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But that' did not mean that the opinion of
the minority was not to be taken into account.
It did not mean that there should not he sought
in the opinion of the minority what corresponded
to essential, vital and legitimate interests, and
that an attempt should not be made to include
it, separated from polemical arguments, in the
majority text. If the majority had not observed
that rule, it might have been accused of intol
erance. But the Committee had asked the
minority to undertake further discussions on the
chance of reaching an agreement; the majority
had accepted that hazard.

It had accepted it, saying to the USSR clearly
and firmly, for the decision depended on that
country, that if the Soviet Union so wished,
if it subordinated na.tional sovereignty and na
tional egoism to the interests of humanity,
agreement would be reached. If. on the con
trary, the USSft continued to put a kind of
infallibility, combined with a kind of chau
vinism, above broader interests, it was t3king
upon itself the responsibility of future ruin,
well knowing that that ruin would spare no
one.

The meeting rose at 1.15 p.m.
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Mais cela ne vent pas dire qu'il ne faiDe pas
tenir compte de I'avis de la minorite, cela ne vent
pas dire qu'iI ne faille pas rechercher dans l'avis
ile la minorite ce qui correspond ades inter~ts
essentiels, vitaux et Iegitimes, et qu'il ne faille
pas chercher a inclure cette opinion, en la de..
pouillant l~ tout caractere de poIemique, dans
le texte de la majorite. Si la majorite n'avait pas
observe cette regIe, on pourrait l'accuser d'into
Ierance, mais la Commission a demande a la
minorite de proceder a d'autres pourparlers et
d'essayer encore d'aboutir a un accord. 'La
majorite a accepte· de risquer cette chance.

Elle l'a accepte en disant clairement et ferme
ment it l'URSS que c'est d'elIe que depend la
decision; que, si elIe le veut, si elIe fait plier
la souverainete nationale et l'egoisme national
devant l'inter~t de l'humanite, l'accord sera
realise. Si, au contraire, l'URSS persiste amettre
une certaine infaillihilite, jointe a un certain
chauvinisme, au-dessus des inter~ts majeurs, elle
prend la responsabilite des ruines futures, en
sachant hlen que personne ne sera epargne.

La seance est levee a13 h. 15.

CENT-CINQUANTE-SEPTIEME
SEANCE PLENIERE

Tenue au Palais de Chaillot, Paris,
le jeudi 4 novembre 1948, a15 Iteures.

President : M. H. V. EVATT (Australie).

58. Continuation of the discussion on
the reports of the Atomic Energy
Commission ~ report of the First
Committee (A/690, A/690/Co~r.1
and A/700)

Mr. RISTIO (Yugoslavia) said that, since No
vember 1945, when the United States of Amer
ica, United Kingdom and Canada had proposed
in a common resolution that a special commis
sion should he set up to prepare a p;:m for the
prohibition of atomic weapons and the interna
tional control of atomic energy, that question,
which was today perhaps the crucial question for
humanity, had remained stationary. It had
heen very carefully studied byscientists and others
yet today a deadlock had been reached.

The reason for that situation was very simple,
although efforts were made to complicate in
order to conceal its existence. No progress at
all had been made towards a concrete solution
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58. Suite de la discussion sur les rap
ports de la Comnlission de l'Energie
atomique : rapport de la Premiere
Commission (A/690 et A/700)

M. RISTIG rr'lougoslavie) constate que~ depuis
novemhre 19,.QJ, date a laquelIe les Etats-Unis
d'Amerique, le ROYHume-Uni et Id Canada propo
serent dans une declaration commune la creation
d'une commission speciale chargee d'elaborer un
projet d'interdictio.J. de l'arme atomique et de
contrMe international de l'energie atomique,
cette question, qui est pour l'humanite d'aujour
d'hui en quelque sorte la question ~·1rl.e, ~n
est restee au m~me point. EHe a falt l'obJ~t
d'etudes minutieuses dans les milieux scientl
fiques et autres. Pourtant, on se trouve aujour
d'hui dans une impasse.

Pout" M. Ristic, la raison quia determine cette
situation est tres simple bien qu'on s'efforce
de la compliquer afin d'en dissimuler l'existencee
Si I'on n'a pu avancer d'un seul pas vers la
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solution concrete de ce prohleme,cela tient
uniquement ace que la bombe atomique axiste
et qu'on ne veut pas la detruire. La Pllissance qui
la detient, malgre ses declarations demagogiques,
s'oppose en fait a l'interdiction de l'usage de
l'arme atomique. Puerilement flere d'Mre seule
a la posseder, eUe entend s'en servir, non pas
certes it des fins de destruction materielle et de
massacres physiques, mais a des fins d'intimi
dation et de propagande et, par consequent, a
des fins d'agression politique.

