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Mr. Pov] Bang-Jensen's Period of Duty in the Secretariat
Asqlgned to Serve the Special Committee on tae Problem of Hungary

0 and Subseguent Developments Ending in his Dismissal

The Hearingsof the Committee on Hungary
On 10 January 1957 the General Ascembly establisheda Special Committee on the

Problemof Hungary composed of representatives of five Member Governments - Australia,
Ceylion, Denmark, Tunisia and Uruguay. Its'main'tgsk was to investigate the facts

and report its findings to the General Assembly on "the situation created by the

intervention of the U.S.S.R., through its use of armed forces and other means, in

the internal affairs of Hungary”.
'

:

As its Chairman the Committee chose Mr., Alsing Andersen, the representative of

Dernmeark,' a leading member of the Danish parlisment for many years and a member of .

-

Denmark's delegations to the GeneralvAssembly since 1948. As Rapporteur it chose

Ambassador K.C,0, Shann, the representative of Australia, then permanent delegate of

his country to the United Nations and later Ambassador to the Philippines. i
- The staff needed by the Committee to serve it was, as always, assigned from the

United Nations Secretariast. Among the staff so assigned were two officers of the.
Secretariat's Department of Political and Security Council Affairs - Mr. William M.

Jordan, a staff member of British nationality, who was named Principal Secretary,
and Mr. Povl Bang-Jensen, a staff membe& of Danish nationality, who was named Deputy

Secretary. o

The Committee was refused entrance fo Hungary. However it could take oral and

vritten testimony from Hungerian refugees who had been in Hungary during the events

of late October and of November 1956 as part of the evidence on which it would base

its report.
;

Lo
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It was obvious, from the beginnihg,'that,some of these witnesses would wish

to testify anonymously because of their fear ef reprisals against family or

friends still in Hungary.
:

‘ :

However this was not a new probiem for such United Nations bodies, or for

the Secretariat which serves them. Since 1946 the Security Council and the Genersl

Assembly have established from time to time committees or commissions of govern-

mental representatives to investigate situations involving "Cold War" and other

conflicts between Member States. Such investigations have, on several occasions,

involved the taking of testimony from individual witnesses whose identlties it

was a duty to protect as well as much other information of a highly confidential

character. This happened as early as 1946 with the Belkan Commission. It has

happened later in connection with such questions as those of Palestine and Korea. :

Thus a security system egual to the requirements was established at the very

.

beginning of the United Nations and has been in force throughout its -life. During

the work of the committees concerned with such questions,the United Nations

responsibility for protecting the confidential information received is shared by

the representatives of the national governments elected to the committees and by
the Secretariat staff assigned to ser?e them. Thereafter the system provides for

the safe custody of all the‘confidential documentationand records under the

personal responsibilityof the Secretery-General.}kDuring the fourteen years of

the life of the United Nations, no government, nor any other responsible source,

has alleged that there has ever been a single leak or abuse of such fioitamrofni
by the Secretarist.

Between17 January and the middle of April 1957 the Committee on Hungary held

a series of hearings in New York, Geneva, Rome, Viennaand London. It hearda
total of 111 witnesses. Of these 81 asked that their identities be protected.

The responsibility for the selection of the witnesses rested with the Commlttee,

and especially with itsChairman, Mr. Andersen, and the Rapporteur, Ambassador

Shann., In view of the large number of persons wishing to be witnesses, preliminary
interviews became necessary. These preliminary interviews were carried out .under

the direction of the Committee by the Secretariat. Several staff members were.

assigned to the task by the/Principal Secretary, Mr, Jordan. The Secretariat was

authorized by the Committee to tell those witnesses who wished to protect their

identities, that the United Nations would undertaeke to do so.

(more)
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. Naturally, under the responsibilities given them by the General Assembly, the

members of the Committee had the right to know the names of the anonymous witnesses

on a confidential basis in order to carry out theif duty to evaluate testimony.
In practice the other three members of the Committee delegated this responsibility
to the Chairman and the Rapporteur, who asked for and received the names of the.

/-

anonymous witnesses whenever they thought it hecessary to the work of the Committée.
In addition, the Secretariat staff, including interpreters, who were assigned by
the Principal Secretary to conduct preliminary interviews, necessar*ly knew the

names of those witnesses they interviewed on the same confidential basis. Thg
overall responsibility for the Secretariat’s part in this process, gnidfilcni

V

protection of the names of the ‘anonymous witnesses, rested with the Principal {

Secretary.
:

:

As Deputy Secretary, Mr. Bang-Jensen's administrative duties included the

handling of practical arrangementsfor the appearance of witnesses;"Mr. Bang-~
Jensen had efit task of paying witnesses their costs of travel and péeriem; This
was done in accordance with an instruction to the United Netions eht‘fiévrel}orfnbC
beginning of the Committee's work to issue petty cash vouchers without 'gnirifiqer
the usual signed receipts in the case of those witnesses who wished fb reméinv
anonymous. Mr. Bang-Jensen was authorized to pay such witnesses and to sign thej
receipts himself, keeping a register which was not to be made avaiiab;e  ehfi‘ot
Controller s staff for the usual auditing procedures.

Mr. Bang-Jensen conducted preliminary interviews with many of the witnesses.

However, three other members of the Secretariat assigned to the Committee either

conducted or participated in many of these preliminary interviews.and therefore

had to know the names of anonymous witnesses. Fifty prospective witnesses were

interviewed in Vienna by two other Secretariat staff members and Mr. Bang-Jensen
did not participate in these interviews. A number of these witnesses requested

anonymity and their wishes were, of course, respected. Later Mr. Bang-Jensen was

to claim that the assignment of other staff members besides himself to the conduct

of the preliminary interviews was an example of "sabotage" of the Committee's work.

