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UNITED NATIONS GENERAL ASSEMBLY

Porliamentary Statement bv the Prime Minister and Minister
for External Affairs

The Prime Minister =nd Minister for External Affairs,
Mr. R.G. Menzies, made the following statement ry leave in the
. House of Representatives on Octcber 20:-

I arrived at the United Nations Genersl Assembly on the
afternoon of ¥riday, September 30th. The general debate was on,

‘ President Soekarno spoke feor two hcours. He circulated a copy of his

speech. The speech consisted of 66 pages of foolscap. There was an

added slip circulated. It was marked, "Vital," and was tc be inserted

at page 65. This sheet contained the terms of the proposed five-power

resolution of which I became aware for the first time, the five powers being

Ghana, India, the United f4rab Republic, Yugoslavia and Indonesia. The terms

of the provnosed resolution were these -

The General Assembly, deeply concerned with the recend det-

erioration in international relations which threatens the wcrld with
grave conseguences, aware of the great expectancy of the world that

‘ this Assembly will assist in helping to prepare the way for the
easing of world tension, conscious of the greve and urgent responsibil-
ity that rests on the United Mations to initiate helpful efforts, requests,
as a first urgent step, the President of the United States of America and
, the chairman of the Council of Ministers of the Union of Soviet Socialist
‘ Republics to renew their contacts, interruvpted recently, so that their
declaresd willingness to find solutions of the outstanding problems by
negotiation may be progressively implemented.

¥or some reason, my distinguished friend, the Prime Minister of India, rose
at the end of President Soekarno's speech and formally moved the resolution,
I was, I confess, greatly concerned about the terms of the resolution, not
because of its opening paragraphs, with which everybody would agree, but
because of the operative clause, that operative clziuse being the request that
the President of the United States of America - named as sueh - and the
Chairman of the Council of Ministers of the Union of Soviet Socialist
Republics should renew their contacts.

That was a very, verv important proposal. First of all, it had
defects and it had dangers. "To renew their contacts, interrupted recently"
was a clear reference, if to anything, back to the Paris conferenoce when there
was to be a Summit Conference, when the four people were to meet, That was
the only period of interruption, 2nd the contacts which were interrupted were
interrupted at Paris when those four great men were to meet. Yet, Sir, the
resolution moved by Mr. Nehru did not call for a Summit Meeting of the four;
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it called for something quite different. It did not call on the four great
men, the four responsible men, the four men who led atomic power, to meet
again; it called on two people out of the four. That seemed to me to lend
colour to what I believe to be the false but no uncomming propaganda that the
real world issue is between the Soviet Union and the U.S.A.

The first real step was to get the four atomic powers, the four
powers which have it, beycad all understanding, thc great powers of peace
and war in their hands, to meet. I would have thought that that was the first
thing to get those four people to come together, not because of some odditics
about Great Britain or the United States or France - not at all - but because
they happened to be the people who had atomic weapons and who, therefore,
had enormous powers of life and death for all the rest of us in the world,
Something could come, from my point of vicw, of a mecting between the four;
nothing could come of a resolution which said that two out of a resolution which
said that two out of the four ought to meet together,

That resolution was moved, and thc the distinguished Prime Minister
of Great Britain, thc Rt. Hon., Harold Macrillan, and I - he very naturally, ond
I by somec chance - were invited to come to Washington to see the President of
the United States early on Sundey morning, October 2nd. Very natarally we agrecd.
We said we would go.

On Saturday, October lst, I had lunch with Mr. Macmillan and with
Lord Home, We had a little talk and we then flew to Washington, I dined with
them at the Austrelian Embassy with our Ambassador, Mr. Howard Beale. We dined
and we talked about these matters. Likec me, they were troubled about the
resolution, and they werc troubled about it for very obvious rcasons. Straight
out support of the resolution would be travelling, we 21l thought, in the wrong
direction, Here was a resolution which said, "Let two pcople get together
and then everything may be arranged", But,on the other hand, straightout
opposition - if we all voted "no" - would be misinterpreted. People would look
at the first three or four recitals in the resolution, all in favour of
pease, and then, if we voted "no",we would be told that we did not want peace.
Therefore, straightout opposition would be misinterpreted.

That wes a very difficult problem, Sir, I suggestced on the Seturder
night that an amendment in positive tcrms might be put; and my -Alstinguished
friends Mr. Macrmillan znd Lcord Home ; having heard what I had to say about this
natter, said that they would likc to think it over. On the next morning, at
9.30 - 2 rather intolerablc hour cn Sunday norning, we went to the White
House. My collcague - my former colleague, our distinguished Ambassador,

Mr, Beale, was therc, and we had a closce discussion - President Eisenhower,
Mr, Herter, the Secretary of State, Mr. Macnillan, the distinguished Prime
Minister of Great Britain, Lnord Homc, the Foreign Secretary, end mysclf.

