
. Nevertheless, the United Kingdom delegation 
did not conclude that nothing should be done 
at present. Before proceeding to actual disar­
m~ment, there were certain essential preli­
mmary steps to be taken. Article 26 of the 
Charter and the draft resolution under discussion 
indicated the road that should be taken. At 
the moment, the real hope of peace lay not in 
disarmament, but in regulation of armaments. 
Before there could be disarmament, a plan must 
be dra-wn up, indicating the armament needs 
of each State, and providing for the centralization 
of published data on the armaments and armed 
forces of each Stat e as well as for the checking 
of those data and the control of disarmament. 

The United Kingdom delegation was prepared 
to support a plan of that kind, and asked whether 
the USSR was prepared to agree to such a plan 
for regulation of its armed forces and armaments 
under the auspices of the United Nations. If 
the USSR reply was negative, its position would 
become clear. If its reply was affirmative, then 
it would be able to support the majority reso­
lution. 

The meeting rose at 6.05 p.m. 

HUNDRED AND NINETY -EIGHTH 
MEETING 

Held at the Palais de Chaillot, Paris, 
on Saturday 13 November 1948, at 10.30 a.m. 

Chairman : Mr. A. CosTA ou RELS (Bolivia) 

65. Establishment of an ad hoc Political 
Committee 

Mr. CoRDIER (Executive Assistant t o the 
Secretary-General) made a statement on behalf of 
the President of the General Assembly. He 
observed that a stage had been reached in the 
work of the Assembly and of the First Committee 
at which it appeared necessary to change the 
method of handling their agenda, since the 
remaining time was inadequate for discussion of 
the remaining items. The President of the 
Assembly, in consultation with the Chairman of 
the First Committee suggested that a new ad hoc 
committee be established to deal with items of the 
First Committee's agenda allocated to it. The 
fi rst matter to be dealt with by this committee 
would be the Palestine question; other items might 
be allocated later as appropriat e. The t ermi­
nation of the work of other Assembly Committees 
meant that it would be possible for delegations t o 
adjust their schedules and assignments. The 
General Committee jwas to discuss this suggestion 
at a meeting that afternoon and it was hoped that 
a bri ef plenary session would approve it on Monday 
so that the ad hoc committee could begin 
functioning on Tuesday. It was expected that 
during the following week it would be possible for 
this committee to have two meetings daily concur­
rently with the First Committee. 

Toutefois, la delegation du Royaume-Uni 
ne conclut pas que rien ne do it etre tente actuel­
lement. Avant de proceder a un desarmement 
effectif, on peut recourir a certaines operations, 
preliminaires essentielles du desarmement. 
L'Article 26 de la Charte et le projet de resolution 
en cours de discussion montrent la voie dans 
laquelle il convient de s'engager. Pour le moment, 
ce n'est pas dans le desarmement, mais dans 
la reglementation des armements que reside 
un reel espoir de paix. Avant de desarmer, il 
faut, en efiet, etablir un plan qui determinera 
les besoins en armements de chaque Etat, et 
envisagera la centralisation des publications 
sur les armements et les forces armees de chaque 
Etat, ainsi que la verification de ces renseigne­
ments et le cont r<Jle du desarmement. 

La delegation du Royaume-Uni est disposee 
a se rallier a un plan de ce genre et demande 
a l'URSS si elle est prete a accepter un pareil 
plan de reglementation de ses forces armees 
et de ses armements sous l'egide de !'Organisation 
des Nations Unies. Si la reponse de l'URSS est 
negative, sa position perdra toute ambigu'ite. 
Si elle est affirmative, elle sera en mesure 
d'appuyer le projet de resolution de la majorite. 

La seance est levee a 18 h. 05. 

CENT-QUATRE-VINGT­
DIX-HUITIEME SEANCE 

Tenue au Palais de Chaillot, Paris, 
le samedi 13 novembre 1948, a 10 h. 30. 

President : M.A. CosTA ou RELs (Bolivie). 

65. Cr eation d'mu~ Commission politique 
speciale -

M. CaRmEn (Directeur du cabinet du Secretaire 
general) fait une declaration au nom du President 
de l'Assemblee generale. Il fait remarquer que 
les travaux de l'Assemblee et de la Premiere 
Commission sont maintenant parvenus a un point 
oil il appara'i't necessaire de modi fie r la me~hode 
d'examen des questions a l'ordre du jour, pUlsque 
le t emps dont on dispose encore est insuffisant 
pour les points restant a discuter. Apres ~cc.ord 
avec le President de la Premiere Comnusswn, 
le President de l'Assemblee propose la creation 
d'une nouvelle commission speciale, a laquelle 
serait confie.e !'etude de certaines questions 
inscrites a l'ordre du jour de la Premiere Con~­
mission . La premiere question dont s'occup~rmt 
cette commission serait la auestion de Palestme ; 
d'autres questions pourrai~nt lui etre confiees 
ensuite, le cas echeant. L'achevement des travau_x 
des autres Commissions de l'Assemblee permettr::ut 
aux delegations de faire cadrer les taches qui leur 
sont assignees avec le temps dont elles disposent. 
Le Bureau de I' Assemblee do it discuter cette 
proposition a une seance qu'il tiendra dans l:a~res­
mid.i et on espere que l'Assemblee gen.erale 
l'approuvera lundi, lors d'une courte s:a?ce 
pleniere, de sorte que Ia Commission sp~cwle 
pourrait commencer a fonctionner mardi. ~a 
semaine prochaine, cette commission pourra1t 
sieger deux fois par jour, en meme temps que 
la Premiere Commission. 
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66. 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 : report of Sub-Committee 
12 (AJC .1 J356 JRev.1 ) 

Mr. VYSHINSKY (Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics) said he wished to deal with certain 
questions raised on the previous day in connexion 
with the resolutions proposed by the Belgian 
(A/C.ljSC12/2) and USSR (A/658 and AJCl/ 
SC 12/3) delegations, although some speakers had 
wandered far from the basic theme of the prohi­
bition of atomic weapons and the reduction by 
one-third of the armaments and armed forces of 
the permanent members of the Security Council. 
A concrete question was before the First 
Committee and the introduction of irrelevant 
items only served to divert attention from vital 
matters and confound the work of the Committee. 
The USSR delegation did not approve of this 
method ; however, since it had been imposed upon 
it it would answer points which otherwise would 
have been ignored. 

Mr. Vyshinsky recalled that on the previous day 
(197th meeting) the representative of Syria had 
made cogent comments upon the sixth paragraph 
of the Belgian draft resolution and demonstrated 
its lack of logic. Once this paragraph crumbled, 
as it did beneath the Syrian attack, nothing 
remained of the Belgian draft resolution. The 
preceding five paragraphs merely offered various 
considerations and findings ; the core of the reso­
lution was in the sixth paragraph. By revealing 
the weaknesses of this paragraph, the USSR 
delegation would show why it considered the whole 
resolution to be inadequate. 

The sixth paragraph stated that the General 
Assembly trusted that the Commission for Conven­
tional Armaments would formulate proposals for 
the receipt, checking and publication by an 
international organ of control, endowed with 
universally accepted powers, of full information 
concerning armaments and armed forces. This 
control organ which was mentioned was not 
provided for, no authority was given for it and 
there was no description of its powers and 
functions or privileges and duties. The authors 
of the draft resolution should deal with these 
questions. It was not sufficient to say that the 
Commission for Conventional Armaments would 
draw up proposals for the control organ without 
stating how the organ would be e3tablished and 
what its powers and functions would be. To 
endorse such a procedure was too much like 
signing a blank cheque. 

The USSR draft resolution, on the other hand, 
dearly expressed the need to establish an inter­
national control bodv within the framework of 
the Security Council~ This was a concrete and 
realistic proposal which was based upon the 
General Assembly's decision of 14 December 1946 
[resolution 41 (1)]. The alternative presented was 

Cf\1 

66. Suite de la discussion sur !'inter­
diction de l'arme atomique et la 
reduction d'un tiers des armements 
et des forces armees des membres 
permanents du Conseil de securite ~ 
rapport de la Sous-Commission 12 
(AfC.1 j356jRev.1) 

M. VYCHINSKY (Union des republiques socia­
listes sovietiques) desire parler de certaines 
questions qui ont ete soulevces Ia veille a propos 
des resolutions presentees par les delegations de 
Ia Belgique (A/C.l/SC12/2) et de I'URSS (A/658 
et A/C.l/SC12 j3). Il signale a ce propos que 
certains orateurs se sont fortement ecartes du 
theme fondamental de Ia prohibition des armes 
atomiques et de la reduction d'un tiers des arme­
ments et des forces armees des membres perma­
nents du Conseil de securite. La Premiere Com­
mission se trouve en presence d'une question 
concrete et !'introduction de points sans rapport 
avec cette question ne sert qu'a detourner 
!'attention de questions d'interet capital et a 
apporter Ia confusion dans les travaux de la 
Commission. La delegation de l'URSS n'approuve 
pas cette methode, mais elle lui a ete imposee ; 
elle va done repondre a des questions qu'elle 
aurait, sans cela, passees sous silence. 

M. Vychinsky rappelle que, Ia veillc 
(197e seance), le representant de la Syrie a 
presente des observations fort pertinentes au 
sujet du sixieme paragraphe du projet de reso­
lution de Ia Belgique, et a mis en evidence son 
manque de logique. Les fondements de ce para­
graphe ayant deja croule sous les attaques de la 
delegation de Ia Syrie, il ne reste plus rien du 
projet de resolution beige. Les cinq paragraphes 
precedents sont de simples considerations et 
constatations et l'essentiel de la resolution se 
trouve dans le sixieme paragraphe. En revelant 
les faiblesses de ce paragraphe, Ia delegation 
de l'URSS va montrer pourquoi elle juge la 
resolution mal appropriee dans son ensemble. 