Thus, at the conclusion of the hearings in mid-April 1957 the names of many

of the anonymous witnesses were known to the Chairman and the Rapporteur, to the

Principal Secretary, and to several of the Secretariat staff assigned to the

Committeeas well as to Mr. Bang-Jensen, who, in addition, was responsible for

keepingthe register of payments to witnesses.
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Preparation of the Committee's Report
The Committee and staff returned to Néw York late in April for the preparation

of its report. Primary résponsibility for drafting the report rested with the

Rapporteur;‘Ambassador Shann, Membersof the Secretariat, as usual, assisted him

in the preparation of the various chapters. The drafting and re-drafting
continued throughout the month of May 1957. Along with his Secretarist colleagues
Mr. Bang-Jensen participeted in this process, though his role was é minor one.

His main assignment was to work on the draft of the formal introductory chapter,
the first of the seventeen chapters of the Report.He also tock an interest in

the drafts of several other chapters. Later, the Rapporteur, Ambassador*Shéhn;‘”
statedthat at least five other staff members mede a more substantial contribution
to the drafting of the Report, iy

“As the draftnesred its final form late in May, Mr. Bang-Jensen' began to
asser+-that‘there"were serious errors of omissionand commission in ‘the parts

drafted by otners, ‘éspecially in Chepter VII of the report, whlch ‘if not corrected,
fyould bring the Committee into ridicule". - :

©

‘Whenmost of his points weére rejectedas groundlessby the yrafiérééS‘lapiéhirP
and hi§ other colieégues-in'the”Secrétariat“ Mr. Bang-Jensen went directly to the
Chairman and the*Rappo*téur. On his insistence, theywent over his suggested

~ changes with him point by point and rejected almost allof them. '~=
Later the Chairman, Mr. Andersen, had the followingto say about thié“epiSOde:

' "After he (Bang-Jensen)had submitted; in response to my request,his
 mony complaints concerningthe drafting of a particular chapter, I held a’

“meeting with AmbassadorShann; William Jordan, the Principal Secretary, and’

“those of Bang-Jensen'scolleagues who had taken part in itscompilation.
We carefully went over all the points in which Bang-Jensen saw eVidenceof

© “tgeliberate sabotage!.
"After the meeting, I informed Pang-Jensenthat I had received a

 satisfactory explanation on all the points, that hissuspicions had therefore

dednuoffiu-eb-ot'devofp and that he should as aresult cease casting suspi- -

- cions. He did not follow my’ suggestlon, ‘but this does not shake my: conv1ction,
- namely,that there was no basis for Bang-Jensen's cempaign.

"The situation, unfortunately, was that Bang-Jensen, misled by a long
‘period of resentment against his superiors'and without the slightest scruples,
flung out the most serious charges in consequence of his view that anyone who

(more)



/By

did not share his opinion was sabotagingthe work of the committee. He even

went so far as to involve Ambassador Shann in his suspicions.
4

"After the experience that Ambassador Shann and I had at that time with

Bang-Jensen, the possibility of working with him came to an end. We had

found that_hisvjudgment.was completely faulty.
:

"Having an intimate knowledgé of the entire matter, I can state that

there are no factual grounds whatsoever for his ".sfioitasucca.iufecargsid
There followed a scene in the Delegates' Lounge about which Ambassador Shann

at the time transmitted to the Secrétariat,a memorandum dated 30 May 1957. In
this memorandum Ambassador Shann stétéd, inter'alia, that Mr. Bang-Jensen had

"engaged in the wildest of allegations and threats”, héd imbiied thathe (Shann)
"was incapable of proper judgment es to what vas a fit documént,for.presentation
to the Committee", and that "his attackson the Secretary of the Committee‘were
immoderate, including an accusation of dishonesty". Mr, Shann concluded his

memorandum as follows:
:

"I asked the Chairman on one occasicn t0 be excused ffom,a painful
discussion which I had previously asked’shou;d not take place but was given’
no assistance fo disengage myself. On occasions this dluofi have been

|

physically difficult as Mr. Bang-Jenéen grasped:me firmly by bothvarms,
spilling his papers on the floor of the Lounge.

-

(1) I regard Mr., Rang-Jensen's behaviour, to saythe least, as unbecomlng

to a member of the Secretariat,
(2) I do not believe that Mr. Bang-Jensen is quite himself,
(3) I am of the opinion that he has already done con51derable harm and

that his allegations are largely childish and without foundation,

(4) Should this situation continue I have no alternatlvexbut to raise

it at a higher leVel so that proper disciplinéry action may be taken

to see that it stops.”
‘

The Committee on Hungary approved the final text of its report on T June 1957

without the changesso etrongly urged by Mr. Bang-Jensen. The latter maintained

his position in memoranda dated 6 June, 11 June and 17 enfiJ 1957 addressed to the

Secretary-General or to his Executive Assistant. These memoranda included such
assertions as the following: ;

"It (the situation) is a methodical attemptto suppress certain essential

facts and to insert erroneous facts and contradiétions in the repdrt, particu-
larly in the key chapter (Chapter VII)...."
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"Sabotage of the Commlttee ofvarious kinds has gone on from the very

beginning...."
"There is, therefore, reason to fear that when errors, contradictions

‘andomissionsare pointed out after the report is published, itvwill goon

be known around the building and to the press that these erfbrs ofkfact were

‘pointed out in advance....”
'

"It appears that the report still contains all or most of the many

serious errors of fact, which, as Ihave pointed out, can hardly be found by
the members themselves but will undermine general confldence in the report

and. perhaps even make the Committee look ridiculous”.

On the basis of the memoranda submitted by Ambassador nnafiS and by‘Mr.' -

Bang-Jensen, the Office of the Secretary-General immediately began an'ihquify
into the conduct of Mr. Bang-Jensen and the asllegations nade by him, HbWévér, 
Mr, Bang-Jensen left for Denmsrk on home leave on 18 June and further action was

suspended until his return. This was the beginning of a policy of givihg Mr.,

Bang-Jensen‘every possible chance as a fellow man and asa staff member, a policy
which was pursuedby the Secretary-Ceneral throughout a whole year ahd four'
separate and exhaustive inquiries.

|

-

Ambassador Shann later wrote that "my feeling is that larefiéG-yrafierceS‘efit
has treated Bang-Jensen with kindness and generosity in circumstances which would

have sorely tried the patience of manybother men",
:

|

The repbrt of the Special Committee on'Hungary was given to delegations and

to the press on 18 June 1957. It immediately'feceived very wide publicity and

favorable editorial comment in all those Member countries which had supported its

creation and its mandate.
i .