I think,Sir, that I might be allowed to scy that that morning,
ond under those circumstances, the Americans were worried about the position
that had been created by the five-power motion. The President hinself had
received letters from the five powers - India, Indonesia, Ghana, Yugoslavia
and the United Arab Republic - cnclosing the resclution. The President had
been working on a draft reply setting out rcasons why a personal and special
neeting with Krushchev was not in the then atmosphere acceptables I would not
wish honourable members to believe that this was a rather dour attitude on
the part of the Unitcd States of Amercia, All honourable members who have
witnessed these things know thet Kraeichev had made it just cbout as difficult
as anybody could moke it for a meeting to occur.

In the course of the talks on the Sundey morning I said - and let
ne say at once that I toke full responsibility for this - that I thought it quite
useless to be ccming down in favour of o resolution which on the face of it Aid
some wrong things, as I understood them, or to be coming down fletfooted against
the resclution, in which case a lot of pecople would misinterpret the vote and
nisinterpret the views, for better or for worse, cnd T ghill lhirk for
better, I said "This kirl of resclution x5 o n 7973 ;o0 cen -
flat-footedly oppose or flat-footediy supporte
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.Why do we not have an amendment of this resultion which will bring the whole
of the United Nations back to the realities of the position?"

I say this, because I understand there are some people who think that
I was a sort of fall guy., I think that is the term. On the contrary. I have
great pride in being the Prime Minister of this country and in having views of my
own on behalf of my country. Therefore, I said to them, "Well, why not have an
amendment? Why meet this thingfull face? Let us have an amendment which in
positive terms will say what we believe to be the truth?" Wehad a discussion
about that. I do not want anybody to believe that they all agreed at once with
what I had to say, but at least I said it,

I want honourable members to understand that the United States of
America was itself deeply concerned about this matter. It knew that to have a
regolution passed which put the whole onus on the President of the United States
was wrong. The Americans knew that this was putting the whole situation out of
balance. They knew, as I believe, that this idea that the whole conflict in the
world is between the United Stotes and the Soviet Union is a fal se idea, a wicked
idea, something that has been devised and promulgated by people for no good
purpose. Therefore, they were deeply concerned. So, Sir, after an ahour and a
half of discussion that morning, I said thet I thought we ought to have an amendment.
I 4id not care very much who moved it, but we ought to have an amendment. There we
were - the President of the United States of America; Mr. Herter, the Secretary
of State; Mr. Macmillan, the Prime Minister of the United Kingdom; Lord Home,
the United Kingdom Foreign Minister, and myself, W. were all discussing this
matter to and fro.

In the meantime, President Eisenhower had received a letter from the
five powers, signed by Dr. Nkrumah of Ghana, and containing the resolution, about
which I will say something later. The President himself had been, for the previous
24 hours, discussing with his advisers the problem of how this letter ought to be
answered. For better or for worse, for richer or for poorer, I came in with my

idea that you could not deal with a problem of this kind by saying "yes" or "no";
that you might deal with it by saying, "Here is a positive proposal. And the
positive proposal that I hod to make was that there ought to be a renewed effort
to get a Summit Meeting of the Four - not some theoretical meeting of the Two,
but a positive Summit meeting of the Four.

We debated that and they said, "Well, do you have an amendment in mind?"

I sald, "Yes". They said, "What is it?" I indicated it in a rather vague way,
end said "All right. I will go away and draft it." This is very interesting. We
finished at 11 o'clock on Sunday morning. T went off, having promised to draft
an amendment and to send it to the Sccretary of State, Mr. Herter, at lunchtime,
and to Mr, Macmillan and Lord Home, they got it by lunchtime., There it was. With
some small amendment, that was the amendment that I moved in the United Nations
General Assembly. They received it at lunctime and after luch we met at the British

Embassy - the British Prime Minister, Lord Home, Mr. Herter and I. They had the
. terms of this proposed amendment. By the time we had talked it out on the Saunday,
I understood - I have no reason to believe now that I had been wrong - that they
approved of it,

I think it is proper, Sir, to tell this House in my own country what the
proposal was., In the early part of the five-power resolution there had been three
paragraphs with which nobody could quarrel, My amendment was designed, not to
omit the earlier paragraphs, which were quite good, but to omit the last paragraph.

The amendment was in these terms

Omit the last paragraph of the draft resolution submitted by Ghana,
India, Indonesia, the United Arab Republic and Yugeslavia (A/2522),
and substitute therefor the following:

I must ask honourable members to forgive me for this strange form of words used in
the United Nations =~

RECALLING that a Conference between the President of the United States of America,
the Chairman of the Council of Ministers of the Union of Soviet Socialist
Republics, the President of the French Republic and the Prime Minister of the
United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland was arranged to take place
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. in Paris on 17 May, 1960, in order that these four leaders should examine matters
of particular and major concern for their four nations,-I think that is something.
that e\iery honourable member would agree with - Rccalling the fact that the four
great leaders had met, not to discuss all the problems of the world, ,but to
discuss matters on which they, as the lecaders of the four great atomic powers,
might have something to say. The amendment continued -

RECALLING FURTHER that the Conference did not actually begin its work,

NOTING that the President of the United Statcs of America, the President of
the French Republic and the Prime Minister of the United Kingdom of Great
Britain and Northern Ircland thercupon made a public statement in the terms

following:
I quote the words of three out of the four -

"They regret that thesc discussions, so importent for world peace,,could
not take place. For their part, they remain unshoken in their conviction
that all outstanding international questions should be settled not by the
use cr thrcat of force, but by pecaceful means through negotiations. They
themselves remain ready for take part in such negotiations at any suitable

time in the future'.