Dans ce sixieme paragraphe, I'Assemblee 
generale emet le VCBU que Ia Commission des 
armements de type classique formule des propo­
sitions pour la reception, la verification et Ia 
publication par un organe international de 
controle, investi de pouvoirs acceptes par tous, 
d'informations completes sur les armements et 
les forces armees. Cet organe de controle, il en 
est fait mention, mais ricn n'est prevu a son sujet ; 
on ne precise pas son origine, on ne decrit pas ses 
pouvoirs, ses attributions, ses prerogatives et 
sa tache. Les auteurs du proj et de resolution 
devraient se preoccuper de ces questions. Il n'est 
pas suffisant de dire que la Commission des 
armements de type classique rcdigera des propo­
sitions pour cet organe de controle. Il faut indiquer 
comment cct organe sera constitue, et quels 
seront ses pouvoirs et fonctions. L'approbation 
d'une tclle procedure ressemble trop a la signature 
d'un cheque en blanc. 

En revanche, le projet de resolution de l'URSS 
exprimc claircment la necessite d'etablir un 
organc de controle international dans le cadre 
du Conseil de securite. C'est la une proposition 
concrete et realiste qui est basec sur Ia resolution 
de I'Assemblee generalc du 14 deccmbre 19~6 
[resolution 41 (I)]. L'autre proposition ne f~ut 



a vague, almost parenthetical reference to a control 
organ with no provision for its establishment. 
Yet it was claimed that the USSR did not desire 
control and those who supported the Belgian draft 
resolution, which made no provision for a control 
organ, asserted that they were the proponents of 
control. The Syrian representative had been 
correct in stating that it was not possible to slur 
over the establishment of the control organ. The 
Belgian draft resolution was no more than empty 
phrases. 

The sixth paragraph of the Belgian draft 
resolution stated that the control organ should be 
endowed with universally accepted powers. As 
the Syrian representative had pointed out, this 
meant unanimous ratification. Mr. Vyshinsky 
pointed out that even such an important inter­
national instrument as the Charter had entered 
into force without unanimous ratificat ion. The 
same was true of peace treaties which contained 
various provisions for a certain proportion of 
ratifications as prerequisites to entry into force. 
However, it \Vas unheard of that a treaty should be 
doomed in advance because unanimous ratifi­
cation "·as required. Obviously, if the control 
organ had to be accepted by all States, rejection 
on the part of a single State could cause it to fail. 
Moreover, it was most extraordinary to provide in 
advance, before the terms of the treaty were 
known, that unanimous ratification would be 
required. This could only guarantee its failure. 

The USSR delegation could not accept such a 
hollow and confused formula as was offered in the 
Belgian draft resolution. Its vagueness had 
caused the Belgian representative to resort to 
obscure dialectics in his attempt to answer the 
questions put by the Syrian representative. He 
had said that he was unable to understand what 
was meant by a one-third reduction and asserted 
that an opportunity would be left for an increase 
in armaments after the year in which the one-third 
reduction had been made. Such nonsense could 
only be put forward in order to becloud the issue, 
for the Belgian arguments crumbled when they 
were examined. The basis of the Belgian proposal 
was unworkable and unacceptable. Provisions 
for a control organ were slurred over and were not 
defined, nor were the relations between that body 
and the Security Council. There was nothing 
concrete in the proposal. Although reference 
was made to checking and publishing information, 
no hint was given as to how this was to be done. 
Such a t ext could only be accepted by those 
whose political demands were rather limited, such 
as the United States and United Kingdom, who 
alleged that there was no need for atomic energy 
control or the reduction of armaments. 

On the other hand, the USSR draft resolution 
had aroused hopes among the peoples of the world 
who would want to know why their representatives 
were opposed to control and the reduction of 

allusion que vaguement, et comrne en passant, 
a un organe de controle, sans prevoir la fac;on 
dont ii sera constitue. Et pourtant on pretend 
que l'URSS ne desire pas de controle, et ceux 
qui appuient le projet de resolution de la Belgique, 
ou rien n'est prevu pour cet organe de controle, 
affirment que ce sont eux qui sont les partisans 
du controle. Le representant de la Syrie a dit 
vmi lorsqu'il a declare qu'il n'etait pas possible 
de traiter a la Iegere la question de l'etablis­
sement d'un organe de controle. Le projet de 
resolution de la Belgique se reduit a des phrases 
vides de sens. 

Le sixieme paragraphe du projet de resolution 
beige stipule que l'organe de controle doit etre 
investi de pouvoirs universellement reconnus. 
Ainsi que l'a souligne le representant de Ia 
Syrie, cela implique une ratification unanime. 
M. Vychinsky fait remarquer qu'un instrument 
international aussi important que la Charte 
elle-meme a etc mis en vigueur sans qu'il y ait 
eu ratification a l'unanimite. II en est de rneme 
des traites de paix qui comprennent des clauses 
varices prcvoyant, comme condition prealable 
a leur entree en vigueur, le depot d'un certain 
nombre de ratifications. Cependant, on n'a jamais 
entendu dire qu'un traite dut etre d'avance 
voue a l'cchcc par une clause exigeant la rati­
fication a l'unanimite. Sans aucun doute, si l'on 
declare que tous les Etats doivent accorder leur 
approbation a l'organe de controle, le refus 
d'un seul Etat pourrait entrainer l'echec de cet 
organe. II est, d'autre part, absolurnent extra­
ordinaire de prevoir, avant meme que les t ermes 
du traitc soient connus, qu'une ratification 
unanime sera necessaire. Pareille disposition ne 
pourrait assurer que l'echec de l'organe. 

La delegation de l'URSS . ne peut pas accepter 
une formule aussi creuse et aussi confuse que celle 
qui est proposee dans le projet de resolution 
beige. Son imprecision a oblige le representant 
de la Belgique a recourir a une dialectique obscure 
pour essayer de repondre aux questions du 
representant de la Syrie. II a declare qu'il ne 
pouvait pas comprendre ce qu'on entendait par 
reduction d'un tiers et il a affirme qu'il serait 
possible d'augmenter les armements apres l'annee 
au cours de laquelle aura etc effectuee Ia reduction 
d'un tiers. On n'a pu enoncer pareille absurdite 
que pour obscurcir le probleme, car les arguments 
du representant de Ia Belgique ne resist ent pas 
a l'examen. Le principe sur lequel repose Ia 
proposition beige est inapplicable ct inacceptable. 
On a glisse sur les dispositions visant .a. c:eer 
un orgunc de controle, on ne les a pas prec1sees ; 
il en a etc de meme pour les rapports entre cet 
organc et le Conseii de securitc. L c projet de 
resolution beige ne presente aucun clement 
concrct. Bien qu'il mentionne le controle et Ia 
publication de renseignements, il nc donne 
aucune indication sur la maniere d'y proceder. 
Un pareil tcxte ne peut etre acceptc que par. ceux 
dont les exigences politiques sont assez re stre.mtes~ 
tels que les Etats-Unis et le Royau~e-Um •. qm 
ant pretendu que le controle de l'energ1e atomique 
ou la reduction des armements sont inutiles. 

Par contre, le projet de resolution de l'URSS 
a fait naltre l'espoir chez les peuples du monde, 
qui veulent savoir pourquoi leurs representants 
s'opposent au contr&le et a la reduction des 
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armaments. Against this proposal no valid 
arguments had been advanced ; it had been 
greeted with slander and noise devoid of content. 
It was laughable to hear the representative of 
Belgium state that the Belgian proposal had been 
brought closer to the USSR draft resolution. The 
fact was that one group demanded the prohibition 
of the bomb while the other advocated main­
taining the bomb. The USSR delegation rejected 
the identity which the Belgian representative was 
trying to establish between the two proposals. 
The USSR was seeking a viable basis for prohi­
bition in the decisions of the General Assembly. 
Its principal objective was the prohibition of the 
atomic bomb ; this constituted a profound differ­
ence between the USSR and the group opposed to 
its proposal. The good name of the USSR could 
not be used to camouflage the policy of main­
taining the threat of the atomic bomb. 

The USSR draft resolution proposed the first 
step towards disarmament. No return to an 
armaments race could be considered. This 
proposal should be followed by other steps 
directed towards the complete disarmament which 
was referred to in the Charter. On the contrary, 
the Belgian draft resolution was devoid of 
substance. It provided no basis for a control 
system ; the USSR delegation insisted upon the 
establishment of such a system. 

At the 196th meeting, Mr. Osborn had tried to 
reach new heights of eloquence. He had raised 
the question of why an atmosphere of fear and 
mistrust pervaded the world. It required no 
imagination to guess what Mr. Osborn's own reply 
was. He had said that the policy of the USSR had 
changed after the end of the war and had created 
this lack of confidence. Mr. Vyshinsky recalled 
that on 25 September he had shown how the policy 
of the United States had changed at the end of 
the war from one of friendship and co-operation 
It seemed that when the support of the armed 
forces of the USSR ceased to be a decisive factor, 
it was permissible to throw dirt at it and its 
Government. 

Mr. Osborn had not stated in what way the 
policy of the USSR had changed. He had merely 
referred to a silly sensational article in the New 
York Times of 5 November which carried headlines 
to the effect that the USSR was calling for a world 
upnsmg. Obviously Mr. Osborn had not taken 
the trouble to check the sources of the article 
although this could easily have been done. It 
was taken from an article printed in the Bolshevik 
on 15 September, which could have been bought 
in Paris. The Times article was a distortion which 
bore no relation to the original and Mr. Osborn 
would be well advised to get an accurate trans­
lation of the latter. 

