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SECRET

A. Signature by Communist Regime.
B. Signature by National Government, either
1. concurrently and at same ceremony with other Allied Powers;
2. concurrent signature of counterpart at separate ceremony not
attended by other signers; or
8. subsequent signing or adhesion as arranged between Japanese
and National Governments.
C. Deferment of any signing on behalf of China until governmental
situation clarified.
D. Any other course that may be suggested.
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A. We do not like signature by Communist regime.

B. We consider it desirable to have the Chinese Nationalist govern-
ment sign concurrently and at the same ceremony with other
Allied Powers. The Japanese Government is interested in seeing
the strengthening of the Nationalist Government as a member of the
free world.

Because of our fervent desire for an early majority peace we would be
much disappointed if the signing of the treaty were to be delayed on account
of a procedural question. Accordingly, apart from our position stated above,
we would not object to deferment of any signing on behalf of China until
governmental situation is clarified, if it should prove difficult to obtain a swift
agreement among the Allies on the question of Chinese representation.
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A. We do not like signature by Communist regime.

B. We consider it desirable to have the Chinese Nationalist government
sign conmeurrently and at the same eeremony with other Allied
Powers.

Because of our fervent desire for an early majority peace we
would be much disappointed if the signing of the treaty were to be
delayed on account of a precedural question.
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The following is text of communique issued in London jointly by the
British Secretary of State for Foreign Affairs and Ambassador John Foster
Dulles on June 14:

“Mr. Herbert Morrison, H.M. Secretary of State for Foreign
Affairs, and Mr. John Foster Dulles, Special Representative of the
President of the United States, at the conclusion of their conversations
on the Japanese Peace Treaty, announce that their talks have resulted
in full agreement between them on the draft treaty and on all other main
related problems. This agreement is subject to approval by Govern-
ments on both sides.

“The fact that agreement has been reached in the talks between the
United States and the United Kingdom on this important and complex
subject, emphasizes again the deep essential unity of purpose of the
two countries. The meetings in London, like Mr. Dulles’ recent discus-
sions with the French Government in Paris, are a part of a long process
of consultation with governments of countries closely concerned with
the Japanese war, including Commonwealth countries. Though these
governments are at present in no way committed to the draft, its main
outlines are understood to be in accordance with the views held by the
great majority of them.

“If approved by the United States Government and by H.M. Gov-
ernment in the United Kingdom, the draft will be first rediscussed with
Powers principally concerned in the war against Japan, and shortly
afterwards circulated to other Powers at war with Japan, with a request
for their comments at the earliest convenient date. Thereafter, it is
hoped to proceed with the drafting of the final treaty.

“Both Governments will hope that the Soviet Government, which
has been consulted at earlier states of the negotiations, will sign the
Peace Treaty. They consider, however, that the treaty should be
prepared on a wide basis of consultation among the Powers at war with
Japan. They cannot accept the Soviet Government’s continued insistence
that the treaty must be prepared at a meeting of the Council of Foreign
Ministers of the United States, the United Kingdom, the Soviet Union
and China.”
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(1) Exchange of notes between the Governments of the U.S.S.R. and
the U.S.A. regarding the draft Peace Treaty for Japan

(a) Russian note, 7 May 1951

The Government of the U.S.S.R. received on March 29, 1951, from the
Government of the United States of America a draft of a peace treaty with
Japan. In connection with this, the Soviet Government considers it neces-
sary to make the following remarks.

In spite of the fact that more than 5 years have already passed since
the time of the termination of war with Japan, the question of a peaceful
settlement for Japan remains unresolved. Such a situation has been created,
first of all, as a result of the position taken by the Government of the U.S.A,,
which under various pretexts has postponed not only the conclusion but the
very preparation of a peace treaty. In ﬁhis connection, the Government of
the U.S.A. has repeatedly rejected the proposals of the Soviet Government for
the preparation of a peace treaty with Japan jointly with other Governments,
as envisaged by the appropriate international agreements. As a result of
this, the occupation of Japan by foreign troops has impermissibly dragged
on.

1. The remarks of the Soviet Government concern, first of all, the in-
correct preparation of a peace treaty with Japan.
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In the memorandum accompanying the American draft of a peace treaty
with Japan, the Government of the U.S.A. declared that the draft refer-.
red to was drawn up after an exchange of opinions between representatives
of the Government of the U.S.A. and representatives of the Governments of
several other states, including the Soviet Union. It should be noted that
this last is not true, since the Soviet Government as early as the beginning
of March of this year published a statement concerning its refusal to carry
on separate negotiations with representatives of the U.S.A. with regard to
the preparation of a peace treaty with Japan. In this connection, the Soviet
Government proceeded from the position that the preparation of a peace
treaty with Japan cannot be the affair of any one Government or of a query
conducted by it of the opinions of other interested Governments, but should
be a joint affair of all these Governments, as is provided for by the ap-
propriate internmational agreements. Nevertheless, the Government of the
U.S.A. did not refrain from the separate preparation of a peace treaty with
Japan, aiming at arrogating this right exclusively to itself, which is a viola-
tion of the obligations undertaken by it concerning the preparation of a peace
treaty with Japan jointly with the U.S.S.R., China, and Great Britain, with.
the participation of other interested states.

In accordance with the Potsdam Agreement of August 2, 1945, a Council
of Foreign Ministers of the five powers—U.S.A., U.S.S.R., China, Great
Britain, and France-—was established, in which connection it was directly
stated in the Potsdam Agreement that the Council of Foreign Ministers
was being created, in the first instance, for ‘preparatory work on peaceful
settlement,” and that in drawing up the corresponding peace treaties ‘the
Council would consist of members representing those states which have
signed the terms of capitulation dictated to that enemy state which the
given task concerns.”” The peace treaties with Italy, Rumania, Bulgaria
and Finland were prepared and concluded in conformity with this. That
the drafting of a peace treaty with Japan has been laid upon the U.S.A.,
the U.S.S.R., China and Great Britain, who, as is known, signed the
Japanese surrender document, also flows from the Potsdam Agreement
referred to. As early as 1947 the Soviet Government proposed calling a
special session of the Council of Foreign Ministers composed of the repre-
sentatives of China, U.S.A,, U.S.S.R. and Great Britain in order to embark
upon the preparation of a peace treaty with Japan. In this connection, it.
was envisaged that all states who participated with their armed forces in
the war with Japan would be drawn into the preparatory work for drawing:
up a peace treaty with Japan. But this proposal as well as other repeatedly
renewed efforts of the Soviet Gevernment directed toward hastening the.
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wconclusion of a peace treaty with Japam have furnished no positive results,
since the Government of the U.S.A. ignores ‘the necessity of calling a ‘Council
of Foreign Ministers for the preparation of a peace treaty with Japan as
well as calling a peace conference for the consideration of this treaty.

The Soviet Government considers it necessary to mention particularly
the impermissibility of excluding Chima from the preparation of a peace
treaty with Japan. It is known that China was subjected durjng the course
of many years o cruel aggression on the part of militaristic Japan, waged
a protracted hard war against Japanese imperialism and bore the greatest
sacrifices from the aggression of Japan. It is natural, therefore, that the
Government of the Chinese People’s Republic, being the only legal repre-
sentative of the Chinese people, has a special interest in the preparation
of a peace treaty with Japan and in the establishment of lasting peace
in the Far East. It is perfectly- obvious that without the participation of
the ‘Chinese People’s Republic in the work of preparing a peace treaty with
Japan a real peaceful settlement in the Far East is not pessible.

From this it is seen that the Government of the United States is en-
deavouring to -exclude the U.8.8.R., the Chinese People’s Republic and -other
countries from the preparation of a peace treaty with Japan and to take
this matter exclusively into its own ‘hands in order unilaterally to impose
upon Japan through the procedure of a dictate conditions of this treaty
satisfactory to the Government of the U.S.A., utilizing for this purpose
the dependence of the present ‘Government of Japan upon the American
occupation authorities.

2. The remarks of the Soviet Government concern, secondly, the fact
that the American draft of a peace treaty with Japan contains from the
point of view of the substance of the matter, several incorrect contentions
incompatible with existing agreements between the powers.

In such known international documents as the Caire Declaration of
1943, the Potsdam Declaration of 1945, and the Yalta Agreement of 1945
the Governments of the United States of America, Great Britain, China,
and the U.S.S.R. took upon themselves definite obligations with relation
to a future peace treaty with Japan.

In these documents the territorial borders of Japan were defined and
it was pointed out that there should exist in Japan ‘a peacefully disposed
and responsible govermment in cenformity with the freely expressed will
of the Japanese people,’ :after which the occupation troops should be with-

“drawn from Japan.

In these documents, :as well as in a subsequent agreement between the
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powers, it is stated that there should in Japan ‘be eliminated all obstacles
to the revival and straightening of democratic tendencies among the
Japanese people’ and that broad possibilities for the development of the
peaceful economy of the country should be opened up. Along with this it
is stated there that it is necessary to finish with the authority and influence
of the militarists and to accomplish the demilitarization of Japan.

The American draft of a peace treaty with Japan ignores in one degree
or another these obligations of the powers which flow from the documents
referred to above.

First of all, this must be said of territorial questions.

For example, in the Caire Declaration of 1943 it is directly stated that
the Island of Taiwan and the Pescadores Islands should be returned to
China. In this American draft it is stated only that Japan rencunces all
rights to Taiwan and Pescadores Islands, but nothing is said regarding
the transfer of Taiwan and Pescadores Islands to China. From this the
conclusion can be drawn that the draft leaves the present situation with
Taiwan and the Pescadores Islands, which have actually been torn away
from China, without change, in violation of the Cairo Agreement concerning
the return of these islands to China.

The American draft provides, further, for taking the Ryukyu, Bonin,
Rosario, Volcano, Parece Vela, and Marcus Islands out from under the
sovereignty of Japan and transferring them under the administration of the
U.S.A. under the pretext of establishing a trusteeship over them, allegedly
on the part of the United Nations Organization. Inasmuch, however, as
the wresting of the islands named away from Japan is envisaged neither
by agreement between the powers nor by decision of United Nations in
the person of the Security Council, such wresting away does not have any
justification.

Those deviations on military matters from the international agreements
mentioned above which are contained in the American draft of a peace
treaty with Japan possess even greater significance. It suffices to say that
the American draft not only does not contain a guarantee against the
restoration of Japanese militarism but in general does not set forth any
limitations with relation to the size of the armed forces in Japan.

