyalty to the Democratic 
Party. Also, it was generally understood that Hull accepted the President’s 
intention to provide the creative leadership in international relations. Now 
seventy-one, he was in chronic ill health and easily fatigued; he had been a 
mild diabetic since childhood, but in 1932 had contracted tuberculosis which 
he took great pains to conceal, recognizing that exposure of the ailment could 
make him unacceptable for national office. When he made a radio speech, a 
senior aide sat beside him, ready to take over if his voice gave out. Henry L. 
Stimson, Hoovers Secretary of State and Hull’s immediate predecessor, con­
fided to his diary that Hull was “a tall gentlemanly man, with a pleasant 
Southern quiet manner, [but] on the whole, I got a rather discouraging im­
pression of his vitality and vigor.” By temperament cautious, Hull was also 
slow in comprehension and action and determined to avoid mistakes and
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public criticism. In the loose, experimental atmosphere of the New Deal, he 
jealously guarded his reputation as the one Cabinet officer who had avoided 
conspicuous blunders. Journalists found his public statements akin to official 
reaffirmation of the Beatitudes, in which he urged the unruly nations of the 
world to settle their differences peacefully. One close observer was reminded 
of a Civil War politician whose speeches— more notable for their length than 
for their content— seemed like a train o f twenty cars from which emerged 
only a single passenger. Hulls single passenger was always the same— trade 
agreements. Until Pearl Harbor, he seemed to believe that his self-acknowl­
edged preachments plus free trade were sufficient to halt the triumphal march 
of dictators. Beneath a courtly Southern manner, he was a hard-bitten Ten­
nessee mountaineer, provincial, insecure, and with an instinct for ruthlessness 
if crossed.20

Sumner Welles was Hulls polar opposite. An Eastern seaboard aristocrat, 
educated at Groton and Harvard, he was a professional diplomat o f excep­
tional talent and energy— calm, precise, sophisticated, thorough, with “the 
dignity to be viceroy of India.”21 Harold Ickes, the Secretary of Interior, 
thought that Welles's dignity edged toward Upreternatural solemnity” and 
remarked, “if he ever smiles, it has not been in my presence.” A few others in 
the Roosevelt entourage did not feel at ease in his presence, but these were 
minor disparagements. Hull, having no interest in managing the department, 
left this to Welles, who at forty-nine was a tireless and effective administrator. 
Foreign ambassadors paid perfunctory calls on Hull, then spent two hours 
talking serious business with the Under Secretary.22

As the crises of the late 1930s mounted, demanding swift assessment and 
action, the President grew understandably impatient with a Secretary of State 
whose primary concern, as Robert Sherwood later wrote, was to maintain a 
record of “no runs— no hits— no errors.” Needing fresh ideas and quick 
action, he turned increasingly to Welles, who was also a close personal friend. 
The two families had long been intertwined; Welles, ten years younger than 
FDR, had been a page in his wedding. The President had sent him to Berlin, 
Rome, Paris, and London in early 1940 in a last-ditch effort to avert all-out 
war in Western Europe; Welles had handled the destroyers-for-bases deal with 
the British and chaired the In ter-American Committee to administer the 
Caribbean possessions of those European nations now subjugated by Hider.23

Welles was emerging in official circles and in the press as the “associate”
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Sumner Welles aboard H.M.S. Prince o f  Wales, Argentia Bay, 
August 10, 1941. (Courtesy Franklin Roosevelt Library)

Secretary of State. In a speech on July 22, 1941, at the Norwegian Legation in 
Washington, he was the first highly placed U.S. official to make public refer­
ence to postwar aims, declaring that only an “Association of Nations” could 
rebuild a shattered world after Hitler had been “finally and utterly destroyed.” 
The N ew  York Tim es considered this the “most significant” declaration of
peace aims since the onset of the European war and assumed that Welles 
spoke for the President, “whom he sees virtually daily.”24 On August 11, while 
the Argentia conference was in progress, Tim e magazine put Welles on its 
cover and described him as a “Field Marshall in the war of brains.”25

Welles’s rising prominence and ready access to the Oval Office were seri-
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ous blows to Hull’s prickly pride, which had already been wounded by Roo­
sevelts decision to choose Henry Wallace instead of Hull as his running mate 
in the 1940 presidential race. The new affronts fed a bitter and cumulative 
resentment against his Under Secretary, which was in some measure anger at 
the President that could not be expressed. Hull’s overt differences with Welles 
were over how— and at what pace— to plan for postwar structures and poli­
cies, and how to develop public support for them, a debate which pitted Hull’s 
obsessive caution against Welles’s instinct for bold initiative. Welles possessed 
the broader intellect; Hull had a keener feel for what was politically feasible. 
They could have made a formidable team, but the older man’s bitterness 
became increasingly personal, and led to a dramatic showdown in the summer 
of 1943.26

Negotiating the Atlantic Charter

On the morning of August 10, 1941, Cadogan handed to Welles the British 
draft of what became the Adantic Charter.27 It was the personal handiwork of 
the Prime Minister himself, which he later confirmed in his memoirs: “Con­
sidering all the tales of my reactionary Old-World oudook, and the pain this 
is said to have caused the President, I am glad it should be on the record that 
the substance and spirit of what came to be called The Adantic Charter was in 
its first draft a British production cast in my own words.”28

In his stateroom on the U.S.S. Augusta, Welles gave the document his 
close and immediate study. The first three articles he found “essential in their 
import and admirable in their clarity,” but he balked at the latter half of the 
third, feeling that the words “concerned to defend the rights of freedom of 
speech and thought” throughout the world involved a commitment which the 
U.S. Congress would, at that moment, loudly protest.

He judged the fourth article to be flatly inadequate, an attempt to pre­
serve the system of British trade practices known as “imperial preferences.” 
This system, as embodied in the Ottawa Agreements of 1932, was designed to 
force every component of the British Empire, covering one-quarter of the 
world s population, to trade only where the British pound sterling was the rec­
ognized currency, and to discriminate against traders outside the system. Gov­
ernments and peoples everywhere now understood that such practices, includ­
ing the American protectionist tariffs imposed after World War I, had
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contributed directly to the severe global Depression of the early 1930s, and to 
the economic desperation and fury that had spawned Hitler and Mussolini. 
The elimination of all such practices was a major goal of the Roosevelt 
Administration. Welles shared Hull’s deep conviction that there could be “no 
assurance of any new and better world order to come” until such “fatal imped­
iments” to free trade were removed.

Welles thought that the fifth article, although it proposed an “effective 
international organization” to keep the peace, did not adequately express the 
need for the Anglo-American coalition to lead the world to “a true reduction 
and limitation of armaments.”

On the basis of this analysis, Welles revised the British draft: in article 
three, he deleted the last sentence; in article four, he expressed the elimination 
of all trade discrimination as an Anglo-American goal; in article five, he 
inserted the “hope” that world governments would arrest the “continued 
expenditures for armament,” except for “purely defensive” weapons. Also, 
reflecting a personal devotion to Wilsonian ideals that did not quite mesh 
with FDR’s preference for realpolitik, Welles expanded the preamble to 
include more sweeping language. He put his alternative draft before the Pres­
ident early on the morning of August 11.

The two men discussed every word. Roosevelt, following his political 
instincts, quickly made clear that he wanted to limit the entire document to a 
declaration of general principles. W ith that in mind, he eliminated most of 
Welles’s eloquent preamble and even shortened Churchill’s original. He 
strengthened the third article by adding the “hope that self-government may 
be restored to those from whom it has been forcibly removed.” He shortened 
and generalized the fourth article on trade, but retained the central thrust of 
Welles’s revision by inserting the phrase “without discrimination.”

In the fifth article, he struck out the words “effective international orga­
nization,” which Welles had retained from the British draft. Then he wrote in 
a new sixth article which asserted that, because future peace would be “impos­
sible” if military forces remained in the hands of “any nation which threatens 
or may threaten to use force outside its frontiers,” the “disarmament of such 
nations is essential.”29

The new version of the document, slightly tidied up by Welles and 
approved by FDR, was the main item for discussion between the principals 
later that morning. Also gathered informally in the admiral’s quarters, which



38 Argentia and the Atlantic Charter

the President was using as his study, were Cadogan, Hopkins, and Welles. 
Roosevelt was wearing a gray suit with his shirt open at the collar. Churchill 
was, as throughout the conference, dressed in his personal version of a naval 
uniform. There were substantive differences on only two points: the trade 
issue and the question of a postwar system to keep the peace.

The Prime Minister asked if the revised trade language was intended to 
apply to imperial preferences. Welles replied that of course it was, and went 
on to elaborate the economic and social havoc wrought by the severe constric­
tion of world trade which was the unavoidable consequence of all discrimina­
tory tariffs and similar practices. The President reinforced Welles, saying that 
it was very important to offer the German and Italian peoples the promise of 
a fair and equal economic opportunity after the war.

Churchill replied that, while he personally opposed the Ottawa Agree­
ments and was entirely in favor of free trade, he was without the power to 
approve the proposed paragraph without first obtaining the concurrence of all 
the British Dominions. Such consultations, he said, might consume several 
days or more, and might not in the end produce the desired result. Hopkins 
then suggested that Welles and Cadogan re-draff the an ide  “to take care of 
these difficulties,” but Welles strongly demurred, saying that any effon to 
mask a basic disagreement could only eviscerate wa vital principle.” The prac­
tical difficulty remained, however, and there appeared to be a strong consen­
sus that publication o f the Atlantic Chaner must coincide with announce­
ment of the conference itself.30

Hopkins continued to press the President to yield to practical necessity, 
and Roosevelt soon did so, acknowledging that time was of the essence. 
Robert Sherwood later wrote, “O f course Welles was right on prindple and 
Hopkins was wrong,” but the compromise served a larger immediate pur­
pose.31 The final language agreed upon read as follows: “Fourth, they will 
endeavor, with due respect for their existing obligations, to further the enjoy­
ment by all states, great and small, victor or vanquished, of access, on equal 
terms, to the trade and to the raw materials of the world which are needed for 
their economic prosperity.”32

With regard to the new article on the disarming of aggressors (which 
Roosevelt had inserted, while deleting any mention of an organization for 
postwar security), the Prime Minister asked if the President would not agree 
to support some kind of “effective international organization” as proposed in
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the original British draft. This question produced a candid reply which 
revealed FDR as a thoroughly disenchanted Wilsonian, indeed, a hardline 
advocate of realpolitik. He could not mention any form of international orga­
nization at this time, he said, owing to the still formidable strength of isola­
tionist opinion in America. To take any clear-cut position on that issue now 
would generate suspicion and opposition he thought it prudent to avoid.

This judgment was primarily a question of timing, he said. But leaving 
current domestic politics aside, he would not favor creating a new League of 
Nations, or anything like it, until the United States and Great Britain had 
functioned as a world police force for a number of years after the war and had 
effectively disarmed aggressor nations and established a stable international 
situation.33

The Presidents requirement for international stability, which he had 
often shared privately with Welles, in fact went beyond disarming aggressor 
nations. It included the view that even peace-loving small nations could play 
no useful role in the international policing function: in time of war, their 
armies were worthless against the larger, more modern forces of the major 
powers; and in peacetime, the cost of such establishments was a crushing bur­
den upon their fragile economies. As the maintenance of these numerous 
small establishments was therefore a terrible social waste, it would be in the 
general interest to disarm them after the war, “thereby ridding the world of an 
unnecessary burden upon humanity, as well as of a danger to international 
peace.” Only the major powers would be in a position to undertake such a 
task. In these private debates with Welles, the President rather impatiently 
brushed aside all considerations of the national pride of small countries, or 
the fact that age-old hatreds between national neighbors (as in the Balkans) 
created an imperative need for the means of self-defense. Nor did FDR 
address the formidable task of actually disarming such nations, and then mak­
ing sure that they stayed disarmed.34

The full scope of this Rooseveltian concept was not on the table at Argen­
tia, however. The immediate issue was the statement that assumed the special 
right of the major powers to identify and then disarm all “potential” aggres­
sors on their own authority.

Churchill replied that he would be less than candid if he did not express 
his feeling that the President s approach taken in the “disarming” article would 
stir up a great deal of opposition from “extreme internationalists” and others



40 Argentia and the Atlantic Charter

who were seeking solutions based on the presumed sovereign equality of 
nations. FDR said that he understood the risk, but that the time had come to 
be realistic and the language he proposed reflected “complete realism.” Welles 
remained silent, but could not agree that his chiefs view reflected political 
realism. Churchill also doubted the feasibility of the proposal, although he 
understood the attraction of its pure logic. He ended by remarking that, of 
course, he fully shared the Presidents view.35

However, following this session, Churchill, Welles, and Hopkins all 
sought to change the President s mind, especially to persuade him to accept 
some reference to a new international organization. Hopkins, who may have 
been the decisive influence, told the President that he was certain that the 
American people were ready to support a strong organization for world 
peace— “indeed they would settle for nothing less.”36 The President would not 
yield to the term “international organization,” but finally agreed to language 
that seemed very close to the same thing— “the establishment of a wider and 
permanent system of general security.” The formidable implications of FDR’s 
notion to disarm all small nations were masked by a statement confining 
“essential” disarmament to “aggressors or potential aggressors.”37

Impact on World Opinion

When finally agreed upon, the text of the Atlantic Charter was issued as a 
press release and was cabled to Stalin for his endorsement, but the fact that the 
Soviet dictator had been given no advance notice of the Argentia conference 
deepened his innate suspicion of Anglo-American designs to dominate the 
postwar world. His endorsement did not come for several weeks, and then 
arrived with a caveat that was both understandable and ominous. The “practi­
cal application” of the Atlantic Charter, Stalin said, “must necessarily adapt 
itself to the circumstances, needs, and historic peculiarities of particular coun­
tries.” Four months later, he spoke to British Foreign Secretary Anthony Eden 
in much blunter terms: “It now looks as if the Charter was directed against 
the USSR."’«

Stalin's relatively polite initial observation, that practical application of 
the Atlantic Charter must change depending on different national circum­
stances, also applied, if to a lesser degree, to the United States and Britain. 
Neither society perfectly embodied the high moral principles of the declara-
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tion, and the British were the more immediately vulnerable party. The ringing 
words “They will respect the right of all peoples to choose the form of gov­
ernment under which they will live” brought insistent, embarrassing questions 
about self-determination from India, Burma, Malaya, and other parts of the 
British Empire. So Scute did the questions become that Churchill was forced 
to state in Parliament that the Atlantic Charter was directed primarily to the 
“restoration” of sovereignty to those European nations “now under the Nazi 
yoke.” The progressive evolution of British dependencies in other regions was 
“quite a separate problem.”39

The immediate public reaction in Britain was curiously muted, for the 
people had evidently hoped for some momentous U.S. commitment that 
would, visibly and immediately, improve the odds for their survival and ulti­
mate triumph. They wanted an American declaration of war. What they got 
seemed, at first glance, merely a collection of pious words. As one British his­
torian later wrote, “The meeting that is now celebrated as the genesis of a 
great alliance was regarded in London at the time as a disappointment, close 
to a flop.”40

Similarly, to American isolationists, the language of the declaration was 
only a smokescreen for secret deals, hatched at a secret meeting, and designed 
to enmesh America in the tangled affairs of Europe.

Yet the words of the Atlantic Charter— and, equally, the large implica­
tions of the conference itself— were met with an overwhelming sense of reas­
surance by the great majority of the American people, and with a surge of 
new hope throughout the many lands “under the Nazi yoke.” The charter was 
in fact a revolutionary pronouncement for American diplomacy, representing 
a total break with the narrow isolationist policies of the Harding, Coolidge, 
and Hoover administrations. It signaled that the United States, not yet for­
mally engaged in a conflict possessing the gravest geopolitical and moral 
implications, was prepared to place its leadership and its strength on the 
scales, in cooperation with the one other surviving democracy of conse­
quence, in a supreme effort to bring into being a decent and peaceful postwar 
world.

The President was heartened, and slightly surprised, by the favorable 
reception of the Atlantic Charter both at home and abroad, but his mind 
remained focused primarily on the urgent problem of national defense. Welles 
wanted him to use the new momentum to begin postwar planning within the
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Administration, and to define publicly at least the outlines of a desirable post­
war world, but FDR rejected this advice, insisting that it was imperative to 
concentrate public attention and energy on the overriding need for rearma­
ment and defense. Any attempt to offer vague postwar formulas for public dis­
cussion would, he said, only raise the level of controversy and divert the 
nations attention from the immediate problem. It was necessary to put first 
things first. However, he assured Welles, when “the moment became ripe,” he 
would exert American leadership to build the kind of world envisioned in the 
Adantic Charter.41



Postwar Planning Begins

Although it had been visible in fearful outline for nearly a 
decade, the actual fact of war in Europe came as a major 
shock to the American nervous system and raised with new 
urgency the question of what the United States must now 
do to safeguard its interests in both the short term and the 
long. But no element within the State Department was 
charged with long-range planning, and no such planning 
was being carried on in any part of the government. On 
November 10, 1939, Pope Pius XII proclaimed the need to 
establish “a stable international organization” after the war. 
In a private response of December 23, President Roosevelt 
voiced his belief that, while no spiritual or civic leader could 
now define a specific structure for the future, “the time for 
that will surely come”; meanwhile, the United States would 
“encourage a closer association between those in every part 
of the world— those in religion and those in government— 
who have a common purpose.”1

A Desultory First Effort

Into this planning vacuum stepped the private Council on 
Foreign Relations with an offer to study postwar issues 
secretly and make its deliberations available to the State 
Department. The council was a Northeastern seaboard phe­
nomenon, an elitist mix of prominent New York bankers
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and lawyers with European interests and prominent academics and intellec­
tuals, many of whom had served as advisers to Woodrow Wilson at the Paris 
peace conference. The businessmen provided the money, while the scholars 
furnished most of the intellectual leadership. The council operated mainly 
through off-the-record conferences, study groups, and small dinners confined 
to members, who were addressed by foreign or American statesmen. It pub­
lished Foreign Affairs, a scholarly quarterly that had become the leading Amer­
ican journal of its kind. In an age when fewer than one thousand Americans 
could claim a journeymans competence, or even a sustained interest, in for­
eign affairs, the Council on Foreign Relations was a rare island of influence 
and expertise in the body politic.2

Secretary of State Cordell Hull accepted the councils offer with alacrity 
and, with financial support from the Rockefeller Foundation, the council cre­
ated four committees to study postwar armaments, economic relations, colo­
nial territories, and cross-border aggression. Norman H. Davis, head of the 
American Red Cross and a former Under Secretary of State, was assigned to 
coordinate the studies and their presentation to the State Department.3

On December 27, 1939, Hull formed a high-level committee, composed 
mainly of State Department officials, to consider and use the reports from the 
New York group as a basis for developing future U.S. foreign policy; at the 
same time he created a new research unit under his principal assistant, Leo 
Pasvolsky. Fearing, however, that any disclosure that the U.S. government was 
discussing postwar issues would reinforce public misgivings about the League 
of Nations and trigger divisive protests from isolationists, he was careful to 
disguise the true purpose of the undertaking. In early January 1940, the 
department quietly announced creation of an Advisory Committee on Prob­
lems of Foreign Relations, which would “survey the basic principles which 
should underlie a desirable world order to be evolved after the termination of 
the present hostilities.” Under Secretary Sumner Welles was appointed chair­
man. Norman H. Davis and George Rublee, a New York lawyer, became the 
only outside members.4

The new committee began its work, but the intense pressures of coping 
with the ongoing war in Europe soon made it impossible for the already over­
burdened departmental officers to give any appreciable time to problems of an 
unknown and distant future. In Welles’s later assessment, the proceedings were
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“desultory,” and the effort soon fell of its own weight. Postwar planning was 
thus in abeyance for most of 1940 and 1941.5

In the late summer of 1941, after his return from the meeting at Argen- 
tia, Welles worked within the State Department to organize a more systematic 
and sustainable postwar planning effort. Hull was amenable. The Atlantic 
Charter was now a tangible and visible, if disturbingly vague, guide to U.S. 
foreign policy. By mid-October a directive had been prepared for the Presi­
dent’s approval, describing the proposed new effort, including the persons rec­
ommended for appointment to a new planning group. However, for the next 
two months Hull was totally absorbed by tense and fruitless negotiations with 
the two Japanese envoys which continued until the very moment of the attack 
on Pearl Harbor. As a result, he did not sign the planning directive until 
December 22. The President returned it with his approval on December 28.6

The Japanese attack on Pearl Harbor on December 7 plunged the nation 
into war against Japan, and into a maelstrom of global scope four days later 
when Hitler declared war on the United States. This latter move was, in Dean 
Achesons later assessment, “a colossal folly on Hitler s part” and a diplomatic 
boon for the President, for it was by no means certain that his own move to 
initiate formal hostilities against Germany would have been supported by 
Congress, even after the Pearl Harbor attack. Had Hider withheld formal sup­
port for his Tokyo ally, he would have engendered an ambivalent American 
reaction, which probably would have led to a concentration of American 
power in the Pacific, thereby greatly improving Hitlers prospects for consoli­
dating German hegemony in Europe. But his strategic mistake resolved all 
American dilemmas and produced a united determination to fight to the fin­
ish a global war against totalitarianism.7

The Declaration by United Nations

On January 1, 1942, the Soviet and Chinese ambassadors in Washington 
joined with Roosevelt and Churchill (who had arrived at the White House in 
late December) in signing the Declaration by United Nations. The following 
day, representatives of twenty-two other nations at war with the Axis powers 
added their signatures to the document, which created a wartime alliance of 
states who promised to wage war with all their resources and not to sign a sep-
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FDR asks Congress for a declaration o f war against Japan, 
December 8, 1941. (Courtesy Franklin Roosevelt Library)

arate peace. The document also pledged them to accept the principles of the 
Atlantic Charter as “a common program of purposes.” The President appar­
ently thought up the name “United Nations” and secured the Prime Ministers 
approval by bursting into his bedroom at the White House while the doughty 
Briton was taking a bath.8

The order in which the declaration was signed, first by the four major 
powers and subsequently by the other nations, was not inadvertent, but 
reflected FDR’s ingrained belief in the rightful primacy of the strong, com­
bined with the moral concept of “trusteeship of the powerful” for the well­
being of the less powerful. The President now privately referred to these major 
powers as the Four Policemen, and this distinction between great and small 
nations quickly became a fundamental element of all U.S. postwar planning.9

Meanwhile, the planning effort in the State Department was further
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delayed by a harsh and bizarre clash between Hull and Welles over the Under 
Secretary’s handling of a mission to Latin America. In mid-January, the Presi­
dent had arranged a meeting of foreign ministers in the hemisphere in Rio de 
Janeiro, and had sent Welles to obtain an immediate— and, if possible, unan­
imous— Latin American agreement to break diplomatic relations with the 
Axis powers. The negotiations seemed to go smoothly until the eleventh hour 
when Argentina, which had close ties to Germany, balked. So did Chile. This 
impasse threatened to unravel the entire agreement. After further arduous 
debate, the Argentine and Chilean governments finally agreed to “recom­
mend” a break to their respective legislatures, and Welles accepted this 
watered-down commitment in the interest of hemisphere solidarity. This deci­
sion, however, infuriated Hull, who had developed a personal antipathy for 
the Argentine foreign minister. He telephoned Welles in the middle of the 
night and ordered him to reverse the decision, his voice trembling with fury. 
Welles told him that any reversal would be a disaster for hemisphere relations, 
and that he would undertake it only on the direct order of the President. In a 
three-way conference call the next morning, Roosevelt backed Welles 
unequivocally. The incident deepened Hull’s resentment and distrust of the 
Under Secretary. Then— six weeks after the nation had been plunged into a 
war of survival— Hull left for his usual two months of rest and vacation in 
Florida, leaving Welles in charge of the department.10

Idealism Versus Reality in 1942

Welles moved swiftly to implement the planning effort approved by the Pres­
ident, beginning with the appointment of a distinguished planning group. 
The departmental members included Assistant Secretaries Dean Acheson and 
Adolf Berle; the economic adviser, Herbert Feis; the legal adviser, Green H. 
Hackworth; the chief of the Commercial Policy Division, Harry Hawkins; 
and Hull’s special assistant, Leo Pasvolsky. From private life he recruited Nor­
man H. Davis; Isaiah Bowman, a famed geographer who was president of 
Johns Hopkins University; Myron Taylor, the President’s special representative 
to the Vatican; Hamilton Fish Armstrong, the distinguished editor of Foreign 
Affairs; Anne O ’Hare McCormick, a foreign affairs writer for the New York 
Times; and Benjamin V. Cohen, general counsel to the National Power Policy 
Committee, a private study group.11
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The impetus for Welles was not only, nor even primarily, the Japanese 
attack, but what he felt to be the urgent need to deal with as comprehensively 
and as soon as possible— and certainly before the war’s end— the fractious 
issues of territorial claims, ethnic enclaves, armistice terms, and occupation 
policies. If these were left for decision at a postwar peace conference, Welles 
believed there was the gravest danger that the world would experience a repeat 
of 1919 and the supreme tragedy of Versailles. Woodrow Wilson had assumed 
that there would be time after the fighting stopped to persuade all members of 
the Allied coalition to agree to a just and therefore lasting peace, and he was 
confident that American advocacy and prestige would carry the day. But the 
end of hostilities had in fact greatly diminished American leverage. Despite 
Wilsons best efforts to moderate passions, the victorious Allies had quarreled 
bitterly over the spoils, and, driven by popular demands for vengeance, they 
had imposed harsh conditions on the vanquished which had sown the seeds of 
revenge and new war.12

The immediate focus of Welles’s concern were Russia’s territorial claims to 
eastern Poland and the Baltic states. These had been finessed in the Anglo- 
Soviet pact signed quickly the previous July, but Stalin was now pressing for 
the expansion of that pact into a twenty-year military alliance. Messages in 
late December from British Foreign Secretary Anthony Eden, who was in 
Moscow, indicated that, unless the United States and Britain met Stalin’s 
demands, there was danger of an “early break” with Russia, carrying with it 
the threat of an end to Russian military cooperation and perhaps an attempt 
by Moscow to conclude a separate peace with Nazi Germany.

Eden believed that these particular demands could not be resisted, espe­
cially if the Red Army succeeded in withstanding the German assault. But he 
considered that the United States and Britain, by conceding them in formal 
negotiations, could obtain agreed-upon restrictions on further Russian claims, 
in writing. Such agreements would, in his view, be very useful in the event 
that victory greatly expanded Stalins territorial ambitions. Eden therefore 
thought it “prudent to tie the Soviet Government to agreements as early as 
possible.”1 ’

Welles shared Edens view that every effort should be made to reach such 
early agreements, but he was more optimistic about the chances to modify 
Russian demands. In his words, “the political influence" of the United States 
in 1942 was “at its peak." The nation was aroused to an all-out effort. Its
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moral prestige made it the only true beacon of hope in a darkened world. 
Rearmament was moving into high gear. American military forces were 
rapidly attaining a level that would reach 12 million men and women under 
arms. On the other side, the German assault on Russia had come within a few 
miles of Moscow, and the Russian war effort was desperately dependent on 
American Lend-Lease supplies. Welles believed that this was the period of 
maximum U.S. leverage and that therefore the President should seize the 
moment to begin negotiating postwar setdements, primarily, but not exclu­
sively, with Moscow. Given Russia’s dire circumstances, Welles thought it rea­
sonable to believe that Stalin could be held to territorial agreements that both 
met Russia’s legitimate security requirements and seemed “just and wise” to 
the rest of the world.14 Eden, whose preference for an early agreement with 
the Russians was not shared by Churchill, had in mind a direct bilateral or tri­
lateral deal with Stalin. But Welles, a devoted Wilsonian who was deeply com­
mitted to respecting the sovereign equality of small nations, believed that a 
multilateral approach was essential. As he saw it, the United States faced clear- 
cut alternative courses of action in the winter of 1942. One was to create an 
“official international planning commission in the hope that the major allies 
would at that crucial moment in the war be able to work out political and ter­
ritorial solutions that would be found acceptable at the end of the war.” The 
second was “to refuse resolutely to discuss any political or territorial question 
until a peace conference assembled.” Welles recognized persuasive arguments 
for both courses, but believed that adoption of the first was the only way to 
avoid repeating the consequential failure of 1919.15

Discussions in the new planning group began on February 12, 1942. 
Debate was serious and as thorough as the fast pace set by Welles would per­
mit. A consensus was soon reached on the basic elements of a new interna­
tional organization, and a set of recommendations was made ready for review 
by higher authority. The proposals blended Wilsonian idealism with the Pres­
ident’s known preference for realpolitik. The central proposal was for the 
prompt creation of a United Nations Authority composed of all twenty-six 
nations who had signed the Declaration by United Nations in January. This 
was to be an interim international political body that would seek broad agree­
ment on major postwar issues by means of preliminary negotiations, prior to 
the end of hostilities. Control would reside in an executive committee (called 
the Provisional Armistice Administration), composed of the four major pow-
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crs (the United States, Britain, Russia, and China) plus five regional represen­
tatives (outstanding individuals, rather than national representatives) selected 
from Eastern Europe, Western Europe, the Far East, Latin America, and “pos­
sibly the Mohammedan peoples.” In ways not spelled out, the executive com­
mittee would consult with all members of the United Nations Authority to 
develop guidance on postwar issues and to provide assurance that the execu­
tive committee was acting in the interests of all concerned members.16

The Welles group recommended a “security commission” made up of the 
Four Policemen, who would provide all of the forces needed for keeping the 
peace; it would operate under the general authority of the executive commit­
tee. Other “commissions” for unspecified, nonsecurity functions might be 
established subsequendy. The planning group finished its work on April 4, by 
which time some serious differences o f view had developed between Welles 
and Leo Pasvolsky, who was Hulls man. Pasvolsky, a Russian-born American 
who had covered the Versailles peace conference for the New York Herald- 
Tribune, shared Hulls strong dislike of the broad, somewhat inchoate 
“regional” representation on the proposed executive committee, and felt that 
Welles was moving too fast. It was evident that this first effort was at most a 
blueprint, a hastily drawn oudine plan that did not attempt to address a num­
ber of very important and controversial questions. Driven by a sense of 
urgency, Welles was concentrating on the essentials.17

This blueprint was, from one perspective, a farsighted, even wise pro­
posal— the expression of a passionate determination not to repeat the terrible 
failure of 1919. Yet it proved too fragile to withstand the harsh realities of 
early 1942— or the peculiarities of the American political system, with its 
division of authority and its openness to public debate. This was the darkest 
hour of the war. The Pacific fleet was shattered. American forces were being 
overwhelmed and brutalized in the Philippines and other outposts. Senate 
approval for any kind of international organization was out of the question in 
the circumstances, yet an attempt to create an immediate United Nations 
Authority by executive order would strain relations with the Senate on both 
sides of the aisle— probably to the breaking point. It would call down the 
wrath of isolationists, and probably disorient a general public already bewil­
dered and battered by the grim catalogue of military defeats. The Joint Chiefs 
of Staff were opposed to any controversial negotiations with Russia and other 
nations that might complicate or weaken the war effort.
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When Hull returned from his annual trip to Florida in early May, he 
made clear his own view that the planning group proposal was dangerously 
premature. He strongly favored a new international organization with Amer­
ica in a leading role, but feared devastating attacks from the still powerful iso­
lationists if any effort were launched before overwhelming popular support 
had been secured. He also had specific objections: the Welles plan did not 
make dear how, when, and by whose authority U.S. military forces would be 
employed in postwar peacekeeping; moreover, Hull disliked the notion of 
individual representatives from “regional organizations” (which in most cases 
did not exist), indeed from regions which possessed no sense of collective 
identity. He was polite, but firmly negative: the whole effort needed more 
thorough study before it would be possible to define the U.S. position on a 
number of basic issues. Such definition was a precondition to formal negotia­
tions with other nations.18

Although the written record is sketchy, it is clear that the President 
strongly supported Hulls position. Welles evidently sought to get around Hull 
by going directly to FDR, but the ploy failed. In a terse note found in his pri­
vate papers, Welles wrote that his proposal was “summarily turned down at 
the highest level.”19 The reasons for the Presidents rejection were not obscure: 
the supreme crisis created by the Pearl Harbor attack, the still open question 
of whether Britain could ward off invasion, and the grave doubts about the 
staying power of the Red Army led the U.S. Commander-in-Chief to believe 
that absolute priority must be given to one task: to focus the attention and 
energy of the American people on the war effort until victory was won. His 
political instincts told him that this task would be impossible, if public atten­
tion were agitated and diverted by news that the U.S. government was dis­
cussing with other nations such questions as the future boundaries of Poland. 
The Presidents position here reflected his own instinct— and the nations—  
to separate war from politics, in sharp contrast to the European view of war as 
the pursuit of politics by other means.

FDR's Tenacious Policy of Postponement

An indication of Roosevelts determination on this matter was his personal 
involvement in high-risk efforts to deflect and postpone any settlement of 
Russian territorial demands in Eastern Europe. Just a few days after Pearl Har-
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bor, he had expressed renewed concern about die apparent British readiness to 
yield to Stalin on the future status of the Baltic republics, and had instructed 
Hull to warn them against agreeing to any final arrangements, especially 
against any asecret commitments,” which were a particular béte noire o f 
American opinion. Hulls message to London broadly asserted that the three 
governments, having now bound themselves by the Atlantic Charter, should 
make no specific postwar agreements until the final peace conference. 
Churchill, who was in Washington at the time, supported the U.S. position in 
a cable to Eden, but the problem did not go away. Stalin continued to press 
his demands, now fortified by his growing conviction that the Atlantic Char­
ter was being used against him.20

When the British Ambassador in Moscow, Sir Stafford Cripps, reported 
that Stalin regarded this issue as an “acid test” of Western good faith, and that 
failure to recognize Russia’s pre-invasion frontiers risked a “complete reversal” 
of the dictators attitude toward the war,2i Roosevelt reacted with indignation 
and promptly decided to handle the matter personally. In a handwritten note 
to Welles, he said: “Churchill to tell Cripps most unwise to advocate now any 
approval of pre-1941 Russian frontiers. In addition, contrary to Atlantic 
Chatter, and feel sure Cripps will not want me call attention to that fact. The 
matter had best be handled between Stalin and me a bit later on.”22

The British were upset to learn that the President intended to inject the 
United States directly into British-Russian negotiations— and at the highest 
level— but in a meeting in the Oval Office on March 9, 1942, the British 
Ambassador to Washington, Lord Halifax, was unable to dissuade him. FDR 
said that he would tell Stalin that “everyone recognized Russia’s need for secu­
rity,” but that it was “too dangerous to put anything on paper now.” However, 
Stalin need not worry about the Baltic states, for their future depended on 
Russian military progress: “If Russia reoccupied them, neither the U.S. nor 
Britain could, or would, nun her out.” This statement did not sit well with the 
Foreign Office. Eden disliked it, “because I was sure it would fail to satisfy 
Stalin and because . . .  it would give us the worst of all worlds. We would be 
ungraciously conniving at the inevitable, without getting any return for it.”23 

But Roosevelt s mind was stubbornly set on his position. “Under no con­
ditions,” he told the Russian Ambassador, Maxim Litvinov, would he sub­
scribe to definitive boundary agreements “until the war has been won.”24 Then 
he sent a personal message to Stalin on April 11, proposing a meeting that
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summer in Fairbanks, Alaska, to consider “a very important military proposal 
involving the utilization of our armed forces in a manner to relieve your crit­
ical Western front.”25 This seemed, and was, an implied offer to accelerate the 
opening of the second front in Europe in exchange for Stalins willingness to 
postpone territorial claims. It was a reckless ploy, for neither U.S. nor British 
military forces were ready for an assault on Hitlers Fortress Europe, and the 
British were adamantly opposed. Stalin declined the proposed meeting in 
Alaska, but was sufficiendy attracted by the lure to send his foreign minister, 
V. M. Molotov, to London and then to Washington. When Molotov asked what 
the Presidents position was on the second front, FDR replied that the foreign 
minister could tell his government that it could expect such an effort "this 
year.” General George C. Marshall, the Army Chief of Staff, who was sitting 
near the President, was visibly disturbed by the specificity of this response.26

Military and political realities precluded a second front in Europe in 
1942— and indeed in 1943— but the Presidents promise, which was set 
down in a U.S.-Soviet statement issued to the press on June 9, was enough to 
persuade Stalin to conclude his alliance with Britain stripped of its territorial 
demands. The dangerous ploy had worked— temporarily. But Stalin would 
reassert these, and larger, demands at a later time when he was in the catbird 
seat and U.S. and British leverage was diminished. As things turned out, ter­
ritorial concessions and acknowledgment of claims, both formal and de facto, 
to Russia— and Britain— were made before the end of hostilities and before 
the conclusion of any final peace treaties. They were rendered unavoidable by 
strategic and military realities. Welles, who had foreseen this development, 
was led to the conviction that the United States had ended up with the worst 
of both possible policies.

Roosevelts fundamental antipathy to political and territorial settlements 
before the war s end thus made his rejection of Welles’s proposal inevitable. 
That proposal called for an immediate attempt to negotiate such settle­
ments— and in a multilateral forum which would involve a number of small 
nations for whose claims FDR had understandably little patience at that stage 
of the war. His rejection was, however, largely a question of timing, for he 
was not opposed in principle to an international organization; a year later, 
when victory in the war was foreseeable, he embraced a similar plan.

But his rejection was also a question of style. He preferred to run the 
show with his fellow major players, unencumbered by gratuitous advice from
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lesser nations that carried negligible weight on the scales o f power and were 
making little or no contribution to the war effort. His decision was thus very 
much an expression of his character and personality. He perceived his leader­
ship and his ability as a negotiator (in which he reposed great confidence) as 
merged with the vast power o f the United States. If there was a price to be 
paid for postponement of settlements, he was sure he could work things out 
at acceptable cost.27



The Widening Public Debate

The Presidents State of the Union address on January 6, 
1942— just one month after the attack on Pearl Harbor— 
was praised by George Orwell on BBC radio as a “complete 
and uncompromising break . . . with isolationism.” Roose­
velt said, “the mood of quiet grim resolution which here 
prevails bodes ill for those who conspired and collaborated 
to murder world peace. The mood is stronger than any mere 
desire for revenge. It expresses the will of the American peo­
ple to make very certain that the world will never so suffer 
again.” He referred to the signing of the Declaration by 
United Nations just six days before, and defined the pri­
mary objective of that act to be “the consolidation of the 
United Nations’ total war effort against our common ene­
mies.” His focus was entirely on the war effort.1

But if the Administration had decided that public dis­
closure of postwar plans was dangerously premature, such 
inhibitions did not apply to the press and the private sector. 
Throughout 1942, there was a steady procession of propos­
als for shaping the new world and educating the American 
people.

The Commission to Study the Organization of Peace, 
whose president, Columbia professor James T. Shotwell, was 
an occasional adviser to the State Department planning 
effort, accepted the need for an “Anglo-American direc­
torate” to run the world in the immediate postwar period. 
But his group advocated “a conference of all nations,

55
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defeated or otherwise . . .  for the purpose of formulating the principles and 
institutions of the world order” as soon as “stability has been sufficiently 
restored.”2 Several large donors to the League of Nations Associadon pushed 
that organization toward a name change by declaring that their money would 
henceforth go toward the cause of the United Nations. The journalist Edward 
R. Murrow provided active internationalists with the slogan, “We must plan 
or perish.” The Carnegie Endowment was persuaded to give Shotwell s group 
$50,000 to establish regional centers for the study of foreign affairs.3

On March 5, 1942, the Commission to Study the Bases of a Just and 
Durable Peace, headed by John Foster Dulles, proposed a far more radical 
solution. It called specifically for a world government complete with a parlia­
ment, an international court, and appropriate operating agencies. The world 
government would have the power to regulate international trade, settle dis­
putes between member nations, and control all military forces, except those 
needed to maintain domestic order. The Dulles group realized that such an 
arrangement could not be effected overnight, but felt that all Christians 
should focus on it as the essential requirement for lasting peace. There were 
secular echoes of this religious impulse. By an overwhelming vote, the North 
Carolina legislature supported a “Federation of the World,” and six other 
states, including New York and New Jersey, passed similar resolutions.4

Clarence Streits proposal for a world federation of democracies, called 
Union Now, had gained wide popular attention before Pearl Harbor. Now it 
encountered criticism on the grounds that its insistence on the democratic cri­
terion divided the United Nations by excluding Russia and China. Streit 
responded by dropping the requirement, declaring ambiguously that “this 
nucleus union should be open to all peoples who are prepared to share the 
rights and responsibilities of the union.”3

Such exuberant attempts to move the world toward various visions of post­
war utopia generated inevitable correctives. In April, Professor Nicholas Spyk- 
man of Yale published Americas Strategy in World Politics, which insisted that the 
underlying realities of the international system were not subject to change. 
“Plans for far-reaching changes in the character of international society are an 
intellectual by-product of all great wars,” he wrote, but they have never altered 
“the fundamental power patterns.” The new postwar order will remain “a world 
of power politics in which the interest of the United States will continue to 
demand the preservation of a balance of power in Europe and Asia.”6
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Former President Herbert Hoover published in June a more popular but 
equally sobering book, in collaboration with Hugh Gibson. Their thesis was 
that Man could learn to control, but could never abolish, the dynamic forces 
that make for war and peace. The book advocated a clean separation between 
the responsibility to crush threats to peace and disarm aggressors and the 
responsibility to "build up the fabric of international law and steadily guide 
the movement of nations toward abolition of war.” The first task should be 
handled by a military alliance of great powers; the second task was for a world 
council that would “focus solely on the peaceful settlement of disputes.” There 
was surprising, if unacknowledged, similarity between the approaches of Her­
bert Hoover and Franklin Roosevelt.7

A more convincing, more sophisticated argument for realpolitik was Wal­
ter Lippmanns 1943 best-seller, U.S. Foreign Policy: Shield o f the Republic, a 
brilliant essay designed to counter the idealistic One World internationalism 
of which Wendell Willkie was the leading purveyor. It sold nearly half a mil­
lion copies. Lippmann, a crusading editor who had helped Woodrow Wilson 
prepare his peace program, had been disillusioned by the Versailles Treaty and 
the League of Nations, but retained the conviction that American leadership 
in world affairs was an absolute prerequisite of stability and peace. He thought 
that Willkie s thesis was founded on sand and that its corollary— that the 
United States must undertake to police the world— was a dangerous doctrine. 
Lippmann argued that all nations must balance their commitments with their 
resources and should avoid becoming overextended.

