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- The CHAIRMAN|streesed‘that the aim was to prgaace in the

minimum time en agreed resolution or one with the maximum support.

He preposed to deal consecutively with the following‘probleme: (1)
whether or not te approve the recommendations and findings of the .
Atomic Energy Commission; (2) what action should be-taken after such
a decision; |[(3) whether the USSR p;oposal for two simultaneous
conventions was acceptable. e
' After discussion it wae agreed to deal first with the operative
part of the Canadian draft resolution (A/C. 1/308)

General McNAUGHTON (Canada) noted that all the draft
resolutions revolved about acceptance cr reJeotion of the Atomic
Energy Commisgsion's recommendatlons. He urged an immedlate decision
that any reeolution must include epproval of the Commission's
Reports. l

He intimgted that he would later propose the incorporation of
the New Zealand draft resolution (A/C.1/314) in his own.

Mr. MANUILSKY (Ukrainian Soviet Socialist Republic)
disegreed with the Canadian repreeentatiVe's formulation of the
issue, which iin his opinion found no‘supportAin the resolutions
before the Sub Committee. His own belief wes that the First Committee
had establlshed the bub Committes 1o flnd a way out of the impaese.

At Mr, Osborn's request, Mr. SANDLER (Sweden) elucidated |
his Government's positién as one of support for the findings of the
Atomic Energy Commission, which, however, had left certain questions

[y

undecided,
' Mr. OSBORN (United States of America) desired to have the
attitudes of |the sponsors of the Syrian and New Zealand draft
resolutions-ascertained from the reborde of the First Committee,
Mr| MALIK (Union of Soviet Socialis Republics) wished $o
direct the discussion into the right channel. Many rebresentatives
supperted the majority plen, but a number favoured prohibition of
atomic weapons, while others had welcomed the USSR draft resolution
for Eimultaneous resolution of the problems of prohibition and
control as overcoming one of the main pointe of previous disagreement.
General McNAUGHTON (Canada) stressed that the Australian
resolution and the Syrian amendment were sdditions to the Canadian
draft resolution. He reaffirmed the'point at issue as not 4 3 ’
adoytion of one or two conventions but settlement on a democratie
basig of the jprinciple of support for the Atomic IEnergy Cormission's
recoimmendations as esssrted in the Canadian draft resolution which”
he wished to have cons:dered by paragrephs togethier with t?e

.+ 34 changes.

/ Mr. MANUILSKY
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o Mr, MANUIISKY (Ukrainian Soviet Socialist Republic)
reaffirmed the independence of the New Zealand draft resolution. The
Syrian amendment alsé stressed the importance of nevw efforts to reach
agreement. Finally, the Australian draft also proposed a new
beginﬁing in order to reach agreement., To begin with the Atomic
Enefgy'Commission's findings would make agreement impossible.

Mr, TSIANG (China) who thought paragraph 8 of the Canadian
. draft resolution the.central point on which the Committee must make
up its mind, quoted from fhe verbatim record the statement of the
New Zealand representative (C.F.A/C.1/SR.148) before the First
Committee expressing support for the findings of the Atoﬁic Energy
Commission., He wished to know predisely in what reépedts the repre-
seﬁtatiyes of the USSR and the Ukrainian SSR vished approval of the
Atomic Energy Commission's report to be modified.,

’ Mr, MALIK (Unidén of Soviet Socialist Republics) rejected
the Canadian draft resolution because it approved the Atomic Energy
Commission's findings which were contrary to the General Assembly
regolutions., He deplored the disparity between the Commission's
findings and the Assemblyts directives, its,uéurpation of compétence,
its postponement of the immediats taék of prohibition of atomic
weapond and weapons of maés.deétruqtion and its failure to restrict
its control scheme to the control of atomic energy for peadeful
purposes 6nlyhand not for military and pblitical pressurse. Instead
the Commission propoéed e control organ with a monopoly of research'
in the field including military research, and further violated the
Agsemblyls decision'by proposihg an organ outside the Security
Council which would own all atomic facilities including mines, The
USSR could not approve this, it proposed a prohibition of atomic
véapons‘énd effective and strict control within the limits necessary
%o ensure the use of aﬁoﬁic energy for peaceful purposes only.