:

Later theChairman of the Committee, Mr.‘Andefsen, remérked "that the

Committee's report, both regarding contentsand form, met with general approval

everywhere in the free world, also among Hungarian refugees"; In the fall, the

General Assembly adopted by a vote of 60 votes in favor, 10 against, and 10

abstentions;”a’resolution which expressed its appreciation to the Special Committee

on Hungary for its work and specifically endorsed the Report it had made.
:

;

Mr, Bang-Jensen was on home leave in Denmark from 18 June to 16 August 1957.

Upon his return he was relieved of his duties as Deputy Secretary of the Special
Committee on Hungary and returned to his regular tasks in the Department of

Political and Security Council Affairs.

Mr. Bang-Jensen immediately wrote another memorandum to the Secretary-General

(27 August 1957) in which he reiterated his assertion that "most of the serious
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indisputable errors of fact" in the final draft of the report had not been corected.

He recalled his suspicion that "new errors of fact had been introduced in the final

draft and further essential facts omitted_without the knowledge of the Committee".
He also told the Secretary-General that his removal s Deputy Secretery,"I am

afraid, is likely to have the effect of a green light to further efforts to

sabotage the Committee".
The Secretary-General requested an Under Secretary, Dr. Ralph Bunche, to make

anotner effort to find out what ev1dence, if any, existed for the allegations of

sabotage and dishonesty made by Mr. Ebng-Jensen. There followed a series of inter-

views in which Mr, Bang-Jensen persisted in his allegations but failed to support
them with any substantial evidence.
The L1st of Witnesses

On 2 October 1957 a confidential inquiry was addressed to the Secretariat

regarding a Hungarian who was faced with deportation proceedings from the United

States and who wished to prove in his own defense that he had testified anonymously
before the Special Committee on Hungary. Mr, Bang-Jensen then told his superiors
for the first time that he had retained in his personal possession highly confiden»

tial papers relating to the work of the Special Committee including, apparently, a

register of payments to w1tnesses who had appeared before the Committee anonymously.
Mr. Bang-Jensen was first requested, and then formally 1nstructed, to deliver

all such papers for safekeeping under seal by the Secretary-General in accordance

with unvarying practice. This he refused to do on the extraordinary ground then

alleged also for the first time that it had been agreed that as far as possible,
no cne else in the Secretariat should know the names of the witnesses. This meant,
in fact that I vas made an irrevocable trustee, holding the names."
-

Then and lauer, Mr. Bang-Jensen maintained that he personally had become the

irrevocable trustee for all the 81 names of the witnesses who wished to remain

anonymous, though admitting that several of his colleaguasin the Secretariat had

interviewed many of these witnesses and taken their names. He said that he had

promised"many witnesses” that he alone in the Secretariat would know their names

and that "several witnesses" had ‘made thisa condition for testifying.
;

The other Secretariat staff members who interviewed witnesses all said that not

a single one of those who wished to remain anonymous had asked that only the man who

interviewed them should know thelr names. They only wished to be assured that the

United Nations would protect their identities.

(more)
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No such instructions or authority as those alleged by Mr., Bang-Jensen had ever

been given or would have been given to any indiv1dual member of the Secretariat.

In response to inquiries by the Secretary-General the Chairman, Mr, Andersen, and

the Rapporteur, Ambassador Shann, replied that they had never heard of such a claim
before and that the responsibility for the safekeeping of all documents of the

Committee on Hungary obviously belonged to the United Nations, not to/any individuval
staff member. Ambassador Shann not only characterized as false Mr. Bang-Jensen's

claim ;

to have been made an "irrevocable trustee"'but wrote that if Bang-Jensen
 had been an official of the Australian Government he would have been guilty of a

3hmisdemeanorunder law for retaining such confidential official documents in his.
'personal possession. ;

On 4 December 1957 Mr., Bang-Jensen was suspended without prejudice and with
:

full pay. Simultaneously a special committee of investigation was appointed by

the Secretary-General to make a thorough review of all aspectsof Mr. Bang-Jensen's

:
assignment to the Special Committee on the Problem of Hungary. This committee

"':cons‘stedof Mr. Ernest A. Gross, former Deputy Representative of the United States

,ltOthe United Nations, &s Chairman, Mr. Fhilippe de Seynes, Under Secretary for

Economlc end Social Affairs, and Mr, C.A. Stavropoulos, the Legal Counsel of the

HSecretariat. _
i

: T

;

j The review by this Investigatlng Committee was, to cover hlS conduct toward

his Secretariat colleaguss and the Chairman and Rapporteur ‘throughout the work
of the Committee, including the hearing of witnesses, the drafting of the report

and his charges of sabotage and dishonesty in that connection, as well as the

question of the secret papers he had retained in his personal possession.
Meanwhile the Assembly's Committee on Hungary reconvened in New York. On¥

ATDecember 1957, this Committee made the following unanimous statement:
"At the conclusion of its meeting, the attention of the Committee was

drawn to the question of the custody of certain documents relating to the

': work of the Committee, and the Committee reached the conclusion that: all

VQ'_documentationshould remain in the custody of the Secretary-General as
;the only waxpin which complete sscurity could be afforded for these

documents, as_the experienceof twelve years has demonstratedqvl

(more)
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The Investigating Committee appbinted by the Secfetary-General‘worked from

6 December 1957 to 7 February 1958, making two interim reports and a final report.

It:rquived oral and written statements from Mr. Bang-Jensen and his legal counsel

as well as statements from the Chairman and Rapportéur of the Committee on Hungary
and from officials of the Secretariat, including Mr. Bang-Jensen's colleagues

assigned with him to the staffof the Committee on Hungary.
As to ehfi papers which Mr, Bang-Jensen had retained in his possession, the

Investigating Committee reported:

(1) Agreement with the judgment (mentioned above) of the Special
,Commitfee on Hungary that the custody of the'Secretary-General was the

; bnly way in which complete security of such documents as the register

of witnesses which Mr. Bang-Jensén had retained in his personal posses=- .