Lippmanns formula for peace was not a new League of Nations, but a 
basic alliance of the United States, Britain, and Russia. No other nations were 
serious factors in the world power equation. China and France were not great 
powers. Only Britain and Russia were strong enough to threaten U.S. security, 
but given Americas close ties to Britain, there was no risk from that quarter. 
The only real danger was a falling out with Russia, but peace and stability 
required that this be avoided at all costs, for an Anglo-American alliance 
against Russia would set the stage “inexorably” for a third world war. A strong 
three-power pact was therefore “the irreducible minimum” for the peace and 
security of the great powers. And if they were secure, so would be the smaller 
nations.8

The book received strong critical acclaim in establishment and academic 
circles, with many commentators pointing out that had the democratic
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alliance of 1918 been maintained. World War II might have been avoided. 
Hans Kohn, a professor of history at Smith College, praised Lippmann for 
putting history “to its best use.” Wilsonians and other advocates of a new 
League of Nations were upset by his denigration of small nations and 
denounced the book as a rehash of “the old alliance and balance of power the­
ory that has failed over and over again.” But Lippmann had offered a solid, 
rational alternative to the fanciful flights of the One Worlders.9

Most of these proposals and opinions from the private sector provoked 
little or no comment from the Administration, which was generally adhering 
to the Presidents edict of official silence on postwar speculation. There were, 
however, a few exceptions to this rule, and some speeches were privately 
encouraged by FDR as a means of testing or educating public opinion. On 
May 8, 1942, Vice President Henry Wallace delivered a major address to 
members of the Free World Association in New York City. He began by defin­
ing the war as “a fight between a slave world and a free world,” and asserted 
that ordinary people everywhere were on a march toward freedom that consti­
tuted “a long-drawn-out peoples revolution.” America had failed civilization 
after World War I because “we did not build a peace treaty on the fundamen­
tal doctrine of the peoples revolution.” Wallace argued that “the American 
century” proclaimed by Henry Luce was historically mistaken. “I say that the 
century on which we are entering— the century which will come out of this 
war— can and must be the century of the common man.” It was apparent 
that Wallaces aim was a kind of New Deal for the world.10

The speech was virtually ignored by most of the press, but was rescued 
from obscurity by the left-wing newspaper PM  and its editor, Ralph Ingersoll, 
who gave it notoriety by accusing the establishment papers of deliberate sup­
pression. The speech was then praised by liberal columnists— one going so far 
as to declare it the Gettysburg Address of World War II. The Carnegie 
Endowment printed it as a pamphlet, and it was eventually translated into 
twenty languages. Yet not everyone agreed with its message. One critic, 
Dwight Macdonald, found it “a great wind of rhetoric blowing along the pre­
vailing trade route of Stalinoid liberalism.” The perceptive Washington corre­
spondent of Paris-Soir thought that “its mystical character” was its most strik­
ing aspect. And he judged that Wallace failed to understand that Hitler was 
the “common man gone mad.” The president of the National Manufacturers 
Association declared, “I am not making guns or tanks to win a peoples revo-
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lution. I am making armament to help our boys save America.” The consensus 
was that Wallace had delivered a basically unhelpful speech, but one that nev­
ertheless filled a large official void. In mid-1942, the war was going very badly. 
Many Americans hungered for an authoritative voice that would reassure 
them that they were engaged in a noble struggle to bring forth a better world. 
With the President concentrating on the war, it was left to lesser figures in the 
Administration to sketch the oudines of the future.11

Wallace continued to speak out boldly and frequently, declaring on 
Woodrow Wilsons birthday that Wilson had not failed: “Now we know that 
it was the world that failed.”12 If Wallaces thinking was fuzzy, his emergence 
as the leading Administration spokesman on the postwar world lifted him 
“spectacularly out of Vice Presidential obscurity,” according to Newsweek.13

Hull Versus Welles

Although rebuffed in his effort to commit the President to the immediate cre­
ation of an interim United Nations organization, Welles had by no means 
given up the fight. Disturbed by the vagueness of the Vice President s “people s 
revolution” address, he decided to offer a more pragmatic, realistic view of the 
future. Speaking to war veterans in the amphitheater at Arlington National 
Cemetery on Memorial Day, he said that the death of 90,000 Americans in 
World War I had gone unredeemed, owing to the failure of the United States 
to join the League of Nations. That act of “unenlightened selfishness” had led 
to World War II, and “we are now reaping the bitter fruit of our own folly and 
lack of vision.” The only remedy was to abandon isolationism once and for all. 
Moreover, he declared, the young Americans now committed to battle would 
insist on the creation of “an international police power” after the war and 
would “demand that the United Nations become the nucleus of a world orga­
nization of the future to determine the final terms of a just, an honest, and a 
durable peace.”14

Noting the call for an “international police power” and “the nucleus of a 
world organization,” the New York Times called this speech “the first official 
blueprint of the Roosevelt peace policy” and gave it high praise. Other publi­
cations followed suit, which so encouraged Welles that he gave essentially the 
same speech at a United Nations rally in Baltimore on June 17.15

Hull was not pleased by the vague ruminations of the Vice President, but
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Cordell Hull and Sumner Welles arrive on Capitol Hill 
to testify before the Senate Foreign Relations Committee, 

June 1939.

the two speeches by Welles moved him to fury. He summoned the Under Sec­
retary to his office and excoriated him for announcing “new policy” without 
approval. In a stiff exchange, Welles offered to make no further speeches, but 
Hull insisted that these “splendid” statements should continue, provided they 
were cleared with him.16 Welles told Hull that FDR had privately authorized 
him and others to launch educational “trial balloons," as the President him­
self had decided not to make any speeches about postwar organization. Hull 
received this news with skepticism, and later told Assistant Secretary of State 
Breckinridge Long that Welles was operating on “illusory consent weaseled 
out of the White House."1

Welles continued to make forceful speeches, presumably now with Hulls 
approval, but the May incident had intensified their feud over postwar plan-
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ning and divided the State Department into rival cliques. Hull no longer 
trusted Welles, and even the Under Secretary’s friends and admirers did not 
blame Hull entirely. Assistant Secretary Adolf Berle confided to his diary: 
“Things are going badly in the Department. The Secretary and Sumner are 
further apart than e#er. . .  [and] in this case I am afraid it is so definitely Sum­
ner’s fault as not to be arguable. Briefly, he committed the fatal mistake of 
speaking as though he were the Secretary of State when there is an alive and 
very active Secretary of State in the immediate vicinity. The Secretary there­
upon went to work to clear the decks; and Sumner on his part has been retal­
iating by getting control of all the Departmental machinery he can. This 
bodes no good for anybody.”18

Hull decided to make a speech of his own to restate his personal position 
on the postwar world and to make clear that Wallace and Welles did not speak 
for the State Department. Unfortunately, the result was another plodding 
recital of platitudes, written by a committee of aides whose every sentence 
was then placed under Hull’s own cautious political microscope. The speech 
was in preparation for five weeks, and was delivered as a radio address on 
July 23, 1942. W ith Breckinridge Long sitting beside him to take over if his 
voice gave out, Hull listed the catalogue of dire events leading up to the war; 
then he declared that Americans were “forced to fight” because they had 
ignored “the simple but fundamental fact that the price of peace . . .  is the 
acceptance o f international responsibilities.” W hen the fighting is over, 
“some international agency must be created which can— by force if neces­
sary— keep the peace among nations in the future.” There must be “inter­
national cooperative action to set up the mechanisms which can thus insure 
peace.” W hat would such mechanisms look like, and would the wartime 
United Nations form the nucleus of a permanent postwar organization? 
Hull did not say.19

Conservatives found in the speech a reassuring antidote to Wallace’s 
utopian approach, but many others agreed with the Washington correspon­
dent of Paris-Soir that it was merely “insipid.” Internationalists nevertheless 
pointed out that Wallace and Welles had pushed Hull to declare for an “inter­
national agency” to keep the peace “by force, if necessary.”20
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Wendell Willkie, the 1940 GOP 
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The Republican Party Evolves

After Pearl Harbor, Wendell Willkie dedicated himself to pushing a mulish 
Republican Party from its deep-seated isolationist position, but he made little 
headway. Under his prodding, the GOP National Committee was willing, in 
April 1942, to state the obvious— that after the war “the responsibility of the 
nation will not be circumscribed within the territorial limits of the United 
States.” Even the leading isolationist. Senator Robert Taft (R-Ohio), could 
support this harmless concoction. As the 1942 congressional elections 
approached, Willkie urged all GOP candidates to sign a postwar pledge to “set 
up institutions of international political and economic cooperation . . . and 
devise some system of joint international force.” None came forward to sign 
the Willkie pledge. One hundred and fifteen Republicans did sign a weaker 
manifesto, but forty others balked even at that.:i

In August, President Roosevelt invited his 1940 opponent to take a trip 
around the world, with special attention to China and Russia, as a means of 
dramatizing the common interests of the United Nations. Accordingly, on
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August 26, Willkie took off in a converted bomber accompanied by Gardner 
Cowles, the publisher of Look magazine, and Joseph Barnes, a senior writer 
for the New York Herald-Tribune. After 31,000 miles and a great deal of press 
coverage, Willkie reported to the American people in a radio address on Octo­
ber 26. “We mustrfight our way through not alone to the destruction of our 
enemies, but to a new world idea,” he declared to an audience estimated at 36 
million people. The trip excited the public imagination, and the speech was 
widely praised, but his ideas did not immediately advance the cause of inter­
nationalism. In the November elections, the Republican Party gained forty- 
four seats in the House and nine in the Senate, and came close to winning 
control of Congress. A number of die-hard isolationists were re-elected.22

The causes of this severe Democratic setback were many and varied. The 
year 1942 had been full of turmoil and confusion, punctuated by demoraliz­
ing military defeats. But the principal cause was probably that millions of 
men were in military service and millions of civilians had taken defense jobs 
in new locations, which rendered them ineligible to vote. Only 26 million 
people voted, a 50 percent decline from 1940. For internationalists who had 
expected a sweeping victory, the election results were a shock and a painful 
disappointment. The appearance, however, was more troubling than the real­
ity, for many of the new congressional Republicans were open to policies dic­
tated by compelling world events. And important new GOP governors, like 
Thomas £. Dewey in New York, Leverett Saltonstall in Massachusetts, Harold 
Stassen in Minnesota, and Earl Warren in California, were men who wanted 
the United States to play an active role in the postwar world.23
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As 1943 opened, President Roosevelt remained unwilling to 
reveal any specific views about the organization of a postwar 
world. To close listeners, however, what he did say indicated 
that reliance on power remained his primary consideration. 
On January 1, on the first anniversary of the signing of the 
Declaration by United Nations, he told a press conference 
that the most important “war objective” was “maintenance 
of the peace.” When asked how he proposed to achieve that, 
he ducked the question: “No, no . . . you are talking about 
details. . . .  I am talking about objectives. . . . The issue is 
the objective.”1 A week later, in his State of the Union mes­
sage, he developed this theme with less ambiguity. The 
country should not now get “bogged down in argument 
over method and details,” but should focus on the vital 
point: to prevent “any attempt to rearm in Germany, in 
Japan, in Italy, or in any other nation which seeks to violate 
the Tenth Commandment, ‘Thou shalt not covet.’” The 
League of Nations was “based on magnificent idealism,” but 
“good intentions alone” were not a sufficient future safe­
guard against “the predatory animals of this world.”J

Some grasped his meaning. “The Roosevelt Doctrine,” 
wrote N ew sw eek, “is that we must shatter at the source any 
threat to the peace of the world."' That doctrine stood in 
stark contrast to the lofty visions of democratic cooperation 
and equality being offered by Wallace, Willkie, and Welles. 
It amounted to a categorical repudiation of Wilsonian ide-

( > t
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alism, which remained the prime motivating force of those in the vanguard of 
the internationalist movement, but many were slow to note the discrepancy.

Percolation in the Congress

As the Seventy-eighth Congress opened on January 6, a spate of resolutions, 
both Republican and Democratic, were offered to create postwar planning 
commissions. Freshman Congressman William Fulbright (D-Arkansas) called 
upon the House Foreign Affairs Committee to “develop a specific plan or sys­
tem” for the maintenance of international peace. Senator Guy Gillette (D- 
Indiana) proposed treaty negotiations to establish a “program of purposes and 
principles” based on the Atlantic Charter. These initiatives presented the 
Administration with a dilemma: it did not want to oppose them publicly, but 
it had not yet formulated a firm position of its own, nor negotiated any 
arrangement with its allies. Moreover, it feared that public hearings would give 
isolationists a platform from which to revive popular distaste for the British 
Empire and popular fear of Russian Communism. Hull, who thought that a 
venting of the ideological differences within the Big Three alliance would seri­
ously disrupt the war effort, urged the relevant legislative chairmen not to 
hold hearings and to keep the various resolutions from coming to the floor of 
either house.4

A more formidable challenge to the Administrations aim to keep the lid 
on discussion of postwar issues came from a small group of Senators led by 
Joseph H. Ball (R-Minnesota). Ball was a tall, rough-hewn man of thirty-eight 
with a rural background and a Lincolnesque melancholy, who had been a 
political reporter in St. Paul before the even younger Republican Governor 
Harold Stassen appointed him to a vacant Senate seat. After Pearl Harbor, Ball 
decided that it was imperative for the United States to take the lead in form­
ing a new world organization, and he found three like-minded colleagues who 
were equally determined to prevent the issue from being pushed under the 
rug. They were Harold Burton (R-Ohio), Carl Hatch (D-New Mexico), and 
Lister Hill (D-Alabama).

Balls resolution (cosponsored by the other three and thereafter called 
“B2-H2”) was more specific and far-reaching than anything previously pro­
posed in the Congress. It called for the United Nations coalition to form a 
permanent international organization during the war, with authority to run
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the war, occupy liberated territory, and handle economic recovery and the 
peaceful settlement of disputes. The new organization would also create a 
postwar world police force to suppress “any future attempt at military aggres­
sion by any nation.”5

In early March, Ball took his resolution to Sumner Welles, who was once 
again Acting Secretary of State while Hull nursed his fragile health on his reg­
ular winter sojourn in Florida. Welles gave Ball his enthusiastic endorsement 
and urged him to introduce the resolution without delay. On March 14, the 
four sponsoring Senators discussed their proposals with the President, who was 
accompanied by Welles, Harry Hopkins, and James Byrnes (who had resigned 
from the Supreme Court in 1942 to become Director of Economic Stabiliza­
tion). The discussion was cordial, and Roosevelt indicated his agreement in 
principle, but he urged them to wait, as he feared that their resolution would 
stir up a hornet’s nest of isolationist reaction. The four Senators respectfully 
disagreed, and Ball introduced the resolution in the Senate the following day.

Asked at his next press conference whether he supported B2-H2, FDR



Progress in 1943 67

sidestepped by saying that, while the State Department was discussing a range 
of such matters with the Allies, he preferred to avoid “any specifics” on post­
war issues. However, when the New York Times then suggested that his 
response to the Ball proposal had been “cool,” he sought to correct this 
impression, saying'that he did favor having the world know that the United 
States was “ready and willing to help in maintaining future peace,” and that 
“yes, yes,” he endorsed the Ball resolution in principle.

Hull reacted to B2-H2 with characteristic anxiety and set about drafting 
a shorter, milder substitute resolution that he hoped the Senate would pass 
immediately by an overwhelming majority. Then he sought assurances from 
Tom Connally (D-Texas), chairman of the Senate Foreign Relations Com­
mittee, that he would keep the Ball resolution botded up. Connally prompdy 
appointed an eight-man subcommittee to study the issue. Publicly Connally 
promised thorough analysis and quick action; privately he said that the sub­
committee would sit on the Ball resolution as long as possible and then report 
out a broader, more generalized version.6

In early 1943, public opinion was moving toward a definite international 
orientation, and the Ball resolution gave it added impetus. The resolution also 
galvanized major elements of the internationalist movement by providing a 
sharper focus and a power lever in the Senate, neither of which these private- 
citizen groups had hitherto possessed. Their organized efforts began to pres­
sure the Connally subcommittee to hold hearings, but the resentful senior 
Senator dug in his heels, arguing privately that open discussion would pro­
duce “the damndest gut-pulling you ever saw” and disrupt the war effort.7

The most provocative element of the Ball resolution was its call for Amer­
ican participation in an international police force, but the breadth and depth 
of support for this, as indeed for other long-term American responsibilities in 
the postwar world, was not easy to gauge. A poll of the Senate in April showed 
only twenty-four in favor of a world police force, thirty-two opposed, and 
forty uncommitted. At the same time, a Gallup poll indicated that 74 percent 
of Americans favored such an organization. Professional observers were skep­
tical of this latter figure, believing that very few Americans really understood 
the ramifications of that kind of undertaking. It was easy to be for it in the 
abstract. The New Yorker wrote: “Asking a man whether he wants an interna­
tional police force is like asking him whether he wants the Rockettes.”8
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Notwithstanding his refusal to go public, the President had been holding fre­
quent meetings with Sumner Welles since October 1942 and had authorized 
him to develop a “draft constitution” for a new international organization.9 
According to Welles, the more hopeful war developments near the end of 
1942— the American victory at Midway, the British victory at El Alamein, and 
the North African landings in November— had given the President time to 
turn part of his attention to postwar problems. And as he studied “ever more 
attentively every detail of international organization,” Roosevelt concluded that 
“no lasting peace was possible . . .  unless an effective international organization 
were founded, and founded, if possible, before the conclusion of the war.”10

One late afternoon in January 1943, Welles secured an uninterrupted two 
hours with the President for the purpose of presenting the new work of his 
group. “For once, he was not in a digressive mood. He read very carefully the 
memoranda and charts that I placed before him.”11 The plan Welles presented 
was not strikingly different from the one he had recommended the previous 
April— which both Hull and the President had rejected— but the situation 
was now different. As in the earlier plan, the world structure would include all 
“peace-loving” nations, but it would operate through an executive committee 
to which supreme authority would be delegated. This would be composed of 
the Big Four (Roosevelts Four Policemen) plus seven representatives of 
“regional organizations.” The plan recognized implicitly that each of the Big 
Four was the dominant power in a particular region, and that collectively they 
covered the world. The Big Four would have permanent status on the execu­
tive committee, whereas the regional members would be periodically rotated. 
The Big Four would be exclusively responsible for maintaining the peace, but 
the employment of their armed forces would require the affirmative vote of 
nine members of the executive committee, including at least three of the Big 
Four. This qualified veto power would, Welles believed, provide “legitimate 
security” for the major powers, while giving a “fair measure of authority” to 
the smaller states. It meant that, if faced by the affirmative votes of three 
major powers and six regional representatives, no major power could block 
sanctions, including the use of force, even against itself.12

The regional organizations would handle local and regional disputes 
under the broader authority of the executive committee, a division of respon-
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síbílity that represented Welles’s earnest attempt to reconcile “the sovereign 
equality of all states with the inevitable demand by the major military powers 
for such freedom of action as might be required.”13 The basically regional ori­
entation of the Welles plan was heavily influenced by his personal experience 
as head of the Latin American Division of the State Department, but the Pan- 
American Union (later formalized in the Organization of American States) 
was the only existing regional arrangement in 1943. FDR appeared to accept 
the Welles plan in principle, but doubted whether regional groups for the 
Pacific and the Middle East were feasible, given the lack of experience with 
self-government in those areas. Also, he did not believe that Stalin would join 
an all-embracing international organization without the protection of an 
absolute veto power.14

British Views

Winston Churchill, being a true Britisher, took a generally dim view of care­
fully structured, long-term planning, for he believed that desirable goals were 
best reached through wise and experienced management of events as they 
unfolded. In 1942, he told Anthony Eden that “postwar studies” should be 
assigned “mainly to those on whose hands time hangs heavy”; indeed, that all 
planners should “not overlook Mrs. Glass’ Cookery Book recipe for jugged 
hare— first catch your hare.”15 Nevertheless, he had pronounced and compre­
hensive views on how to organize the postwar world.

While American postwar planners were thinking in terms of some syn­
thesis of regional and global organization to replace the League of Nations, 
the British Prime Minister was thinking of authoritative regional arrange­
ments without a global nexus, and his focus was on Europe. He was dismissive 
of China and uneasy at the idea of sharing responsibility for the future of 
Western Europe with the Soviet Union. In a note to Eden of October 12, 
1942, Churchill wrote, “I must admit that my thoughts rest primarily in 
Europe— the revival of the glory of Europe, the parent continent of the 
modern nations and of civilization.” It would be a “measureless disaster if 
Russian barbarism overlaid the culture and independence” of these ancient 
states. “We certainly do not want to be shut up with the Russians and the 
Chinese” in Europe. Moreover, “I cannot regard the Chungking Government 
as representing a great world Power.”16
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Churchill launched the essence of these ideas in a radio address in March 
1943. Expressing the hope that the “three” major powers would collaborate to 
create some form of “world institution” after victory in the war, he proposed 
only a Council of Europe and a Council of Asia. While implicidy subordinate 
to some global umbrella organizadon, these regional councils, the Prime Min­
ister made clear, should possess broad authority in their areas. He urged every 
effort “to make the Council of Europe . . .  into a really effective league” into 
which would be woven “all the strongest forces,” that is, military units to 
enforce council decisions and prevent future aggression, a High Court of Jus­
tice, and various other mechanisms to coordinate and adjudicate intraregional 
disputes.17

This British proposal for what appeared to be nearly autonomous regional 
authorities encountered considerable resistance in the White House and the 
State Department, although apparently for different reasons. The President 
was miffed by Churchill s omission of China as a major power, for Roosevelt 
wanted to strengthen that country in every way as a postwar counterweight to 
Japan; moreover, he believed that, if China were accepted as one of the Big 
Four, it would show all non-Caucasian peoples that the Western powers were 
not seeking to continue their domination into the postwar period, including 
their colonial grip on the worlds major resources. In FDR’s view. Chinas ele­
vation to Great Power status would provide a necessary measure o f psycho­
logical lubrication in the painful, inevitable transition from the colonial sys­
tem to independence.18

On the more basic issue of a central versus a regional concept of postwar 
organization, however, FDR seemed comfortable, in early 1943, with the 
somewhat hybrid approach recommended by Welles. The more passionate 
opposition to a regional concept came from Secretary of State Hull, who 
believed that it was weak and unworkable. He feared that the existence of 
regional blocs would undermine the authority of the central organization and 
could lead to interregional trade wan and even military conflicts; also that iso­
lationists would fix on the notion of several regional organizations to restrict 
U.S. participation to the Western Hemisphere group.19 It was Hull’s view that 
the President s apparent acceptance of a regional approach was attributable to 
Welles’s pernicious influence at the White House. In fact, Welles was not a 
die-hard regionalist, and FDR, while keeping his options open, was moving 
steadily toward the idea of a strong global organization.20
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Anthony Eden had come to Washington in the same month for a broad 
review of the war situation, as well as to discuss postwar strategy. FDR sum­
moned him to the White House for a meeting that included Hull, Welles, 
Hopkins, and Lord Halifax, the British Ambassador. The President had in 
hand the “draft constitution” that Welles had presented to him in January, and 
he had Welles explain the details. According to Hopkins’s notes, both the Pres­
ident and Welles “emphatically” opposed Churchill’s idea of “independent” 
regional councils. There might be a place for such bodies, provided they were 
clearly subordinate to a global organization, but not otherwise.21 According to 
Welles, the President also asserted “rather more strongly than I had hoped” his 
clear preference for realpolitik. The “real decisions . . .  all basic decisions 
affecting world order,” he told Eden, would have to be made by the Big Four 
for a long time.22

Eden said diplomatically that Churchill’s position was not basically at 
odds with the President’s, and he expressed his own personal preference for a 
strong global organization. In fact, there were serious differences of view 
between the Prime Minister and the Foreign Office on the issue of postwar 
organization. They agreed on the need to revive France as a major counter­
weight to Germany and Russia and on the rather dismissive assessment of 
China, but the Foreign Office saw no future for a Europe-based organiza­
tion unless the United States was a fully committed, long-term participant. 
Others in British official circles shared the Foreign Office view, which led 
one historian to remark later that Churchill’s ideas on postwar planning 
“were not of necessity those of the British Government.” In its polite, qui­
etly intense debate with the dogged Prime Minister, the Foreign Office was 
therefore greatly heartened by Washington’s reaction to Churchill’s radio 
address.23

Churchill was again in Washington in May 1943 for the bilateral Trident 
Conference to develop further war plans following the Allied victory in North 
Africa. The meeting lasted two weeks and covered every aspect of the war. The 
issue of postwar organization was dealt with— informally, but comprehen­
sively— at a luncheon at the British Embassy on May 22. FDR was not pre­
sent, but the Americans included Vice President Henry Wallace, Secretary of 
War Henry Stimson, Secretary of the Interior Harold Ickes, Welles, and Sen­
ator Connally. The Prime Minister spoke at length, and there ensued a general 
discussion. It was evident that American criticism of his March radio address
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had been taken into account, but it was equally clear that he had by no means 
abandoned the basics of his regional approach.24

Churchill said that to reach the overriding objective of preventing future 
aggression by Germany and Japan would require "an association” of the three 
major powers, but if the United States wished to add China to this group, he 
was "perfectly willing that this should be done.” This inner group should form 
a Supreme World Council. Subordinate to this entity would be three regional 
councils for Europe, the Pacific, and the Western Hemisphere. Disputes 
within a region should be handled, in the first instance, by the regional coun­
cil, but "always under the general overriding authority o f the World Council.” 
The basic structural idea was “a three-legged stool— the World Council rest­
ing on three Regional Councils.”25

The Prime Minister nevertheless laid greatest emphasis on the regional 
councils, for he believed the experience of the League of Nations had demon­
strated that "only the countries whose interests were direcdy affected by a dis­
pute . . .  could be expected to apply themselves with sufficient vigour to secure 
a settlement.” In his view, "It was wrong to say that the League had fiüled. It 
was rather the member states who had failed the League.”

The members of the Supreme World Council would sit on the regional 
councils in which they had a direct interest. He hoped that the United States 
would be represented on all three. Russia and Britain would sit on the Euro­
pean and Pacific groups, and Canada would "naturally” represent the British 
Commonwealth in the Western Hemisphere group. Readily available military 
force would be required to preserve the peace in each region and globally. To 
meet its obligations to the world organization, each member nation might 
consider dividing its forces into two contingents— one for territorial defense, 
the other to put at the disposal of "an international police force.” It is notable 
here that Churchills view of participation in international policing extended 
beyond the Four Policemen.

The Prime Minister hoped that several small nations in Europe might 
form natural confederations— Scandinavia, the Balkans, and "something” 
along the Danube based on Vienna "to fill the gap caused by the disappear­
ance of the Austro-Hungarian Empire.” Bavaria might become a pan of this 
latter group. It was also politically desirable for Prussia to be separated from 
the rest of Germany. It was essential to re-create a strong France, for the
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prospect of having no effective democratic buffer between England and Rus­
sia was “not attractive.”26

Six weeks later, on July 14, the arrival of a formal aide-mémoire con­
firmed these views as the official position of the British Government, indicat­
ing that, despite internal resistance, Churchills views were being imposed on 
the Foreign Office. The British note dealt only with the creation of a United 
Nations Commission for Europe. This would be the supreme United Nations 
authority on the continent and would deal with the full range of military, 
political, and economic problems inherent in the maintenance of order after 
hostilities— including the coordination of armistice commissions, occupation 
policies for several enemy countries, relief and rehabilitation, shipping, inland 
transportation, telecommunications, and reparations. The commissions 
authority would also apply to long-range problems well beyond a transitional 
period.

Membership in the United Nations Commission for Europe would 
include Britain, the United States, and Russia, as well as all the other Euro­
pean allies. A steering committee comprising the Big Three would operate 
under the unanimity rule; France might be added to this group “if she recov­
ers her greatness.”27

A Gathering American Consensus

The arrival of the British aide-mémoire forced the Administration to focus on 
its own internal conceptual ambiguities and attempt to resolve them. Hull, 
who had now reasserted personal control of postwar planning, decided that 
rather than reply directly to the British note, the United States would present 
counterproposals at the impending Quadrant Conference in Quebec City. 
This decision imposed a tight deadline of August 17 for clarifying the U.S. 
position. As it turned out, this was not a task of great difficulty within the 
State Department, for there was a gathering consensus among senior depart­
mental officials in favor of a central global authority to maintain peace in the 
postwar period. The real differences were with the British. The State Depart­
ment objected to the British note on two grounds: its emphatically regional 
focus and its notion of combining transitional and long-term authority.28

The consensus on the American side appeared to include the President,
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judging from his remarks to Eden in March, which were critical of Churchills 
radio address; yet Roosevelt remained unwilling to reveal his full hand. As the 
war situation became less desperate, he launched one or two of his own trial 
balloons to test public attitudes, but they were predictably couched in the 
broadest generalities. The most significant was an April 10 article in the Sat­
urday Evening Post by Forrest Davis, based on a long private interview.29 It 
studiously avoided mention of any postwar organization. At the same time, it 
emphasized FDRs basic conviction that the Four Policemen must undergird 
the peace. The Presidents great hope, the anide stated, was that the universal 
need for peace would prove to be the "common denominator” that would 
bring the major powers to form a “genuine association o f interest,” for this 
was the sine qua non o f postwar stability. Much depended on Stalin, for the 
Soviet Union would be the only first-rate military power on the continents 
of Europe and Asia after the war. If the dictator chose cooperation, the 
foundations of a peaceful society could be laid with confidence; if he chose 
another course, the Western allies would be “driven back on a balance of 
power system.”

The President was opposed to reviving the League of Nations, owing to 
“its aura of failure,” but retention of some of its “instrumentalities” might be 
useful. His thoughts on international organization did not, however, go 
beyond an unspecified mechanism for “swift and easy consultation” that 
would express the “united will” of all members. He was specific only on the 
question of military power: here, “A security commission made up of Russia, 
Britain and the United States might well police the peace of Europe during 
the transition period,” and a similar body “including China” might do the 
same for Asia. If the major powers could erect that kind of bulwark against 
future aggression, then the smaller nations, which could not defend them­
selves in any event, might more easily “be brought to disarmament.” However, 
to avoid alarming those segments of the American people who remained 
undecided on the question of a global role for the United States, he made the 
facile assertion that enforcement of peace would not require “international 
armed forces,” nor the stationing of large American forces abroad. Both would 
be rendered unnecessary by “the preventive use of air power.”

On balance, the President and all supporters of a new and effective orga­
nization for keeping the peace had reason to be encouraged by political and 
military developments during the first six months of 1943.



Will the Russians Participate?

Despite the British aide-mémoire of July 1943, which dif­
fered from the U.S. view on the role of regional organiza­
tions, there was general confidence that differences between 
Washington and London could be resolved. Where Russia 
stood on postwar organization remained, however, a conse­
quential unknown. Churchill and Roosevelt had been 
unable to persuade Stalin to attend the Torch Conference in 
Casablanca in January or the Trident Conference in Wash­
ington in May; now Stalin had declined to join them for the 
impending Quadrant Conference in Quebec City, citing the 
seriousness of his military situation. Relations between Rus­
sia and the West were increasingly strained by differences 
over the timing of the opening of a second front, by the 
pace and volume of Lend-Lease assistance, and by Russian 
territorial claims in Eastern Europe. While the two Western 
allies were not yet ready to define their own peace objectives 
in detail, they were agreed on the urgent need to test Russian 
intentions with regard to Europe specifically and interna­
tional cooperation generally. The American side supported 
Churchills view that the best approach to Stalin was to pre­
sent postwar plans as “a continuation of our present cooper­
ation, and to do so while the war was still proceeding.”1

There was also a growing awareness that the smaller 
members of the United Nations coalition were apprehensive 
about the intentions and modus operandi of the major 
powers. The two-tiered approach to wartime consultations
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(which presented the smaller states with situations of fact created by the three 
powers who were conducting the war) and the rumors of President Roosevelt s 
concept of the Four Policemen contributed to their feeling that the future of 
most of the world was being arbitrarily decided by the United Sutes, Britain, 
and Russia.2

The Staff Charter

Thus facing a three-part problem— the need to resolve differences with the 
British, to test Russian intentions, and to reassure the smaller nations— the 
State Department developed two mutually reinforcing plans. The first was a 
proposed Four Power Agreement committing those nations to a series of war 
objectives and postwar aims. The second was a proposal to create a “provi­
sional” international organization encompassing all United Nations members 
and to make it opeutional while the war was still being waged. The reason for 
separating the proposals rested on the belief that testing Soviet intentions was 
both the paramount need and the simpler task, diplomatically; negotiations 
with the larger group of states would be more complicated and would take 
longer.

The most important provisions of the Four Power draft pledged the sig­
natories to continue their “united action” both to prosecute the war until the 
Axis enemies had laid down their arms “on the basis of unconditional surren­
der,” and to provide for “the organization and maintenance of peace and secu­
rity.” It recognized the “necessity” of establishing “a general international orga­
nization” based on the principle of sovereign equality and open to “all 
peace-loving states.” Pending the reestablishment of law and order and “the 
inauguration of a system of general security,” the Four Powers would act 
jointly to maintain the peace. But to put some limits on this broad assump­
tion of authority, the signatories pledged “not to employ their military forces 
within the territories of other states,” except for the purpose of maintaining 
peace, and “after consultation and agreement.”3

The second State Department proposal— for the prompt creation of an 
interim international organization— became known as the Staff Charter. It 
bore a striking resemblance to the Draft Constitution plan that Roosevelt had 
discussed with Welles and informally blessed in January 1943. The Draft 
Constitution in turn had been essentially a refinement of the United Nations
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Authority plan that both Hull and FDR had rejected in 1942. But time and 
events had changed perceptions of what was desirable and feasible.

A major purpose of the Staff Charter plan was to provide machinery for 
the entire United Nations membership to authorize action on their behalf by 
the Four Powers, both during the war and for a subsequent transition period. 
But until the end of this indefinite period, there would be no direct participa­
tion by all members. The only operating entities would be a committee com­
posed solely of the Big Four, plus an eleven-man executive council (composed 
of representatives of the Big Four as permanent members plus seven individ­
uals chosen periodically from five regional groupings). These two entities 
would deal only with security matters, and decisions authorizing the use of 
force would require a two-thirds vote in the executive council, including all of 
the Big Four. This seemed to make dear that no collective enforcement action 
could be taken without the consent of all of the Big Four, but State Depart­
ment thinking on the veto retained ambiguities that continued to bedevil and 
confuse the U.S. presentation of this issue for the next two years. To facilitate 
the transition from a temporary organization having only military security 
functions to a permanent and more comprehensive institution, all United 
Nations members would pledge to plan for “the creation of a permanent orga­
nization” that would deal with “the maintenance of peace and the advance­
ment of human welfare.”4

Hull was not enthusiastic about the Staff Charter, in part because it 
retained the notion of regional subcouncils and in part because he thought it 
was too naked an expression of Big Four dominance. One must infer that he 
accepted it in July 1943 only because no other plan could be readied within 
the tight deadline set by the Quadrant Conference, scheduled for August 17. 
Moreover, Hull was moving to assume firmer control of the State Depart­
ment’s planning effort, and had decided to force a showdown that would 
result in Welles’s resignation and departure.5

On August 10, Hull and his advisers, including Welles, met with FDR to 
consider the issues raised by the British aide-mémoire and the State Depart­
ment’s proposed response, as a basis for formulating the U.S. position for the 
impending conference in Quebec. The President readily agreed to the sub­
stance of the Four Power Agreement draft, but wanted it changed from an 
agreement to a more flexible declaration of intentions. He also endorsed the 
idea of establishing an interim United Nations organization before the end of
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hostilities, but felt that the eleven-man executive committee should be 
assigned social and economic functions, in addition to its primaty military 
security role. Here again, he wanted the proposal to be expressed not as a for­
mal agreement, but as a set of propositions. These reactions rested on his 
judgment of the domestic political situation. A more informal approach to 
negotiations with members of the United Nations coalition would, he per­
ceived, facilitate initial "agreements in principle” and postpone the need to 
submit a treaty document to the Senate, while also providing more time to 
educate the American people and win public support. Roosevelt endorsed 
Hulls view that there were “grave dangers” in having the new world organiza­
tion rest on the foundations of “full-fledged, previously created” regional 
councils, thus giving evidence that he was now convinced that a strong central 
organization was imperative for postwar peace.6

Welles Is Forced Out

Hull forced Welles’s departure in August 1943, aided decisively by an incident 
in 1940 that was systematically and malevolently exacerbated by William Bul­
litt, the recent U.S. Ambassador to France. The aging Secretary of State 
deeply resented the influence of the vigorous Under Secretary and believed 
that his own control of foreign policy was being usurped. At the same time, he 
was keenly aware that the strong personal and professional relationship 
between Welles and the President made it dangerous to make a direct effort to 
oust his rival. Hull was unwilling to incur the Presidents wrath. Bullitt, for his 
own reasons, was willing to do most of the dirty work.

Bullitt, an upper-class Philadelphian with a personal manner that many 
found insufferable, was personally close to the President and had served as the 
first U.S. Ambassador to the Soviet Union in 1933; he moved to the Paris 
Embassy in 1936. When France surrendered to Hitler in 1940, FDR ordered 
him to remain with the rump French Government after its flight to Vichy, but 
Bullitt instead rushed to Washington in search of a Cabinet post. This act of 
disobedience cost him the Presidents confidence. When Roosevelt asked 
Welles who might fill the Vichy post, Welles suggested Admiral William D. 
Leahy, a former Chief of Naval Operations who was then serving as Governor 
of Puerto Rico. The President liked the idea and acted on it instandy, without 
even consulting Bullitt, who thought that he had been asked to stay on. Bui-
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William Bullitt in Washington, 1942. 
(T. McAvoy, Life, Courtesy Franklin 

Roosevelt Library)

litts anger erupted in an agitated telephone call to FDR on November 9, 
1940, which ended with a presidential apology for having neglected normal 
etiquette in the matter. “Bill, believe it or not, but I forgot all about it. . . . Its 
entirely my fault.” But the deed was done, and an embittered Bullitt blamed 
Welles.7

The fateful incident involving Welles had occurred on a train in early 
September 1940. Having affronted Southern conservatives by choosing Henry 
Wallace as his running mate for the third-term bid, the President sought to 
placate them by taking the entire Cabinet, by special train, to the funeral of 
the recently deceased Speaker of the House, William Bankhead, in Jasper, 
Alabama. After a grueling trip and a long ceremony in ninety-degree heat, the 
Administration officials immediately reboarded the train for the return to 
Washington. There was heavy drinking in the club car throughout the 
evening, and by two A.M. an exhausted Welles was also drunk. Staggering back 
to his compartment, he rang for coffee. The porter who answered the buzzer 
was allegedly “offered money for immoral acts,” which he politely refused.8

The story was immediately disclosed to the Secret Service and also 
reported to the railroad president, who passed it to a friend and fellow South-
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erner, “Judge” R. Walton Moore. The “Judge,” seventy-eight, happened to be 
the Assistant Secretary of State for Congressional Liaison and a confidante of 
Hull, and was still embittered at having lost out to Welles in a fierce competi­
tion for the Under Secretaryship in 1934. Moore also revealed the story to the 
vengeful William Bullitt. Unable to attack the President directly, Bullitt set 
out to destroy Welles.9

On hearing from the Secret Service, the President ordered the FBI to 
make a discreet investigation and report direcdy to him. The FBI report con­
firmed the basic story, and also indicated Welles’s apparent involvement in a 
similar incident two weeks later on the Pennsylvania Railroad when he was en 
route to a speaking engagement in Cleveland. FDR accepted the report as fac­
tual. But he needed Welles badly in 1940, he was no prude, and he excused 
the behavior on the grounds that Welles had been very drunk on both occa­
sions. The agreed solution was to provide Welles with a bodyguard for future 
travel.

Bullitt went to see the President in April 1941 to urge that Welles-be dis­
missed as a potential victim of blackmail. FDR heard him out, but said he 
already knew the story and had made his decision. A frustrated Bullitt then 
became the determined blackmailer, spreading the story among those Repub­
lican Senators and Congressmen who were rabidly anti-Roosevelt. He also 
conspired with Hull. The rumors persisted for the next two years, but seemed 
to have no impact on the steady rise of Welles’s professional reputation, nor 
were any further incidents reported. In January 1943, however, Hull told the 
President that the rumors were spreading, and that the Administration faced 
an unprecedented scandal unless Welles were dismissed forthwith. FDR 
rejected this advice, and proceeded to rely even more heavily on Welles.

On July 27, Bullitt once again went to the White House to press the case. 
This time a violent quarrel erupted during which the President called Bullitt 
“un-christian” for attempting “to destroy a fellow-being.” He needed Welles, 
he shouted, more than he needed “that old fool.” He said to Bullitt, “Get out 
of here and never come back.”10

On August 4, a long story in the New York Times reported that the Sate 
Department was being crippled at a critical point in the war by “conflicting 
personalities, lack of a cohesive policy, and a resulting impairment of effi­
ciency." The feud between Hull and Welles was “well-known.” The article, 
which was basically a severe criticism of Hull, ended by suggesting that the
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“sluggishness” of the State Department could be remedied by a major shaking 
up. Two days later, Arthur Krock, the Times Washington bureau chief and a 
close friend of Hull, wrote a column which acknowledged “the mess” in the 
department, but placed the blame on Welles— and the President. Roosevelt 
had given Welles too much authority, he wrote, and Welles had worked 
steadily behind Hulls back. The State Department would function “smoothly 
and effectively when the President permits the Secretary to be the real, undis­
puted head of a loyal staff.”11

Bullins work with FDR’s enemies in the Congress now combined with 
the airing of the Hull-Welles feud in the press to make clear that public expo­
sure of the train incidents was almost inevitable. Hull seized the moment, on 
August 10, to demand that Roosevelt accept Welles’s resignation or his own. 
Faced with that stark choice, the President understood he would have to keep 
Hull, for the Secretary’s standing with the Senate, especially with the Southern 
barons in the Democratic leadership, was crucial for ratification of a United 
Nations treaty. Nevertheless, he resisted the abrupt termination of a distin­
guished career and the disgrace of a close and highly valued friend.

Stalin had just agreed to a meeting of the Big Four foreign ministers in 
Moscow in October. FDR told Hull that Welles should resign in order to 
undertake that mission, and then go on to Chungking for talks with the Chi­
nese. The primary purpose in both capitals would be to secure approval of the 
proposed Four Power Declaration. On his return, Welles could retire grace­
fully to private life. Hull agreed to this plan for a dignified exit.

The President summoned Welles the next day, broke the bad news, and 
urged him to accept the Moscow mission. Welles offered to resign immedi­
ately, but FDR refused this, and Welles then agreed to reflect on the proposed 
assignment in Moscow. He remained as Acting Secretary while Hull went to 
the Quadrant Conference in Quebec with the President, but on August 22 
(while FDR and Hull were still out of town), he abrupdy resigned and left for 
his home in Maine, leaving a disquieted Assistant Secretary Adolf Berle in 
charge of the department. Welles had just suffered a mild heart attack, and 
had definitely decided against the Moscow mission. Press stories of August 24 
indicated that his resignation was on the Presidents desk, but there was no 
official confirmation for several weeks, and the exchange of letters between 
Roosevelt and Welles was never made public.12

By remaining silent and in Maine for several weeks, Welles became the
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hero of the tangled affair. The liberal press lamented the loss of the State 
Departments “most far-sighted internationalist,” and Time regretted the pass­
ing of ua known and respected advocate of U.S. cooperation in international 
affairs”; indeed, the “forced resignation” of Sumner Welles made the murky 
uncertainties of U.S. foreign policy “even more obscure.”13 By forcing the 
issue as he did, and especially by lending himself to the unsavory tactics o f 
Bullitt, Hull won a bureaucratic victory, but at considerable political cost to 
himself and the State Department. Blame for the turmoil and its conse­
quences also attached to the President, whose instinctive mode of operation 
was to encourage rivalries among his advisers; in this case, he had inadver­
tently stoked Hulls smoldering frustration by an undisguised preference for 
relying on Welles in the formulation and execution of major foreign policies.

Hull, o f course, had in mind no ready successor to assume the pivotal 
position of Under Secretary, but after a month of trying to manage his own 
bureaucracy, the limit of his administrative skills and the extent of his physi­
cal impairment were painfully evident. On September 21, director of eco­
nomic stabilization James Byrnes suggested Edward Stettinius, Jr., the Lend- 
Lease administrator, for the post, if the President was still undecided. A 
surprisingly young former chairman of U.S. Steel, Stettinius at forty-three 
had no diplomatic training or experience but had run the Lend-Lease pro­
gram efficiently. Byrnes thought that Stettiniuss business acumen “splendidly 
equipped him” to manage the State Department, but many others were 
shocked by the suggestion. FDR proceeded to appoint Stettinius in a move 
that made clear his determination to be his own Secretary of State, as the 
time approached for crucial meetings at the summit to test Russian adher­
ence to Roosevelts concept of world organization and to take measures that 
would ensure enduring cooperation between Russia and the West at the end 
of hostilities.14



Quebec and Moscow

The primary focus of the first Roosevelt-Churchill meeting 
in Quebec, overlooking the St. Lawrence River and the 
majestic Laurentian mountains (Quadrant Conference, 
August 17-24, 1943) was necessarily on the war. The task 
highest on the agenda was to approve the plan for the Nor­
mandy invasion (Operation Overlord), which was some 
nine months away. The surrender of Italy appeared immi­
nent. The liberation of North Africa had intensified the 
problem of how to deal with the rival claimants to official 
representation of France— General Charles de Gaulle ver­
sus General Henri Giraud. The final communique accu­
rately characterized the meeting as an “Anglo-American war 
conference.”1

The President and the Prime Minister made another 
attempt to lure the Russian dictator to a tripartite meet­
ing— this time in Alaska— but that, too, met with failure. 
While refusing to meet in Alaska, Stalin nevertheless com­
plained at always being in the position of a third party, 
responding to Anglo-American agreements. He did, how­
ever, propose a meeting of foreign ministers “in order not to 
postpone an examination of the questions which interest 
our countries,” and this led to agreement to hold such a 
meeting in Moscow in October.2

Because the principals at Quebec were so intensely 
occupied with immediate war plans, the discussion of post­
war organization proved less conclusive than the State
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Quebec Conference, August 1 7 -2 4 , 1943: ( ) Anthony Eden, FDR, Princess
Anne, Winston Churchill; ( standing) Lord Athlonc (governor-general o f Canada),
Canadian Prime Minister Mackenzie King, Sir Alexander Cadogan, Churchill aide

Brcndon Bracken.

Department had hoped; significant progress was nevertheless made. There was 
quick agreement on the substance of the proposed Four Power Declaration, 
and a decision was made to send it immediately to Stalin and Chiang Kai- 
shek, the leader of Nationalist China, for their concurrence. However, the 
related U.S. proposal to create an interim United Nations organization before 
the end of hostilities was neither clearly presented nor formally considered. 
The President did not faithfully adhere to the briefing papers he had 
approved, but talked around and through the subject, with a pronounced ten­
dency to fall back on personal preferences he had long and deeply held.'

FDR’s ambiguities on this occasion were almost certainly deliberate, his 
purpose being to downplay British-American differences and avoid con­
frontation on the issue of a global versus a regional approach to postwar secu­
rity. This interpretation of his motives at Quebec is reinforced by his assidu-
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ous lobbying of Stalin at the Teheran Conference four months later. Initially 
Stalin was opposed to any international organization beyond a military 
alliance of the Big Three; then he found Churchill s regional approach more 
practical and congenial than a revival of Woodrow Wilsons global vision. But 
alter two private meetings with Roosevelt, Stalin agreed to support the Amer­
ican concept of organization. Churchill knew what was going on, and was 
profoundly indignant at being excluded and outmaneuvered.4

Thus, at Quebec, FDR suggested to Churchill merely the “possibility” of 
raising with Stalin the idea of a postwar organization to maintain law and 
order while the world was recovering from the wounds of war. Also, the Pres­
ident seemed to be talking in terms of exclusive Big Four responsibility, as dis­
tinct from the State Department plan, which called for sharing such policing 
responsibility with the other members of the eleven-member executive coun­
cil. On the development of surrender terms and occupation policies for Ger­
many and Japan, the discussion at Quebec indicated that both Roosevelt and 
Churchill continued to view such matters as primarily for Anglo-American 
military decision.5

The idea of an interim United Nations organization thus died a quiet 
death at Quebec. No further mention of it appears anywhere in the official 
record. This may not have been Roosevelts intention, but it surely pleased 
Cordell Hull. The Secretary of State opposed the still prominent regional ele­
ments in the plan— inherited from Sumner Welles— and was uncomfortable 
with the idea of immediately creating an organization of any kind, for that 
would require entering into negotiations with a large number of nations. Such 
activities, he felt, would lead inevitably to leaks, and the leaks would confuse 
and antagonize large segments of American opinion, in particular the U.S. 
Senate. Like the premature exposure of film, this would ruin the picture. 
Organizational structure and timing— especially timing— had been at the 
heart of Hulls professional differences with Welles.

The demise at Quebec of the plan for an interim organization did not, 
however, arrest the gathering momentum for a permanent organization. Roo­
sevelt and Churchill approved the text of the Four Power Declaration, which 
called specifically for the establishment of a new international organization 
and related postwar collective security arrangements.6
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Growing Domestic Support for World Organization

The late summer of 1943 was also a time of yeasty change in American 
domestic politics— change that moved the pendulum of public opinion fur­
ther toward an internationalist orientation. The influential Postwar Advisory 
Council of the Republican Party, meeting in early September on Mackinac 
Island in Lake Michigan, adopted a resolution favoring “responsible participa­
tion by the United States in postwar cooperative organization among sover­
eign nations.” This was in large part the work of Senator Arthur Vandenberg 
(R-Michigan), who was earnestly “hunting for the middle ground” between 
those who “would cheerfully give America away” at one extreme and those 
who “would attempt a total isolation” at the other. Operating on his home 
turf, Vandenberg repudiated his isolationist past to join forces with a group 
of internationalist governors, including Thomas Dewey of New York, Earl 
Warren of California, and Raymond Baldwin of Connecticut; at the same 
time, his formulation retained sufficient safeguards to national sovereignty to 
reassure conservatives and strict constructionists. By asserting the principle of 
U.S. participation in some form of international organization while the war 
was in progress, Vandenberg built a strong defense against a repeat of the 
obstructionist stance taken by the GOP in 1920. He went on to become a 
major figure in the effort to create the United Nations organization.7

When Congress reconvened in mid-September 1943, the House Foreign 
Affairs Committee voted to seek immediate passage of the resolution intro­
duced several months before by a promising young Arkansas Congressman, 
William Fulbright. This had been considered inconclusively in June, owing in 
part to the Administrations lack of enthusiasm, but a Gallup Poll taken over 
the summer indicated that 78 percent of the American people now supported 
Fulbrights simple proposal to create “appropriate international machinery 
with power adequate to prevent future aggression and to maintain lasting 
peace.” The House debate in September revealed strong bipartisan support 
and reduced the isolationists to desperate arguments (one of these, pointing 
out that Fulbright had been a Rhodes Scholar at Oxford, charged that his res­
olution was a naked attempt to surrender the United States to the British 
Empire). The resolution passed on September 21 by the overwhelming vote of 
360 to 29. The New York Times called it a display of Congressional unity 
unsurpassed since the declaration of war on the Axis powers.8
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Senator Arthur Vandenberg played a major 
role in building bipartisan support for the 

United Nations. (Courtesy Franklin 
Roosevelt Library)

The President, who was persuaded that this action indicated a convincing 
public readiness for a firm postwar commitment, sent word that he wanted 
the Senate to go on record with a similar resolution before the Moscow Con­
ference took up the proposed Four Power Declaration in October. But expe­
ditious action was hampered by professional jealousy. Senator Tom Connally 
(D-Texas), who still wore the black bow tie and stand-up collar of the old- 
fashioned Southern orator, was furious at the House for presuming to intrude 
upon the Senate’s exclusive foreign policy turf. “God damn it,” he thundered, 
“everybody’s running around like a fellow with a tick in his navel, hollering 
about postwar resolutions.” Considering the young Arkansas Congressman a 
“rube freshman,” he refused to accept the Fulbright Resolution and set about 
developing a new one.9

Connally’s creation was slightly stronger than Fulbright’s, but much 
weaker than B2-H2, which his committee had bottled up for twenty-five 
weeks. The Connally Resolution urged action on three points: to wage war 
until final victory; to cooperate with allies in securing a just peace; and to join 
with other free nations in establishing an international authority with the
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power to prevent aggression and preserve peace. Supporting “an international 
authority,” it eschewed any reference to an “international organization.” To 
avoid any charge of W hite House interference, the President decided not to 
say or do anything. He hoped for a brief debate and a heavily favorable vote, 
but the Senate procrastinated.10

The Moscow Conference

In addition to proposing a foreign ministers’ meeting in Moscow (October 
19-30), Stalin agreed, after further haggling, to meet Roosevelt and 
Churchill in the capital of Iran in December. Also, he wanted the Moscow 
meeting to focus on preparations for Teheran, so that the heads of govern­
ment could “take definite decisions on urgent questions” when they met. 
However, when ideas for the Moscow agenda were exchanged, the Soviets pro­
posed only one item— ways and means to hasten the end of the war— and 
they insisted that this be discussed first. In a word, they wanted concrete assur­
ances on the timing and scale of the opening of the second front against 
Hider. It was apparent to Hull and Eden that the Soviets would have to be sat­
isfied on the military issue before anything else could be discussed.

