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UNITED NATIONS
Distr,

SECURITY R e

COUNCIL Wt b
CRIGINAL: ENGLISH

LEI'I‘ER DATED 1 AUGUST 1958 FROM THE REPRESENTATIVE OF THE UNITED STATES
OF AMERICA Ammmsm TO THE SECRETARY-GENERAL

'

‘Enclosed herewith are copies,of the—letters,cf the President of the.
,

United States of America to the Chairman of the Council of Ministers of the
Union of Soviet Socialist Republics dated 22 July 1958, 25 July 1958 and
1 August 1958 concerning a special meeting of the United Nations Security Council.

'

. In-aecordance with the letter of 1August,the United States requests that a

special meeting of the United,Nations Security Council be convened on or about
12 August pursuant to Article 28, paragraph 2 of the Charter, to consider.cértain
problems of the Middle East, in accordance with an agenda item to be formulated.

In the meantime, the United States_is prepared to participate in informal
consultationswith a view to making appropriate arrangements for the meeting.

It would be appreciatedif the enclosed texts would be ciréulated as United
Nationg documents.

;

Accept, Excellency, etc.

(signed) Henry Cabot LODGE

$58-18218
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22 July 1958

Dear Mr. Chairman:

- T have received your communication of 19 July.

May I assure you that the establishment and maintenance of a just peace is

the dominant influence in. American policy. I cannot agree that the United States

has acted in Lebanonin a manner calculated to disturb the:peace. Rather it is

motiVated by the purpose of helping stop acts of violence, fomented from without,

designed to destroy the genuine independenceand integrity of that small nation.

Such a process, if unchecked,would have grave implications for all small

nations everywhere. :

The manner in-which you have chosen to express yourself is hardly

calculated to promote the atmosphere‘of calm reasongbleness which, you correctly

say, should replace the presently overheated atmosphere.

I am not aware of any factual basis for your extrqvagantly expressed fear of

the regfiad of general var.

What has happened in regard to Lebanonis this:
;

On Monday, 1k July, the lawful Govermnment of Iraq was violently overthrown.

On the same day a comparable plot against the Kingdom of Jordan was discovered

and barely thwarted. The Government of Lebanon, which had already for some

months been subjected to indirect aggression from without, appealed to the

United States for instant assistance, In the light of the developments in

- neighboring Iraq and Jordan, it felt.that nothing less than immediate help would

make it pdssible to preserve the independence and integrity of Lebanon. The

United States responded to this appeal. We knew that the plea was based upon

solid facts that showed that Lebanon was gravely menaced.

Surely, it is not "aggression" thus to help a small nation maintain its

independence.
You speak of "armed conflict in the Near or Middle East". There has been

the bloody coup in Iraq, the plot to assassinate those who compose the Government

of Jordan, and the civil strife in Lebanon fomented from without. Otherwise, I

know of no "armed conflict". Unless those of aggressive disposition are far

gone in folly, they would not start war because Lebanon, with a population of

Lo



s/hoTh - -

English
Page 3

about 1-1/2 million, is helpedto maintain its integrity andindependence: The

real .danger of war wouldcome if one small nation after-another were to be .

engulfed by expansionist and-aggresive forces supported by the Soviet Union.
- We do not want to see:a repetition of the progressive destruction ofthe.|

independenceof small nations which occurred during the 1950s and which led
to the Second World War. To be acquiescent in aggression;be it director
indirect, is not the road to peace.

This does ‘not mean that the United States is dedicated to a perpetuationof

the status quo in the Arab world. The United States recognizes and sympathizes
with the yearning of the Arab peoples for a greater nationalistic unity. For

example, the. United States promptly recognized the United Arab Republic, bringing
together Egypt and Syria, as soon as it was apparent that the change was accepted
by the people concerned and after the new‘&overnment had undertaken to.meet the
normally applied international standards.