It is known that in the peace treaty with Italy, which together with
Japan was one of the primary aggressors in the Second World War, precise
limitations on the proportions of the Italian army, the number of naval
fleet personnel and also the size of the air forces are contained. Meanwhile,
no limitations on the armed forces of Japan are contained in the American
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draft. Thus, Japan is placed in a privileged position in comparison with
Italy, although there is no basis for this. From this it is seen that Japan
itself will decide the matter of the size of its armed forces for so-called
‘self-defense.” The Soviet Government considers that this is tantamount
to allowing Japan to restore militarism. It is quite clear that such a posi-
tion can in no way be reconciled with certain agreements of the powers
concerning demilitarization of Japan. )

Likewise the fact cannot be passed over that the American draft does
not establish any period for the withdrawal of occupation troops from
Japan and is directly designed to leave American occupation troops and
military bases in Japan even after the conclusion of a peace treaty. Con-

sequently, even after that ‘peaceful settlement’ which the United States

is preparing for Japan, the military occupation of Japan will not be dis-
continued and the United States of America will remain the real master
in Japan.

As is known, in the peace treaty with Italy the withdrawal of occupation
troops from Italy within a 8-months period after the conclusion of peace
was provided for. Thus, Japan falls into a worse position in comparison
with Italy, and the U.S.A. receives unlimited right to continue the occupa-
tion of Japan after the signing of peace with Japan for an unlimited period.
It is quite clear that all this can in no way be reconciled with the Potsdam
Declaration of 1945.

It is necessary to add to this that already at the present time the Govern-
ment of the U.S.A. is utilizing the occupation of Japan by American troops
for other purposes than were agreed among the states signing the Japanese
surrender document. American occupation troops located on Japanese
territory are utilizing the territory of Japan, its material and human
resources for armed intervention in Korea, which is incompatible with
international agreements according American troops the right of occupa-
tion in Japan only for the purposes of carrying out measures for the
demilitarization and democratization of Japan.

Finally, the American draft ignores the necessity of removing limitations
with respect to the free development of the peaceful economy of Japan.
It is quite clear that without the development of the peaceful economy of
the country and without the existence of normal trade with other countries
it is not possible to create a reliable basis for the economic upsurge of
Japan and growth in the welfare of the Japanese people.

The Soviet Government also has other remarks on the draft of the treaty
which it intends to set forth at a meeting of the interested powers.
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3. The Soviet Government, constantly insisting on a speedy conclusion
of a peace treaty with Japan, considers that a peace treaty should be drawn
up on the basis of intermational agreements which were concluded between
the powers during the period of the Second World War, and the prepara-
tion of a draft treaty should be carried on jointly by representatives of the
U.8.A., the Chinese People’s Repubiic, U.S.S.R. and Great Britain with
all the member states of the Far Eastern Commission being drawn into
the matter.

In conformity with this, the Soviet Government proposes:

First.—To call in June or July of 1951 a session of the Council of Minis-
ters of Foreign Affairs composed of representatives of U.S.A., China, Great
Britain and U.S.S.R. in order to embark upon the preparation of a peace
treaty with Japan having in view bringing into the preparatory work for
drawing up a peace treaty with Japan representatives of all states parti-
cipating with their armed forces in the war with Japan, in order that a
draft of a peace treaty may be submitted for the consideration of a peace
conference.

Second.—To conduct the drafting of a peace treaty with Japan on the
basis of the Cairo Declaration, the Potsdam Declaration, and the Yalta
Agreements, governed by the following basic aims:

A.—Japan should become a peace-loving, democratic,'independemt state.

B.—Democratic rights should be guaranteed to the population of Japan
and the existence of such organizations be they political, military, or of
military character whose purpose is to deprive the people of their demo-
cratic rights, as was provided in the peace treaty with Italy, should not be
allowed.

C.—As a guarantee against the revival of Japanese militarism limitations
should be established in the treaty on the size of Japanese armed forces in
order that they may not exceed the requirements of self-defense, as was
established in the peace treaty with Italy.

D.—No limitations be put upon Japan in the matter of the development
of her peaceful economy.

E.—All limitations with respect to the trade of Japan with other states be
removed.

Third.—To provide in the treaty that Japan will not enter any coalition
directed against any of the states participating with their armed forces in
the war against militaristic Japan. \

Fo-ufth,~T0 specify precisely in the treaty that after the conclusion of a
peace treaty with Japan all oecupation troops will be withdrawn from
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Japanese territory in the course of not more than 1 year and no foreign
state will have treops or military basis in Japan.
Fifth.—To agree that the states signing the peace treaty with Japan will
support the entry of Japan into the United Nations Organization.
Moscow, May 7, 1951.

(b) The United States reply, 19 May 1951

The Government of the United States has carefully considered the
remarks of the Government of the Soviet Union of May 7, 1951, relative
to the draft of a Japanese peace treaty which the Government of the United
States submitted on March 29, 1951. These remarks show the persistence
of a major difference of opinion as regards procedure. However, as regards
substance, the Government of Soviet Union raises objection only to the
proposed treatment of (a) Formosa and the Pescadores; (b) the Ryukyu
and Bonin Islands; (e¢) Japan’s future security; and even here the differences
are only partial, not total. The Soviet Government’s analysis would seem
to constitute a genuine, if unintended, tribute to the regard for balanced
justice with which the draft treaty was prepared.

I

The paragraphs of the Soviet Government’s remarks numbered I, deal
with procedure.

The Soviet Government asserts that under the Potsdam Agreement of
August 2, 1945, ‘the drawing up of a peace treaty with Japan has been
laid upon the United States, the Soviet Union, China and Great Britain,’
constituting for this purpose the Council of Foreign Ministers.

This view of the Soviet Government has been put forward on several
occasions and has as often been rejected by the Government of the United
States.

The Potsdam Agreement of August 2, 1945, contemplates that the
Council of Foreign Ministers thereby established would, ‘as its immediate
important task,’ draw up ‘treaties of peace with Italy, Rumania, Bulgaria,
Hungary and Finland’ and propose ‘settlements of ~territorial questions
cutstanding on the termination of the war in Europe’. It is then provided
that the Council ‘shall be utilized for the preparation of a peace settlement
for Germany.’ It is finally provided that ‘Other matters may from time
to time be referred to the Council by agreement between the Member
Governments.’
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Thus, the Potsdam Agreement between the Governments of the Soviet
Union, the United Kingdom and the United States did not mention the
Japanese Peace Treaty. This was natural, for the war with Japan was
then in full vigor and the Soviet Union was then neutral in that war.

The Council of Foreign Ministers can, of course, deal with ‘other
matters’ than the European matters specified, but only ‘by agreement
between the Members Governments.’

The United States has not agreed and does not agree to the reference to
the Council of Foreign Ministers of the matter of making a Japanese peace
treaty. The reason, among others, is that the systematic misuse in the
Council of veto power militates against the speedy achievement, through
the Council, of an early peace treaty. Furthermore, the procedures of the
Council would give a secondary role to Allied Powers which bore a greater
burden of the Pacific war than did the Soviet Union.

The Government of the Soviet Union urges that the peace-making
procedure should fully take account of the interests of China in a Japanese
peace treaty. The procedure being presently followed does that. It is true
that the United States does not seek guidance from a convicted aggressor,
but the real interests of China are fully reflected in the present draft treaty.
For example, by Article 11, ‘Japan renounces all special rights and interests
in China’ and Article 19 makes this renunciation automatically effective.
It is noteworthy that the Soviet Government, which in Parts II and III
of its remarks, deals fully with substantive issues, suggests no modification
or addition in favor of China except in relation to Formosa and the Pesca-
dores, as to which it is suggested that Japan should do more than liquidate
its own title. This large measure of acceptance by the Government of the
Soviet Union of the substantive provisions dealing with China testifies to
the scrupulous regard for China’s interests with which the draft treaty was
prepared.

I

‘The paragraphs of the Soviet Government’s remarks numbered II deal
with the substance of the draft treaty.

(a) As to territorial matters, the Government of the Soviet Union
suggests that the draft treaty does not faithfully reflect the Surrender
Terms because it does not provide that ‘the Island of Taiwan and the
Pescadores Islands should be returned to China.’

The territorial clause of the Surrender Terms stipulated ‘The terms of
the Cairo Declaration shall be carried out and Japanese sovereignty shall
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be limited to the islands of Honshu, Hokkaido, Kyushu, Shikoku and
such minor islands as we determine.” The draft treaty would, in fact, limit
Japanese sovereignty accordingly.

The Cairo Declaration provided that ‘Manchuria, Formosa, and the
Pescadores, shall be restored to the Republic of China’.

The Government of the United States notes that the remarks of the
Soviet Government fail to quote accurately the Cairo Declaration. The
word ‘Manchuria’ is deleted and ‘China’ is substituted for ‘the Republic
of China.’ ‘

In view of the known acquisition by the U.S.S.R. of zones of interest
in Manchuria, the United States Government is prompted to inquire as
to the significance of the present avoidance by the Soviet Government of
reference to the restoration of Manchuria.

Furthermore, in view of the fact that the Government of the Soviet
Union has itself pointed out on numerous occasions that the ‘Republic of
China’ is not identical with what the Soviet Government now refers to
as the ‘Chinese People’s Republic,’ the Government of the United States
inquires of the Government of the Soviet Union whether it in fact now
desires that Manchuria, Formosa and the Pescadores should be restored
to ‘the Republic of China.’

The draft treaty proceeds on the assumption that Japanese sovereignty
‘shall \be limited’ to exclude sovereignty over Formosa and the Pescadores,
according to the Surrender Terms and that if this is done by Japan, Japan
will have done all that can be required of her and the Japanese people
cught not to be denied a state of peace because of a difference of opinion
among the Allied Powers as to the subsequent disposition of Formosa and
the Pescadores.

The Government of the Soviet Union criticizes the provision that the
Ryukyu, Bonin, and certain other islands may be placed under United
Nations trusteeship with the United States as administering authority.