Mr. MILES (United Kingdoml proposed to pass first upon that
part of the Canadian draft approving the control proposals in the
Pirst and Second Reporté of the Atomic Energy Commission, and then
to deal separatéiy with the conclusions of the Third Report |
concerning the conseqﬁences of the impasse in the Commission., The
New Zealand proposal would be dealt with in that connexion,

‘ Mr, CdﬁVE de MURVILLE (France) agreed that the Sub-Committee
gshould first consider the technical proposals. The USSR draft
resolution merely restated the words of the General Assembly
Resolution, while the Canadian resolution was clear and specific,
The General Assembl& must decide whether the Commission®s reports
could serve as & basis of future work or must be discarded.
| ' fMr', MANUTLSKY
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Mr. MANUILSKY (Ukrainian Soviet Socielist Republic) found
thet the Canadian draft resolution and the reports of the Atomic Energy
. Commission iénored the basic question of prohibition. All that was:
offered was an allegedly éoieutific’conclusion that the problem could
be solved only by totel United States control over the economies of
other countrigs. The Canadian proposal vas therefore unacceptable.

All experts stressed that atomio onergy was being utilized for
military purposes exclusively. That was precisely what it was proposed
to prohibit. | The Commission iltself had stressed the primacy of the |
political aspect of the problem., Yet the attempt was made to divert
attention’to the technical aspect. | '

Approval ‘of the Atomic. Energy Commission reports and ths Canadian
resolution was not possible because the USSR draft resolution oreated
a new situation by resolving the important past difference of opinion
and thus rendered the Commission report outdated and the Canadian
resolution fit.only for the archives. The USSR offer should be made
the basis for a new effort at solution aoceptable to the whole
Sub-Committee. -

The CHAIRMAN, after objection by the United Sfates, withdrew
& tentative suggestion to substitute: for paragraph 8 of the panadian
draft, paragraph 6 of the Indian draft resolution with the inclusion,
after the word “"accepts" of the words "to the extent that they carry
out the resolutions of the’ General Assembly of 2k January and 1b
December 19h6" " : ‘ '

Mr de SOUZA GOMES (Brazil) reaffirmed the’ support of his
-delegation for the Atomic Energy Commission findings previously
expressed .in|{the meetings of the Atomic Energy Commission.

Mr/ VITERI-IAFRONTE (Ecuador) while agreeing in principle
w.th the Canadian draft resolution, preferred the language of the
Indian draft|resolution as not binding the Committee to every detail \
of the Commission's reports. He urged as imperative agreement upon u ;"
texf clearlyicondémning the use of all atomic weapons and weapons of
mass destruction, : ) , o
Mr| COUVE de MURVILLE (France) agreed that reference must

be made to the essential question of the prohlbltlon of atomic wedpons.

He proposed Lo add at the end of the fourth line of paragraph 8
(dOCument A/C.1/308) the words: "and for the elimination, f+cr. national

armaments of |atomic weapons”.

/Mr. OSBORN

?
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.Bku OSBORN (United States of America) observed that while
there had been no omigsion from the speech of the USSR .delegate which
hed often‘been made befofe,‘éomething had been added for the second
time. The firstjaddition referred to inspection, the second to simul-
tansous conclusion of the two treatiss. The detate on the firgt change
showed‘that it constituted no adVance.' The secopd change also made
little diffe;once in the position, , ‘,

The United States dolegation approved in toto the findings of the
First and Second Renorte of the-Atomic‘Eoergy Commlssion, but not
because they were American pvoposals. thile the First Report followed
the Baruch propoqcls, ithe recormendztion in the Second Report that all
atomic plants cenable of producing on a’dangerous scale shoul@ cease
operating until effoctive control was esteblished and'the provision
that quotas shouwld be provice f for in ths convention, both constituted )
‘drastic channes in the American oroposals. Nevertheless, the United .-
States accepnted then ag offer14g the ereatest posgible seourity with
the lesst possible inﬁnlngoment unon the rlg ts of nations.

I&' MITHS (Uhlted Kingéom) vrod thet the Sub- Committee was
bound to a r¢o wivh the mejority proposals and that there could be no
conpromise with the facts of stomic cnergy.