The Times article gave an outline of the history 
of the theory of Marxism and Leninism and of the 
struggle of the Communist party, and proceeded 
to give an interpretation thereof. The article 
stated that Marxism and Leninism were revolu­
tionary. This, however, wasscarcely a revelation 
for it had been common knowledge for a century, 
since the publication of the Communist Manifesto. 
It would appear that Mr. Osborn was just discov-

armements. On n'a presente aucun argument 
valable contre cette proposition ; on a oppose 
seulement des arguments calomnieux, tapageurs 
et denues de substance. Il est risible d'entendre 
le representant de la Belgique declarer que sa 
proposition s'est rapprochee du pro jet de resolution 
de l'URSS. Le fait est qu'un groupe de Puissances 
demande !'interdiction de la bombe, tandis 
qu'un autre groupe en preconise le maintien. La 
delegation de l'URSS n'admet pas cette identite 
que l'on vent etablir entre les deux projets de 
resolution. Elle recherche, dans les decisions 
de l' Assemblee generale, des elements dont on 
pourrait tirer parti pour etablir !'interdiction de 
la bombe. Son principal objectif est d'interdire 
la bombe atomique : voila la difference profonde 
entre la delegation de l'URSS et l'autre groupe 
de Puissances. II n'est pas permis de se servir 
du bon renom de l'URSS pour masquer une 
politique visant a perpetuer la menace de la 
bombe atomique. 

Le projet de resolution de l'URSS propose la 
premiere mesure qui menera au desarmement. 
On ne pent envisager un retour a la course aux 
armcments.- Cette proposition devra etre suivie 
d'::mtres mesures qui aboutiront au desarmement 
complet auquel il est fait allusion dans la Charte. 
Par contrc, le projet de resolution beige est creux. 
Il ne prevoit aucune base pour ce systeme de 
controle que la delegation de l'URSS demande 
avec insistance. 

M. Osborn a essaye, ala 196e seance, d'atteindre 
a de nouvelles cimes d'eloquence. Il a demande 
pourquoi une atmosphere de crainte et de mefiance 
n§gnait dans le monde. Il ne faut pas beaucoup 
d'imagination pour deviner la reponse de :VI. Osborn 
lui-meme. II a declare que la politique de l'URSS 
s'etait modifiee apres la fin de la guerre et avait 
cree ce manque de confiance. M. Vychinsky 
rappelle qu'il a montre, le 25 septembre, de quelle 
maniere les Etats-Unis ont, a la fin de la guerre, 
abandonne leur politique d'amitie et de colla­
boration. Il semble que, lorsque le soutien des 
armees de l'URSS eut cesse d'etre un facteur 
decisif, on a trouve permis de couvrir de bone les 
troupes ct le Gouvernement de ce pays. 

M. Osborn n'a pas explique en quoi la politique 
de l'URSS s'est modifiee. Il a simplement fait 
allusion a un article sensationnel et ridicule 
paru dans le Ne"w York Times du 5 novembre. 
Le titre de cet article donnait a entendre que 
l'URSS recherchait !'insurrection mondiale. Sans 
aucun doute, M. Osborn n'a-t-il pas pris la p2ine 
de controler les sources de cet article, bien qu'il 
eut cte facile dele faire. L'oriD.:ine en est nn article 
paru dans le Bolcheuik du l5 septembre, qu'il 
aurait pu se procurer a Paris. L'article clu Times 
est unc falsification qui n'a aucun rapport avec 
!'original et M. Osborn cut mieux fait de se 
procurer une traduction exacte de !'article en 
auestion. 
• L'article du Times fait l'historique des theories 
de Marx et de Lenine, ainsi que de la lutte du 
parti communiste pour le pouvoir et poursuit en 
en donnant une interpretation. L'article declare 
que le marxisme et le leninisme sont revolu­
tionnaires. Il est difficile de considerer cela comme 
une revelation, le fait etant connu depuis la 
publication, au siecle dernier, du Manifeste 
communiste. Il semble que M. Osborn soit en 



ering facts which were well-known to his grand­
father. l\Ioreover it should be recalled that in 
1873 :Marx had disavowed Bakunin and the 
anarchists and expressed himself in favour of 
entry into parliamentary politics as training for the 
coming struggle. However, he had maintained 
that the liberation of the working classes could not 
be achieved by parliamentary methods. Thus the 
call to revolution 'vas no new thing, but an integral 
part of the theories of Marx and Engels. 

The Times article also observed that the methods 
being followed in the new democracies differed 
from those which had been used in the USSR. 
This could not fail to be true for, apart from the 
separation. in time of some 30 years, quite different 
circumstances prevailed. 

The article in the Bolshevik had outlined the 
century-old theory of proletarian revolt as well as 
the ideas of Lenin and Stalin. It warned that 
each country had to take its own conditions into 
account when moving towards Socialism. It 
pointed out that the procedures followed in the 
new democracies varied among those States and 
also differed from the methods followed in the 
USSR. The policy in present circumstances 
could not be one of assassinations in the anarchist 
manner but rather one of the progressive liberation 
of the working classes. \Vhen Mr. Osborn took 
up the Times interpretation the result was 
confusion. He had attempted to show that the 
USSR leaders wished to export revolution. 
Mr. Vyshinsky recalled the interview between 
Mr. Howard and Generalissimo Stalin of 1 March 
1936. At that time Mr. Howard had asked 
whether the USSR had abandoned the idea of 
world revolution. Generalissimo Stalin's reply 
was that such a purpose had never been enter­
tained and any credence given to t he idea was 
based upon misunderstanding, since the idea of 
exporting revolution was nonsensical when any 
country which wanted a revolution could have one. 
Mr. Osborn could look up this interview if he 
wished and discover how wrong he was in alleging 
that the USSR leaders sought world revolution. 

The real reason for the mistrust and fear 
pervading t he world had already been dealt with 
by Mr. Vyshinsky. At the second session of 
the General Assembly, he had, on behalf on the 
USSR, raised the question of warmongering and 
the Assembly had unanimously adopted a reso­
lution [ 110 (II)] condemning propaganda for a new 
war, especially that spread in the United States. 
Mr. Vyshinsky observed, however, that this 
propaganda had continued and the war psychosis 
which was being encouraged engendered dread and 
mistrust and prevented world co-operation. 

As an example of the continuing warmongering 
propaganda, Mr. Vyshinsky drew attention to an 
article appearing in Newsweek by General Kenney, 
head of the United States Air Forces. The article 
said that the United States had two kinds of 
weapons for its struggle with the number one 

train de ctecouvrir des faits que son grand-pere 
connaissait deja. II faut se rappeler en outre 
qu'en 1873 Marx avait desavoue Bakounine et 
les anarchistes et s'etait prononce en faveur de 
!'entree des communistes dans l'arene parle­
mentaire pour les entrainer aux luttes futures. 
Cependant, il n'avait cesse de soutenir la these 
que la liberation du proletariat ne pouvait se 
realiser par des methodes parlementaires. L'appel 
a la revolution n'est done pas une nouveaute, 
mais fait partie integrante des theories de Marx 
et d'Engels. 

L'article du Times fait egalement remarquer 
que les methodes suivies dans les democraties 
nouvelles different de celles qui ont ete appliquees 
dans l'URSS. Cela est forcement vrai puisque. 
independamment d'un ecart d'environ 30 annees 
dans le temps, les circonstances etaient entie­
rement differentes. 

L'article du Bolchevik expose la theorie, vieille 
d'un siecle, de la rcvolte proletarienne, ainsi que 
les idees de Lenine et de Staline. II avertit chaque 
pays que, dans sa marche vers le socialisme, il 
doit tenir compte de ses conditions d'existence 
particulieres. 11 signale que le processus de !'evo­
lution vers le socialisme dans les democraties 
nouvelles varie suivant Ies pays et differe 
egalement des methodes de l'URSS. Dans les 
conj onctures actuelles, Ia politique a adopter 
ne saurait etre une politique d'assassinat a Ia 
maniere anarchiste, mais plutot une politique 
de liberation progressive des classes laborieuses. 
Lorsque M. Osborn essaie de r eprendre !'inter­
pretation du Times, c'est la confusion. Il a voulu 
montrer que les dirigeants de l'URSS desira~ent 
fai re de la revolution un article d'exportahon. 
M. Vychinsky rappelle a ce sujet I'entrevue du 
premier mars 1936 entre lVI. Howard et le gene­
ralissime Staline. A cette epoque, M. lloward 
avait demandc si l'URSS avait abandonne l'idee 
d'une revolution mondia~e. La reponse du gene­
raliss ime Staline avait it~ que personne n'avait 
jamais nourri de t els desseins, que croire a. Ia 
possibilite de faire de la revolution Ull artJc]c 
d'exportation ne pouvait provenir que d'un~ 
meprise, et que cette idee etait ridicule en SOl 
puisque chaquc pays, s'il le desire, est a meme 
de faire sa proprc revolution. M. Osborn p~ut 
verifier la teneur de cctte entrevue s'il en a env1e ; 
il decouvrira alors a quel point il se trompe en 
pretendant que Ies dirigeants de l'URSS cherchent 
a dcclencher la revolution mondiale. 

M. Vychinsky a deja parle des causes veritables 
de la mefiance 'et de la crainte qui pesent sur ~e 
monde. A la deuxieme session de l' Assernblee 
gcnerale, il a, au nom de l'URSS, pose le problem~ 
de !'incitation a Ia aucrre et l' Assemblee a ado pte 
a l'unanimite un~ resolution [110 (II)] co~­
damnant la propagande bclliciste, tout par~l­
culierement celle qui existe aux Etats-Um,s. 
M. Vychinsky~signalc que cette propagande n a 
point cesse et 'que cette psychose de guer~e que 
l'on encourage engendre la crainte et la mefiance 
et empeche toute cooperation mondiale. 

