
of armaments was also being borne by other 
countries impoverished or damaged during the 
war. 

In the circumstances, the Committee was being 
told that the whole world lived in dread of the 
USSR but the man on the street as well as the 
responsible statesmen in the \Vest were well 
aware that the USSR did not want war. After 
such statements as that by l\Ir. Charles E. Salzman, 
United States Assistant Secretary of State, on 
8 October, that it might not be possible to avoid 
war with the USSR, the peoples' democracies 
were more warranted in distrusting the peace­
loving speeches before the Committee. 

It had been argued that acceptance of the 
USSR proposal must be subject to the introduction 
of effective control but this control was an integral 
part of the proposal itself. Since the working out 
of details might require protracted negotiations, 
there must be an agreement on the principle, 
that is, on the reduction of armed forces. No 
other concrete proposal which could stop the mad 
armaments race had been put forward and an 
agreement of the five Powers on this question 
would be accepted with confidence and hope. To 
say that such an agreement would not be kept 
simply proved that certain countries did not 
intend to fulfil their solemn obligations unless 
there were established a control requiring deep 
inroads into the sovereignty of States. The 
question of control was not such a complex affair 
as it had been pictured and the acceptance or 
non-acceptance of the USSR proposal would 
depend exclusively on whether the Powers 
concerned were prepared to accept the idea of 
reducing their armed forces at all. 

The meeting rose at 13.05 hours. 

HUNDRED AND FIFTY-SIXTH 
MEETING 

Held at the Palais de Chaillot, Paris, 
on Monday, 11 October 1948, at 3 p.m. 
Chairman : Mr. CosTA nu RELS (Bolivia). 

20. Continuation of the discussion on 
the prohibition of the atomic weapon 
and the reduction by one-third of the 
armaments and armed forces of the 
permanent members of the Security 
Council: item proposed by the Union 
of Soviet Socialist Republics (A/658) 

Mr. PIPINELIS (Greece) reminded the Committee 
that all weapons in themselves were a potential 

qui avaient ete crees pendant la guerre a des fins 
militaires ont ete maintenus ou remis en activite 
et qu'ils procedent actuellement a l'organisatio~ 
des ressources militaires. On est en train d'armer 
et d'equiper l'armee des Etats-Unis d'Amerique 
en vue d'une attaque contre l'URSS. Tous les 
travaux de recherche entrepris aux Etats-Unis 
d'Amerique, a titre civil ou militaire, s'inspirent 
d'une strategic offensive. D'autres pays, qui 
pourtant ont ete appauvris ou devastes par la 
guerre, maintiennent eux aussi, bien qu'a une 
echelle plus modeste, des armements considerables. 

C'est dans ces conditions qu'on vient declarer a 
la Commission que le monde entier vit dans la 
terreur que lui inspirerait l'URSS ; mais les 
simples citoyens aussi bien que les hommes d'Etat 
eminents des pays occidentaux savent parfai­
tement que l'URSS ne desire pas la guerre. Or, le 
8 octobre dernier, M. Charles E. Salzman, Secre­
taire d'Etat adjoint des Etats-Unis d'Amerique, 
a declare qu'il serait peut-etre impossible d'eviter 
la guerre avec I'URSS ; et certes, de telles decla­
rations sont de nature a inspirer aux pays de la 
democratic populaire une mefiance justiflee a 
l'egard des discours pacifistes que l'on prodigue a 
la Commission. 

On a soutenu que !'acceptation de la propo­
sition presentee par l'URSS devait etre subor· 
donnee a !'institution d'un controle efficace ; 
pourtant, ce dernier fait partie integrante de la 
proposition. La mise au point des details peut 
exiger des conversations prolongees ; il faut done 
parvenir a un accord portant sur le principe meme 
de Ia reduction des forces armees. On n'a soumis 
aucune autre proposition concrete qui fut capable 
d'arreter la course forcenee aux armements; 
pourtant, Ia conclusion d'un accord entre les cinq 
Puissances serait accueillie avec confiance et 
espoir. En pretendant que cet accord ne serait pas 
respecte, on prouve tout bonnement que certains 
pays n'ont pas !'intention de remplir les obligations 
solennelles qu'ils ont assumees, a moins que l'on 
n'institue un controle qui empiE~terait conside· 
rablement sur la souverainete des Etats. La 
question du controle n'est pas aussi complexe 
qu'on l'a dit, et !'acceptation ou le rejet de Ia 
proposition soumise par l'URSS dependra exclu­
sivement d'une chose, a savoir : les Puissances 
interessees voudront-elles accepter le principe 
meme de la reduction de leurs forces armees ? 

La seance est levee a 13 h. 05. 

CENT-CINQUANTE-SIXIEME 
SEANCE · 

Tenue au Palais de Chaillot, Paris, 
le lundi 11 octobre 1948, a 15 heures. 

President: M. CosTA nu RELs (Bolivie). 