Il est evident que dans un tel climat de course
&lUX armements et l'incitation a la guerre, on ne
saurait parler de securit6 nationale et encore
moins resoudre le prohleme infiniment com
plexe du contr61e de l'energie atoroique. Cela
est d'autant plus difficile que les armes atomiques,
dont personne jusqu'ici n'avait pu imaginer la
puissance, sont non seulement detenues par un
seul Etat, mais que leur accumulation est rendue
ostensiblement puhlique.

L'adoption de la proposition canadienne - et
qui pourrait douter que I'Assemblee generale
adoptera a une ecrasante majorite cette propo
sition - ne permettra pas de sortir de l'impasse.
En effet, cette proposition n'apporte abs(jlument
rien de nouveau. Ses dispositions sont deja
toutes contenues dans le rapport Acheson-Lilien
thal et dans le plan Baruch. Que l'on en examine
le texte original (A/e. 1/308) ou le texte amende
(A/C .1/340), cette proposition, sous des dehors
nobles et un aspect froidement objectif, peut se
reduire it la declaration suivante : les Etats-Unis
veulent garder intact leur stock de hombes
atomiques et avoir toute latitude de s'en sew;
mais, par contre, sous pretexte de servir 13 bien
de l'humanite - en realite pour servir leurs
propres inter~ts :.. Hs exigent qll\), tOllS fes autres
pays sacrment une bonne partie de leur souverai
nete nationale tit mettent a la disposition d'un
organisme, dont les membre!) seraient ehoisis
par ies Etats-Unis, leurs mines d'uranium et de
thorium, leurs laboratoires et leurs usines. La
situation reste done toujours la m~me. Les Etats
Unis, se servant de la majorit.e qu'ils se sont
assuree au sein des divers organes des Nations
Uniee, entendent garder le privilege d'~tre la
seule Puissance a posseder la bombe atomique
et se reservent toute latitude de se sew de cette
bombe comme d'une arme psychologique. A ee
monopole qu'ils ont ou croient avoir, vient s'ajou
ter le reel monopole de l'utilisation a des fins
politiques de la possibilite de se sew de l'arme
atomique. Que I'on considere l'utilisation de
l'arme atomique sur le plan matt~riel ou sur le
plan psychologique, sa nocivite, son aggressivite
est la m~me. Dans l'un et I'autre cas, I'arme
atomique est mise au service d'une ambition
insensee de domination mondiale et, il faut bieD
le dire, de l'imperialisme des Etats-Unis.
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The adoption of the Canadian proposal, 
and it would doubtless be adopted by an over
whelming majority of the General Assembly 
would not solve the deadlock. That proposal
had in it nothing new. Its provisions could all
be found in the Acheson-Lilienthal report and
in the Baruch Plan. According to either the
original text (A/C.l/30B) or the amended text
AjC.l/iJ40), that proposal, ostensibly noble and

coldly objective, amounted to the following dec
laration : that the United States intended to pre
serve its stock of atomic 110Dl">s intact and to be
fre~ to use them; professedly for the good of
humanity hut in fact in its own interests, the
United States insisted that all other countries
should sacrifice a considerable part of their
national sovereignty and put at the disposal of
an agency, whose members would be chosen by
the United States, their uranium and thorium
mines, their laboratories and factories. The situa
tion therefore remained the same. The United
States, having made sure of a majority in the
various organs of the United Nations, inten
ded to retain the privilege of being the only
Power to possess the atomic bomb and to re
serve for it§elf the right to use that bomb as a
psychological weapon. To the monopoly which
they had or thought they had, could be added the
real monopoly of exploiting for political ends the
possibility of using the atomic weapon. Whether
It was used materially or psychologically, its harm
ful and aggressive effect was the same. In either
~se the atomic weapon was placed at the
disposal of an insane ambition for world domina
tion and, it must be added, of United States
imperialism.
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of the problem purely on account of the existence
of the atomic bomb and of the refusal to de
stroy it. The Power which possessed it, in spite
of its demagogic statements to the contrary, was
in fact ofiposed to ~he pr~hibitio~ o~ thp, ~se ?f
atomic weapons. Filled with a chIldlike pride 1.n
being the sole. possessor, that Pow~r intended
to use it not~ ...t was true, for material destruc
tion and 'physical massacre, but for intimidation
and propaganda, and consequently for aggres
sive politics.