Comme exemple de cette propagande ?elliciste 
incessante, M. Vychinsky signale un article_ P?ru 
dans Newsweek so us la signature ~u genc~al 
Kenney, chef des forces aeri~nnes de~ Etats:U~IS. 
Cet article declare que 1es Etats-Ums ont a lvur 
disposition deux sortes d'armes pour la lutte 
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enemy (that is, the USSR) : its strategic air force 
and the atomic bomb. General Kenney believed 
that mass bombing was not only too costly but also 
unnecessary, as a single aircraft carrying one 
atomic bomb could achieve the same results. 
General Kenney then dealt with the real issue and 
said that aircraft could leave Britain in groups 
of two or three and slip into Russia at the 
height of 35,000 feet heading for Moscow. 
Mr. Vyshinsky pointed out that no journals or 
responsible statesmen in the USSR had proposed 
that USSR aircraft should steal into the United 
States at high altitudes and concentrate on New 
York. On the other hand the fact that the 
United States was preparing a new Pearl Harbor 
for the USSR was being proclaimed to the whole 
world by General Kenney. This General had 
selected further targets in European Russia such 
as Leningrad, Kiev and Odessa, not ing that the 
main resources of the USSR were still in this 
area although a great deal of industry was known 
to have been moved east of the Ura!s. 

General Kenney was far from being the only 
example. There were many other prominent men 
in the United States, including past and present 
high officers in the armed forces, who wrote on the 
same theme. In the USSR a man like General 
Kenney would be considered insane and treated 
accordingly. Nevertheless, it was claimed that the 
USSR was fomenting a new war. However, when 
the USSR had protested that General Kenney's 
article constituted a violation of the General 
Assembly resolution 10 (II) the reply had been 
given that the press of the United States was free. 
It would appear that the application of freedom 
was selective. \Varmongers were given free rein 
but men were put behind bars for writing anti­
fascist articles or criticizing racial discrimination. 

To the question what was the cause of fear in 
the world, the USSR answered : the war propa­
ganda of the United States and its systematic 
;preparation of plans to bring war to the soil of the 
USSR. These plans fortunately would fail for, 
.as Generalissimo Stalin had said, the peace­
~oving forces of the world were too strong to 
allow Churchill and his warmongering minions to 
prevail. 

With regard to European problems, Mr. McNeil 
had said that the United Kingdom had never 
violated its obligations in connexion with Berlin. 
Mr. Vyshinsky pointed out that such violations 
were the cause of the present unrest in France: 
the Ruhr had been restored to Germany in viola­
tion of the promises made to the United Kingdom's 
own allies. Such conduct offered no foundation 
for confidence and displayed a remarkable dis­
regard for agreements. The fate of other agree­
ments such as those of Postdam, Yalta, and the 
Agreement on capitulation of Germany might 
usefully be examined for further examples of 
breaches. Although France was now complain­
ing of the' violation of the agreement of 5 June 
1945, it was only being punished for having assisted 

contre l'ennemi numero un (c'est-a-dire l'URSS): 
leurs forces aeriennes strategiques et la bombe 
atomique. Le general Kenney estimc que des 
bombardements massifs sont non seulement 
trop couteux, mais qu'ils sont egalement inutiles, 
puisque les memes resultats peuvent etre obtenus 
par un seul appareil porteur d?une seule bombe 
atomique. Puis, allant droit au fait, le general 
Kenney dit que les appareils peuvent quitter la 
Grande-Bretagne par groupes de deux ou trois, 
penetrer en Russie a une altitude de 12,000 metres 
et se diriger sur Moscou. M. Vychinsky signale 
qu'aucun journal, et qu'aucun homme d'Etat 
responsable en URSS, n'a jamais propose que 
des appareils sovietiques penetrent au-dessus 
du territoire des Etats-Unis a haute altitude, 
pour se concentrer sur New-York. Ainsi done, 
le general Kenney proclame au monde entier 
que les Etats-Unls prcparent a l'URSS un nouveau 
Pearl Harbor. II designe d'autres objectifs en 
Russie d'Europe, tcls que Leningrad, Kiev et 
Odessa, faisant remarquer que les ressources 
principales de l'URSS se trouvent encore dans ce 
secteur, bien qu'une partie importante du potentiel 
industriel de l'URSS ait ete deplacee a l'est de 
l'Oural. 

Le cas du general Kenney est loin d'etre isole. 
Bien d'autres personnalites americaines eminentes, 
parmi lesquelles des hommes ayant occupe, ou 
occupant encore, des grades eleves dans l'armee, 
ecrivent sur le meme theme. En URSS, un 
homme comme le general Kenney serait considere 
comme un fou et traite en consequence. Et 
pourtant, on accuse l'URSS de fomenter nne 
nouvelle guerre ; et lorsque l'URSS proteste et 
declare que l'article du general Kenney constitue 
une violation de la resolution 110 (II) de 
l'Assemblee generale, on repond que la presse 
est libre aux Etats-Unis. II semble que cette 
Iiberte ne s'applique que dans certains cas. On 
accorde toute latitude aux incitateurs ala guerre, 
mais on emprisonne ceux qui ecrivent des articles 
contre le fascisme ou s'elevent contre la discri­
mination raciale. 

On se demande ce qui fait na1tre la crainte 
qui regne actuellement dans le monde ; l'URSS 
repond ; c'est la propagande belliciste americaine, 
c'est la preparation systematique par les Etats­
Unis de plans destines a apporter la guerre a 
l'URSS. Heureusement, ces plans echoueront ; 
en effet, comme le generalissime Staline l'a dit, 
les forces pacifiques du monde sont trop fortes 
pour permettre le triomphe de Churchill et de sa 
clique. 

En ce qui concerne les problemes europeens, 
M. McNeil a affirme que Je Royaume-Uni n'avait 
jamais viole ses engagements relatifs a Berlin. 
Le Royaume-Uni, estime M. Vychinsky, a violt~ 
les promesses faites a ses allies, lorsque la Ruhr 
a ete rendue a l'Allemagne ; ces violations 
expliquent !'inquietude qui regne actucllement en 
France. Une telle attitude est pen faite pour 
inspirer Ia confiance et trahit un mepris des 
accords tout a fait frappant. On trouverait bien 
d'autres exemples de violation, en examinant de 
quelle maniere ont ete traites des accords comme 
ceux de Potsdam, de Yalta, et l'accord relatif a 
la capitulation de l'Allemagne. La France sc 
plaint que l'accord du 5 juin 1945 ait ete viole 
mais elle a elle-meme participe a la violation 



in the violation of other agreements. It was this 
irresponsible attitude toward international com­
mitments which was undermining international 
confidence. 

l\Ir. Osborn had stated that the USSR had 
placed obstacles in the way of concluding a peace 
treaty with Germany. But why did he not admit 
that it was the \Vestern:Powers which were respon­
sible for the failure to agree upon the peace 
treaties ? At the London Conference, Mr. Molotov 
had snbmitted a concrete proposal for an 
immediate settlement and the establishment of 
a single democratic government for the whole of 
Germany in accordance with the Potsdam Agree­
ment. However, as the French newspaper 
L 'A ube had stated at the time, the three Western 
Governments had contravened the Potsdam 
Agreement by trying to set up a separate govern­
ment for the western zones of Germany in order 
to countc:--balance the influence of the USSH. 

The \Vestern Po\\'ers had also prevented the 
COilclusion of a peace treaty with Japan by reject­
ing the undertaking in the Four-Power Agree­
ment -:_hat the preliminary preparation of peace 
settlements should be entrusted to the Council 
of Foreign l\Iinisters and by calling for the imme­
diate convening of a conference of 11 Powers. 
The USSR did not object to an 11-Power confer­
ence! but insisted that the preliminary work 
should be entrusted to the Council of Foreign 
Ministers. Mr. Osborn was completely wrong 
in saying that it was the USSR which had pre­
vented the peace settlements. The USSR desired 
their conclusion because it recognized that the 
peace treaties were essential for the establishment 
of international confidence and trust. The respon­
sibility for the absence of those treaties must 
be borne by the \Vcstern Powers which had 
refused to carry out their previous agreements 

Mr. Osborn had asserted that it was absurd to 
declare that the United States desired to attack 
the USSR. If he was referring to the American 
people, that was true, as the American people 
doubtless were not in fr.:.vour of such a reckless 
scheme. Mr. Vyshinsky recalled, however, that 
he had already adduced some evidence to show 
the inaccuracy of that assertion. As proof of 
the real desires of the United States, he could 
quote a great number of newspaper articles, but 
he contented himself wit h citing o;1e of them 
written by Mr. Lawrence, the science editor of 
the New York Times and published irr t hat 
newspaper on either 2 or 3 November. The 
writer urged an early attack on the USSR before 
it obtained possession of the atomic bomb and 
asser ted that the United States now possessed 
sufficient atomic bombs and long-range bombing 
aircraft to enable it to deal fatal blows at each 
of the 40 cities of the USSR with a population 
of more than 200,000. In preparation for such 
action, the writer- further urged that immediate 
steps be taken to prepare the peoples of the 
United States and Western Europe both ideolo­
gically and psychologically for such aggress~on . 

l\fr. Osborn had asserted that the USSR did 
not have free elections and had drawn a compa­
rison with the United States in that regard. 

d'autres accords, et elle en subit maintenant 
les consequences. C'est ce manque de respect 
pour les engagements internationaux qui sape 
la confiance dans le monde. 

M. Osborn a declare que l'URSS avait dresse 
des obstacles a la conclusion du traite de paix 
avec 1' Allemagne. Pourquoi n'a-t-il done pas 
reconnu que ce sont les Puissances occidentales 
qui sont responsables du desaccord au sujet des 
traites de paix ? A la conference de Londres, 
M. Molotov a presente nne proposition concrete 
en vue d'un r eglemcnt immediat et de la creation 
d'un Gouvernement democratique unique pour 
!'ensemble de I'Allemagne, conformement a 
!'Accord de Potsdam. Or, comme on a pule lire 
a l' epoque dans le journal fran<;ais L'Aube, les 
trois Gouvernements occidentaux ont viole cet 
accord en tentant de creer un gouvernement 
separe pour les trois zones occidentales de l'Alle­
magne, en vue de contrebalancer !'influence 
de l'URSS. 

