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· The CHAIRMAN stressed that I . 
minimrumtime an agreed resolution or 

I 

the aim was· to produce in the 

one with the maximum support. 
. I 

He proposed to deal consecutively with the following problems: (1) 
j . 

whether .. or nlt to approve the recommendations and findings of the . 

Atomic Energy Commission; (2) what action should be -taken after such 

~ d.ecisionj 1(3) whether the USSR p;oposal for two simW:taneous 

conventions was acceptable, . . · . I ~: . . . 
After discussion it was agreed to deal first with the operative 

part of the danadian draft-resolution (A/C.i/308). 
I . , 

General McNAUGHTON (Canada) noted that all the draft 
-1 . . . . 

resolutions !evolved about accept~nc( cr rejection of the Atomic 

Energy Commission's recorr~endations. He urged an immediate decision 
. I . -

that any resolution must include approval of the Commission's 

Reports. · I · 
He intimated that he would later propose the ipcorporation of 
. I . 

the New Zealand draft resolution (A/C.l/314) in h:i.s own. 

Mr J MANUILSKY (Ukrainian Soviet Socialist· Republic) I . . . 
disagreed, w·ith the Canadian representative's formulation of the 

issue' which ~in his up inion found no support. in the resolutions . I , 
before the Sub-Committee. His own belief wa~ that the First Committee 

I . . , 
had establis~ed the Sub-Committee to find a way out of the impasse •. 

At1Mr, Osborn's request, Mr. SANDLER (Sweden) elucidated 

his GovernmeJt f s posfti6n as one of support for the findings of the 
I I 

Atom~ c Energy Commiss:l on, which, however, had left certain quest_ions 

undecided. 

l•'.ir. OSBORri (United States of America) desired to have the 
I 

attitudes of jthe sponsors of the Syrian and New Zealand draft 

resolutions-ascertained from the records of the First Committee, 

l4r .1 MALIK. (Union of Soviet Sociali~t Republics) wished to., 
I I 

dire
1
ct the discussion :;.nto the right channel. Many representatives 

supported the rrajority plan, but a number favoured prohibition of 

atomic weapoJs, while others had 1·1elcomed the USSR dr~ft resolution 

for ~irm.l tanJous resolution of the problems of prohibition and I . . 
control as overconung one of the main point8 of previous disagreement. I . . 

.- General McNAUGHTON (Canada) stressed that the AustraHan 

resolution aJd the Syrian amendment ·Here additions to the Canadian 

drafi.. resolu~ion. He :reaffirmed the point at issue as not •.:: -' 

adortion of dne or· ti-ro conventions but settlement on a democratic 

1)aCJio of the lprinc:iple of support for the Atomi~ Energy Commission's 

recommendations as asserted in the Canadlan draft resolution ·which· 
j ' 

hn wished to ,have cons.;.dered by paragraphs together with the 
j . 

· · ')d ch,neos . 
I 11~. MANUILSKY 

' • • 
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¥~. MANUILSKY (ukrainian Soviet Socialist Republic) 

re~ffir~ed the 'independence of the N·ew· Zealand draft resolution. The . 
Syrian amendme~t alao stressed. the importance of new efforts to r~ach 

. ' 
agreement. Finally; the Australian draft also proposed a new 

~ _, . ' 

beginning in order_ to reach agreement. To begin with the Atomic 

Energy-Commission's fin~ings 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, q~oted from the verbatim record the statement of the 

New Zealand representative (C.F.A/C.l/SR.l48) before the First 

Committee expressing support for the findings of the Atomic Energy 
' 

Commission. He wished to know precisely in what respects the repre-

sentatives of the USSR and the Ukrainian SSR wish~d approval of the 
. ' 

Atomic Energy Commission's report to be modified. 

Mr. MALIK (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) rejected 

the Canadian draft resolution because it approved the Atomic Energy 

Commission's findings which ~ere contrary to the General Assembly 

.resolutions, He deplored the disparity .. between the Commission's 

findings and the Assembly's directives, its usurpation of competence, 
' I . 

its postponement of the immediate task of prohibition of atomic 

weapons and weapons of .mass.destructi9n and its· failure to restrict . . 
its control schem~ to the control of atomic energy for peatreful 

purposes only and not for-military and political pressure. Instead 
. . 
the Commission proposed a control organ with a monopoly of research 

. . 
in the field including military research, and further vjolated the 

Assembly's decision by proposing an organ outside the Security 

Council which would own al~ atomic facilities including mines. The 
I 

USSR could not approve this. It proposed a prohibition of atomic 

~eapona 'and effective and strict control'within the limits necessary 
{ 

to ensure the use of atomic ener~ for peaceful purposes only. 

Mr. MILES (United Kingdom) proposed to pass first upon that 
I 

part· of the Canadian draft approving the control proposals in the 

First and Secon~ Reports of the Atomic Energy Commi·ssion, and then 

to deal separately with the conclusions of the Third Report 

concerning the consequences of the impa~ae in the Commission. The 

New Zealand proposal would be dealt with in that connexion. 