., But it is one thing to change the international statusquo by orderly and

peaceful processes, and another thing to change it by indirect aggression. Such

processes cannot be reconciled with & peaceful world or with the ideals of the

United Nations which recognizes the equal rights of nations large and small and
the dignity and worth of the human person.-

'

. The action of the United States in relation to Lebanon was fully in accord

with the accepted principles of international law and with the Charter of the

United Nations. The Government of Lebanon was onewhichhad been chosen by

freely held, peaceful, nationwide elections only a little over a year ago. The

appealto the United States was made by thePresidentof. Lebanon with the full

.tenibaCneht‘fofilavbfppa When last week the Soviet Union .introduced in the
United Nations Security Council a resolution condemning our action in_Lebanon,‘

-

~that resolution received only one vote - that“of,theASOViet Union itself. T .

also note that efforts were made within the Security Council to provide Lebanon
with dncreased protection from the United Nations so as to preserve itslintegrity
and independence, thus permitting United States forces p:omptly‘to'be>withd;awn.
There were two such proposals, each defeated by the one vetoing vote of the.
.Soviet Union.

:
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How does the Soviet Union reconcile its allegation that United States

forces in Lebanon endanger world peace with the veto of these two proposals?
. Am Tto conclude, Mr. Chairman, that the Soviet Union seeks by imputing

. to others war motives and itself boasting of its nuclear and ballistic missile

power, to divert attention from the steady erosion of the independence of

small nations? Are we, as civilized peoples, to accept the increasing use of

violence, murder and terrorism as instruments of international policy? If so,

this constitutes the real danger to peace. The United States will steadfastly

oppose that danger and seek to strengthen the established processes of

international law and order.
:

.

The Soviet Union, by its constant abuse of its veto power in the Security

Council - its veto of today was the 85th = would tear down, and not strengthen,

the orderly processes which the nations have established for the maintenance

of international peace and security.

Your present proposal seems further calculated to derogate from the

authority and prestige of the United Nations. What you propose amountsin
effect to five nations, without sanction of the United Nations and without

conformity with its Charter, reaching what you call "recommendations" regarding

the Near and Middle East which would then be submitted to the United Nations

Security Council. But inreality such so-called "yrecommendations” would be

decisions and the process would in effect make the detifiU Nations into a

"yubber stamp" for a few great Powers.

Furthermore, Mr. Chairman, when procedures are sought to be improvised to .
meet what is alleged to be a situation ofgreat urgency, this can scarcely be

expected to save time. It raises a whole series of new problems which must be

considered by the various nations that might consult together, and by others

which might feel that they were improperly omitted and which are deeply concerned

with the Near and Middle East.

If, indeed, the Soviet Union seriously believes that there is an imminent

- ktnreat to world peace, it is bound by the United Nations Charter to take the

matter to the Security Council. By Article 2l of the United Nations Charter,

the Soviet Union, with other Members of the United Nations, has conferred on the

b
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Security Council "primary responsibility for the maintenance of international

peace and security", and all the Membershave agreed that, in these matters,
it "acts on their behalf". It is also agreed that that Council has the

reépqhsibility to "determine the existence of any threat to the peace" and to

"decide what measures shall be taken ... to maintain or restore internatinnal
peace and security". Surely this solemn undertaking ought to be respected.

The Security Council is already dealing with certain phases of the problem
alluded to by your note. If you or we believe that other aspects of this

problem or other problems should be urgently dealt with in the interest of peace,

then it lies open to any of us to enlarge the scope of the Security Council

consideration. Furthermore, under the Charter, members of government, including

Heads of Government and Foreign Ministers, may represent a Member nation at

the Security Council. If such a meeting were generally desired, the United States

would join in following that orderly procedure.

I do not, of course, exclude the discussion, outside the United Nations, of

world or regional problems, not posing alleged imminent threats to the peace.

I cannot but deplore the persistent refusal of your Government for so many months

to agree to the adequate preparation of a "summit" meeting at which we could

exchange considered views on the great problems which confront the world. The

‘Ambassadors of France, the United Kingdom and the United States were negotiating

at Moscow with your Foreign Minister to develop a list of topics which might

lend themselves to considered and useful discussion at a summit meeting. These

negotiations were broken off by your Government on 16 June.