Les Puissances occidcntales ont egalement fait 
obstacle a la conclusion du traite de paix avec 
le Japon en denon<;ant !'engagement qu'ils 
avaient pris par !'accord des quatre Puissances 
de confier au Conseil des ministres des Afiaires 
etrangeres les travaux preliminaires ala conclusion 
du traite de paix, et en demandant la convocation 
immediate d'une conference de 11 Puissances. 
L'URSS ne voit pas d'objection a ce que l'on 
convoque cette conference, mais elle pretend que 
c'est au Conseil des ministres des Afiaires etran­
geres qu'il faut confier les travaux preparatoires. 
M. Osborn est totalement dans I'erreur lorsqu'il 
declare que l'URSS s'est opposee a la conclusion 
des traites de paix. L'URSS souhaite la conclusion 
de ces traites parce qu'elle sait qu'ils sont indis­
pensables pour retablir la con fiance internationale. 
Les Puissances occidentales, qui ont refuse de 
respecter leurs engagements anterieurs, sont 
seules responsables de ce que rien n'ait encore 
ete fait. 

M. Osborn a affirme qu'il etait absurde de 
dire que Ies Etats-Unis veulent attaquer l'URSS. 
S'il voulait parler du peuple americain, il avait 
certainement raison, car il est evident que le 
peuple americain n'est pas partisan d'un plan 
aussi insense. M. Vychinsky rappelle qu'il a 
deja donne quelques preuves de la faussete de 
cette affirmation. Comme preuve des veritables 
dcsseins des Etats-Unis, on pourrait citer un grand 
nombre d'artides de journaux. M. Vychinsky se 
contentera de citcr un article de l\1. Lawrence, 

I rech cteur scicntifique du New York Times. Cet 
article a paru le 2 ou le 3 novembre. M. Lawrence 
recommande d'attaquer l'URSS sans tarder, 
avant que ce pays possede la bombe atomique, et 
il affirme que les Etats-Unis ont actuellement un 
stock suffisant de bombes atomiques et disposent 
d'un assez grand nombre de bombardiers a grand 
rayon d'action pour pouvoir porter des coups 
terribles a chacune des 40 villes de l'URSS dont 
la population depasse 200.000 habi~ants: :f:'auteur 
preconise egalement des mesures 1mmed1~tes en 
vue de preparer les peuples des Etats-Ums et de 
!'Europe occidentale, tant ideologiquement que 
psychologiquement, a cette agression. 

M. Osborn a affirme que Ies elections ne sont 
pas libres en URSS et il a fait_ a cet egard une 
comparaison avec les Etats-Ums. II semble que 
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Apparently, although he had been Chief of the 
United States Propaganda Service, Mr. Osborn 
was not very well informed of the situation in the 
USSR. He should read the USSR Constitution 
and the newspaper reports relating to elections 
in the USSR. Like the United States, the USSR 
had two houses of Parliament, the House of 
Soviets, and the House of Nationalities, whose 
members were elected by direct and universal 
sufirage. To express their devotion and respect 
to their leaders, the people of the USSR flocked 
to the polls by hundreds of thousands. They 
were not dispersed and attacked by the police 
as in certain other countries. To criticize the 
manner in which elections were held in the USSR 
as Mr. Osborn had done, \Yas to demonstrate 
either political naiveti or very great ignorance. 

The United States representative had also 
asserted that his country 'vas taking special 
measures to strengthen world confidence and 
promote peace. \Vhat were those measures, 
Mr. Vyshinsky asked. It was difficult to place 
such an interpretation on United States policy 
after hearing the speeches of its representatives, 
after its refusal to reduce armaments and in the 
light of the discussion which was going on in the 
United States around the atomic bomb. The 
attempt was being made to camouflage the 
aggressive nature of United States policy by 
statements to the effect that the USSR was 
preparing for aggression ; those assertions were 
nothing but fairy tales. It was impossible to 
find a single statement by any leader of the USSR 
to prove that the latter was interested in anything 
other than peaceful reconstruction after four 
years of war againstHitleriteGermany. Mr.Vysh­
insky denied the statement of the United King­
dom representative that the USSR Government 
was scaring its people with the spectre of war. 
As Generalissimo Stalin had said, the tremendous 
efforts which were being made by certain people 
to incite to a new war were a complete fiasco 
becau~e the forces of public opinion which desired 
peace were much mightier than and would prevail 
over the forces of reaction and aggression. Far 
from cre~ting the fear of war, the Government 
of the USSR informed its people of the efforts 
which were being made by other States to create 
a war scare. How could the USSR be accused 
of not seeking armaments reduction when that 
was precisely what it wanted? And how could 
it be said that there had been no demobilization 
in the USSR when account was taken of the 
Governmental decrees which Mr. Vyshinsky had 
cited ? 

Mr. Vyshinsky criticized the figures which the 
United States reoresentative had adduced in his 
comoarison of tl1e military expenditures of the 
USSR and the United States. Mr. Osborn had 
asserted that the USSR spent 17 per cent of its 
national income on the military budget as com­
pared \vith 6 per cent of the national income of 
the United States. He had endeavoured to 
justify his thesis by arguing that the USSR 
Government budget and the national income 
were one and the same thing. In fact, they 
were quite different. If one compared national 
armament expenditures on the basis of the budget 
alone, it would be seen that the USSR devoted 

M. Osborn ne soit pas tres bien informe de ce qui 
se passe en URSS, bien qu'il ait ete le chef du 
service de propagande des Etats-Unis. Il devrait 
prendre connaissance de la constitution de l'URSS 
et lire les informations de presse concernant les 
elections dans ce pays. Le Parlement de l'URSS, 
tout comme celui des Etats-Unis, se compose de 
deux Chambres, le Soviet de l'Union et le Soviet 
des nationalites, dont les membres sont elus 
au suffrage universe! et direct. Pour exprimer 
leur devouement et leur respect envers leurs 
chefs, les habitants de l'URSS vont aux urnes 
par centaines de milliers. Ils ne vont pas attaques 
et disperses par la police comme dans certains 
autres pays. Critiquer Ia maniere dont les elections 
ont lieu en URSS, comme l'a fait M. Osborn, 
temoigne de na'ivete politique ou d'une tres 
grande ignorance. 

Le representant des Etats-Unis a egalement 
declare que son pays prenait des dispositions 
speciales en vue de raffermir la confiance dans 
le monde et favoriser le retablissement de la 
paix. Quelles sont done ces mesures ? demande 
M. Vychinsky. Il est difficile de les trouver dans 
la politique des Etats-Unis, lorsqu'on a entendu 
les discours des representants de ce pays, lorsqu'on 
constate que ce pays a refuse une reduction des 
armements, et lorsqu'on assiste aux discussions 
dont la bombc atomique fait l'objet aux Etats­
Unis. Toutes les tentativcs faites pour dissimuler 
le caractere agressif de la politique des Etats-Unis 
en pretendant que l'URSS se prepare a l'agression 
relevent de la fantaisie. On ne saurait invoquer 
aucune declaration des chefs de l'URSS qui 
prouve que ce pays s'interesse a autre chose 
qu'a une reconstruction pacifique necessaire 
a pres une guerre de quatre ans contre l' Allemagne 
hitlerienne. l\1. Vychinsky refute !'argument du 
representant du Royaume-Uni selon lequcl le 
Gouvernement de l'URSS agite devant son peuple 
l'epouvantail de la guerre. Comme l'a declare le 
generalissime Staline, lcs efforts considerables 
de certains en vue de fomenter une nouvelle 
guerre sont un fiasco complet, car la volonte de 
paix de l'opinion publique est bien plus forte, 
et triomphera des forces de la reaction et de 
l'agression. Loin de faire craindre a son peuple 
une autre guerre, le Gouvernement de l'URSS 
lui montre les efl'orts deployes par d'autres 
Etats pour susciter cette psychose de guerre. 
Comment peut-on rcprochcr a l'URSS de ne pas 
vouloir une reduction des armemcnts alors que 
c'est precisement ce qu'elle demande ? Comment 
peut-on pretendre qu'il n'y a pas eu de demo­
bilisation en URSS, si l'on a eu connaissance des 
decrets gouvernemcntaux cites par :NI. Vychinsky? 

JVI. Vychinsky conteste les chiffres que le repre­
sentant des Etats-Unis a cites lorsqu'il a comp~re 
le budget militaire de l'URSS a crlui des Etats­
Unis. M. Osborn a affirme que l'URSS consacrait 
17 pour 100 de son revenu national aux depenscs 
miiitaires alors que le budget militaire des 
Etats-Unis representait 6 pour 100 du revcnu 
national. Le representant des Etats-Unis s'est 
effcrce de justifier son argument en pretendant 
que le budget gouvernemental et le revenu national 
de l'URSS sont la meme chose. En rcalite, il y a 
une grande difference entre les deux. Si l'on 
compare, uniquement du point de vue du budget, 
les credits prevus pour l'armement national, on 
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,nnly 17 per cent of its budget to armaments while 
the United States spent 36 per cent for military 
purposes. 