The U.S. delegation was headed by the Secretary of State who, in travel­
ling to Moscow, had flown in an airplane for the first time in his life. He 
tabled four items, of which the Four Power Declaration was by far the most 
important. The others were a proposal that Russia join in talks on postwar 
economic cooperation; preliminary U.S. thoughts on the postwar treatment 
of Germany; and a suggestion for tripartite consultations on evolving political 
and economic issues. (This last was a characteristic Hull response to Stalins 
July protest that Russia was not consulted on the Anglo-American handling of 
the Italian surrender.)11

The discussion of military plans for the Normandy invasion appeared to 
satisfy the Russians that a major Anglo-American invasion of Western Europe 
would take place in 1944. The meeting then turned to the Four Power Decla­
ration. Hull introduced it, emphasizing his view that postwar cooperation was 
in the selfish interest of all the major powers, and that the proposed declara­
tion was the essential next step. The world, he said, was watching closely to see 
whether the leading powers would “adopt the path of cooperation . . .  in the 
interest of self-preservation.”
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Eden warmly supported Hull, and Soviet Foreign Minister V. M. Molo­
tov said that his government also endorsed the principles of cooperation 
embodied in the draft. He was, however, opposed to the inclusion of China as 
a signatory, as China was not represented at the meeting. Having anticipated 
this ploy, Hull announced that China had already approved the draft; accord­
ingly, it would be necessary to obtain Chinese agreement only to any textual 
modifications made in Moscow. There ensued several stiff exchanges, during 
which Hull warned of “terrific repercussions” and “all sorts of readjustments 
by my Government” to maintain stability in the Pacific if China were 
“dumped on her face” by the Big Three. Molotov apparently drew the in­
tended inference— that Lend-Lease allocations might be increased for China 
and reduced for Russia if China was not a party to the proposed declara­
tion— for he agreed to leave open the question of Chinas adherence, while 
the meeting addressed the text of the draft.

Molotov balked on only two points, but together they revealed a firm 
Russian intention to prevent smaller states from strengthening themselves 
through the formation of federations and to avoid a Russian obligation for 
joint action with the United States and Britain in dealing with the states of 
Eastern Europe. On the first point, Molotov objected to a clause that required 
the Big Four to act together in “any occupation o f . . .  territory of other states 
held by the enemy.” Eden explained that this language would make clear that 
the Four Powers did not intend to occupy liberated countries. Molotov said 
that the words could be misconstrued to interfere with essential military oper­
ations. He was adamant, and the clause was dropped.

The related Soviet objection was to a requirement for “consultation and 
agreement” of the signatories before they employed their military forces 
“within the territories of other states.” Hull explained that this was a self-deny­
ing pledge to reassure smaller states against unilateral or arbitrary intervention 
by one or more of the major powers. Molotov asked whether this provision 
would require Four Power approval, if Russia were, for example, to conclude 
an agreement of mutual assistance with Czechoslovakia involving Russian 
military bases on Czech territory. Hull and Eden both expressed the fear that 
such arrangements might prejudice the development of a comprehensive col­
lective security system and should be discouraged. Molotov argued that, on 
the contrary, such arrangements might be necessary to protect the Soviet 
Union against future German aggression. In the end, the requirement for joint
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"consultation” was kept, but the word “agreement” was eliminated, which fur­
ther reduced the safeguards against arbitrary Russian action in Eastern 
Europe.

Further evidence of Russia’s intention to deal with Eastern Europe as an 
exclusive sphere o f influence was provided in the desultory discussion of 
Poland. In early 1943, the Russians had broken relations with the Polish gov- 
ernment-in-exile (the London Poles) and created their own Communist sub­
stitute (the Lublin Poles). The United States and Britain refused to recognize 
the latter group, but were without any real leverage to change the Russian 
position. Moreover, the United States was reluctant to overplay the issue, for 
it did not want to stir up anti-Soviet protests from the American-Polish com­
munity at a critical point in the war, when maximum Big Three unity was 
needed. At Moscow, Hull did raise the possibility that U.S. and British troops 
might join with Russian forces in liberating those countries on the borders of 
the Soviet Union, but this suggestion met with “a very determined show of 
opposition” by Molotov.12

Eden pressed, along the lines of the British aide-mémoire of July 1943, 
for the creation of regional machinery to deal with such gritty problems as 
surrender terms, occupation policies, and the determination of what regimes 
should be installed in France, Yugoslavia, Poland, and elsewhere. He won 
agreement to the establishment of a European Advisory Commission (EAC), 
but with a very limited mandate. Hull, for whom an overarching global orga­
nization was the first imperative and who saw a threat to this in every regional 
idea, insisted that such a commission take up only those problems referred to 
it with the unanimous consent of the Big Three. Molotov had other reasons 
for wishing to limit the commissions scope. In the end, there was agreement 
that the initial mandate of the EAC should be surrender terms and control 
machinery for the enemy states.

With the language of the Four Power Declaration approved, there arose 
the question of how to coordinate detailed planning for the new international 
organization, which was the necessary next step. Molotov suggested a Big 
Three committee to which other allied governments might gradually be 
added, but Hull was worried that the inclusion of other nations at this early 
stage “might lead only to rivalries and jealousies.” He wanted the planning 
work confined to the Big Three and wished even their coordination to be 
“informal." This somewhat cumbersome approach was accepted, which led in
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effect to separate efforts in three capitals. The U.S. planning effort proved to 
be the most comprehensive and therefore the most influential in shaping the 
ultimate organization and procedures of the United Nations.13

The Dilatory Senate

Meanwhile, the Senate was bogged down by a combination of Senator Con- 
nallys resentment and timidity. Hull was already well into the Moscow Con­
ference when committee hearings on the Connally Resolution finally began 
on October 19. Senator Claude Pepper (D-Florida) proposed substituting 
winternational organization” for “international authority” and adding a refer­
ence to the need for “military force” to keep the peace, but the committee 
rejected his amendments by a vote of sixteen to five. The Connally Resolution 
thus went to the Senate floor in its original mild form. Senator Ball and his 
B2-H2 supporters— who included a tenacious Harry S Truman— decided to 
wage a floor fight, well aware that they risked splitting an internationalist Sen­
ate majority that seemed unwilling to accept a more specific U.S. commit­
ment. They attacked the vague, tepid language of the Connally Resolution 
and its omission of any reference to an international force to keep the peace. 
Despite Connally s pleas for prompt action to bolster Hull in Moscow, the 
debate went on heatedly for ten days (from October 25 to November 5), with 
the isolationists hugely enjoying the spectacle of the internationalist coalition 
apparently coming apart at the seams.14

The President had urged Connally to act swiftly, in an effort to show 
Britain and Russia at Moscow that the U.S. Senate supported the creation of 
a new international organization. Ironically, the Senate effort was saved from 
failure by prior action at the Moscow Conference. On November 1, Hull and 
his fellow foreign ministers published the Moscow Declaration, paragraph 4 
of which recognized “the necessity of establishing at the earliest practicable 
date a general international organization, based on the principle of sovereign 
equality of all peace-loving states . . . for the maintenance of international 
peace and security.”15

When Senator Connally rose on the Senate floor to read the Moscow 
Declaration and to tell his colleagues it offered further reason to pass the res­
olution before them. Senator Ball pointed out that, in contrast to the fuzzy 
Connally formulation, the Moscow Declaration called specifically for an inter-
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national organization. He expressed the hope that the Senate "now will be at 
least as clear and forthright in its expression as the agreement signed at 
Moscow.” This illumination of the disparity between the two documents led 
promptly to an agreement to incorporate paragraph 4 of the Moscow Decla­
ration into the Connally Resolution, which then passed by a vote of eighty- 
five to five. The New York Times called the Senate vote “a great triumph” which 
opens "the portals to a new world,” but the agreement reached in Moscow was 
of intrinsically greater importance.16

Hull's Hour of Triumph

The agreement at Moscow produced a reaction of extravagant enthusiasm in 
the United States, and this made Hull a temporary national hero. Nearly every 
element of the press hailed the declaration as a major diplomatic triumph. 
Walter Lippmann praised Hull for cementing the Four Power alliance, saying 
that this ushered in “the next period of history.”17 Another syndicated colum­
nist, Raymond Moley, wrote that the Secretary of State had achieved “a for­
eign policy on which all American parties and factions can agree” and that this 
achievement had “saved rivers of blood and months of war.”18

There were a few dissenting voices. Sumner Welles, now relieved of office 
and writing a column for the New York Herald- Tribune, objected to what he 
perceived as the Four Power dictatorship inherent in the declaration and called 
for the immediate creation of a universal world body. Wendell Willkie made 
the same point.19

But it was Hulls moment of personal triumph. The President and the 
new Under Secretary of State, Edward Stettinius, Jr., met him at Washington 
National Airport when he returned from Moscow, and he was invited to 
address a joint session of Congress on November 18. Buoyed by a standing 
ovation as he entered the well of the House, he delivered an eloquent twenty- 
five-minute report on the Moscow meeting. He said that the continued coop­
eration of the Four Powers “will be the foundation stone upon which the 
future international organization will be constructed.” Sounding idealistic 
Wilsonian themes in what seemed to be an attempt to answer the Welles and 
Willkie criticisms, he declared that “there will no longer be need for spheres of 
influence, for alliances, for balance of power.” By “the process of cooperation 
with other nations likewise intent upon security,” he predicted, “we can and
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will remain masters of our own fate.” The speech was hardly free of Hull’s 
favorite platitudes, but the fact of the Moscow Declaration, the supporting 
Senate vote, and the positive public response gave powerful reinforcement to 
its central message: that the Senate must not again sabotage arrangements for 
American participation in a new world organization to keep the peace.20

The British reaction was more restrained, reflecting a lesser national taste 
for high-flown general principles and a stronger focus on practical machinery. 
Eden reported to the House of Commons that the Moscow Declaration was 
“the most far-reaching of the decisions to which we came,” but he assigned 
greater importance to the creation of the European Advisory Commission, 
which would, he hoped, be able to concert allied action “on the many politi­
cal problems which arise out of the war.”21

The Russian reaction was to praise the meeting almost exclusively for the 
agreements it reached to advance military victory. Little or nothing about a 
new international organization appeared in the controlled press. And in a 
speech of November 6, Stalin said that the decisions taken were evidence that 
“our united countries are filled with determination to deal the common 
enemy blows which will result in final victory over him.”22



Cairo and Teheran

The Moscow Declaration was a major encouragement to 
prospects for Big Three cooperation in the postwar period, 
but a follow-on meeting of the heads of government was 
necessary to confirm commitments made at the second 
level, and specifically to ensure that Stalin himself accepted 
the idea of an international organization to keep the peace.1

The heads of government meeting had been difficult to 
arrange, owing to Stalins continued refusal to leave his 
home base, and to FDR’s constitutional obligation to deal 
with congressional bills within a ten-day period. In the end 
Stalin agreed to make the relatively short trip from Russia to 
Iran, while the U.S. Government went to considerable trou­
ble to create extraordinary transportation and communica­
tions arrangements to ensure that the President could carry 
out his official duties. For his own part, and considering his 
acute physical handicap, Roosevelt’s willingness to under­
take an arduous trip of several thousand miles was both a 
characteristic act of courage and an indication of the 
supreme importance he attached to a face-to-face meeting 
with the Soviet dictator. O f the two leaders, the President 
made by far the greater concessions to make the meeting a 
reality.2

Arrangements for Teheran were not, however, finally 
sorted out until late October, by which time FDR and 
Churchill had agreed to a November meeting in Cairo with 
Chiang Kai-shek to deal with the stalled Anglo-American

l )-t
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objectives in the China theater. A separate meeting with Chiang was necessary, 
for the Russian position was that China must be “absolutely excluded” from 
the Teheran Conference. Officially, the Russians argued that inclusion of 
China would compromise their neutrality in the Pacific war, but the State 
Department and the Foreign Office discerned another reason: Russia per­
ceived itself as an Asian, as well as a European power; accordingly, it did not 
wish to encourage situations in which China would be presented as the pre­
eminent power in Asia.3

While the conference with Stalin was still in doubt, FDR suggested to 
Churchill that Russia might be invited to send a military observer to take pan 
in the Combined Chiefs of Staff talks with the Chinese. His purpose was 
probably to enhance Chinese prestige, but he was also anxious to have some 
firsthand indication of Russian intentions, given the continuing uncertainty 
that a meeting with Stalin would take place. But Churchill rejected the idea 
out of hand. He was adamantly opposed to opening “this door” on Anglo- 
American military discussions to some Russian general who would “simply 
bay for an earlier second front and block all other discussions.” Moreover, it 
would “probably mean they would want to have observers at all future meet­
ings.” In reply, FDR wrote that “it would be a terrible mistake if Uncle J. 
thought we had ganged up on him on military action.” Fortunately, Stalins 
agreement to meet at Teheran mooted this particular Anglo-American dispute. 
Roosevelt, Churchill, and Chiang Kai-shek thus met in Cairo November 
22—26, following which the President and the Prime Minister met with Stalin 
in Teheran between November 28 and December 1.4

The China Problem

FDR was determined to do everything possible to make China an effective 
fighting ally and to underwrite Big Power status for the Chiang government. 
In January 1943 Roosevelt had persuaded Churchill to join with the United 
States in abandoning extraterritorial rights in China, an action of significant 
political importance to Chiang. Now he had succeeded in obtaining British 
and Russian agreement to Chinas adherence to the Moscow Declaration. At 
the Cairo meeting, he sought to strengthen Chinas military performance and 
reputation.5

But the situation in China was both a political and a military mess.
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Chiang Kai-shek was the sinuous, somewhat mystical leader of a corrupt gov­
ernment and a passive army engaged in a dual struggle against Japanese 
invaders and a native Communist insurgency. The original Allied strategic 
plan had called for Anglo-Chinese forces coming from the west through 
Burma and American forces coming from across the Pacific to converge on the 
Canton-H ong Kong area, fight their way to North China, and from there 
establish a systematic air bombing campaign against Japan. But this required 
recapturing North Burma and building a reliable land route to China through 
formidable terrain and in the face of tenacious Japanese resistance. Such a 
road was required to provide the considerable supply tonnage necessary to 
enlarge and modernize the Chinese armies and to build up a major Allied air 
capability in China. But both the resources and leadership had proved to be 
seriously inadequate. Near the end of 1943, the larger questions had become 
how important was Burma as a front on which to engage the enemy? Indeed, 
how necessary was China as a strategic base for defeating Japan?6

Despite the failures and disappointments, FDR was determined to try 
again. He therefore sought to obtain firm commitments from Britain and 
China to carry out the agreed strategic plan. As an inducement to Chiang, he 
offered American equipment for an increased number of Chinese divisions 
and suggested the possibility of bringing China into a Four Power military 
planning agency. The British, however, were very cool to this proposal, and it 
was dropped. Churchill was also decidedly unenthusiastic about the Burma 
campaign, and insisted on reserving the British position until it was clear what 
level of resources would be available, after requirements for higher priority 
operations in Europe and the Pacific were firmly set. For his part, Chiang vac­
illated so much as to whether he would commit Chinese troops to the cam­
paign, and under what conditions, that FDR and Churchill were “driven 
absolutely mad” (in the words of Admiral Lord Louis Mountbatten, who was 
present).7 When Chiang demanded a simultaneous Anglo-American amphibi­
ous operation across the Bay of Bengal to Burma as a condition of commit­
ting Chinese troops, FDR gave his assurances, but the British reservations left 
the matter unresolved. The Cairo communiqué, thus being unable to report 
firm Allied agreement on any future military operations, expounded on longer 
range political goals of special interest to China— including the assertion that 
“all the territories Japan has stolen from the Chinese, such as Manchuria, For­
mosa and the Pescadores, shall be restored to the Republic of China.”8
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Chiang Kai-shek, FDR, and Churchill at the Cairo Conference, November 25, 1943. 
(Courtesy Franklin Roosevelt Library)

The First Big Three Conference

The President and the Prime Minister left Cairo on November 26 and flew 
separately to Teheran to meet with Stalin. FDR’s aircraft, dubbed “The Sacred 
Cow,” flew 1,310 miles over the Suez Canal, Jerusalem, Baghdad, the 
Euphrates and Tigris rivers, and the Iranian railroad, which by then had 
become a vital link in the Lend-Lease supply line to Russia. The U.S. party 
was initially quartered in the American Legation, at some distance from the 
Russian and British compounds, which were close together. But after Ambas­
sador W. Averell Harriman reported Stalins concern that there were many 
enemy agents in the city and that measures should be taken to avoid “an 
unhappy incident” on the road between their separated residences, the Presi­
dent accepted a villa in the Russian compound, where security would be com­
plete. This proved to be a physical convenience as well, but it was accepted
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that the servants in the villa were all members of the Soviet secret police, 
known as the NKVD.9

At Teheran, military discussions occupied the greater part of the formal 
sessions and were centered on the coming Anglo-American invasion of West­
ern Europe, now set for May 1944. At the first general session, Stalin made 
the welcome announcement that the Soviet Union would enter the war 
against Japan after the defeat of Germany. He had mentioned this to Harri- 
man nearly a year before, and to Hull in Moscow in October, but now it was 
official at the highest level. Although it could not be made public, the 
announcement was very good news to the British and the Americans, espe­
cially to U.S. military leaders, who faced the daunting task of planning for 
what appeared to be the unavoidable invasion of Japan.

Most o f the political discussions occurred informally at mealtimes. 
Though they did not involve commitments, they were significant for what 
they revealed of the different approaches and priorities of the three principals. 
In a deliberate effort to demonstrate that he and Churchill did not see eye to 
eye on every issue and to allay suspicion that the American and British posi­
tions were coordinated before discussion with the Russians, FDR held three 
private meetings with Stalin. (He held no private meetings with Churchill, 
much to the Prime Ministers chagrin.) At the first of these, he greeted the dic­
tator with the statement, “I am glad to see you. I have tried for a long time to 
bring this about.” Stalin, after suitable expressions of pleasure at meeting the 
President, accepted the blame for the delay in their getting together, saying 
that he had been “very occupied because of military matters.” They then 
turned to a discussion of the Russian front, and Stalin gave an assessment of 
the battlefield situation, which was somewhat more grim than the information 
available to Western intelligence. The President replied that a main purpose of 
the Teheran Conference was to discuss measures that would ease the pressure 
on the Russian front by drawing off thirty or forty German divisions. Stalin 
agreed that such relief would be most helpful.10

There was a general discussion of Frances place in the postwar world. 
Stalin thought that there was something politically “unreal” about de Gaulle, 
as he had “no communication with the physical France.” He expounded at 
some length on the decadence of the French ruling classes and said that they 
“must pay for their criminal collaboration with Germany." The President said 
he felt that “many years of honest labor” would be required to restore France,
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Stalin and FDR at the Teheran Conference, November 29, 1943. 
(Courtesy Franklin Roosevelt Library)

and that the first requirement for both officials and ordinary Frenchmen was 
to “become honest citizens.” Stalin said France should not get back Indochina, 
and the President replied he was “100% in agreement” with that. He told 
Stalin that he had discussed with Chiang Kai-shek the possibility of a trustee­
ship for Indochina to prepare the people for independence within twenty or 
thirty years. Later, in a plenary session of the conference, Roosevelt proposed 
a Four Power (United States, Russia, Britain, China) trusteeship for Vietnam, 
Laos, and Cambodia, saying that there was a need to begin the transition away 
from colonialism and toward independence. Stalin promptly endorsed the 
proposal, but Churchill objected.11

Harry Hopkins, who had met with him in 1941, noted that Stalin was 
now grayer, but also “much dressier,” wearing a well-tailored gray uniform 
with gold epaulets, each bearing a large white star. His habit was to smoke and 
doodle during the general meetings, and to speak quietly but with emphasis.12
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At his second private meeting with Stalin, FDR laid out a plan for a postwar 
United Nations organization which differed in several important ways from 
the State Departments Staff Charter, and he added a few quite personal 
embellishments. First, there would be a worldwide assembly comprising all 
the United Nations; it would have no fixed headquarters, but would meet in 
various places at stated times to discuss world problems. Next, there would be 
an executive council composed of the Big Four plus six or seven representa­
tives selected from several regions— two from Europe and one each from 
Latin America, the Middle East, the Far East, and the British Dominions. 
This executive council would deal with “all non-military questions,” such as 
food, health, and economics. Finally, there would be a third entity— an 
enforcement body, composed of the Four Policemen, with authority to deal 
swiftly with any emergency or threat to the peace. As he had done at Quebec, 
FDR presented the Four Policemen entity as having exclusive authority to 
decide on the use of force. Under the State Department plan, however, the 
enforcement power, while exercisable only by the Four Policemen, was made 
subject to the guidance, recommendations, and general supervision of the 
more representative executive council, which in turn was the presumed 
spokesman for all members of the United Nations. In this discussion with 
Stalin, the President was reiterating his strong conviction that small nations 
should not be allowed to complicate the supreme task of keeping the 
peace.13

Stalin made no immediate comment on the concept of the Four Police­
men, but asked whether the eleven-person executive council would have the 
power to bind other nations to its decisions on nonsecurity questions. FDR 
said that it would only make recommendations, but with the hope that other 
nations would comply.14

Regarding the American plan as a whole, Stalin was not much impressed. 
First, he echoed Churchills doubt that China was or could become a world 
power. But even if it were, he thought that the European states would resent 
having China as an enforcement authority for themselves. He proposed an 
alternative set-up— one committee for Europe and another for the Far East. 
Membership for Europe would be the Big Three and “possibly” France. FDR 
noted that Stalins proposal was similar to Churchills regional approach, but
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the President said he doubted that Congress would agree to American partic­
ipation “in a purely European committee which might be able to compel the 
involvement of American troops.” This reply seemed both an evasion and a 
non sequitur, for it was by no means certain that Congress would agree to a 
“global” organization that had the power to “compel” the involvement of U.S. 
forces. That had been and remained the key question in all plans for American 
participation in an international peacekeeping organization, going back to 
1919. There was apparently no discussion of the composition o f a Far East 
committee.15

Churchill, who resented being left out of the private Roosevelt-Stalin 
meetings, later wrote that Stalins instinctive preference for regional commit­
tees showed him to be “more prescient and possessed of a truer sense of values 
than the President.” At the same time, the Prime Minister expressed annoy­
ance that FDR had failed to explain that the British regional approach “con­
templated a Supreme United Nations Council, of which the three regional 
committees would be the components.” It was regrettable that he, Churchill, 
had been unable “to correct this erroneous presentation.”16

Stalin, who appeared quite interested in the Four Policemen concept, 
observed that it would appear to require the sending of American troops over­
seas, but the President replied that he had in mind committing only U.S. 
naval and air forces to deal with problems in Europe. The requirement for 
ground forces would have to be met by Britain and the Soviet Union. Again, 
there was apparently no discussion of collective security responsibilities in the 
Far East, quite possibly because FDR wished to avoid having to argue for 
China as an effective regional policeman.

The President postulated two possible types of threat. A minor threat 
might arise from a revolution or civil war in a small country, or a border dis­
pute between small neighboring states; this could be dealt with by trade 
embargoes and similar “quarantine” measures. A major threat might arise 
from the aggression of a powerful state; this would require an ultimatum from 
the Four Policemen threatening to bomb or invade the aggressor nation. The 
discussion apparendy avoided any speculation on what would happen if one 
of the policemen was the aggressor. FDR’s view of this contingency was 
nowhere expressed, then or later. Sumner Welles had anticipated it by includ­
ing in his earlier Draft Constitution plan a two-thirds voting procedure that 
limited a major powers use of the veto. FDR had told Welles that he doubted
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if Stalin would ever accept any limitation, but there was no discussion of vot­
ing procedure at Teheran.17

The President did not raise the issue of international organization at any 
of the formal plenary sessions, but treated the subject as a matter only for con­
fidential discussion with Stalin. At one point he even suggested to the dictator 
that it was too early to discuss this subject with Churchill, as the Four Police­
men concept in particular needed further study. This was obvious dissem­
bling, for Churchill was folly informed of FDR’s views, and it is unlikely that 
Stalin was fooled. But the President was engaged in an assiduous courting of 
the powerful, enigmatic Bolshevik whose cooperation was absolutely essential 
to Roosevelts hopes and plans for future stability and peace.18

On the last day of the conference, Stalin informed Roosevelt that, after 
reflection, he had come to agree that the new international entity be a central, 
worldwide organization, rather than a series of linked regional groups. He 
gave no reasons for this change of view, but it is a fair inference that he was 
reassured by the Presidents statements that American troops were not 
expected to play a police role in Europe, and that decisions of the U.N. exec­
utive council would not be binding. From Stalins point of view, these Amer­
ican positions made the proposed organization essentially innocuous, and 
Russian participation essentially cost-free. Sumner Welles later wrote that it 
was “well known” that Stalin opposed a genuine international organization 
based on the principle of sovereign equality and that he favored a straight mil­
itary alliance with the United States and Britain which would “assume the 
right to determine the fate of all other peoples.” It must have seemed to Stalin 
that FDR was offering him basically that kind of deal at Teheran, albeit 
wrapped in democratic trappings. If the President meant what he said about 
the role of the Four Policemen, then the Soviet Union could see no objection 
to participating in a universal United Nations organization, for it would 
enhance Russian prestige while presenting no serious obstacles to considera­
tions of Russian security and ambition.19

Defeating and Controlling Germany

Stalin was primarily interested in obtaining definite assurances on the second 
front and in concerting measures to control Germany after the war. In the 
general session on November 29, he asked bluntly, “Who will command
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Overlord?” When FDR replied that the decisions taken at this conference 
would affect that appointment, Stalin said that he “could not believe in the 
reality of the operation” until the commanding officer was named. According 
to Sherwood, Roosevelt must have been sorely tempted to name General 
George C. Marshall then and there, but he was still wrestling with the painful 
choice between keeping Marshall close at hand to guide the strategy of a 
global war and giving him the supreme combat command that could make 
him a great historic figure. He finally decided— on December 5, after he had 
returned to Washington— that Marshall’s brilliant leadership of the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff was paramount. He made the decision against the impassioned 
opposition of Harry Hopkins and Secretary of War Henry Stimson, against 
the known preferences of Churchill and Stalin, and against his own pro­
claimed inclination to give Marshall the command opportunity he richly 
deserved. If it was one of the “most difficult and loneliest” decisions he ever 
made, it was “surely one of the wisest”— validated by “the whole superb direc­
tion of the war,” as Sherwood later wrote. General Dwight D. Eisenhower, 
who had distinguished himself by the victories in North Africa and the 
Mediterranean, was then named to command Overlord.20

At Teheran, Stalin repeatedly returned to the subject of Germany, 
expressing the view that adequate postwar control must include the continu­
ous occupation of “strong points,” both within and along the German bor­
ders, and “strategic bases” throughout the world to support the general struc­
ture of peace. The idea of U.N. strategic bases, to contain both Germany and 
Japan and as part of the general enforcement machinery in the hands of the 
Four Policemen, was also central to FDR’s conception of a postwar collective 
security system. All three principals were in full agreement that Germany must 
be prevented from ever again threatening the peace, but after inconclusive dis­
cussion of ways and means, they referred this problem to the new European 
Advisory Commission.21

Poland and the Baltic States

The discussion of Poland was, predictably, totally unproductive. Churchill, 
who understood the geopolitical realities far better than Roosevelt, thought 
that the only hope of some accommodation lay in accepting whatever the 
Russians decided were their security requirements in eastern Poland, and then
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in seeking to arrange territorial compensation for the Poles in eastern Ger­
many. But the London Poles stubbornly rejected the notion of losing any east­
ern territory, and Stalin was not showing his hand. At dinner on November 
29, he deflected Churchill s question about Russia’s future territorial interests 
by saying, “There is no need to speak at the present time about any Soviet 
desires— but when the time comes, we will speak.”22

Despite these intractable realities, FDR approached the problem with 
characteristic Dutch stubbornness. Before leaving Washington, he had told 
Hull that he planned to appeal to Stalin on grounds of “high morality,” in an 
effort to persuade him that it was in the Soviet interest to hold a second 
plebiscite in the Baltic sutes “two or three years after the war.” He would also 
ask the Soviet leader to consider a plebiscite in eastern Poland— one that 
might fix the new boundary “east” o f the Curzon Line.23 This was surely 
whistling into the wind, but the President approached the task with the usual 
high confidence in his own ability as a negotiator. Welles had always thought 
that FDR put too much faith in the efficacy of plebiscites for solving Europe’s 
tangled territorial disputes, that indeed Roosevelt was “more wedded to the 
idea that plebiscites are a universal remedy than Woodrow Wilson.” Welles 
found this a serious weakness of the President’s approach to diplomacy, espe­
cially in dealing with Stalin. Events at Teheran proved him right.24

At dinner on the first evening of the conference, FDR raised a question 
regarding assured international access to the Baltic Sea. The Russian translator 
apparently erred, for Stalin replied that the Baltic sutes had voted to join the 
Soviet Union by an expression of the people’s will, and that the matter of 
reconsidering that vote was not for discussion.

On the last day of the conference, in his second private meeting with 
Stalin, FDR raised directly the question of a Baltic sutes plebiscite, but 
ambiguously mingled it with the issue of Poland— an approach that was a 
classic example of his combined tenacity and subde indirection. He could not, 
he told Stalin, participate in any decision on Polish boundaries, owing to the 
existence of about 7 million American voters of Polish descent. There were 
also, he added, numerous American voters of Lithuanian, Latvian, and Eston­
ian extraction whose opinions deserved equal respect. He wanted Stalin to 
understand the great importance the American people atuched to the idea of 
self-determination. He said that “eventually” American and world opinion 
would want some expression of the will of the people in the Baltic sutes.
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The Big Three at Teheran: Stalin, FDR, and Churchill, November 29, 1943.
(Courtesy Franklin Roosevelt Library)

Stalin, who must have been mildly mystified by the President s line of rea­
soning, and by his curious recusal on Poland, answered bluntly that the Baltic 
republics had enjoyed no autonomy under the last Tsar, and that he saw no 
reason why the question should be raised at this time. As there would be “full 
opportunity” for the people s will to be expressed under the Soviet constitu­
tion, he could not agree to any form of international control. After this cate­
gorical rebuff, FDR did not raise the question of a plebiscite for eastern 
Poland.25

The Significance of Teheran

The immediate import of the Teheran Conference lay in the military deci­
sions that confirmed the momentous plans for Overlord. Also, Stalins com­
mitment to come into the war against Japan after Germany was defeated 
added a factor that at the time— before the atomic bomb was a reality— 
appeared to be of the greatest strategic importance.
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But it was the public display o f goodwill (as evidenced in the photo­
graphic coverage o f the meeting) and the promises of future cooperation 
among arguably the three most powerful men in the world— leaders of coun­
tries that were the main repositories o f hope for millions who had been 
crushed by the Axis tyrants— that generated a palpable surge of expectancy 
across the globe. Sherwood later wrote that in the press dispatches, and even 
in the "deliberately dry and guarded” official accounts of the meeting, readers 
could not fail to sense the extraordinary drama: "That here were Titans deter­
mining the future course of an entire planet.”26

W hat made Teheran more dramatic and led to higher expectations than 
earlier conferences was the presence of the Soviet Union, now universally 
acknowledged to be a powerful influence, for good or evil, on the outcome of 
the war and the shape and character of the postwar world. Until the meeting 
in Teheran, little was known of Russian intentions, but Stalins promises there 
to press the war against Germany in full collaboration with the United States 
and Britain, and to continue that collaboration by participating in a postwar 
organization of United Nations to safeguard the peace, were tidings of hope 
and joy to a still darkened and anguished world. The straightforward tone of 
the communiqué, less consciously eloquent than the Moscow Declaration, 
generated a feeling of confidence, even though it made no mention of a 
United Nations organization. Pledging themselves to work together "in war 
and in the peace that will follow,” the three leaders said, "we are sure that our 
concord will win an enduring peace.”27

The President, who gave close personal attention to the text of the com­
muniqué, was the acknowledged author of the final sentences, which read: 
"We came here with hope and determination. We leave here, friends in fact, in 
spirit, and in purpose.” In the light of later events, this was incautious and 
costly hyperbole, but there is little doubt it reflected FDR’s ebullient confi­
dence at the end of his first encounter with Stalin. He had found the dictator 
much tougher than he had expected and "at times deliberately discourteous,” 
but he was drawn to the mans lack of hypocrisy. "The President likes Stalin,” 
Harold Ickes recorded after a Cabinet meeting, "because he is open and 
frank.” Asked by a reporter what kind of man Stalin was, FDR replied, "I 
would call him something like me . . .  a realist.”28

As Sherwood later wrote, "Roosevelt now felt sure that, to use his own 
term, Stalin was getatable,’ despite his bludgeoning tactics and his attitude of
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cynicism.” At Teheran, they had reached agreement on momentous undertak­
ings to win the war and consolidate the peace, and FDR was confident that 
further agreements were within reach.29

Returning to Washington in buoyant spirits, he wrote to Welles: “I want 
to tell you all about Cairo and Teheran. I think that, as a roving ambassador 
for the first time, I did not pull any boners.”30 Sherwood stated that, “If there 
was any supreme peak in Roosevelts career, I believe it might well be fixed at 
this moment, at the end of the Teheran Conference.”31

The Prime Minister did not share the Presidents optimism, although he 
was pleased by the “friendship and unity of immediate purpose” that had been 
achieved at Teheran. Moreover, he understood the necessity of putting first 
things first: “Stalins promise to enter the war against Japan as soon as Hitler 
was overthrown and his armies defeated was of the highest importance. The 
hope of the future lay in the most speedy ending of the war and the estab­
lishment of a World Instrument to prevent another war, founded upon the 
combined strength of the three Great Powers.”32 Intuitively, however, 
Churchill distrusted Stalin, whom he had characterized to FDR at Quebec as 
“an unnatural man.” Physically exhausted by the strain and complexity of the 
global struggle, he felt a deep foreboding about the future. “There might be a 
more bloody war,” he confided to Eden; more privately, to his physician, Lord 
Moran, he added: “Man might destroy man and wipe out civilization . . .  we 
are only specks of dust that have settled in the night on the map of the world 
. . . [but] I shall not be there. I shall be asleep. I want to sleep for billions of 
years.”33

Stalins reactions to his first meeting with Roosevelt can only be surmised, 
but he had every reason to be pleased. He had made no firm commitments 
regarding the political future of Europe, but the Anglo-American forces would 
soon land in France with more than a million men, and this would form a 
powerful second front which, unless it failed, would assure the crushing defeat 
of Germany. In the Pacific area, his pledge to enter the war against Japan 
improved his leverage for realizing traditional Russian ambitions there, but 
again without binding him to any firm political commitments. His agreement 
to participation in a United Nations organization might help to advance both 
national and ideological prestige, but without placing any serious restrictions 
on Russian ambitions.

Then, too, perhaps the Soviet dictator shared at least the transient eupho-
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ria arising from the cordial atmosphere achieved at Teheran and from the 
importance of the decisions taken. At any rate, the U.S. Embassy in Moscow 
was soon reporting an almost “revolutionary change” in the tone of Soviet 
press stories about America and Britain. The entire propaganda machine was 
turned to promote public enthusiasm for the “historic decisions” taken at 
Teheran which would solidify allied unity and bring closer the day of victory 
and secure peace.34

Force and the Christmas Spirit

On the Presidents return to Washington, leaders of both parties urged him to 
address a, joint session of Congress, but it was indicative of his state of mind 
that he decided to report to the nation by radio on Christmas Eve, deliberately 
linking the bright prospects for a United Nations organization with the 
Christmas spirit. In a worldwide broadcast from his family home at Hyde 
Park, N.Y., the President paid tribute to Churchill— “this great citizen o f  the 
world”— and also offered him “heartfelt prayers,” for the Prime Minister had 
suffered another bout of pneumonia. O f Stalin, the President said, “He is a 
man who combines a tremendous, relendess determination with a stalwart 
good humor. I believe he is truly representative of the heart and soul of Rus­
sia; and I believe we are going to get along very well with him and the Russian 
people— very well indeed.”

Throughout the speech he sounded the theme of unity, telling his audi­
ence that the Big Four nations represented three-quarters of the world popu­
lation, and that the peace would be secure so long as they stuck together. He 
assured his listeners that these four major nations would protect the rights of 
smaller states and would not abuse their power: “The doctrine that the strong 
shall dominate the weak is the doctrine of our enemies— and we reject it.” 

Nevertheless, force and the willingness to use it were the keys to lasting 
peace. For “too many years,” Americans had lived on “pious hopes” that 
aggressor nations would learn the virtues and rewards of peaceful cooperation 
with their neighbors. Now, he promised, Americans would not repeat that 
“disastrous policy,” but would rely on “overwhelming military power to halt 
aggression before it could menace the world.” He believed that Britain, Russia, 
and China were “in complete agreement that we must be prepared to keep the 
peace by force.”"
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The speech did not expressly identify or describe the Four Policemen con­
cept, but the passages on necessary force were a thinly disguised paraphrase. 
And the paraphrase made clear that the Big Four— primarily or exclusively—  
would hold and wield the military power to prevent or punish future aggres­
sion ; the peace would necessarily be based on Big Four primacy, which the 
President argued would be benign.

This eloquent essay reflected long and deeply held convictions on what 
was necessary to avoid further devastating war and the further destruction of 
civilization. Ironically, it ran directly counter to the assumptions of most 
democratic internationalists— in every country and walk of life— that the 
new world organization must be based on the principle of sovereign equality 
and must permit the smaller nations a meaningful role in the ordering of the 
postwar world. In the euphoria following Teheran, however, only a few 
grasped the sharp disjunction between the high principles proclaimed in the 
Moscow Declaration and the stark doctrine of realpolitik that underlay the 
Presidents prescription for a secure peace.36
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Franklin Roosevelt had conceived the term “United Na­
tions” a few weeks after Pearl Harbor, and sold it to W in­
ston Churchill by bursting in on the Prime Ministers bath 
at the White House. The term was used to describe the 
twenty-six nations who signed the United Nations Declara­
tion in Washington on January 1, 1942, a document that 
bound them together in the effort to wage war against the 
Axis and work for a just peace. As they prepared for formal 
talks on international organization in the summer of 1944, 
Roosevelt and Hull were determined to apply that wartime 
nomenclature to the new permanent organization. The 
British were not enthusiastic about this, but were reluctant 
to make it a major issue. The Russians preferred “Interna­
tional Security Organization,” but yielded when it was 
agreed to name the principal peacekeeping entity the Secu­
rity Council. They then suggested “World Union" for the 
organization as a whole, but its implication of a suprana­
tional federation made American leaders uncomfortable. 
Hull had earlier rejected, for the same reason, a State 
Department proposal to call it “Commonwealth of Na­
tions.” Russia and Britain then somewhat grudgingly 
accepted the strongly held American view.1

For purposes of simplicity and understanding, we will 
from this point forward use the terms that were finally 
established in the United Nations Charter— United Nations, 
Security Council, General Assembly, and so on — instead of

no
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the range of similar but sometimes confusing designations that were used in 
the progressive refinement of the planning process.

Detailed Planning

The agreements reached at the Moscow and Teheran conferences had for the 
first time provided authoritative and reasonably clear guidelines to detailed 
planning for a United Nations organization. On December 29, 1943, Hull 
sent to the White House an Oudine Plan to serve as the basis for negotiating 
with Britain, Russia, and China. After agreement among the Big Four, the 
approved plan would be presented to all other United Nations members for 
their comment and adherence. In a covering memorandum to FDR, Hull said 
that American thinking was based on two central assumptions: namely, that 
the Big Four would consider themselves “morally bound” not to go to war 
with each other or any other nation, and to “maintain adequate forces” and be 
willing to use them as required “to prevent or suppress all cases of aggression.” 
The memorandum also said that the State Department had been unable to 
develop “definitive conclusions on a number of crucial questions,” which 
accordingly needed further discussion and presidential guidance.

The proposed new organization would consist initially of a Security 
Council, a General Assembly, an International Court of Justice, and a Secre­
tariat. Agencies for economic and social activities, for trusteeship responsibil­
ities, and for other appropriate purposes could be brought into being “as 
needed.” The organizations primary functions would be “first, to establish and 
maintain peace and security, by force if necessary; and second, to foster coop­
erative effort among the nations for the progressive improvement of the gen­
eral welfare.”2

After a session with Hull and his advisers on February 3, 1944, FDR 
approved the Outline Plan as the basis for a more detailed effort. By mid- 
April, the State Department had developed and refined something close to a 
complete plan. Postwar planning now became an integral function of the 
State Department, which viewed a new international entity as the logical place 
to deal with the full range of postwar problems— first and foremost security, 
but also trade, economic development, monetary stabilization, colonialism, 
and human rights.3

Two new high-level committees were created, both chaired by Hull, with
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different but complementary functions. The Policy Committee would con­
centrate on current aspects of major foreign policy questions, while the Post- 
War Programs Committee would focus on postwar policies and the interna­
tional coordination required to put them into effect. There was overlapping 
membership on these two bodies, and also between them and the Informal 
Agenda Group, which comprised Hulls inner circle of advisers. Thus a hand­
ful of men, including Isaiah Bowman, Myron Taylor, Norman Davis, Stanley 
Hornbeck, Benjamin Cohen, Green Hackworth, and Leo Pasvolsky, partici­
pated in two or three of these planning groups, provided important continu­
ity, and wielded the greatest influence. In addition, the Advisory Comminee 
on Problems of Foreign Relations— an outside citizens group— was revived 
as a means of giving departmental planners access to a wide spectrum of opin­
ion in American life.4

Concurrently, the organizational structure of the State Department as a 
whole was realigned on the initiative of the new Under Secretary, Edward 
Stettinius, who had secured a reputation as an efficient administrator of the 
Lend-Lease program, after serving as chairman of the U.S. Steel Corporation. 
The son of a J. P. Morgan partner, he was still in his early forties, energetic, 
and possessed of a flair for public relations. There developed a general Wash­
ington tendency to dismiss his ability as a diplomat. Harry S Truman deplored 
his “movie star face and wavy gray hair.” Dean Acheson later remarked that 
Stettinius had “gone far with comparatively modest equipment.” Despite these 
denigrating assessments, he made valuable contributions to the founding of the 
United Nations as the leader of the American delegation at San Francisco.5

Inherent Limits

The basic problem facing depanmental planners after Teheran was how to 
conven a wanime alliance into a permanent organization to keep the peace by 
means of Big Four cooperation and the collective use of force. The emphasis 
on enforcement power was a major departure from the approach taken in the 
League Covenant, which had relied mainly on moral injunctions and had 
failed to organize the threat or use of force against aggression. Although 
Wilsonian purists still resisted it, the view that world peace must be under­
written by real power was now widely accepted as fundamental by govern­
ments and public opinion, but this led to somewhat contradictory considera-
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tions. The use of force in any particular case would require the consent of the 
Big Four, who would not put their armed forces at the disposal of the United 
Nations organization without retaining a controlling voice in their deploy­
ment. However, to make this power reality palatable to the whole world as a 
permanent arrangement, it was believed that the dominant position of the Big 
Four would have to be at least minimally circumscribed by some larger legal 
and moral framework. The three key problems were how to organize the 
agency charged with keeping the peace, how to provide for decision-making 
within it, and how to ensure the availability of adequate armed force pursuant 
to its decisions.6

As the State Department setded down to the task of developing detailed 
plans, it was apparent that the range of practical solutions to these problems 
was very limited, owing to the basic political organization of the globe into 
nadon-states and their tenacious resistance to fundamental change. A depart­
mental draft of March 15, 1944, expressed the fundamental limitation: the 
new entity would have to be “founded upon the principle of cooperation 
freely agreed upon among sovereign peace-loving states.” A supranational “fed­
eral form” of organization was not in the cards, for “nations should retain, and 
will insist on retaining, a large degree of freedom of action; no international 
super-government is feasible at this time, even if it were desirable.”7

Advocates of world government or a supranational federation were pas­
sionately opposed to retaining the system of sovereign nation-states, which 
they accurately pointed out was a condition of political anarchy and a primary 
cause of war. The brute fact remained that neither the Big Four nor any of the 
lesser nations was prepared to yield up any significant part of their claim to 
sovereignty and independence. Even dependent peoples striving to end their 
colonial status aspired to the same goal of sovereign self-determination. In the 
midst of World War II, the nation-state was therefore the only political basis 
for a new international organization acceptable to the great majority of the 
worlds people.

This irremovable condition meant that the new organization would con­
front the same dilemmas that had faced the League of Nations with regard to 
keeping the peace: how to prevent or halt aggression without violating the 
canons of national sovereignty. All members of the League had pledged to set­
tle their disputes without resort to war and to limit their armaments to levels 
prescribed by the League. But those who had flagrantly breached their pledges
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(Hitler, Mussolini, and the Japanese warlords) had withdrawn or been 
expelled, which had left the League with progressively less political and mili­
tary power to keep the peace. Renewed pledges to settle disputes peacefully 
would be required by the new United Nations, but within a continuing global 
framework of competing nation-states there could be no guarantee that these 
would be kept. Accordingly, in order to avoid a repetition of the League fail­
ures, the new organization would have to hold a preponderance of power and 
possess the authority and the will to use it to prevent or defeat aggression.8

The ability to meet this fundamental requirement depended squarely on 
the continued unity and cooperation of those who held preponderant power. 
But each o f the Big Four nations had interests and ambitions it considered too 
important to entrust to a world body; their individual commitments to 
enforce decisions of the world body were therefore inherendy conditional. In 
the near term, it was reasonable to assume that they would cooperate to 
defeat, and then restrain or repress, the current enemy states; and if they 
remained in even tacit agreement, they could also deal readily with aggressions 
by smaller powers. It was the relations among the Big Four themselves that 
constituted the fundamental problem of future war or peace. If one of the 
Four Policemen turned aggressive, then aggression could be halted only by the 
combined force of the others. But this would require more than a police 
action— it would be tantamount to major war. And major war would mean 
failure for the new system of world security.