20. Suite de la discussion sur !'inter­
diction de l'arme atomique et la 
reduction d 'un tiers des armements 
et des forces armees des . inembres 
permanents du Conseil de securite: 
point propose ~ar. l'Union ~?~ Re­
publiques soc1ahstes sov1et1ques 
(A/658) 

M. PIPINELIS (Grece) rappelle qu.e toute arme 
constitue en elle-meme un danger v1rtuel pour la 
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danger to the peace. Nevertheless, disarmament 
could in certain cases benefit the countries 
which were politically and economically the 
most powerful. Moreover, there was always 
the risk that agreements might not be carried out. 

In the special case of partial disarmament, 
matters were even more complicated, for account 
had to be taken of industrial or geographical 
factors or of the means of communication. 
There was also the new factor of the maintenance 
by a foreign country of a secret army on the 
territory of a given country. In that way less 
powerful or less far-seeing nations could be 
brought under subjection without a blow being 
struck. Would that new weapon also be reduced 
by a third? 

For all those reasons the limitation of arma­
ments through an over-simplified formula might 
prove merely a snare and delusion. Peaceful 
Powers had played the part of dupes only too 
often in the past. 

A system of collective security which inspired 
confidence should therefore be created first of all. 
The difficulty was that that implied international 
control of armaments ; and it was impossible 
to claim that such control, if exercised within 
the framework of the Security Council, could 
really prevent secret rearmament. 

The peace treaty with Bulgaria had provided 
for limitation of the armaments of that ex-enemy 
country. Yet those provisions had not been 
carried out and every attempt at inspection 
had been met with a plea in bar. 

If both solutions - pure and simple limita­
tion of armaments and international control -
were equally impracticable, that certainly did 
not mean that there was no other possibility of 
obtaining immediate results ; the representatives 
of Belgium and the Netherlands had mentioned 
another method, the strengthening of the law 
and of the processes of arbitration. 

If the Members of the United Nations accepted 
a broad formula for the peaceful settlement of 
international disputes and for arbitration, all 
nations would have the opportunity of proving 
their good faith, and those which felt themselves 
threatened could mobilize world opinion in their 
favour. 

The system of control of armaments could 
later be merged in that system of arbitration 
and of pacific settlement. 

From that point of view, could not the General 
Act of 1928 form a starting point for the solution 
of the disarmament problem? A minimum of 
mutual confidence could thus be restored. 

The Greek delegation reserved the right to 
give more concrete form to that suggestion, 
should the Committee consider it worthy of 
retention. 

:Mr. CHEVRIER (Canada) said he agreed with 
the Greek representative on a number of points. 

Disarmament was a universal objective. His 
delegation favoured anything consistent with 
security that might reduce military expenditure. 

The USSR delegation claimed to be the sole 
champion of peace and disarmament. Canada, 

paix.. Toutefois, le desarmement peut, dans 
certams cas, avantager les pays les plus forts 
poli.tiquemen~ et economiquement. De plus, il y a 
tOUJOurs le nsque que les accords ne soient pas 
executes. 

Dans le cas particulier d'un desarmement 
partiel, les choses sont encore plus compliquees. 
En effet, il faut t enir compte de facteurs industriels 
ou geographiques ou des moyens de commu­
nication. Il y a aussi le facteur nouveau de 
l'entretien par l'etranger d'une armee secrete sur 
le territoire meme d'un pays donne. C'est ainsi 
que l'on peut, sans coup ferir, asservir des nations 
moins puissantes ou moins avisees. Cette arme 
nouvelle sera-t-elle aussi reduite du tiers ? 

Pour toutes ces raisons, Ia limitation des 
armements selon une formule simpliste risquerait 
bien de n'etre qu'un leurre. Trop souvent dans le 
passe, les Puissances pacifiques ont deja joue le 
role de dupes. 

II convient done tout d'abord d'elaborer un 
systeme de securite collective qui engendre la 
confiance. La difficulte est que cela implique un 
controle international des armements et qu'il est 
impossible de pretendre que ce controle, s'il 
s'exer~ait dans le cadre du Conseil de securite, put 
vraiment empecher un rearmement clandestin. 

Le traite de paix avec la Bulgarie prevoyait 
une limitation des armements de ce pays ex­
ennemi. Or, ces clauses n'ont pas ete executees et 
toutes les tentatives pour proceder a des veri­
fications se sont heurtees a une fin de non recevoir. 

Si les deux solutions d'une limitation pure et 
simple des armements et d'un controle inter­
national sont egalement impraticables, doit-on 
conclure qu'il ne reste aucune possibilite d'obtenir 
des resultats immediats ? II n'en est rien. Car les 
repn\sentants de la Belgique et des Pays-Bas ont 
fait allusion a une autre methode, le renforcement 
du droit et de !'arbitrage. 