Mr. COUVE de MURVILLE (Fl•ance) agreed ~hat the Sub-Committee 

should first consider the technicar proposals. The USSR draft 

resolution mer~iy restated the words of the General Assembiy 

Resolution, vThile the Canadian resolution was clear and specific. 

The General Assembly must decide whether the Commission's :repo:r:·t~ 

could serve as a basis of future ivork or must be discarded. 

/Mr ·. MANUILSKY 
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1'1.1!', MANUILSKY (Ukrainian Soviet Socialist Republic) found 
I 

that the Canadian draft resolution and the reports of the Atomic ~ergy 
I . . . . . 

Commission ignored the basic question of prohibition, All that was· 
I 

offered was an allege·dly scientific· conclusion that the problem could \ 
I 

be solved only by total United States control over the economies of 
I 

other countries. The Canadian proposal was therefor~ unacceptable. 
t 

All experts stressed that atomic energy was being utilized for 

milltary purJoses exclusively. That was precisely what it was proposed 

to prohibit. l The Commission itself had stress~d the primacy of the 

political aspect 9f the problem. Yet the attempt was made to divert 
. . I . 

attention·to !the technical aspect, · 

Approya] ·of the Atomic.Energy·Commission reports and ths Canadian 

resolution w~s not possible because the USSR ~aft resolution created r . . . . 
a new situation by resolving the important past difference of opinion 

I . . 
and thus rendered the Commission report outdated and the Canadian 

I . . . 
resolution fit only for the archives. The USSR offer should be made 

the basis'foJ a new effort at solution acceptable to the whole 

Sub-Committed. . I . . 
The CHAIRMAN, after objection by the United States, withdrew 

I , . 8 a tentative suggestion to substitute·for paragraph of the Canadian 

draft, para~aph 6 of the Indian draft resolution with the i~clusion, 
I . . 

after the word 11accepts" of the words "to the extent that they carry · 

out the resolutions of the'General Assembly of 24 January and 14 
, I -

December 194611
• • 

Mrj de SOUZA GOI>1ES (Brazil) reaffirmed thejsupport of his 
I 

delegation ·for. the Atomic Energy Corr~ission findings previously 

expressed.in the meetings of the Atomic Energy Commission.· 

Mr. VITERI-LAFRONTE {Ecuador) while agreeing in principle 

w .. th the caJdian draft resolution, preferred the language of the 

I 
\ . 

Indian draft resolution as not binding the Comm.i ttee to every d'etail 

of the Cormnission •s reports. He urged as imperative agreement upon a 

text clearlyfcondeinning the use of all at~mic weapons an~ weapons of • 

mass destruction~ 

l'f.rr J COUVE de MURVILLE (France) agreed that reference mus~ r 
I 

be made to the essential question of,the prohibition of atomic weapons. 

He proposed ~o add at the end of the fourth line of paragraph 8 
I I 1 (document A/C.l/308) .the words: "and for the elimination, f'-. ::1\ national 

armaments of atomic weapons". 
,' 

/Mr. OSBORN 
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~~. OSBORN (United Stat~q of America) observed that while 

there had been no omission from the sp.eech of the USSR.delegate which . ·, . 

had often been made befor~, _something had been add~d_for the second 

time. The firs•aj addition referred to inspection, the second to s imul-. . . 
te.n€1ouc conclusion of the t~:To treaties. The debate on the first. change 

show~d that it constituted no advance. The second change also made 

little difference in the positi~n~ 

The United States delegation approved in toto the findings 9f the 
: • !;. I --.--

First and Second Reports of th~··Atomic-"Energy CO!J'.!llission, but not 
' t '• I < • 

because they ~·!e!'e American p:t:>oposals, Hhile the First Report fo~lowed 

the Earuch propOS£:.18, ~vhe J~_sco~mwndrj.t.ion. in the S~?.cond Report _that all 

atomic plants ca~able of Drod~cing on a dangro~ous scale should cease 
:' "' . ' ' . 

operating until effective c9ntrol was established, and the prov,ision 

that quotas should be provic~~ for jn ths conv8ntlon, both cons~~tuted .. 
drastic changes ip. the Alr..~~·ican :9roposa~s, Nevertheless, the United ... 

States accept~Jd t~1e!'1 ae o~fe't'iDg the e,.rea~EJE'G possible securfty with 

the lee.st possible in:fr,ing~:rrnent u9on the rights of nations. . 
h 

111:', HI:r~S (Uni te·l Kingc.o!!1.) u:r!_,ocl t)lfl t t.!J.o S:ub- Colll!!li ttee was 
' . 

bound to ag;.'G:J 1-1Hh t!J.8 majority p~coposals and that there could be no 

compromise ~ri th the factFJ uf e.tor1~ic cne:r.g,y, 

Mr. ~WLLIK (Union of Sovi~+, Socialist Republics) criticized 

the Commission! s report for ignoring the crucial quection of prohibition 

and the p:rohlem of putting i;J.to effect .:lim11ltaneously two convantions 

dealing with prohib.i tion anc. control. The rr.ajority plan was ,American 

and even outdid tLe o::.•iginal i,aruch proposal in l ts infringements of 

national sovereignty, a conclusion s~1!ll'Oc1. by others such as South Africa. 