It was clear that in such an atmosphere of
armaments races and incitement to war there
could be no talk of international security, stili
less any solution of the infinitely complex prob
lem of the control of atomic energy. The prob
lem was rendered more difficult by the fact that
the accumulation of those atomic weapons, pos
sessed by a single State and inconceivably
powerful, was being openly. publicized.
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The desire to place that international control
agency outside the Security Council was clear
evidence of a desire to benefit from the fault
inherent in the structure of all organs where a
pre-established majority, an automatic mechan
ism, in other words, ruled in the guise of
democracy.

The majority considered that the control of
uranium ~nd thorium should begin at the stage
of extraction. The international control agency
would thus have absolute control over the ex
traction, transport and treatment of fissionable
material; it could even work the mines itself.
To give such power to an international control
agency would be tantamount to turning it into
a vast international espionage centre, with
freedom to interfere In the economic life of all
nations. That was what some were attempting
to justify on the basis of et the ineluctable exi
g~ncies of international security".

It was clear that the first step to be taken
along the road of international security was the
destruction of existing atomic weapons, together
with the cessation of the manufacture of new
atomic weapons and an agreement to prohibit
their use. Until that first step had been taken,
there could be no confidence in a theoretically
international control agency. and no faith that
the monopoly it enjoyed wtJuld be really used
for the benefit of the whole of humanity. In
the circumstances, it was incomprehensible that

IAa majorite estime que l\~ contr6le de l'uranium
et du thorium doit commencer au stade de leur
extraction. L'organisme international de con
tr6le aurait ainsi un pouvoir absolu en matiere
d'extraction, de transport et de traitement des
matieres fissiles; il pourrait m~me exploiter lui
m~me les mines. Donner ce pouvoir al'organisme
international de contr6le revient a. en faire un
immense reseau d'espionnage international, en
lui laissant toute liberte de s'ingerer dans la vie
economique de toutes les nations. C'est la ce
qu'on veut justifier par cc les exigences inelucta
nles de k securite internationale".

M. Ristic souligne qu'iI est evident que ,le
premier pas a. faire sur la voie de la securlte
internationale serait de detruire les armes ata
miques existantes, de mettre fin a. la fabrication
d'armes atomiques nouvelles et de convenir de
l'interdiction de leur emploi. Tant que l'on
n'aura pas franchi cette premiere etape, on ne
peut avoir confiance dans cet organisme de
contr6le theoriquement international, on ne peut
croire since cement que le monopole qu'il detie,n
drait s'exercerait reeHement au nom de l'humawte
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Le seul resultat pratique de la resolution
canadienne serait d'ajourner sine die l'examen
du probleme le plus important qui soit et dont
la solution est la plus urgente de toutes. Remettre
a. une date indeterminee l'examen de ce prohleme
c'est a. plus forte raison en remettre la solutio~
et done s'opposer a. l'interdiction de l'arme
atomique elle-mtme, aIors que cette interdiction
devrait Mre le premier souci, la tache sacree de
I'Organisation des Nations Unies. Si I'on place
la resolution canadienne sur le plan des faits
et non sur celui des phrases et des sophismes'
le resultat de cette resolution ne serait aue l~
creation d'un systeme de cOdtr6le internt.tional
agissant, contrairement a. la resolution 41 (I)
de l'AssembIee geDf3rale en date du 14 decemhre
1946, en dehors du Conseil de securite.

II est evident qu'on ne vise par la. qu'un seul
hut: tourner le principe de l'unanimite qui est
a la base du fonctionnement du Conseil de
securite, se soustraire a. l'unanimite dans le
domaine ou, plus que dans tout autre, eUe peut
~tre seule salutaire et fertile. On essaie de faire,
d'un organisme international de contr6le, un
organisme sous le contr6le des Etats-Unis ou, ce
qui reviont au m~me, de la majorite dont les
Etats-Unis disposent dans tous les organes des
~dions linies ou le principe de l'unanimite ne
Joue pas.

Placer cet organisme international de contr61e
. en dehors du Conseil de securite, c'est, de toute

evidence, vouloir profiter du defaut de structure
inherent a tous organes ou une majorite pre
etablie, automatique, fait figure de democratie.
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Clearly the one and1!only aim was to evade the
principle of unanimity, upon which the work of
the Security Council rested, to elude unanimity
in a field where it alone could be particularly
valuable and fruitful. An attempt was being
made to turn an international control agency
into an agency controlled by the United States,
or, what amounted to the same thing, by the
majority which the United S1ates possessed in
all those organs of the United Nations where the
principle of unanimity did not apply.
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The only practical result of the Canadian
resolution would be to adjourn sine die the e:irf/Lm
inatio~ o~ the most important and most urf~ent
questIon ID the world. That meant postponing
its solution and consequently opposing the pro
hibition of the atomic weapon itself, although
that prohibition should be the United Nations very
first concern and sacred duty. H the Canadian
resolution were considered in terms of fe,ds and
not ofphrasesand sophisms, it would mere/Iy result
in the setting up of an international system
of control acting outside the Security Council,
contrary to the General Assembly resolution 41
(I) of 14 December 194G.
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anyone should wish to give to that agency com
plete liberty to dispose of the most valuable
international pOf:&essions.