I think it is not a bad idea to recall the minds of honourable members to the fact
that three out of the four leaders of the powers at Paris used those werds, and
rneant them, I went on from that to say in my amendment -

BELIEVING that much benefit for the world could arise from a cec-operative
meeting of the Heads of Government of these four nations in relation to those
problems which particularly concern themn,

Obviously, those problems were, for thc atomic powers, Berlin and all those things
which are flash -points of international affairs -

BELIEVING FURTHER that progress towards the solution of those problems would be
a naterial contribution to the general work for peace of the United Nations,

URGES that such a meeting should be held at the earliest practicable date.

I would have expected, Sir, svenking in my own Porliamcnt and among my own pacple,
that nothing would be said against that view. Here it was, Here was a call to
the four great powers to sit down together and try to make the world more safe for

ordinary peocple.

I out in my amcadment. Thet was on a tlenday, At that noment, it was well known
that Krushchev was not going to meet Eisenhswer,unlcss, of course, Eisenhowcr went
through the renarkablc performance of cpologising about the U2 incident and wvithdrow-
ing all his claims about the FB47 incident - and that the President himgelf had szid
that he was not going to meet Krushchev on those terms. Therefore, the position was
that the current Prcsident of the United States and the current - if that is the
right word - heed of the Soviet Union wecre not willing to meet personelly without
conditions which mutually were completely unaccepteble, On top of all that - and 12t
us be sensible about this matter - ot the very time at which we were having this
debate, a new President of the United Stotes was about to be elected, and what he
would do or scy, who would know?

~7 A
L

I want to pause here, Sir, to make o feu observations, because I have been tcls
by my friends - nobody is so frank as a friend - that some congcints have becn
voiced in Australia. I have tried to undcrstand them becausc I am really a tclcrakbly”
broad-minded fellow. I understand that thc first complaint 1s that I was being used
by the United States and the United Kingdom which, happen to be the two grectest
powers in the free world and our most powerful an” devoted friends., I hope I hnve
answered that complaint. For better or for worse, the proposal for an anendrent was
mine, no theirs. I thought,in my new-found innocence, that Austrlia was entitlcd 4o
a nind of its own. Indeed, I have been told bv some of my ftiends opposite in the
past that their great compleint is that we do not have a mind of our own, As I h-ve
said, I thoughtthat we werc entitled to a mind of our own. Believing that a certain
course was right, I advocated it, I necd not add any words to that.

In thc smcond place, I gather from the critics that, in the intercsts of fustrallin,
I should have prefcerred plcasing the five natioms which I have nemed by supperting
sonething with which I strongly disagrced and with which I utterly disagree ot this “o
nent to acting in c-necert with our most poverful and moet onconbiguous friends,
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If that is the price of admiralty, then I resign from admiralty. I have
learnt, perhaps, very little in my life but I have learnt to know who are
our friends.

Contrary to my expectation, it was ruled that the five power
resolution and my amendment should be discussed separately from the general
debate on Wednesday morning, 5th October. My major speech which appears to
have missed firedhere, for some reason or other, had been listed for the
afternoon. Therefore, unlike anybody else at the United Nations, I had to
make two separate speeches, instead of one. Therefore, on Wednesday morning,
knowing that on Wednesday afternocn, I had tc make my most considerable speech,
I moved my amendment.,

This morning at question time, when I was treated so kindly, my
distinguished friend, the Deputy Leader of the Opposition (Mr. Whitlam) said
to me, "I would like to know what you said on your amendment." I want to say
at once that I have arranged that the full text of what I said shall be made
available to members because, unhappily, it does not appeer to have been rather
widely reported. I shall permit myself the luxury of quoting a few of the
things that I said that morning to the cold and unresponsive audience of the
United Nations General Assembly, I think I shaild do so. A motion had been
put down in the name of five powers and I was moving an amendment. /imong
other things, I said -

Let me say at once that nobody can more warmly appreciate the high
motives of the gponsors of the resolution than I do. They feel, no doubt,
that it would be a bad thing if all the heads of state and heads of govern-
ment departed from this assembly without leaving behind same visible
evidence in the shape of a decision. They believe, no doubt, that the people
of the werld would be disappcinted and, perhaps, disillusioned if we all
departed and nothing at all emerged. They, therefore, introduced this
resolution and part of its purpese, as it has been explained to me, was to
try to take advantage of the presence in north America, at the same time,
of President Eisenhower and Mr. Khrushchev. But if I believe, as I do, that
the effect of the resclution, if carried, would be undesirable, then I am
bound to say so.

I hope that honourable members will realise that that was an authentic
Australian voice upcn this matter. I went on to talk about the conference in
Paris, the conference which did not occur, the conference which broke down
because of Khrushchev's attitude, I said -

Many of us have thought that the discussions about nuclear tests
could have been brought within reach of finality.