‘sion could be assured.
o

i recommendation, nevertheless, that the papers, vhich Mr. Bang-
Jensen continued in any case to refuse to deliver for safekeeping to
the Secretary-General, should be destroyed. This was basedon the

. following considerations:

(a) Doubts as to the security of these papers while they were

in Mr. Bang~-Jensen's personal possession and therefore of}their
continuing validity as confidential UN documents. The following
is a quotation from the second interim report of the Investigating.

Committee on this aspect:
"In his interviews with the Committee, Mr. Bang-Jensen
revealed an ignoranceof rational security procedures. He

told the Committee that when travelling he usually carried

the papers on his person. When he went out in the evening,
and felt they might not be safe on his person, he would

‘conceal them in the hotel room in some odd manner.' When
asked what would have happened to the papers if some accident

had befallen him when he was carrying the papers abouton his

person, he replied merely that he had felt some 'worry' on

this score. He has refused to say where the papers are main-

tained at the present time. Even if they are physically in

some relatively secure place, there is continuing risk that,
_in the event of his death or disability, the papers might pass

,into the control of. other unauthorized persons. These considera-
tions have been pointed out to him, but without evoking any

apparent understanding of their significance.”
(more) -
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(h) The anonywous witness who had wished to ‘prove that he testified

p before the Special Committee on Hungary in order to save himself

d;from deportation from the Uhited States had been able to do S0 through

, :;a.comparigon of his recollection withthe verbatim records of his
:

i,_;testimony in the custody of the Secretary-General and such a pro~ ,;
>cedure would be available for similar cases in the future. This

=

.._disposed of one reason for concern which had previouslybeen thought
'

to rule out the destructlon of the papers in ouestion.,?‘

The Secretary-General accepted the recommendation of the Investlgating Committee

that the papers in Mr. Bang-Jensen8 posseSSion be destroyed after consulting the

'Members of “the Spdcial Committee on Hungary, who agreed in the lightof the insecure

manner in which Mr. Bang-Jensen had kept the papers. On Eh January 1958 in accord-

ance with procedures established by bhe Secretary~General Mr. Bang-Jensen brought
sealed envelopes to UN Headquarters where they were burned in his presence and that

of UN off1c1als. At the same time Mr. Bang-Jensen gave the Secretary-General
written assurance by letter that he had delivered for burning all papers in his

posse551on relating to witnesses who appeared anonymously before the Spec1al Com=

mittee on Hungary, and that he had not retained any copies of those papers, and that,
to the best of his knowledge, no suchcopies were in ex1stence.“_ ,

Findings of the InvestigatingCotmittee
As a result of its review of the whole record of Mr. Bang-Jensen s actions in

relation to thework of the Special Comniittee on Hungary, ‘the Investigating Committee

found that ‘continued employment of Mr. Bang-Jensen would be incompatible with the best

interests of the United Nations for the follow1ng reasons, among others:

1)‘His charges of "sabotage"‘of the work of the Committée on Hungary were

wnsupported and groundless. Mr, Bang-Jensen had been given repeated oppor=-

tunities “to back up his ‘charges with some substantial evidence and had failed to

do'so in a 31ngle case. Both the Chalrman and the Rapporteur of the Committee

on Hunnary had declared there was no basis whatever for these charges and had

expressed their satisfaction with the loyal and efficient services the Committee

receivedfrom the Secretariat except for the behavior of Mr. Bang-Jensen him-

seli: during the final stages of thedraftingof ‘its report.
2) Nevertheless Mr. Bang-Jensen persisted in repeating unfounded suspicions
and insinuations of dishonesty and. sabotage against his colleagues in the

‘

Secretariat which not only violated the standards of conduct required of an

international civil servant, but any rational standards of behavior and fairness

toward the honour and good neme of colleagues.

(more)
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3) He had been insubordineatein refusing to obey instructions not to harass

the Chairman and Rapporteurof the Cdmmitteeuon Hungary in late May and June

and on other occasions, including his refusal to deliver*papers relating to

the enonymous witnesses for safekeeping by the Secretary-General.
h) His acts and statements had showm a marked inclination.to see duplicity

‘ everywhere, especially on the part of those who disagreed with his opinions;

'g readiness to impute impropriety and dishonesty to others,on the basis:of

stiained-inferences from facts which had reasonable and proper explanations,
tfib. whichin his mind were distorted into circumstantial evidence ofwrong-.

doing; and a disinclinationto adjust himself to established practices or to

.accept orders with which he disagreed,

In the lighf of the last paragraph sbove the Investigating detséggfis/éettimmoC
that consideration be given to epplication of a staff rule which states that "a

staff member may be required at any time to submit & medical certificate as tc his

conditionor to undergo examination by a medical practitioner némed by the Secretary-
General”. The Investigating Committee reported that it had discussédAwith Mr. Bang-
Jensen's counsel the desirsbility of a medicel examination, but was advised that

’

Mr. Bang-Jensen was not prepared at that time voluntarily to submit to such an

examination. The suggestion, therefore,was not acted upon.
:

Further Proceedings

On 19 February 1958 formal charges of grave misconduct were filed against

Mr. Bang-Jensen. These were communicated to him together with all the documents

relevant to the charges including the report and annexes of the Investlgating

Committee., In the meantime his status as a suspended staff member recelving full

pay was continued.

Under the staff regulations of the United Nations a standlnn body known as the

Joint Disciplinary Committee is established to consider such charges and the defense

made against them by the staff member concerned and then topresent its conclusions

to the Secretary-General.
}

:

k

The Joint Disciplinary Committee considered the case‘from 26 March tc‘S'June
1958. During the course of its'proceedinds it acceded to several requests for

delays (totalling Li days) by Mr, BangJensen beyond the tlme llmlts set under the

rules for such proceedings.
:

Mr. Bang-Jensen also requestedthe Administration to meke available to him

87 additional documents snd papers, some of which had neVerlexisfed. This‘request
was turned over to the Joint Discipiinary Committée 80 thét‘it could make a deter-

mination of the relevancy of the documents to s'fiesneJ-gnaBl.rM defense. Despite

(more)
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several requests to do 50, Mr. Bang-Jensen failed to make any attempt to support
the relevancy of any of the documents, either orally or in wrlting. Instead he

announced his 1ntentlon of teking an appeal against the Joint Dlsciplinary Committee
to higher authority on the ‘grounds of denial of "due process”.