It is true that the Surrender Terms, neither by themselves, nor by the
incorporated reference te the Cairo Declaration, mention by name South
Sakhalin or the Kurile Islands, now occupied by the Soviet Union, or the
Ryukyu, Bonin Islands or other islands mentioned in the remarks of the
Soviet Government. Since, however, the Surrender Terms provided, as
indicated, that Japanese sovereignty should be limited to the four main
islands and such minor islands as may be determined, it is consonant with
the Surrender Terms for the Allied Powers by treaty of peace with Japan
to deal with Japanese islands other than the four main islands mentioned.
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(b) As to demilitarization, the Soviet Government complains that the
present draft does not guarantee against the restoration of Japanese
militarism and does not limit the size of armed forces in Japan. It is said
that this cannot be reconciled with ‘known agreements of the powers con-
cerning demilitarization of Japan.’

The Soviet Government does not attempt to identify the so-called
“known agreements’. In fact there are none, outside of understandings
dealing with the occupation period.

Of the agreements mentioned by the Soviet Government’s remarks
neither Cairo nor Yalta touch on the subject. The Potsdam Surrender
Terms provide that ‘until there is convincing proof that Japan's war-
making power is destroyed, peints in Japanese territory to be designated
by the Allies shall be occupied,’ and that ‘the Japanese military forces,
after being completely disarmed, shall be permitted to return to their homes
with the opportunity to lead peaceful and productive lives.

The United States Government is satisfied that ‘Japan’s war-making
power is destroyed’ Apparently the Soviet Government shares that
conviction, since it says that the occupation of Japan has ‘impermissibly
dragged on’. Furthermore, the United States, so far as it is concerned,
has in fact completely disarmed the Japanese military forces under its
control and has assured that they now lead peaceful and productive lives.
Of the belligerents, only the Soviet Government has failed to comply with
this provisicn and, in violation of the Surrender Terms, withholds from
return to their homes and peaceful lives approximately 200 thousand Japanese
soldiers. The people of Japan eagerly await the return to peaceful pursuits
of these thousands of Japanese soldiers, as promised by the Surrender Terms.

With respect to the avoidance of any future offensive military threat
from Japan, this is a matter of profound concern to the United States,
which bore the burden of Japan’s war of aggression for nearly 4 years, as
against 6 days of Soviet Union belligerency. It is the belief of the United
States Government that the most effective means to the desired end is to
make the future security of the Japanese area a matter of collective inter-
national concern, which would as a practical matter assure that the
measures which the Japanese might take for their own security, would
develop as a cooperative rather than as a purely national project.

The President of the United States indicated in this statement of Ap'ril‘

18, 1951, that the United States Government is prepared now to take what
the President referred to as ‘natural initial steps in the consolidation of
beace’ in the Pacific Ocean area and, as one of such steps, to enter into
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a post-treaty security arrangement with Japan. The United States Govern-
ment contemplates that this arrangement would accept the principle that
Japan should not possess military forces which could become an offensive.
threat.

The United States Government is not disposed to rely upon the depend-.
ability of treaty limitations on armament such as were imposed upon.
Rumania, Bulgaria, and Hungary by the Treaties of Peace, and which limita-.
tions already are being grossly exceeded.

(¢) As to ending the Occupation, the Soviet Government alleges that
the present draft does not establish any period for the withdrawal of
occupation troops from Japan. On the contrary, under the draft treaty,
the occupation would cease upon the coming into force of the treaty. If,
after the treaty comes into force‘, any allied troops are in Japan they will
not be there as occupation troops but pursuant to such collective security
arrangements as Japan may make voluntarily. Such arrangement would
carry no offensive threat.

The Government of the Soviet Union refers to the fact that the territory
of Japan and its natural and human resources are even now being utilized
in connection with what is referred to as ‘armed intervention in Korea’,
by which is presumably meant the efforts of the United Nations to repel
armed aggression in Korea.

The assistance which the Japanese in fact are rendering to the United
Nations action in Korea is within the demilitarization limits established by
Far Eastern Commission decisions, is nonbelligerent in character, and is in
accord with the Charter and recommendation of the United Nations.

According to Article 2, Paragraphs 5 and 6, of the Charter even ‘states
which are not members of the United Nations’ are required to ‘give the
United Nations every assistance’ so far as may be necessary for the
maintenance of international peace and security, and General Assembly
Resolution No. A/1771 adopted February 1, 1951, calls upon ‘all states and
authorities to continue to lend every assistance to United Nations action
in Korea.’

(d) As to Japan’s peacetime economy, the Soviet Government alleges
that the draft treaty ‘ignores the necessity of removing limitations with
respect to the free development of the peaceful economy of Japan.’ In
reality, the draft treaty, by restoring to Japan complete sovereignty with-
out any limitation upon the development of its peaceful economy and
without imposing burdensome current reparation liabilities, would accom-
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plish completely the result which the Government of the Soviet Union pro-

fesses to desire.

III

The Paragraphs of the Soviet Government's remarks numbered III
contain certain proposals designed, in the words of the Soviet Government,
to bring about the ‘speedy conclusion of a peace treaty with Japan.’

(1) The Government of the Soviet Union suggests, as to procedure, the
calling of a session of the Council of Foreign Ministers in June or July of
1951 to be composed of representatives of the United States, China, Great
Britain and the Soviet Union to embark upon the preparation of a peace
treaty with Japan. For the reasons earlier stated, and because all experience
shows that this procedure would not in fact achieve a ‘speedy conclusion of
a peace treaty with Japan,” the United States Government cannot agree to
this procedural proposal.

(2) The Soviet Government proposes that in drawing up a Japanese
peace treaty the powers concerned should be governed by certain basic
aims. With one qualification, these basic aims are, in fact, reflected in the
present draft treaty, namely:

a. Japan should become a peace-loving, democratic, independent state.

Japan already is a peace-loving and democratic state and the Treaty
would give it independence.

b. Democratic rights should be guaranteed and organizations to deprive
people of their democratic right....should not be allowed.

These matters are taken care of by the Japanese Constitution and by the
Declaration, contemplated by the present draft treaty, that Japan will
strive to realize the objectives of the United Nations Universal Declaration
of Human Rights and to create internally conditions of stability and well-
being as envisioned by Articles 55 and 56 of the Charter of the United
Nations and already initiated by postwar Japanese legislation.

c. As guarantee against a revival of Japanese militarism, limitation
‘should be established in the treaty on the size of Japanese armed forces in
order that they may not exceed the requirement of self-defense.

The proposal of the Soviet Government seems to assume that Japan will
have to depend, for defense, solely on its own armed forces; and thé/c its
requirement, in this respect, can now be measured definitely, for all time.
But the Charter of the United Nations recognizes the inherent right of
.collective, as well as individual, self-defense. Generalissimo Stalin, in his
.memorable address of March 10, 1939, pointed out that ‘adequate defense
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against aggression requires collective security, the policy of collective
resistance to the aggressors’ and, he says, the policy of ‘let each country
defend itself from aggressors’ means ‘conniving at aggression.’

The present suggestions of the Soviet Government that Japan shall have
armed forces as required for its self-defense, coupled with the further
Soviet proposal (4) that there can be no other troops in Japan, seems a
reversion to the principle of ‘let Japan. defend itself’ and consequently, as
Generalissimo Stalin said, a ‘conniving at aggression.’

Furthermore, to define ‘the size of Japanese armed forces’ needed for
‘requirements of self-defense’ as the Government of the Soviet Union now
proposes, would not only be difficult, but might be dangerous. Japanese
land, sea, and air forces adequate for self-defense under present troubled
circumstances might also, under other circumstances, be adequate for offense.

It is the hope and expectation of the United States Government that
application of the policy of collective security envisaged by Article 7 of the
draft treaty will provide Japan with effective security with much less
Japanese armament than would be required if the Treaty reflected the policy
of ‘let each country defend itself.)

d. No limitation in the matter of development of a peaceful economy
should be laid on Japan.

The present draft contains no such limitation.

e. All limitations with respect to trade of Japan with other states be
removed.

The present draft imposes no limitations on the right of Japan to trade
with others.

(8) The Government of the Soviet Union suggests providing in the
treaty that ‘Japan will not enter any coalition directed against any of the
states taking part with its armed forces in war against militaristic Japan.’

It is the view of the Government of the United States that J apan should
not enter into any coalition directed against any state, whether or not it
was a belligerent in the war against Japan. This is provided for by
Article 6 of the draft Treaty whereby Japan would agree, in accordance
with Article 2 of the Charter of the United Nations, to refrain from the
threat or use of force against the territorial integrity or political indepen-
dence of any state.

(4) The Government of the Soviet Union suggests that the peace treaty
should provide that ‘all occupation forces will be withdrawn from Japa-
nese territory in the course of not more than 1 year and no foreign state
will have troops or military bases in Japan.’
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It is eontemplated by the draft treaty that the occupation will end
immediately upon the coming into force of the treaty of peace. It will
not be prolonged even for 1 year thereafter.

With respeet to the presence in Japan of the troeps of any other state
the United States Government would not be willing te deny to Japan what
the Charter of the United Nations refers to as the ‘inherent right of ......
collective self-defense.” )

(5) The Government of the Soviet Union suggests that ‘the states
signing the Peace Treaty with Japan will support the entry of Japan into
the United Nations.’

The present draft contemplates that Japan will promptly apply for
admission to the United Nations and the Government of the United States
welcomes the recognitien by the Government of the Soviet Union that Japan
is qualified for membership.

v

The Government of the United States earnestly urges that the Govern-
ment of the Soviet Union should continue to cooperate in the Japanese
peace-making already in precess and now far advanced. The United States
Government does not seek, as is alleged, to make a ‘separate’ peace treaty
with Japan. On the contrary, it seeks the participation of all concerned.

The Soviet Government complains because the United States Govern-
ment has taken the lead in the initial stages of formulating peace treaty
terms. That complaint seems not well taken by a state which, in the hour
of victory, joined in recognizing the unique position of the United States in
relation to Japan and in placing upon the United States the sole respomsi-
bility for naming and issuing directives to the Supreme Commander for the
Allied Powers in an occupation which was designed to prepare Japan for a
‘new order of peace, security and justice” The United States Govern-
ment accepted that respounsibility and has invested im the eccupation not
only large resources and much effort, but hopes and aspirations for a Japan
which would hénceforth live with others as a good meighbor. The United
States Government would fail utterly in the discharge of the occupation
responsibility which the Government of the Soviet Union, among others,
placed upon it if it did not take a timely initiative in transforming that
occupation into a peace which will be just and durable.