The United States representative had reproach­
ed l\lr. Vyshinsky for accusing Mr. Austin of 
following the example set by the State Depart­
ment when it published the false compendium of 
Nazi-Soviet relations. What Mr. Vyshinsky had 
in fact said was that Mr. Austin had cited an 
animportant document, of which there were 
thousands in existence, and had attempted to 
treat it as a document of historical importance. 
Mr. Austin had followed the example of the State 
Department in distorting the significance of the 
document. 

lllr. Vyshinsky then turned to the statement of 
the United Kingdom representative. Mr. McNeil 
had been quite incorrect when he had attempted 
to deny the existence of a preliminary unofficial 
agreement between the six neutral States and the 
USSR on the Berlin question. That agreement 
had resulted from the informal conversations 
~onducted between the USSR representa­
tive and the President of the Security Council, 
2\Ir. Bramuglia, acting on behalf of the neutral 
States. The USSR representative had suggested a 
draft resolution to be submitted to the Security 
C:ouncil which would have broken the deadlock 
which had been reached and paved the way for 
co-operation. Two amendments had been 
suggested to the draft resolution, one of which had 
been accepted by the six neutral States but had 
been rejected by the United States and the 
United Kingdom. By that rejection, the two 
last-named States had wrecked the agreement. 
Mr. McNeil had therefore no justification in 
asserting that there had been no agreement. Had 
the United States and the United Kingdom 
accepted the draft of sub-paragraph 2 (c) of the 
draft resolution which said that paragraphs (a) 
and (b) should be put into effect by 20 November 
1948, the resolution would have been adopted 
without any difficulty in spite of the USSR belief 
that discussion of the Berlin question by the 
Security Council was a violation of international 
agreement. 

Mr. McNeil had accused the USSR of intran­
sigence because it had rejected the working plan 
submitted by the Atomic Energy Commission, 
although it had been accepted by the majority 
of the Committee. But was it surprising that the 
USSR sometimes rejected majority decisions in 
view of the support which the Western Powers 
were able to count upon from the Marshall Plan 
States as well as the States of the Western Union ? 
\Vas it surprising that the majority of the Com­
mittee often endorsed the proposals of the United 
States and the United Kingdom ? The USSR 
opposed the majority plan for atomic energy 
control because, as Professor Blackett had pointed 
·out, the international control organ, which it 
provided for, would be nothing more than an 
international espionage organization acting in the 
interests of the Western Powers which were 
assured of majority control over it. The USSR 
could not accept an organ taking its orders from 
the majority bloc which was so unfriendly towards 
the USSR that it had excluded the representatives 
of the eastern European States from all the leading 
offices in the organs of the General Assembly. 

constatera qu'ils representent 17 pour 100 du 
budget de l'URSS et 36,1 pour 100 du budget 
des Etats-Unis. 

Le representant des Etats-Unis a reproche a 
M. Vychinsky d'avoir accuse M. Austin de suivre 
l'exemple du Departement d'Etat qui avait 
publie un resume falsifie des relations entre 
l'Allemagne et l'URSS. M. Vychinsky a dit en 
realite queM. Austin avait cite un document sans 
importance, comme il en existe des milliers, en 
tentant de le presenter comme un document 
d'importance historique. M. Austin a imite le 
Departement d'Etat en donnant a ce document 
une valeur qu'il n'avait pas. 

Passant a Ia critique de la declaration du repre­
sentant du Royaume-Uni, M. Vychinsky declare 
que M. McNeil s'est trompe du tout au tout en 
contestant qu'il y ait eu accord officieux prealable 
entre les six Etats neutres et l'URSS sur la 
question de Berlin. Cet accord etait intervenu 
a la suite de pourparlers officieux entre le repre­
sentant de l'URSS, d'une part, et le President 
du Conseil de securite, M. Bramuglia, agissant 
pour le compte des Etats neutres, d'autre part. 
Le representant de l'URSS avait propose un 
projet de resolution a soumettre au Conseil de 
securite, ce qui aurait permis de sortir de !'impasse 
en ouvrant la voie a la collaboration. Deux 
amendements a ce projet de resolution ont ete 
proposes ; l'un d'eux a ete accepte par les six 
Etats neutres, mais les Etats-Unis et le Royaume­
Uni l'ont rejete, reduisant ainsi !'accord a neant. 
M. McNeil a done tort d'affirmer qu'il n'y a pas 
eu d'accord. Si les Etats-Unis et le Royaume-Uni 
avaient accepte le texte de l'alinea 2 c) du projet 
de resolution, qui stipulait que les alineas a) 
et b) devaient etre mis en vigueur le 20 novembre 
1948 au plus tard, la resolution eut alors ete 
adoptee sans aucune difficulte, bien que l'UR~S 
estimat qu'en discutant de la question de Berlm, 
le Conseil de securite violait les accords inter­
nationaux. 

Pour avoir rejete le plan de travail prop?se 
par la Commission de l'energie atomique, bie~ 
que Ia majorite de la Commission l'eut accepte, 
l'URSS se voit accusee d'intransigeance par 
M. McNeil. Qu'y a-t-il de surprenant a c~ gu.e 
l'URSS rejette parfois les decisions de Ia maJonte, 
alors que les Puissances occidentales peuvent 
compter sur l'appui des Etats benet1ciaires du 
Plan Marshall, en particulier des Etats Membres 
de l'Union occidentale ? Qu'y a-t-il de surpren~nt 
a ce que la majorite de la Commission sou~cnve 
souvent aux propositions des Etats-Ums et 
du Royaume-Uni ? Si l'URSS s'oppose a.u. plan 
de controle de l'energie atomique precomse par 
la majorite, c'est que, comme l'a fait remar.quer 
le Professeur Blackett, l'organisme internatiOnal 
de controle que prevoit ce plan ne serait pas a~tre 
chose qu'une organisation internationale d'espwn: 
nage au profit des Puissances occidentales, q~I 
sont assurees d'y detenir la majorite, done d Y 
faire la loi. L'URSS ne peut pas accepter un orga: 
nisme ainsi domine par le bloc majoritai~e? ~u,1 

est si hostile a l'URSS qu'il n'a pas hes1te a 
exclure les representants des Etats d'Europe 
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The USSR could not agree to a concept of atomic 
control which would give the Western majority 
complete mastery over its national economy. 

True international co-operation, said Mr. 
V_yshi~sky, was based not on the political 
d1ctahon of the majority or minority but on 
decisions agreed to by both. It was in the spirit 
o-f such co-operation that the USSR, with a popu­
lation of 200 million citizens, accepted equal voting 
power with little Yemen. All States were to be 
respected equally by the United Nations regardless 
of their size. 

Mr. :McNeil had indulged in a long dissertation 
on the meaning of the Convention for the prohi­
bition of the use of toxic gases in warfare. In spite 
of all his arguments, there could be no doubt that 
the Convention had been successful and toxic 
gases had been eliminated from warfare. ·why 
then was it not possible to conclude a similar 
con vcntion for the prohibition of atomic bombs ? 
Toxic gases had been abolished because of the 
horror in which their use was universally held. 
\Vas not the use of the atomic bomb a still greater 
horror ? The Belgian representative had 
distorted the problem by suggesting that it was 
not merely a question of prohibiting the utili­
zation of atomic energy for war but of controlling 
its production and management. It was not the 
production of toxic gases which had been prohi­
bited but their military use, for some toxic gases, 
like atomic energy, were used for peaceful purposes. 
Thus, there was a complete analogy between the 
t.wo problems and there was no reason why there 
should not be a convention for the prohibition of 
atomic bombs without limiting the use of atomic 
energy for peaceful purposes. 

The United Kingdom representative had also 
dealt with the problem of armaments reduction. 
Mr. Vyshinsky rejected Mr. McNeil's assertion 
that the USSR had not demobilized. Appar­
ently, Mr. McNeil's information was false. 
Mr. Vyshinsky cited the demobilization decree of 
5 February 1947 which was pubJished in all the 
USSR newspapers, and which dealt with the 
demobilization of certain age groups. There 
were also later decrees such as the one in 
February 1948, which was published in the news­
papers of 16 :March, and which dealt with demobili­
zation of all the age groups which had been under 
arms during the war. As evidence of the extent 
to which the armed forces of the USSR had been 
reduced, the decree stated that the USSR Army 
would· consist henceforth of only two basic age 
groups, those of 1946 and 1947. Any attempt to 
deny the facts thus established could only be 
characterized as propaganda. The representa­
tives of the United Kingdom and the United 
States had asserted that the strength of the USSR 
armed forces amounted to four million men.lfthey 
knew the exact figure, as they insisted, then what 
need was there to ask the USSR to publish 
figures ? The USSR would submit official data 

orientale de tous es postes directeurs dans les 
organes de I' Assemblee generale. L'URSS ne 
peut pas admettre qu'on conc;.oive le contrflle de 
l'energie atomique d'une maniere qui permettrait 
une main-mise compH~te de la majorite oc:cidentale 
sur son economic nationale. 

Une collaboration internationale reelle se fonde, 
non sur la dictature politique de Ja majorite 
ou de la minorite, mais sur des decisions prises 
d'un commun accord par les deux. C'est parce 
qu'elle envisage ainsi la collaboration que l'URSS 
dont Ia population atteint 200 millions de citoyens, 
accepte d'Ctre mise, du point de vue du droit de 
vote, sur le meme plan que le yemen, qui est un 
petit Etat. Tous les Etats, quelle que soit Jenr 
importance, doivent jouir d'une egaleconsideratkm 
au sein de !'Organisation des Nations Unies. 

M. McNeil a longuement disserte sur Ia portee 
de la Convention qui interdit l'emploi des gaz 
asphyxiants en temps de guerre. Or, quoi qu'il 
puisse dire, il ne fait aucun doute que cette 
convention a atteint son but et que les gaz 
asphyxiants n'ont plus ete employes dans la 
guerre. Dans ces conditions, qu'est-ce qui empeche 
de conclure une convention analogue, qui inter­
dirait I'emploi des bombes atomiques ? Si les 
gaz asphyxiants ont ete abolis, c'est en raison 
de l'horreur universelle qu'inspirait leur emploi. 
Or, Ia bombe atomique n'est-elle pas d'un effet 
plus horrible encore ? Le representant de Ia 
Belgique a fausse le probleme en insinuant qu'il 
ne s'agissait pas simplement d'interdire l'emploi 
de l'encrgie atomique a des fins guerrieres, mais 
encore de controler sa production et son exploi­
tation. Ce n'est pas la production des gaz 
asphyxiants qu'on a interdite, mais leur emploi 
pour la guerre, car certains gaz asphyxiants, 
tout comme I' energie atomique, sont egalement 
utilisables a des fins pacifiques. II y a ainsi 
analogie complete entre les deux problemes ; 
par consequent, il n'y a aucune raison de ne pas 
conclure une convention qui interdirait les bombes 
atomiques, sans limiter I' emploi de I' energie 
atomique a des fins pacifiques. 