Si les Membres de !'Organisation des Nations 
Unies souscrivaient a une large formule de solution 
pacifique des differends internationaux et d'arbi­
trage, toutes les nations auraient !'occasion de 
prouver leur bonne foi, et celles qui se sentent 
menacees pourraient mobiliser en leur faveur la 
conscience universelle. 

Le systeme de controle des armements pourrait 
ulterieurement etre integre dans ce systeme 
d'arbitrage et de reglement pacifique. 

Dans cet esprit, l'Acte general de 1928 ne 
pourrait-il servir comme point de depart pour la 
solution du probleme du desarmement ? Ainsi 
un minimum de confiance mutuelle pourrait etre 
retabli. 

La delegation hellenique se reserve de donner 
eventuellement a cette suggestion une forme plus 
concrete, si le Comite estime qu'elle est digne 
d'etre retenue. 

M. CHEVRIER (Canada) indique que, sur plusieurs 
points, il se trouve generalement en accord avec 
le representant de la Grece. . . . 

Le desarmement constitue un objectif umversel. 
La delegation du Canada, pour sa part, se declare 
favorable a tout ce qui pourrait amener une 
reduction des depenses militaires. 

La delegation de l'URSS pretend etre le se':l-1 
champion de la paix et du desarmement. Mms 
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on the other hand, had never acquired territory 
by force. It had no inclination whatever to 
expand and it harboured no aggressive designs 
against anyone. The USSR on the contrary 
was responsible for international tension, and it 
maintained forces of discord within all the demo­
cratic countries. If the USSR really wanted 
peace why did it not moderate that t ension? 

l\Ir. Vyshinsky in his last speech had not dealt 
with his own delegation's draft resolution. 
How then could so vague a proposal form a 
solution to the problem of disarmament? 

Reservations had already been made concerning 
the expediency of reducing by a third the arma­
ments of the five permanent members of the 
Security Council. Disannament had to be quali­
tative as well as quantitative. Also what 
were the practical steps provided for in the 
USSR draft? Despite the assurances given 
by l\1r. l\lanuilsky, there was nothing to prove 
that an agreement on disarmament would be 
eficctivcly applied in USSR territory. 

His own country had substantially reduced 
its armaments and its armed forces since the end 
of the Second World War. In doing so it had 
thought it could rely on the undertakings given 
by all the Members of the United Nations and 
on the machinery provided by the Charter for 
the maintenance of international security. His 
country would still welcome any plan for disarm­
ament which would not endanger its security 
and that of the nations devoted to the principles 
of the Charter. But he suggested that the main 
causes of the present tension were : (1) the 
USSR maintained considerable military forces ; 
(2) the USSR had not co-operated in applying 
the provisions of Article 43 of the Charter ; 
(3) the USSR had shown no co-operative spirit 
in the question of the control of atomic energy ; 
(4) the USSR had done nothing to conform 
with the views of the majority of the Commission 
on Conventional Armaments in the matter of 
practical steps to strengthen international security, 
as a preliminary to any regulation or reduction 
of armaments. 

The USSR draft resolution, by providing for 
the establishment of an international body 
functioning within the fram ework of the Security 
Council, could only mean that the right of veto 
might at any moment paralyze inspection and the 
application of measures of implementation. 

The USSR proposals relating to international 
control of the implementation of disarmament 
measures were at the very least, ambiguous. 
In that field, however, international inspection 
was essential. It was one thing for the USSR 
to announce that it would reduce its armaments 
by a third, or even in due course that it had 
reduced them by a third ; it would be quite 
another thing to say that international observers 
would be welcomed. For in the one case, the 
world would have only the mere statement 
of the USSR to go on, and in the other, it could 
make sure of the way in which disarmament 
was really being carried out. Inspection would 
naturally be carried out in the territories of all 
the countries involved. 

The USSR delegation had already been asked 
to give a direct answer to the following question : 

le Canada n'a jamais acquis de territoires par Ia 
force. Il n'a aucune velleite d'expansion et ne 
n?urrit d'intentions agressives contre personne. 
L URSS, au contraire, est responsable de Ia 
tension internationale. Et elle entretient des 
fo_rces d~ dissen.si~n au sein de ~ous les pays 
democratlques. S1 I URSS veut vrmment la paix, 
que ne diminue-t-elle cette tension ? 

M. Vychinsky, dans sa derniere intervention, 
n'a pas traite du projet de resolution de sa delt\­
gation. Comment done un projet aussi vague 
pourrait-il constituer une solution au probleme 
du desarmcment ? 

Des reserves ont d'ailleurs ete formulees sur 
l'opportunite de desarmer d'un tiers les forces 
des cinq membres permanents du Conseil de 
securite. Le desarmement doit etre non seulement 
quantitatif, mais aussi qualitatif. Et, d'autre 
part, queUes sont Ies mesures d'application pn\vues 
dans le projet de l'URSS ? Malgre les assurances 
donnees par M. Manuilsky, rien ne prouve qu'un 
accord rclatif au desarmement serait effectivement 
applique sur le territoirc de l'URSS. 