I still believe that -

After all, the great nuclear powers were not so widely separated
on this issue that some effective lead could not have been given., But the
Paris conference failed even to begin, because the leader of the Soviet Union
would not participate. I have my own view about his stated reasons, but at
this moment I do not desire to debate them.

This was said in the morning -

The material and relcvant fact was that the leaders of the United
States, the United Kingdom and France, promptly made a statement in which
they said:

I trust that this will be remembered for years but not, I hope with fears.

"They regret that these discussions, so important for world peace,
could not take place, For their part, they remain unshaken in their conviction
that all outstanding international questions should be settled not by the use
or threat of force, but by peaceful means through negotiation. They themselves
remain ready to take part in such negotiations at any suitable time in the
future."

My speech continued -

This, it will be agreed, was a fair encugh proposition, good-
tempered and tenacious in the cause of peace. Should it be rejected now?
If we have now reached a point in our discussions when we feel that talks of
this kind should proceed, why should we not say so?
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Why should we, by carrying the five-nation resolution, dismiss the
United Kingdom and France from the first act? I went on to say this -
it is worth remembering Mr. Nehru himsclf has frankly stated that

there are scrious limits tc the usefulness of biletcral talkss but
what I would wish to know is whetlcr any valid reason can be

advanced for supposing thet in some w2y the President of the United
States wes the stumbling block, and thet therefore in cny renewed
discussicns he should be the one leader of vhat we coll the western
world tc be brought under persuasion or pressures

My own view is that we should incourage thc resumption of these
summit tolks. No deubt, 2 meeting at the summit cannot be arranged
quickly or without preparation. We shall have to fcel our wey forwerd,
and a way may be found. But it will not be found in the next few days.

I doubt whether it can be found by trying to rush at it. The hAustralicn
amcndment reflects whot I believe is the view of the moajority herej thet
we should try to rccajburce the hope that was offercd to us in the early

part of this year when we werce moving towerds a summit meeting, I
concluocu this cxcerpt by soying -

There may indeed by other amendments. I should like to say for
mysclf that I am wmch less concerncd cbout the deteils of
draftemonship than I am to avoid the perpetuction of the mction
that the world conflict is between the United States and the
Soviet Union.

Before the morning scssion cended, in thc course of which I regret to say
thoet my distinguished fricnd, Mr. Nehru, mede a somcwhat remerkable
commnentary upon my amendment and my speech, the President indicated that
two further cmendments were being ciroulated and thet the matter would be
concluded ot the night's session. This was on Wednesday. I will bypass,
for the moment, the aftcrnoon sessicn. At the night scssion Cambodiz,
which after 2ll is an &asian country, indicctcd that it would heve
supported ny amendment as a separate resoluticn. This was a morely
technical objection to its form. For some reason or other, and I still
do not understand it, beceusec in these United Nations affairs I am & new boy,
the foreshadowed further amcndnents that had been referred to by the
President in the morning werenot submitted. So, the first thing which
happencd after Canbodio hed said this, wes tlot we votoed on the Australinn
smcndment. Of coursc this hos given immense pleasure to o few people.
I do not kn.ow why thoy should be so plecscd thot on sustralizn amendoieng
sheuld be defected. Still, one lives and lecrns.  So they voved on ny
anendment. It wes supportcdy on the vote, by France, by the Uritcc Kingdom,
by the United Statcs of ncrica, by Candade znd by wursclves - not 2 bad
voting group, I think, There worce 45 pesple vhe voted "nc”, and 43 vho
abstaincd. Very intercstingly, emeng the pecplc who abstained and who
seid neither '"yes'" nor '"no'" werc the Soviet Union, the cntlrc Sovict blocy
Japan, Laos, thc Philiprincs, Thailand =2nd Combodin, for the rcason I
have referred tc. It wes then proposed that scporate vetes should be
taken ~ this is 2 highly tcochnicel but foscincting problem for us who
arc parlizmentarians -~ on the inclusicn in tlie S5-power resclution of the
words ™he President of" "The Cheirisan of the Council of lMinisters of'.
This, of coursc, is something whick we in our innocence in this
Parlizment know nothing about. .nyhow, it was proposcd tlhat scparate
votes should be teken, 2nd my distinguished friend, the Prime Ministcer
of India, Hr. Nohru, objucted, I thought, with great ferce, that if thesc
words were omitted the S5~powor resolution would bo wc*nlnglc s becausc, of
coursc, diplomatic rclaticns had not been cut off botwecn the United Statis
of imerica and the Scvict Union. They hod never been interrupted. T
might say I thought lic hed & grcat deal of foree in that but, as I dia
not likethe 5-powcr re¢solution, I rcmained rclatively unmovcé, except
intellectumllyy . by this crgument. %hot koppencd? soarate votos wer: run
to the vote of the issembly. I want to nentiorn this to honerable mcmbers
becouse somc people rather foolisily heve tricd to mnke it ampecor that I,
representing you in taiis Parliemont, had denc somcthing foolish and lad
been left out on a2 limb. But when thce seperate votes werc jput to the vate
these in favour of scparate votes = in other viords thosc who mast be
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regarded as being not in favour of the 5-power resolution as a whole were 37,
and against them were 36, with 22 abstentions, It is lovely, you know.
Some of you have been there but I had not been there before. Someboldy