Nothing in the hundreds of books, articles, monographs, speeches, and 
other expressions of opinion or other forms of advice solicited from or gratu­
itously offered by an extraordinary range of official study groups, private orga­
nizations, and individuals could get around this central dilemma. If political 
reality dictated no basic change in a world system of sovereign nation-states, 
there were only two possible solutions to keeping the peace: the continued 
unity and cooperation of the Big Four, or an equilibrium maintained by a 
complex balance of power between and among them. Within this iron frame­
work, these were the only practical alternatives.9

Structure

With regard to structuring what ultimately became the Security Council, 
Hull’s personal assistant, Leo Pasvolsky, is generally credited with two propos-
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als that modulated at least the naked appearance of Big Four dominance. One 
was to merge the Four Policemen (which under FDR’s conception were to 
constitute a separate entity) with the larger (ultimately eleven-nation) Security 
Council. The other was to assign exclusive jurisdiction for security matters to 
that council, while assigning the initiative for all nonsecurity matters to the 
General Assembly, in which all U.N. members would have a vote. The League 
Covenant had generated confusion by giving jurisdiction in security matters 
to both the League Council and the League Assembly.10

W ith regard to the size and composition of the Security Council, the 
planners were clear that the Big Four must be permanent members, but there 
was continuing debate about the number of temporary or rotating members 
and how they should be chosen. Some, who feared situations in which the Big 
Four could be outvoted, wanted a membership of the “four plus an equal 
number less one” (an arcane formulation designed to ensure that the Big Four 
remained in the majority). Others, who assumed the Big Four could protect 
their own interests by means of a veto power on all substantive matters, felt 
the small nations should substantially outnumber the Big Four on the peace­
keeping body. The British Foreign Office strongly supported this latter view, 
believing that a large number of small nations on the Security Council would 
be an important safeguard against attempts to shift responsibility for security 
matters to the General Assembly. In the February 3, 1944, meeting with his 
advisers, FDR decided that temporary members should be elected annually by 
the General Assembly. This meant that they would be representatives of 
nations rather than of regions, and it ended the ambiguity of the American 
position on that point.11

FDR also displayed an intense interest in the physical details of the new 
organization and continued to believe in a rather loose, decentralized struc­
ture. He favored an island— ideally the Azores, but he was willing to setde for 
Hawaii— as the permanent seat of the Security Council, but thought that the 
General Assembly should be a movable feast, holding its sessions in different 
regions of the world from year to year. The World Court should sit at the 
Hague, as under the League, but various special agencies, like the existing 
International Labor Organization and the proposed Economic and Social 
Council should each be located in a different place.12
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Voting Rules and the Veto

It was understood that voting rules in the Security Council were crucially 
linked to its size and composition. Here again the problem was how to recon­
cile power realities with considerations of equity and justice for the world 
community as a whole. There was agreement that all U.N. members must be 
bound by decisions of the Security Council— that is, bound to support sanc­
tions against an aggressor. At the same time, it was recognized that the surest 
way to make the new organization fail would be to require one of the Big 
Four to participate in an enforcement action it had voted against.

There was no easy escape from this dilemma. After painful debate, the 
State Department planners proposed that the Big Four veto should not be 
absolute, but they drew an odd distinction between two kinds of situations: 
decisions involving “peaceful settlement” of disputes should require a two- 
thirds affirmative vote, including all of the Big Four; and decisions involving 
the use of force to suppress aggression should also require a two-thirds affir­
mative vote, but only three of the Big Four. The latter formulation meant that 
a permanent member could not use the veto to prevent a Security Council 
action it opposed, including action against itself. This restriction was later 
rejected by all of the Big Four, but in the February 3 meeting the departmen­
tal advisers somehow failed to convey to the President its supremely far-reach­
ing implications.13

Although FDR made himself “quite clear” that there must be Big Four 
unanimity on “the most crucial matters,” the issue of whether the Security 
Council could take enforcement action on the basis of three of the Big Four 
votes seems to have been considered only in the context of situations that 
might peripherally “embarrass” a permanent member. In such situations, FDR 
proposed that the “embarrassed” party, while remaining bound by the coun­
cil decision, should have the option to abstain rather than veto, thus not 
blocking action favored by the two-thirds majority. He thought that this 
would facilitate Big Four cooperation. But there was apparently no discussion 
of whether a permanent member should be allowed to vote at all, in a situa­
tion where it was party to a dispute and where, presumably, its serious inter­
ests were engaged.14

This gap in the reasoning process was closed a month later— at the staff 
level— when a majority of Hull’s advisers decided that a permanent member
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should be required to abstain when “directly involved in a dispute” of any 
kind. This eliminated the previous ambiguity of the American position but 
ignored the hard political fact that voting by a party to a dispute was direcdy 
connected to the principle of Big Four unanimity. Steeped in the democratic 
tradition of majority rule and conceptions of justice and fair play, the depart­
mental planners decided to compromise the principle of unanimity, failing to 
realize that it was far more than a voting formula, that it was in fact the foun­
dation stone— the sine qua non of the United Nations organization— for 
both international and domestic political reasons.15

Hull himself was not persuaded by his advisers. He believed that an 
absolute veto on military actions and other sanctions was the only way to get 
the United States into the United Nations organization and keep it there. Yet 
he did not formally repudiate his planners. Instead, he simply deleted all ref­
erence to the new staff view from the briefing papers being prepared for his 
private consultations with the Senate leadership; this inevitably added to the 
existing confusion. Hull left the Senators with the distinct impression that 
U.S. interests would be protected by an essentially blanket veto, but this was 
contrary to the position proposed by the State Department staff, discussed 
with the President, and not formally rejected by Hull. This confusion would 
cause serious mischief in the later negotiations with Britain and Russia.16

Available Armed Force

The third major problem was how to organize and employ armed force on 
behalf of the United Nations organization. There appeared to be three 
options: to put together an ad hoc assemblage of national forces to meet each 
threat to peace as it emerged; to create a permanent international force; 
and/or to establish a system of earmarked or otherwise precommitted national 
contingents able to act prompdy on the decisions of the Security Council.

The first option was rejected out of hand, owing to its repeated failure 
under League of Nations auspices. The second was carefully explored, but the 
planners could not get around a fundamental dilemma: if the international 
force were of nominal size, it would be inadequate to the task, but if it were 
superior to a combination of major national forces, the question of command 
and control would pose an irresolvable political problem. Special attention 
was given to the feasibility of an international air force that would operate
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from strategically located international bases. The President had often spoken 
enthusiastically of this idea as a general deterrent to aggression. Close exami­
nation revealed, however, that the acquisition, operation, and re-supply of 
such bases and aircraft would unavoidably give the international organization 
the attributes of national sovereignty— land, resources, population— and 
such a foreseeable development was unacceptable to the U.S. Government. 
Moreover, the Joint Chiefs of Staff believed that international bases would be 
inefficient and in the long run unsustainable. They preferred strategic bases 
under national control which could be made available to the international 
organization. In addition, the increasingly indiscriminate nature of air bom­
bardment (first against Poland and England, currently against Germany and 
Japan) was creating second thoughts about treating air power as an appropri­
ate instrument of peacekeeping “police” work.17

This left the option of a system of national contingents which, by prior 
bilateral agreement between the U.N. and each member, would be placed at 
the disposal of the Security Council. This was the only option the Joint Chiefs 
of Staff were willing to endorse. The President s early notion that the Four 
Policemen should be solely responsible for keeping the peace, and that all or 
most other nations should be disarmed, was abandoned as politically and 
physically impractical, and was replaced by the concept that all member 
nations should be obligated to provide forces for collective enforcement mis­
sions. Although this seemed the only politically acceptable alternative in an 
organization of nominally equal sovereign nations, it created new anomalies: 
for example, it created official tension between enforcement and disarmament, 
and thereby effectively displaced disarmament as a goal. At least theoretically, 
each member nation must now maintain a level of forces sufficient to meet its 
international obligations to the Security Council. Recognizing the imperfec­
tions, the State Department concluded that this option was nevertheless the 
best available basis for establishing new international security arrangements.18

International Trusteeship

As the war progressed, it became evident that Roosevelt was entirely serious 
about carrying into effect in the postwar period “the right of all peoples to 
choose the form of government under which they will live,” as declared in the 
Atlantic Charter. He had upset the British by a number of candid statements



High Hopes But Inherent Limits 119

(to Turks, Egyptians, and Chinese) in the course of his trip to Cairo and 
Teheran, to the effect that the French colonial empire should be dismanded; 
specifically, that Indochina and Dakar (in West Africa) should be placed under 
international trusteeship and established as strategic bases for U.N. peace­
keeping forces. The British Ambassador asked Hull if these statements repre­
sented FDR’s “final conclusions.” Hull passed the question to Roosevelt, who 
provided categorical confirmation.

Yes, the President wrote to Hull on January 24, his view was that 
Indochina “should not go back to France,” for one hundred years of French 
colonialism had left its 30 million people “worse off than they were at the 
beginning.” Moreover, “I am wholeheartedly supported in this view by Gen­
eralissimo Chiang Kai-shek and Marshal Stalin.” The British Foreign Office 
was opposed to international trusteeships because “they fear the effect it would 
have on their possessions and those of the Dutch”— meaning the prospect of 
“future independence.” Roosevelt saw “no reason to play in” with the British 
on this matter. A part of FDR’s vehemence here was his personal antipathy to 
General de Gaulle, reinforced by the growing likelihood that the “arrogant” 
Frenchman would become the first leader of postwar France and would tena­
ciously resist any international attempt to dilute French gloire,19

Although Hull was also dedicated to the principle of self-determination 
for dependent peoples, he was far less adamant on the colonial question than 
his chief. In support of the President’s position, the State Department devel­
oped a “Draft Declaration Regarding Administration of Dependent Territo­
ries,” a tide carefully designed to minimize British irritation. This document 
sought to establish minimum political, economic, and social standards for the 
administration of all “non-self-governing” areas, and to provide “regional con­
sultative commissions” to which the administering states would be account­
able for the peoples under their jurisdiction. The purpose of the document 
was to preserve the goal of independence stressed by FDR, while emphasizing 
both the gradual nature of the process and the obligation of the dependent 
peoples themselves to earn the right to self-government by “development of 
political institutions suited to their needs.” As departmental thinking evolved 
on this question, it seemed logical to link such regional commissions with a 
comprehensive Trusteeship Council administered by the United Nations orga­
nization. The aim was to move toward the gradual elimination of all colonies 
and dependencies by placing them in a transitional status.20
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Churchill was a categorical defender of British imperialism, but the For­
eign Office was willing to accept the idea of regional consultative commis­
sions, provided they were headed by the "parent” state in each case and were 
purely advisory. At the same time, the British were clearly not prepared to 
accept a sweeping plan that would place all colonies and dependent territories 
under United Nations administration. Believing that Roosevelts position rep­
resented a vast oversimplification of the problem, the British insisted on a 
case-by-case approach, and for fundamentally strategic reasons. Thus, for 
example, they supported French retention of Indochina, in part because they 
needed a strong postwar France as a buffer against Russia and Germany, and 
understood that French cooperation in Europe would be jeopardized by a 
British policy that sought the destruction of Frances overseas possessions.21

Moreover, as planning proceeded during the winter and spring o f 1944, 
it became apparent that opposition to a comprehensive system of trusteeships 
was not confined to the European colonial powers, but extended to the U.S. 
War and Navy departments. Their primary concern was the Pacific Islands 
being wrested from the Japanese at a great cost of blood and treasure. Secre­
tary of War Henry Stimson argued that no purpose would be served by “class­
ing such islands with colonial areas containing large populations and consid­
erable economic resources. . . . They are not colonies; they are outposts of 
great strategic significance, restored to U.S. control by an effort written in 
blood.. . .  They must belong to the United States with absolute power to rule 
and fortify them.”22 Navy Secretary James Forrestal told Stettinius, “There 
should be no debate as to who ran the (Japanese) Mandated Islands.”23 And 
the Joint Chiefs of Staff insisted on “national as distinguished from United 
Nations jurisdiction” for this strategic real estate.24

The expression of these strong views by the most influential wartime seg­
ment of the U.S. Government made clear to Hull that an attempt to press for 
comprehensive international control of trust territories would become badly 
entangled in domestic politics. After adding this factor to the opposition of 
European colonial powers and the notable lack of Russian enthusiasm, Hull 
decided to remove all reference to the issue from the U.S. papers being pre­
pared for the coming Big Four negotiations, but he did so without the Presi­
dent s knowledge.23
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International Consultations

Immediately following FDR’s approval of the Outline Plan in mid-February 
1944, the State Department had proposed to Britain and Russia a preliminary 
exchange of topics for discussion. The British responded promptly, and their 
papers indicated that, with the notable exception of the colonial issue, the 
State Department and the Foreign Office were on the same wavelength- There 
was, however, no Russian response of any kind until April 5, and when it did 
arrive it was merely a collection of comments on the American and British 
papers. Defensive in tone, it suggested that the Kremlin had not given much 
concentrated attention to a postwar international organization, but the 
response made clear that the Russians wanted to confine the forthcoming con­
ference to matters of military security and enforcement.26

The next step, taken on May 30, was a U.S. invitation to Britain, Russia, 
and China to hold formal Big Four talks on international organization in 
Washington in early summer. The British and Chinese governments promptly 
accepted, but once again weeks went by without an answer from Moscow. 
After several U.S. diplomatic inquiries, the Russians finally replied on July 9. 
Their view of the conference was still constricted: they wanted to confine the 
talks to the scope of the proposed new organization, measures to prevent vio­
lations of the peace, and plans for combined enforcement action. This ruled 
out several major areas of American and British concern, including “pacific 
settlement” of disputes, and the need for specialized agencies in such fields as 
economic and social development, health, and labor.

The State Department thereupon firmly reiterated the American view 
that the new organization must be broader in scope and “must necessarily” 
include procedures for the peaceful settlement of disputes; it urged the Rus­
sians to agree to this wider approach. After further cable exchanges, the innate 
xenophobia of the Russian political system was temporarily overcome, but it 
was not until July 17 that Hull could announce publicly that the talks would 
begin soon— he hoped in early August.27

Hull now confronted a special procedural problem, arising out of 
Moscow’s categorical opposition to negotiating directly with the Chinese—  
ostensibly out of a concern that this would compromise Russian neutrality in 
the Pacific war. In his invitation of May 30, he had “earnestly” urged that the 
new talks be held on a Four Power basis, but the Russians would not agree. It
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was accordingly necessary to work out some sort o f double negotiations. The 
British thought that the idea of separate conferences would be cumbersome 
and preferred to keep Chiang Kai-sheks Embassy informed behind the scenes, 
but this risked an affront to Chinese dignity. In the end, all parties agreed to 
two separate consecutive conferences— the first to include the United Sutes, 
Britain, and Russia; the second, of far less significance, to include the United 
Sutes, Britain, and China.28



Domestic Politics in 1944

Although he had set in motion the development of a 
detailed American plan to create the United Nations orga­
nization, President Roosevelt declined to discuss the issue 
publicly— or, indeed, any other foreign policy question— 
during the early months of 1944. His silence created a large 
gap in communications with the press and the public, 
whose expectations regarding plans for the postwar world 
had been greatly stimulated by reports on the Moscow and 
Teheran meetings. This left the field open to his critics.

The war was gathering more positive momentum, with 
the Red Army driving the Germans from Russian territory 
and sweeping toward the Balkans, while American and 
British forces were massing in England for the momentous 
Channel crossing that would open the long-awaited second 
front. During the winter and early spring, leading colum­
nists like Walter Lippmann, Dorothy Thompson, and 
William L. Shirer pressed the Administration to state its 
intentions regarding Poland, postwar Germany, and the 
United Nations, but the White House remained silent, lead­
ing many to conclude that Roosevelt had made secret deals 
at Teheran that could not withstand public scrutiny. An edi­
torial in the Nation expressed the fear that Roosevelt and 
Hull were “tiptoeing toward a new world order” that looked 
suspiciously like a reaffirmation of the status quo, which 
could only mean “a new cycle of economic disintegration, 
dictatorship and war.”1

123



124 Domestic Politics in 1944

In a Saturday Evening Post in icie  o f February, entitled “Your Move, Mr. 
President,” Senator Joseph Ball (R-Minnesota) took FDR to task for not 
including members of Congress in the American delegations at Moscow and 
Teheran, and warned that such continued omission could imperil Senate rati­
fication of postwar treaties. In mid-March, twenty-four freshmen Congress­
men complained in an open letter to Hull that the United Nations Council 
approved by the Moscow Declaration did not yet appear to be functioning; 
indeed, the American people had received no information on foreign policy 
for several months. Returning from his annual Florida vacation, Hull released 
a seventeen-point memorandum consisting of excerpts from recent speeches 
by himself and the President, in an effort to satisfy the “growing interest” in 
foreign affairs, but the document utterly failed to satisfy the critics. The New 
York Times described it as “Hull’s 17-point mumble.”2

Despite the criticism, FDR seemed determined not to go public until 
Hull had a firm plan for the new international organization and had gained 
the general endorsement of the Senate leadership. But the public clamor con­
tinued to rise. In a further effort to be responsive, Hull delivered a radio 
address on April 9 in which he stated that Administration plans for a new 
world organization were well along, and that he had asked Senator Connally 
to appoint a bipartisan group of Senators to consult with him. Following 
these consultations, the United States would exchange views with other 
nations and would then be in a position to submit the plans “to the democra­
tic processes of discussion.” He entered a plea for public patience and stressed 
the vital importance of continued cooperation among the Big Four.

The speech was widely regarded as Hull’s most effective wartime state­
ment. There was special praise for his plan for congressional consultations, 
which the New York Times called “a revolutionary change in American diplo­
matic practice.”3

Consultations with the Senate

On April 25, Hull received Connally’s bipartisan Committee of Eight in his 
office, assuring the Senators that the discussion would be informal and would 
involve no commitment from them. In addition to Connally, the group 
included three Democrats (Walter George of Georgia, Alben Barkley of Ken­
tucky, Guy Gillette of Iowa), three Republicans (Arthur Vandenberg of
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Michigan, Warren Austin of Vermont, Wallace White of Maine), and one 
Progressive (Robert La Follette of Wisconsin, who was a leading isolationist). 
Hull stressed the need for postwar cooperation with the Russians and for 
keeping the issue of a new world organization out of domestic politics. He 
handed each Senator a copy of the just completed U.S. draft plan and asked 
them to provide their comments at a subsequent meeting.4

Vandenberg, who proved to be the key figure on the committee because 
he served as a bridge between internationalist and isolationist Republicans, 
was amazed and delighted that the plan was “so conservative from a national­
ist standpoint.” As he confided to his diary, “This is anything but a wild-eyed 
internationalist dream of a world state. . . .  It is based virtually on a four- 
power alliance.” Connally and several other Senators were equally pleased and 
relieved.5

At the groups next meeting on May 2, Hull and his advisers were braced 
for difficult questions relating to the authority to commit American military 
forces in collective security actions. The Administration believed that it was 
essential for the President to possess this power without having to consult 
Congress on each occasion, but the Constitution gave Congress the exclusive 
power to declare war, and it was this rock on which ratification of the League 
of Nations treaty had foundered in 1920. In the event, however, the Senators 
did not even mention this prickly issue, but instead expressed genuine enthu­
siasm for the draft plan. Vandenberg, backed by La Follette, raised only one 
serious objection, that “the peace will create a new status quo in the world” 
which the new international organization will be bound to defend. Accord­
ingly, he could not endorse U.S. participation until he knew that the war 
would produce a “just peace.” He was disturbed by Russia’s unilateral assertion 
of claims to Poland and the Baltic states, and Churchill s “constant reiteration” 
of his intent to restore the British Empire “intact.”6

Hull argued that the prompt formation of a new organization would help 
to ensure a good peace, but this did not satisfy Vandenberg. A large part of the 
Senators concern was rooted in domestic politics: 1944 was a presidential 
election year, and there were in his state of Michigan (and in the other indus­
trial centers of the Middle West) large numbers of voters of Central and East­
ern European origin. They and Vandenberg harbored deep suspicions that 
Roosevelt had already made secret commitments to Stalin which sacrificed the 
interests of Poland and other Eastern European countries. Nevertheless, Van-
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denberg readily agreed that planning should go forward, including consulta­
tions with Britain, Russia, and China.7

Hull left the Senators with the clear impression that U.S. interests would 
be protected by the veto on all substantive matters, which effectively finessed 
all of the complicated, internally inconsistent voting formulas still under 
active consideration in the State Department. This seemed to sit well with the 
Senators. W hen Senator Gillette asked, somewhat ingenuously, if the veto 
power would not lead to dominance of the world body by the Big Four, the 
others strongly backed Hull when he explained that the veto was necessary not 
only to ensure British and Russian participation in an untried venture, but 
also to satisfy American interests and concerns. There was “no possible way” to 
establish the new organization “except by each of the large nations on the 
Council retaining the veto power in connection with the use of force or sanc­
tions. . . . Our Government would not remain there a day without retaining 
its veto power.”8

The Controversial "Great Design"

Pleased with these consultations, Hull asked the Comminee of Eight to join 
him in drafting a public statement that would endorse the Administration 
plan. The Senators seemed favorably disposed, but the appearance on May 13 
and 20 of a two-part an ide in the Saturday Evening Post by Forrest Davis put 
a stick in the spokes. Based on interviews with FDR in March and approved 
in advance by the White House, the first pan reflected the Presidents felt need 
to answer his winter critics. Entitled “What Really Happened at Teheran,” it 
disclosed that Roosevelt did indeed have a “great design” for peace, and that 
he had advanced this at Teheran with a “tough-minded determination to 
enroll the Soviet Union as a sincere and willing collaborator in postwar settle­
ments.” Davis made clear that FDR fully recognized the possibility of failure: 
“Stripped to the bare essentials, we fought in 1917 and are fighting now to 
prevent the mastery of Europe by one aggressive power. Should Russia as the 
sole [postwar] European power display tendencies toward world conquest, our 
vital interest would again be called into account.” The President was therefore 
“gambling for stakes as enormous as any statesman ever played for,” but he was 
“betting that the Soviet Union needs peace and is willing to pay for it by col­
laborating with the West.”
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The second part of the article amounted to the first public disclosure of 
the Four Policemen concept for the enforcement of peace. FDR opposed “a 
heavily organized, bureaucratic world organization” with its own police force, 
preferring to rely on the major powers acting together to establish a situation 
analogous to the “fruitful Pax Britannica” of the nineteenth century in which 
“the powers able to make war are convinced their self-interest lies in peace.”9 

The Saturday Evening Post anides provoked severe criticism from both 
ends of the political spectrum. Conservatives were appalled at Roosevelts 
apparent readiness to pursue a conciliatory policy toward the Soviet Union, 
some even equating this with the appeasement of Hitler in the 1930s. One 
critic said, “We thought Woodrow Wilson blundered because of his utter 
ignorance of European affairs, but he had his feet on the ground compared to 
Mr. Roosevelt.” On the other hand, Sumner Welles, in a widely quoted speech 
of May 18, attacked his former chief from the Wilsonian perspective: “His­
tory does not record any example of a military alliance between great nations 
which has endured.. . .  At best they have given rise only to a temporary and 
precarious balance of power.” Seeing a dangerous trend to imperialism, Welles 
urged the immediate creation of a United Nations Council which would rec­
ognize “the full sovereignty of every independent nation of the world, no 
matter how small it may be.” A Saturday Evening Post editorial inveighed 
against “imperialism and personal politics on the international level.”10

This public furor deeply divided the Committee o f Eight, and thus 
destroyed the hope that it would give a written endorsement to the Adminis­
tration plan. A frustrated Hull sent Assistant Secretary of State Breckinridge 
Long to negotiate with Connally and the others, but his efforts were in vain. 
The Davis articles had confirmed Vandenberg’s hunch that Roosevelt had 
already made secret commitments to Stalin and Churchill and, as the recog­
nized GOP leader on foreign affairs, he was unwilling to commit his party and 
its 1944 candidate to any specific program. Supported by sound logic, he also 
insisted that definitive peace treaties with Germany and Japan should precede 
establishment of a new world organization. Other Senators of both parties 
shared his reservations. “They are shying away like a horse from a snake,” 
Long informed Hull after several unproductive negotiating sessions. After 
receiving no encouragement in a further meeting with the Senators on May 
29, Hull showed them a unilateral statement he planned to release later that 
day, and they raised no objection. This described the talks as “frank and fruit-
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fill” and said that the Secretary of State was "definitely encouraged” by the 
attitude of the Comminee of Eight. Further talks were planned, and "the 
door of non-partisanship will continue to be wide open here at the Depart­
ment of State.”11

Concurrendy with the invitations to Britain, Russia, and China to hold 
formal talks in Washington issued the next day, Hull announced that the 
United States had submined a detailed plan for world organization for con­
sideration by the other three powers, but he gave no hint of its content. Pre­
sumably, this tactic reflected FDR’s conviction that, while it was necessary to 
say something, it was still too early to discuss specifics. But the assumpdon 
that the press and the public would be content with a simple announcement 
on so momentous a subject was a strange and serious miscalculation. There 
followed two weeks of artful dodging by both Hull and Roosevelt before they 
realized that it was necessary to release at least a summary o f the plan. On 
June 15, the W hite House issued a short version that was extremely thin on 
details. Stating that the maintenance of peace must be "the joint task, o f all 
peace-loving nations,” it slid over the fact that the Big Four would dominate 
the Security Council and possess exclusive veto power, and it left unclear how 
the peacekeeping machinery would work. At the same dme, it sought to reas­
sure the American people that "we are not thinking o f a superstate with its 
own police forces and other paraphernalia of coercive power.”12

Both the substance of the summary and the casual manner of its release 
shocked advocates of world federation. Eli Culbertson denounced it as an 
attempt "to resurrect the bullet-ridden League of Nations” and insisted that 
the country wanted "a true system of collective security . . . supported by an 
effective international police force.” Even moderate internationalists found the 
plan much too timid, and they noted with deep disappointment that it did 
not provide for the automatic use of force in a crisis— a lack that had proven 
to be the Achilles heel of the League. Isolationists, who could hardly protest 
that the plan gave away U.S. sovereignty, were reduced to complaining that it 
was un-American to subject the human race to Big Four domination. Times 
observation was probably accurate: "Most Americans found the program 
unexceptionable— what there was of it.”13

Despite the vague and cautious language of the release, the Administra­
tion was lucky in its timing, for by mid-June public attention was riveted on 
the Normandy beachhead, and Americans were not prepared to grapple with
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the complex abstractions of international organization. The substance of the 
release established for the Democrats a sah; middle position on the international 
spectrum. It undercut GOP arguments that FDR was conspiratorially silent or 
had made secret deals with Stalin or was planning to espouse world government. 
What was unclear was whether these tactical advantages were the consequence 
of shrewd political calculation or pure luck. FDR had shown himself quite will­
ing to gp on holding the public at arms length. It was Hull who pressed him to 
release the summary plan, and it was Hull who made sure that it was issued 
from the White House. But the Secretary of States primary motive was to 
remove rumors of a rift between him and FDR on the issue of Big Power dom­
inance versus equality for smaller nations. According to Breckinridge Long, 
Hull wanted “to tie the President in” to the State Department plan.14

These swirling controversies showed how complicated and interwoven 
were the tasks facing the President and the Administration in mid-1944. The 
vast war effort, moving forward like a powerful locomotive, gave the public 
the confidence to focus on Americas role in maintaining peace and security 
after victory. There was a surge of enthusiasm for some large American role 
in postwar international affairs, but wide differences on how to define that 
role. Political scientists like James Shotwell and Dexter Perkins argued for a 
new and stronger League of Nations. Sumner Welles’s new book, The Time for 
Decision, supporting similar Wilsonian themes, sold half a million copies. In 
U.S. War Aims, Walter Lippmann argued that no international superstructure 
could eliminate the inherent power of nationalism; the theologian Reinhold 
Niebuhr thought that the United Nations was a necessary experiment, but 
warned that human nature was too perverse to sustain its idealistic premises.15

In other activities closely related to ensuring postwar stability, the Trea­
sury Department convened a conference of international financial experts 
from forty-four countries in Bretton Woods, New Hampshire, in July 1944 in 
an effort to prevent postwar monetary chaos through the establishment of a 
new World Bank and an international stabilization fund. The United Nations 
Relief and Rehabilitation Administration (UNRRA) continued to handle an 
ever greater volume of relief, refugee, and health problems in a more immedi­
ate effort to prevent social chaos in the wake of war. Many historians would 
later believe that FDR’s management of this vast array of complexities, 
including the successful campaign for a fourth term, was the climactic feat of 
his presidency.



130 Domestic Politics in 1944

The Choice of Washington

Why was Washington chosen as the site for the definitive Big Four negotia­
tions to establish the United Nations organization? The decision was strongly 
influenced by American insistence on quick and easy communication between 
the U.S. delegation and the White House, a consideration which ruled out 
more congenial places like Bar Harbor, Maine. The British wanted reliable 
communications with London and a place where they could consult prompdy 
with the embassies of the Dominions. The Russian Communists apparently 
had no objection to meeting in the citadel of the capitalist world. Everyone 
hoped that it would be possible to find some cool oasis where the delegates 
could escape Washingtons infernal summer heat, but air-conditioning was not 
yet standard in government buildings and private-sector office space was sim­
ply not available. As a partial solution, Alger Hiss, a member of the State 
Department planning group, suggested Dumbarton Oaks, an estate on the 
flank of Georgetown and Rock Creek Park which had been owned by Robert 
Woods Bliss, a former U.S. Ambassador to Sweden and Argentina who had 
bequeathed it to Harvard University as a center for Byzantine studies. Dum­
barton Oaks was not air-conditioned, but its spacious pink buildings, leafy 
trees, lily ponds, and extensive gardens with shaded walks offered some respite 
from the heat, as well as a dignified setting for the conference.16

Second thoughts soon developed about the wisdom of convening a major 
conference in the middle of wartime Washington. As the opening day 
approached, the White House and the State Department belatedly realized 
that this was likely to entail serious disadvantages in press and public relations. 
Public opinion polls showed that a majority of Americans favored some kind 
of new international organization, but specific proposals generated heated dis­
agreements. The conference would involve exploratory talks between sover­
eign nations of the greatest power and prestige. Private give-and-take was 
essential to the development of mutual understanding and agreement. Too 
much press attention, too soon, could seriously hamper the work of the dele­
gations and provide stories that could be exploited for partisan political pur­
poses during an American presidential election year.1'

The Administration wanted to portray the conference as a major step 
toward peace and postwar stability; at the same time, it wanted to keep the 
talks confidential until agreement was reached. This was a dilemma not easily
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Dumbarton Oaks, view from the lawn. (Edward R. Stettinius, Jr., Papers, Special 
Collections Department, Manuscripts Division, University o f Virginia Library)

resolved, for Washingtons press corps was perhaps the most aggressive and 
sophisticated in the world, and the public was anxious for news. Assistant Sec­
retary of State Dean Acheson, for one, had thought it a mistake to hold this 
particular conference in the capital, but the momentum of the planning and 
the complexity of the arrangements seemed to preclude any serious thought of 
a change. In an effort to dilute press and public interest a few days before the 
talks were convened in August, the State Department began downplaying 
their immediate importance by emphasizing their informal and preliminary 
character. They were to be called “the Dumbarton Oaks Conversations,” pre­
sumably to contrast them with real diplomatic negotiations, and the U.S. del­
egation would be designated the American Group. This attempted camouflage 
fooled no one.18

Hull had planned to serve as chairman of the American delegation, and 
he expected Britain and Russia to be represented by men of comparable rank. 
But British Foreign Secretary Anthony Eden did not want to be tied down to 
daily attendance, and Moscow seemed to signal that the talks were of only
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moderate importance by naming the new Russian ambassador to Washington, 
thirty-five-year-old Andrei Gromyko, to head the Russian delegation. Accord­
ingly, the talks were conducted at the “official,” or high technical, level, with 
the three foreign ministers available to review preliminary agreements as they 
emerged. The British Government named Sir Alexander Cadogan, Permanent 
Under Secretary of the Foreign Office, as its chief negotiator, and Hull named 
his Under Secretary, Edward Stettinius.19

Cadogan and Stettinius established an easy relationship and worked well 
together, in pan because the issue o f trusteeship over colonial territories was 
the only serious difference in the American and British positions, and because 
Hull had decided to finesse this at Dumbarton Oaks and deal with it later. A 
relieved Cadogan reported to London that “the vexed question o f territorial 
trusteeship seems to have been put in cold storage.” Stettinius found Cadogan 
“calm, intelligent. . .  quick on the trigger.” The British diplomat thought that 
Stettinius looked “like a dignified and more monumental Charlie Chaplin.” 
Gromyko was an unknown quantity with a stony demeanor, but his personal­
ity was less important than the fact that he operated on strict instructions 
from Moscow and could exercise only very limited discretion.20

Hull had hoped that the talks could begin on August 2, but the British 
delegation decided to travel on the Queen Mary rather than fly, which pushed 
the starting date back to August 14. The Russian delegation left Moscow on 
August 8 by air, expecting to meet that starting date, but was delayed by fog 
over Siberia and by a refueling stop in Fairbanks, Alaska. It did not reach 
Washington until August 20. When the DC-3 bearing the Red Star o f the 
Soviet Union finally landed at Washingtons National Airport, both Stettinius 
and Cadogan were on hand to greet Gromyko with appropriate pomp and 
ceremony. Stettinius remarked to his British counterpart that the DC-3 was 
probably a Lend-Lease plane; having been the Lend-Lease administrator, he 
presumably knew whereof he spoke. The Dumbarton Oaks Conference was 
finally convened at ten-thirty the next morning.21



The Dumbarton Oaks Conference I

Secretary of State Cordell Hull delivered the opening ad­
dress to the assembled delegates and a large group of re­
porters and photographers on August 21,1944. British For­
eign Under Secretary Sir Alexander Cadogan and Soviet 
Ambassador Andrei Gromyko also spoke, in an atmosphere 
of dramatic ceremony and fulsome platitudes. The over- 
stuffed furniture in the tapestried Renaissance-style music 
room of the Dumbarton Oaks estate had been replaced by a 
large U-shaped table at which the three delegations were 
seated. A portrait of the late Polish composer and states­
man, Ignacy Jan Paderewski, had been removed in deference 
to presumed Russian sensibilities. Washingtons wilting 
August heat was so augmented by the klieg lights and flash 
bulbs used by the hordes of cameramen that it was decided 
to adjourn to the cooler precincts of the garden for the sec­
ond round of photographs.1

The Press Flap

Trouble began the next day when the press discovered that 
the conferees had gone into executive session and that 
reporters were barred from the grounds by military police, 
thereafter to be dependent on periodic State Department 
handouts. Their frustration level was raised considerably on 
August 23, when the New York Times published an article by 
James Reston which appeared to be an authoritative sum-

133



134 Dumbarton Oaks Conference I

Opening session o f Dumbarton Oaks conversations. Head o f table {left to right): 
Sir Alexander Cadogan, Lord Halifax, Cordell Hull, Andrei Gromyko, and Edward 

Stettinius. (Edward R. Stettinius. Jr., Papers, Special Collections Department, 
Manuscripts Division, University ol Virginia Library)

many of the position papers tabled by each of the Big Four participants. An 
angry Under Secretary of State Stettinius accused the British Embassy of “this 
outrageous breach of security,” but the ambassador, Lord Halifax, vehemently 
denied the charge. In fact, the Chinese delegation, which resented its exclu­
sion from this first phase of the conference, was the origin of the leaks, but 
the link was not discovered until long afterward. Specifically, the source was a 
young delegate named Joseph Ku who had some years earlier served as an 
apprentice reporter at the N ew  York Urnes, where he had known Reston. The 
two men renewed their acquaintance at Dumbarton Oaks, and Ku disclosed 
that he was in possession of the "complete texts’ of the U.S.. British, Soviet, 
and Chinese proposals. As Reston wrvlv remarked in his memoirs years later, 
Ku was easily persuaded to give the documents to “the only newspaper of 
record," which would ensure “their careful and complete publication.” Ku
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Gromyko, Stettinius, and Cadogan arrive at the White House 
to discuss the press leaks. August 24, 1944. (Edward R.
Stettinius, Jr., Papers, Special Collections Department,
Manuscripts Division, University o f Virginia Library)

“opened up a big briefcase and handed me the whole prize, neatly translated 
into English.” Reston continued to turn out stunningly authoritative articles 
on the progress and problems of the conference, to the consternation of all 
but the Chinese government. The series won him his first Pulitzer Prize.2

On August 24, in an effort to put a poultice on this inflammation, Stet­
tinius, Cadogan, and Gromyko met with sixteen members of the State 
Department Correspondents Association to plead for understanding of the 
tradition that diplomats must confer privately so that they could speak 
frankly. But the uproar did not subside. Isolationist newspapers like the 
Chicago Tribune accused the State Department of using secrecy to cover a Big 
Four plot to rule the world. Congressmen orated to the same effect. Moderate
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internationalists, like the columnist Marquis Childs, wrote that a policy of 
secrecy could only breed confusion and distrust.3

In a further effort to satisfy the press and public, on August 29 the three 
delegation heads held a news conference attended by two hundred reporters. 
They announced that “general agreement” had been reached on the nature 
and purposes of a world organization, and they briefly outlined a description 
of a General Assembly, a Security Council, and a World Court. But “to go 
beyond” these generalities, Stettinius told the press, and attempt to describe 
the discussions in detail “would be not only discourteous but improper.” Dis- 
grunded reporters complained that conference officials were giving them less 
information than Reston was publishing every day. The Detroit Free Press said 
in a sardonic editorial that the Stettinius disclosures “could have been written 
on a postcard a year ago.”4

The beleaguered American diplomat made a final effort to appease the 
reporters on September 4, but this, too, turned out badly. Despite his skill at 
masterminding public relations behind the scenes, Stettinius was a shy and 
nervous man in the spotlight, a less than first-rate intellect, and essentially 
devoid of experience in foreign affairs. His attempt to address reporters by 
their first names was considered patronizing, and he had difficulty answering 
questions with precision. In fairness, many could not be answered, for they 
dealt with matters still under discussion and unresolved by the delegations. 
Writing the effort off as a “gruesome experience,” Stettinius assigned his press 
aide, Michael McDermott, to hold daily meetings with small groups of 
reporters, but press relations were never smooth at Dumbarton Oaks. Many 
thought that the American policy of trying to maintain an official posture of 
confidentiality after the Reston disclosures was a serious mistake, one which 
threw away an opportunity to educate the American people on the issues 
involved at the conference. At the same time, the conference faced several 
explosive issues on which the differences between Russia and the West were so 
fundamental that exposure could have threatened collapse of the talks.5

Organization of the Conference

The American Group of eighteen people, including six from the Army and 
Navy, was the largest and best prepared of the three delegations. The group 
was divided into three working sections: one for the establishment and the
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structure of the organization; one for the peaceful settlement of disputes; and 
one for security arrangements. Stettinius headed the hill delegation and also 
chaired the security section, but exerted his principal influence through a small 
steering comminee composed of Leo Pasvolsky, director of special research and 
Hulls principal assistant; James Dunn, director of the Office of European 
Affairs; and Green Hackworth, legal adviser to the State Department.6

The original U.S. scheme was for the three delegations to meet fiequendy 
for general consideration of major issues, but both the Russians and the 
British thought this far too cumbersome and not conducive to frank 
exchanges. The three delegation heads thereupon formed themselves into a 
joint steering committee, which conducted the serious business of the confer­
ence. In practice, Stettinius worked out an agreed U.S. position within the 
American steering comminee, then carried this into meetings with Cadogan 
and Gromyko. Inevitably these arrangements meant that not all American del­
egates were kept equally abreast of events, and the frequency of nuanced 
changes of position on pardcular issues sometimes led to misunderstandings 
and friction within the U.S. delegation. Steninius worked conscientiously to 
keep everyone in the loop, but “the heat and pressure sometimes rubbed tem­
pers raw.” He prepared a daily summary of events for Hull and the President, 
and he usually saw the President every day at five o’clock. In early September, 
when FDR was at the Second Quebec Conference, Stettinius made his reports 
to adviser Harry Hopkins.7

Impact o f the War

Both consciously and subconsciously, the delegates at Dumbarton Oaks 
sought to insulate their deliberations from the daily calamities and frictions of 
the war. Steninius refused to entertain press questions on current policy mat­
ters, arguing that the talks were concerned with the future, not the present. 
He was right, but only in a limited bureaucratic sense. Ideally, the discussions 
at Dumbarton Oaks would be conducted as a Socratic dialogue on the future 
of humankind, and at times this seemed to be the case. The issues pointed 
always to the future which, it was assumed almost as an anide of faith, would 
be bener and simpler than the present. This hopefulness seemed particularly 
characteristic of American thinking, as one historian later noted: Roosevelt, 
Hull, and other American leaders seemed to believe that the prospective
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United Nations was ua sort o f talisman” which simply by its existence “would 
possess a powerful virtue to heal disputes among nations.”8

But it was, of course, impossible to negotiate the structure of the postwar 
world in a political vacuum, unrelated to the unfolding shape and pace of the 
war and to growing strains among the Allies caused by events that were forc­
ing the parties to confront decisions o f great consequence— decisions that 
each felt, for different reasons, could no longer be postponed. Therefore, as 
the war continued to gather its fateful momentum, it exerted an ever greater 
impact on the Dumbarton talks. Russian forces were driving into territory 
that had been Poland before the war. British and American forces had crossed 
the English Channel, had breached Hider s coastal defenses, and were fighting 
through France toward the German border. These developments gave partic­
ular urgency to the question of what the Allies intended to do with a Ger­
many whose total defeat now seemed possible by the end of 1944— by 
Christmas, some optimists believed.9

But a serious rift between the British and the Americans had opened over 
policy toward Germany. The first assignment of the European Advisory Com­
mission (created by decision at the Moscow Conference) was to establish a 
plan for the joint occupation and control of Germany. The tripartite group 
had reached agreement on surrender terms by the summer of 1944, but 
bogged down on occupation zones and long-range policy. As to occupation, it 
was readily agreed that the Russians should take over the eastern zone, but 
both Britain and the United States wanted to occupy the northwest sector. 
The British claim was based on the anticipated position of British troops and 
supply lines at the end of hostilities and on Londons postwar plans for coor­
dinating the British and Norwegian navies. The American claim was basically 
political. Both the President and the Joint Chiefs of Staff wished to avoid 
involvement in the internal problems of Southern and Central Europe, while 
concentrating U.S. energies on the elimination of Germany as a future threat 
to peace. By occupying the northwest sector, U.S. forces could be supported 
entirely through north German and Dutch ports, which would permit U.S. 
policy to avoid (in FDR’s words) “the problem of reconstituting France, Italy, 
and the Balkans”— not a “natural task" for the United States.10

General Dwight D. Eisenhower had recommended that the Western 
Allies “occupy their portion of Germany on a unified basis,” but the President 
definitely wanted a separate American zone— and in the northwest sector. In
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pan his reasoning seemed to be that American public opinion would not sup­
port a U.S. military occupation of Germany for more than two or three years. 
The British continued to stand firm on their own claim to the northwest sec­
tor, which meant that the matter could not be resolved in the European Advi­
sory Commission, tm t had to be addressed at the highest level.11

On a more basic issue— the long-term goal of U.S. policy toward Ger­
many— the Administration was so badly divided that it could not even agree 
on instructions to the U.S. representative to the European Advisory Commis­
sion, John G. W inant (who was also U.S. Ambassador to London). This 
meant that the EAC could not consider the matter. The President finally 
appointed a Cabinet committee (comprising the Secretaries of War, Navy, and 
Treasury) a month before he was scheduled to meet Churchill at the Second 
Quebec Conference in September, but the Cabinet officers remained in dead­
lock. Stimson and Forrestal agreed that Germany must be rigorously occupied 
and reformed over a period of many years, but they argued that its industrial 
capacity must be rebuilt because this was a key factor in the economic revival 
of Western Europe. Treasury Secretary Henry Morgenthau wanted to elimi­
nate every trace of German industry and reduce that nation to a simple agrar­
ian economy.12

Roosevelt, who personally wanted a hard-line policy to impress upon the 
Germans their collective guilt in their nations barbaric assault on civilization, 
finally decided that his Treasury Secretary had the better position. The Presi­
dent called him to Quebec where Morgenthau relendessly pressed upon the 
Prime Minister his radical plan to “pastoralize” Germany in perpetuity. 
Churchill was “violently opposed,” telling FDR and the others at dinner that 
he looked upon this scheme as he would look upon the prospect of “chaining 
himself to a dead German.” But he found both the President and Morgen­
thau— “from whom we had so much to ask”— so insistent that “in the end we 
agreed to consider it.” The quid pro quo was increased Lend-Lease aid for 
Britain and an agreement to let the British occupy the coveted northwest sec­
tor of Germany (which also handed them the hot potato of deindustrializing 
the Ruhr and the Saar under the Morgenthau Plan). In another ironic rever­
sal, the United States would occupy the southwest zone, which carried the 
unwanted risk of deeper American involvement in Central and Southern 
Europe.13

The agreement on occupation zones was carried out, but the plan to pas-
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totalize Germany came unstuck. Renewed British opposition, Russian de­
mands for reparations from current German production, and Republican 
charges (in a presidential election year) that the Morgenthau Plan would 
lengthen the war by stiffening German resistance combined to force FDR to 
climb down from an unwise and untenable position. A few days later, the 
President told Secretary of War Stimson that Morgenthau had “pulled a 
boner.”14

Russia: Friend or Foe?