Depuis Ia fin de la deuxieme guerre mondiale, le 
Canada a reduit de fat;on substantielle ses 
armements ct ses forces armees. Ce faisant, le 
Canada pcnsait pouvoir compter sur les enga­
gements souscrits par tons les membres de 
!'Organisation des Nations Unies et sur le meca­
nisme prevu par Ia Charte pour le maintien de la 
securite internationale. Maintenant encore, le 
Canada accueillerait favorablement tout plan de 
desarmement qui n'aboutirait pas a mettre en peril 
la securite du Canada et des nations devouees aux 
principes de la Charte. Or, les causes principales 
de Ia tension actuelle sont : 1) l'URSS entretient 
des forces militaires considerables ; 2) l'URSS 
n'a pas coopere a !'application des dispositions de 
I' Article 43 de Ia Charte ; 3) l'URSS n'a fait preuve 
d'aucun esprit de cooperation en matiere de 
controle de l'energie atomique ; 4) l'URSS n'a rien 
fait pour se conformer aux vues de la majorite de 
Ia Commission des armements de type classique, 
quant aux mesures susceptibles de renforcer la 
securite internationale, avant toute reglementation 
ou reduction des armements. 

Le pro jet de resolution de l'URSS, en prevoxant 
Ia creation d'un organisme internatwnal 
fonctionnant dans le cadre du Conseil de securite, 
ne peut que vouloir dire que le droit de. veto 
pourrait, a tout moment, paralyser l'inspectwn et 
!'application de mesures d'execution. 

Les propositions de l'URSS au sujet du controle 
international de I' execution des mesures de ctesar­
mement sont au moins ambigues. Or, en ce 
domaine, !'inspection internationale est essentielle. 
Annoncer que I' on va desarmer, ou meme eventuel­
lement que l'on a desarme d'un tiers, est une 
chose ; declarer, au nom de l'URSS, que l'on ':a 
accueillir des observateurs internationaux en sera1t 
une autre toute differente. Car, dans le premier cas, 
le monde devrait s'en tenir a une simple decla­
ration de l'URSS, et, dans l'autre, il pourrait 
s'assurer de la maniere dont le desarmement 
s'efiectue en realite. Il va de soi que !'inspection 
serait faite sur le territoire de tous les pays 
interesses. 

Il a deja ete demande a !a delegat~on de _l'URS~ 
de repondre sans ambage a Ia questwn smvante · 
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'Vas it ready to open its frontiers to international 
teams of observers who would ascertain the 
quantitative and qualitative position of the 
armed forces and the armaments, both actual 
and potential of the USSR, such inspection to 
take place on the territory of the USSR and on 
the territories under her control, as well as on 
the t erritories of the other great Powers? 

Such inspection was the essential condition 
for a real general and progressive disarmament. 
A formula for disarmament should then be 
worked out which would take account of the 
conditions necessary for international peace and 
security. 

His delegation would be interested to hear the 
reply of the USSR to that question, which had 
now been put to it twice. 

The USSR resolution could be only a step 
backward in the matter of disarmament. In 
1946 the General Assembly had already adopted a 
resolution on disarmament! and the appropriate 
machinery had been set up. At present, therefore 
only one thing was required : that aJI nations 
should accept the principles and methods approved 
of by the majority. 

The United Kingdom delegation's draft reso­
lution referred to the Military Staff Committee, 
the Commission on Conventional Armaments 
and the Atomic Energy Commission. That 
draft resolution showed that a majority of the 
Governments which were members of those 
bodies were ready to disarm in conditions which 
did not endanger their peoples. 

If that United Kingdom draft resolution was 
adopted, the world would know that disarma­
ment was possible and that no danger would 
result from it to any State, whether it belonged 
to the majority or the minority group, provided 
certain methods were followed. The Canadian 
delegation gave its fulJ support to the principles 
upon which that draft resolution rest ed. It 
was ready to continue its efforts for the practical 
application of those principles. 

Mr. CASTRO (El Savador) emphasized that the 
small nations particularly desired peace. 

El Salvador had been one of the five Central 
American republics which, in 1907, had helped 
to set up the first International Court of Justice. 
In 1923 the same five republics had signed a 
convention on the limitation of land armaments, 
a particularly thorny question, as the history 
of that period showed. 

History had more than once provided the 
example of a war deliberately provoked by a 
government in order to keep itself in power. 
That was an element which contrasted with the 
will for peace of the peoples themselves. 

Was it possible to come to an agreement on 
limiting armaments before the question of 
controlling atomic energy was solved? Indeed, 
it would never be possible to reduce armaments 
before the question of controlling atomic energy 
was settled. 