Le representant du Royaume-Uni a egalement 
disscrte du probleme de la reduction des arme­
ments. M. Vychinsky repousse !'allegation de 
M. McNeil, selon laquelle I'URSS n'aurait pas 
demobilise. Il semble bien que M. McNeil soit 
mal renseigne. M. Vychinsky cite en effet le 
decret de demobilisation du 5 fevrier 1947, portant 
demobilisation de certaines classes, decret que 
tous les journaux de l'URSS ont publie. 11 y a 
eu d'autres decrets, plus recents, tel que celui 
de fevrier 1948, portant demobilisation de toutes 
les classes qui ont fait la guerre ; celui-ci a paru 
dans les journaux du 16 mars. Pour montrer dans 
quelle mesure les forces armees de l'URSS ont 
ete reduites, M. Vychinsky signale que dorenavant, 
aux termes de ce decrct, l'armee de l'URSS se 
composera essentiellement de deux classes, les 
classes 1946 et 1947. Tenter de nier les faits ainsi 
etablis ne peut relever que d'une propagande 
systematique. Les representants du Royaume-Uni 
et des Etats-Unis affirment que les effectifs des 
forces armees de I'URSS se montent a quatre 
millions d'hommes. Si, comme ils le prctendent, 
ils connaissent les chiffres exacts, quel besoin 
ont-ils alors de demander a l'URSS de publier 
des chiffres ? L'URSS attendra, pour donner a 
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on its armed forces to the international control 
body when other States did likewise. He recalled 
that the Belgian representative had cast doubt on 
the reliability of the figures which the Govern­
ments of the Western Powers included in their 
budgetary reports to their Parliaments. 

Mr. McNeil had asked for what purpose the 
USSR was maintaining its armed forces. 
:Mr. Vyshinsky considered that a satisfactory 
answer could be found in a book written by a 
number of leading United States experts dealing 
with the demobilization programme of that 
country. The book asserted that at present there 
were more than three million persons in the 
United States serving in the armed forces who 
formed the largest peace-time military forces that 
had ever existed in the history of their country. 

Mr. Vyshinsky also cast doubt on the United 
Kingdom representative's statement that the 
United Kingdom had progressed far on the road 
to demobilization. He recalled that on 
14 September, Mr. Morrison had announced in the 
House of Commons that the demobilization 
programme would be held up for a period of three 
3 months and that the number of effectives in the 
United Kingdom armed forces would be 18,000 
more at the end of 1948 than they would have been 
if the original demobilization plan had been 
implemented. In other words, the demobilization 
plan no longer existed. Mr. Morisson had also 
spoken on the need for a rapid increase in the 
auxiliary services and had announced that 
destroyers would be withdrawn from reserve and 
placed in active service, while the number of 
factory workers would be increased in order to 
double the production of certain weapons. There 
was also a question of the creation by the United 
Kingdom of a tremendous army in central and 
east Africa. Mr. Morrison had said that General 
Dimoulen who commanded the east African 
military units was anxious to create a large army 
out of the 17 million Africans of whom 200,000 had 
participated in the last war. It was also widely 
known that the United Kingdom Minister of 
War, Mr. Alexander, had declared in the House of 
Commons on 23 September that the British army 
would receive new kinds of equipment, and that 
new weapons and warships were being produced 
rapidly. He had announced that within the next 
few months the strength of the territorial army 
would be increased by at least 100,000. On the 
same day as Mr. Alexander had made his 
statement, Reuter's News Agency had announced 
from Italy that the British Naval Reserve was to 
be increased from 31,000 to 125,000 officers and 
men, in other words, an increase of 400 per cent. 

The foregoing figures constituted sufficient refu­
tation of Mr. McNeil, charge that the USSR was 
engaged in warmongering. Mr. Vyshinsky 
asserted that the United Kingdom possessed a 
considerable number of warmongers, such as 
Mr. Churchill and Lord Vansittart, who were 
instigating military preparations for a new war. 
Not only did the United Kingdom Government 

l' organe de controle international des rensei­
gnements officiels sur ses forces armees, que les 
autres Etats en fassent autant. A ce propos 
l' orateur ra ppelle que le representant de Ia 
Belgique a emis des doutes sur le credit qu'il y a 
lieu d'accorder aux chiffres figurant dans les 
comptes rendus budgetaires que les Gouver­
nements des Puissances occidentales presentent 
a leurs Parlements respectifs. 

M. McNeil a demande dans quel but l'URSS 
maintenait ses forces armees. M. Vychinsky 
estime qu'une reponse adequate est fournie par un 
livre qui a ete ecrit par un certain nombre 
d'experts americains dont l'autorite est reconnue, 
livre qui traite du programme de demobilisation 
dans ce pays. II est dit dans ce livre qu'aux 
Etats-Unis l'armee compte actuellement plus 
de trois millions de personnes et que ce chiffre 
n'a jamais ete depasse en temps de paix. 

M. Vychinsky exprime egalement des doutes 
au sujet de Ia declaration faite par le representant 
britannique en ce qui concerne les progres 
accomplis par le Royaume-Uni dans la voie de 
Ia demobilisation. 11 rappelle que M. Morrison 
a annonce a la Chambre des Communes, le 
14 septembre, que la demobilisation serait 
suspendue pour une periode de trois mois et 
qu'a Ia fin de 1948 les effectifs des forces armees 
du Royaume-Uni depasseraient de 18.000 le 
chiffre prevu par le plan de demobilisation. En 
d'autres termes, ce plan n'existe plus. M. Morrison 
a egalement declare qu'il fallait augmenter 
rapidement les services auxiliaires ; il a annonce 
que des contre-torpilleurs places actuellement 
en reserve seraient de nouveau affectes au service 
actif, tandis que le nombre des ouvriers d'usine 
serait augmente afin de doubler la production de 
certaines armes. Il est egalement question de 
creer une formidable armee britannique en 
Afrique centrale et orientale. M. Morrison a 
declare que le general Dimoulen, qui commande 
les unites britanniques en Afrique orientale, 
desire recruter une importante force armee parmi 
les 17 millions d 'Africains dont 200.000 ont 
participe a Ia derniere guerre. On sait egalement 
que le Ministre de Ia guerre britannique, 
M. Alexander, a declare a Ia Chambre des 
Communes le 23 septembre, que l'armee britan­
nique recevrait un nouveau type de materiel, 
et que la fabrication de nouvelles armes ~t ~a 
construction de navires de guerre se poursmvait 
a une cadence acceleree. II a annonce qu'au 
cours des mois prochains, les effectifs de l'a~ee 
territoriale seraient augmentes d'au m01~s 
100.000 hommes. Le jour oil M. Alexander a fait 
sa declaration, l'agence Reuter annon<;ait d'I~alie 
que la reserve navale britannique qui se chiffre 
actuellement a 31.000 marins et officiers doit ~tre 
portee a 125.000 marins et officiers ; en .d'autres 
termes, il s'agit d'une augmentation de 
400 pour 100. . 

Les chiffres que M. Vychinsky vient de ~Iter 
suffisent amplement a refuter les declaratiOnS 
de M. McNeil, qui accuse l'URSS d'inciter a I~ 
guerre. M. Vychinsky declare que le Royaume-Um 
possede un nombre considerable de faute~rs de 
guerre tels que M. Churchill e~ Lo~d Vansitt;art, 
qui incitent le Gouvernement a fmre des prepa­
ratifs militaires en vue d'une nouvelle guerre. 
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camouflage the activities of those people, it 
participated in their work. Mr. Vyshinsky 
recalled that, at the second session of the Assembly, 
he had named nine leading warmongers, including 
Mr. Dulles. If necessary, he could name eighteen 
additional warmongers in the United Kingdom. 

Mr. McNeil had asked the meaning of the 
proposal for reduction of armaments by one­
third and whether it included war potential. 
Mr. Vyshinsky replied that the USSR proposal 
was intended to cover all the armed forces. Once 
the proposal had been adopted, the related 
technical questions could be settled. The proposal 
allowed a whole year in which to find a solution 
for them. It was useless to raise the technical 
problems at the present time or to ask what was 
the strength of national armed forces. The nature 
of the information which would have to be 
provided required study by expert statisticians. 
When the time came, the USSR would provide 
information simultaneously with other Powers. 
It was only necessary for delegations to show good 
faith and all the questions connected with the 
proposal would be solved at the proper time. 
Mr. Vyshinsky considered that the date of the 
adoption of the USSR draft resolution would be a 
great day in the annals of history. 

Mr. Vyshinsky replied to Mr. McNeil's remarks 
relating to the restriction of movement of foreign 
diplomats in the USSR and to radio propaganda 
said to be indulged in by the latter. How could 
Mr. McNeil speak of the rights of diplomats when 
USSR diplomats in the United Kingdom were 
likely to be insulted, beaten, or even killed ? He 
recalled the murders of Mr. Voykov and 
Mr. Vorovsky, and incidents such as the one wnich 
took place on 1 November last when a crowd of 
30 or 40 people stood outside the USSR Embassy 
in London for 10 or 15 minutes and shouted abuse 
against the USSR. The police had not taken a 
single step to protect the honour of the USSR flag 
and its Embassy. It was well known that in 
certain countries, the USSR Embassies wer ebeing 
shot at by machine-guns from passing automobiles. 
\Vas that the manner in which to respect diplo­
matic rights ? Mr. Vyshinsky also recalled that 
certain members of the United Kingdom and 
United States diplomatic services had abused the 
hospitality accorded to them by the USSR and 
had indulged in activities other than those that 
ought to be carried on by diplomats in friendly 
countries. 