Tensions between Russia and the two Western Allies continued to rise, reach­
ing fever pitch in August 1944 over events in Poland. W ith the Russian Army 
on the outskirts of Warsaw and Moscow radio urging an insurrection to speed 
the liberation, the non-Communist Polish underground staged an uprising, 
counting on immediate Russian military support. It was soon clear, however, 
that Stalin would provide none. While a bitter street-to-street battle engulfed 
the city, the Russian forces remained in place. Roosevelt and Churchill 
appealed to Stalin for urgent help, but he refused to assume any responsibility 
for what he termed “a reckless and fearful gamble.” American and British 
cargo aircraft flew numerous missions from Italy to airdrop food and ammu­
nition to the insurgents, but much of the material was captured by the Ger­
mans. Stalin refused to allow American and British use of air bases in the 
Ukraine. The Germans sent in reinforcements, crushed the uprising, and 
killed a quarter of a million Poles.15

Bitter exchanges between FDR and Stalin followed, but these altered 
nothing. Historian James MacGregor Burns later underlined Stalins utterly 
cold calculation in this affair. The Russian dictator, he wrote, “did not propose 
to liberate Warsaw from the Nazis only to leave it in the hands of bourgeois 
Poles who were pawns of London and Washington.”16

By early summer it was also apparent that Russia was conducting an 
aggressive policy of support for Communist guerrillas in Central and South­
ern Europe. In private notes to Eden in early May, Churchill defined “the 
brute issue” as “Are we going to acquiesce in the Communization of the 
Balkans and perhaps of Italy?” Events were “approaching a showdown with the 
Russians about their Communist intrigues in Italy, Yugoslavia, and Greece.
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Charles E. Bohlen, Leo Pasvolsky, Edward Stettinius, and 
Joseph Grew confer at Dumbarton Oaks. (Edward R. 
Stettinius, Jr., Papers, Special Collections Department, 
Manuscripts Division, University o f Virginia Library)

I must say I think their attitude becomes more difficult every day.”17 By Sep­
tember, the Prime Minister was gravely concerned by the further “dangerous 
spread of Russian influence” in the Balkans, for they might “never get out.”18

Determined to head off “chaos” and especially to avoid the imposition of 
a “tyrannical Communist government in Greece,” Churchill asked FDR for 
U.S. aircraft to transport British paratroops to Athens when the Germans left. 
He also urged an Anglo-American operation across the Adriatic onto the 
Istrian Peninsula to occupy Trieste and Fiume, and thus get ready to beat the 
Russians to Vienna. FDR supported plans for these operations at the Second 
Quebec Conference in September. He also overruled the Joint Chiefs of Staff, 
who were opposed to U.S. participation in the occupation of Austria. In gen­
eral, however, the President was very reluctant to make Central and Southern 
Europe a major focus of U.S. interest and responsibility. This reticence 
encouraged aggressive Russian behavior.19

By the summer of 1944, opinion within the U.S. Government differed 
widely on the likelihood of postwar Russian cooperation, but the pessimists 
outnumbered the optimists. Most members of the American Group had 
already decided that Russia was less a reliable policeman and more an emerg-
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ing threat to peace in the postwar period. Nevertheless, State Department 
planners took their lead from the Presidents determination to enlist the Soviet 
Union as a basic partner in postwar peacekeeping, which required that plans 
and policies be based on the hopeful assumption that Russian policy would 
not be fundamentally hostile or obstructionist. Despite daily difficulties and 
frictions and an increasing awareness o f the chasm between Western and 
Soviet standards and values, Hull and his colleagues never seriously contem­
plated, even as a theoretical alternative, the establishment of a postwar United 
Nations without Russian membership. The most powerful short-term argu­
ment for suppressing distrust of Russian behavior was military necessity: mil­
itary opinion was unanimous that continued Russian cooperation was neces­
sary to win the war against both Germany and Japan. Tension between hope 
and reality thus characterized American diplomacy at Dumbarton Oaks.20

Four Major Issues

Four major issues dominated the work o f the conference: the scope of the 
new organization; the Russian proposal for an international air force; mem­
bership; and voting procedures in the Security Council.

Scope of the United Nations 
While fully recognizing that security measures to maintain the peace must be 
the primary concern of the United Nations, the United States was determined 
that the scope of the new organization must be broader— in particular, that 
the General Assembly should be vested with authority to create “additional 
organs” as it deemed necessary. The first U.S. priority was an Economic and 
Social Council “to promote the fullest and most effective use of the world s 
economic resources.”21 On August 25, Cadogan expressed British agreement 
with the U.S. view that the United Nations should have a broad role in world 
affairs and should specifically include an Economic and Social Council. 
Gromyko replied in his precise English that the League of Nations had failed 
in large part because it had spent 77 percent of its time on just such “sec­
ondary” problems. It was the Russian view that “the primary and indeed the 
only task” was maintenance of peace and security. To reinforce this view, the 
Russian delegation called to the attention of its British and American coun­
terparts a current article in a Leningrad periodical, Zvezda, written by the pre-
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vious Soviet Ambassador to Washington, Maxim Litvinov. This argued the 
case for confining the U.N. organization to a “directive body” empowered to 
take “urgent decisions without endless debate.” The article drew the conclu­
sion that “It will be much easier to observe the success or failure of an organi­
zation for security if  it is not burdened with an endless number of superfluous 
functions.”22 The Russians were willing to consider economic and social prob­
lems, but wanted them to be handled by some separate agency outside the 
United Nations. As the U.N. organization could not guarantee universal pros­
perity, they argued, it would be discredited if it made promises that could not 
be kept.23

The Americans did not disagree in substance. Stettinius replied that secu­
rity was the most important U.N. function, but that the United States pre­
ferred to handle all international problems generally under “one tent.” Pasvol- 
sky added that the United States viewed the Economic and Social Council as 
an adjunct of the General Assembly, entirely separate from the peacekeeping 
functions of the Security Council. Accordingly, its activities would not at all 
impede the ability of the Security Council to react swiftly to aggression. The 
aim of the U.S. proposal, he said, was simply to achieve more effective coor­
dination. This discussion revealed a serious difference between Russia and the 
two English-speaking powers on the fundamental purpose of the United 
Nations organization, but the British and Americans were firmly united on 
the view that arrangements for economic and social cooperation must be an 
integral part of it, and the Russians eventually yielded on this issue.24

An International Air Force 
The Russian proposal for an international air force reflected the basic Russian 
perception of the Security Council as a continuation of the wartime alliance 
whose primary function was to use its power to punish aggressor states and 
others who disobeyed its rules. The Russians were purportedly disappointed 
by the Anglo-American rejection of an integrated world police force, and their 
urging of an international air force was viewed as an attempt to salvage at least 
a part of that concept. The British conceded that the idea possessed technical 
merit, but felt that it implied something like a world state, which did not yet 
exist and was widely opposed. Also, like the Joint Chiefs of Staff, they could 
not resolve the practical problems of composition, maintenance, location, and 
especially control, without giving to the United Nations organization the
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attributes of national or supranational sovereignty, which neither they nor the 
lesser powers were willing to do.25

A special difficulty for the American delegation was the inescapable con­
stitutional question— whether the President could order the U.S. component 
o f an international air force into action without Congressional concurrence. 
During Hulls continuing consultations with the Senate Committee of Eight, 
Vandenberg thought that Congress might permit the President to deploy 
armed forces within the Western Hemisphere without specific prior approval, 
but “if it takes another world-wide war to deal with him [an aggressor], I do 
not see how we can escape the necessity for Congressional consent.”26 In view 
of these difficulties, the Americans proposed that U.N. members with the req­
uisite capability each provide a national contingent of air power as part of its 
general commitment to furnish armed forces, facilities, and other assistance 
under a bilateral agreement with the U.N. organization. Gromyko continued 
to argue that the Russian proposal promised swifter reaction, but hinted that 
a compromise solution to this issue might be found.27

Membership
The Soviets came to Dumbarton Oaks with the view that “founder members” 
of the new organization should be confined to the twenty-six nations who 
signed the Declaration by United Nations on January 1, 1942. They were 
willing to countenance the eventual admission of other “peace-loving” states, 
if recommended by the General Assembly and approved by the Security 
Council. The United States wanted the initial membership also to include a 
number of pro-Allied nations who had not signed the declaration but had 
cooperated with the war effort— especially Egypt, Iceland, and the South 
American republics (except Argentina, which retained a stance o f pro- 
German neutrality). The ultimate American goal was an essentially universal 
organization.28

The State Department originally shared the Russian procedural approach, 
making admission to membership subject to approval by the Security Coun­
cil, but later decided that all authority on this question should reside in the 
General Assembly— on the principle that all nations should be entided to an 
equal vote on membership. As a practical matter, this American shift to mag­
nanimity was essentially cost-free, for it was understood that the United States 
and Britain would command comfortable majorities of friends and clients in
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the General Assembly for the foreseeable future. British analysis followed a 
similar path and fully supported the U.S. position, in part because it appeared 
that some of the Dominions might not be admitted under the Russian plan.

From the Russian point of view, the twin questions of establishing crite­
ria and procedures for U.N. membership were directly linked to the issue of 
voting in the Security Council. The Soviets were acutely aware of being an 
ideological and political minority in any new world organization, and thus of 
being perpetually outnumbered— and in danger of being perpetually out­
voted. An absolute veto could protea their position in the Security Council, 
but the best they could hope for in the General Assembly was to whitde down 
the inherent capitalist majority by narrowly defining the criteria for member­
ship and by "blackballing” questionable applicants via their veto in the Secu­
rity Council. Retention of an absolute veto power was thus central to Russian 
considerations.

This mind-set led Moscow to embrace the appealing possibility of 
including all sixteen Soviet republics among the initial members of the United 
Nations, as a means of reducing the Russian sense of isolation in the General 
Assembly. Gromyko introduced this proposal at Dumbarton Oaks in the con­
text of a lengthy debate in the joint steering committee on August 28. It burst 
upon the British and Americans like a bombshell and rendered the member­
ship issue beyond the possibility of agreement at the conference.29

Voting Procedures in the Security Council 
Owing to continuing differences within the American delegation and the 
State Department, the initial U.S. proposals presented at Dumbarton Oaks 
did not take a position on a crucial element of the voting procedures in the 
Security Council. As the U.S. document stated, “Provisions will need to be 
worked out with respea to the voting procedure in the event of a dispute in 
which one or more of the members having continuing tenure are directly 
involved.”

A majority of State Department planners believed that fair play in a 
democratic world organization required that the veto not be used by a perma­
nent member who was party to a dispute, but others thought that this was 
simply an intellectual evasion of power realities which, if insisted upon, could 
kill the new organization before it was formed. The latter group was strength­
ened by Hulls treatment of this issue in his senatorial consultations, where he
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Stettinius addressing the delegates at Dumbarton Oaks. (Edward R. Stettinius. Jr, 
Papers, Special Collections Department, Manuscripts Division, University of

Virginia Library)

left the impression that the United States and the other Great Powers would 
have a blanket veto. The central dilemma remained: a broad veto power could 
paralyze the new organization just as the requirement lor unanimity had par­
alyzed the League: yet without the self-protection provided by the veto. Rus­
sia and very probably the United States would be unwilling to participate. '0 

The original British proposals argued that, unless large and small states 
were placed “on a equal footing” when they were parties to a dispute, it would 
be extremely difficult to obtain general acceptance of an organization that 
gave extensive veto power to the Big Four. The Russians suggested that some 
“special procedure” should be devised to deal with this particular situation, 
but they made it clear that this should not impair the unconditional right of 
each permanent member to use the veto. In a meeting of the joint steering 
committee on August 28. the United States said it had concluded, after exten­
sive study, that a "special procedure” was not feasible and that it now sup-
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poned the British position. That is, the United States “should put itself on the 
same plane” as all other nations, meaning that it should deny itself the veto 
when it was party to a dispute.31

This proposal caught the Russians by surprise, and seemed to them to 
strike at the hean ôf the concept of Big Four unity. Gromyko immediately 
protested that it violated the basic principle underlying the creation of the 
United Nations and could therefore lead to “actual disagreement.” He then 
dropped his own bombshell (mentioned above) by announcing that Russia 
wanted all sixteen Soviet republics enrolled as charter members of the United 
Nations organization. This pronouncement, which in turn left Stettinius and 
Cadogan “breathless,” has been taken by some historians as an extemporane­
ous reaction to the surprise American shift on the veto question. The con­
trary evidence is much stronger— that it was in fact a carefully considered 
demand, motivated by the Russian fear of isolation in a predominantly cap­
italist organization.32

The President was deeply shocked when Stettinius reported this new 
development: “My God,” he responded, and then instructed the Under Secre­
tary to tell Gromyko “privately, personally, and immediately” that this “might 
ruin” any chance for U.S. participation in the United Nations. He was cate­
gorically opposed to the idea, feeling that it was as nonsensical as demanding 
forty-eight votes for the United States. His immediate concern, however, was 
to keep it from leaking— especially to domestic critics of world organization 
and those who opposed cooperation with the Russians. Henceforward, this 
issue was referred to only as the “X matter,” and the few highly secret docu­
ments pertaining to it were locked in Stettiniuss office safe.33

On August 31, FDR cabled Stalin, urging him to reconsider this demand 
and suggesting that the issue be left for consideration by the General Assem­
bly after it was fully functioning. To raise it now “would very definitely imperil 
the whole project.” Stalins reply a week later was not reassuring: “I attach 
exceptional importance to the statement of the Soviet delegation on this ques­
tion.” Explaining that recent changes in the Soviet Constitution had granted 
autonomy in foreign affairs to all Soviet republics, he argued that several of 
these possessed larger populations and greater “political importance” than a 
number of the nations already proposed for U.N. membership. He hoped for 
an opportunity to explain to FDR the great weight which the Soviet govern­
ment attached to this question.34
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When Stettinius reported to Gromyko the Presidents cate­
gorical opposition to giving the Soviets sixteen additional 
seats in the General Assembly, the Russian diplomat seemed 
unperturbed, saying that there was no urgency to that par­
ticular proposal. He was far more concerned about the 
American position on the veto. The Russians, Gromyko 
argued, had already shown a willingness to support a U.N. 
organization that was broader than a military alliance, and 
they were constructively seeking a compromise on the issue 
of an international air force. Meanwhile, the British and the 
Americans were conceding nothing; indeed, they appeared 
determined to undermine Russian security interests in 
Poland, as indicated by their continued sponsorship of the 
London Poles and their logistical support for “anti-Russian 
elements” during the Warsaw uprising. Now, Gromyko 
complained, they wanted to tamper with the veto, which 
was the bedrock of Big Four unity. Did they want an orga­
nization stacked against Russia because it was a Communist 
nation? As Stettinius observed him, the youngish Russian 
official seemed on the verge of despair.1

The root problem was of course the chasm separating 
Russian Communist and Western democratic political val­
ues. The West believed in majority rule and the protection 
of minority rights. The British and the Americans believed 
that liberated nations should have a free choice as to their 
political future. But the Russians saw free choice as leading

148
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to a rejection of Communism and thus to unfriendly governments in Eastern 
Europe that would undermine Russian security. The West believed in justice 
in the setdement of disputes, but the Russians disdained the notion of 
“pseudo-equality” between Great Powers and lesser nations and were deter­
mined to safeguard Russian interests, unilaterally if necessary. Litvinov tried to 
explain this to Ambassador H arriman in Moscow, saying that it was “unrea­
sonable” to give equal weight to the interests of 30 million Poles and 180 mil­
lion Russians. Where these interests were in conflict, “the Poles would have to 
give way.”2

By early September 1944, it was apparent to the American delegation that 
all other matters in dispute could be settled, provided only that some solution 
to the veto issue could be found. But this was firmly deadlocked, and it was 
fundamental. In a general review of the negotiations on September 6, Roo­
sevelt, Hull, and Stettinius agreed that this was the hinge issue on which suc­
cess or failure of the conference swung. They also agreed that it was desirable 
to wind up the Russian phase of the talks and move on to the Chinese phase. 
Stettinius wanted to schedule a full-scale United Nations Conference in the 
latter part of October, but the more sagacious Roosevelt believed that it would 
be politically necessary to wait at least until after the election. Their discussion 
was colored by excessive optimism concerning the war in Europe. According 
to “the best military advice” reaching him, FDR told his colleagues, Germany 
might be defeated within “five or six weeks.” This was a prediction that failed 
to anticipate Hitlers desperate winter counteroffensive, the Battle of the 
Bulge, which possessed sufficient force and fury to deny the Allies their victory 
for an additional eight months.3

The Irremovable Veto

On September 7, worried but determined, Stettinius decided that “bold 
action”— in the form of a direct talk between FDR and Gromyko— was 
needed to break the deadlock on the veto and thus bring the conference to a 
successful close. FDR was willing, but he was leaving the following day for the 
Second Quebec Conference with Churchill. Stettinius escorted the Russian to 
the presidential bedroom at nine-thirty A.M. on September 8. After a general 
exchange about the encouraging military progress in Europe, the President 
broached the topic of voting procedures in the Security Council, exerting the
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full power of his charm to persuade Gromyko that the Russian idea ran 
counter to American custom and would create great difficulties in the Senate. 
According to Stettinius, he “told a beautiful story, tracing this . . . American 
concept of fair play back to the days of our founding fathers.” He cited the 
example of husbands and wives, who could present their complaints to a 
court, but were not allowed a voice in determining their own cases. Gromyko 
“accepted the remarks gracefully” but said merely that he would report the 
conversation to Moscow.4

The President also cabled Stalin asking for his intervention to break the 
deadlock: “We and the British both feel strongly that in decisions of the 
Council, parties to a dispute should not vote it one of the parties is a perma­
nent member of the Council. I know public opinion in the United States 
would never understand or support a plan . . . which violated that principle.” 
But Stalin would not give ground. In a cable delivered to the President in 
Quebec a week later, the dictator said, in a rather injured tone, that he 
thought that the requirement for unanimous Big Four approval of all deci­
sions in a new world organization had been firmly settled at Teheran. In any 
event, it was an imperative principle for dealing with future aggressions.
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Among the Big Four, “there is no room for mutual suspicions,” but the exis­
tence o f “certain absurd prejudices” against the Soviet Union held by some 
nations made an absolute veto necessary for self-protection.5

The Russian Perspective

Behind this message lay Stalins genuine alarm at the evidence that the West­
ern powers were drifting away from the exclusive alliance concept of the Four 
Policemen and toward support for the equal rights of smaller nations. Worse 
than that, they were abandoning the regionalism inherent in the Four Police­
men idea that would assign primary authority for each major region to one of 
the Policemen. To Stalin, Big Four unity meant mutual respect for the spheres 
of interest of each, which meant Anglo-American support for Russian hege­
mony in Eastern Europe.6

But now the British and Americans were adopting a “universalistic” 
approach, showing a worrisome interest in the affairs of nations on Russia’s 
borders, including a readiness to air-drop military supplies to the anti-Com- 
munist Poles. This raised the possibility, in a mind conditioned to xenophobia 
by experience and ideology, that the two English-speaking powers intended to 
use the United Nations organization against the Soviet Union. Crystallization 
of such an intention would force Stalin to concentrate on the task of ensuring 
“friendly governments” on his borders, at the risk of having to abandon his 
genuine desire to play a cooperative role in postwar international affairs. He 
wanted to avoid that hard choice, for he understood that cooperation in the 
war and the far-reaching agreements obtained at Teheran and Dumbarton 
Oaks had already proved quite valuable: they had enhanced Soviet prestige 
and illuminated Soviet power. Moreover, new opportunities to advance 
Moscow’s interests were discernible in Roosevelt’s plan for international 
trusteeships which, even though downplayed at Dumbarton Oaks, was bound 
to sow discord in the capitalist-colonialist camp. The U.N. plans for a collec­
tive security system opened up the possibility of distributing worldwide mili­
tary bases, some of which would surely be placed under Russian control. All 
this was positive. If, however, the British and Americans did not give way on 
the veto issue, there could be no Russian cooperation and therefore no United 
Nations organization. Stalin’s priorities were quite clear.7

Stettinius, who had thought that the President’s talk with Gromyko
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would lead to a solution (UI am sure we are softening them”), was taken aback 
on September 13 when Gromyko told him that the Russian position 
remained “unchanged .” He told the Russian that this was a “great blow” to 
hopes for an organization that all nations could support, and that the U.S. 
Government “simply cannot understand” the Russian attitude. Unless it were 
modified, he doubted whether any agreed-upon document could be published 
at the end of the conference. Cadogan supported Stettinius, but Gromyko 
was obdurate. There was no possibility of change, he said blundy. Complete 
Big Four unity was fundamental. Moreover, the Big Four veto power was 
already taken for granted by the smaller nations. He doubted if any of them 
was actually concerned about voting rights, for “they are chiefly interested in 
peace and an effective organization designed to preserve peace.” Stettinius 
replied incautiously that the U.S. position on the veto “is unalterable, regard­
less of future developments.”8

The Failed Compromise

The more cautious Hull, whose personal position on the veto was always prag­
matic, now thought that the American delegation should review the entire 
range of voting procedures with the British and the Russian delegations. Stet- 
tinius disagreed, but Hull prevailed. When the suggestion proved acceptable 
to Gromyko and Cadogan, an ad hoc Formulations Committee, consisting of 
Leo Pasvolsky for the United States, Gladwyn Jebb for Britain, and Arkadei 
Sobelov for Russia met for several hours on the afternoon of September 13 
and arrived at “an informal compromise solution": a permanent member of 
the Council would have an unqualified veto over any matter involving the use 
of force, even if it were party to the dispute, but would have no veto if it were 
party to a dispute that came under the heading of “pacific settlement.” The 
Russian delegation viewed this compromise as a major concession on its part, 
and Gromyko was not confident that it would be approved by Moscow.9 (This 
proposal was a precise opposite of the position contained in the internal U.S. 
draft plan which FDR had approved in December 1943. That earlier plan 
required Big Four unanimity on matters of “peaceful settlement,” but only 
three of the Big Four votes on matters involving the use of force; it was 
silent on the pivotal question of whether a vote was permitted by a party to 
a dispute.)
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The proposed compromise was cabled to Stalin, and Cadogan carried it 
the next day to Quebec, where Roosevelt and Churchill were meeting on mil­
itary matters.10 Once there, however, the Foreign Office official experienced 
great difficulty in getting the two Western leaders to focus on the issue, 
although he “repeatedly tried to pin them down” to a careful consideration of 
the points in dispute; they were preoccupied with the war in Europe and 
“always wandered away.” The following day, however, the President and the 
Prime Minister cabled their joint rejection of the staff compromise. Churchill s 
decision reflected consultation with the British War Cabinet, which was rapidly 
coming to the view that Russia was less a policeman and more a threat to the 
peace and which saw the veto issue as a necessary test of will regarding the 
postwar distribution o f power in Europe. FDR’s rejection appears to have 
been based on the opposite consideration— namely, that because Stalin was 
almost certain to reject the compromise, no purpose was served by inviting 
another confrontation at this juncture.

FDR urged the American delegation to “keep on trying,” but decided 
that, if no agreement proved possible, then the veto issue should be included 
in a “general statement” of various matters not resolved at Dumbarton Oaks, 
to be carried over for consideration by a more broadly based United Nations 
Conference.11

Stettinius was profoundly discouraged by the reply from Quebec, but 
Cadogan was “completely deflated” and now regarded any further attempts to 
reach agreement at Dumbarton Oaks as quite futile. Desperate to leave the 
heat and frustration of the conference, he cabled London that he was wasting 
his time in Washington and asked permission to go home, leaving Gladwyn 
Jebb in charge.12 For his part, Hull angrily resented the offhand manner of the 
rejection at Quebec and thought that the two leaders had allowed themselves 
to become too preoccupied with immediate military problems, to the detri­
ment of more important long-term considerations. However, blaming Roo­
sevelt and Churchill for the impasse was diminished the next day by word that 
Stalin also opposed the compromise. This rejection strengthened the growing 
conviction in both the American and British delegations that Russian intran­
sigence on the veto was directly related to Stalins determination to control 
Eastern Europe on his own conditions, and that he would brook no interfer­
ence from the Anglo-American powers either direcdy or by means of a United 
Nations procedure in which Russia could be outvoted.13
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The Prospect of Failure

Rejection of the compromise by all Big Three heads of government also rekin­
dled a heated debate within the State Department which had never really 
cooled. Assistant Secretary Breckinridge Long led a group that argued for 
accepting the Russians’ absolute position on the veto. It was unrealistic to 
believe, he said, that any international organization could work without the 
complete solidarity of the Big Four.

Admiral Arthur Hepburn, speaking for the military delegates, agreed, say­
ing, “It seems to me that realities are being thoroughly fogged by theory,” for 
collective security can be effective “only if the three great powers hang 
together.” General Stanley Embick stressed the vital importance that the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff placed on Russian entrance into the Japanese war, and warned 
that “a break on this matter with Russia” was likely to affect that question. The 
military advisers put forward for consideration three complicated alternatives 
and recommended that, if Russia refused them, then the United States should 
adopt Russia’s absolute position on the veto. Long supported the military rec­
ommendations, even claiming that they would return the U.S. position to 
what was “stated in every paper on the subject for more than two years prior 
to the Dumbarton Oaks Conference.”14

Stettinius thought that “the admirals and generals and some of our polit­
ical advisors have lost their grip . . .  are not thinking straight about this thing 
. . .  [and have become] a little bit hysterical.”15 He and others in the delegation 
were convinced that Stalin would decide whether to enter the Pacific war 
based on his perception of Russian national interests— not out of friendship 
for the United States. This view was supported by State Department experts, 
who told him that the Latin American countries would resist “an unqualified 
veto” on the grounds that it would lead to a resurgence of Yankee imperial­
ism.16 Hull rejected the military recommendations and was irritated by Long’s 
“completely erroneous” assertion that the department had originally sup­
ported an absolute veto, insisting that “the Secretary of State had never made 
up his mind” on this question.

Longs assertion was not completely accurate, but neither was it com­
pletely erroneous. Thinking on the veto in the State Department and the 
White House had been, from the very first postwar planning efforts, charac­
terized by moral and philosophical ambiguity because it was torn by the rival
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claims of Wilsonian idealism and realpolitik, by an earnest hope that the Rus­
sians would prove to be genuine partners in a process of democratic give-and- 
take and the increasingly conclusive evidence that this was a quite false hope. 
But in 1944, even the pessimists were unready to confront the possibility of a 
fundamental break ^frith Moscow. The compelling inhibitions were military 
necessity and the heavy investment of U.S. political capital in the success of 
the United Nations.17

But rejection of the compromise formula by all Big Three heads of state 
left the veto issue— and the X matter— solidly encased in ice, with no pos­
sibility of a thaw at Dumbarton Oaks, and left the conference staring failure 
in the face. The compelling question was what to do next. The public was 
getting restive, in America and throughout the world. The three heads of 
delegation shared the view that they could not simply terminate the confer­
ence with a statement that agreement had proved impossible. As Stettinius 
put it, “civilization as we know it and the entire future of the world” depended 
on the ultimate success of these efforts. But it was also clear that the Russians 
would not agree to submit the voting issue and the X matter to a general 
conference o f United Nations. A palpable gloom engulfed the conference 
delegates.18

The President thereupon decided, on about September 17, that these two 
matters would have to be handled directly with Churchill and Stalin at a later 
meeting. He agreed with Hull and Stettinius that the talks should now be 
brought to a close in a manner that emphasized accomplishments and down­
played unresolved issues. The British quickly accepted this strategy, but 
Gromyko did not receive his instructions from Moscow until September 27. 
When they came, they were stiff. While agreeing to end the current talks and 
to put the best face on their results, Gromyko stated that Russian participation 
in “a general United Nations conference on world security” was contingent on 
acceptance of the Soviet proposals “as to voting in the Council and the X mat­
ter.” Moreover, on the voting question, the Soviet government “wished to reaf­
firm th a t. . .  the principle of unanimity of the four great powers must be car­
ried out unconditionally.”19

Asked at his press conference on September 22 why the Dumbarton talks 
were taking so long and moving so slowly, without any indication of clear-cut 
achievement, the President replied that the delegates had agreed on 90 percent 
of the issues confronting them. He added, “Well, that is what we used to call
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in the old days a darn good batting average.”20 No one asked him what could 
be done with 90 percent of a world organization.

The Russians departed Dumbarton Oaks on September 28, and the 
British and American diplomats began discussions with the Chinese who had 
been waiting in the wings since mid-August. This phase of the conference went 
swiftly, in part because China’s foreign minister, Wellington Koo, had been 
briefed every day by Assistant Secretary of State Joseph Grew, but in larger pan 
because the Chinese understood that the British and Americans were unwilling 
to accept any changes that could jeopardize their fragile agreements with the 
Russians. The Chinese were accordingly resigned to accepting the agreements 
reached by the Big Three. As Koo explained to his friend Breckinridge Long, 
he “had no disposition to quibble about any details; . . . the important thing 
was to agree to something.” Moreover, Koo adopted the generous view that any 
serious U.S. proposals “would be fair and without selfish interest.”21

The Conference Ends

The Dumbarton Oaks Conference closed on October 7, with the issuance of 
a joint Four Power statement entitled “Proposals for the Establishment of a
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General International Organization.” The President expressed his pleasure 
“that so much could have been accomplished on so difficult a subject in so 
short a time,” and added, “the task of planning the great design of security 
and peace has been well begun.”22 The American people adopted a positive, if 
somewhat wait-and-see response. British historian Charles K. Webster, who 
was a member of the British delegation, was not surprised by the incomplete 
results of the talks. As he remarked to the American Group on September 18, 
the conference had tried to go too far, too fast, “attempting to settle in three 
weeks a problem that had gone unresolved over centuries of human history.”23 
But this begged the question whether there was, in the swift-moving interde­
pendent world of 1944, a practical alternative.

The published proposals contained few surprises. They called for a 
United Nations organization; a General Assembly of all member nations; a 
Security Council of five permanent members (including France) and six non­
permanent members elected by the General Assembly; an Economic and 
Social Council; and an International Court of Justice. There would also be a 
Military Staff Committee composed of officers from the five permanent 
member states which would direct the forces to be made available by all mem­
ber states for collective U.N. action against aggression. Such forces would be 
provided in accordance with special agreements between each member state 
and the Security Council.24

W hat the joint statement could not disguise was the glaring absence of 
any agreed procedures for voting in the Security Council— a fundamental 
omission which cast doubt on the entire enterprise. The statement did not 
disclose who would decide whether and when aggression had taken place, 
who would vote to impose sanctions, including the use of force, or who 
would provide the armed forces. It was equally significant that the United 
States had still not resolved the inescapable constitutional question of con­
trol over the employment of American troops for U.N. duty. Keenly aware 
that Congressional insistence on prior approval to deploy American forces 
had been at the heart of the Lodge reservation on Article 10 of the League 
Covenant in 1919, Hull had maneuvered to separate this issue from the 
question of Senate approval o f U.S. entry into the new world organiza­
tion. But could the two issues remain separated under closer Senate 
scrutiny?

It was thus apparent that the agreements reached at Dumbarton Oaks
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were extremely fragile. Domestically, American society had yet to confront the 
basic issues on which the League of Nations had foundered. Internationally, 
the growing evidence o f distrust and irreconcilable ideological differences 
between Soviet Russia and the West cast a dark shadow over the possibility of 
future cooperation.25



The 1944 Election

President Roosevelt had concluded at the end of 1943, soon 
after his return from Teheran, that he would need a fourth 
term to complete the great tasks of winning the war and 
forging an enduring peace, but he seemed genuinely con­
flicted by the prospect. He was sixty-two and terribly worn 
down by eleven years in the Oval Office, and the prospect 
of retiring to the spacious tranquility of Hyde Park was 
deeply appealing. Moreover, a physical examination in the 
spring of 1944, triggered by his chronic bouts of flu and 
bronchitis, shocked his doctors. He was suffering from 
hypertension and an enlarged heart, and there was evidence 
of progressive cardiac failure. “I just hate to run again,” he 
told Admiral William D. Leahy, and expressed the hope that 
events might play out in a way that would obviate the need 
for him to be a candidate.1

Nevertheless he began making confidential campaign 
plans early in 1944, while deflecting all public speculation 
as to his intentions. He seems to have accepted at face value 
his doctors’ cautious advice that digitalis, weight reduction, 
fewer cigarettes, and more rest could sustain him through a 
fourth term, provided he reduced his workload. But was 
there any possibility of meeting that final all-important 
proviso?2

Opinion polls taken at the end of 1943 showed that, 
with ultimate victory now apparently assured, the principal 
concern of most Americans had become economic insecu-
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rity after the war. Eighty percent feared a lower standard o f living and even 
economic hardship; only 11 percent were primarily worried about the threat 
o f another war. In his State of the Union message o f January 11, Roosevelt 
took account of this pervasive public anxiety, while continuing to press the 
theme of unremitting sacrifice to win the war as the fundamental first order of 
the nations business. He asked Congress for a national service law to prevent 
strikes and impose an obligation of service on every able-bodied adult. But he 
also promised, once the fighting was over, a major effort to achieve “a second 
Bill of Rights under which a new basis of economic security and prosperity 
can be established for all— regardless of station or race or creed.” The goal 
would be “an American standard o f living higher than any before known.”3 
W ithout question, this was an expression of his deepest aspirations for post­
war America. Historian James MacGregor Burns later called it “the most rad­
ical speech of his life.”4

Although nearly everyone from politicians and journalists to the man in 
the street was certain that he intended to run for a fourth term, the President 
remained coy until a week before the Democratic Convention in Chicago in 
mid-July. At his press conference on July 11, he read a letter from the national 
committee chairman, Robert Hannegan, informing him that a majority of the 
delegates favored his renomination and urging him to become a candidate. 
FDR then told the reporters that, while he would prefer to retire to private 
life, the unfinished tasks of war and peace had convinced him that he must 
bow to the will of his party and the American people.5

Attention shifted immediately to the vice presidency, and the party regu­
lars made clear their desire to find a substitute for Henry Wallace. Believing 
that the election would be close, they felt that the underlying public concern 
that Roosevelt might not survive a full fourth term would cast his running 
mate as a possible, perhaps probable, successor in the minds of voters. Wallace 
had the support of tried-and-true New Deal liberals, including blacks, mem­
bers of labor unions, and Eleanor Roosevelt, but he would alienate Southern 
conservatives and attract few moderates or independents. The party leaders 
calculated that, in a close race, a “Solid South” was essential to a Democratic 
victory. Roosevelt was fond of Wallace but prepared, as always, to make prag­
matic adjustments. After some sophisticated maneuvering, he gave a hand­
written note to Hannegan on which he had scribbled two acceptable names: 
Supreme Court Justice William O. Douglas and Senator Harry S Truman.
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There is some evidence that when Hannegan had the notes typed up, he 
reversed the order of the names.6 The party bosses chose Truman. The Presi­
dents oldest son, James, was later quoted as saying that his father “didn’t give 
a damn whether the convention chose Douglas or Byrnes or Truman.”7

Taking the U.N. Out of Politics

Wendell Willkie, the GOP candidate in 1940, was out of favor with his party 
four years later, having proved too explicit an advocate of a U.N. organization 
and an international police force. After suffering a decisive defeat in the Wis­
consin presidential primary, he was not even invited to address the Republican 
convention. Nevertheless, he enjoyed the enthusiastic support of indepen­
dents throughout the country who were thought to constitute as much as 20 
percent of the vote, and he was determined “not to sit by while the peace 
process is wrecked again as it was in the 1920s.” In a series of magazine arti­
cles, he urged his fellow Republicans to create immediately a United Nations 
Council and to help establish “an effective international organization for the 
good of all.” He warned especially against “hoarding” American sovereignty 
which he regarded as incompatible with effective international cooperation.8

The New Republic thought that GOP acceptance of these suggestions had 
about the same chance as “the Sermon on the Mount has of being endorsed 
by the Gestapo”— a prediction that was essentially accurate. The GOP con­
vention drafted a foreign policy position that fell short of a firm commitment 
to U.S. participation in an international organization, and Governor Thomas 
Dewey of New York, who was nominated on the first ballot, chose to say only 
that “America will participate with other sovereign nations in a cooperative 
effort to prevent future wars.”9

The President was convinced that the GOP intended to make interna­
tional organization a major campaign issue, and specifically to attack the 
Administration for a presumed willingness to surrender U.S. sovereignty. On 
August 16, Dewey did attack, but from a different and unexpected quarter. 
Having read newspaper accounts of the American plan submitted to the 
Dumbarton Oaks Conference, he argued that it reflected “the rankest form of 
imperialism,” for it “would subject the nations of the world, great and small, 
permanently to the coercive power of the four nations holding this confer­
ence.” This appeal to liberal internationalists— and American voters with
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roots in Eastern Europe— garnered headlines and won praise even from 
journalists who failed to remember that less than a year before Dewey had 
called for an Anglo-American alliance as the core o f U.S. foreign policy and 
security.10

In an impassioned rebuttal. Secretary of State Hull called the charges 
“utterly and completely unfounded”; he then invited Dewey to confer with 
him at the Sute Department in order to clarify the matter in ua nonpartisan 
spirit.” The President was privately irriuted by Hulls spontaneous inviution, 
but the Secretary o f State was deeply worried about the domestic political 
impact of seeming to dismiss the interests of smaller nations. After some 
reflection, including a conference with Willkie, Dewey decided to send his key 
adviser, John Foster Dulles, to talk with Hull. After two days of discussion of 
the American plan, Dulles told Hull that he was no longer concerned about 
the fate of small nations, and the two men signed a formal agreement to keep 
the issue of international organization out of the presidential campaign. The 
agreement was narrow in scope: Dewey would remain free to attack the 
Administration on all other points of foreign policy.11 But Dulles was right 
when he noted that this agreement was “something unique in American poli­
tics”; never before had spokesmen for two presidential candidates met to 
remove a major issue from the political campaign.12

Dewey campaigned effectively against the “tired old men” in the Admin­
istration, a line of attack which served to focus the growing public concern 
about Roosevelts health. A newspaper picture taken in San Diego showed 
FDR spent and exhausted, head bowed and mouth agape. In an effort to 
counteract that damaging image, the President decided to address the nation 
on August 9 from the deck of the destroyer U.S.S. Baltimore, while standing 
in his heavy iron leg braces, but the result was a rare fumbling performance 
that deepened public doubts that he was fit to lead the nation for another four 
years.13 But Dewey, too, had his vulnerabilities. He suffered from a wide per­
ception that he was “an ersatz internationalist” without the force or conviction 
to control the hardcore isolationists in the Republican Party. And though 
demonstrably competent and energetic, he was seen as rather humorless and 
colorless, a little man with a “bottle mustache” and mechanical smile who 
reminded the actress Ethel Barrymore of “the bridegroom on the wedding 
cake.”14 On September 23, Roosevelt bounded back with a masterful speech 
to the Teamsters Union, taunting the GOP with clever sarcasm and ridicule
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and appearing energized and in complete command. “Well, here we are 
together again— after four years— and what years they have been! You know, I 
am actually four years older, which is a fact that seems to annoy some people.”15

The Policeman and the Town Hall Meeting

It was evident that the election was going to be close, and seemed likely to 
turn on the terms of U.S. participation in a new international organization. 
Willkie, who saw an opportunity to be the swing factor, attacked both party 
platforms for “their insistence on preserving American sovereignty” and urged 
all independents to vote for the man who took the most advanced position on 
the authority o f the new world body— which for him meant the man who 
came closest to supporting an international police force.16 However, Willkie 
had suffered several heart attacks during the summer and was hospitalized in 
late September. Although he seemed briefly to recover, the fifty-two-year-old 
author of One World died in a New York hospital on October 8 before he had 
publicly endorsed either candidate. Like Sumner Welles and Henry Wallace, 
Wendell Willkie had risked much and lost his position of leadership through 
his bold efforts to break the isolationist tradition and commit the United 
States to a much larger role in world affairs. All three men had been instru­
mental in bringing the issue of internationalism into the American political 
mainstream, and all three had suffered the slings and arrows reserved for mil­
itant reformers.17

Against considerable opposition from within his own party, including a 
public protest by a cosponsor of the B2-H2 resolution. Republican Senator 
Joseph Ball immediately picked up Willkie s fallen banner by posing three 
public questions to the candidates. The first two related to entering a United 
Nations organization before the end of the war and avoiding crippling reser­
vations. They were not difficult to answer, but the third question went to the 
heart of the degree to which congressional approval should be required for the 
employment of American armed forces. Should the vote of the U.S. represen­
tative on the Security Council “commit an agreed quota” of U.S. military 
forces “without requiring further congressional approval”?18

Dewey answered on October 18, in the course of a major speech to the 
New York Herald-Tribune Forum. He said that the United Nations “must be 
enabled through the use of force, when necessary, to prevent or repel military
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aggression,” but refused to say who could authorize the commitment o f 
American armed forces or under what circumstances. Roosevelt deftly ex­
ploited this opening three days later during a major speech at the Waldorf- 
Astoria. Asserting that the U.N. Security Council must have the authority to 
act quickly and decisively, he thought it “foolish” if a policeman, upon spot­
ting an intruder, was required to call a town meeting before he could arrest 
the criminal.19

On October 23, Ball announced that Roosevelt had given the responsible 
answer and that he would support him for re-election against the candidate of 
his own party. Republican leaders denounced Balls apostasy as ua grievous 
mistake” and a “great disservice to the nation” and threatened to expel him 
from the party. But the episode had a large political impact. The New York 
Times, which had opposed FDR’s third-term bid in 1940, now endorsed the 
President, albeit with “deep reluctance,” owing to his clear commitment to a 
strong United Nations.20 Walter Lippmann, who had also opposed Roosevelt 
in 1940, concluded that Dewey had too much to learn to “be trusted now 
with responsibility for foreign affairs.” Advocates of responsible American 
internationalism generally came to the same conclusion. One strong dissenter, 
the GOP activist Robert Moses, pointed out that Roosevelts response to Ball’s 
question had broken the Hull-Dulles agreement to keep international organi­
zation out of the campaign. He was technically correct.21

A Victory for Internationalism

On November 7, Roosevelt was re-elected by an overwhelming margin in the 
electoral college, but by only 3 million popular votes. This was the tightest 
popular vote since Wilson’s slender victory in 1916, and the margin undoubt­
edly reflected wide concern about the President’s health, as well as philosoph­
ical misgivings about the perpetuation of individual power. The “Solid South” 
carried him in. W ithout question, the election was a clear-cut mandate for 
American participation in the United Nations and for a large American role in 
the postwar world. The Democrats picked up thirty seats in the House and 
retained a healthy margin in the Senate. Internationalists like William Ful- 
bright (D-Arkansas), Wayne Morse (D-Oregon), and Leverett Saltonstall (R- 
Massachuserts) entered the Senate, while bitter-end isolationists like Senator 
Gerald Nye (R-South Dakota) and Congressman Hamilton Fish (R-New
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Return to Washington, D.C., from Hyde Park, N.Y.,
November 10, 1944, after winning a fourth term (.left to 

right): FDR, Harry S Truman, and Henry Wallace.