says "abstention" and somebody, being brought up in the French language,
says "abstentia", but it amounts to the same thing. There were, 37 in
favour of separate votes, 36 against and 22 abstehtions. Those in favour
of separate votes ~ and I mention this because some silly fellow who has
tried to pretend that I am beooming bad friends with the Asian countries
has suggested the contrary - included Pakistan, China, Japan, the
Philippines and Thailand. 4And if I may permit myself to say so, I do not
mind finding myself standing, as to three of these countries, alongside

our colleagues in the South-East Asian Treaty. When the separate votes
were taken, because it had been decided that there ought to be separate
votes, those in favour of retaining what I will ccll the "separate phrases",
the President of the United States of America, the Chairmen of the Council
of Ministers of the Soviet Union, were 41 in favour, with 37 against and

17 abstentions. The President ruled thot there should te o two-thirds
majority. There was not o two-thirds majority ond the President's ruling
was upheld. All this was going on in the one day when oddities of all
kinds, Heaven help mel werc being published in my own country.- Those

who voted against tho retention of these personal phrases, in other wor'.s
those who voted against the idea that we should betelling President
Eisenhower and Chairman Khrushchev to get together, included all of the
South-East isian countries. That, I think, is something worth noting.
After 211 this argy-bargy - I think that is the expression - Mr, Nehru, the
very distinguished leader of India, stood up and said that, having poreed
to the voting, the five~power resolution would dc withdrawn. So at

one o'clock in the morning of the same day the five-power resolution had
gone. You may ask what happened to my emendment submitted on behalf of
fustralia. Many people have been coger beavers to say that my amendment
was just ridiculous and that I had made a fool of my country. When

I meke a fool .of this country I hope that you will expel me. The fact

was that Dy one o'clock in the morning the resolution to which ny

amendment had becn unsuccessful alternative hod been withdrawn. Withdrawn
because other amendments had been moved or other procedures had been adopted
which persuaded its sponsors to withdraw it.

I want to stress to honorable members that this is not a party
political metter. all of us are Lustralians and we want to feel that our
country counts. The fact is that Ly the end of that day two remarkable things
had occurred. First, the proposal sponsored primarily by Yugoslavia, the
United irabd Republic, Indonesiz and others had gone. It had been withdrawm.

In the meantime, in the course of the voting four atomic powers, the only four
atomic powers, had been called to thc ballot. You may think that I am rather
foolish, but at any rate I called them to the ballot. Four of them. Great
Britain, France, and the United States had voted unhesitatingly for a convening
of the Summit conference as contained in my amcndment, and the Sovict Union

had not voted "No", but had abstained from voting. Four days later, undcr
circumstances which vexed the honorable members for East Sydney (Mr, Ward) I
had a talk with the head of the Soviet Union — Hr. Khrushchev, in which he made
it abundently clear that he wanted a Summit conference. That was who he had
rnot voted against my amendment. He wanted a summit conference and by one
¢'clock ~ after midnight that day - I went back feeling in my simple vanity
that at any rate we had now got to a state of affairs in which there would be a
after the fmerican presidential election a Summit confeorence. It is very
difficult even for such an old hand as myself to understand why this achievement,
because it was something of an achievement, should be rcgarded as in some way
discreditable to our country, to which most of us were born.

To sum up, my amendment was lost, but the resolution was withdrawn.
Three atomic powers had voted for 2 Summit meeting and the Soviet Union had
abstained. Not one of the four atogic powers was opposed to a Summit meeting.

I pass on from that. I made a speech thotefternoon. In my simplicity

I thought that that was the major specch, and my distinguished colleage the
Treasurer (Mr. Herold Holt) whs was present probabdy - God bazgss him - thought
likewise, because the speech in the morning was on this technical problem., As

1 have said, I made a speech in the afternoon. It lasted for about 40 minutes.
It is very intecresting for an Australian to go abroad and meke a speech on the
great PhatfdrMations platform. This was the only occasion in my 1ife when the
American press swept a speech of minc into its columns. But that did not
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in the afternoon I had made up my mind that if Mr. Khrushchev were to come
and bully people - taunt people, and beat things on the table, including
his shoes - it was really high time that somebody speaking for 10,000,000
people - that is all - should make it quite clear to him that we are not
frightened. Therefore I let myself go, as you might say. But of course,
vhat happened in the United Nations Assembly, apart from all the beating on
the table and the wearing out of boot leather, which was all very funny froa
our point of view? I think that.Mr. Khrushchev wanted to persuade or terrify
nev nations into coming into his camp., We know nothing about that. We are
not easily persuaded and we certainly are mt easily terrified into somebody
else's camp. But that scemed to be his idea. He had his heelers with him,
There were with him about half a dozen representatives from his satellite
nations who would not darc to applaud without first looking round to sece
whether he gave the high sign. Wonderful: I wish that I could organize
that sort of thing somc day! Mr, Khrushchev talked about colonialism, He
tried to read into the mind of some of the delegates a bitterncss about their
old status. He was talking for the most part to peoplc who represented
countries in Africa, which, by wisc provenance on the part of the United
Kingdonm, had ceased to be colonics and had become independent nations.
I thought that was a monstrosity. Anyhow, he did it. Therefors, If%h ught
on your bechalf if you do not agree with what I did you will say so/ #Yught
to use a fow words mildly about this situation. Ict me quote onc oy two of the
words that I uscd, bccausc apparontly there has been some difficulty in
reporting thom,