Already the views of the governments principally comcermed have been
thoroughly canvassed through discussions initiated last September and
continuously pursued ever since. The draft submitted on March 29th to
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the Government . of the Soviet Union, as pointed out in the covering
memorandum, to a considerable extent reflects views which the Govern-
ment of the United States had obtained as a result of cooperation mani-
fested by other governments. Among the views taken into account were
the views of the Soviet Government.

The Soviet Government now states that it ‘is not true’ that there have
been ‘an exchange of opinions.between representatives of the Government
of the United States of America and representatives of the Government of
the Soviet Union.’

The undeniable facts are that on October 6, 1950, November 20, 1950,
and on January 18, 1951, there were personal discussions of the proposed
Japanese peace treaty between the Soviet Deputy Minister of Foreign
Affairs, J. Malik, and John Foster Dulles. Furthermore, on November 20,
1950, Malik submitted to Dulles on behalf of the Soviet Government an aide
mémoire dealing .with the principles underlying the proposed treaty and on
November 26, 1950, Dulles transmitted to Malik a reply memorandum.

The Government of the United States is thus at a loss to understand what
the Soviet Government now means when it says that it is ‘untrue’ that
there has been ‘an exchange of opinions’ between representatives of the
Governments of the United States and of the Soviet Union.

The present remarks on behalf of the Government of the Soviet Union
in response to the United States Government’s memorandum of March 29,
1951, and in further development of its views heretofore submitted, orally
and in writing, shows that the differences which stand between the Govern-
ment of the Soviet Union and the peace terms embodied in the March
draft are not enough to prevent an agreed peace, assuming that there is
genuine desire on the part of the Soviet Union promptly to give peace to
Japan. Therefore, the Government of the United States trusts that the
Government. of the Soviet Union will continue to pursue to a favorable
conclusion the procedures now under way, rather than to seek now to
shift to procedures which, in all candor, it must recogmnize would not in
fact be productive of the ‘speedy conclusion’ which the Soviet Government
states that it seeks.

The United States stands ready to resume prompt and intensive diplo-
matic discussions with the Government of the Soviet Union under cir-
cumstances that will be calculated to advance a just treaty to a speedy con-
clusion.

(¢) Further Russian note, 10 June 1951
The Government of the U.S.S.R. received from the Government of the
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United States of America on May 19, 1951, a memorandum representing
an answer to the ‘remarks of the Government of the U.S.S.R. on the
United States of America draft peace treaty with Japan’ of May 7, 1951.
The Soviet Government takes notice of the statement of the Govern-
ment of the United States that it, having examined the remarks of the
Government of the Soviet Union on the memorandum of the Government
of the United States of America of March 29, 1951, considers that the
divergencies which exist between the views of the Government of the
U.S.8.R. and the peace terms set forth in the American March draft are
not so great as to prevent achievement of agreement on a peace treaty.
Inasmuch, however, as along with the statement mentioned, considera-
tions respecting the ‘remarks of the Government of the U.S.S.R. on the
United States of America draft peace treaty with Japan’ of May as set
forth in the American memorandum of May 19 which give an interpreta-
tion that is incorrect and that in several instances distorts the meaning of
these remarks, the Soviet Government for the purpose of introducing full
clarity considers it necessary to state the following:

1. Concerning basic positions in American draoft peace treaty with
Japan.

(a) For the Soviet Union as well as for other countries interested in a
guarantee of lasting peace in the Far East question that Japan not become
an aggressive state again and that revival of Japanese militarism be pre-
vented possesses most important significance.

As is known, little more than 10 years ago a militaristic Japan attacked
the Soviet Union in the region of Vladivostok. In the course of 15 years
Japanese imperialism, invading China, harassed the Chinese people causing
them great hardships. Japanese imperialists did not stop at attacking the
United States and later a whole series of states in Asia including India,
which unleashed war in the entire Far East.

Is there in the American draft peace treaty with Japan a guarantee
against the rebirth of Japan as an aggressive state? Acquaintance with this
draft shows that it does not possess any guarantee in this respect.

In connection with this it was stated in the ‘remarks of the Soviet
Government on the U.S.A. draft peace treaty with Japan’ that the
‘American draft not only does not contain guarantees against the restora-
tion of Japanese militarism, but in general does not set forth any limita-
tions with respect to the size of the armed forces of Japan,’ as was done,
for example, in the peace treaty with Itély, although there is no basis for
such a privileged position for Japan in comparison with Italy.
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Having no possibility of refuting this assertion of the Soviet Government,
the Government of the United States of America in its statements om this
question in its memorandum of May 19 falls into patent contradiction. On
the ome hand, in this memorandum it states that allegedly no agreements
‘exist in reality’ between the powers on the gquestion of demilitarization
of Japan ‘except decisions concerning tlie period of occupation’ How-
ever, on the other hand, the Governmient of the United States of America
refers here to the Potsdam declaration of the Four Powers concerning the
situation of Japan, whereas the basie purpose of the occupation of Japan is
set forth there as the task of obtaihing ‘convincing proof that the capacity
of Japan to wage war has been destroyed,” which refers, as is obvious, not
only to the period of occupation but also to the subsequent period.

Furthermore, there exist directives of the Far Eastern Comimission,
which as early as Juwe 19, 1947, took an impertant decision, contained in
its decument Basic Policy with Respect to Jopan After its Capitulation. In
this basic document of the' Far Bastern Commission adopted with the partici-
pation of representatives of Australia, Canada, China, France, India, Holland,
New Zealand, the Philippines, U.S.8.R., England, and the United States of
America. the task was placed im the forefront:

Of accomplishing the physical and spiritual demilitarization of

Japan by means of the execution of a series of measures requiring the
egtablishment of a period of striet control, including complete disarma-
ment, the carrying out of economic reformy the purpose of which would
be to deprive Japan of the possibility of waging war, the eradication of
militaristic influences and carrying out of strict justice with respect to
war criminals.

Naturally, this decision alse comeerns net only the period of occupation.

After the facts cited, it becomes clear hew far from reality is the as-
sertion of the¢ Government of the Umnited States of America that allegedly
no agreement ‘exists in reality’ between the powers with respect to the
demiilitarization of Japam ‘except decisions comncerning the period of oceupa-
tiom.’

After the facts cited, it cannot be denied that, inasmuch as no limita-
tions on the armied forces of Japan are contained in the American draft,
there are no guarantees there against the restoration of Japanese militarism
and the pessibility of repetition of Japamese aggression. It is clear that no
state that experienced: the aggressive attack of Japan and is interested: in
the: guarantee of lasting: peace inm the Far East can agvee with such a posi-
tiok.
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Together with this, the Government of the United States of America,
with the help of its occupation authorities, is in reality already carrying out
a policy of restoring Japanese militarism. This is evident from the fact
that the American occupation authorities are not only not taking measures
for the liquidation of military bases in Japan but, on the contrary, are
trying to expand them considerably, modernize, and utilize them for ag-
gressive purposes. In Japan they have already begun the recreation of a
land army and of naval and air fleets; are restoring and expanding the work
of former Japanese military arsenals and military enterprises; are freeing
Japanese war criminals; are restoring military organizations, and more and
more promoting propaganda of war; and are elevating the role and influence
of the supporters of the rebirth of militarism in the governmental apparatus.
Moreover, the United States, as the Government of the United States of
America basically admits itself in its memorandum of May 19, has already
begun the utilization of the industrial and human resources of Japan for its
military intervention in Korea which is being carried out illegally under the
flag of the United Nations organization.

The draft peace treaty of the United States of America, as well as the
policy carried out by the American occupation authorities in Japan, testify to
the fact that the Government of the United States of America is not ob-
serving obligations it tock upon itself in international agreements not to
allow the rebirth of Japanese militarism. In essence, the American draft
peace treaty with Japan, and likewise the memorandum of the United States
of America of May 19 pursue not the peaceful purpose of prevention of a
repetition of Japanese aggression but the aggressive purposes of reestablish-
ment of Japanese militarism.

No guarantees are contained in the American draft peace treaty with
Japan for assuring the future security of countries which suffered from the
aggression of militaristic Japan, although it is clear to anyone that this
should be one of the main tasks of the peace treaty. Instead of this it is
especially stipulated in the draft that Japan should be accorded the oppor-
tunity to make ‘a contribution toward assurance of its own security,” which
allegedly corresponds to the ‘right to individual and collective self-defense”
provided for member countries of the United Nations in the United Nations.
Charter.

This question is even more frankly discussed in the memorandum of the
United States of America of May 19. In this memorandum it is stated that
the Government of the United States of America intends ‘to enter into an
agreement concerning security with Japan for the period after the conclusion
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of the treaty,” i.e. the conclusion of a military agreement between the United
States of America and Japan is envisaged.

From this it follows that the task of not permitting the rebirth of Japan-
ese militarism and guaranteeing in the future the security of countries that
suffered from Japanese aggression is being replaced by the Government of
the United States of America by the conclusion of a military agreement with
Japan which would push Japan ever more toward the restoration of mili-
tarism. Inasmuch as it is perfectly obvious that such countries as the
Chinese People’s Republic and the Soviet Union are excluded from parti-
cipation in this military agreement of the United States of America with
Japan, there can be no doubt that this military agreement of the United

States of America with Japan is directed primarily against these very states
and possesses an obvious aggressive character.

After this it becomes clear that all references to the Charter of the
United Nations, to the ‘right to individual and collective self-defense’ in this
case obviously have no substance and are false throughout.

It is likewise not necessary to prove that the reference of the American
memorandum also to the statement of J. V. Stalin, made on March 10, 1939,
on the matter of struggle with aggression and the collective security of peace-

loving countries are not only completely inappropriate here but are also
hypocritical.

Thus, the memorandum of the United States of America of May 19
shows that the American draft peace treaty with Japan not only did not
provide guarantees against the rebirth of Japanese militarism which has
caused such hardships for peaceloving peoples but, on the contrary, pushes
Japan on the path of aggression that has already led the Japanese Govern-
ment to the verge of ruin, and consequently fundamentally runs counter to

the interests of guaranteeing lasting peace in the Far East, as well as to the
national interests of Japan itself.

(b) Concerning Termination of the Occupation of Japan and With-
drawal of Foreign Troops from Japanese Territory.