In conclusion, I venture to express in most earnest terms my hope that

the Soviet Government will umite with us for real peace. The longing of mankind

for peace is too precious to be used for ulterior purposes. I hope that ways can

be found to act for peace in accordance with the standards prescribed by the
Charter of the United Nations. All the world, I believe, knows that peace with

justiceis the dedication of the American nation. We have in the past sacrificed



h7oh/sfl“
English.
Page 6

,greatly for that devotlon. We have loyally complied with the pledge we made,

by the United Nations Declaration of 1 January 19&2, to renounce any

aggrandizement for ourselves. Just as we shall resist any efforts to use love

of peace to mask aggression, 80 we shall eqpallv never fa11 to take any step, at

any. sacrifice, which will genuinely promote the cause of peace and justice in

the wordde: ‘v o

Sincegély,
FEt

(Signed) Dwight D. EISENHOWER
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25 July 1958

Dear Mr. Chairman:

I have studied your letter of 23 July., I find in it apparent

misunderstandings of the views expresséd in my letter of 22 July, which I

would request you to read again more carefully.

I then said that if, despite the facts established in the recent meetings

of the Security Council, ydur Government still desires to allege that the

situation in Lebanon constitutes an imminent danger to peace in the Middle East,
the proper forum for appropriate discuésion is the United Nations Security

Council. I am glad that you now recognize the responsibility of the United

Nations and have withdrawn your original proposal which would have gravely

undermined the prestige and authority of the United Nations.

My letter pointed out that the Charter of the United Nations authorizes

members of government, and that of course includes Heads of Government and

Foreign Ministers,'to represent a Member nation at the Security Council and that

if such a nmeeting were generally desired, Jhe United states would join in

following that orderlylprocedure. It is, of course, not yet certain that such

a meeting is in fact "generally desired", although that may prove to be the case.

You now make specific suggestions dealing with the composition of the

Security Council and the ébnditions under which nations other than members of

the Council may participate in discussions of the Council. My letter to you
of 22July urged that one of the advantages of proceedings in the Security Council
is that there are established rules on these matters and it is accordinglynot
necessary to rely on improvising. I pointed out that when rules of this kind

are sought to be improvised, there is raised a whble series of new problems,

notably as to the participation and non-participation of various States. The

United States will adhere, in these respects, to the Charter, which lays down

the conditions under which nations which are not members of the Cguncil may

participate in the discussions of the Council.

As to the agenda, we agree that it should be limited to a discussion of the

problems of the Middle East, including the causes of those problems. I would,

however, be lacking in candor if Idid not make clear that to put peace and

I
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security on a more steble oasiu in thesiddle fiast regulizs far ove taan merely
a consideration of Lebanon and Jordan. These situations are but 1solated

manlfestations of far broader problems. In my opinion the instability of peace

and secur44y is ind large meusure due to the jeopardy.1n wilch small natlons are
.

placed. It would be the purpose of the United States to deal with the specific
1nc1dents you raise within that broad context. To do otherwise would be to be
blind to the teaching of history.

' '

, .
You will recall Mr Chalrman, that WOrld War IT was brough* about bJav

series of acts of direct and 1nd1rect aggre531on againet small nations. In

.
March 1939 the then head of the SOV1et Communigt Party p01nted out that the
failure of non-aggre351ve natlons, among which he named Britain and France, to

check direct or indirect aggressmon agalnst small countries meant "glving free

rein to war and, consequently, tran51orming tne war 1nto a world war". That
forecast unhapplly proved true,

'

You will also recall the 1950 "Peace Through Deeds” resolutlon of the

General Assembly which condemns the "fomenting of civ/il strife in the interest
of a foreign Power" as among "the gravest of all crlwes".