1 See Resolutions adopted by the General Assembly 
during the second part of its first session, resolution 41 (I). 

l'URSS est-elle prete a ouvrir ses frontieres a des 
equipes internationales d'observateurs qui s'assu­
reraient de Ia situation quantitative et qualitative 
des forces armees et des armements actuels et 
virtuels de !'Union sovietique, ce controle s'operant 
sur le territoire de l'URSS et sur les territoires 
qu'elle controle, ainsi que sur les territoires des 
principaux autres Etats ? 

Semblablc inspection est la condition essentielle 
d'un veritable desarmement general et progressif. 
Une formule de desarmement devrait ensuite etre 
elaboree, qui tint compte des exigences de la paix 
et de la securite internationales. 

La delegation du Canada considerera avec 
interet la reponse de l'URSS a la question ainsi 
posee a deux reprises. 

La resolution de l'URSS ne constituerait qu'un 
recul en matiere de desarmement. En 1946, 
l'Assemblee generale a deja adopte une resolution 
relative au desarmementl et le mecanisme appro­
prie a deja ete etabli. Il suffit done maintenant 
d'une chose : que toutes Ies nations se rallient aux 
principes et aux methodes qu'accepte la majorite. 

Le projet de resolution de la delegation du 
Royaume-Uni se refere au Comite d'etat-major, 
a la Commission des armements de type classique 
et a la Commission de l' energie atomique. Ce 
projet de resolution indique d'autre part qu'une 
majorite des Gouvernements membres de ces 
organismes est prete a desarmer dans des 
conditions qui ne mettent pas leurs peuples en 
peril. 

Si ce projet de resolution du Royaume-Uni est 
adopte, le monde saura que le desarmement est 
possible, que, si certaines methodes sont suivies, il 
ne doit en resulter aucun danger pour quelque 
Etat que ce soit, qu'il appartienne a la majorite 
ou a la minorite. La delegation du Canada donne 
son adhesion complete aux principes sur lesquels 
repose ce projet de resolution. Elle est prete a 
poursuivre ses efforts en vue de !'application de 
ces principes. 

M. CASTRO (Salvador) souligne le desir parti­
culier des petites nations pour la paix. 

En ce qui concerne le Salvador, il fut l'une des 
cinq republiques de !'Amerique centrale qui firent 
etablir en 1907 la premiere Cour internationale 
de Justice. En 1923, les cinq memes Republiques 
signaient une Convention relative a la limitation 
des armements terrestres, question parti­
culierement epineuse comme le montre l'histoire 
de cette periode. 

L'histoire a muntre plus d'une fois l'exemple 
d'une guerre deliberement provoquee par un 
gouvernement pour se maintenir au pouvoir. Et 
c'est la un facteur qui contraste avec la volonte de 
paix des peuples eux-memes. 

Est-il possible d'arriver a un accord sur la 
limitation des armements avant que soit resolue 
la question du controle de l'energie atomique ? 
En fait il ne sera jamais possible de reduire les 
armements avant que la question du contrtJie 
de l'energie atomique soit tranchee. 

x Voir les Resolutions adoptees par l' Assemblee generale 
pendant la seconde partie de sa premiere session, reso­
lution 41 (I). 
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With regard to atomic weapons, a simple 
declaration on the illegality and the destruction 
of atomic weapons was insufficient. Effective 
inspection and control were necessary. 

Would it not be advisable to settle the question 
of controlling atomic energy by granting, if 
necessary, new powers to the Atomic Energy 
Commission? Once that difficulty was solved, 
it would have to be seen which of the United 
i'\ations bodies was the best qualified to consider 
the problem of reducing armaments. It would 
seem that no body had more experience in that 
field than the Atomic Energy Commission. 
The problems of inspection and control were 
always the same whether it was a matter of 
atomic energy or of conventional armaments. 
Furthermore, restricting the use of atomic 
energy to peaceful purposes represented a reduc­
tion of armaments. The two problems were 
therefore closely linked. 

That did not however mean that they should 
he merged. It was only after the question of 
controlling atomic energy was solved that the 
problem of reducing armaments would really 
be simplified. 

The Salvadorian delegation was submitting 
a draft resolution (A/C.l/320) based on the 
principles he had just mentioned. 

With regard to the last part of the Salvadorian 
proposal, if the Atomic Energy Commission did 
not succeed in finding a satisfactory basis for 
controlling atomic energy, it would not try to 
draft a convention on the reduction of armaments, 
because its efforts would be a waste of time. 

Mr. PARODI (France) felt that the USSR 
proposal was principally intended to make an 
impression. That . explained the fact that it 
had not been submitted several weeks previously 
to the Commission on Conventional Armaments 
where it might have become the basis of a report 
which would have made the Assembly's work 
easier. 

Moreover, the USSR delegation had completely 
disregarded previous disarmament experience. 

The USSR had before it enormous recon­
struction tasks and wanted peace. One would 
have thought that it would have other aims 
in view than providing propaganda matter 
for the newspapers which it controlled. Never­
theless, that delegation's draft represented no 
improvement on previous disarmament efforts. 