I said -

I beg of all thesc distinguished represcntatives - I was refcerring
to the representatives of the new countrics, primarily in Africa -

to put bitterncss out of their minds. So far as thoy arc concerncd, the
past has gone. The dead past should bury its dead. Tt is the present

and futurc that matter, Most of them know that political independence can
be won morc swiftly than cconomic independence.,

I pause here to ropcat the last scontence becausc sone rather silly fellow hos
said that I was not on the samc wave-length as the new countrics. I leave
it to thc Housc to decide. I said =~

Most of then know thut political indeperndencc can be won more swiftly
than cconomic indepzndencc. And yot both ar: csscential to truc
naticnhood., Undor thesc circumstancss, nutions which are older in
sclf-governnont should not bo looking ot new nations as people whose
support should be canvasscd, but 2s nenple who nced objnctive assistunce
with no strings if the material prosp.rity of their people is to be
inproved,

It is ano of the significuant things in contumporary history that
the advanced industrial nations are, beocausc of their scicntific and technclorie-
al advantages, inproving thoir standards ot a phononenal rate; while less
advanced countrics, lacking the same techniques on tho same scale, are 2dvancics
at a slowzr rate,

This is not onc¢ of the facts of 1if: whiek onc nay obsirve anl,
having obscrved, forget., Its significancc is that the gap between the advencod
and the rcl:tively unadvanced tends, unlcss we do soncthing about it, to srow
wider overy y2ar. It is not a stuts of aff-srs vhich civilized and hwunanc
thinking can indefinitely tolerate.

I said this on australia's behalf, and I amw surs that no
Honorable nomber will disagree with it,
If in this Asscmbly and in the nations here ropres-nted wz will constantly
renciber that our trust is for humanity 2nd that, indccd the Unitod Wt
itsclf has ne other recason for cxistence, we will mor: and noros concertrut:
our cfforts on providing zcononic and toehnical help for new nations t.o Ul
very linit of our capacity; not because we want, to put it crudely, t» Suy
then into cur own ideas of things, act only bocause we raally and pascion.ss
oly belicve in independence and freedon; but 2lso beczuse we beliova bl
our fellow huain beings cveryvhere are ontitlcd to Jdoeont conditions of
life, and have cnough sense to know thiat independence and freoodon
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and mere words unless the ordinary people of free countries have a chance
of a better life tomorrow,

This point of view seemed to me to underlie the temporate ond
persuasive specch of Mr., Macmillan and other specches made by derwocratic leaders,

But there are others who have so far misunderstood the spirit of
the United Nations as to resort to open or veiled threats, blatant and in scme
instances lying propagenda, a clearly expressed desire to divide and cenquer,
They should learn that “threatencd men live long", ond that free nations,
however small, are not susceptible to bullying.

I am still quoting myself, which is an ill business. I cantinued -

"I vwill permit myself the luxury of developing this thene,
though quite briefly, in the particular and in the general."

I hope non rxenbers will not think me boring but this was a phase of ny speech
which, I bclicve, had en inmense impect on the Assembly. I said -

"In his opening specch, Mr. Khrushchev made his usual great play
about "colonialism". As Mr. Macrillon rcminded us, the answer to much of
his story is tc be found in the presence of this Asscrbly of many new
nations, cnce colenies and now independent.

iMr, Fhrushchev said among other things: "Nations who oppress

other ncotions canneot themselves be free. Every free nation should help the
peoples still oppressed to win freedom and .irdependence”, This was, in onc
sense, a nost cncouraging observation., It made me wonder whether we were
perhaps about to sce a beginning of an era in which the nations of Europe,
which were once independent, and now are under Soviet Communist control, arc
going to receive the blessings of freedom and independence. What a glorious
vista of frecdom would be opened up by such a policy! How much it would do
to relievc the causes cf tension, and promote peace.

I venture to say that it is on cct of complete hypocrisy for a
Cormunist lecader to denounce colonialism as if it were an evil characteristic
of the Western Powers, when the facts are that the greatest colonial pover
now existing is the Soviet Union itsclf,"

This brings mc now to the pcint. I said -

"Further, in the course of this hsserbly, bir, Krushchev was good
enough to moke sane references to niy ovm country and its position in relaticn
to the territories of Papua and New Guinca., He calls upon Australia to give
irmediate full independence and sclf-governuent tc New Guinea and Popua.  As
a picce of rhetoric this no doubt has it points. But it cxhibits a disturting
want of xnowlcige of these Territories end of the present stoge of their
developnant. Nobcdy who knows anything ebout these Territories and their
indiginous peoppe could doubt for a moment that for us in Australia to
abgndon our responsibilities could be an almost criminal act,"

I am quoting this part of my specch beccause, subject to ccrrection, I feel
that thesc vords impress themselves upon cur friend, I said -

"Here is a country which not so long age was to a real extent
in a stete cf savegery., It passed through the nest grucsone experiences
during the last wer., It came out of it vidthout orguenized administretion,
and, in o sense, vithcut hope.