In its comments of May 7, the Soviet Government proposed that precise
mention be made in the treaty that ‘after conclusion of the peace treaty with
Japan all occupation troops should be withdrawn from Japanese territory
within not more than one year and that no foreign states should have troops
or military bases in Japan.

As is known, in the peace treaty with Italy, as well as with other peace
treaties with Buropean countries, it is specifically mentioned that the occupa-
tion should be terminated in the shortest possible time and in any event
not more than 90 days from the date of the entry of the peace treaty into
force. However, in the American draft peace treaty with Japan no time
limit is mentioned for the withdrawal of occupation forces from Japan. The

(9%5)
— 387 —



it 4

vague statement contained in the memorandum of the United States of
America of May 19 that the ‘occupation will cease with the entry of the
treaty into force’ without mention of any time limit for withdrawal of the
occupation troops can only lead to confusion; all the more since it is evident
from this memorandum that the United States of America in reality does notv
intend to withdraw its troops even after the conclusion of the peace treaty
but intends to leave its armed forces in Japan, allegedly ‘not as occupation
troops.’

In refusing tc set a time limit for the withdrawal of the occupation
troops from Japanese ferritory, the Government of the United States of
America breaks one of its important obligations under internationl agree-
ments. Leaving foreign troops in Japan after conclusion of a peace treaty,
under whatever pretext it is done, contradicts the Potsdam declaration of
July 26, 1945, which provides for the withdrawal of foreign troops from
Japan, and signifies camouflaged prolongation of the occupation of Japan for
an indefinite protracted pericd.

In intending to prolong the occupation even after the conclusion of the
peace treaty, the Government of the United States of America is thus aspir-
ing to remain the real master in Japan for a long time. In such a situation,
the Government of the United States of America can count on the preserva-
tion of those privileges which it has guaranteed for itself during the years
of occupation, it can count on prclongation of the political and economic
dependence of Japan on the United States of America and can count not only
on the retention but even on the further expansion of its military bases in
Japan. It is clear that all this can only harm the course of peaceful settle-
ment with Japan and the strengthening of peace in the Far East.

Therefore it is necessary that in the peace treaty with Japan the time
limit for withdrawal of occupatioa troops from Japanese territory be precisely
fixed and that in this treaty it should be established that no foreign state
should have troops or military bases in Japan.

(¢c) Concerning the Inadmissibility of Participation by Japan in a
Coalition Against States Having an Interesis in Signing a Peace Treaty with
Her.

In connection with what has been set forth, it becomes clear why the
Government of the United States of America does not agree in its memor-
andum with the proposal of the Soviet Union to oblige Japan not to enter
into a coalition directed against any state having an interest in signing a
peace treaty with Japan. The reference of the Government of the United
States of America to the fact that Japan should. in conformity with article
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2 of the United Nations Charter, refrain from aggression or from applica-
tion of force against the territorial integrity or political independence of
any state is obviously without substance. Experience has shown that the
Government of the United States utilizes the political and economic depend-
ence of other United Nations member states (first of all—participants in the
North Atlantic Union and the Latin American Republics) in order to trans-
form the United Nations into a weapon for unleashing aggressive war in the
Far East. The reference to article 2 of the United Nations Charter in the
memorandum of the Government of the United States of America, and also
in article 6 in the American draft peace treaty was calculated on utilization
of Japan as well for this purpose.

Besides, it is not difficult to understand that the proposal of the Soviet
Government concerning the nonparticipation of Japan in a coalition acquires
important and immediate significance on the strength of possible military
agreement of the United States of America with Japan.

(@) Concerning the Removal of Limitations From the Peaceful Economy
of Japan and From the Trade of Japan with Other Countries.

The memorandum of the United States of America of May 19 bypasses
the question of the peacetime economy of Japan being placed in servile
dependence on the United States of America as the result of all kinds of
limitations with respect to the Japanese peacetime economy and the establish-
ment of privileges for American firms sponsored by American occupation
authorities. Japan is deprived of the opportunity of engaging in normal
trade with neighboring states, which still further harms prospects for the
upsurge of Japanese national economy.

The Soviet Government considers that without the effective removal of
these restrictions imposed from outside, it would be impossible to create
conditions for the upsurge of a peaceful economy and for improving the life
of the Japanese people. .

(e) Concerning the Guarantee of Democratic Rights to the Japanese
People.

Judging from the memorandum of the United States of America of
March 19 everything essential has already been achieved with respect to
the democratization of Japan. But this is wholly untrue. In fact, in Japan,
police suppression of organs of the democratic press, repressions against
trade unions and other democratic organizations and persecutions for
political convictions are being fully revived, with the cooperation of the
occupation authorities, and a return to the pre-war fascist order in Japan
when the shameful law on the struggle against ‘dangerous thoughts’ existed,
is taking place.
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All this confirms the necessity for adopting those proposals concerning
the democratization of Japan which were put forward in the comments of the

Soviet Government.

(f) Concerning Fulfilment of the Cairo Declaration, the Potsdam
Declgration and the Yalta Agreement With Regard to the Territorial Ques-
tions.

As far as the territorial guestions are concerned, the Soviet Government
proposes only one thing—guarantee of the honorable fulfilment of the inter-
national agreements mentioned above, under which stands the signature of
the United States of America itself.

As is known, it is stated in the Cairo Declaration that the island of
Taiwan and the Pescadores Islands should be returned to the Chinese Re-
public. Inasmuch as the Chinese Republic has been transformed into the
Chinese People’s Republic and only the Chinese People’s Republic expresses
the will of the Chinese people, it is clearly obvious that Taiwan and the
Pescadores Islands should be transferred to the Chinese People’s Republic.
In the contrary event the Cairc Agreement will not be fulfilled and the entire
responsibility for this would fall on the Government of the United States of
America.

As far as the Ryukyu, Bonin, Rosario, Volcano, Pares Vela, and Marcus
Islands are concerned, the memorandum of the United States of America
of May 19 contains nothing which would require fresh confirmation on the
part of the Soviet Government of what was set forth in the comments of the
Soviet Government of May 7.

(9) Concerning Slanderous Attacks Against the U.S.S.R.

In the memorandum of the Government of the United States of America
of May 19 it is stated: ‘In view of the known fact of the acquisition by the
U.S.8.R. of zones of interest in Manchuria, the Government of the United
States of America hastens to inquire the significance of the desire of the
Soviet Government to avoid references to the return of Manchuria.’ The
Soviet Government considers it necessary to state in this respect that the
U.S.S.R. does not possess any zones of interest in Manchuria, and as is
known to all considers Manchuria as an ingeparable part of the Chinese
People’s Republic. In view of this the above-mentioned statement of the
American memorandum must be held as deplorable fabrications of idle
people and malicious slander of the U.S.S.R.

It cannot be unknown to the Government of the United States of
America that the Soviet Union after defeating the Japanese Kwantung army
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liberated Manchuria and returned it to the lawful authority of the Chinese
people. As far as the rights to the naval base of Port Arthur and to the
Chinese-Changchun railway, which were granted to the Soviet Union ac-
cording to the Yalta agreement and the Sino-Soviet agreement of August
14, 1945, are concerned, the Soviet Government voluntarily and without
compensation renounced these rights in favor of the Chinese People’s Re-
publiec. Appropriate agreements concluded in Moscow on February 14, 1950,
were published at the time and of course are known to the Government of
the United States of America.

According to this agreement the Soviet Union, as is known, is to liguidate
not later than 1952 its naval base at Port Arthur and withdraw its troops
thence.

According to the opinion of the Soviet Government it would be much
better if the Government of the United States of America would refrain
from slander of the U.S.S.R. on the subject of Manchuria and concern itself
with the withdrawal of its armed forces from Taiwan and the Pescadores
Islands and return these illegally seized territories to their lawful owner—
the Chinese People’s Republic.

In the memorandum of the Government of the United States of America
of May 19 it was also stated that the Soviet Government allegedly ‘in viola-
tion of the surrender terms is delaying the return of approximately 200,000
Japanese soldiers to their homes and peacetime life.

There can be no doubt that the Government of the United States of
America itself does not attach any credence to this statement. The Soviet
Government considers it necessary to recall that as early as April 22, 1950,
the official report of the termination of repatriation of Japanese war
prisoners from the Soviet Union was published, which, as were subsequent
communications on this matter, were brought to the notice of the powers.
In the report mentioned above it was pointed out that only 1,487 Japanese
war prisoners, convicted and undergoing investigation for military crimes
committed by them, 9 Japanese war prisoners subject to repatriation after
the completion of medical treatment, and 971 Japanese war prisoners who
had committed serious crimes against the Chinese people and would be
transferred to the jurisdiction of the Chinese People’s Republic, remained
unrepartiated.

Consequently, the assertion in the memorandum of the United States
of America that the Soviet Government is delaying the return to their home-
land of approximately 200,000 Japanese soldiers is a trifling slanderous attack
and strikes only slanderers.
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As far as the remarks in the memorandum of the United States of
America that the Soviet Union participé,ted only 6 days in the war with
Japan and that the role of the military efforts of the Soviet Union in this
war were allegedly insignificant are concerned, the Soviet Union considers
it necessary to state the following: first, the Soviet Union entered the war
with Japan exactly at the time fixed at the Yalta conference without any
delay whatever. Secondly, the Soviet Army fought a bloody engagement
with Japanese troops not for 6 days but in the course of a month, since the
Kwantung army continued resistance for a long time in spite of the im-
perial declaration of capitulation. Thirdly, the Soviet Army smashed 22
Japanese divisions in Manchuria—the main forces of the Japanese Kwan-
tung army, and took about 600,000 Japanese soldiers and officers prisoner.
Fourthly, Japan came to capitulation only after the first decisive blow of
Soviet troops at the Kwantung army. Fifthly, even before the entry of the
U.S.S.R. into the war with Japan, during 1941-45, the U.S.S.R. kept up
to 40 divisions on the frontiers with Manchuria and tied up the United
States of America in the war against the Japanese militarists..

All these facts are, of course, known to the Government of the United
States of America, and if, despite these facts, the Government of the United
States of America permits itself to minimize the leading role of the Soviet
Union in the matter of the defeat of Japanese militarism, this can only be
explained by the fact that the Government of the United States of America
does not have any convincing arguments, in view of which it is obliged in
this case to resort to slanderous fabrications against the U.S.S.R.