In concluding his statement, the United King­
dom representative had stated that the proposal 
for armaments reduction was unacceptable in 
substance. If that was true, it must be because 
reduction was incompatible with the purposes and 
plans of the United Kingdom. Mr. Vyshinsky 
wondered what were those purposes and plans 
which the United Kingdom had not mentioned. 
One of the arguments used against the USSR 
proposal was ~hatit did not provide for reduction 
on a sufficient scale. If that was the case, why 
did the Western States not accept a lesser degree 
of reduction as a preparation for fur ther steps ? 

Mr. Vyshinsky concluded by stating that 

Non seulement le Gouvernement du Royaume-Uni 
camoufle l'activite de ces personnages, mais il y 
participe lui-meme. M. Vychinsky rappelle qu'au 
cours de la derniere session de l'Assemblce il 
avait nomme neuf des principaux fauteurs de 
guerre, parmi lesquels M. Dulles. S'il le faut, il 
peut en nommer dix-huit autres au Royaume-Uni. 

M. McNeil a demande queUe ctait Ia signification 
de la proposition tendant a n~duire les armements 
d'un tiers et il a egalement demande si cctte 
proposition s'appliquait au poten1iiel de guerre. 
M. Vychinsky repond que la proposition de l'URSS 
s'applique a toutes les forces armees. Une fois 
que Ia proposition aura ete adoptee, les questions 
techniques qui y ont trait pourront etre resolues. 
La proposition prevoit une annee pour les resoudre. 
II est inutile de soulever des problemes techniques 
a l'heure actuelle et de demander quels sont les 
effectifs des forces armees des differents pays. La 
nature des renseignements qui devront etre 
fournis necessite l'Ctude d'experts en matiere 
de statistiques. En temps voulu, l'URSS fournira 
des renseignements a ce sujet, en meme temps 
que les autres Puissances. II faut seulement que 
les delegations fassent preuve de bonne foi, et 
toutes les questions relatives a cette proposition 
seront resolues en temps utile. M. Vychinsky 
estime que le jour de }'adoption du projet de 
resolution de l'URSS sera une date importante 
dans les annales de l'histoire. 

M. Vychinsky replique aux declarations de 
M. McNeil, au sujet des restrictions a Ia liberte 
de mouvement imposees aux diplomates etrangers 
en URSS et a Ia propagande radiophonique a 
laquelle se livrerait ce pays. Comment M. McNeil 
peut-il parler des droits des diplomates lorsque 
des diplomates de l'URSS au Royaume-Uni 
risquent d'etre insultes, battus, et meme tues ! 
II rappelle l'assassinat de MM. Voykov etVorovsky 
ainsi que les incidents comme celui qui a eu lieu 
le 1 er novembre dernier, lorsqu'une foule de 30 
a 40 personnes se rassembla devant l'ambassade 
de l'URSS a Londres, et vocifera pendant 10 a 
15 minutes des insultes contre l'URSS. La police 
n'a rien fait pour proteger l'honneur du drapeau 
et de l'ambassade de l'URSS. Chacun sait que 
dans certains pays, les ambassades de l'URSS sont 
attaquees a Ia mitrailleuse par des voitures en 
marche. Est-ce ainsi que l'on respecte les droits 
des diplomates ? M. Vychinsky rappelle egalement 
que certains membres du service diplomatique 
du Royaume-Uni et des Etats-Unis ont abuse 
de l'hospitalite qui leur avait ete accordee par 
l'URSS, et se sont livres a une activite incom­
patible avec leur statut de diplomates envoyes 
dans un pays ami. 

Finalement, le representant du Royaume-Uni 
a declare que la proposition au sujet de la reduction 
des armements etait inacceptable quant au fond. 
Si cela est vrai, c'est que la reduction des 
armements est incompatible avec les buts et Ies 
plans du Royaume-Uni. M. Vychinsky se demande 
quels sont ces buts et ces plans, que le Royaume­
Uni n'a pas mentionnes. Un des arguments 
avances contre Ia proposition de l'URSS est que 
Ia reduction prevue n'est pas suffisamment 
importante. Si tel est le cas, pourquoi les Et~ts 
occidentaux n'acceptent-ils pas cette reductiOn 
jugee insuffisante, en attendant que soient 
decidees de nouvelles reductions ? 
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adoption of the proposal for armaments reduction 
would be a historic decision welcomed by the 
peoples of the world. It would dissipate the 
fears of a new war and provide a foundation for 
future peaceful and amicable settlements. 

The meeting rose at 12.50 p.m. 

HUNDRED AND NINETY -NINTH 
MEETING 

Held at the Palais de Chaillot, Paris, 
on Saturday, 13 November 1948, at 3 p.m. 

Chairman : Mr. A. CosTA nu RELS (Bolivia). 

67. 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 : report of Sub-Committee 
12 (A/C.1f356/Rev.1) 

Mr. MANUILSKY (Ukrainian Soviet Socialist 
Republic) declared that the proposal submitted 
by the Belgian delegation (A/C.l/SC.12/2) was 
utterly unacceptable. 

Certain delegations, which, like that of China, 
attempted to separate the question of the prohi­
bition of atomic weapons from that of the 
reduction of conventional armaments were merely 
helping the United States to evade the first 
question. 

Mr. Rolin had referred to the experience he 
had gained at Geneva; however, since that 
" experience " had ended in complete failure, 
it could not but mislead Mr. Rolin and prevent 
him from seeing the problem as it was. 

The resolution which had been approved by 
Sub-Committee 12 (A/C.1f356jRev.l) was not 
a progressive measure ; it repudiated the prin­
ciple of the prohibition of atomic weapons and 
of disarmament, and completely ignored the 
urgent necessity for concrete and realistic action 
which, in the interests of peace and security, 
must be taken to put a stop to the armaments 
race, to warmongering in the United States and 
certain other ~;ountries, and to the dangerous 
situation created as a result of the fact that 
the atomic bomb had not as yet been outlawed. 

Seventy-nine per cent of the total budget of 
the United States was to be used for military 
purposes; the United States was arming a 
number of other countries, and building military 
bases on foreign territory ; it had set up a joint 
military staff which included representatives of 
certain European Powers ; those were concrete 
facts which could not be concealed. Yet 
Mr. Osborn had attempted to conceal them by 
using one basis of comparison with respect to 
the United States military budget, and another 
for the military budget of the USSR, relating 

M. Vychinsky termine en declarant que 
!'adoption de Ia proposition sur la reduction des 
armements serait une decision historique qui 
serait favorablement accueillie par les peuples du 
monde en tier. Cette decision dissiperait les craintes 
d'une nouvelle guerre et constituerait une base 
de reglement des differends par des moyens 
pacifiques et amicaux. 

La seance est levee a 12 h. 50. 

CENT-QUATRE-VINGT­
DIX-NEUVIEME SEANCE 

Tenue au Palais de Chaillot, Paris, 
le samedi 13 novembre 1948, a 15 heures. 

President : M. A. CosTA nu RELS (Bolivie). 

67. Suite de la discussion sur !'inter­
diction de l'arme atomique et la 
reduction d'un tiers des armements 
et des forces armees des mernbres 
permanents du Conseil de securite : 
rapport de la Sous-Commissixn 12 
(A/C.1 /356 /Rev .1) 

M. MANOUILSKY (Republique socialiste sovie­
tique d'Ukraine) declare que la proposition qui 
a ete presentee par la delegation de la Belgique 
(A/C. 1 JSC.l2f2) est absolument inacceptable. 

Certaines delegations, parmi lesquelles celle de 
la Chine, en cherchant a separer le probleme de 
!'interdiction de l'arme atomique de celui de la 
reduction des armements de type classique, ne 
visent en realite qu'a aider les Etats-Unis qui 
cherchent a eluder la premiere de ces deux 
questions. 

M. Rolin a parle a !'experience qu'il a acquise 
a Geneve. Mais c'est la une <<experience » qui, 
puisqu'elle a abouti a un fiasco complet, ne saurait 
qu'egarer M. Rolin et l'empecher de voir le 
probleme tel qu'il se pose. 

De fait, la resolution qui a ete approuvee par 
le Sous-Comite 12 (AjC.l/356/Rev.l) ne represente 
aucun pas en avant : elle renie les principes de 
!'interdiction de l'arme atomique et du desar­
mement et constitue une meconnaissance totale 
de l'urgence qu'il y a a prendre des mesures 
concretes et realistes dans !'interet de ]a paix 
et de la securite, pour mettre fin a la course aux 
armements, a la propagande belliciste qui se 
dechaine aux Etats-Unis et dans un certain 
nombre d'autres pays, ainsi qu'a la situation 
dangereuse qui resulte du fait que la bombe 
atomique n'a pas encore ete mise hors la loi. 

Soixante-dix-neuf pour cent du budget total 
des Etats-Unis sont consacres aux depenses mili­
taires ; les :Etats-Unis procedent a l'armement 
d'un certain nombrc d'autres Etats, a la consti­
tution de bases en territoire etranger ; ils ont 
constitue un comite d'etat-major mixte, au sein 
duquel sont representees certaines Puissances 
europeennes : ce sont la trois ordres de fait abso­
lument concrets et impossibles a dissimuler. 
II est vrai que M. Osborn a voulu dissimuler ce 
fait en employant une base d'evaluation di!f~­
rente pour les budgets militair"-~ des Etats-Ums 
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