It is not a nation in the accepted tense., Its pecple have nc rewol
structurc of associaticn expect through cur alministration. Its groups arc
isolated amcng nountzins. fcrests, rivers and swoups., It is cstimates thet
therec are ncre than 200 different languages,”

Probably ny distinguished colleague, the iiinister for Territories (rfr, Hasluclf.)
would tell me thet I underestimated the nwiber. I continued -

"Phe work to be done to create and foster a sense and organisn of
community is therefore cncrmous.

Dut, with a high sensc of responsibility, Australia has attacke<
its human task in this almost unique arca.

Since the wer some form of civiliscd order has been established
over many thousends of square riles which were previcusly unexplored,
p
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We have built up an ex ensive administration services..
Really, I do not need to trouble honourable members about this, I told them
the simple, d ramatic and moving story of what has been done in Papua and
New Guinea, and I ended by saying -

I could go no like this almost indefinitely,
The achievement has not been without cost. We have put many more
millions into Papua and New Guinea than have ¢ver come out,

We have established many local government councils, democratically
elected on an adult franchise, and we have set up a2 Legislative Council on
which there is a growing number of indigenous members,

Mr, Khrushchev includes us in his diatribe against "foreign
administrators who despise and loot the local population". I have
shown how exactly opposite to the truth this is in our cases His further
extravaganza about “the overseer's lash" and the "executor's axe" must
relate to areas with which he is more familiar than he is with New Guinea
and Papua,.
We do not nced to be lectured on such matters by a man who has
no record whatever of having brought colonial people into frecdon and
self-government, We indeed are proud to be in the British tradition
S of the 20th century - a traditicon which has by sensible degrees
and enlightened administration brought the blessings of self-government
. anda sceat in the councils of the world to many former colonies,.

I also spoke about neutralism, and I inflict this on honourable members -

does not readily admit of definition, If, when we say that a nation is

. neutral, we mean that it will not under any circumstances take arms in
any conflict which does not concern the protection of its own immediate
boundaries, it seems to be a notion hard tor econcile with the Charter
of the United Nations which contemplates under certain circumstances the
use of combined force in terms of the Charter dtself.

Mr, Nehru,the distinguished leader of India,has not] think used the

| word "neutral" in this scnsc, He and his government maintain large d efences
in their own ccuntny, and are active supporters of the Charter, What

he has consistently made clear is that he s tands for non-alignment, in

the sense that he will not engage in any special military or quasi-
military alliance,

‘ My own country cCoes not subscribe to this view, since we are party,
for e xample, to the South-East Asian Treaty with the military
associations which are either expressed or implied in it, But we do not
quarrel with each other about these matters, I would think it impossible

Neutralism is, of course onc of those rather rotund words which

. to believe that some of the grcatest leaders of so-called "ncutral
countries would regard themselves as being neutral in the great conflict
of ideas,

Sir,having said all that at,I am afraid,too great length,I now turn,quite
briefly I hope,to some gencral observaticns about this rather historic
General Assembly mecting, First of all,a determined attack was made by the
Comrunist powers upon new nations to encouraze what I have already dscribed as
"retrospective bitternesst I do not think that on this matter the table-
thumping succeeded,

In the s ccond place,attempts were made todefeat or to undermine the
Secretary-General, In particular,a very remarkable proposal was put forward
that there should be three sccretaries-general instead of one; and for some
very odd reason,one ought to be from what we would call the Communist group
but what Mr.Khrushchev-I apologize to my friends opposite calls the socialist
group,2 second from the necutralist group and a third from the capitalist
group .of which,no doubt,I was one of the rcpresentatives, There ought to be
three secretaries-gencral,and everybody would have a veto on everybody else,
and thercfore,of course,nothing would happen,and therefore the United Nations
would come to an end, He did not get very much success with that remarkable
proposal,
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But thoere arc some aspects of his general caspaign about which
I think I should report to this Parliament. First of 211, I bcliceve that
what he has been saying and what he has been doing are designed to divide
the United Nations into the disunited nations, After all, if therce is onc
thing about the United Nations that matters, it is that it posscsscs
a sort of univgrs:ﬁ%&,t . _é\s I said in ry own speech, hc wants to produce a
result like andicht oaelsoour latc respected friend, Julius Cacsar reported
that all Gaul was divided :into threc parts, This manwants to divide the
United Nati'ns into three parts and therefore into the Disunited Nations,

One of the groups in this Jdisunitcd body that hewrants to produce is
what he keeps on describing as the neutralist group, What is 2 ncutralist
groupe S8ir, ome of the things that I beg all honourable members on both
sides of the House to avoid is thisf allacy of easy classification, So and
so is an African, thereforc he must think like 2ll other Africansy If one
African is neutralist, thcrefore he must be neutralist, This is an insult to
people, Does anybody suppose that becausc people were born west of the
Soviet boundary in Europe, whether they are Germans, Frcnchmen, Englishmen
or Italians, theya re thesume kind of men with t he same kind of ideas?