No othel~ anSi·~er tho.n £~:;;·. Gro:-:-;yko t F! could ho. YG been given to t)e request 
• 

for a USSR assurance on the q1.:.<:Jstj on of a control con·rention, 

The United States representative in the C~mmission, h~ addod, had. 

res~sted agreement and remain3d silent despi~e the major USSR concessions, 

The USSR pl~n, ':illlH\:e. the majorj.ty :plan, p:;.~_oYided a purpose for control, 

namely,-su?ervision of a co~vention on prohibition, 

Mr, COUVJJ: do J;T·:TiiLJ.F. (~:ance) denied that the Canadian draft 

resolution c1 iq. not refe:.· to the yrol'dbi tion of a:tomic Heapons and 

recalled his prop9sed alliendment to the Canadian Q~aft resolution on· 

this point. He read.to the C~~ittee passages from Part II (c) and 

Part III of the First Report affirr.,{_ng that the prohibition of atomic 

weapons was an essential part of a system of.cont~ol, He therefore 

thought t:J.e differer..~e bet~·;GEoi.. the m:~)O!.'i ty and the m·i.nori ty an ee.sily · 

removed dj F~.;:.gr::H."m~nt on ·che question whethP"C to baYe one or tHo treaties. 

· /Mr. TSIANG 
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,• j' . 
. Mr~ TSIANG (China) ·concurred with the Frimch representB.tive. 

The central pain~ of disagreement in his view ~oncerned international 
. f 

control ~nd the functions of the control agency. The Commission, 

recognizing the feluctance of nations to limit their sovereignty, had 
I . . 

reduced the control proposals to the absolute minimum necessary for I . . 
security •. He ask~d the representative of the USSR to specifY the 

I . , . , 
oh.1ectionable parts of the majority proposals for control. 

. I . 

Generalj McNAUGHTON (Canada) viewed t:qe major~ ty. prop.os~ls as . 
inescapable and lequiring approval because based on fact. Paragraph 2 

explicitly and paragraph 8 by direct implication approved the 
I . . . . . . 

prohibition of atomic weapons. The facts of atomic energy made it 
. I 

. absolutely essential that prohibition and control should be linked in' 
• 1 . . 

one document. Atter.careful consideration the Commission had concluded 
. I . 

that the USSR proposals for inspection would give no security, There 

was nothing incoJsistent with the majority proposals in the precaution 
·I . 

taken by the Uhiln of South Afripa of ensuring that ownership of ores 

containing fissionable mate~ials.was at.all times vested in the State. 
l ' General McNaughton accepted the French amendment to the Canadian draft 

resolution. \ · . · 

In reply to 
1

a question from Mr. Malik (USSR) as to whether the 

majority proposals provided for conventions on prohibition and control 

to be signed and

1
1ent~red into simultaneously, Gener~l McNaughton stated 

that the finding and recommendations in the Firat Report provided for 
. . 

the elimination of atomic ~veapons in an orderly manner along with the 

establishment of r~ntrol~ The prohibition would come into effect fn 

its proper place ld the word "simultaneous" did ~ot apply, . 

. ~· MANUfLSKY (UkrainianiSoviet ~ocialist Republic) said in 
reply to. the representative of China that he did not think it possible 

~o say ~hich }.)art)of the majority p~oposals the minority accepted o; 

rejected. The prppoeals would establish an international trust owning 

uranium and plutonium mtnes, factories, and empowered to issue licenses 

and establish quobas." Such powers exceeded those of the Security 

Council and of th~ United Nations. The USSR·on the other hand proposed 

the establish~ent\of a control agency within the.framework of the 

Security Council j~th the right to inspect enterprises in or~er to 
determine the reserves of fissionable material and to study the 

' application of atbmic energy to pea~eful u.ses. The minority could not 

accept ~he French~p~oposal to estab~ish a private trust under the gu~se 
of a control agency composed of private individuals with the right to 

. I ' ' I 

allocate quotas and own mines and factories. There were no men at the . . I . 
present time who 1ould rise above national interests, He could not see 

dd . /what part of · 
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what part of its national sovereignty the United States would give up 

under proposals for control which began in uranium mines which·the 

Uh~ted $tates lacked. 

A United States State Department ~amphle~ "Policy' a"lf the Crossro~ds" 

showed that the control plan could not ~revent atomic warfare and was 

only a pretext to avoid co-operation. The minority members of the 
' . ~ ' 

Commission were of course defending their own interests but were also 

fighting for the prohibition ·of atomic weapons in the interests of all 

humanity. For these reasons the minority rejected the majority plan. 

The CHAIRMAN ~bought the area of disagreement on the question 
. I 

of prohibition of atomic weapons had been narrowed and suggested 

drafting an amendment before the next meeting to make explicit that 

the prohibition of atomic weapons was approved in the Canadian draft 

resolution. 

The meeting rose at 18.05 hours. 