York) were defeated. Almost without exception, isolationist incumbents, 
whether Republican or Democrat, were turned out of office.22

There was general rejoicing among internationalists of both parties. Sum­
ner Welles praised the American people for their wisdom at the polls and for 
their ability to learn from “the experience of a great tragedy” in 1920.23 The 
N ew  R epublic urged that Henry Wallace be named Secretary of State as “the 
best qualified man in the country” for the job.24 Senator Arthur Vandenberg, 
now emerging as the main bridge between the Administration and the GOP 
on foreign affairs, praised Hull for his scrupulously bipartisan approach to 
postwar problems. John Foster Dulles, another serious believer in the need for 
bipartisan cooperation, wrote to the President asserting that the election had 
demonstrated a solid vote of confidence for the Administrations plan to cre­
ate the United Nations. He added, “I wish you strength and wisdom in this 
great task, and assure you of my continuing support, without regard to party, 
of constructive efforts along this line.”25
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Cordell Hull went to the White House on October 1, 1944, 
to submit his resignation after twelve years as Secretary of 
State. He had been so skillful at hiding his infirmities that 
few were aware he was on the edge of collapse. FDR was 
surprised, and Thomas Dewey publicly pledged that, if 
elected, he would offer Hull a diplomatic post. But Hull’s 
diabetes had now reached an advanced stage, and his tuber­
culosis had spread to both lungs. Moreover, his precarious 
physical condition was aggravated by long nurtured frustra­
tion and bitterness. He was tired of being bypassed and 
overridden, tired of being ignored in private but called 
upon to provide public support. Now further anxiety was 
triggered by the fear that FDR was planning to replace him 
with Sumner Welles.1

Recognizing that Hull’s presence was invaluable to the 
electoral campaign, the President persuaded him to hold oft 
resigning until the election, and Hull agreed. Three days 
later his doctors ordered him to bed and soon thereafter 
moved him to the Bethesda Naval Hospital, where he 
remained tor seven months. His resignation was announced 
on November 27, with an exchange ot Bowery letters that 
inevitably strained the truth: Hull referred to “uniformly 
and invariably agreeable” personal relations with the Presi­
dent. cited achievements in foreign affairs that “have been 
brought to partial or full completion," and expressed regret 
that he could no longer work to make the United Nations

!(>(>
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organization a living reality. The President replied that he would “continue to 
pray that you as the Father of the United Nations may preside over its first ses­
sion ” for it was Hull who “has done the most to make this great plan for 
peace an effective fact.”2

Most insiders believed the President had ignored Hull because he had lit­
tle respect for his judgment, and kept him in office only because of Hull’s 
national prestige; further, that “Father of the United Nations” was an accolade 
that greatly exaggerated the Tennesseans undeniable contribution.3 Writing 
some years later, Dean Acheson judged that the State Departments isolation 
and lack of participation in major wartime decisions were attributable to 
Hull’s refusal or inability to assert his Cabinet authority: “detached from the 
practicalities of current problems and power relationships,” Hull and the 
department became absorbed in the “platonic planning of a utopia, in a sort 
of mechanistic idealism.”4

The New Team at State

Following Hull’s resignation, the President immediately promoted Stettinius 
to the vacated Cabinet post, ending rumors that Sumner Welles, James 
Byrnes, or Henry Wallace were in line for the job, and confirming the view of 
close observers that he intended to retain full control of foreign policy. The 
limited attainments of Edward Stettinius— a genial personality and an unsub- 
tie mind— were widely recognized, but he was in fact well suited for the task 
of selling the United Nations to the American people. A born salesman, he 
understood the importance of generating public support, and his business 
background was reassuring to Republicans in the Congress and thus helpful in 
sustaining a bipartisan approach to international organization.5

Stettinius quickly surprised official Washington by proposing a clean sweep 
of the State Department hierarchy. Except for Dean Acheson, who would be 
retained as the Assistant Secretary for liaison with Congress, there would be an 
entirely new team. Joseph Grew would become Under Secretary, and there 
would be five new Assistant Secretaries: Will Clayton, James Dunn, Nelson 
Rockefeller, Julius Holmes, and Archibald MacLeish. Except for MacLeish, who 
was a former Librarian of Congress and a Pulitzer prize-winning poet, the new 
group was business-oriented and generally conservative, a fact that alarmed lib­
erals. One sarcastic observer called them “a bevy of tycoons surrounding a poet,”
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The new team at the State Department (left right): Will 
Clayton, Dean Acheson, Joseph Grew, Edward Stettinius, 

Archibald MacLeish, Nelson Rockefeller, and James Dunn. 
(Edward R. Stettinius, Jr., Papers, Special Collections 

Department, Manuscripts Division, University o f  
Virginia Library)

and others asserted that they could not possibly work well with Russian Com­
munists or a Labour government in Britain. The confirmation hearings were 
strenuous and occasionally amusing, but in the end the whole team won the 
approval of the Senate. They were all dedicated and able men.6

Even before the new team was assembled, Stettinius had enlisted 
MacLeish to organize a broad campaign of public education and promotion 
to ensure strong support for the United Nations. This was a marked departure 
from traditional State Department activities, but MacLeish carried it off with 
energy and skill, drawing on the wide resources available to him in academic 
circles, magazine and newspaper journalism, book publishing, radio broad­
casting, and Hollywood. Nearly two million copies ot a pamphlet entitled 
“Questions and Answers on the Dumbarton Oaks Proposals” were distributed 
to civic groups throughout the country. MacLeish organized teams of State 
Department experts who gave more than five hundred speeches in six months 
to church, labor, business, and professional leaders in all the major cities. He 
arranged an informal exchange of views between Stettinius and leading writ­
ers and editors, and reinforced this with thorough briefings for the nations
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best-known lecturers on international affairs. He arranged a series of informa­
tive radio lectures over the NBC network and persuaded the movie industry 
to produce a documentary film on the virtues of the United Nations.7

The single aim of this extensive effort was to build sustained public sup­
port for the admittedly less-than-perfect Dumbarton Oaks proposals. Its main 
themes were (1) the impracticality of isolationism in a shrinking world, as evi­
denced by the attack on Pearl Harbor and by new weapons like the German 
V-2 rocket which was even then causing panic and destruction in London, 
and (2) the need to use force to prevent new aggressions. At the same time, 
care was taken to avoid any implication that American sovereignty would be 
compromised. Stettinius called the idea of a superstate “wholly repugnant,” 
and MacLeish said, “The practical choice at this time is clearly between an 
organization of the type proposed at Dumbarton Oaks and international 
anarchy.” At the same time, State Department spokesmen sought to couple 
realism with a sense of pioneering into a new and more hopeful era: if imme­
diate prospects for the United Nations were limited and imperfect, they pro­
jected the expectation that experience with the proposed new forms of inter­
national cooperation would bring lasting peace to future generations.8

There were serious doubters and dissenters, even among convinced inter­
nationalists. In February 1945, the Catholic Association for International Peace 
called the proposals a “death sentence” for small nations, and soon thereafter the 
Catholic bishops warned that the chasm separating the values of democracy and 
Communism made it impossible for the two systems to cooperate within any 
world organization. Religious pacifists inveighed against the emphasis on force 
to maintain the peace and argued for total disarmament as the only road to sal­
vation. To counter these negatives, Senator Ball, acknowledging the many flaws 
in the Dumbarton Oaks proposals, warned against the dangers of perfection­
ism. And a Democratic National Committee handbook put the matter suc- 
cincdy: “Remember that the choice is not between the proposed world organi­
zation and some other one. The choice is between the proposed one and none. 
If Dumbarton Oaks is discarded, we must begin to prepare for World War III.”9

Widening Cracks in the Alliance

Immediately following adjournment of the Dumbarton Oaks Conference, the 
State Department set out to find some new formulation of the veto issue that
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could break the ominous Washington-Moscow deadlock. In November, Stet- 
tinius met with the Senate Committee o f Eight to explain the impasse and 
put forward a new U.S. position: the veto would apply to any proposed action 
for sanctions or force, but could not be used to prohibit the discussion of any 
matter, if seven members of the eleven-member Security Council voted to 
place the matter on the agenda. Senator Vandenberg thought that this com­
promise was an "unconscionable” surrender to the Russians, but nevertheless 
agreed to support it along with his fellow Senators. Further bipartisan consul­
tations led to support for the position by Republican and Democratic leaders 
in the House, and also by Dewey and John Foster Dulles.10

With this encouragement, FDR cabled Stalin on December 5, urging his 
acceptance of the new U.S. proposal, arguing that it was necessary for great 
nations to exhibit "those enduring qualities o f moral leadership which can 
raise the whole level of international relations the world over.” In presenting 
the message, Ambassador Harriman asked for a prompt reply, but Stalin 
waited three weeks before delivering a categorically negative answer. "The 
principle of unity of action must be preserved from the inception of any dis­
pute. . . .  There must be no exceptions . . . otherwise, the entire organization 
would be emasculated.”11

This issue did not, of course, exist in isolation. Since the bitter exchanges 
between Roosevelt and Stalin over the Warsaw uprising in August, the situa­
tion in Eastern Europe had grown more volatile, producing increased tension 
in relations between Russia and the British and Americans, and growing dis­
trust of Russia throughout American and British society. On October 1, Fin­
land and Bulgaria had quit the Axis, and Russian forces had occupied both 
countries. Concurrently the Red Army was invading the Balkans, overrunning 
Estonia, Latvia, and Lithuania, and advancing through Hungary and Yugo­
slavia to the borders of Greece and Turkey. Churchill was suddenly so con­
cerned about control in southeastern Europe that he insisted on an immediate 
Big Three conference, but for FDR, in the midst of a presidential campaign, 
this was a practical impossibility. Churchill thereupon went to see Stalin 
alone, with Ambassador Harriman sitting in as the U.S. observer. Churchill's 
primary aim was to preserve the British position in Greece and to avoid a 
British-Russian collision in the Balkans. Meeting the Moscow dictator, he 
pushed across the table a single half-sheet of paper with a stark handwritten 
list giving Russia 90 percent predominance in Romania and 75 percent in
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Bulgaria, Britain 90 percent in Greece, and dividing Yugoslavia and Hungary 
5 0 -5 0  between Russia and the West. Stalin paused only a moment before 
making a large tick on the paper with a blue pencil and passing it back to 
Churchill. After a long silence, Churchill said, “Might it not be thought rather 
cynical if it seemed we had disposed of these issues, so fateful to millions of 
people, in such an offhand manner?” He proposed to burn the paper. “No, 
you keep it,” said Stalin.12

When informed of this agreement by Churchill, FDR did not object, but 
it did not alleviate his primary concern, which was that the pursuit of tradi­
tional spheres-of-influence diplomacy by both his major allies would deepen 
Americans’ sense of confusion and disillusionment. This, in turn, could revive 
isolationist feelings and thus erode support for the United Nations. Roosevelt 
understood that the balance between isolationist and internationalist senti­
ment remained basically unstable and was unusually sensitive to events, espe­
cially to events which affronted American idealism and distaste for power pol­
itics. The Presidents fears were confirmed when Stalin refused his plea to 
postpone recognition of the Lublin Poles in December, and when Churchill 
sent British troops to Greece to establish a conservative government against 
the armed opposition of Communist-dominated rebels. Churchill’s orders to 
the troop commander— to fire on any armed opposition to British author­
ity— disturbed some Americans. Religious editors decried “the reversion to 
power politics,” and the New Republic feared the shape of the postwar world 
was “being set along the lines of old fashioned imperialism.” Heavy fighting 
ensued in Greece, but Stalin lived up to his October bargain and refused to aid 
the Communist guerrillas.13

Reflecting this uneasiness in public opinion, Senator Ball and his B2-H2 
cosponsors proposed to ask Congress to vote for the immediate creation of a 
United Nations Council, but the President was able to persuade them to 
desist, out of a concern that congressional hearings on the subject would 
inevitably include attacks on Russian and British policy, and thus expose 
severe cracks in the Alliance on the eve of the next round of critical Big Three 
talks. A leading isolationist, Senator Burton Wheeler (D-Montana), had 
already declared Dumbarton Oaks “a grim hoax” that left Russia and Britain 
free “to connive or fight for the spoils.”14

In his State of the Union address on January 6, 1945, the President 
sought to restore a sense of proportion to the debate. Refusing to minimize
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the glaring divisions in the Alliance caused by the emergence of dramatically 
divergent interests and value systems, he pleaded for patience and under­
standing. “We must not let these differences . . .  blind us to our more impor­
tant common and continuing interests in winning the war and building the 
peace.” He denounced imperialism and power politics, but issued a grim 
reminder of what “perfectionism” had cost the nation in 1920. “In our disil­
lusionment after the last war, we gave up the hope of achieving a better peace 
because we had not the courage to fulfill our responsibilities in an admittedly 
imperfect world. We must not let that happen again, or we shall follow the 
same tragic road again— the road to a third world war.”15

The speech had a generally salutary effect on public opinion, and won the 
praise of leading editors and commentators for its historical perspective, firm 
reasoning, and moderation. Polls indicated that 60 percent of the country 
now endorsed participation in the United Nations, even if the new organiza­
tion fell short of satisfying American aims. These responses encouraged the 
President, but he realized that sustained American support for the United 
Nations depended on the outcome of the next Big Three talks. Also, prelimi­
nary planning for the next major conference had brought home to him how 
unbending Stalin could be. He had hoped for a meeting in the Mediterranean, 
but Stalin, pleading ill health, refused to leave the Soviet Union, and urged a 
conference on the Black Sea coast. The dictators insistence coldly ignored all 
considerations of the American President s health and physical limitations and 
his constitutional obligation to remain in contact with the Congress, but FDR 
finally agreed to meet at Yalta on the Crimean coast (February 4 -11 ) follow­
ing his fourth inauguration. When he told Churchill he would stop at Malta 
en route, the Prime Minister cabled, “No more let us falter! From Malta to 
Yalta! Let nobody alter!”16

Yalta

The President recognized the need to resolve four major issues at Yalta: (1) 
agreement on the treatment of a defeated Germany; (2) Russian participation 
in the Pacific war; (3) establishment of the United Nations organization; and 
(4 ) control of Poland. It was apparent that Stalin possessed superior leverage 
on the three latter issues.17

Allied military strategy was generally set, and victories across the globe
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were generating a powerful momentum. In Europe, Paris had been liberated 
the previous August, and the Germans had been driven completely out of 
France by the end of September. The Anglo-American assault on the German 
fortifications known as the Siegfried Line began in October and made steady 
progress until mid-December, when Hider launched a desperate, last-ditch 
counteroffensive in the Ardennes forest which became known as the Batde of 
the Bulge. The Allied forces were caught off guard and suffered their heaviest 
losses of the war, but had regained all the lost ground by the time the Yalta 
talks began. Victory in Europe now appeared imminent, but the Alliance was 
divided by basically different approaches to treatment of the German enemy.18

In the Pacific, American air, sea, and land forces were pushing to the 
threshold of Japans inner citadel. General Douglas MacArthurs large armies 
had landed in the Philippines in October 1944. American B-29 bombers had 
begun heavy raids on Japan in November from the captured island bases of 
Saipan and Tinian. The bloody invasions of Iwo Jima (February 1945) and 
Okinawa (April) were in train. Despite these advances, however, U.S. military 
planners believed that the war against Japan could last for eighteen months 
after Germany surrendered, even with large-scale Russian participation. With­
out the weight of Russian armies to engage 2 million Japanese troops in 
Manchuria, they estimated that the war might last indefinitely, with unbear­
able losses. Because American development of the atomic bomb was not yet 
sufficiently advanced to carry weight in U.S. military calculations, large-scale 
Russian help was considered imperative.19

To bring the United Nations into being, it was necessary to resolve both 
the veto issue and the quixotic matter of Stalins demand for extra seats in the 
General Assembly. As to Poland, FDR understood there was no practical way 
to deny Russian military and political dominance there or throughout Eastern 
Europe— Stalin held the whip hand. The President was accordingly prepared 
to settle for essentially paper agreements that spoke of "self-determination” 
and “free elections”— agreements, that is, aimed at mollifying American opin­
ion and thus preserving American support for the United Nations. FDR had 
no illusions that such words could change the harsh facts or deflect Moscow 
from its determination to exercise total control, but he needed them to obtain 
Senate ratification of a United Nations treaty. U.S. participation and leader­
ship in an operative United Nations was, in his mind, the supreme key to 
peace.20
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Sir Alexander Cadogan, W. Averell 
Harriman, and Anthony Eden on board 

the U.S.S. Quincy, en route to Yalta in late 
January 1945. (Courtesy Franklin Roosevelt 

Library)

Regarding Yalta, Churchill told Harry Hopkins in late January that ten 
years of research could not have unearthed a worse place to meet. He himself 
planned to counter the typhus and lice that thrived there by bringing an ade­
quate supply of whiskey. The retreating German Army had generally stripped 
the city and inflicted heavy structural damage. The American delegation was 
lodged in the Lavadia Palace, a fifty-room summer house built for Czar 
Nicholas in 1910 on a bluff overlooking the Black Sea. It offered beautiful vis­
tas and extensive gardens, but its furnishings had come hastily from the Hotel 
Metropole in Moscow and it possessed only one bathroom, which was a part 
of the President s commodious first-floor suite. There was no shortage of bed­
bugs, which bit ministers, generals, butlers, and privates alike with a total dis­
regard for rank.-1

On February 6. the third day of the conference, Stettinius presented the 
new American proposal for resolving the veto deadlock, after surmounting 
several earlier obstacles. On the sea voyage from Norfolk, Virginia, to Malta, 
he had to deflect an effort by James Byrnes to revert to the earlier formula 
under which no party to a dispute could exercise a veto. On arriving in Yalta 
he discovered that Churchill agreed with Stalin that the veto power should be
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absolute. To turn the Prime Minister around required the support of Anthony 
Eden, who told Churchill blundy that if the Big Three insisted on an absolute 
veto, the smaller nations would refuse to participate and there would be no 
United Nations.22

The first Russian reaction to the American proposal was flady negative, 
but Molotov announced acceptance the next day, as Stettinius grinned hap­
pily. Molotov further sweetened the spoon by announcing that Russia had also 
reduced its demand for extra seats in the General Assembly— from sixteen to 
three, “or at least two,” of the Soviet Republics: the Ukraine, White Russia, 
and Lithuania. FDR, who had told both Stettinius and the Senate Committee 
of Eight that he was “unalterably opposed” to any extra seats, suggested that 
the question be left for decision by the U.N. organizing conference, but Stalin 
refused. The matter was then referred to the three foreign ministers, who met 
for an hour and proposed that the United States and Britain ask the U.N. 
organizing conference to grant General Assembly membership to the Ukraine 
and White Russia.23

All three heads of state agreed to the proposal, but even this did not end 
the bizarre episode. Byrnes was so upset by this concession and so fearful of its 
negative impact on domestic politics that he persuaded FDR, on the last day 
of the conference, to ask his Russian and British counterparts to support a 
future American request for three votes in the General Assembly. In an exer­
cise that had now descended to ward-level political logrolling, they agreed to 
do so.24

The conference failed to resolve basic differences of approach to the treat­
ment of Germany, but FDR agreed to equip eight additional French divisions 
and to provide a French zone of occupation in Germany, in order to avoid a 
potential power vacuum if, as he believed, it turned out that American public 
opinion would not support “an appreciable American force in Europe” for 
more than two years. Stalin confirmed that Russia would enter the war against 
Japan within three months after Germany’s surrender, but only in return for 
major concessions, including control of Outer Mongolia, transfer of the 
Kurile Islands from Japan, return of the southern half of Sakhalin Island, and 
extensive rights to railroads and harbors in Manchuria. On Poland, instead of 
accommodating the Anglo-American desire for a coalition of London and 
Lublin Poles, which would have greatly helped Roosevelts domestic political 
problem, Stalin agreed only to a “reorganization” of the Lublin group into a
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provisional government, coupled with a vague promise of later “free” elec­
tions. When Admiral Leahy saw this formulation, he said, “Mr. President, this 
is so elastic that the Russians can stretch it all the way from Yalta to Washing­
ton without technically breaking it.” FDR replied, “I know, Bill— I know it. 
But its the best I can do for Poland at this time.”25

W ith decisions taken on all the major issues, there was no difficulty in 
agreeing that the United States should host an organizing conference to 
launch the United Nations, in late April. Various sites were under considera­
tion, but on February 9 Stettinius awoke with a vision o f San Francisco. “I 
saw golden sunshine, and as I lay there on the shores of the Black Sea in the 
Crimea, I could almost feel the fresh and invigorating air from the Pacific.”26 
On February 10, just before the final dinner, the President announced that the 
organizing conference would be held in San Francisco in the spring. Stet­
tinius, Eden, and Molotov raised their glasses of vodka in a toast to success, 
while the three heads of state beamed their approval.27

As the conference ended, the mood of the U.S. delegation was one of 
exhilaration and confidence. “We really believed in our hearts that this was the 
dawn of the new day we had been praying for,” Hopkins said later. The Rus­
sians had proved that they could be “reasonable and frrseeing,” and everyone 
in the delegation from FDR on down was confident o f getting along with 
them peacefully “for as far into the future as anyone could imagine.”28

The final communiqué, naturally designed to put the best free on the 
conference decisions, said that the Big Three would occupy Germany after the 
war and stamp out every trace of Nazism; “free” elections would ensure 
“democratic” governments in Eastern Europe; all nations who had signed the 
United Nations Declaration would be invited to a conference at San Francisco 
on April 25; an agreement had been reached on a voting formula for the Secu­
rity Council, but would not be disclosed until approved by the other perma­
nent member, China, and also by France— a potential permanent member. 
There was no mention of Stalins agreement to enter the war against Japan, 
nor of the large concessions (many at the expense of China) granted to Rus­
sia for this commitment. Nor was there any hint of the deal on extra seats in 
the General Assembly. On this last matter, FDR was almost obsessively con­
cerned about secrecy, insisting on personally explaining the concession to 
Congressional leaders before it became public knowledge.29

The initial press comments, based on the Yalta communiqué, were
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FDR at Yalta, February 1945. 
(Courtesy Franklin Roosevelt Library)

euphoric. Tim e ran a picture of Roosevelt and Stalin with the caption “Eight 
Great Days on the Russian Riviera.”30 N ew sw eek asserted that no citizen of 
Russia, Britain, or America “could complain that his country had been sold 
down the river.”31 Clark Eichelberger, head of the United Nations Association, 
said that the results of the conference “have surpassed the hopes of the idealists 
and to a great extent confounded the cynics.”32 Numerous Republicans, includ­
ing Herbert Hoover, made favorable comments. Senator Vandenberg, less 
impressed, complained about the ambiguities of the Polish agreement.33

The President enjoyed a leisurely and restful voyage home aboard the 
cruiser U.S.S. Q uincy, but the trip was marred by the death en route of his 
appointments secretary, “Pa” Watson, who succumbed to a heart attack.34 On 
the advice of Byrnes and Vice President Truman, he decided to make his 
report to the American people by addressing a joint session of Congress on
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March 1. For the first time ever, he addressed the legislators sitting down, in a 
plush chair in the well of the House, for which he asked the indulgence of his 
listeners by saying it "makes it a lot easier for me” not to have to stand (in 
ten-pound leg braces)— also, that he had "just completed a fourteen-thou- 
sand-mile trip.” A packed chamber gave him a standing ovation, but was 
shocked by how thin and aged he appeared, despite a good tan from the 
weeks at sea. He spoke for nearly an hour in an informal, chatty manner, but 
his speech was halting, and he slurred some words. His right hand trembled, 
making it necessary for him to turn the pages of his speech awkwardly with 
his left hand.35

Calling the Yalta Conference a turning point— "I hope in our history and 
therefore in the history of the world”— FDR said that whether it could bring 
forth lasting results "lies to a great extent in your hands.” The Senate and the 
American people would soon face "a great decision that will determine the fate 
of the United Sutes— and of the world— for generations to come.” Everyone 
should understand there was no middle ground. "We shall have to take the 
responsibility for world collaboration, or we shall have to bear the responsibil­
ity for another world conflict.” The Yalta agreements "ought” to spell the end 
of unilateral actions, exclusive alliances, spheres of influence, and balances of 
power that "have been tried for centuries— and have always failed.” It was 
time to substitute "a universal organization,” and the President was confident 
that the Congress and the American people would accept the Yalu agreements 
as laying the foundations of "a permanent structure of peace.”36

In private, Roosevelt was less confident. When Adolf Berle, who dis­
trusted Russian intentions, questioned him on the achievements of the con­
ference, he threw up his arms and said, "Adolf, I didn’t say the result was good. 
I said it was the best I could do.” The agreement on Poland was entirely 
dependent on Stalins word, for there was no practical way to confront Rus­
sian power in Eastern Europe. In part, this stance was dictated by the basic 
need for Russian military cooperation to finish the war against Germany and 
then join the war against Japan; in larger pan it reflected FDR’s judgment that 
establishing the United Nations organization was the overarching strategic 
goal, the absolute first priority. He faced, as he viewed it, a delicate problem of 
balance. To prevent a U.S. reversion to isolationism after the war, U.S. partic­
ipation in a new world organization was the sine qua non, but the United 
Nations could not be brought into being without genuine Russian coopera-
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tion, and that depended on Western accommodation to unpalatable manifes­
tations of the Soviet Communist system in Eastern Europe.37

Roosevelt's Final Crisis

Following the Yalta Conference, polls showed that Americans who favored 
U.S. participation in the United Nations had risen from 60 to 80 percent, and 
that those “satisfied” with Allied cooperation had increased from 46 to 64 per­
cent. At the same time, only 30 percent had heard of the Dumbarton Oaks 
proposals, and 38 percent thought another war was likely within twenty-five 
years. FDR was thus keenly aware that mass enthusiasm for a new world order 
rested on a shaky base, but he was determined to minimize official expressions 
of doubt as events moved toward the consequential organizing conference in 
San Francisco.38

While still at Yalta, the President and Stettinius had agreed on the 
makeup of the American delegation to San Francisco. It would consist of 
seven persons, with an emphasis on congressional and bipartisan representa­
tion: Senators Tom Connally and Arthur Vandenberg; Representatives Sol 
Bloom (D-New York) and Charles Eaton (R-New Jersey); Virginia Gilder- 
sleeve, dean of Barnard College; and Lieutenant Commander Harold Stassen. 
The Secretary of State would chair the delegation. FDR, who disliked Van­
denberg, preferred Senator Warren Austin (R-Vermont), but Stettinius con­
vinced him that Vandenberg was the pivotal Republican figure. As chairman 
of the House Foreign Affairs Committee, Bloom was hard to ignore, but he 
was brash and superficial; Eaton was too old and infirm to be very helpful. 
Gildersleeve, intelligent and resourceful, had been involved in both official 
and private postwar planning since 1942. Stassen, the thirty-seven-year-old 
former governor of Minnesota, was a liberal Republican and firm interna­
tionalist who reflected the views of millions of young Americans in the armed 
forces. After Vandenberg s request to name John Foster Dulles as his chief aide 
was finessed, Dulles was invited to serve as nonpartisan adviser to the entire 
delegation.39

Stettinius revealed the agreed voting formula for the Security Council, as 
approved at Yalta, in a speech delivered in Mexico City on March 5, and it was 
broadly accepted. Dulles called it a “statesmanlike solution to a knotty prob­
lem.”40 To the New Republic it merely reflected the reality that any attempt to
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Lieutenant Commander Harold Stassen, former governor o f  
Minnesota, was appointed by FDR as a U.S. delegate to the 

San Francisco conference.

impose sanctions on major powers “undoubtedly means war.” Isolationists 
who continued to posture against the “undemocratic” nature of any veto were 
reminded by a conservative columnist that they were also adamant to defend 
American sovereignty, which was the precise purpose of the veto. In logic, 
they couldn’t have it both ways.41

Members of the American delegation had no objections to the voting for­
mula, but they were appalled when the President, in his second meeting with 
them on March 23, revealed the deal to support the Russian request for two 
extra votes in the General Assembly and Stalin’s willingness to back a similar 
American bid. They listened in stunned silence as FDR explained, uncon­
vincingly, that they were not legally bound by the commitment, that the final 
decision was up to them. This effort to “stack” the Assembly “will raise hell,” 
Vandenberg recorded in his diary, and “could easily dynamite San Francisco— 
or subsequent Senate approval of the entire treaty.”4-1

Some disenchanted delegate then leaked the story, which appeared on 
March 29 on the from page of the N e w  York Herald- lribune. The revelation
provoked a firestorm of harsh criticism and anguished disbelief, causing chaos 
among the press secretaries at the White House and the State Department, 
few of whom knew the facts and none of whom was authorized to make a 
statement. The President, passing through Washington from Hyde Park en
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route to Warm Springs, Georgia, for the last time, finally authorized confir­
mation of the story. But he stressed that the “ultimate decision” rested with 
the San Francisco conference and that the United States had an equal claim 
to extra seats. O n April 2, Stettinius persuaded the President to announce 
that the United States would not seek extra seats at San Francisco, a renun­
ciation that Vandenberg and others strongly urged— but the damage had 
been done. A hitherto supportive press now reverted to cynicism. The Big 
Three had “practiced to deceive their Allies and the world,” said Time, and 
Arthur Krock asked the question that would haunt the Democrats for years 
afterward: “What will be the date-line on the leak of the next Yalta secret?”43 
In the wake of this embarrassing episode, a rash of press stories suggested 
that the Administration was planning to postpone the San Francisco confer­
ence, but Stettinius confirmed that the meeting would open as scheduled on 
April 25.

Although the President sought to shrug off this episode as a matter of no 
importance— the General Assembly “is an investigatory body only”— his 
insensitivity deepened the doubts and weakened the fragile hopes of millions 
who yearned, however unrealistically, for a new organization based on the 
principle of equality for all nations, large and small. In tactical terms, it would 
have been better to have disclosed the deal immediately after Yalta where its 
negative aspects might have been readily absorbed by the larger positive points 
of the communiqué. Why did he delay? A reasonable inference is that he was 
made hesitant by the discouraging indication in mid-March that Gromyko 
rather than Molotov would head the Russian delegation to San Francisco, a 
clear sign that Stalin attached diminishing importance to the organizing con­
ference. Taken together with other evidence of growing Russian intransigence 
and hostility— in barring all non-Lublin Poles from participating in a new 
Polish regime, in purging and deporting non-Communists in Rumania, in 
accusing the British and Americans of negotiating the surrender of Italian 
troops “behind the back of the Soviet Union”— FDR apparently decided not 
to reveal an awkward concession to Russian sensibilities that he had felt it nec­
essary to make in the context of give-and-take at Yalta. Whatever the ratio­
nale, Robert Sherwood thought that it was the kind of political mistake that 
Roosevelt usually left to his opponents.44

Denied any chance to reduce his workload by the crushing pressures of 
post-Yalta events, an exhausted FDR went to Warm Springs on March 29 to
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rest and try to regain some measure of his strength. He had lost more weight, 
his color was poor, and his attention span grew shorter daily. On March 30, 
William Hassett, who had succeeded “Pa” Watson as appointments secretary, 
anxiously informed FDR’s doctor that “He is slipping away from us and no 
earthly power can keep him here.” The doctor’s prognosis was less dire, but he 
admitted that the patient was “in a precarious condition.” On April 6, the 
President asked Archibald MacLeish to prepare a speech which he intended to 
make to the opening session of the San Francisco conference. But on April 12, 
about one-fifteen P.M., as he sat perusing documents and posing for a portrait, 
FDR pressed his left hand to his temple, complained of “a terrific headache,” 
and slumped in his chair. He had suffered a massive cerebral hemorrhage, and 
efforts to revive him were unavailing.4'

The nation and much of the world went into mourning. Churchill felt as 
if he had been struck a physical blow. Stalin, who received the news with 
apparently genuine distress, held Harriman’s hand for more than thirty sec­
onds before inviting the Ambassador to sit down. Chiang Kai-shek left his 
breakfast untouched to pray. Goebbels told Hitler, “My Führer, I congratulate 
you. Roosevelt is dead. It is written in the stars that the second half of April



An Unsettling Winter 183

will be the turning point for us.” To internationalists, the fallen leader 
promptly became a martyr and symbol of their cause. Intoned the New 
Republic, “Franklin Roosevelt at rest in Hyde Park is a more powerful force for 
Americas participation in a world organization than was President Roosevelt 
in the White House.”46



Contention and Compromise 
at San Francisco

The new American President, Harry S Truman, promptly 
ended press speculation that the San Francisco conference 
would be postponed owing to FDR’s death. It would be 
Feld “as President Roosevelt had directed,” and Secretary of 
State Stettinius added that the United States would press 
toward “the establishment of a world organization endowed 
with the strength to keep the peace for generations.” Tru­
man was a convinced internationalist who believed that the 
United States could not evade the responsibilities of its 
abundant power. He had been a key supporter of the B2- 
H2 resolution in the Senate, and as Vice President had said 
in a radio address of February 23, 1945, that “America can 
no longer sit smugly behind a mental Maginot Line.”'

As the 282 delegates from forty-six nations began gath­
ering at San Francisco for the April 25 conference, it was 
clear that Big Three relations had never been more tense or 
strained, and that many small nations were strongly op­
posed to the concentration of power granted to the perma­
nent members of the Security Council by the proposals 
before them. It was evident that major issues would have to 
be resolved or compromised both among the permanent 
five and between them collectively and the smaller nations, 
if the conference were to succeed. These questions included 
control of Poland, the extent of the veto power, the author-

184
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ity of the General Assembly, and the extra General Assembly seats for White 
Russia and the Ukraine. Taking no chances, the United States used electronic 
intelligence to intercept the diplomatic messages of all the foreign delegations 
(except Britain and Russia) at San Francisco. Washington thus had advance 
knowledge of the negotiating positions of the participating nations. It used 
this information to set the agenda, guide the debate, and press for a U.N. 
Charter that was consistent with the U.S. blueprint.2

The mood at the conference opening was subdued, even grim; there were 
no bands or gala ceremonies, and the onlookers who crowded the streets out­
side the San Francisco Opera House were solemn and quiet. President Truman 
decided not to attend the opening session, but addressed the delegates by 
radio, welcoming them to America and encouraging them in their momen­
tous task: “We must build a new world,” he told them, “a for better world— 
one in which the eternal dignity of man is respected.”3

Organizing the Conference

Before any substantive issues could be addressed, however, the conference 
was forced to deal with another Russian surprise— the assertion that equality 
among the four sponsoring powers required that there be four presidents of 
the conference. To underline his demand, Soviet Foreign Minister V. M. 
Molotov threatened to go home unless his view prevailed. This ploy alarmed 
the American delegates, who saw it as an effort to set a precedent for perma­
nent multiple management of the United Nations organization. Stettinius 
told President Truman that, if Molotovs view prevailed, it might be impossi­
ble to establish a single U.N. Secretary General. Fortunately, British Foreign 
Secretary Anthony Eden broke the deadlock by proposing that there be four 
presidents, but that Stettinius should double as “chairman of the presidents.” 
Molotovs prompt acceptance of this artful diplomatic device suggested that 
Moscow’s concern for equality was mainly symbolic, for it left management of 
the conference largely in American hands.4

A Steering Committee composed of the chairman of each national dele­
gation was then formed, together with a smaller Executive Committee of four­
teen delegation heads including the five permanent members of the Security 
Council. In practice, most of the critical decisions were taken by the Big Five
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Soviet Foreign Minister V. M. Molotov and Ambassador 
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in the Secretary of State’s penthouse atop the Fairmont Hotel, after consulta­
tion with selected chairmen of other delegations.

This concentration of power caused widespread discontent among the 
many smaller delegations, for whom the Australian Foreign Minister, Herbert 
Evatt, soon made himself the most visible and disputatious spokesman. In 
collaboration with New Zealand, F'vatt introduced a resolution requiring 
General Assembly concurrence before the Security Council could take en­
forcement action, except in cases of “extreme emergency.” He also champi­
oned a veto-free process for amending the U.N. Charter.' But Stettinius, 
whose marching orders from Truman were to establish the United Nations as 
swiftly as possible as a principal vehicle of U.S. foreign policy, proved to be a 
tough and resourceful conference manager who never hesitated to exert what-
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ever pressures were necessary to hold the delegations in line and keep the pro­
ceedings moving toward the realization of American objectives. At one point, 
he persuaded Truman to ask the Australian prime minister to rein in the out­
spoken Evatt.6

Poland

On Poland, the Yalta agreement provided for the establishment of a new and 
mutually acceptable provisional government, in which the London Poles 
would be represented, even though the Lublin Poles would predominate. The 
Western powers had hoped that such a government could be formed by 
March 5, in time to be invited to San Francisco, but when the deadline passed 
without any progress, no invitation was issued to Poland. Russian displeasure 
at this rebuff had been signaled by the announcement that Gromyko, not 
Molotov, would head the Moscow delegation, which threw sudden cold water 
on the prospect for Russian cooperation at San Francisco.7

Churchill had sent a sour cable to FDR, saying that Molotovs withdrawal 
"leaves a bad impression on me.” Did it mean that the Russians were "going to 
run out,” or were they “trying to blackmail us”? The cable reaffirmed that the 
Dumbarton Oaks proposals rested on the concept of Great Power unity, but 
there was no unity on Poland, "which is, after all, a major problem of the 
postwar settlement.” Were the Great Powers then in the position of “building 
the whole structure of future world peace on foundations of sand”? Sharing 
the Prime Ministers frustration, but recognizing his limited leverage, FDR 
had tried a soft approach to Stalin, expressing the hope that Molotov might at 
least attend "the vital opening sessions” at San Francisco, as his total absence 
would be construed as a lack of Russian interest in “the great objectives of this 
conference.” This plea did not move Stalin, nor did a joint Anglo-American 
appeal which stressed that failure to agree on Poland could gravely imperil 
“any real chance of getting the world organization established on lines that 
will commend themselves to our respective public opinions.”8

It took Roosevelts death on April 12 to bring about a change in Moscow’s 
position on the level of Russian representation at San Francisco. When a 
somber Stalin had asked Harriman what might be done to ease U.S.-Russian 
relations, the Ambassador replied that it would be a good thing to send Molo­
tov to San Francisco. Stettinius followed with an invitation for Molotov to
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attend a pre-conference meeting in Washington of the Big Three foreign min­
isters. Stalin accepted both of these suggestions.

Russian amiability did not last long, however, or extend beyond matters 
of procedure. Only a few days after FDR’s death, Moscow blatandy asked the 
United States to invite the Lublin Poles to San Francisco as the officially rec­
ognized Polish Government. As there had been no attempt to form a provi­
sional coalition with the non-Communist London faction, as agreed at Yalta, 
the U.S. response was a categorical rejection. The State Department declared 
publicly: “Poland is a member of the United Nations, and of right should be 
at San Francisco. However, the view of the United States Government 
remains that an invitation to the Conference at San Francisco should be 
extended only to a Provisional Government of National Unity formed in 
accordance with the Crimea agreement.”9

Undeterred, the Russians officially recognized the Lublin faction and 
signed a treaty of mutual assistance on April 22, the very day that Molotov 
arrived in Washington. Bolstered by strong warnings from Harriman of Rus­
sia’s predatory drive in Eastern Europe— “We must clearly recognize that the 
Soviet program is the establishment of totalitarianism, ending personal liberty 
and democracy as we know and respect it”— the fledgling American President 
and his advisers met with the Russian foreign minister in the Oval Office. Tru­
man told Molotov that, while he desired progress on Poland, he would recog­
nize no government that failed to provide free elections. When Molotov began 
to argue that Allied unity required that the Big Three governments treat each 
other as equals, and that the London Poles had worked against the Red Army, 
Truman cut him short. He was not interested in propaganda, he said. The 
United Sutes was prepared to carry out all agreements reached at Yalta, and 
he expected Russia to do the same. According to Charles E. Bohlen, Molotov 
turned “ashy” and tried to divert the talk to another subject, but Truman 
ended the meeting with a brusque request that the U.S. views be promptly 
conveyed to Stalin. Secretary of War Stimson and General Marshall, who 
were concerned about assuring Russian entrance into the Japanese war, 
reacted uneasily to the vigor of the new President’s confrontational stance. 
Even Harriman was slightly taken aback. The Polish question remained in 
deadlock.10
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The X Matter and Argentina

The United States had pledged in the Yalta agreements to support General 
Assembly membership for White Russia and the Ukraine, and was now eager 
to honor this commitment as a means of pressuring Russia to meet its own 
Yalta commitments— especially with regard to Poland. But there lurked in the 
background the prospect that the Latin American delegations would refuse to 
vote with the U.S. on this issue, unless there was also strong American support 
for the admission of Argentina. The Buenos Aires government, which had 
maintained a pro-Hitler neutrality throughout the war, posed a serious politi­
cal problem for Washington, for Americans generally regarded it as an enemy 
state. Truman wanted to postpone the issue and was opposed to allowing 
Argentina to sign the Declaration by United Nations, even after it declared 
war on the Axis belatedly on March 27, 1945.11

Molotov, however, insisted on placing the White Russia/Ukraine issue on 
the agenda of the first Steering Committee meeting on April 26, and moved 
for the election of both republics, in accordance with the Yalta decisions. The 
American, British, and Chinese delegates supported the motion, a few others 
spoke favorably, and it was unanimously approved. Molotov then asked that 
these two “sovereign” entities be invited to the conference. At that point, the 
Colombian delegate objected to immediate action and won sufficient support 
to have the question referred to the smaller Executive Committee for further 
consideration.12

Molotov had temporarily overreached, but only on the secondary ques­
tion of whether the two Soviet republics should be invited to the confer­
ence— they had already been accepted for General Assembly membership. He 
then further roiled the situation by pressing the provocative issue of Poland. 
Czech Foreign Minister Jan Masaryk, obviously speaking at Russia’s behest, 
urged that the Lublin Poles also be invited to the conference. This was a clear 
violation of the Yalta agreements, and a proposal put forward with the knowl­
edge that the United States and Britain were categorically opposed. An agi­
tated Senator Arthur Vandenberg quickly passed Stettinius a proposed rejoin­
der, and the Secretary of State accepted it without hesitation and used it to 
respond to Molotov “with great emphasis.” Stettinius said, “I remind the Con­
ference that we have just honored our own Yalta engagements on behalf of 
Russia,” but the creation of “a new and representative Polish Provisional Gov-
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ernment” is an equal obligation of the Yalta participants. "Until that happens, 
it would be a sordid exhibit of bad faith” to recognize the Lublin Poles. Eden 
staunchly supported Stettinius. Molotov had overreached again, but had also 
succeeded in partially linking Poland with the question of Argentina and the 
two Soviet republics.13

Two days later, on April 28, a committee of foreign ministers from Mex­
ico, Chile, Brazil, and Venezuela urged that Argentina be invited to San Fran­
cisco with Russian support, in the same spirit o f cooperation as the Latin 
American delegates had shown in supporting General Assembly membership 
for White Russia and the Ukraine. But Molotov declared that the admission 
of “fascist” Argentina was hardly comparable— the Soviet republics, he 
declared, had fought “heroically” against the common enemy, whereas 
Argentina had helped the Axis; it would be an “incomprehensible” action 
unless Poland were also invited. The foreign ministers reminded him that the 
Polish question was in the hands of the Big Three— beyond the jurisdiction 
of the conference— and strongly hinted that they would vote against an invi­
tation to the Soviet republics if Argentina were not also invited. Molotov 
refused to budge, which moved the deadlocked question to the smaller Exec­
utive Committee.14

The Latin American resistance to inviting the Soviet republics forced the 
United States to make a categorical commitment to Argentina, as it could not 
deliver on its Yalta commitment to support the two Soviet republics without 
the help of Latin American votes. After further negotiation, invitations to all 
three nations were approved at a plenary session of the conference, but not 
before Molotov delivered another lengthy anti-Argentina speech, this time in 
a public forum. The approval was the work of Stettinius and Nelson Rocke­
feller, the State Department Coordinator of Latin American Affairs. As Wal­
ter Lippmann noted, these two men forged a “solid block” of twenty Latin 
American votes that enabled them to “steamroller” the opposition, but there 
was widespread public sympathy for Molotovs arguments, and this provided 
the Russian delegation with a temporary public relations victory.15

Liberal elements of the American press expressed concern about the 
threat to U.S.-Soviet relations created by the “reprehensible” American effort 
to “force” the admission of a “fascist” state on the United Nations.16 Senators 
Carl Hatch and Joseph H. Ball, both strong U.N. supporters, termed the 
action “a cynical repudiation” of the cause for which the Allies were fight-
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ing. From retirement, Hull denounced the decision and privately blamed 
Stettinius.17

On balance, however, the showdown on Argentina helped to clear the 
diplomatic air. Russia was impressed by the U.S. determination to muster sup­
port for its objectives. Molotov thereafter avoided public confrontation and 
showed himself more ready to debate issues without rancor. Stettinius was 
proving to be a surprisingly able diplomat, working smoothly to preserve the 
fragile unity of the sponsoring powers, but ever ready to be blunt and stub­
born with Russia, Britain, and the smaller nations in defense of U.S. objec­
tives. The principal American goal was to bring the United Nations into being 
without delay and with the hill participation of the Big Three. President Tru­
man was scheduled to meet with Churchill and Stalin at Potsdam in August, 
and he wanted the San Francisco conference brought to a successful close 
before he tackled serious and growing tensions in the wartime alliance.18

No one had any illusions about the growing tensions. On May 3, the 
British learned that the Russians had arrested sixteen Polish leaders of the 
London regime who had gone to Moscow to negotiate, and intended to put 
them on trial for aiding the Nazis. Eden and Stettinius bluntly denounced the 
Russian government for betraying its obligation to treat the negotiators 
decendy. The issue of Poland remained in bitter contention between East and 
West.19

Four-Power Amendments

On May 2, Eden, Molotov, Stettinius, and Chinese Foreign Minister T. V. 
Soong began two days of continuous meetings to consider and agree upon 
amendments to the Dumbarton Oaks proposals that the Big Four would sub­
mit to the conference. U.S. amendments included proposals urged on the del­
egation by James Shotwell and Clark Eichelberger for a declaration on human 
rights in the charter and a broadening of the Economic and Social Council to 
include a commission on human rights. These were approved by the four for­
eign ministers, along with twenty-five other amendments. None of them 
changed the fundamental nature of the proposed United Nations organiza­
tion, but all tended to make it more open and democratic.20

On May 5, Stettinius met with the full group of private American experts 
organized by Shotwell and Eichelberger to thank them for their contributions,
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calm their anxiety about the evident discord in Big Three relations, and urge 
upon them a sense of proportion. It was a notable performance. “Regardless 
of any situation,” he told them, “we must succeed at San Francisco in agreeing 
on the foundation and framework, and building on that. Let us get over this 
hurdle, and get unanimity on the basic thinking of a world organization; then 
let us take up these world political problems, one by one, as we come to 
them.”21

The Recurrent Regional Impulse

To understand the next major difficulty that confronted the San Francisco 
conference, it is necessary to summarize developments and decisions that took 
place three months earlier at a Pan-American conference held in Mexico City 
(February 21 to March 5). Stettinius had gone directly from Yalta to Mexico 
to urge hemispheric support for the Dumbarton Oaks proposals, and to make 
sure that six of the Latin American nations (who were considered “associate” 
U.N. members, even though they had declared their “nonbelligerency” in the 
war) would be eligible to participate at San Francisco. The latter aim was met 
when all six declared war on the Axis before March 1. (Argentina, which had 
declared “neutrality” and was considered pro-Nazi, did not declare war until 
March 27.)22

A complementary U.S. aim was to achieve a moderate strengthening of 
the Pan-American system by providing machinery for handling the “peaceful 
settlement of disputes” and for assuming “initial responsibility” for enforcing 
peace in the hemisphere, consistent with the authority of the U.N. Security 
Council. According to the Dumbarton Oaks proposals, regional organizations 
could take enforcement action only after being authorized to do so by the 
Security Council.