This, of coursc, is utter nonsense, You may go over t he whole zone of
Africa andt €ll me that so=-and-so, so-and-so, and so-and-so rust think the
same way becausc they are all Africans ond they arc all African leaders,
Sir, I tell you that thegreatest speech made at this General Assembly was
made by the Prime Minister of Nigeria, He is a most remarkable man, and

his speech made an unforgettable impact on the minds of all of us, It would
insult this great man, the head of the Government of the greatest single
nation in the whole African ccntinent, a nation of 40,000,000 people, to be
told that his country rust be classified, along with other countries, in a
group or bloc, No one could have been more explicit than he was about the
need for e very nation to live its own life, to face its own future, to accept
its own responsibilitics. The people who want to denigrate the whole of
modern independence and t otreat new naticns as if they werc merely groups

to be bought like bunches of bananas, make a gery great blunder, That

was perhaps the greatest blunder that Khrushchev madee

Let us consider t he ways in which Mr. Khrushchev failed,
He failcd to undermine the Secretary General. Hefhiled to destroy the
work that has been done with regard to the Congo. Hef ailed on
occasionafter occasion, and I will not taoke up the time of the
House in recounting them 2ll, because I have alreedy taken up far too
much of its time. He had scme success, no doubt, He may have
frightenced somebody and he may have weakened 2 1little the position of
the Sceretary General; I do not knowe You and I in this House
are fortungte to have grovm up in such an atmospherc thatwe can
laugh at nonsense and not be frightened by it, so how am I to know
to what ¢ xtoent Mr. Khrushchev succeeded inf rightening people?
He triecd to disunite the United Nations, He tricd to introduce some
strange dogma about neutralist groups. He ha & some points, I supposce
He said that when the UM, wos e stablished it had 50-member nations,
that now it has nearly 100, and that therfore there ought to be some
reconstructi.n of shestructure of the arganisation., I do not object
to that suggestion, so long as it is understocd that one of the
danpers that have grown up in the modern werld is t het the General
Assembly, which has relatively little power, has become tremendously
important because the heads of Government attend it whereas t he chief
executive body - and I om not using the word "exccutive" in a
technical sense - the Sccurity Council, has been put rather on one
sides The Security Council, Sir, rmust continuc to include in its member-
ship people who represcnt the great powcrs, which themsclves are the
backbone of the U,N, and which themsclves carry the major responsibility
for jpeacce But, subject to that proviso, I do not objcct to the
suggestion that a r econstruction of the U.N. should be considered
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I want to say one or two things more. I had the very valuable

opportunity of seeing, on your behalf, a number of world leaders.

I would not wish any member of this Parliament, on tiehter side, to
believe that I was being exclusive, talking to this side and not to
that side. In the course of rather less than three wesks I had the
closest discussions with President Eisenhower, with the American
Secretary of State, Mr. Herter, with Mr. Macmillan and Lord Home and
with Mr. Nehru. I had a long interview with Mr. Khrushchev. I
sought the interview, and I tell you quite frankly that the main
reason why I sought it was that I thought that if I ceamgback here
and ny friends, or friendly opponents, who sit opposite asked me
whether I saw Khrushchev and I replied that I had not, they might
think it rather odd. So I sought an interview with Mr. Khrushchev.
I had already expressed myself, as hon, nembers.will have gathered from
what I have already said, with a certain degree of clarity,
Nevertheless, I had 70 minutes with Mr. Khrushchev, and I want to
say to the Honse that I came away from the interview quite

satisfied that he would like a summit conference. Being more
interested, as I am, in substance than in form, and as what I was
trying for from the day I arrived at the U.N. was the substance of
a summit conference, I am very pleased to say that three of the
atomic powers voted for a summit conference on my amendment, and
that the fourth, through Mr. Khrushchev, has indicated to me in the
clearest possible terms that a summit conference is considered a
good icea.

I saw, of course, the Prime Minister of Ethiopia who is an
old friend of mine. I had a talk with President Tito. I spoks to
Mr. Luns, the Foreign Minister of the Netherlands. Dr. Subandrio,
of Indonesia, was 2 guest of ming, and I had a long talk with him,
Indeed, one would be surprised at the number of people who concern
us in this world with whom, in the course of a fortnight or three
weeksy one can have useful talks.

I have occupied the time of ths House long enough. Having
said that I believe that Mr. Khrushchev wants summit talks, and
that I think something might come of them, I would like to conclude
by saying that I have by no means been disposed to defend myself
on the matters about which I have spoken. I believe in my heart
and in my mind that I pursued the right course at New York, and
that I spoke and acted in the best interecsts of my country.

I movat-