. Mr, MALIK (Union of Soviet Sccialist Republics) criticized

~ the Commisgsion's revort foryignofing the crucisl quection of prohibition
and the prohlez of putting into effact simmltaneously two conventiohs
dealing with prohibition and contvrol. The maJority plan vas American
and even outdid ti.e original Laruch proposal in i1ts infringements of
national sovereignty, a conclusion siaared by others such as South Africa.
No other answer than 1i., Cromykotls could have been'giyen to tae request
for a USSR assurance on the guastion of a control convention.

The United Statses representative in the Commission, he addnd, had.
resisted agreement and remainzd silent despite the_major USSR concessions,

~ The USSR plan, unlike the majority plan, provided a purpose for control,
.namely,~suoervision of a convention on prohibition. ‘ ‘
. Mr. COUVE de MTVILIE (Trance) denied that the Canadian draft
resolution did not refer to the prohibition of atomic weapons and
recalled his prorcsed ausendiment to the Cana@ian draft resolution on:
this point. He read to the Committee passages from Part II (c) and
Part III of the First Report affirﬁing that the prohibition of atomic
weapons was an essential vart of a system of control., He therefore
thought the difference betwsei. the majority and the minority en sasily -
‘ removed dissgroement on the question whether to have one or two treaties,

- /Mr. TSIANG
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. Mr. TSIANG (China)‘concurred with the French representative.

" The centrai poin%
control and the b
recognizing the r
reduced the contr
security. R He ask
ohjectionable pa%

of disagreement in his view concerned international
unctlons of the control agency. TheICommission,
eluctance of nations to limit their sovereignt&, had
ol propbsais té the absolute minimum necessary for

od the representative of the USSR to specify the

ts of the majority proposals for control,

General|McNAUGHTON (Canada) viewed the majority proposals es

inescapable and r

equiring approval because based on fact. Pafaéfaph 2

explicitly and p?ragraph 8 by dirsct implication approved the

prohibition of at
- absolutely essent
one document, Af
that the USSR pro
was nothing inco

taken by the Unig

omic weapons, The facts of atomic energy made 1t
ial that prohibition and control should be linked 1n;
ter.carefui consideration the Commission had concluded
posals for inspection would give no sscurity. There
sistent with the majority proposals in the precaution
n of South Africe of ensuring thet ownership of ores

containing fissionable materials was at all times vested in the State.

General McNeughto
regolution,

n accepted the French amendment to the Canadian draft

In reply to & question from Mr. Malik (USSR) as to whether the

ma Jority proposal
to be signed and
that the findings
the elimination o
establishment of
its proper place

Mr. MANU
reply tp-tﬁa repr
to say which part
éejected. The pr
uranium and pluto
and establish Quo
Council and of th
the eatablishment

g p?ovided for conventions on prohibition and control
entered into simultansously, General McNaughton stated
and recommendations in the First ﬁeport provided for
f atomic weapons in an ofderlj menner slong with the
c§ntrol§ The prohibition would come into effect in
and the word "simultaneous" did not apply.

LSKY (Ukreinian‘Soviet Socialist Republic) said in
ssentative of China that he did not think it possible
of the majority pioposals the minority accepted or
bposals would establish an internationsal trust owning
nium mines, factories, and empowered to issue licenses
tag, Such powers exceeded those of the Security

5> United Nations. The USSR -on the other\hand proposged
of a control agency within the framework of the

Security Council Tith the right to inspect enterérises in order to

determine the yeserves of fissionabls materiasl and to study the

application of at
accept the French

omic energy to peaéeful uses. The minority could not
proposal to establish a private trust under the guise

of a control agency composed of private individuals with the right to

allocate quotas and own mines and factories. Thers were no men at the

dd

/what part of

preéent time who Tould rise above nationsl interests, He could not see
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what part of its national sovereignty thé United States would give up
under proposals for oontrol which began in uranium mines which the
United States lacked. 1
A United States State Department pamphlet "Policy at the Crossroads"

showed that the control plan could not‘prevenf atomic warfare and was
only a pretext to avoid co -operation. The minority members of'the
Commlsolon were of oourse defending their own interests but were also
'flghtlng for the prohibition of atomic weapons in the interests of all
humanity. For these reasons the mincrity rejected the majority plan,

The CHAIRMAN thought the ares of disagrsement on the gquestion
of prohibition of atomic weapons had been narrowed and suggeéted
drafting an amendment before the next meeting to make ekplicit that
the prohibition of etomic weapons was approved in the Canadian draft
resolution,

The meeting rose at 18,05 hours.,