It is my earnest hope that through the Unlted Natlons Securlty Council steps
can be taken 1n regard to the Mlddle East which by maklng peace more secure

there, will help promote it elsewhere.
In conclusion, I suggest that the Permanent’Representatives of the members

of the United Nations Securrty COuncll in New York shoald exchanpe views, under

arrangements made by the SecretarJ-General to ascertain. that a meeting of the

kind and under condltlons I suggest is generally accepteble. If so they shou;d
also agree upon a date whlch would be generallj satisfactory. The date‘of
28 July would be too early for us.

_

.

»

T am today author121ng our own Permanent Representatlve to act in thls
sense.

Sincerely,

(Signed) Dwight D. EISENHOWER
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1 August 1958

Dear Mr. Chairman:
For several centuries personal correspondence between Heads of Government

and Heads of State has been an extremely valuable channel of communication when

the normal diplomatic channels seemed unable to carry the full burden. However,

it has always been recognized -~ not just as a matter of diplomatic form but as

a requirement of efficacy -~ that the essential ingredient in such correspondence,

whether confidental or public, was a tone of serious purpose and an absence of

invective.
:

It is in this tradition that I reply to your letter of 28 July.

T consider it quite inaccurate for you, both implicitly and explicitly, to

convey the impression that the Government of the United gtates has embarked on

a policy of delay based on niggling procedural argument. The fact is that the

differences between us are not procedural but basic,

Very simply, the two basie points which the United States has stated many

times in the past, and which I repeat now, are: (A) Do all of us, the Charter

Members of the United Nations, agree that the United Nations Security Council has

the principal responsibility for the maintenance of international peace and

security; and (B) shall small nations as well as a few so-called “great Powers"

have a part in the making of decisions which inevitably involve them?
As to my first point - what of the United Nations? It was created out of

the travail of World War II to establieh a world of order and of justice. It

embodied and still embodies the hopes of mankind. At this juncture, when you

claim peace is endangered, you would puéh it aside = we would invoke its processes.

This leadsto my second fihiop - what of the smaller Powers of this world?

Shall they be ignored or shall the small nations be represented in the making of

decisions which inevitably involve them? History has certainly given us ample

proof that a nation's capacity to contribute to the advancement of mankind is not

0 be measured by the number of divisions it can put in the field. You must be

aware, as I am, of the manyvvery specific proposals made these last years by the

so-called smaller Povers which have been of great value to all of us.
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This stated assumption in your letter that the decisions of five great
Powers Wlll be “happily accepted by all other interested Powers seems to indicate

an attltude on your part whlcn could have dangerous conseqpences in the future

for the smaller-Powers of thls world.
:

i

Your p051tion, which means ‘that the de51res, the dignity, in fact the

security, of the smaller nations should be dlsregarded, 'i8 one which the

;UhitedStates has consistently opposed and continues to oppose today. Esaentlally

you are proposing that we‘should join you in a policy reminiscent.of the oys+em
of political domination you imposed in Lastern Europe. The United States cannot
accept that point of view.’

' :

:

The prdblem of the Middle East is not one of a threat of aggression by
the United States but rather the threat,by others, of further 1ndlrect aggression
against independent States. This problem is cJearly the respon51b111ty of the

Unlted Nations Security Council.

I am therefore instructlnv the United States Permanent Representative to

the Securltj Council to seek a special meeting on or about 12 August of the

‘Security Council under Artlcle 28(2), which would permit direct discussions

among Heads of Governments and Foreign Ministers. I would hope that you would

similarly instruct your tfieoomreP Representative. Such a meeting will make it

possible for the Council to discharge'its responsibilitiee in the manner

contemplated by the Charter.

As for the place of the meeting, the United States agrees to a meeting
held elscvhere than New York City, but we could not agree to the meeting being
held in Moscow. The memory of the well-organized mass demonstration and serious

damage to the United States Embassy in Moscow is too fresh in the minds of the

Amerlcan people.

If such a meetlng is arranged, g expect to attend and part101pate and I
:

hope that you would do llkeW1se.

Sincerely,

 (signed) Dwight D. ETSENHOWER