After waiting a long time and givmng ur. Bang-Jensen repeated opportunities
to defend his position, the J01nt Disciplinaxy Committee finally proceeded with its

examination of the case on the basis of the written evidence from Mr, Bang-Jensen
and from other sources alreedy in its possession, and in Mr. Bann-Jensen s, and

reported its conclusions to the Secretary-General on 5 June 1958
'

On 6 June 1958 the Secretary-General sent Mr. BanguJensen a copy of the report
and gave him g further opportunity to submit to the Secretary-General directly any

reply he wished to make on the substance of the charges as well as on the procedures
that hadbeen followed.

: S

Mr. Bang-Jensen's replies to the Secretary-General of 7 June and 14 June 1958°
were largely procedural, The Secretary-General took the replies fully into account

before deciding to dismiss Mr. Bang-Jensen for the reascns set forth in his dismis-
sal letter to him of3 July 1958, '

The dismissal was based, in the first place, upon the conduct of Mr. Bang-
Jensen toward his colleagues in theSecretariat.On this point lir. Hemmarskjold =

said:
v

i o

"I have reviewedthe evidence on which the Committee based its:unanimous
conclusions as to your persistent:and unfounded charges against officials-of,
the Secretariat, and I find that this evidence fully substantiates the charge.
of misconduct made against you. Further,I find noneof the specific examples
in your statement of 14 June 1958 -- most of which were contained in prior

~ memoranda considered by the Joint Disciplinary Committee -- substantiating in

~any way your reiteration of these defamatory assertions. I am fully persuaded

by paragraphs 67 - 69 in the Conclusions of the Joint Disciplinary Committee as

to the ihcompatibility of your behaviour with the standard of conduct to be

expectedof a United Nations official. I particularly concur in their conclu-

sion that behaviour such as yours in meking unsubstantiated accusations against
- individual colleagues,or vaguely-indiceted groupsof colleagues, cannot be

tolerated or condoned in the Secretariat, Condonation of such behemiour would,
at the very least, impede the proper exercise.of. judgment by responsible
officials and would rapidly destroy the mutual. confidence among colleagues
which is the condition of our collective effort and, thus, of the effective

existenceof the service itself."

(1ore)
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In the second place the Secretary-Generalfound that Mr., Bang-Jensen's

"behaviour tovard the Rapporteur (of the Special Committee on Hungary) by itself

constitutes sufficient grounds for dismissal~foerisconduct of any member of the

Secretariat"”. :

g o

The Secretary-General also found that Mr. Bang-Jensen had acted improperly
and without eauthorityin giving assurances to any witnesses that he alone in the

Secretariat would know their names, as well as in refusing to deliver for safe-

keeping by the Secretary-Generel papers in his possessicn relating to the witnesses,
In this connection the Secretary-@enéral stated:

"With respectto yOur'refusai to comply with my written instruction to

deliver the papers in your possession for safekeeping, I am aware that you

have repeatedly stated that you were legally and morally incapable of comply-
ing with this order because of your promise to certain witnesses. Any such

promise which you might have made could in my view only have been the result

of e wholly improper assumption of authority on your part which at best
~

revealed a most serious and indeed dengerous lack of judgment, the more so if,
as you claim, you did induce witnesses who would not otherwise have testified

to do 50 because of this promise, It is furthermy view that any moral

reservations which might have prevented you from dbeying my instructioans do

not ameliorate thé‘impropriety of your conductas a member of the Secretariat

in refusing an order by the Secretary-Generalrelative to official papers.

It is my view that if youconsidered your clear official duty to acknowledge

my suthority in Secretariat matters to be in conflict with your private moral

convictions arising from an unauthorized assumption of authority, it was your

"dUty'to resign from the service,"
"

The Secretary~General ordered that lMr. Bang-Jensen be given three months' pay

in lieu of notice, together with a'special termination indemnity and accumulated

pension payments, the total amounting to some $29,000.
On 29 August 1958 Mr, Bang-Jensen filed an appeal to the United Nations

Administratife Tribunal. The Tribunal is cbmposed of members elected by the General

Assembly and is the highest Court of Appeslin civil service cases involving staff

members of the United Nations and the Specialized Agencies. :

2%

- Mr, Bang-Jensen requested the Tribunalto find that the proceedings of the

Joint Disciplinary Committee were illegal and invalid; to order the Secretary-
Gereral to make availsble all documents he "might request” as necessary for the

proper preparation of his defenss; to order the Secretary-General to allow him

reasonsble time to prepare his written answer to the charges made sgainst him;
(more)
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and to order the Secretary-General to ensure that his case is not dealt with by

the Joint DisciplinaryCommittee until it is properly presented to the Cqmmittee
by the Administrstion.” _

'

oy

Ldane Tribunal considered the appeal in oral and written proceedingswhich were
cOncluded on 30 November 1958 and returned its judgment on 5 December 1958 it .

found that the "plea of lack of due ppocess.at various stagesof the disgiplinary
proceedings against him.(Bang-Jensén) is not substentiated, The application is

hereby dismissed.”
' With particular reference to Mr. Bang-Jensen s requestfor additional documents