The question of disarmament was complex. 
The peace-loving Powers had paid dearly for 
their lack of foresight in that regard during the 
period before the Second World War. Disarma­
ment should be made possible, and the USSR 
delegation had to make a real contribution 
towards making it so. 

Disarmament presupposed the existence of 
confidence and security. But insecurity prevailed. 
For two years France had tried to find compromise 
solutions. The USSR delegation, however, had 
never made that task easy for it. At present 

En ce qui concerne l'arme atomique, une simple 
declaration relative a l'illegalite et a la destruction 
des armes atomiques ne pent suffire. Uneinspection 
des armes atomiques ne peut suffire. Une 
inspection et un controle effectif sont essentiels. 

Ne convient-il pas de regler la question du 
controle de l'energie atomique en donnant, si, cela 
est necessaire, de nouveaux pouvoirs a la Com­
mission de l'energie atomique ? Cette difficulte, 
une fois resolue, il conviendrait de se demander 
quel est l'organe de !'Organisation des Nations 
Unies le plus qualifie pour etudier le probleme de 
Ia reduction des armements. Or, il semble qu'aucun 
organisme n'ait plus d'experience en ce domaine 
que Ia Commission de l'energie atomique. En 
effet les problemes d'inspection et de controle 
sont toujours les memes, qu'il s'agisse d'energie 
atomique ou d'armements de type classique. De 
plus, restreindre l'emploi de l'energie atomique ii 
des usages pacifiques constitue une reduction des 
armements. Les deux problemes sont done 
etroitement lies. 

Cela ne signifie pas, toutefois, qu'ils doivent etre 
confondus. Ce n'est qu'apres que Ia question du 
controle de l'energie atomique aura ete resolue 
que le probleme de Ia reduction des armements se 
trouvera vraiment simplifie. 

La delegation du Salvador presente un projet 
de resolution (A/C.l /320) qui s'inspire des prin­
cipes que M. Castro vient d'indiquer. 

En ce qui concerne Ia derniere partie de la 
proposition du Salvador, si la Commission de 
l'energie atomique ne parvenait pas a trouver une 
base satisfaisante au controle de l'energie ato­
mique, cette Commission ne devrait pas chercher 
a rediger une convention relative a la reduction 
des armements car ses efforts seraient condamnes 
a l'avance. 

M. PARODI (France) considere que Ia propo­
sition de l'URSS etait avant tout destinee a 
frapper les esprits. C'est ainsi qu'on s'explique 
qu'elle n'avait pas ete presentee il y a quelques 
semaines a Ia Commission des armements de type 
classique, pour faire I' objet d'un rapport qui aurait 
facilite le travail de I' Assemblee: 

D'autre part, la delegation de l'URSS a f~it 
completement abstraction de !'experience acqmse 
en matiere de desarmement. 

L'URSS, ayant devant elle les taches immenses 
de sa reconstruction, desire Ia paix. II faut done 
penser qu'elle poursuit un autre but que de fournir 
des themes de propagande aux journaux qu'elle 
controle. Et pourtant le projet de cette delegation 
ne constitue pas un progres par rapport aux efforts 
anterieurs en matiere de desarmement. 

C'est un probleme complexe que celui du desar: 
mement. Et les Puissances pacifiques ont paye 
cher leur imprudence en ce domaine dans la 
periode qui a precede Ia deuxieme Gu~rre 
mondiale. Le desarmement doit etre rendu possible 
et Ia delegation de l'URSS doit se preter serieu­
sement a le rendre tel. 

Le desarmemcnt suppose Ia confiance et la 
securite. Or, c'est l'insecurite qui prevaut. La 
France s'est efforcee pendant de1_1x .ans ~e trou~~r 
des solutions de compromis. Ma1s Jamms la dele­
gation de l'URSS ne lui a facilite Ia tache. Et 
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the various United Nations bodies were paralyzed 
because, as far as certain Powers were concerned, 
a spirit of collaboration, without which no 
international life was possible, was lacking. 
The veto in the Security Council, the discontent 
resulting from it in the General Assembly, the 
tendency of the Economic and Social Council 
to give sterile political arguments precedence 
over really constructive work, the unwholesome 
atmosphere at present prevailing in the Trust­
eeship Council, all those were symptoms of a 
canker which was endangering peace and resulting 
in the complete isolation of six delegations, 
that of the USSR and of those which associated 
themselves with it. 

The United Kingdom representative had 
stressed the paradoxical nature of the aggressive 
language used in the USSR disarmament 
proposals. But who could doubt that a spirit 
of collaboration was the necessary condition 
underlying any just and generally acceptable 
solution? 

From a technical point of view a pure and 
simple reduction by one-third represented a 
totally unacceptable simplification of the problem 
because, as far as, say, France was concerned, 
military estimates were under public control ; 
that was not so in the case of all United Nations 
Members. 