The United States understood that the Latin Americans were anxious to 
strengthen the autonomy of regional organizations, but Stettinius and his col­
leagues were “astonished" to find that they now wanted to establish a full- 
fledged regional security system to deal with threats from both within and 
outside the hemisphere; moreover, they wanted this to be essentially indepen­
dent of the U.N., and to be put in place speedily, in order to present the San 
Francisco conference with a fait accompli. In short, the Latin nations, which 
had historically viewed the Monroe Doctrine as “a sort of club over their
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heads” held by their large northern neighbor, were now not only willing but 
eager to participate fully in hemisphere defense. The principal cause of this 
dramatic shift was their growing fear of Communism. They were concerned 
that, if exclusive jurisdiction for keeping the peace were vested in the Security 
Council, it would open a Pandoras box of outside interference in Latin Amer­
ica, especially of Communist infiltration.23

In one sense, the United States was pleased by the new Latin American 
stance, but it presented two serious problems: first, it raised again the inher­
ently difficult question of whether the U.S. President could deploy American 
armed forces on behalf of a regional security system without approval in each 
case by the Congress; second, it presented the disturbing likelihood that a rel­
atively autonomous security system in the Western Hemisphere would 
encourage the creation of similar systems in other regions, resulting in a seri­
ous erosion of the central authority of the United Nations. This eleventh- 
hour Latin American challenge revived the debates of 1942 and 1943 when 
Sumner Welles and Winston Churchill advanced approaches to collective 
security based on the primacy of regional organizations that were rejected by 
Roosevelt, Hull, and senior officials in both the State Department and the 
Foreign Office.24

The situation revealed at Mexico City thus presented a dilemma of some 
consequence and demanded a prompt solution that would reconcile the global 
and regional approaches. After long negotiations outside the formal proceed­
ings of the conference, and with FDR’s final approval, an agreement known as 
the Act of Chapultepec (named for the castle where the negotiations were 
conducted) was reached. The key provision, inherited from conferences at 
Buenos Aires in 1936 and Lima in 1938, stated that an attack on one state in 
the hemisphere would be considered an attack on all and would demand 
immediate collective consultation, but it fell short of requiring an automatic 
military response. Moreover, the agreement would apply only until the end of 
the war; thereafter, new arrangements would be negotiated.25

The State Department believed that the Chapultepec negotiations had 
laid to rest the issue of Latin American security, but a new “regional” crisis 
now descended on the San Francisco conference. One of the charter amend­
ments put forward by the four sponsoring powers exempted Russia from 
Security Council jurisdiction, if Moscow decided that it was necessary to 
invoke its bilateral treaties with several Eastern European countries against
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renewed German aggression. Molotov had argued that, until the U.N. could 
demonstrate its ability to prevent a German resurgence, Russia must be free to 
take direct enforcement action without prior U.N. authorization. Debate 
among the sponsoring powers had narrowed the exemption to “measures 
against enemy states in the war” or measures “in regional arrangements 
directed against renewal o f aggressive policy on the pan of such states”— and 
only until the United Nations was charged by its members with “the responsi­
bility for preventing further aggression.”26

Although this amendment applied only to cunent enemy sutes and only 
for a transitional period, the Latin American delegates reacted with anger and 
resentment. That Russia should be granted an exemption for enforcement 
action in Eastern Europe, while no similar special arrangement would be 
accorded the Pan-American system, seemed an outrageous case of unequal 
treatment. Colombian Foreign Minister Alberto Lleras Camargo charged that, 
as things now stood, all regional arrangements were at the mercy of the per­
manent members of the Security Council; in future disputes within Latin 
America, the contending parties would be forced to seek the support of a per­
manent member who could veto adverse U.N. action, and this would lead 
ineviubly to outside interference in hemisphere affairs “to an extent which has 
never happened before.” He complained to Leo Pasvolsky, special assistant to 
the Secretary of Sute, that the United Sutes was trying to scuttle the Act of 
Chapultepec. This was hardly the case, but the Latin Americans were moved 
by their resentment of Molotovs rude behavior and their mounting fear of 
Communism.27

When Pasvolsky advised Stettinius that his efforts to mediate Latin Amer­
ican concerns had failed, because they wanted a regional bloc “completely free 
of world arrangements,” the Secretary’s inclination was to override their objec­
tions with a demonstration of firm Big Three solidarity. But this tactic was 
tripped up by the volatility of domestic politics. Nelson Rockefeller, who per­
ceived an explosive state of mind in the Latin American delegations, talked to 
Vandenberg, and the Senator wrote a letter to Stettinius. In it he warned that, 
unless new ways were found to safeguard the Pan-American system, the Mon­
roe Doctrine would be undermined and that would pose “a threat to Senate 
confirmation of the entire San Francisco Charter.” Stettinius was irriuted by 
Rockefellers initiative and angered by the Senators letter, but Vandenbergs 
political clout could not be ignored.28
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The ensuing debate in the hill delegation on May 7 found the U.S. offi­
cials still troubled and divided. Vandenberg proposed an addition to the 
“Russian exemption” amendment which would give a similar specific exemp­
tion to the Act of Chapultepec, and this was supported by several. But John 
Foster Dulles thought that too much insistence on an explicit exemption for 
the Pan-American system could create trouble in Europe. Russia, he predicted, 
would agree to a U.S. demand for exempting a regional security system in the 
Americas, but would use this to justify excluding the U.N.— and the United 
States— from influence in Europe. Pasvolsky agreed with Dulles that a strong 
United Nations with global jurisdiction was the best available vehicle for deal­
ing effectively with Russia’s intertwined national and ideological ambitions; 
moreover, that any more exemptions for regional arrangements would feed the 
demand for them, which in turn would destroy the credibility of the global 
organization.29

W ith the U.S. delegation thus deeply divided, Stettinius met on May 8 
with a group of Latin American leaders who were entirely united— “resolute,” 
in the words of their joint statement, “that they must not sacrifice the Ameri­
can system.”30 A damp fog swirling outside the picture windows of the pent­
house seemed an apt reinforcement of the confusion and misunderstanding 
within, for at the heart of the impasse lay a profound irony: the United States 
stood accused of abandoning the Monroe Doctrine, the unilateral declaration 
of 1823 long viewed by Latin Americans as a cloak for U.S. oppression. The 
accusation was without foundation— the United States would, in its own 
interest, defend the Western Hemisphere by every means— but the new Latin 
American fear of Communism and of untried U.N. procedures had produced 
an anxiety which insisted that the global superpower give first priority to Latin 
American concerns.31

Stettinius now decided that it was necessary to turn to the White House 
for help, and he asked Dulles to prepare a memorandum for President Tru­
man. To reject the Latin American contentions, Dulles wrote, “would seri­
ously impair our Latin American relations,” but to accept them would gravely 
weaken the authority of the Security Council and “invite Russian domination 
of all Europe.” The U.S. faced a Hobsons choice.32

The memorandum arrived in Washington on May 8, the momentous day 
of Germany’s unconditional surrender and in the midst of an intense review 
of U.S.-Russian relations by the President and his key advisers. Distrust of
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Moscow's intentions was now the dominant view. The American officials 
agreed to send a strong signal o f U.S. disapproval by cutting back Lend-Lease 
aid, and they began a highly confidential research effort to ascertain whether 
it might be possible to repudiate the extensive Far East concessions made to 
Stalin at Yalta.33 In that context, the heavyweight Washington advisers gave 
strong support to a policy of protecting the Pan-American system from Secu­
rity Council interference. Secretary of War Stimson and Secretary of the Navy 
Forrestal had recendy succeeded in securing absolute U.S. control over the 
Pacific bases wrested from the Japanese, and they and the Joint Chiefs of Staff 
now argued for the right uin the first instance” to take necessary military 
action in the hemisphere “free o f any veto in the Security Council,” even 
though they considered the Latin fears of infiltration and aggression to be 
exaggerated. No clear decision was taken in Washington; in effect, the 
dilemma was passed back to Stettinius in San Francisco, where he loyally 
shouldered the burden.34

The Concept of Self-Defense

The time had come, the Secretary of Sute told his delegation, for the United 
States to stop being “pushed around” by “a lot of small American republics 
who are dependent on us in many ways. . . . We must provide leadership.”33 
The needed conceptual solution appears to have been provided by Lieutenant 
Commander Harold Stassen, the former governor of Minnesota who had 
recently returned from duty on the staff of Admiral William F. (“Bull”) 
Halsey in the Pacific theater. Stassen developed the argument that every 
nation possessed an inherent right of self-defense, which could be invoked if 
a veto in the Security Council threatened to stultify an effective response to 
aggression— against Latin America or any other area. Although Vandenberg 
feared that if such a right were expressed in the U.N. Charter it would 
encourage nations to ignore the U.N. security system and rely on their own 
power, a new formula, based on the concept of self-defense, was drafted by 
Dulles, Pasvolsky, James Dunn, and Isaiah Bowman. It said that, in the event 
of an attack against any U.N. member state, such member “shall possess the 
right to take measures of self-defense,” and this right “shall apply to under­
standings and arrangements like those embodied in the Act of Chapultepec.” 
However, the taking of such measures “shall not affect the authority and
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responsibility of the Security Council” to take any action it deemed necessary 
at any time.36

When this American proposal was presented to the Steering Committee 
on May 12, Eden brusquely attacked it as a paper “clearly of Latin American 
origin,” which would lead to “regionalism of the worst kind,” producing 
“regional movements all over the world.” He predicted that it would wreck the 
conference, and he deplored the fact that such an obstacle had “come so late 
in the day.” He then passed a note to Stettinius, asking for a private talk, and 
shortly thereafter the Secretary declared a short recess. With the Russians out 
of earshot, Eden made plain that his real objection to the American proposal 
was that, by its direct reference to Chapultepec, it appeared to limit self- 
defense measures to formal regional organizations. He wanted a broader for­
mula, flexible enough to permit Britain, alone or with selected allies, to re­
spond, for example, to a Russian attack on Turkey.37

After several more arduous drafting efforts, the Big Five agreed to lan­
guage which met Edens requirement: “Nothing in this Charter shall invali­
date the right of self-defense against armed attack, either individual or collec­
tive, in the event of the Security Council failing to take the necessary steps to 
maintain or restore international peace and security.”38 The new formula 
implicitly authorized the right of hemisphere self-defense, and Vandenberg 
advised that he would nail this down by inserting “an interpretive reservation” 
in the ratification process indicating that the U.S. Senate construed the lan­
guage “to specifically include Chapultepec.”39

This addition was entirely acceptable to Eden, but the stubborn, fearful 
Latin Americans still insisted on specific reference to Chapultepec in the char­
ter amendment. An exasperated Stettinius called on their spokesman, Lleras 
Camargo of Colombia, to free himself and his colleagues from “a small hemi­
spheric view” and understand that, although the United States would firmly 
safeguard the Western Hemisphere, that could not be the only concern of a 
great power with global responsibilities. The matter was not resolved until 
May 15, however, when President Truman promised to hold a new Pan-Amer­
ican conference within a year to consider a firm postwar treaty of implemen­
tation growing out of the agreements reached at Chapultepec.40

Final reconciliation of the global and regional approaches to international 
security was reflected in Article 51 of the U.N. Charter, which read: “Nothing 
in the present Charter shall impair the inherent right of individual or collec-
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tive self-defence if an armed attack occurs against a Member o f the United 
Nations, until the Security Council has taken the measures necessary to main­
tain international peace and security” This became the legal basis for the sev­
eral regional blocs established during the Cold War— especially NATO, 
SEATO, CENTO, and even the Warsaw Pact.41

One historian later remarked that, while tedious and time-consuming, 
this whole episode provided perhaps the most successful application at San 
Francisco of “the old-fashioned art of diplomatic negotiation.”42 Much of the 
credit belonged to Stettinius for a strong and tenacious performance. Vanden- 
berg, who had doubted the Secretary’s ability, ended up admiring his judg­
ment and drive. Time magazine, which had often criticized Stettinius, noted 
that his work at San Francisco had won the respect o f seasoned diplomats 
from many countries.43

The Recurrent Veto Crisis

The most serious, as well as the most dramatic, controversy at San Francisco 
occurred over the veto question in the Security Council. Here, unlike the 
debate over global versus regional emphasis (where there was a willingness to 
negotiate the modification of texts), the controversy centered on the proper 
interpretation of the Yalta agreements. Failure to reach a meeting of minds on 
this issue threatened the conference with total breakdown and therefore a still­
born United Nations.

There is little doubt that there was genuine concurrence among the three 
heads of government at Yalta, but when the agreed-upon voting formula was 
finally put into writing, it was ambiguous. And the smaller powers, who 
deeply resented the enormous authority conferred on the Great Powers by the 
veto, were determined to exploit any differences between them in an effort to 
win liberalizing changes in the formula. The Yalta text said that permanent 
members of the Security Council could veto enforcement decisions but not 
procedural matters, although “procedural matters” was not defined. Fearing 
that this ambiguity would permit a permanent member to veto even the dis­
cussion of a dispute, forty-five smaller nations, led by the redoubtable Aus­
tralian Foreign Minister Herbert Evatt, addressed a list of twenty-three ques­
tions to the sponsoring powers— for example, would the Security Council 
discuss matters “freely and without limitation”? Would it decide on terms for
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the “peaceful settlement” of disputes free of the veto? Would the veto apply to 
the nomination of a candidate for Secretary-General?44

It was soon apparent that the sponsoring powers would have to address 
these questions seriously or risk wholesale dissension among the smaller 
nations. Stettinius, pressed by Truman to wind up the conference and per­
ceiving danger in any attempt to reopen the Yalta agreements, hoped to “nip 
this thing in the bud” by presenting the dissenters with a Great Power united 
front. Part of his strategy was to wean the French away from their strong sup­
port for the smaller nations on the veto question. He accomplished this by 
flattering Parisian pretensions to Great Power status, telling the members of 
the French delegation that their true interests coincided with those of the per­
manent members of the Security Council. His diplomacy here was aided by 
U.S. electronic intelligence, which had revealed ambivalence at the Quai 
d’Orsay.45

But a number of obstacles to full agreement remained. First, within the 
American delegation, strong support developed for abolishing the veto on all 
“peaceful settlement” decisions (which would clearly alter the Yalta agree­
ment). Next, Andrei Gromyko told Stettinius that Russia interpreted the Yalta 
formula as giving it a veto on whether the council could take up a particular 
question or dispute.46

Stettinius flew to Washington on May 23 to report these disturbing devel­
opments directly to the President. Truman thought that it would be unwise 
for the United States to change its position on “peaceful settlement,” but that 
it should insist absolutely that discussion of all matters should be free of the 
veto. Met with this firm U.S. position, Gromyko referred the issue to Moscow, 
and the conference marked time for five days while the delegates waited for 
Stalins reply from halfway around the world. On June 2, the answer came 
back: Russia’s “final position” was insistence on an absolute veto. On hearing 
this, Vandenberg confided to his diary that Russia demanded a veto “even on 
free speech in the Council, [which] collides with the grim conviction of 
almost every other Power at Frisco. It is ‘Yalta’ carried to the final, absurd 
extreme. . . . We all knew that we had reached the zero hour of this great 
adventure.”47

That same day, Stettinius read to Gromyko the State Department’s March 
24 “interpretative statement” of the Yalta agreements which held that a per­
manent power could not employ its veto to prevent discussion of an issue.
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The Secretary noted that this was also the position of Britain and China, and 
that Russia had registered no disagreement at the time. An irritated Gromyko 
insisted that the U.S. statement was “a retreat from Yalta.” Stettinius heatedly 
told him that, if the Russian view prevailed, there would be no U.N. Charter. 
“I did not mince matters at all,” for it was vital that “the importance of our 
stand could not be misunderstood.”48

The Fateful Hopkins Mission

With the conference now in peril of total breakdown, with all of the unmea­
surable consequences, Stettinius telephoned the President to suggest that 
Harry Hopkins, who was already in Moscow on a mission to find a solution 
to the Polish problem, be asked to take up the veto issue directly with Stalin. 
Truman approved, and Stettinius then drafted a cable for Hopkins via U.S. 
Ambassador W. Averell H arriman. Saying “we have reached a very serious cri­
sis in the Conference at San Francisco,” he sketched out the dilemma, charac­
terized the Russian position as a “farce,” and urged Hopkins to tell Stalin “in 
no uncertain words” that the United States “could not possibly join an orga­
nization based on so unreasonable an interpretation” of the Security Council 
veto.49

While they waited for the fateful further word from Moscow, the strain of 
the deadlock began to tell on the American delegation. Only a few had been 
informed of the new initiative, and their anxiety was reinforced by several 
concurrent developments. A front-page story by James Reston in the New York 
Times of June 3 minutely described the blowup over the veto, which seemed 
to deepen a growing public disillusionment, as reflected in opinion polls: 
while 85 percent of Americans now believed that the United States should 
join the U.N., only 40 percent thought that the San Francisco conference 
would succeed, and those who thought the United Nations could prevent war 
for at least a generation had dropped from 49 to 32 percent since the opening 
of the conference. Trust in the Russians stood at 45 percent, down 10 percent 
since Yalta and still falling.

If this were not enough bad news, the egregious General de Gaulle, now 
head of the provisional government of France, profoundly embarrassed the 
British and Americans by sending troops to restore French interests in Syria 
and Lebanon, a move that resulted in open warfare and the killing of many
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civilians. A senior American diplomat decried the fact that, while those at San 
Francisco were devising measures to prevent aggression, “France is openly pur­
suing tactics similar to those used by the Japanese in Manchukuo and by the 
Italians in Ethiopia.” Fortunately, Churchill moved beyond hand-wringing. On 
May 31, he sent de Gaulle a cun ultimatum, warning that British troops would 
act to restore order and urging France to cease fire “in order to avoid collision 
between British and French forces.” This bold act restored peace in the Levant 
and cut shon the embarrassment to the proceedings at San Francisco.50

Stettinius and Truman remained steady during this stressful period, but 
suggestions originating in the State Department and the American delegation 
were made that the conference should be brought to swift conclusion with­
out attempting to setde the veto issue— that is, both the Russian and Anglo- 
American interpretations should merely be entered into the record book. Sen­
ators Connally and Vandenberg recognized this notion as unworkable and 
politically unacceptable— “a climax in humiliation” for the United States.51 At 
the same time, Vandenberg warned Stettinius that, unless action were 
promptly taken to restore confidence in the San Francisco proceedings, the 
GOP might feel obliged to end its bipartisan cooperation and condemn the 
Administrations failure. To keep the Senator from any damaging statement or 
action, Stettinius revealed to him the Hopkins initiative in Moscow.52

On June 6, after four nerve-wracking days, Hopkins brought up the veto 
issue during his last meeting with Stalin in the Kremlin. When he had 
explained the American position and indicated that it was supported by 
Britain and China, the dictator seemed puzzled. An exchange between Stalin 
and Molotov made it clear to both Hopkins and Harriman that Stalin had not 
been informed of his own governments current position on the issue, nor did 
he understand that it was a matter of serious controversy with the United 
States. After being briefed, however, he commented casually that it was an 
insignificant matter, and told Molotov to accept the American position. The 
incident suggests that Molotov and other hardliners in the Russian Foreign 
Ministry were indeed trying to alter the Yalta agreement to prevent any U.N. 
challenge or embarrassment to Russian policies. It also makes clear both the 
decisive importance of the Hopkins mission— to make the full implications 
of the deadlock crystal clear to the one man who could overrule the Russian 
bureaucracy— and the grave consequences for the United Nations if the mis­
sion had failed.53
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Stettinius, who learned o f Stalins assent before word reached Gromyko, 
had the unique pleasure of informing the Soviet ambassador of a decision 
taken by his own government. The Russian received the news with good grace 
and gave his full cooperation in the drafting of a joint press release announc­
ing the end of the veto crisis. The American delegation was relieved and over­
joyed, and messages o f congratulation and satisfaction passed between Tru­
man, Stettinius, Cordell Hull, and Under Secretary of Sute Joseph Grew.54

Resolution of the veto crisis ended any chance that the smaller nations 
could win further liberalizing changes in the voting formula. Foreign Minister 
Evatt of Australia made one more effort to free the “settlement of peaceful 
disputes” from the veto, but he was dramatically rebuffed by Senator Con- 
nally, who told him that any further change would “tear up the Charter.” To 
illustrate, Connally then ripped the pages he was holding in his hands and 
flung the shredded scraps on the floor.55 Despite the acute differences between 
and among the Big Five, they recognized the unacceptable disorder that would 
flow from efforts of the smaller nations to relax the requirement for Great 
Power unanimity in decisions of the Security Council. Aroused by the inten­
sity and bitterness of the attack of the smaller sutes on the measures they had 
so laboriously negotiated at Dumbarton Oaks, Yalta, and elsewhere, and aware 
that the burden of ensuring future peace rested primarily on their shoulders, 
the Big Five instinctively closed ranks against all further attempts to alter the 
structure or rules relating to the Security Council.56

As a concession to the smaller nations, the United States and Britain did 
support their last-minute rearguard proposal to permit the General Assembly 
to “discuss any matter within the sphere of international relations,” but here 
the Russians balked again, delaying the end of the conference by three days 
before accepting language that confined Assembly discussion to matters 
“within the scope of the present Charter.” Truman had announced his plan to 
attend the closing ceremony on June 23, following a state visit to the Pacific 
Northwest, but the final wrangle put off his speech until June 26.57 To the 
assembled delegates he said, “Let us not fail to grasp this supreme chance to 
establish a world-wide rule of reason— to create an enduring peace under the 
guidance of God.”58

Less than a week later. President Truman personally delivered the charter 
to the Senate. In the ensuing hearings before the Foreign Relations Commit­
tee, there was solid support for it from a broad spectrum of American society.
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President Truman addressing the San Francisco conference on June 26, 1943. 
(Courtesy Harry S Truman Library)

On July 28, the Senate voted to ratify the United Nations treaty by a vote of 
eighty-nine to two. The dissenting votes came from William Langer (R-North 
Dakota) and Henrik Shipstead (R-Minnesota) who denounced the United 
Nations as an unlawful superstate.59 Decisively influenced by Nelson Rocke­
feller’s offer of a choice site on the East River, the permanent headquarters of 
the United Nations was established in New York City.

A Summing Up

The U.N. Charter as finally approved at San Francisco retained the basic 
structure and character of the Dumbarton Oaks agreements. The Security 
Council, dominated by the Big Five, had exclusive jurisdiction for keeping the 
peace, whereas the General Assembly was confined essentially to the discus­
sion of problems. Members agreed to supply armed forces to the Security 
Council through separate bilateral agreements, and these troops would be 
used— subject to the voting procedures in the Security Council— to counter 
aggression. The Economic and Social Council was given a wider role, and the
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charter included a draft statute for a new International Court of Justice. A 
Trusteeship Council was created, but with narrowly defined powers. Although 
it looked forward to the eventual freedom and self-government of all colonial 
peoples, it did not require the dissolution o f the British, French, Dutch, Bel­
gian, or Portuguese overseas empires, and it permitted the United States to 
control the Pacific islands wrested from the Japanese. A long, eloquent pre­
amble, written by Field Marshall Jan Smuts, the prime minister o f South 
Africa, provided a context o f moral purpose that was missing from the Dum­
barton Oaks agreements, but this did not alter the core fact that the charter 
amounted to the formalization of the Great Power wartime alliance.

The aging Cordell Hull— who would receive the 1945 Nobel Peace Prize 
for his contributions to the United Nations— declared the charter "one of the 
great milestones in mans upward climb toward a truly civilized existence." But 
Time magazines balanced assessment seemed closer to reality: it called the San 
Francisco document “a charter written for a world of power, tempered by a lit­
tle reason,” a world system "divided into power spheres” established in the 
hope of setting limits to the rivalry between Russia and the West, and of thus 
sparing the world another catastrophic war.60 Only those who naively believed 
in "genuine collective security” would be disappointed.61

Most Americans, tempered by the harsh experience of the war, seemed to 
agree. Liberal journalists expressed "restrained optimism.” The Nation cau­
tioned idealists not to "turn their backs on San Francisco and wander off into 
cynicism,” for with the creation of the United Nations "the batde for effec­
tive world organization has not been lost; it is only beginning.”62
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With victory in Europe proclaimed on May 8, 1945, with 
the United Nations Charter unanimously approved by the 
San Francisco conference on June 25 and ratified by the 
U.S. Senate on July 28, and with the Pacific war moving 
toward climax, the American people were forming some 
fairly definite ideas about the kind of postwar world that 
they wanted and that seemed within reach.

Most agreed that U.S. repudiation of the League of 
Nations had been a serious mistake, for the Leagues conse­
quent failure was a major cause of World War II. And Pearl 
Harbor had shown that the Atlantic and Pacific oceans were 
no longer effective barriers against direct attack. From these 
lessons Americans drew the conclusion that the United 
States must now maintain its leadership role in forming a 
new world organization whose primary purpose must be to 
prevent another terrible war. Accordingly, they favored U.S. 
participation in some kind of collective security system, 
based on real power, including the continuing military 
power of the United States. They were prepared for political 
and military cooperation with the three other most power- 
fill nations— Britain, the Soviet Union, and China— for 
they assumed that, whatever their differences might be, 
these nations shared the American desire to avoid further 
world wars.

As historian Robert Divine has noted, “this stress on 
security revealed the continuing strength of nationalism” 
and, indeed, of a continuing form of isolationism. Ameri-
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cans in 1945 were not interested in another Wilsonian crusade to uplift 
humankind and achieve democracy and equality for all nations. They did not 
respond to Henry Wallaces call to sponsor a global New Deal funded by 
America. After a first flush of enthusiasm, they found litde appeal in a world 
federation or other proposals for world government, for they were instinc­
tively wary of surrendering American sovereignty, especially to an untried 
world body. According to a 1945 Gallup Poll, Americans wanted international 
arrangements that would "make sure there are no more world wars,” but, 
according to Divine, they also “yearned for a magic formula which would per­
mit them to live in peace without constant involvement abroad.” Basically, the 
American people wanted to make the world safer for the United Sutes.1

The extraordinary American exertions to meet the Soviet Communist 
challenge after 1947— especially the Marshall Plan, the creation of NATO, 
and the organization of U.N. resistance in Korea— were a reinforcement, a 
logical application of this basic attitude that had emerged from the crucible of 
the war. These actions reflected a broad, enlightened self-interest, and they 
were taken— with a determination born of painful experience— to avoid a 
recurrence of the dangerously unfavouble global balance of power that had 
confronted the United Sutes in 1940. Americans agreed that it was important 
to encourage democracy and greater equality everywhere, but the impetus was 
not Wilsonian idealism. Basically, it was the felt need to create a world in 
which American values— and thus America— could survive and prosper.2

From the perspective of fifty years after the United Nations came into 
existence, the popular hope that the organization would become the central 
arena for the management of world affairs and the effective guauntor of 
world peace has clearly not been realized. In fact, such an expectation was 
always a utopian vision, and it is ironic that much of the euphoria was gener­
ated on the American side by leaders who were keenly aware of the inherent 
limitations.

As World War II ended, world leaders understood that the emerging 
United Nations organization would be, unavoidably, a mirror image of the 
prevailing system of nation-states, each acknowledged by international law 
as sovereign in its territories and institutions. In addition to the Big Pbwer vic­
tors, the middle-sized and smaller nations were firmly unwilling to subordi­
nate their identities, their interests, or their sovereign decisions to anything 
resembling world federation or world government. This was a basic fact of
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international life in 1945, and has hardly changed. Compelling economic, 
technological, and social developments have steadily eroded “real” national 
sovereignty— meaning the ability of individual states to control or influence 
outcomes— yet nationalism remains the most tenacious force in world affairs.

Also in 1945/there was a wide range of views among the forty-six origi­
nal members as to what the United Nations was intended to be. Stalins gov­
ernment was willing to join, in the belief that the principle of Big Power unity 
(undergirded by the veto provisions) would obligate the Americans and the 
British to accept Russian hegemony (including Russian methods) in Eastern 
Europe. Stalin thus viewed the U.N. as a potentially useful vehicle for enhanc­
ing Russian prestige without hampering Russian interests or ambitions. The 
British and French embraced the U.N. as an improvement over the League of 
Nations, primarily because the full participation of the United States 
promised a stronger and more effective collective security system. They viewed 
the U.N. as a useful addition to the range of instruments available to tradi­
tional diplomacy, but not as a replacement for them. The Chinese, aware of 
their almost total dependence on American goodwill, were ready to accept all 
U.S. proposals for U.N. organization and procedures. The smaller nations 
viewed the U.N. as a means of strengthening their collective influence and 
security vis-à-vis the Big Powers and worked hard to reinforce the illusory 
notion of the “sovereign equality” of all nations.

President Franklin Roosevelts approach was decisively influenced by 
recent American history— the Senate’s rejection of the League treaty in 1920 
and the deep-seated American isolationism of the twenties and thirties. He 
came to believe that only by presenting the United Nations as a definitive 
replacement for traditional diplomacy could he persuade the American people 
to support a leading and sustained U.S. role in world affairs after victory over 
Germany and Japan. As he said in his address to a joint session of Congress 
after the Yalta Conference, it was time to substitute “a universal organization” 
for the exclusive alliances, spheres of influence, and power balances that “have 
been tried for centuries— and have always failed.”3

If he really believed that the U.N. could and would become the central 
arena for managing international affairs— and the specific evidence is thin— 
it was because he viewed the Security Council as a direct extension of the Big 
Three wartime alliance. The main lesson he drew from the League failure was 
that responsibility for world peace depended exclusively on the few nations
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that possessed real power and that they must "run the world” for an indefinite 
transitional period after victory, he considered the lesser nations irrelevant to 
the international policing function. In his view, Big Power cooperation was 
imperative for settling or suppressing conflicts between and among the lesser 
nations, especially conflicts that might lead to wider war. It is thus a fair infer­
ence that he viewed the Security Council as the most convenient forum for 
ensuring this.

At the same time, he understood that there was no mechanistic remedy 
for unresolved conflict between Big Powers. He saw the prevention of Big 
Power conflict as the supreme political challenge of the postwar period; if 
cooperation between them broke down, then the world would split into rival 
power blocs and probably blunder into another global war.

During the war, he consistently warned the American people that power 
was the only decisive counter to aggression. At the same time, the pervasive 
disillusionment among Americans at what they regarded as the cynicism and 
corruption o f traditional diplomacy pushed him to present the United 
Nations as an arrangement that would render that age-old practice essen­
tially obsolete. Here he borrowed Woodrow Wilsons thesis: fractious inter­
national problems had proven beyond resolution within an unregulated 
nation-state system, but they could be resolved within the framework of a 
universal body operating on the principles of justice and legitimate police 
power. The key to success, he argued, was full U.S. participation and deter­
mined U.S. leadership.

The First Five Years

The triumphal wave of victory in the war against the Axis raised the tidal 
hopes of humankind everywhere for a new era of enduring peace, and the 
embryonic United Nations achieved a series of notable successes in the first 
five years of its existence without having to resort to the direct use of force. In 
1946, debate in the Security Council, amplified by the world media, per­
suaded Moscow to withdraw Russian troops from northern Iran and pushed 
Paris to remove French forces from Syria and Lebanon. In 1947, the Security 
Council played a major role in the decolonization of Indonesia. In 1947-48, 
the General Assembly endorsed the Zionists’ claim to statehood for Israel 
(after Britain had terminated its untenable League Mandate), and this led to a
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prompt broad-based recognition of Israeli sovereignty that could hardly have 
happened in the absence of a United Nations organization. The former Italian 
colonies of Eritrea, Somalia, and Libya were granted independence by the 
General Assembly in 1949.4

These real achievements, however, hardly affected the serious interests of 
any of the Big Powers, and as the East-West distrust hardened, it became clear 
that no permanent member of the Security Council, including the United 
States, was willing to submit issues involving its own vital interests to U.N. 
jurisdiction. W ith the onset of the Cold War— marked by ruthless Russian 
unilateralism in Eastern Europe, East-West deadlock on policy toward Ger­
many, Russian pressures on Turkey, and Russian-backed Communist efforts to 
overturn the existing order in France and Italy— the contending forces 
swiftly resolved themselves into two hostile blocs, as FDR had predicted. 
This development marginalized the U.N. as an instrument of collective 
security for the next forty years, but it remained a unique forum for bring­
ing to bear the pressure of world opinion on major issues of the Cold War. 
In addition, the U.N. became the focal point (through the creation of sub­
sidiary or specialized organs, like the World Health Organization, UNICEF, 
the Commission for Refugees, and the International Civil Aviation Organi­
zation) for the coordination of global problems less affected by political and 
ideological controversy.

A Bipolar World

Led by the United States, the Western bloc turned inevitably to economic aid 
agreements, military alliances, and other devices of traditional diplomacy as 
the only available means to build bulwarks for security and survival. These 
efforts produced the fundamental strategy of containment and the closely 
linked doctrine of nuclear deterrence together with the panoply of imple­
menting policies and programs, including the Truman Doctrine for Greece 
and Turkey, the Point Four Program of technical assistance, the Marshall Plan, 
the European Union, the North Adantic Alliance, the Berlin airlift, and later 
a string of lesser regional alliances (SEATO, CENTO, ANZUS).

The first crucial postwar test of the world community’s will to repel direct 
aggression came in June 1950 with North Korea’s armed invasion of South 
Korea. It is important to recall that President Truman ordered U.S. air and
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naval forces into action, then appealed to the United Nations to provide all 
assistance “necessary to repel the armed attack and restore international peace 
. . .  in the area.” Because the Soviets had been boycotting the Security Coun­
cil for several months to protest the fact that the defeated Chiang Kai-shek 
government still occupied the China seat, the Soviet delegate was not present 
to cast a veto when the crucial vote was taken to authorize a U.N. “police 
action” in Korea, late in the evening of June 27. Owing to that fortuitous cir­
cumstance, what began as a purely American response was transformed into a 
broad international military coalition fighting under the righteous banner of 
the United Nations. American ground forces were committed to the fighting 
a week later. The American military effort was paramount and decisive 
throughout the conflict, but modest to moderate military force contributions 
came from fifteen other nations. That fact lent substance to the worlds per­
ception that a concerted resistance to naked aggression— the first major col­
lective security effort undertaken by the League or the United Nations— was 
being mounted in the name of humankind.5

What would have happened if the Soviet delegate had been present to 
veto the proposed “police action”? At three A.M. on June 25, when President 
Truman was informed of the attack, he told Secretary of State Dean Acheson, 
“Dean, we’ve got to stop those sons o f bitches no matter what.” When Tru­
man returned to Washington from Missouri the next day, he told his assem­
bled advisers, “By God, I’m going to let them have it.” Asked years later 
whether he would have acted to beat back the aggression even without a U.N. 
endorsement, he replied, “No doubt about it.”6 It is thus virtually certain that 
the United States would have persevered, alone if necessary, while making 
every effort to generate political support and military force contributions from 
a broad base of non-Communist nations— just as it did within the frame­
work of the U.N. mandate. It is also probable that such efforts would have 
succeeded in raising a representative fighting coalition, which would surely 
have found a way to associate its armed resistance with the cause of peace. The 
essential point here is that an effective response— whether or not authorized 
by the U.N.— depended decisively on the United States. With or without a 
Soviet veto, a passive U.S. reaction to the attack on South Korea would have 
resulted in another stillbirth for collective security.

In the 1956 Suez Canal crisis, U.S. political and economic pressure was 
the decisive factor in forcing Israel, Britain, and France to break off their joint
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military attack on Egypt, thereby resolving the situation. The U.N. played a 
useful, though subordinate, role by forming the first “blue helmet” peace­
keeping unit that provided a respectable fig leaf to cover the humiliating 
forced withdrawal of the British, French, and Israeli troops.7

Beginning in 1960, under the aggressive leadership of Secretary-General 
Dag Hammarskjöld, the U.N. played the dominant role in a confused, pro­
tracted, highly controversial U.N. military effort in the Congo, first, to retrieve 
order from chaos in that newly independent nation, then, to defeat the seces­
sion of Katanga province. Hammarskjöld was killed in an airplane crash near 
the town of Ndola in September 1961, en route to a meeting with the Katan- 
gan leader. The secession was finally suppressed in January 1963, but the 
united Congo (now Zaire) soon fell into, and remains in, the hands of one of 
the most tyrannical, corrupt, and avaricious regimes in Africa.8

During the Cuban missile crisis of October 1962, the U.N. provided a 
dramatic forum for the United States to present revealing aerial photographs 
of Russian missile sites in Cuba, the existence of which the Soviets continued 
to deny. But it was U.S. power— President John F. Kennedy’s readiness to risk 
nuclear war to force removal of the missiles and his direct exchanges with 
Russian Premier Nikita Khrushchev— which resolved the single most danger­
ous superpower confrontation of the Cold War.9

After the Cold War

W ith the dramatic breakup of the Soviet Union, following seismic shifts in 
Russian foreign policy under Gorbachev— including major concessions to the 
Western position on nuclear arms control, removal of Moscow’s support for 
Communist governments in Eastern Europe, and acceptance of a unified Ger­
many— the world entered a new phase of history. In theory at least, this 
seemed to provide fresh opportunity for the United Nations to become the 
central arena of international policy and action which its supporters had pre­
dicted for it in 1945. But the world, as the Cold War ended, was a far differ­
ent place from the one the U.N. founders had known and confronted. Mem­
bership in the United Nations had increased from 46 to 185, and most of the 
newcomers were among the world’s least politically stable and economically 
viable societies. There was an ongoing global revolution in communications, 
as well as a population explosion occurring primarily in the poorest and most
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backward countries. Both factors widened the gap between rich and poor 
nations and made environmental degradation an issue of increasing scientific 
and political concern.

There were also dramatic changes in the distribution of world power and 
influence. In 1945, the Big Three— the United States, Britain, and the Soviet 
Union— dominated the scene; indeed, they had imposed the structure and 
procedures o f the United Nations organization on the rest of the world. By 
1996, however, of the five permanent members of the Security Council, only 
the United States remained a military-economic superpower. The former 
Soviet Union was a broken jigsaw puzzle, politically fragmented and econom­
ically chaotic, notwithstanding Russian and Ukrainian retention o f a large 
nuclear weapons capability. Britain and France, effectively shorn of their over­
seas empires, were declining middle-sized powers of limited military and eco­
nomic strength. The People s Republic of China, which had overthrown the 
Chiang Kai-shek regime, was a clumsy giant of large, perhaps hostile potential 
which appeared to have litde sense of obligation to the world community or 
to the U.N. Charter. This growing disparity between authority and real power 
in the Security Council was underlined by the fact that Germany and Japan, 
while required to pay higher U.N. dues than several of the permanent mem­
bers, remained outside the inner circle, as did other rising regional powers like 
India and Brazil.

The new era also ushered in a markedly more cautious approach to inter­
vention in local and regional conflicts, a posture which seemed to reflea gen­
eral agreement that the threat of major war had gready receded. During the 
Cold War both superpowers meddled in such disturbances almost reflexively, 
for they perceived them as chess pieces in a zero-sum power game whose 
manipulation was necessary to avoid a potential loss in power or territory or 
to advance its own ideological agenda. But absent the Cold War dynamic, this 
felt necessity has weakened, despite an upsurge of local and regional turmoil. 
Great Power interests are now being construed in stricter, more traditional 
terms, accompanied by a new sensitivity to military casualties.

From under the melting political geography of the Cold War, local and 
regional conflicts have re-emerged in virulent new and old forms— from civil 
wars and savage ethnic bloodbaths to fratricides that are producing anarchy 
and mass starvation and threatening genocide. The reality of dozens o f 
national and subnational motivations, interacting simultaneously yet no
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longer restrained by intrusive Cold War policies orchestrated from Washing­
ton and Moscow, has come as a shock to the international nervous system. As 
President Bill Clinton acknowledged in his speech to the United Nations on 
September 27, 1993, the end of the Cold War “simply removed the lid from 
many cauldrons of ethnic, religious, and territorial animosity.”10

Overloading the United Nations

Recognizing this potentially ominous law-and-order deficit, yet reluctant to 
intervene directly, the leading nations have sought to cope with these erup­
tions by thrusting the United Nations forward as principal peacekeeper and 
peace enforcer. In 1988, less than 10,000 U.N. “blue helmets” were deployed 
in a few places (principally the Middle East) to patrol ceasefire lines. By 1994, 
the emotional pressures for international action (magnified by the pervasive 
medium of global television) were severely testing and sometimes overwhelm­
ing proportion and judgment. In that year, the U.N. security system was try­
ing to manage a mix of seventeen peacekeeping and peace enforcement oper­
ations involving 80,000 “blue helmets.” Only in Bosnia did these operations 
involve troops from any of the five permanent members of the Security 
Council.

In its haste to be responsive to starvation, anarchy, and chaos in weak and 
“failed” states, the Security Council (meaning especially the five permanent 
members) stretched both the U.N. authority to intervene and the definition 
of “threat to peace.” At the same time, it has been cavalier about balancing 
commitments against available resources. Political pressures have operated to 
plant the U.N. flag, then to look around for the necessary troops, equipment, 
logistical support, and money. Predictably, the unprecedented demands have 
exposed the truth that not every member nation has an equal interest in pro­
viding troops and money to oppose a specific aggression, or to rescue a specific 
situation from anarchy. The result of rising demands for U.N. intervention 
has been a growing political and financial resistance among the member states. 
By late 1995, the general willingness to “let the U.N. do it” had led to several 
conspicuous U.N. failures and had produced a donor fatigue which thrust the 
organization into the worst financial crisis of its fifty-year history. O f the 185 
members, some 70 owed $3.3 billion in back dues and peacekeeping assess­
ments, of which $1.4 billion was owed by the United States and another $1
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billion by Russia. The U.S. and Russian defaults were the most visible and 
consequential, but 68 other nations, representing more than one-third of the 
U.N. membership, were also in arrears.11

Necessary But Problematical Reform

In late 1996, the United Nations remains in serious financial trouble, even 
though the number of security operations has been curtailed. Part of the prob­
lem is a growing consensus, especially in the developed world, that the organi­
zation as a whole— embracing both peacekeeping and the multiplicity of non­
security functions— has become a grossly ineffective bureaucracy. The U.N. 
structure still lacks adequate management controls, even after the appointment 
of a strong Under Secretary-General for Administration and Finance in 1993. 
And undeniably it is staffed primarily on the principle of international politi­
cal pationage, which means that, while some U.N. officials are conspicuously 
able professionals, many are incompetent, and most are virtually irremovable.

Since 1945, the central staff secretariat has grown from 1,500 to 14,000 
(excluding a number of large special agencies like the World Bank, the World 
Health Organization, the International Atomic Energy Agency, and several 
thousand consultants).12 The organization has also spawned nearly one hundred 
agencies, subagencies, regional offices, special funds, and commissions. Most of 
these are not integral parts of the central U.N. organization established by the 
charter, but are quasi-independent entities with their own budgets and advisory 
groups, subject only to minimal oversight by the Security Council. Some, like 
the World Health Organization (which helped to eradicate smallpox) and the 
Commission for Refugees (which is trying to help 18 million refugees) are rec­
ognized as extremely valuable. Moreover, the U.N. role in combatting threats to 
the global environment and helping to control international drug traffic is 
increasingly appreciated. But many functions and agencies are of marginal use­
fulness; their missions overlap, and their operations are marked by a lack of 
coordination. In 1995, the U.N. as a whole spent about $10.5 billion— about 
$3.5 billion for headquarters and peacekeeping and peace enforcement opera­
tions, and about $7 billion for the multiplicity of special agencies.13

Professor Paul Kennedy of Yale, who headed a team of scholars retained 
by the U.N. Secretariat to study the future of the organization, wrote in Octo­
ber 1995 that the world community faces an urgent decision: either to reduce
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its demands on the U.N., thereby giving it a “decent chance” to carry on a 
lower level of activity within existing resources; or to expand available 
resources so the organization can meet what Kennedy and his team see as 
inexorably growing demands from member states who cannot cope with the 
technological pace, population growth, and environmental pressures of the 
twenty-first century. Kennedy believes that, “in light of global circumstances,” 
opting for expanded resources and a larger U.N. would be the “wiser” 
choice.14

Expansion of U.N. resources and activities in any reasonable time frame 
looks like a remote possibility. At U.S. insistence, the General Assembly 
adopted a “no-growth” 1996—97 budget of $2.6 billion for the central orga­
nization, which has required the U.N. to reduce its staff by more than one 
thousand people. The sums expended by both the central organization and 
the special agencies are not a great deal of money in relation to the wide array 
of political, economic, environmental, and humanitarian problems with 
which the organization is charged (it is dwarfed, for example, by the U.S. 
defense budget of $262 billion). But among member states who pay the 
largest dues and assessments, there is a lack of confidence in the utility or effi­
ciency of many U.N. operations. This translates to resistance to bearing fur­
ther burdens until the U.N. has undergone serious reform.

Unfortunately, the U.S.-led effort to force reform by tightening the purse­
strings will engender more ill will between the developed “North” and the less 
developed “South.” The North wants reform leading to a more coherent, more 
efficient U.N. operation, but the South sees reform as a self-serving rationale 
for reducing the continuing transfer of assets from rich to poor nations— a 
transfer it has come to regard as a basic entidement. The nations of the South, 
who are often the founders and beneficiaries of special U.N. subagencies, look 
upon efforts toward improving efficiency and accountability as deliberate dis­
crimination. Given this fundamental divergence of view, the outlook for 
achieving sensible U.N. reforms by general agreement is bleak. Previous 
efforts, like the 1969 Capacity Study led by Sir Robert Jackson and the 1987 
Group of Eighteen Study endorsed by the General Assembly, have been fatally 
watered down or talked to death. Even such basic reform measures as a single 
consolidated budget and a one-term limit for U.N. executive agency heads 
have proven beyond agreement.

Proposals in 1995 by two reputable U.S. legislators. Senator Nancy Kasse-
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bäum (R-Kansas) and Congressman Lee Hamilton (D-Indiana), suppon the 
U.N. as an "indispensable institution” and probably represent the strongest 
pro-U.N. sentiment in the Congress; at the same time, these legislators believe 
that the U.N. must be pruned and reformed in order to obtain future U.S. 
funding— and their proposals for reform are drastic. They would boil the 
U.N. down to a few “core” agencies like the World Bank, the International 
Atomic Energy Agency, the World Health Organization, and the High Com­
mission for Refugees.15

Behind these pro-U.N. moderates stand harsh American critics and 
detractors, especially Republican members of Congress whose overriding goal 
is budget reduction and who view the U.N. as a threat to U.S. sovereignty. Sen­
ator Jesse Helms has declared that the U.S. should deliver an ultimatum to the 
organization: “reform or die”.16 Conversely, polls consistendy show that a sub­
stantial majority of the American people believes that the U.N. contributes 
directly to important U.S. international interests, especially the sharing of 
peacekeeping and related security tasks. Such polls support the view that the 
U.S. should pay in full the back dues and assessments for which it is legally 
obligated, then press for a set of basic reforms. Unfortunately, the majority 
view is passive and unorganized, while the anti-U.N. minority view is focused 
and strident. In the American political system, only the President is capable of 
transforming latent majority suppon into an effective political force. Thus far, 
President Clinton has declined to confront the U.N. opponents.

Prospects for serious reform or solid financial solvency are thus highly 
problematical.

Peacekeeping Versus Peace Enforcement

The current political and financial crisis was brought to a head by Security 
Council decisions regarding Somalia and Bosnia. Faced in both cases with 
highly charged emotional pressures for action, the Security Council plunged 
into humiliation and tragedy by using rhetoric its major members were 
unwilling to match with the political and military strength required to defeat 
genocidal aggression. This was a scandalous moral failure of Western Europe 
and the United States. In particular, they failed by attempting to finesse the 
distinction between peacekeeping and peace enforcement. In the new era, the 
difference between the two is of central importance. Peacekeeping means essen-
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daily monitodng truce arrangements that the adversaries have agreed to 
observe, and that therefore require only small, lightly armed U.N. troop units 
and involve little risk of casualties. Peace enforcement involves combat opera­
tions to suppress violence and defeat aggression; it means taking sides, wag­
ing war, and accepting casualties as well as unexpected financial costs. Peace 
enforcement can be conducted only by nations that have the common inter­
est, the will, and the means to carry it through.

Where U.N. operadons have been confined to small-scale peacekeeping 
acdvides, like monitoring agreed ceasefire lines (as in the Sinai or Namibia), or 
supervising elecdons (as in Cambodia and Haiti), they have generally stabilized 
the immediate situadon and improved prospects for the future. However, where 
the U.N. has undertaken actions involving coercive military force on any signif­
icant scale, it has been effective only when it delegated direct operating respon­
sibility to an outside military coalition with the will and the means to prevail.

The response to the attack on South Korea (1950) and to Iraq’s invasion 
of Kuwait (1991) were conducted under the strategic direction of the United 
States, by U.S. military forces moderately augmented by the forces of a num­
ber of like-minded nations. These ad hoc coalitions operated under a very 
broad delegation of authority from the Security Council, and were not subject 
to day-to-day U.N. supervision. In effect, they borrowed the U.N. flag and 
fought on their own terms, with their own command and force structures. 
The only clear-cut enforcement operation managed directly by the U.N. 
involved the defeat of the Katanga secession (1961—63); while this achieved 
its goal, it was engulfed in such confusion and controversy that the Security 
Council shied away from enforcement operations for the next three decades.17

The U.N. failures in Somalia and Bosnia are directly related to the Secu­
rity Councils readiness, witting or unwitting, to blur peacekeeping with peace 
enforcement, and to the fact that the United States was not fully committed 
to enforcement action when the use of significant military force became the 
recognized requirement to carry out the U.N. mandate.

Neither the United States nor the U.N. made an effort to redeem the 
U.N. failure in Somalia, but the moral and military debacle in Bosnia pro­
duced a belated American realization that the situation there posed a serious 
threat to the continued cohesion of NATO, to U.S. leadership therein, and to 
stability and democracy in Europe. To restore and protect Europe, the United 
States had fought two world wars in this century and then sustained the
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NATO alliance for forty years. Somalia was strategically peripheral; Europe 
was central to U.S. national interests.

By the late summer of 1995» the Bosnian enterprise was drifting and rud­
derless, with all concerned accepting a corrosive loss of both U.N. and NATO 
credibility as preferable to the risks of a stronger policy. At that point, the 
Clinton Administration finally moved to take a leading role, determined for 
its own reasons to create conditions that would force a settlement. The reasons 
included several realizations: that the Western Europeans were inherendy inca­
pable of resolving the situation by themselves; that meeting the U.S. pledge to 
help extricate a beleaguered U.N. force in Bosnia carried greater military and 
political risks than sending U.S. troops to enforce a peace settlement; that 
Clintons reelection could be jeopardized if a Bosnian setdement was not 
reached before the summer of 1996.

There followed serious U.S.-led NATO air strikes which forced the Serbs 
to the bargaining table, and intensive U.S.-led negotiations in Dayton, Ohio, 
which produced a fragile diplomatic agreement in November 1995. These 
successes set the stage for the NATO decision to send 60,000 troops (includ­
ing 20,000 Americans) to police the agreed setdement and monitor new elec­
tions. These achievements— whether or not they produce an enduring Balkan 
peace— constituted an impressive demonstration of American power. They 
reaffirmed the truth that the U.S. remains the necessary guarantor of Euro­
pean peace, as well as the one decisive balance wheel in the international sys­
tem. At the same time, they revealed Europe’s continuing disunity and its 
dependence on American leadership. In the process, the U.N. was relegated to 
a distincdy subordinate role.