-- the main ground for his sppeal ~-- the Tribunel had this to say: ,

N -
"Though the substance of the charges are not directly before the

.,Tribunal, yet, in order to appraise the validity of the request for the

- documents made by the Applicant, it becomes necessary to refer to the

~
substance in brief. The memorandum dated 19 February 1958 contains

among other things two main charges, onerelating to the Applicant's

~conduct and dealings with the Chairman and Rapporteur of the Special
Committee on Hungafy and to his charges of sabotage and @ishonesty levelled

ageinst Secretariatigfficia;s, and the other relating'to his erfiliaf to

~ obey instructionson several occasions, more Particulérly with regard to

. the delivery of documents to the Adm;nigtratiqn. The evidencein support
of the charges has been detailed in the said memorandum and it is common

ground now thatall the rouments'reliédyog by the Administrationin
support of the charges were made availsble t§ the Applicant. At the

meeting on 26 November 1958, the Tribgqal_wg§ assured that the Applicant
was given the documen#s andvgnnexes to the Gross Committee Repqrt-on
which the charges were based. The Tribunal is of the opinidn that the

~

normel requirements of due process are met when fhe Applicent is glven

'the material on which the charges sre frémed. If the Applicant wanted
further material, he should satisfy the authorities befo:é whom_procgggxl
ings are pending, with regard to its relevance to the proceedings.".

The Administrative Tribunel considered that it was "regrettablethat the
Applicent hed put himself in a difficult position by his own conduct". The

Tribunal's judgment was unanimous. ' It was composedof the following: Madame Paul

Bastid, President; Lord: Crook, Vice-President the Honorgble'lir. R. Venkataraman,
Mr. Omer Loutfi, alternate,

e
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(more)
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On 31 July 19)8 soon after Mr, Bang~Jensen's dismissal, Ambasador Shann, the

Rapporteur of tne Special Committee on Hungary, issued the following statem°nt-

' feel I should make whet small contribution I can to setting the
record stralght in the unhappy case of Mr, Bang-Jensen and his contribution
to th° work of the UN Commitee on Hun"ary.A My views on the question of his

withholdlng the names of witnesses ‘have already been made public, and I would

‘Lonly wigh to add on this aspect of the case that Mr. Bang-Jensen has attracted
:

to himself a great deal of quite undeserved sympsthy. It now seemg that there

'46 a body of opinion which holds the view that Bang-Jensen was the main drafts-

nan of the report, that it wes he vho inspired us in our work and that he stood

betveen the report and sinister efforts to sabotage it.
/

:

*Such stetements are the purest invention and I cannot believe that

Mr, Bang-Jensen has put forward such claims‘himself, as he knows them to be

far from the truth. For the most part Bang-Jensen's functions in relation to

the work of the Committee were of an administrative rather than substantive

character., While his functions relating to the orderly presentation of

witnesses had some importance, I would assert quite flatly that at least five

other meMbers of the Secretariat made a much more substantial contribution to
5

the report itself than did Bang-Jensen. I can go further and state that

during the lest weeks of the drafting of the report, about which I think I
can claim to be much more intimately acquainted then Bang-Jensen, his activities

were far more of a hindrance to us than a help. I personally spent sruoh‘&fiam
examining very carefully his allegations of errors and omissions in the report,
and I listened with care to what he told me sbout sabotage, although I ques-
tioned his judgment in so doing. I, and later the Chairmen of the Committee,
satisfied myself that his allegations were wild and inaccurate.

" The responsibility for the draft put before the Committee lay with me as

Rapporteur, guided as I had been throughout our work by the view of my four

colleagues. I was satisfied then that what had been done was an honest,
accurate and objective treatment of the mass of facts that we had before us.

I remain of this view. =

"It is distressing that what has been done in good faith should be called

into question by the statements of someone who did not have any primary
responsibility fordrafting, who allowed his personal dislike for others on the

Secretariat to get the better of his good sense, and who vas, in my view,
unwell at that time.

(more)
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b hopé this thing can be put in 1ts proper perspective., A great deal
of loyal and capable work was done by the Secretariat in the drafting of this
reports But it is not the Secretariat which bears the responsibility for

:

vwhat appears in a document of this kind. It safi the representatives of govern-
no.sfinem the Committee, all of then menlof some experience insuch matters,
who were required to make up'their minds as to what constituted the relevant
facts of‘what happened in Hungery, and the conclusions to be drawn therefrom.

"We were unanimous in our views. Ve were not subjected to sabotage or

pressursof any kind, Whatever the status of the report may be is the

responsibility in the first instance of the Committee and, in the final
analysis, of the General Assembly of the United Nations, which endorsed it,"



UNITED NATIONS

New York

A LIST OF FACTS ABOUT THE UNITED NATIONS
AND THE CASE OF MR. BANG-JENSEN

In the case of Mr. Povl Bang-Jensen many questions and
some criticism have been addressed to the United Nations
concerning its treatment of a former staff member, Thesereflect a continuing and widespreed misunderstanding of the
case., Some of the facts have been misrepresented and othersare little known., In particular, widely published reportshave created the false impression that he was dismissed fromthe service of the United Nations because he refused to
divulge the names of the 81 witnesses who testified
anonymously before the United Nations Committee on Hungary,

It has not been the wish of the United Nations to
reopen the record concerning a man who has died., FHowever,there is also a duty to the Organization itself, to thosewho serve it, and to all who believe in its aims. In orderto set the record straight and to answer the questions raised,it is necessary to recall the principal facts (which are tobe found in official records long evailable) and to pointout some of the most frequent misstatements of these facts.

The facts concerning the case of Mr., Bang-Jensen are as follows:
First -- He was never the sole custodian of the names of the 81 witnesses

who testified anonymously before the United Nations Special Committee on yragnfiH
in 1957, as will be evident from what follows later.

Second -- He was not dismissed for refusing to divulge the names of these
witnesses,

Third -- He was not a member of the Committee on Hungery. He was one of
several subordinate staff members of the Secretariat assigned to serve the Committee,which was composed of Representatives of Governments elected by the General Assembly,
His assignments were primarily administrative, He was not responsible for the
Committee's Report on Hungary to the General Assembly. On the contrary, he attacked
the Report, Committee members responsible for it and Secretariat colleagues who had
assisted in its preparation. This Report received very wide publicity, as well as
favorable editorial comment in all the countries which supported a United Nations

(more)
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investigation of what had happened in Hungary in the fall of 1956, It was

overwvhelmingly endorsed by the General Assembly in September 1957.