Furthermore, it was impossible to reduce by 
the same percentage the armaments of Powers 
which had only partly demobilized and those 
of countries which had been reducing their 
armaments since the end of the Second World 
War. 

Hence, certain rules had to be observed. 
In that respect the work of the League of Nations 
could not be disregarded. The French delegation 
felt that every Power which disarmed was 
entitled to seek elsewhere the security which 
it had thereby renounced. That might be done 
in two ways. Firstly, other Powers should 
also disarm, in which case problems of simul­
taneousness, the maintenance of an equal balance 
and finally, control, arose. A census of the 
forces of the various countries should be carried 
()Ut and a balanced and gradual disarmament 
programme evolved. It would no doubt be 
normal to make use of the Security Council in 
such circumstances. But no State should be 
able to shirk its obligations. Effective inter­
national control was indispensable ; and it had 
to be recognized that the USSR had made no 
really constructive proposals in that connexion. 

The second compensating factor, which every 
Power was entitled to expect when it disarmed, 
lay in the organization of collective security. 
France's efforts in the Military Staff Committee 
had unfortunately been thwarted by proposals 
of an entirely negative character. 

The absence of an international army was, at 
the present juncture, a serious obstacle. But 
it was certainly not necessary for security to 
be complete and control perfect before any 
effort could be made towards achieving disarma­
ment. Besides, disarmament was itself an element 
of security. Hence France had, in the Commission 
on Conventional Armaments, proposed a system 

maintenant les differents organes de !'Organisation 
des Nations Unies se trouvent paralyses par 
!'absence, chez certaines Puissances, de cet esprit 
de collaboration sans lequel il n'y a pas de vie 
internationale possible. Le veto au Conseil de 
securite, le mecontentement qui en resulte a 
I' Assemblee generale, la ten dance du Conseil 
economique et social a donner a de steriles contra­
verses politiques le pas sur des efforts vraiment 
constructifs, !'atmosphere empoisonnee qui est 
maintenant celle du Conseil de tutelle, autant de 
symptomes d'un mal qui met en danger la paix 
et aboutit a l'isolement absolu des six delegations, 
celles de l'URSS et de ses associes. 

Le representant du Royaume-Uni a souligne 
ce qu'avait de paradoxale la redaction sous une 
forme agressive des propositions de l'URSS 
relatives au desarmement. En fait, l'esprit de 
collaboration est la condition necessaire de toute 
recherche d'une solution juste et acceptable pour 
to us. 

Du point de vue technique, une reduction pure 
et simple du tiers constitue une simplification 
inadmissible du probleme. Car, en ce qui concerne 
par exemple la France, son budget militaire est 
publiquement controle; mais il n'en est pas de 
meme pour tousles Membres de !'Organisation des 
Nations Unies. 

D'autre part, il est impossible de reduire d'un 
meme pourcentage l'armement des Puissances qui 
n'ont que partiellement demobilise et celui de 
pays qui n'ont pas cesse de reduire lenrs 
armements depuis la fin de la deuxieme Guerre 
mondiale. 

Certaines regles doivent done etre observees. 
Et, en ce domaine, il est impossible de faire 
abstraction des travaux de la Societe des Nations. 
La delegation franc;aise considere que toute 
Puissance qui desarme est en droit de pretendre 
a retrouver, dans un autre domaine, la securite a 
laquelle elle renonce de ce fait. Cela peut se faire 
de deux manieres. En premier lieu, les autres 
Puissances doivent egalement desarmer. 11 se pose 
done des problemes de simultaneite, d'equilibre 
et, en definitive, de controle. Un recensement des 
forces des differents pays doit etre opere et un 
systeme equilibre de desarmement par etapes doit 
etre amenage. Sans doute, serait-il normal que ce 
flit au Conseil de securite qu'on recourut en 
l'occurence. Mais aucun Etat ne doit pouvoir se 
soustraire a ses obligations. Un controle inter­
national effectif est indispensable ; et I' on doit 
reconnaitre que l'URSS n'a fait aucune propo­
sition vraiment constructive en ce domaine. 

Le deuxieme ordre de compensations que toute 
Puissance est en droit d'attendre lorsqu'elle 
desarme reside dans !'organisation de la securite 
collective. Les efforts de la France au Comite 
d'etat-major se sont malheureusement heurtes a 
certaines positions d'un caractere absolument 
negatif. 

L'absence d'une force internationale est ici un 
serieux obstacle. Sans doute ne s'agit-il pas que 
la securite soit totale, et le controle parfait, avant 
que tout effort puisse etre tente en matiere de 
desarmement. D'ailleurs, le desarmement en 
lui-meme est un facteur de secur:te. Aussi la 
France avait-elle, au sein de la Commission des 
armements de type classique, suggere un systeme 
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to .bring about .both security and disarmament 
.by successive stages. 

The fate of the USSR proposals depended 
on two conditions : international confidence 
and co-operation. There was a striking contrast 
between the wording of those proposals and the 
tone in which USSR statements were made. 