These developments are connected to three enduring realities: (a) unless 
the weight of U.S. political and military power is available to support a U.N. 
or NATO effort, no enforcement action on any significant scale can be car­
ried through to a settlement; (b) like other sovereign nations, the United 
States will judge its own interests in a given situation, sometimes with timely 
wisdom, sometimes with myopic judgment; (c) broadly speaking, the U.S. 
Government and the American people lack confidence in the U.N.’s ability to 
manage military operations and prefer to avoid becoming enmeshed in the 
vagaries of the U.N. decision-making process in situations involving the use 
of force.
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Limiting the U.N. Police Role to Peacekeeping

These realities raise the question of whether the United Nations can or should 
be responsible for maintaining international peace. On October 10, 1995, 
Secretary-General*Boutros Boutros-Ghali, who had led the charge for U.N. 
interventions in Somalia and Bosnia, said in an interview, “Enforcement is 
beyond the power of the U.N. because members contribute troops on the 
understanding that their role will be limited to peacekeeping, and the troops 
will be protected.” He added, “If it goes beyond passive measures, and the 
troops are endangered, their governments will pull them out. In the future, if 
peace enforcement is needed, it should be conducted by countries with the 
will to do it.”18

Other observers have reached the same conclusion. Senator Kassebaum 
and Congressman Hamilton believe that the term peace enforcement should 
be struck from the U.N. vocabulary, and future U.N. peacekeeping “should 
be limited to classic operations in which Blue Helmets stand between suspi­
cious parties only after diplomacy has secured a peace to be kept.” Who then 
would fight to defeat aggression? The Kassebaum-Hamilton response echoes 
Boutros-Ghali: “Situations that require more robust military action are better 
handled directly by the member states.”19

At first glance, these statements are stunning— they amount to a basic 
repudiation of the first principle on which both the League of Nations and 
the United Nations were founded. The cardinal premise of Woodrow Wilson 
and the League Covenant was that every member nation would equally and 
energetically support every League decision to oppose aggression— and that 
world peace depended on such a unified response. The U.N. Charter is even 
more explicit. It obligates all member nations to “make available to the Secu­
rity Council. . .  armed forces” and other facilities and assistance (Article 43), 
in order that the U.N. can take “effective collective measures for the preven­
tion and removal of threats to the peace, and for the suppression of acts of 
aggression” (Anide 1) including “such action by air, sea, or land forces as may 
be necessary to restore international peace and security” (Anicle 42). Both the 
League and the United Nations were perceived by their founders as the very 
embodiment of international collective security. The U.N. Charter designates 
the Security Council as the world police commissioner, the central organizer
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and manager of peace-loving coalitions organized to fight for humankind 
against aggressors.20

On reflection, however, the statements are less starding. There has always 
been a chasm between the formal prescriptions for collective security and the 
realities. Woodrow Wilson’s high-flown assumption was conclusively dis­
proved by the League failure to halt the march o f the dictators during the 
1930s. And the tepid, uneven response o f U.N. members to obligations 
under Article 43 has revealed the inherent unreality o f expecting member 
states of widely different size and orientation to provide troops, more or less 
automatically, to meet any situation in which the Security Council might 
decide to intervene. Only a handful of nations— notably Canada, Australia, 
the Netherlands, and the Scandinavian countries— have met this obligation 
fully, by earmarking and training specific units for U.N. duty. Most members 
have reserved their sovereign right to decide, in each case, whether a particu­
lar U.N. intervention affects their interests enough to warrant sending 
troops. The United States has formally declined to make a blanket Article 43 
commitment.

Also, as previously noted, the only large-scale U.N. peace enforcement 
operations— the Korean War and the Gulf War— were conducted by ad hoc 
coalitions entirely dependent on the leadership and military power of the 
United States. Moreover, they were fought under a broad delegation of U.N. 
authority which essentially freed the coalitions from the complexities of U.N. 
oversight. The U.N. provided an important framework of moral and legal 
consensus for these actions to protect and restore the existing order, but the 
United States was required to do the heavy lifting.

Throughout the Cold War, the United States played a broad contain­
ing, buttressing, protecting role by acting alone, through the U.N., or 
through various regional alliances. Every collective action was decisively 
undergirded by U.S. power; multilateralism was mostly nominal, for none 
of the alliances (including NATO) was credible without the U.S. commit­
ment. During this long period, the United States showed a readiness to act 
to stabilize the existing order, even on issues where its own vital interests 
were not directly involved, but it was not inexorably bound to any particu­
lar vehicle for action. The U.N., the regional alliances, and unilateral inter­
vention were different strategic or tactical options available to meet different 
circumstances.
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The world balance of power situation is essentially the same today. Like it 
or not, no other nation or combination of nations possesses anything 
approaching the power and mobility— the global reach— of U.S. air, sea, and 
ground forces, supported by sealift, airlift, fixed wing and helicopter air cover, 
satellite reconnaissance, and other forms of intelligence gathering. W ithout 
U.S. leadership and participation, there can be no effective response to serious 
aggression or other serious threats to general peace.

A formal decision to confíne future U.N. security missions to essentially 
passive peacekeeping would be a practical adjustment to reality, but it would 
not be a responsible one unless the U.S. Government and the American peo­
ple understood and accepted the corollary truth: that the United States is the 
ultimate guarantor of the peace. At present, the American political system is 
still trying to claim what it believes is a deserved respite from the heavy inter­
national burdens it carried during the Cold War. It is still trying to work out 
some new reconciliation between the demands of its domestic problems and 
the enduring implications of dominant U.S. power for peace or war for the 
present and the future.

Given the power realities and the responsibility they impose, the United 
States would be wise to make an effective United Nations a major goal and 
tenet of U.S. foreign policy. In particular, it should support a more efficient 
U.N. peacekeeping system, recognizing that duties like patrolling ceasefire 
lines and monitoring elections often prevent or delay the deterioration of 
situations into open conflicts that require a warfighting response. However, 
even a more coherent peacekeeping system will have to operate within 
resource limits— troops and money— which will require a selective response, 
for the U.N. cannot m ount or sustain simultaneous peacekeeping opera­
tions everywhere. But the acute North-South differences in priorities are 
likely to complicate nearly every decision. For example, Boutros Boutros- 
Ghali has asserted that the Security Council’s readiness to engage in Bosnia, 
but not in Liberia, Sudan, Rwanda, or Tajikistan, are examples of Western 
discrimination.

The challenge to the American political system is to recognize both the 
fundamental importance of the United Nations organization and its inherent 
limitations. The corollary is to acknowledge the enduring necessity for the 
dominant world power to play a steady balancing role, both inside and out­
side the U.N. The United States should take a leading role in an effort to
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strengthen and sustain a U .N. peacekeeping system that is deliberately 
designed to reduce the need for U.S.-led military efforts; at the same time, 
the United States cannot avoid responsibility as the ultimate guarantor o f 
world peace and the existing order. Civilization requires a police force. The 
best available combination— namely, the United Nations strongly supported 
by the United States— is the very formula for world stability and peace that 
Franklin D. Roosevelt fought with all his strength to achieve more than half 
a century ago.



Appendix

Charter of the United Nations
W e  t h e  p e o p l e s  o f  t h e  u n i t e d  n a t io n s  d e t e r m in e d

to save succeeding generations from the scourge of war, 
which twice in our lifetime has brought untold sorrow to man­
kind, and

to reaffirm faith in fundamental human rights, in the dignity 
and worth of the human person, and in the equal rights of men 
and women and of nations large and small, and

to establish conditions under which justice and respect for 
the obligations arising from treaties and other sources or interna­
tional law can be maintained, and

to promote social progress and better standards of life in 
larger freedom,

AND FOR THESE ENDS

to practice and live together in peace with one another as 
good neighbors, and

to unite our strength to maintain international peace and 
security, and

to ensure, by the acceptance of principles and the institution 
of methods, that armed force shall not be used, save in the com­
mon interest, and

to employ international machinery for the promotion of the 
economic and social advancement of all peoples,

HAVE RESOLVED TO COMBINE OUR EFFORTS TO ACCOMPLISH 

THESE AIMS.

Accordingly, our representative Governments, through repre­
sentatives assembled in the city of San Francisco, who have exhib­
ited their full powers found to be in good and due form, have 
agreed to the present Charter of the United Nations and do hereby 
establish an international organization known as the United 
Nations.
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Chapter I. Purposes and Principles
Article 1

The Purposes of the United Nations are:
1. To maintain international peace and security, and to that end: to take effective 

collective measures for the prevention and removal of threats to the peace, and for the 
suppression of acts of aggression or other breaches of the peace, and to bring about by 
peaceful means, and in conformity with the principles of justice and international law, 
adjustment or settlement of international disputes or situations which might lead to a 
breach of the peace;

2. To develop friendly relations among nations based on respect for the principle 
of equal rights and self-determination of peoples, and to take other appropriate mea­
sures to strengthen universal peace;

3. To achieve international co-operation in solving international problems of an 
economic, social, cultural, or humanitarian character, and in promoting and encour­
aging respect for human rights and for fundamental freedoms for all without distinc­
tion as to race, sex, language, or religion; and

4. To be a centre for harmonizing the actions of nations in the attainment of 
these common ends.

Article 2

The Organization and its Members, in pursuit of the Purposes stated in Article 
1, shall act in accordance with the following principles.

1. The Organization is based on the principle of the sovereign equality of all its 
Members.

2. All Members, in order to ensure to all of them the rights and benefits resulting 
from membership, shall fulfill in good faith the obligations assumed by them in accor­
dance with the present Charter.

3. All Members shall settle their international disputes by peaceful means in such 
a manner that international peace and security, and justice, are not endangered.

4. All Members shall refrain in their international relations from the threat of use 
of force against the territorial integrity or political independence of any state, or in 
any other manner inconsistent with the Purposes of the United Nations.

5. All Members shall give the United Nations every assistance in any action it 
takes in accordance with the present Charter, and shall refrain from giving assistance 
to any state against which the United Nations is taking preventive or enforcement 
action.

6. The Organization shall ensure that states which are not members of the 
United Nations act in accordance with these Principles so far as may be necessary for 
the maintenance of international peace and security.

7. Nothing contained in the present Charter shall authorize the United Nations
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to intervene in matters which are essentially within the domestic jurisdiction of any 
state or shall require the Members to submit such matters to setdement under the pre­
sent Charter; but this principle shall not prejudice the application of enforcement 
measures under Chapter VII.

Chapter II. Membership
Article 3

The original Members of the United Nations shall be the states which, having 
participated in the United Nations Conference on International Organization at San 
Francisco, or having previously signed the Declaration by United Nations of 1 Janu­
ary 1942, sign the present Charter and ratify it in accordance with Article 110.

Article 4

1. Membership in the United Nations is open to all other peace-loving states 
which accept the obligations contained in the present Charter and, in the judgement 
of the Organization, are able and willing to carry out these obligations.

2. The admission of any such sute to membership in the United Nations will be 
effected by a decision of the General Assembly upon the recommendation of the 
Security Council.

Article 5

A Member of the United Nations against which preventative or enforcement 
action has been taken by the Security Council may be suspended from the exercise of 
the rights and privileges of membership by the General Assembly upon the recom­
mendation of the Security Council. The exercise of these rights and privileges may be 
restored by the Security Council.

Article 6

A Member of the United Nations which has persistendy violated the Principles 
contained in the present Charter may be expelled from the Organization by the Gen­
eral Assembly upon the recommendation of the Security Council.

Chapter III. Organs
Article 7

1. There are esublished as the principal organs of the United Nations; a General 
Assembly, a Security Council, an Economic and Social Council, a Trusteeship Coun­
cil, an International Court of Justice, and a Secretariat.
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2. Such subsidiary organs as may be found necessary may be established in accor­
dance with the present Charter.

Article 8

The United Nations shall place no restrictions on the eligibility of men and 
women to participate in any capacity and under conditions of equality in its principal 
and subsidiary organs.

Chapter IV. The General Assembly
Composition

Anide 9

1. The General Assembly shall consist of all the Members of the United Nations.
2. Each Member shall have not more than five representatives in the General 

Assembly.

Functions and Powers
Artide 10

The General Assembly may discuss any questions or any matters within the scope 
of the present Chaner, and, except as provided in Anide 12, may make recommen­
dations to the Members of the United Nations or to the Security Council or to both 
on any such questions or matters.

Anide 11

1. The General Assembly may consider the general principles of co-operation in 
the maintenance of international peace and security, induding the prindples govern­
ing disarmament and the regulation of armaments, and may make recommendations 
with regard to such principles to the Members or to the Security Council or both.

2. The General Assembly may discuss any questions relating to the maintenance 
of international peace and security brought before it by any Member of the United 
Nations in accordance with Article 35. paragraph 2, and, except as provided in Arti­
cle 12, may make recommendations with regard to any such questions to the sate or 
states concerned or to the Security Council or to both. Any such question on which 
action is necessary shall be referred to the Security Council by the General Assembly 
either before or after discussion.

3. The General Assembly may call the attention of the Security Council to situa­
tions which are likely to endanger international peace and security.

4. The powers of the General Assembly set forth in this Artide shall not limit the 
general scope of Article 10.
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1. While the Security Council is exercising in respect of any dispute or situation 
the functions assigned to it in the present Charter, the General Assembly shall not 
make any recommendation with regard to that dispute or situation unless the Security 
Council so requests. '

2. The Secretary-General, with the consent of the Security Council, shall notify 
the General Assembly at each session of any matters relative to the maintenance of 
international peace and security which are being dealt with by the Security Council 
and shall similarly notify the General Assembly, or the Members of the United 
Nations if the General Assembly is not in session, immediately the Security Council 
ceases to deal with such matters.

Article 12

Article 13

1. The General Assembly shall initiate studies and make recommendations for 
the purpose of:

a. promoting international co-operation in the political field and encouraging the 
progressive development of international law and its codification;

b. promoting international co-operation in the economic, social, cultural, educa­
tional, and health fields, and assisting in the realization of human rights and funda­
mental freedoms for all without distinction as to race, sex, language, or religion.

2. The further responsibilities, functions, and powers of the General Assembly 
with respect to matters mentioned in paragraph 1(b) above are set forth in Chapters 
DC and X.

Article 14

Subject to the provisions of Article 12, the General Assembly may recommend 
measures for the peaceful adjustment of any situation, regardless of origin, which it 
deems likely to impair the general welfare or friendly relations among nations, includ­
ing situations resulting from a violation of the provisions of the present Charter set­
ting forth the Purposes and Principles of the United Nations.

Article 15

1. The General Assembly shall receive and consider annual and special reports 
from the Security Council; these reports shall include an account of the measures that 
the Security Council has decided upon or taken to maintain the international peace 
and security.

2. The General Assembly shall receive and consider reports from other organs of 
the United Nations.
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The General Assembly shall perform such fonctions with respect to the interna­
tional trusteeship system as are assigned to it under Chapters XII and XIII, including 
the approval of the trusteeship agreements for areas not designated as strategic.

Article 17

1. The General Assembly shall consider and approve the budget of the Organiza­
tion.

2. The expenses of the Organization shall be borne by the Members as appor­
tioned by the General Assembly.

3. The General Assembly shall consider and approve any financial and budgetary 
arrangements with specialized agencies referred to in Article 57 and shall examine the 
administrative budgets of such specialized agencies with a view to making recommen­
dations to the agencies concerned.

A rticle 16

Voting
Article 18

1. Each member of the General Assembly shall have one vote.
2. Decisions of the General Assembly on important questions shall be made by a 

two-thirds majority of the members present and voting. These questions shall include: 
recommendations with respect to the maintenance of international peace and security, 
the election of the non-permanent members of the Security Council, the election of 
the members of the Economic and Social Council, the election of members of the 
Trusteeship Council in accordance with paragraph 1(c) of Article 86, the admission of 
new Members to the United Nations, the suspension of the rights and privileges of 
membership, the expulsion of Members, questions relating to the operation of the 
trusteeship system, and budgetary questions.

3. Decisions on other questions, including the determination of additional cate­
gories of questions to be decided by a two-thirds majority, shall be made by a major­
ity of the members present and voting.

Article 19

A Member of the United Nations which is in arrears in the payment of its finan­
cial contributions to the Organization shall have no vote in the General Assembly if 
the amount of its arrean equals or exceeds the amount of the contributions due from 
it for the preceding two foil yean. The General Assembly may, nevertheless, permit 
such a Member to vote if it is satisfied that the failure to pay is due to conditions 
beyond the control of the Member.
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Procedure
Article 20

The General Assembly shall meet in regular annual sessions and in such special 
sessions as occasion may require. Special sessions shall be convoked by the Secretary- 
General at the request of the Security Council or of a majority of the Members of the 
United Nations.

Article 21

The General Assembly shall adopt its own rules of procedure. It shall elect its 
President for each session.

Article 22

The General Assembly may establish such subsidiary organs as it deems necessary 
for the performance of its functions.

Chapter V. The Security Council
Composition

Article 23

1. The Security Council shall consist of fifteen members of the United Nations. 
The [Peoples] Republic of China, France, the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, 
the United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland, and the United States of 
America shall be permanent members of the Security Council. The General Assembly 
shall elect ten other Members of the United Nations to be non-permanent members 
of the Security Council, due regard being specially paid, in the first instance to the 
contribution of Members of the national peace and security and to the other purposes 
of the Organization, and also to equitable geographical distribution.

2. The non-permanent members of the Security Council shall be elected for a 
term of two years. In the first election of the non-permanent members after the 
increase of the membership of the Security Council from eleven to fifteen, two of the 
four additional members shall be chosen for a term of one year. A retiring member 
shall not be eligible for immediate re-election.

3. Each member of the Security Council shall have one representative.

Functions and Powers
Article 24

1. In order to ensure prompt and effective action by the United Nations, its 
members confer on the Security Council primary responsibility for the maintenance
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of international peace and security, and agree that in carrying out its duties under this 
responsibility the Security Council acts on their behalf.

2. In discharging these duties the Security Council shall act in accordance with 
the Purposes and Principles of the United Nations. The specific powers granted to the 
Security Council for the discharge of these duties are laid down in Chapters VI, VII, 
VIII, and XII.

3. The Security Council shall submit annual, and when necessary, special reports 
to the General Assembly for its consideration.

Article 25

The members of the United Nations agree to accept and carry out the decisions 
of the Security Council in accordance with the present Charter.

Article 26

In order to promote the establishment and maintenance of international peace 
and security with the least diversion for armaments of the worlds human and eco­
nomic resources, the Security Council shall be responsible for formulating, with the 
assistance of the Military Staff Committee referred to in Article 47, plans to be sub­
mitted to the Members of the United Nations for the establishment of a system for 
the regulation of armaments.

Voting 
Article 27

1. Each member of the Security Council shall have one vote.
2. Decisions of the Security Council on procedural matters shall be made by an 

affirmative vote of nine members.
3. Decisions of the Security Council on all other matters shall be made by an 

affirmative vote of the nine members including the concurring votes of the permanent 
members; provided that, in decisions under Chapter VI, and under paragraph 3 of 
Article 52, a party to a dispute shall abstain from voting.

Procedure 
Anide 28

1. The Security Council shall be so organized as to be able to function continu­
ously. Each member of the Security Council shall for this purpose be represented at all 
times at the seat of the Organization.

2. The Security Coundl shall hold periodic meetings at which each of its mem-
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bers may, if it so desires, be represented by a member of the government or by some 
other specially designated representative.

3. The Security Council may hold meetings at such places other than the seat of 
the Organization as in its judgement will best facilitate its work.

Article 29

The Security Council may establish such subsidiary organs as it deems necessary 
for the performance of its functions.

Article 30

The Security Council shall adopt its own rules of procedure, including the 
method of selecting its President.

Article 31

Any Member of the United Nations which is not a member of the Security 
Council may participate, without vote, in the discussion of any question brought 
before the Security Council whenever the latter considers that the interests of that 
Member are specially affected.

Article 32

Any Member of the United Nations which is not a member of the Security 
Council or any state which is not a Member of the United Nations, if it is a party to 
a dispute under consideration by the Security Council, shall be invited to participate, 
without vote, in the discussion relating to the dispute. The Security Council shall lay 
down such conditions as it deems just for the participation of a state which is not a 
Member of the United Nations.

Chapter VI. Pacific Settlement of Disputes
Article 33

1. The parties to any dispute, the continuance of which is likely to endanger the 
maintenance of international peace and security, shall, first of all, seek a solution by 
negotiation, enquiry, mediation, conciliation, arbitration, judicial setdement, resort to 
regional agencies or arrangements, or other peaceful means of their own choice.

2. The Security Council shall, when it deems necessary, call upon the parties to 
settle their dispute by such means.
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The Security Council may investigate any dispute, or any situation which might 
lead to international friction or give rise to a dispute, in order to determine whether 
the continuance of the dispute or situation is likely to endanger the maintenance of 
international peace and security.

Article 34

Article 33

1. Any Member of the United Nations may bring any dispute, or any situation of 
the nature referred to in Article 34, to the attention of the Security Council or of the 
General Assembly.

2. A state which is not a Member of the United Nations may bring to the atten­
tion of the Security Council or of the General Assembly any dispute to which it is a 
party if it accepts in advance, for the purposes of the dispute, the obligations of pacific 
settlement provided in the present Charter.

3. The proceedings of the General Assembly in respect of matters brought to its 
attention under this Article will be subject to the provisions of Articles 11 and 12.

Article 36

1. The Security Council may, at any stage of a dispute of the nature referred to in 
Article 33 or a situation of like nature, recommend appropriate procedures or meth­
ods of adjustment.

2. The Security Council should take into consideration any procedures for the 
setdement of the dispute which have already been adopted by the parties.

3. In making recommendations under this Article the Security Council should 
also take into consideration that legal disputes should as a general rule be referred by 
the parties to the International Court of Justice in accordance with the provisions of 
the Statute of the Court.

Anide 37

1. Should the parties to a dispute of the nature referred to in Anide 33 fail to set­
tle it by the means indicated in that Anide, they shall refer it to the Security Council.

2. If the Security Council deems that the continuance of the dispute is in fact 
likely to endanger the maintenance of international peace and security, it shall dedde 
whether to take action under Anide 36 or to recommend such terms of seulement as 
it may consider appropriate.
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Without prejudice to the provisions of Articles 33 to 37, the Security Council 
may, if all the parties to any dispute so request, make recommendations to the parties 
with a view to a pacific setdement of the dispute.

Chapter VII. Action with Respect to Threats to the Peace, 
Breaches of the Peace, and Acts of Aggression

Article 39

The Security Council shall determine the existence of any threat to the peace, 
breach of the peace, or act of aggression and shall make recommendations, or decide 
what measures shall be taken in accordance with Articles 41 and 42, to maintain or 
restore international peace and security.

Article 38

Article 40

In order to prevent an aggravation of the situation, the Security Council may, 
before making the recommendations or deciding upon the measures provided for in 
Article 39, call upon the parties concerned to comply with such provisional measures 
as it deems necessary or desirable. Such provisional measures shall be without preju­
dice to the rights, claims, or position of the parties concerned. The Security Council 
shall duly take account of failure to comply with such provisional measures.

Article 41

The Security Council may decide what measures not involving the use of armed 
force are to be employed to give effect to its decisions, and it may call upon the Mem­
bers of the United Nations to apply such measures. These may include complete or 
partial interruption of economic relations and of rail, sea, air, postal, telegraphic, 
radio, and other means of communication, and the severance of diplomatic relations.

Article 42

Should the Security Council consider that measures provided for in Article 41 
would be inadequate or have proved to be inadequate, it may take such action by air, 
sea, or land forces as may be necessary to maintain or restore international peace and 
security. Such action may include demonstrations, blockade, and other operations by 
air, sea, or land forces of Members of the United Nations.
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1. All Members of the United Nations, in order to contribute to the maintenance 
of international peace and security, undertake to make available to the Security Coun­
cil, on its call and in accordance with a special agreement or agreements, armed forces, 
assistance, and facilities, including right of passage, necessary for the purpose of main­
taining international peace and security.

2. Such agreement or agreements shall govern the numbers and types of forces, 
their degree of readiness and general location, and the nature of the facilities and assis­
tance to be provided.

3. The agreement or agreements shall be negotiated as soon as possible on the ini­
tiative of the Security Council. They shall be concluded between the Security Coun­
cil and Members or between the Security Council and groups of Members and shall 
be subject to ratification by the signatory sutes in accordance with their respective 
constitutional processes.

Article 43

Article 44

When the Security Council has decided to use force it shall, before calling upon 
a Member not represented on it to provide armed forces in fulfillment of the obliga­
tions assumed under Article 43, invite that Member, if the Member so desires, to par­
ticipate in the decisions of the Security Council concerning the employment of con­
tingents of that Members armed forces.

Article 43

In order to enable the United Nations to take urgent military measures. Members 
shall hold immediately available national air-force contingents for combined interna­
tional enforcement action. The strength and degree of readiness in these contingents 
and plans for their combined action shall be determined, within the limits laid down 
in the special agreement or agreements referred to in Article 43, by the Security Coun­
cil with the assistance of the Military Staff Committee.

Anide 46

Plans for the application of armed force shall be made by the Security Council 
with the assistance of the Military Staff Committee.

Anide 47

1. There shall be established a Military Staff Comminee to advise and assist the 
Security Council on all questions relating to the Security Councils military require-
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ments for the maintenance of international peace and security, the employment and 
command of forces placed at its disposal, the regulation of armaments, and possible 
disarmament.

2. The Military Staff Committee shall consist of the Chiefs of Staff of the per­
manent members ofihe Security Council or their representatives. Any Member of the 
United Nations not permanently represented on the Committee shall be invited by 
the Committee to be associated with it when the efficient discharge of the Commit­
tees responsibilities requires the participation of that Member in its work.

3. The Military Staff Committee shall be responsible under the Security Council 
for the strategic direction of any armed forces placed at the disposal of the Security 
Council. Questions relating to the command of such forces shall be worked out sub- 
sequendy.

4. The Military Staff Committee, with the authorization of the Security Council 
and after consultation with appropriate regional agencies, may establish regional sub­
committees.

Article 48

1. The action required to carry out the decisions of the Security Council for the 
maintenance of international peace and security shall be taken by all the Members of 
the United Nations or by some of them, as the Security Council may determine.

2. Such decisions shall be carried out by the Members of the United Nations 
direcdy and through their action in the appropriate international agencies of which 
they are members.

Article 49

The members of the United Nations shall join in affording mutual assistance in 
carrying out the measures decided upon by the Security Council.

Article 50

If preventive or enforcement measures against any state are taken by the Security 
Council, any other state, whether a Member of the United Nations or not, which 
finds itself confronted with special economic problems arising from carrying out those 
measures shall have the right to consult the Security Council with regard to a solution 
of those problems.

Article 51

Nothing in the present Charter shall impair the inherent right of individual or 
collective self-defence if an armed attack occurs against a Member of the United
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Nations, until the Security Council has taken measures necessary to maintain inter­
national peace and security. Measures taken by Members in the exercise of this right of 
self-defence shall be immediately reported to the Security Council and shall not in any 
way affect the authority and responsibility of the Security Council under the present 
Charter to take at any time such action as it deems necessary in order to maintain or 
restore international peace and security.

Chapter VIII. Regional Arrangements
Article 52

1. Nothing in the present Charter precludes the existence of regional arrange­
ments for dealing with such matters relating to the maintenance of international peace 
and security as are appropriate for regional action, provided that such arrangements or 
agencies and their activities are consistent with the Purposes and Principles of the 
United Nations.

2. The Members of the United Nations entering into such arrangements or con­
stituting such agencies shall make every effort to achieve public settlement of local dis­
putes through such regional arrangements or by such regional agencies before referring 
them to the Security Council.

3. The Security Council shall encourage the development of pacific settlement of 
local disputes through such regional arrangements or by such regional agencies either 
on the initiative of the sutes concerned or by reference from the Security Council.

4. This Article in no way impairs the application of Articles 34 and 35.

Article 53

1. The Security Council shall, where appropriate, utilize such regional arrange* 
ments or agencies for enforcement action under its authority. But no enforcement 
action shall be taken under regional arrangements or by regional agencies without the 
authorization of the Security Council, with the exception of measures against any 
enemy state, as defined in paragraph 2 of this Article, provided for pursuant to Article 
107 or in regional arrangements directed against renewal of aggressive policy on the 
part of any such state, until such time as the Organization may, on request of the 
Governments concerned, be charged with the responsibility for preventing further 
aggression by such a state.

2. The term enemy state as used in paragraph 1 of this Article applies to any sate 
which during the Second World War has been an enemy of any signatory of the pres­
ent Charter.
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The Security Council shall at all times be kept fully informed of activities under­
taken or in contemplation under regional arrangements or by regional agencies for the 
maintenance of international peace and security.

Chapter IX. International Economic and Social Co-operation
Article 55

With a view to the creation of conditions of stability and well-being which are 
necessary for peaceful and friendly relations among nations based on respect for the 
principle of equal rights and self-determination of peoples, the United Nations shall 
promote:

a. higher standards of living, foil employment, and conditions of economic and 
social progress and development;

b. solutions of international economic, social, health, and related problems; and 
international cultural and educational co-operation; and

c. universal respect for, and observe of, human rights and fundamental freedoms 
for all without distinction as to race, sex, language, or religion.

Article 56

All members pledge themselves to take joint and separate action in co-operation 
with the Organization for the achievement of the purposes set forth in Article 55.

Article 54

Article 57

1. The various specialized agencies, established by intergovernmental agreement 
and having wide international responsibilities, as defined in their basic instruments, in 
economic, social, cultural, educational, health, and related fields, shall be brought into 
relationship with the United Nations in accordance with the provisions of Article 63.

2. Such agencies thus brought into relationship with the United Nations are here­
inafter referred to as specialized agencies.

Article 58

The Organization shall make recommendations for the co-ordination of the poli­
cies and activities of the specialized agencies.
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The Organization shall, where appropriate, initiate negotiations among the sutes 
concerned for the creation of any new specialized agencies required for the accom­
plishment of the purposes set forth in Anide 55.

Anide 60

Responsibility for the discharge of the functions of the Organization set forth in 
this Chapter shall be vested in the General Assembly and, under the authority of the 
General Assembly, in the Economic and Social Council, which shall have for this pur­
pose the powers set forth in Chapter X.

Chapter X. The Economic and Social Council
Composition

Anide 61

1. The Economic and Social Council shall consist of fifty-four Members of the 
United Nations elected by the General Assembly.

2. Subject to the provisions of paragraph 3, eighteen members of the Economic 
and Social Council shall be elected each year for a term of three years. A retiring mem­
ber shall not be eligible for immediate re-election.

3. At the first election after the increase in the membership of the Economic and 
Social Council from twenty-seven to fifty-four members, in addition to the members 
elected in place of the nine members whose term of office expires at the end of that 
year, twenty-seven additional members shall be elected. Of these twenty-seven addi­
tional members, the term of office of nine members so elected shall expire at the end 
of two years, in accordance with arrangements made by the General Assembly.

4. Each member of the Economic and Sodal Council shall have one representative.

Functions and Powers
Artide 62

1. The Economic and Social Council may make or initiate studies and reports 
with respect to international economic, social, cultural, educational, health, and 
related matters and may make recommendations with respect to any such matters to 
the General Assembly, to the Members of the United Nations, and to the specialized 
agencies concerned.

2. It may make recommendations for the purpose of promoting respect for, and 
observance of, human rights and fundamental freedoms for all.

3. It may prepare draft conventions for submission to the General Assembly, with 
respect to matters falling within its competence.

A nide 59
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4. It may call, in accordance with the rules prescribed by the United Nations, 
international conferences on matters falling within its competence.

Ardele 63

1. The Economic and Social Council may enter into agreements with any of the 
agencies referred to in Article 37, defining the terms on which the agency concerned 
shall be brought into relationship with the United Nations. Such agreements shall be 
subject to approval by the General Assembly.

2. It may co-ordinate the activities of the specialized agencies through consulta­
tion with and recommendations to such agencies and through recommendations to 
the General Assembly and to the Members of the United Nations.

Article 64

1. The Economic and Social Council may take appropriate steps to obtain regu­
lar reports from the specialized agencies. It may make arrangements with the Members 
of the United Nations and with the specialized agencies to obtain reports on the steps 
taken to give effect to its own recommendations and to recommendations on matters 
falling within its competence made by the General Assembly.

2. It may communicate its observations on these reports to the General Assembly.

Article 63

The Economic and Social Council may furnish information to the Security 
Council and shall assist the Security Council upon its request.

Article 66

1. The Economic and Social Council shall perform such functions as fall within 
its competence in connexion with the carrying out of the recommendations of the 
General Assembly.

2. It may, with the approval of the General Assembly, perform services at the 
request of Members of the United Nations and at the request of specialized agencies.

3. It shall perform such other functions as are specified elsewhere in the present 
Charter or as may be assigned to it by the General Assembly.
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Voting
Anide 67

1. Each member of the Economic and Social Council shall have one vote.
2. Decisions of the Economic and Social Council shall be made by a majority of 

the members present and voting.

Procedure
Artide 68

The Economic and Social Council shall set up commissions in economic and 
social fields and for the promotion of human rights, and such other commissions as 
may be required for the performance of its functions.

Artide 69

The Economic and Social Council shall invite any Member of the United 
Nations to participate, without vote, in its deliberations on any matter of particular 
concern to that Member.

Artide 70

The Economic and Social Council may make arrangements for representatives of 
the specialized agencies to partidpate, without vote, in its ddiberadons and in those of 
the commissions established by it, and for its representatives to partidpate in the 
ddiberations of the spedalized agendes.

Artide 71

The Economic and Social Coundl may make suitable arrangements for consul­
tation with non-governmental organizations which are concerned with matters within 
its competence. Such arrangements may be made with international organizations 
and, where appropriate, with national organizations after consultation with the Mem­
ber of the United Nations concerned.

Artide 72

1. The Economic and Social Council shall adopt its own rules of procedure, 
induding the method of selecting its President.

2. The Economic and Social Coundl shall meet as required in accordance with its 
rules, which shall indude provision for the convening of meetings on the request of a 
majority of its members.
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Chapter XI. Declaration Regarding Non-Self-Goveming Territories
Article 73

Members of the United Nations which have or assume responsibilities for the 
administration of territories whose peoples have not yet attained a full measure of self- 
government recognize the principle that the interests of the inhabitants of these terri­
tories are paramount, and accept as a sacred trust the obligation to promote the 
utmost, within the system of international peace and security established by the pres­
ent Charter, the well-being of the inhabitants of these territories, and, to this end:

a. to ensure, with due respect for the culture of the peoples concerned, their 
political, economic, social, and educational advancement, their just treatment, and 
their protection against abuses;

b. to develop self-government, to take due account of the political aspirations of 
the peoples, and to assist them in the progressive development of their free political 
institutions, according to the particular circumstances of each territory and its peoples 
and their varying stages of advancement;

c. to further international peace and security;
d. to promote constructive measures of development, to encourage research, and 

to co-operate with one another and, when and where appropriate, with specialized 
international bodies with a view to the practical achievement of the social, economic, 
and scientific purposes set forth in this Article; and

e. to transmit regularly to the Secretary-General for information purposes, subject 
to such limitation as security and constitutional considerations may require, statistical 
and other information of a technical nature relating to economic, social, and educa­
tional conditions in the territories for which they are respectively responsible other 
than those territories to which Chapters XII and XIII apply.

Article 74

Members of the United Nations also agree that their policy in respect of the ter­
ritories to which this Chapter applies, no less than in respect of their Metropolitan 
areas, must be based on the general principle of good-neighborliness, due account 
being taken of the interests and well-being of the rest of the world, in social, eco­
nomic, and commercial matters.

Chapter XII. International Trusteeship System
Article 75

The United Nations shall establish under its authority an international trustee­
ship system for the administration and supervision of such territories as may be placed 
thereunder by subsequent individual agreements. These territories are hereinafter 
referred to as trust territories.
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The basic objectives of the trusteeship system, in accordance with the Purposes of 
the United Nations laid down in Article 1 of the present Charter, shall be:

a. to further international peace and security;
b. to promote the political, economic, social, and educational advancement of 

the inhabitants of the trust territories, and their progressive development towards self- 
government or independence as may be appropriate to the particular circumstances 
of each territory and its peoples concerned, and as may be provided by the terms of 
each trusteeship agreement;

c. to encourage respect for human rights and for fundamental freedoms for all 
without distinction as to race, sex, language, or religion, and to encourage recognition 
of the interdependence of the people of the world; and

d. to ensure equal treatment in social, economic, and commercial matters for all 
Members of the United Nations and their nationals, and also equal treatment for the 
latter in the administration of justice, without prejudice to the attainment of the fore­
going objectives and subject to the provisions of Article 80.

Article 77

1. The trusteeship system shall apply to such territories in the following categories 
as may be placed thereunder by means of trusteeship agreements:

a. territories now held under mandate;
b. territories which may be detached from enemy states as a result of the Second 

World War; and
c. territories voluntarily placed under the system by states responsible for their 

administration.
2. It will be a matter for subsequent agreement as to which territories in the fore­

going categories will be brought under the trusteeship system and upon what terms.

Anide 78

The trusteeship system shall not apply to territories which have become Members 
of the United Nations, relationship among which shall be based on respect for the 
principle of sovereign equality.

Article 76

Anide 79

The terms of trusteeship for each territory to be placed under the trusteeship sys­
tem, including any alteration or amendment, shall be agreed upon by the states 
directly concerned, induding the mandatory power in the case of tenitories hdd 
under mandate by a Member of the United Nations, and shall be approved for in Arti­
cles 83 and 85.
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1. Except as may be agreed upon in individual trusteeship agreements, made 
under Articles 77, 79, and 81, placing each territory under the trusteeship system, and 
until such agreements have been concluded, nothing in this Chapter shall be con­
strued in or of itself to alter in any manner the rights whatsoever of any sutes or any 
peoples or the terms of existing international instruments to which Members of the 
United Nations may respectively be parties.

2. Paragraph 1 of this Article shall not be interpreted as giving grounds for delay 
or postponement of the negotiation and conclusion of agreements for placing man­
dated and other territories under the trusteeship system as provided for in Article 77.

Article 81

The trusteeship agreement shall in each case include the terms under which the 
trust territory will be administered and designate the authority which will exercise the 
administration of the trust territory. Such authority, hereinafter called the adminis­
tering authority, may be one or more sutes or the Organization itself.

Article 80

Article 82

There may be designated, in any trusteeship agreement, a strategic area or areas 
which may include part or all of the trust territory to which the agreement applies, 
without prejudice to any special agreement or agreements made under Article 43.

Article 83

1. All functions of the United Nations relating to strategic areas, including the 
approval of the terms of the trusteeship agreements and of their alteration or amend­
ment, shall be exercised by the Security Council.

2. The basic objectives set forth in Article 76 shall be applicable to the people of 
each strategic area.

3. The Security Council shall, subject to the provisions of the trusteeship agree­
ments and without prejudice to security considerations, avail itself of the assistance of 
the Trusteeship Council to perform those functions of the United Nations under the 
trusteeship system relating to political, economic, social, and educational matters in 
the strategic areas.

Article 84

It shall be the duty of the administering authority to ensure that the trust terri­
tory shall play its part in the maintenance of international peace and security. To this
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end the administering authority may make use of volunteer forces, facilities, and assis­
tance from the trust territory in carrying out the obligations towards the Security 
Council undertaken in this regard by the administering authority, as well as for local 
defence and the maintenance of law and order within the trust territory.

Article 85

1. The functions of the United Nations with regard to trusteeship agreements for 
all areas not designated as strategic, including the approval of the terms of the trustee­
ship agreements and of their alteration or amendment, shall be exercised by the Gen­
eral Assembly.

2. The Trusteeship Council, operating under the authority of the General Assem­
bly, shall assist the General Assembly in carrying out these functions.

Chapter XIII. The Trusteeship Council
Composition

Article 86

1. The Trusteeship Council shall consist of the following Members of the United 
Nations:

a. those Members administering trust territories;
b. such of those Members mentioned by name in Article 23 as are not adminis­

tering trust territories; and
c. as many other Members elected for three-year terms by the General Assembly 

as may be necessary to ensure that the total number of members of the Trusteeship 
Council is equally divided between those Members of the United Nations which 
administer trust territories and those which do not.

2. Each member of the Trusteeship Council shall designate one specially qualified 
person to represent it therein.

Functions and Powers 
Anide 87

The General Assembly and, under its authority, the Trusteeship Coundl, in car­
rying out their functions, may:

a. consider reports submitted by the administering authority;
b. accept petitions and examine them in consultation with the administering 

authority;
c. provide for periodic visits to the respective trust territories at times agreed upon 

with the administering authority; and
d. take these and other actions in conformity with the terms of the trusteeship 

agreements.
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The Trusteeship Council shall formulate a questionnaire on the political, eco­
nomic, social, and educational advancement of the inhabitants of each trust territory, 
and the administering authority for each trust territory within the competence of the 
General Assembly shall make an annual report to the General Assembly upon the basis 
of such questionnaire.

Article 88

Voting
Article 89

1. Each member of the Trusteeship Council shall have one vote.
2. Decisions of the Trusteeship Council shall be made by a majority of the mem­

bers present and voting.

Procedure
Article 90

1. The Trusteeship Council shall adopt its own rules of procedure, including the 
method of selecting its President.

2. The Trusteeship Council shall meet as required in accordance with its rules, 
which shall include provision for the convening of meetings on the request of a major­
ity of its members.

Article 91

The Trusteeship Council shall, when appropriate, avail itself of the assistance of 
the Economic and Social Council and of the specialized agencies in regard to matters 
with which they are respectively concerned.

Chapter XIV. The International Court of Justice
Article 92

The International Court of Justice shall be the principal judicial organ of the 
United Nations. It shall function in accordance with the annexed Statute, which is 
based upon the Statute of the Permanent Court of International Justice and forms an 
integral part of the present Charter.

Article 93

1. All Members of the United Nations are ipso facto parties to the Statute of the 
International Court of Justice.
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2. A state which is not a Member of the United Nations may become a party to the 
Statute of the International Court of Justice on conditions to be determined in each case 
by the General Assembly upon the recommendation of the Security Council.

Article 94

1. Each member of the United Nations undertakes to comply with the decision 
of the International Court of Justice in any case to which it is a party.

2. If any party to a case fails to perform the obligations incumbent upon it under 
a judgment rendered by the Court, the other party may have recourse to the Security 
Council, which may, if it deems necessary, make recommendations or decide upon 
measures to be taken to give effect to the judgment.

Article 95

Nothing in the present Charter shall prevent Members of the United Nations 
from entrusting the solution of their differences to other tribunals by virtue of agree­
ments already in existence or which may be concluded in the future.

Article 96

1. The General Assembly or the Security Council may request the International 
Court of Justice to give an advisory opinion on any legal question.

2. Other organs of the United Nations and specialized agencies, which may at 
any time be so authorized by the General Assembly, may also request advisory opin­
ions of the Court on legal questions arising within the scope of their activities.

Chapter XV. The Secretariat
Article 97

The Secretariat shall comprise a Secretary-General and such staff as the Organi­
zation may require. The Secretary-General shall be appointed by the General Assem­
bly upon the recommendation of the Security Council. He shall be the chief admin­
istrative officer of the Organization.

Anide 98

The Secretary-General shall act in that capacity in all meetings of the General 
Assembly, of the Security Council, of the Economic and Social Council, and of the 
Trusteeship Council, and shall perform such other functions as are entrusted to him 
by these organs. The Secretary-General shall make an annual repon to the General 
Assembly on the work of the Organization.
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The Secretary-General may bring to the attention of the Security Council any matter 
which in his opinion may threaten the maintenance of international peace and security.

Article 99

Article 100

1. In the performance of their duties the Secretary-General and the staff shall not 
seek or receive instructions from any government or from any other authority external 
to the Organization. They shall refrain from any action which might reflect on their 
position as international officials responsible only to the Organization.

2. Each Member of the United Nations undertakes to respect the exclusively 
international character of the responsibilities of the Secretary-General and the staff 
and not to seek to influence them in the discharge of their responsibilities.

Article 101

1. The staff shall be appointed by the Secretary-General under regulations estab­
lished by the General Assembly.

2. Appropriate staffs shall be permanently assigned to the Economic and Social 
Council, the Trusteeship Council, and, as required, to the other organs of the United 
Nations. These staffs shall form a part of the Secretariat.

3. The paramount consideration in the employment of the staff and in the deter­
mination of the conditions of service shall be the necessity of securing the highest 
standards of efficiency, competence, and integrity. Due regard shall be paid to the 
importance of recruiting the staff on as wide a geographical basis as possible.

Chapter XVI. Miscellaneous Provisions
Article 102

1. Every treaty and every international agreement entered into by any Member of 
the United Nations after the present Charter comes into force shall as soon as possi­
ble be registered with the Secretariat and published by it.

2. No party to any such treaty or international agreement which has not been reg­
istered in accordance with the provisions of paragraph 1 of this Article may invoke 
that treaty or agreement before any organ of the United Nations.

Article 103

In the event of a conflict between the obligations of the Members of the United 
Nations under the present Charter and their obligations under any other international 
agreement, their obligations under the present Charter shall prevail.
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The Organization shall enjoy in the territory of each of its Members such legal 
capacity as may be necessary for the exercise of its functions and the fulfillment of its 
purposes.

A rticle 104

Article 105

1. The Organization shall enjoy in the territory of each of its Members such priv­
ileges and immunities as are necessary for the fulfillment of its purposes.

2. Representatives of the Members of the United Nations and officials of the 
Organization shall enjoy such privileges and immunities as are necessary for the inde­
pendent exercise of their function in connexion with the Organization.

3. The General Assembly may make recommendations with a view to determin­
ing the details of the application of paragraphs 1 and 2 of this Article or may propose 
conventions to the Members of the United Nations for this purpose.

Chapter XVII. Transitional Security Arrangements
Article 106

Pending the coming into force of such special agreements referred to in Article 
43 as in the opinion of the Security Council enable it to begin the exercise of its 
responsibilities under Article 42, the parties to the Four-Nation Declaration, signed at 
Moscow, 30 October 1943, and France, shall, in accordance with the provisions of 
paragraph 5 of that Declaration, consult with one another and as occasion requires 
with other Members of the United Nations with a view to such joint action on behalf 
of the Organization as may be necessary for the purpose of maintaining international 
peace and security.

Article 107

Nothing in the present Charter shall invalidate or preclude action, in relation to 
any state which during the Second World War has been an enemy of any signatory to 
the present Charter, taken or authorized as a result of that war by the Governments 
having responsibility for such action.

Chapter XVIII. Amendments
Article 108

Amendments to the present Charter shall come into force for all Members of the 
United Nations when they have been adopted by a vote of two-thirds of the members 
of the General Assembly and ratified in accordance with their respective constitutional
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processes by two-thirds of the Members of the United Nations, including all the per­
manent members of the Security Council.

Article 109

1. A General Conference of the Members of the United Nations for the purpose 
of reviewing the present Charter may be held at a date and place to be fixed by a two- 
thirds vote of the members of the General Assembly and by a vote of any nine mem­
bers of the Security Council. Each Member of the United Nations shall have one vote 
in the conference.

2. Any alteration of the present Charter recommended by a two-thirds vote of 
the conference shall take effect when ratified in accordance with their respective con­
stitutional processes by two-thirds of the Members of the United Nations including 
all permanent members of the Security Council.

3. If such a conference has not been held before the tenth annual session of the 
General Assembly following the coming into force of the present Charter, the pro­
posal to call such a conference shall be held if so decided by a majority vote of the 
members of the General Assembly and by a vote of any seven members of the Secu­
rity Council.

Chapter XIX. Ratification and Signature
Article 110

1. The present Charter shall be ratified by the signatory states in accordance with 
their respective constitutional processes.

2. The ratifications shall be deposited with the Government of the United States 
of America, which shall notify all the signatory states of each deposit as well as the 
Secretary-General of the Organization when he has been appointed.

3. The present Charter shall come into force upon the deposit of ratifications by 
the [Peoples] Republic of China, France, Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, the 
United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland, and the United States of 
America, and by a majority of the other signatory states. A protocol of the ratifications 
deposited shall thereupon be drawn up by the Government of the United States of 
America which shall communicate copies thereof to all the signatory states.

4. The states signatory to the present Charter which ratify it after it has come into 
force will become original Members of the United Nations on the date of the deposit 
of their respective ratifications.

Article 111

The present Charter, of which the Chinese, French, Russian, English, and Span­
ish texts are equally authentic, shall remain deposited in the archives of the Govern-
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ment of the United States of America. Duly certified copies thereof shall be transmit- 
ted by that Government to the Governments of the other signatory states.

In  f a it h  w h e r e o f  the representatives of the Governments of the United 
Nations have signed at the present Charter.

D o n e  at the city of San Francisco the twenty-sixth day of June, one thousand 
nine hundred and forty-five.
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