Fourth -- Mr, Bang-Jensen was not summarily dismissed. He was given every

chance throughout the period of a whole year and four separate and exhaustive

inquiries to make his case fully known and understood.

g}gpg ~- He was finally dismissed in July 1958 for grave misconduct (not
insubordination) mainly because:

In May and early June 1957 -- almost six months before the question
of a list of anonymous witnesses first arose -- he had tried, although
his own role was an administrative one, to impose his editorial judgment
on the Government representatives who were members of the Committee he

served and in whom the authority for making the Report on Hungary was

vested. He created scenes and made threats in his efforts to induce

the Committee Chairman, Mr., Alsing Andersen of Denmark, and the Committee

Rapporteur, Ambassador Shann of Australia, to accept his views on the

drafting of the Report, ZfThis behavior drew a written complaint‘at
the time from Ambassador Shann.m7 Unsuccessful in pressing his

"corrections" to the Report, he began a long series of accusations

against his Secretariat colleagues. He accused them of "dishonesty”
and of "sabotage" in the work of the Committee on Hungary and especially
in the preparation of its Report. He persisted in repeating these

accusations until the day of his dismissal more than a year later,
although repeated separate inguiries had found his charges to be

without foundation, they had been flatly rejected by the Chairman and

Rapporteur of the Committee on Hungary and the Report itself had been

overwhelmingly endorsed by the General Assembly, He then called into

question the judgment of Ambassador Shann and rejected the plea of

Mr, Alsing Andersen of Denmark, to cease what the Chairman termed

"disgraceful accusations.”

Protection for the Anonymous Witnesses
Sixth -- As to the anonymous witnesses, the responsibility for protecting

their identity rested with the United Nations, first as represented by the

governmental members of the Committee on Hungary, and the Secretariat staff

assigned to serve under them, and, ultimately, by the Secretary-General himself,
who is responsible for the safekeeping of all such highly confidential records.

(wore)
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Seventh -- Preliminary interviews with the 81 witnesses who wished to protect

their identities were conducted by several staff members of the Secretariat assigned

to the Committee on Hungary, including Mr., Bang-Jensen, These staff members, as

well as official interpreters, necessarily had to know the identities of such

witnesses. The names of many of them were also known to the Principal Secretary,
the Chairman and the Rapporteur.

;§§§§EE -- Mr. Bang-Jensen was never authorized to assure any witnesses that

he alone would know their names., This would have been inconsistent with the

procedures actually followed, and would in fact have made it impossible fof the

members of the Committee to carry out their duty of evaluating testimony., His

colleagues were not asked to give such a personal assurance by any of the anonymous

witnesses they interviewed, These witnesses asked only that the United Nations

would protect their identities and this assurance was given,

Ninth -- As part of his administrative duties with the Committee, Mr. Bang-

Jensen was assigned the task of paying witnesses their costs of travel and per

diem., This was done in accordance with an instruction to the United Nations

Controller at the beginning of the Committee's work to issue petty cash vouchers

without requiring the usual signed receipts in the case of those witnesses who

wished to remain anonymous. Mr, Bang-Jensen was authorized to pay such witnesses

and to sign the receipts himself, which were not to be made available to the

Controller!s staff for the usual auditing procedures, This was apparently the

"1ist" Mr, Bang-Jensen said he had kept in his personal possession, along with

other highly confidential papers, which he refused to return to the United Nations

for safe custody under the personal responsibility of the Secretary-Ceneral, as

was done with all the other confidential records of the Committee on Hungary.

Eventually Mr. Bang»Jehsen brought to the United Nations for burning sealed

envelopes which he said included all papers he had retained in his personal'
possession relating to the anonymous witnesses, presumably including a register

of payments to these witnesses.*

Tenth -- Protection of the confidential character of the verbatim recoxrds

of the testimony of witnesses who appeared anonymously is also the responsibility

of the Secretariat and equally important to the protection of their identities.

These records were never in Mr, Bang-Jensen's possession, They have been kept

in safe custody by the Secretariat in accordance with the established rules for

such confidential records. (more)
* See footnote on Page 4
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Eleventh -- The Hungarian question is not the first involving "cold war" and

other conflicts between Member States of the United Nations. Such investigétions

have, on several occasions, included the taking of testimony of individuals whose

identities it was necessary to protect as well as much other information of a highly

confidential character. This heppened as early as 1946 with the Balkan Commission.

It has happened later in connection with such questions as those of Palestine and

Korea. Thus a security system equal to its responsibilities has been in force

from the beginning cf the United Netions. This systcm provides for the safe

custody of such highly confidential documents under the personal responsibility of

its chief, the Secretary-General, Duriag the fourteen years of the life of the

United Nations, no government, nor any other responsible source, has alleged that

there has ever been a single leak or abuse of such information.

1 January 1960

Footnote:
eS

The circumstances in which the matter of "a list" of anonymous witnesses

first arose are as follows: Some six montas after the conclusion of hearings by

the Committee on Hungary the United Nations received a confidential inquiry in
‘

behalf of a Hungarian refugee, then in the United States, who was being held fof

deportation and wished to prove, in his own defense, that he had testified

anonymously before the Committee on Hungary. Only then, and for the first time,

did Mr. Bang-Jensen assert that he had retained custody of a "list of secret

witnesses." In fact, the information gought in behalf of the refugee was

supplied by the United Nations on the basis of verbatim records of the Committee

hearings which were in the custody of the Secretary-General,



A List of Facts about the United Nations and Mr, Bang-Jensen

A man's death is a cause for serious reflection and compassion,
It should not be an occasion for a re-opening of old conflicts. That

is the reason why the United Nations has made no comments on the case

of Mr. Bang-Jensen since his death, though others have seen fit to

act in a very different way.

However, there is also an obligation to the living - to all who

believe in the aims of the United Nations and to those who loyally
 serve these aims within the Organization. Uhen truth is distorted

in ways which do grave injustice to these living and to the United

Nations itself,it becomes a duty, upon the authority of the Organi-
zation, to set the record straight on the important points which

have been misrepresented or misunderstood,

First - Mr. Bang-Jensen was never ordered to divulge the names

of the 8l witnesses who testified anonymously before the Special
Committee on Hungary.