If only there appeared some glimmer of hope 
of progress towards international co-operation, 
the \vork of building up peace could be started 
again and the peoples of the world would 
regain hope. 

l\1r. l\IANUILSKY (Ukrainian Soviet Socialist 
Hcpublic), supported by Dr. SoLH (Lebanon) 
and Mr. :\1oozELEWSKI (Poland) moved that the 
meeting should be adjourned. 

The motion was adopted. 

The meeting rose at •1.55 p.m. 

HUNDRED AND FIFTY -SEVENTH 
MEETING 

Held at the Palais de Chaillot, Paris, 
on Tuesday, 12 October 1948, at 10.30 a.m. 

Chairman : Mr. CosTA ou RELS (Bolivia). 

21. Continuation of the discussion on the 
prohibition of the atomic weapon 
and the reduction by one-third of the 
armaments and armed forces of the 
permanent members of the Security 
Council: item proposed by the Union 
of Soviet Socialist Republics (A /658) 

2\lr. Soui (Lebanon) said that the problem 
of disarmament was of concern to the small 
Powers since in time of war it was the smaller 
countries which suffered most. They desired 
a peace based on justice and had joined the 
United Nations with that conviction. It was 
courageous to fear war ; hence thorough study 
should be made of any proposal for disarmament, 
whether it came from the East or the West, 
with a view to unanimous acceptance. 

The criticisms of the USSR proposal extended 
only to its application and not to its principles, 
to which all adhered. It had been said that 
confidence must come first, but that confidence 
must come from agreement on those questions 
which divided the nations. It was also said 
that collective security must come before dis­
armament, but a system of collective security 
already existed in the Charter of the United 
Nations ; its principles remained to be applied 
in the spirit of San Francisco. Instruments 
of arbitration existed, but no one could be 
asked to disarm until an organ of international 
control had been established. In connexion 
with the criticism that the USSR proposal 
permitted abusive application of the veto, in 
his opinion such matters as checking and verifying 
the implementation of disarmament could be 

selon lequel des etapes successives etaient prevues 
dans le double domaine de la securite et du 
desarmement. 

Confiance et collaboration internationales, telles 
sont les conditions memes desquelles depend le 
sort des propositions de l'URSS. Or, le contraste 
est frappant entre le texte de ces propositions et 
le ton des interventions des representants de 
l'URSS. 

Si la possibilite apparaissait de realiser quelque 
progres dans Ia voie de la collaboration inter­
nationale, le travail d'edification de Ia paix 
pourrait etre repris et les peuples renaitraient a 
l'espoir. 

M. MANUILSKY (Republique socialiste sovie­
tique d'Ukraine) appuye par le Dr SoLH (Liban) et 
par M. MoDZELEWSKI (Pologne) presente une 
motion d'ajournement. 

Cette motion est adoptee. 

La seance est levee a 16 h. 55. 

CENT-CINQUANTE-SEPTIEME 
SEANCE 

Tenue au Palais de Chaillot, Paris, 
le mardi 12 octobre 1948, a 10 h. 30. 

President: M. CosTA nu RELs (Bolivie). 

21. Suite de la discussion sur !'inter­
diction de l'arme atomique et la 
r ,eduction d'un tiers des armements 
et des forces arnaees des membres 
permanents du Conseil de securite: 
point propose par !'Union des Re­
puhliques socialistes sovietiques 
(A/658) 

M. SoLH (Liban) declare que le probleme du 
desarmement preoccupe les petites Puissances car, 
en temps de guerre, ce sont les petits pays qui 
souffrent le plus. Ils desirent une paix fondee sur 
la justice et ont adhere a !'Organisation des 
Nations Unies dans cette conviction. C'est faire 
preuve de courage que de craindre la guerre ; il 
faut done etudier de fac;on approfondie, aux fins 
d'une acceptation unanime, toute proposition de 
desarmement, qu'elle emane de l'Est ou de !'Ouest. 

Les critiques faites ala proposition de l'URSS ne 
portent que sur son application et non sur ses 
principes, lesquels rec;oivent !'adhesion de tous. 
On a dit que la confiance doit tout d'abord etre 
creee, mais une telle confiance ne peut naitre que 
d'un accord sur les questions qui divisent les 
nations. On a egalement dit que la securire 
collective doit pn\ceder le desarmement, mais il 
existe deja dans la Charte de !'Organisation des 
Nations Unies un systeme de securite collective 
dont les principes restent a etre appliques dans 
!'esprit de San-Francisco. II existe certes des 
dispositions relatives a !'arbitrage, mais on ne 
peut demander a quiconque de desarmer avant 
qu'un organe de contr&le ~nt~rnational .a~t ete 
etabli. Quant a la critique falte a la propositiOn de 
l'URSS en ce qu'elle permet une application 
abusive du veto, le representant du Liban estime 
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