2. Concerning Preparation of an Quer-all Peace Treaty with Japan
iwnstead of a Separate Treaty.

In addition to the comments on the draft treaty made above, the Soviet
Government has in view the expressing of other remarks on the substance
of this draft when the meeting of interested countries takes place.

(a) In its memorandum of May 19 the Government of the United States
of America has refrained from answering the comments of the Soviet
Government where the text of the Potsdam Agreement was cited, from
which it is evident that the Council of Foreign Ministers is set up with a
composition of the Five Powers—United States of America, U.S.S.R., China,
Great Britain, and France—first of all for ‘preparatory work on a peace
settlement’ and that in the drafting of the corresponding peace treaties ‘the
Council will consist of members representing those states which have signed
surrender terms dictated to that enemy state which the given task concerns.’
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In the meantime, the references to the Potsdam Agreement cited furnish
the basis for drawing the following indisputable conclusions:

First, in setting up the Council of Foreign Ministers composed of the
Five Powers, ‘preparatory work on a peace settlement’ was directly mention-
ed as its main task, moreover the peace settlemnt was not limited to Europe;

Secondly, the Council of Foreign Ministers should engage on its pre-
paratory work on a peace settlement with a composition of members ‘re-
presenting those states which have signed capitulation terms,’ from which it
follows that the preparation of a peace treaty with Japan is placed upon four
countries—the United States of America, U.S.8.R., Great Britain, and China,
which signed the Japanese surrender document.

Consequently, fulfilment of the Potsdam Agreement with respect to
preparation of a peace treaty with Japan requires the calling of the Council
of Foreign Ministers composed of representatives of the United States of
America, U.S.S.R., Great Britain, and China and cbjection to this on the
part of the Government of the United States of America is without grounds.

The unfounded nature of the objections against calling a Council of
Foreign Ministers for such reasons as that it could allegedly delay prepara-
tions of a peace treaty with Japan is likewise perfectly obvious. These
objections have already been put forth for several years past and they have
led only to dragging out the matter. - Meanwhile preparation of the treaty
could already have been finished during this time, and the treaty could
have been signed, as took place duly with the peace treaties of five other
states—Italy, Bulgaria, Rumania, Hungary, and Finland, which were pre-
pared by the Council of Foreign Ministers.

The statement that the procedure of the Council would accord a ‘second-
ary role’ to some allied states is also without substance. It is sufficient to
point out that under the procedure being imposed by the Government of the
United States of America all allied states are in reality excluded from pre-
paration of the treaty since the Government of the United States of America
has gene along the path of seizing this matter exclusively into its own hands.

(b) In its remarks of May 7 the Soviet Government emphasized the
inadmissibility of excluding China from the preparation of a peace treaty
with Japan. These Chinese people were obliged to wage a long and heavy
war with militaristic Japan, which had invaded its[sic] territory, and bore
uniquely great sacrifices in this struggle, and therefore the government of
the Chinese People’s Republic as the sole legal expression of will of the
Chinese people cannot be excluded from preparation of a treaty which should
serve to establish lasting peace in the Far East. The statement of the govern-
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ment of the Chinese People’s Republic of May 22, 1951, confirms its legal
right and unique interest in the preparation of the treaty which other states
cannot ignore.

In the meantime the American draft treaty and the memorandum of
the United States of America of May 19 testify to the fact that the Govern-
ment of the United States of America is going on with direct violation of
the national rights of China with respect to its territory in refusing to fulfil
the Cairo agreement regarding the return of Taiwan island and the Pesca-
dores Islands to China, as well ags with exclusion of China from preparation
of a peace treaty with Japan.

In rejecting the established procedure for preparation of peace treaties,
the Government of the United States of America is endeavoring to exclude
the Chinese People’s Republic and the Soviet Union and also other interested
countries from preparation of the treaty and, ignoring their legal rights and
interests, intends to dictate terms of treaty of Japan in accordance with its
own judgment, inasmuch as the Japanese Government, which is dependent
upon American occupation authirities, is prepared to enter into such an ar-
rangement with the United States of America.

All this speaks for the fact that the Government of the United States of
America does not want Japan to have a peace treaty with all the states
that were in a state of war with her. Instead of an over-all peace treaty
the United States of America wants to impose upon Japan a separate peace
treaty with the Government of the United States of America and its satellites.

It cannot be considered accidental that the Government of the United
States of America does not want an over-all peace treaty with Japan, but
aspires to a separate treaty. Only with conclusion of a separate treaty can
the United States of America secure the dependence of Japan for several
years hence, and inasmuch as the conclusion of a military agreement between
the United States of America and Japan is also envisaged by the draft treaty
it becomes clear that the goal of the separate treaty is the transformation of
Japan into a shameful weapon for carrying out the aggressive plans of the
United States of America in the Far Fast.

If the Government of the United States of America does not desist from
its intention to exclude the Soviet Union and Chinese People’s Republic from
the preparation of a peace treaty with Japan and imposes a separate peace
treaty on Japan, this will signify, first, that the United States has taken the
path of gross violations of its international obligations, including the United
Nations Declaration of January 1, 1942, which imposes the obligation not to
conclude a separate peace, and, secondly, that the present policy of the United
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States of America will lead not to restoration and strengthening of peace in
the Far East but to the creation of a new aggressive grouping in the Pacific
Ocean.

(¢) As far as the repeated statement of the Government of the United
States of America that negotiations concerning the draft peace treaty with
Japan took place between representatives of the U.S.S.R. and United States
of America is concerned, the Soviet Government is obliged again to emphasize.
that there have not been and could not be any negotiations concerning the
working out of a draft peace treaty, since the Government of the U.S.S.R.
has stood and does stand against any form of separate negotiations on this
question. Of course, personal meetings have taken place between Jacob A.
Malik and Dulles at the personal request of Dulles, as have also the trans-
mittal by Dulles of his ideas concerning a peace treaty with Japan and the
posing of questions by Malik for clarification of Dulles’ views. However,
it would be absolutely incorrect to consider such personal meetings as negotia-
tions between the U.S.S.R. and the United States of America concerning the
working out of a peace treaty ‘with Japan.

8. Fully confirming its proposals of May 7, the Soviet Government
insists on the following basic principles with respect to a peace treaty with
Japan.

First. The peace treaty with Japan should be over-all and not separate,
for which purpose no country participating in the war with Japan should be
excluded from the preparation and signing of the treaty.

Second. The peace treaty with Japan should be worked out on the basis
of the Cairo declaration, the Potsdam declaration and the Yalta Agreement.

Third. A peace conference of representatives of all states which parti-
cipated with their armed forces in the war with Japan should be called in
July or August, 1951, for consideration of the available drafts -for a peace
treaty with Japan.

(d) United States reply, 9 July 1951

The Department of State, having transmitted to the Embassy of the
Union of Soviet Socialist Republics in Washington a revised (July 3, 1951)
draft of a prospective Treaty of Peace with Japan, takes this occasion to
allude to the memorandum of the Government of the Soviet Union of June
10, 1951, dealing with the earlier draft of March 29, 1951.

Section 1 of that memorandum dealt with the substantive terms of that
draft. It failed to cite any language of the draft as objectionable. In es-
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gence, the Soviet memorandum objected not to anything contained in the
draft treaty but because the treaty would not restrict Japan with respect to
the right of individual or collective self-defense, a right recognized by the
United Nations Charter as ‘inherent’. The Government of the Soviet Union
would have the peace treaty deny to Japan the right hereafter fo enter into
collective security arrangements with other countries of its choosing. This
is a viewpoint which the Government of the United States cannot accept.

Section. 2 of the Soviet memorandum dealt with procedure. It again
‘insists on observance of the Potsdam Agreement’ which, according to the
Government of the Soviet Union, means that ‘preparation of a peace treaty
with Japan is placed upon four countries—the United States of America,
U.S.S.R., Great Britain, and China’ constituting the Council of Foreign
Ministers.

This would commit the preparation of the treaty to the veto-bound
processes of that Council and would exclude from the preparatory work
France and many Pacific and Asiatic countries which bore a far heavier
burden in the Japanese war than did the Soviet Union.

The Soviet Government’s memorandum does not attempt any reasoned
reply to the analysis of the Potsdam Agreement contained in Section 1 of
the United States aide-mémoire of May 19, which proves irrefutably that
the Potsdam Agreement between the United Kingdom, the Soviet Union and
the United States neither mentions nor relates in any way to the Japanese
peace, probably because the Potsdam Agreement was made on August 1, 1945,
before Japan’s surrender and when the Soviet Union was still a neutral .in
the Pacific war.

In the concluding Section 3 of its memorandum of June 10, 1951, the
Soviet Government says that the ‘peace treaty with Japan should be multi-
lateral and not separate’ both as to preparation and as to signing.

The July 8, 1951, draft reflects the operation of those very principles.
Many interested nations have participated in its preparation. The fact that
they have done so through diplomatic channels makes their participation no
less real than if they had participated in some other manner. The terms
of the treaty would recognize and protect equally the legitimate interests of
each and every state which took part in the Japanese war. At the same time
the terms embody net merely the formality of peace, but the spirit of peaece.
The Government of the Soviet Union will further observe that, as it desires,
the text is prepared as a multilateral instrument. ‘

The Soviet Memorandum, after having first demanded that the prepara-
tion of a draft treaty should now be started over again by the Council of
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Foreign Ministers, suggests, in its final paragraph, that when there are
available drafts, there should be a conference of all active belligerents in the
Japanese war, for consideration of these drafts.

The Government of the United States anticipates that there will be a
general conference early in September to conclude a peace on the basis of the
draft of July 8, 1951. It will welcome participation in that conference, and
adherence to the resultant Treaty, by the Government of the Soviet Union.

(2) Exchange of notes between the Governments of the U.S.S.R. and
the U.S.A. regarding attendance by the U.S.S.R. at the Japanese Peace
Conference

(a) Russion note, 12 August 1951

The Minister for Foreign Affairs of the U.S.S.R., in connection with the
note of the Governments of the United States of America and Great Britain
of 20 July 1951, in which is contained the invitation to the Soviet Govern-
ment to the conference on the conclusion and the signing of the peace treaty, .
which has been called by the Government of the United States of America
on 4 September 1951 in San Francisco, upon the instructions of the Soviet
Government, has the honour to communicate the following:

The Soviet Government will send its delegation to the conference in San
Francisco, to take place 4 September 1951, and will present the proposals of
the Soviet Government on the question of the peace treaty with Japan.