:

Second - Mr, Bang-Jensen was not dismissed from the service

of the United Nations for refusing to divulge the names of these

witnesses,

Third - Mr. Bang-Jensen was not a member of the Committee on

Hungary nor was he responsible for its report. On the contrary,
among the reasons for his ultimate dismissal were his unceasing and

increasingly unreasonable attacks on the report itself, on the

Committee members responsible for it, and on his United Nations

colleagues who had assisted in its preparation.

Fourth - lir. Bang-Jensen was not summarily dismissed. He was

dismissed for grave misconduct (not mere insubordination) only after

he had been given every chance throughout the period of a whole year
and four separate and exhaustive inquiries to meke his case fully

fknown and understood, With great patience in the face of repeated
o



-2.

delays requested by Mr. Bang-Jensen, he was allowed full opportunity
to explain hig harassment of the Chairman and Rapporteur of the

General Assembly's Committee on Hungary (who, it may be recalled,
were representatives of Governments), and his attacks upon his

colleagues in the Secretariat who were assigned with him to serve

the Committee.

Fifth - It is doubtful whether any Government or other employer
has ever exercised as great a degree of tolerance and patience toward

en employee as was given by the United Nations in this case. There
is, however, a point beyond which it becomes impossible to protect
a man against himself. That point is reached when he continues to

accuse the Organization he serves and his colleagues of criminal
actions without having been able to bring out anything valid in

support of his allegations, Then he has himself made the choice,

Sixth - Mr, Bang-Jensen's misconduct involved, specifically,
the following facts:

Almost six months before the question of the list of witnesses

first arose, Mr. Bang-Jensen, although his own role was an adminis-
trative one, had tried to impose his own editorial Judgment on the

Government representatives who were members of the Committee he

served and in whom the authority for making the report on Hungary
vas vested. He created scenes, made threats and did not stop at

physical interference in his effort to oblige the Committee

Chairman and the Committee Rapporteur - both men of ambassadorial
rank - to accept his views on the drafting of the report. This
behavior drew a written complaint from the Rapporteur. Unsuccessful
in pressing his "corrections" to the report, he began to accuse his
Secretariat colleagues of dishonesty and of sabotage in the work of

the Committee on Hungary and especially in the preparation of its

Report. He continued to persist in these accusations until the day
of his dismissal more than a year later, although repeated inde-

pendent inquiries had found his charges to be without foundation
and they had been flatly rejected by the Chairman and Rapporteur
of the Committee on Hungary. He then called into question the

- Judgmentof Ambassador Shann of Australia, the Rapporteur, and

rejected the plea of the Chairman, Alsing Andersen of Denmark, to

cease what the Chairmen termed “disgraceful accusations",
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Seventh - Mr, Bang-Jensen was never the sole custodian of the names
of the 81 witnesses who wished to protect their identities, Interviews with
many of these witnesses were conducted by other members of the Secretariat
assigned to the Committee on Hungary, They, as well as official interpre—
ters, necessarily had to know the identities of such witnesses. The
names of many of them were also known to the Principal Secretary, the Chair-
man and the Rapporteur, ’

Eighth - Mr, Bang~Jensen was never authorized to assure any witnesses
that he alone would know their names, This would have been inconsistent
with the procedures actually followed, and would in fact have made it
impossible for the members of the Committee to carry.out their duty of
evaluating testimony, Hiscolleagues gave no such assurance to those
witnesses they interviewed, nor were they asked in any single case for
such assurances,

~

Ninth - The responsibility for protecting the identity of the anonymouswitnesses rested with the United Nations, first as represented by the members
of the Committee on Hungary, the Prineipal Secretary of the Committee and
the subordinate staff assigned to serve under him and, ultimately, by the
Secretary-General himself, who is responsible for the safekeeping of all
such highly confidential records,

Zenth - Protection of the confidential character of the verbatim records
of the testimony of witnesses who testified anonymously is the responsibility .

~of the Secretariat and equally important to the protection of their identities;«
These records were never in Mr, Bang~Jensen's possession, They have been
kept in safe custody by the Secretariat in accordance with the established
rules for such confidential records,

Eleventh -~ The Hungarian question is not the first involving "cold war®
and other conflicts between Member States of the United Nations., Such
investigations have, on several occasions, included the taking of testimony
from individual witnesses whose identities it was a duty to protect as well as
much other information of a highly confidential'character. This happened
as early as 1946 with the Balkan Commission, It has happened later in con—
nection with such questions as those of Palestine and Korea, Thus a security
system equal to its responsibilities has been in force from the beginning of
the United Nations, This system provides for the safe custody of such highlyconfidential documents under the personal responsibility of its chief, the
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Secretary-General. During the fourteen years of the 1ife of the United

Nations, no government, nor any other responsible source, has allsged that
there has ever bteen a single leak or abuse of such information by the

Secretariat,
_

Twelfth - As part of hisadministrative duties with the Committee,
Mr, Bang-Jensen was.assigned the task of paying witnesses their costs of
travel and per diem, This was done in accordance with an instruction to
the United Nations Controller at the beginning of the Committee!s work to
issue petty cash vouchers without requiring the usual signed receipts in
the case of those witnesses who wished to remain anonymous, Mr, Bang-Jensen
was authorized to pay such witnesses and to sign the receipts himself,
keeping a register which was not to be made available to the Controller!s
staff for the usual auditing procedures, This was the "list" which Mr,
Bang-Jensen said he had kept in his personal possession along with other
secret official papers and which he refused to returnto the United Nations
for safe custody under the personal responsibility of the Secretary-General,,
as was done with all the other confidential records of the Committee on

Hungary, Eventually Mr, Bang-Jensen brought to the United Nations for
burning sealed envelopes which he said ineluded all papers he had retained
in his personal possession relating to the anonymous witnesses, presumably
including the register of payments,