The composition of the delegation of the Soviet Union is as follows:

A. A. Gromyko, Deputy Minister for Foreign Affairs of the U.S.S.R.;
A. S. Panyushkin, Ambagsador of the U.S.S.R. in the United States of
America; G. N. Zarubin, Ambassador of the U.S.S.R. in Great Brtitain; S. A.
Golunsky, member of the collegium of the Foreign Office of the U.S.S.R.

(b) United States reply, 16 August 1951

The Government of the United States acknowledges the note of the
Soviet Union in response to the United States invitation of July 20, 1951,
whereby the Government of the Soviet Union advises that it will send a
delegation to the San Francisco conference to be convened on September 4,
1951, and will present proposals on the question of the peace treaty with
Japan.

The Government of the United States welcomes acceptance of its invita-
tion by the Government of the Soviet Union. In order, however, that there
should be no possibility of subsequent misunderstanding, the United States
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recalls that the invitation set out that the Governments of the United States
and the United Kingdom would ‘circulate a final text of the peace treaty,”
which has been done, and the invitation was ‘to a conference for conclusion
and signature of a treaty of peace with Japan on the terms of that text’.

The San Francisco conference is not a conference to reopen negotiations
on the terms of peace. The terms of the prospective treaty have been arrived
at by intensive multipartite negotiations which, in effect, have constituted
an 1l-month peace conference which began in mid-September 1950 and the
final coneclusions of which are embodied in the August 18, 1951, text.

The Soviet Union has participated in this process both through oral
exchanges of views and through the exchange between our Governments of
not less than 10 drafts or memoranda relating to the terms of the Japanese
peace treaty. Thus the Soviet Union has had an equal opportunity with the
other allies to shape the various revisions which have now resulted in the
final August 18, 1951, text.

The August 13 text is part of a unique cooperative effort. The treaty,
both through procedure and through substance, represents the best tradition
of those who believe in processes of sovereign equality and the rule of justice.

The United States will welcome the opportunity to explain fully at San
Francisco the nature of the treaty, and every nation represented will have
opportunity for exposition and statement. In that conference we welcome
the participation of the Soviet Union.
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August 6, 1951
Dear Mr. Dulles,

Vice Minister Iguchi has reported to me your views on the questions of
the peace treaty, Japanese delegation, China, etc., which were informally dis-
cussed by him with Ambassador Sebald in the course of their conversation
last Saturday, August 4. I wish to state for your information the position
of my government vis-a-vis these questions. '

(1) I am doing my utmocst to send a non-partisan delegation to San

Francisco so as to demonstrate the overwhelming support of the Japanese

people for the proposed peace treaty as well as their appreciation of the

American policy of goodwill and generosity. We plan to convene the

Diet shortly, which will approve the appointment of the delegates and

also pass a resolution, thanking the American government’s—especially,

your own—efforts in drafting a fair and magnanimous treaty.

My Party (Liberal), commanding an absclute majority in the House
of Representatives, is, of course, united in support of the treaty.

The Democratic Party is reserving the nomination of its representa-
tive until after the close of the Diet session, although the Democrats in
the House of Councillors favor the party’s participation even now. As
a matter of fact, none of the Democrats has any objection to the draft
treaty. Their wrangling is merely a political move for face-saving.
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The Rycku Fu Kai and minor parties have already agreed to join,
as you may have learned from press despatches.

As for the Socialists, they are not in a position to come out in sup-
port of the treaty unless and until they modify their party platform for
an over-all peace. However, the right-wing and the middle-road mem-
bers of that party have always indicated their approbation of the treaty.
1t is anticipated that by the time of ratification a majority of the party
will have come round to its support.

(2) I well understand your apprehensions concerning the China pro-
blem. For the moment we are planning to send an economic adviser to
the Formosa government (Mr. Isao Kawada, former Minister of Finance,
is recommended by the Finance Minister), and to set up an overseas
government agency on the island following the signature of the peace
treaty. I can assure you most definitely that the Japanese government
has no intention to conclude a bilateral treaty with the Communist
regime.
Let me conclude by thanking you for the kind telegram you sent through
Ambassador Sebald. I look forward to the pleasure of seeing you again in
San Francisco.

Yours sincerely,

Shigeru Yoshida

His Excellency
John Foster Dulles,
Department of State,
Washington, D. C,,
U. 8. A.
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FIRST PLENARY SESSION
Opera House, 10 a.m. September 5, 1951

The Temporary President of the Conference—Dean Acheson: It has
been moved and seconded that the Rules of Procedure proposed jointly by
the Governments of the United States and the United Kingdom be adopted.
Is there any discussion?

The Delegate of the Soviet Union.

The Delegate of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics—A. A. Gromyko
(Deputy Minister of Foreign Affairs): Mr. President, the Soviet Delegation
wishes to make some remarks with regard to matters which must be decided
before the Rules of Procedure are adopted and before such decision of the
Conference is made. The Soviet Delegation would wish to see invited to the
Conference the government of the Chinese People’s Republie.

In making this proposal the Soviet Delegation proceeds from the indis-
putable fact that the Chinese People’s Republic, which is the sole lawful re-
presentative of the Chinese people, is particularly interested in the prepara-
tion of a peace treaty with Japan and in the establishment of a durable
peace in the Far BEast.

For many years China was subjected to brutal aggression on the part
of militarist Japan and has led a long severe war against Japanese im-
perialism, having suffered the heaviest losses from Japanese aggression. The
people of China for a long time fought singlehanded against Japanese oc-
cupationists that have invaded its territory.

Apart from this, it is well known that China is one of the principal
parties to international agreements concluded by the Allied Powers during
World War II, pertaining to questions concerning conducting the war and
the postwar settlement for Japan. Among such agreements are The United
Nations Declaration of January 1, 1942, the Cairo Declaration of 1943, the
Potsdam Declaration of July 26, the Potsdam Agreement of August 2, 1945,
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and cther agreements. Finally, China, together with the United States,
Great Britain, and the Soviet Union on September 2, 1945, signed the Act of
Capitulation of Japan. .

All this goes to prove that the Chinese People’s Republic has an indisput-
able right to take part in the peace settlement for Japan, in the preparation
and signing cf a peace treaty for Japan, and that without its participation
neither a consideration nor, moreover, the conclusion of a peace treaty with
Japan can take place.

The government of the Chinese People’s Republic in its statements of
May 22 and of August 15, 1951, has confirmed its lawful rights and extreme
interest in the preparation and conclusion of a peace treaty with Japan which
cannot but be respected by other states.

The Soviet Government in its remarks of May 7 and in its note to the
Government of the United States of June 10, 1951, regarding the American
draft peace treaty with Japan stated that it was inadmissible and unlawful
to ban the Government of the Chinese People’s Republic from the preparation
and conclusion of a Peace Treaty with Japan. The Government of the
U.S.S.R. still holds to this position and considers that without the partici-
pation of the Chinese Pecple’s Republic it is impossible to establish a durable
peace in the Far East.

In connection with the above-said, the Soviet Delegation proposes to send
the Central People’s Government of the Chinese People’s Republic an invita-
tion to send its delegation to the present Conference.

Mr. Chairman, in the very beginning I have mentioned that this question,
the question of inviting the People’s Republic of China, should be decided
first, in the opinion of the Soviet Delegation, since this question is basic for
the Conference. All those who should participate should do so from the very
beginning, in order to censider the Rules of Procedure, the election of the
President, and any other questions before the Conference. - That is why I
am asking the Ccnference to take a decision on this question now.

The Temporary President of the Conference—Dean Acheson: The
Delegate of the Soviet Unicn has proposed that this Conference at this point
in its proceedings consider the question of inviting representatives of the
Chinese Republic to attend this Conference.

The matter befere this Conference at this moment is the adoption of the
Rules. The Rules have been moved and seconded and the debate is upon the
adoption of the Rules. I therefore rule that the proposal of the Delegate
of the Soviet Union to discuss another matter at this time is out of order.

Is there further discussion?
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I must ask the audience please to refrain from expressions of approval
or disapproval on the conduct of the proceedings here.

Is there further discussion of the matter of adopting the Rules?

The Delegate from Czechoslovakia.

The Delegate of Czechoslovakia—Gertruda Sekaninova-Cakrtove (Deputy
Foreign Minister): Thank you.

At this moment I would like to confine myself only to seconding the
motion of the Delegate of the U.S.S.R. I think it is absolutely essential that
this decision be taken before we discuss or adopt our Rules of Procedure
because only a Conference properly composed can take a decision on its order
of business. I ask, therefore, to discuss first the motion of the U.S.S.R.

The Temporary President of the Conference—Dean Acheson: The pro-
posal of the U.S.S.R. has been ruled out of order and there has been no ap-
peal from the ruling of the Chair. Therefore I must deny the request of
the Delegate of Czechoslovakia to discuss the proposal of the U.S.S.R. further
at this point.

The meeting of the Conference is open for further discussion of the
adoption of the Rules. Is there any such discussion?

The representative of the U.S.S.R.

The Delegate of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics—A.A. Gromyko:
Mr. President, the Rules of Procedure have not been adopted yet, and for
that reason you cannot say that, because the Soviet proposal is not agreeable
to you regarding the invitation to the peoples of the Republic of China, that
question should not be discussed.

The Soviet Delegation is not in agreement with your ruling. We
challenge this ruling. We consider that the question of the invitation to the
Government of the People’s Republic of China is a question concerning the
composition of the Conference and it is quite certain that this question
should be discussed first of all.

I hope you will remember the Conference in San Francisco in 1945. I
believe that the representatives of the American Delegation raised the ques-
tion of participation in that Conference. It was the very first question which
was raised and was the first to be discussed.

The question of participation in a conference should always be discussed
before the rules of procedure are discussed. 1 understand very well that the
President has stated that the question raised by the Soviet Delegation would
be discussed after the adoption of the Rules of Procedure. That would be
logical, but we consider the present decision incorrect because in the discus-
sion of rules of procedure all the governments having the right to participate
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should be able to discuss those rules. Some other delegations are not in
agreement with the ruling of the President. The Conference, and only the
Conference, is able to decide the question raised by the Soviet Delegation.
This is quite clear; only the Conference is empowered to reach an answer to
this question.

I have a high regard for the President and for the rights of the
President, but his rights are not absolute. ‘

The Temporeory President of the Conference—Dean Acheson: The
Soviet Delegation asks the Conference to discuss the question which it has
raised and to take a decision thereon. A fellow delegate has appealed from
the decision of the Chair and in accordance with proper parliamentary pro-
cedure has asked to have a vote of the Conference upon his proposal. The
Chair rules that the business of the Conference at the present time is the
motion to adopt the Rules and that while the motion is pending the Chair will
not permit discussion of other matters. I shall ask for a vote of the Con-
ference as to whether the Conference wishes to sustain the Chair. A vote
will be taken by a raising of hands. I shall ask the chief delegate, the chair-
man of each delegation, to vote for his delegation, and each delegation will
have one vote.

After you have raised your hands, will you please keep your hands raised
until the Secretary General...... ,

The Delegate of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics—A.A. Gromyko:
I wish to protest against this ruling. I have opposed this ruling formally.
So far I have refrained from doing it but I repeat what I have said that we
are opposing this ruling since we consider the rights of the President as be-
ing those of the Provisicnal President or Temporary President, and since any
president, if this or any other delegation opposes his ruling, should let the
Conference decide on this question, since the Conference alone is empowered
to reach it, to decide the question, and certain speeches on this subject must
be heard. I am asking you, Mr. President, if we are going to take into
account the elementary rules and elementary procedure and take into account
the rights of the other delegations so that these rights are absolute and cannot
be challenged. I have said already that the position has been taken that at
the beginning we should adopt a rule of procedure and that this subject would
be raised by the Soviet Delegation. I would have thought that if such had
been the decision of the President he would have announced it, but this has
not been announced and this is a question which will be raised by the Soviet
Delegation. I repeat, the Soviet Delegation will raise this question until the
Conference itself as a Conference takes a decision regarding this question.
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I am not speaking now of the fact that the situation itself is very strange.
We have a motion here. And we have the Delegate of Poland asking for the
floor. The President ignores this request for the floor. That is quite ex-
traordinary as a method of conducting a meeting.

The Soviet Delegation, Mr. President, asks you to take into account the
elementary rights of the other delegations. We are not asking for anything
more than the things we have a right to ask in such circumstances. We are
asking you to consider the guestion which has been raised by us. We do not
know which decision will be taken by the Conference regarding the question,
either in our favor or against us. This is a question which depends on the
various Governments which are represented at the Conference. However,
this question should be at least considered, and that is why I have said that
until such question is discuséed the Soviet Delegation will be asking the Con-
ference to take a decision on it. It seems to us that I am speaking in a way
which cannot be opposed, and I must speak on the subject.

The Temporary President of the Conference—Dean Acheson: I think
it must be quite clear about the procedure. Now, the Conference has before
it a motion which has been duly and properly made and seconded to eonsider:
to adopt the Rules of Procedure which have been mentioned. A delegate
has asked that instead of discussing the question before the Conference, the
Conference should discuss another question. The Chair has ruled this re-
quest out of order. The delegate now wishes to have debate upon that matter.
The matter appears to the Chair to be quite simple and needs little debate.

However, the Chair will now rule that the Delegate of Poland may
have 5 minutes in which he may discuss this question. I will allow one
speech in favor of supporting the ruling of the Chair for 5 minutes. And
then I shall put the matter to a vote. The Delegate of Poland is recognized
for 5 minutes.

The Delegate of Poland—Stefan Wierblowski (Under Secretary of
State): First I would like to protest against the methods by which this
meeting is being conducted, for three times this question has been raised by
the Polish Delegation, and 1 have raised my hand to ask for the floor, but
have not been recognized.

The Polish Delegation is the delegation of a sovereign country, and I
believe that giving me only 5 minutes to speak is something which violates
essential rights. Also I wish that normal rules of procedure should prevail,
under which there is no reason for limiting the time during which a delegate
should speak. This is something unprecedented. I declare that the rulings
of the president regarding this question are entirely out of order and without
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any legal basis, and that the question regarding the invitation of the Central
People’s Republic of China is a question which is highly important, regarding
the peace of Japan. That is, the Central Government of China is in the very
center of the Far East, and those delegates should be able to participate,
otherwise the tension in the world cannot be relieved.

There is no representative here of that nation which has borne the
heaviest sacrifices in the fight. There is no representative of those who have
fought from the very beginning against Japanese imperialism. We meet
here on the twentieth anniversary of the historic Mukden incident of Sep-
tember 1931 which was to initiate the march of greedy Japanese militarism
against the peaceful Chinese nation.

The entire Chinese nation has fought hard against the aggressor which
attempted to conquer all of China. This is the nation which really
fought 14 years against the aggressor, long before Pearl Harbor. There is
no end to the sacrifices of the Chinese people, yet the representatives of this
nation which has suffered so much are not here.

The decision not to invite the representatives of the Chinese nation was
taken by the United States .and Great Britain, Governments that are
thousands of miles from Japan. They have not invited the nation which is
an immediate neighbor to Japan and which was the victim of Japanese im-
perialism. While the matter of a peace treaty with Japan is primarily for
those nations which are the neighbors of Japan and which were the planned
victims of the militaristic clique of Tanaki, Kanoy, Matsuoki, ( si’c) and
Tojo.

' From the very beginning of the nineteenth century the United States has
oppressed the countries of Asia. At the present moment the Government of
the United States is opposing the solution of one of the most important pro-

blems in the Far East. It is a shame, an absolute shame. We must protest’

against such a situation. The world cannot recognize such a situation and
such a disregard of elementary rights.

We do not understand, Mr. Chairman, what sort of a peace conference
we may have. We consider that even without any international treaties and
obligations, even without any international agreements, fhe facts themselves
and the structure of international relations call for the seating of the Gov-
ernment of the Chinese People’s Republic in the first row among those nations
which should be signing a peace treaty with Japan.

The Temporary President of the Conference—Dean Acheson: The time
of the Delegate from Poland has expired. Does any delegate wish to speak
for 5 minutes in favor of supporting the Rules of Procedure?
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The Delegate from the United Kingdom.

The Delegate of the United Kingdom—K.C. Younger (Minister of State):
Mr. Chairman—

(The Polish Delegate continued talking.)

The Temporary President of the Conference—Dean Acheson: The
Delegate will please take his seat.

The Delegate will please take his seat. Your time has expired. Will
you please take your seat.

The Delegate of Poland—Stefan Wierblowski: 1 am asking, Mr. Chair-
man, that the Conference make it its ruling ragarding whether I can speak
only 5 minutes or if I can speak longer.

The Temporary President of the Conference—Dean Acheson: The Dele-
gate is out of order.

The Delegate of Poland—Stefan Wierblowski: My country is a sovereign
nation and its Delegation has the right to put forth its position.......

The Temporary President of the Conference—Dean Acheson: Please
take your seat. You will have an opportunity to discuss other matiers later
in this Conference. At the present moment we are discussing whether or not
the ruling of the Chair is to be sustained. You have had yocur 5 minutes,
You will please take your seat.

The Delegate from the United Kingdom is recognized.

(The Polish Delegate continued talking.)

The Temporary President of the Conference—Dean Acheson: The Dele-
gate is out of order. He will kindly take his seat.

(The Polish Delegate continued talking.)

The Temporary Preisident of the Conference—Dean Acheson: The Dele-
gate will kindly take his seat. He is out of order.

The Delegate from the United Kingdom has the floor.

The Delegate of the United Kingdom—K.C. Younger: 1 wish to support
the ruling of the Presidend on this matter. The ruling of the President, as
I understand it, does not in any way infringe upon the rights of any delegate
here, nor does it prejudice the question of what matters of substance may be
discussed at this Conference. I understand that the ruling of the President
indicates that the first act of this Conference has been the proposal and the
seconding of a motion to adopt Rules of Procedure by which the Conference
shall be governed. That is the motion before the Conference and that is the
motion which must now be discussed.

I understand that the Delegate of the Soviet Union wishes to put the
proposition that something else should be discussed before the matter which
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has already been proposed and seconded. That does not seem to me to be
the right way to proceed.

After all, we here start as a Conference which has no rules to govern its
proceedings, and it is surely right that the first thing that we should do is to
consider in what manner we are to proceed and under what rules. Therefore
it seems to me to be perfectly right, without prejudice to what matters may
subsequently be raised, that we should first consider what is before the Con-
ference, the adoption of the Rules of Procedure.

The Temporary President of the Conference—Dean Acheson: The dele-
gations will now proceed to vote on the question of sustaining the ruling of
the Chair. I ask one delegate from each delegation to do the voting. The
voting will be by raising of hands. All those delegations who are in favor
of supporting the ruling of the Chair will raise a hand. Please keep your
hand raised until the Secretary General counts the votes.

The Temporary President of the Conference—Dean Acheson: Thank
you. Al those delegations that are in favor of the ruling of the Chair,
please raise their hands.

Against......

(Hand vote taken.)

The ruling of the Chair that the business before the Conference at the
present time is the question of adopting the Rules of Procedure is sustained
by a vote of 35 for, and 3 against.

Therefore, the business before the Conference is the discussion of the
original motion to adopt the Rules.

(The Soviet Delegate asked to be recognized.)

The Temporary President of the Conference—Dean Acheson: The Dele-
gate of the Soviet Union rises to a point of order.

The Delegate of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics—A.A. Gromyko:
If the proposal by the Soviet Delegation is net voted upen before the adop-
tion of the Rules of Procedure, the Soviet Delegation reserves its right to
raise this question as. the very first guestion after the adoption of the Rules
of Procedure.

The Temporary President of the Conference—Dean Acheson: I should
observe that ne delegate has any authority to reserve anything so far as the
proceedings. of this. Conference are concerned. I take it, therefore, that the
Soviet Delegate: has. given: us warning that after this discussion he wishes
to raise the question which he just mentioned. We shall have that in mind:

Is there further discussion now on the adoption?

Please have order here in this Conference..

Is there further discussion of the question of the motion by the: Delegate
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of New Zealand and seconded by the Delegate of Cuba that the Rules of
Procedure as circulated by the United States and the United Kingdom jointly
should be adopted?
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