The minority had rejected the atomic energy
proposals for limiting national sovereignty.
Some people had described the attitude of that
minority as «reactionary" and had BODe so far
as to say that natio?al sovereignty was incompa~
ihle with the eXIstence of control of atomic
energy. It was clearly a reversal of the logical
order of things to approve, or even to consider,
the establishment of a system of international
co-operation before the fulfil~ent of cer~i~,
conditions, such as the destructIOn and prohibi
tion of atomic weapons and the utilization of
atomic energy for peaceful purposes.

In an earlier speech at the) 15 5th plenary
meeting, Mr. Austin, the representative of the
United States, had hardly mentioned the prohi
bition of atomic weapons, nor held out the slight
est hope that his country might agree to destroy
its stocks of atomic weapons. On the contrary,
all he had done was to make the Union of Soviet
Socialist Republics solely responsible for the
present deadlock. Yet the Union of Soviet
Socialist Republics had given proof of willingness
to accept «the nature and extent of participation
in the world community required of all nations
in this field ".1 The Union of Soviet Socialist
Repuhfics had shown its good will and desire to
free humani~y from the atomic nightmare.
With that intention, it had proposed a logical,
simple and coherent resolution, requiring the
simultaneous signature of a convention on the
prohibition ofatomic weapons an~ ofa convention
on the control of atomic energy, and their simul
taneous entry into force (A/C.l/3i 0).1

The Union of Soviet Socialist RepublicB draft
resolution was the only means of resolving the
fundamental question at present before the Uni
ted Nations. But the United States did not. wish
the problem to be solved, because it intended
not only to keep the atomic bombs it possessed
but also to secure for itself possession of all the
world sources of atomic raw materials.

It had already heen said, and he wished to
stress the point again, that the essential differ
ence between the United States resolution and
that of the USSR lay in the fact that the United
States resolution would grant the international
control .agency all rights to carry on research
concernmg the use of atomic energy for military

1 See Official Recot'd, of the Atomic EnwH9 Commi..ion, Third
ort to the Seeurity Council. page 5.
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tout entiere. M. Ristic ne comprend pas com
ment, dans ces conditions, on peut donner a cet
organisme de contr61e toute latituue de disposer
des biens internationaux les plus precieux.

La minorite a rejete les propositions SULl'

I'energie atomique qui tendent a limiter la sou
verainete nationale. M. Rist~c appelle que cer
tains ont qualifie cette attitude de. «reaction
naire". On est m~me alIe jusqu'a dire que la
souverainete nationale est incompatible avce
l'existence du contr61e de I'energie atomique.
Pour M. llistic, si l'on accepte ou m~me si l'on
envisage seulement l'etahlissement d'un systemo
de collaboration internationale avant la realisa
tion de certaines conditions telles que la destruc
tion et I'interdietion des armes atomiques et
I'utilisation de l'energie atomique a des fins
pacifiques, on renv 1rse l'ordre logique des
choses.

M. Ristic rappelIe que, dans sa declaration
faite au cours de la 155e seance pIeniere, le repre
sentant des Etats-Unis, M. Austin, a fait a peine
allusion a I'interdiction des armes atomiques
et n'a pas donne le moindre espoir que son pays
accepterait de detruire ses stocks de bombes
atomiques. Par contre, il s'est borne a rendre
I'URSS seule responsable de fimpasse actuelle.
L'Union sovietique a cependant pronve qu'elle
accepterait et •••resprit et le degre de parti
cipationa la communaute mondiale exigee
dans ce dom~inel » de tautes les nations.
L'URSS a prouve sa honne volonte et son desir
de liherer l'humanitedu cauchemar atomique. A
cet effet, elle a propose un texte logique, simple
et coherent, demandant la simultaneite de la
signature d'une convention sur l'intardiction
de l'arme atomique et de la signature d'une
convention sur le contr6le de I'ene~.~ atomique,
et la simultaneite de leur entree en vigueur
(A/C. 1/31 0)1.

Selon M. Ristic, seul le projet de resolution
presente par rUnion sovietique permettra de
resoudre le probleme fondamental qui se pose
maintenant a I'Organisation des Nations TInies.
Mais les Etats-Unis ne veulent pas que ce pro
bleme soit resolu, car ils ont l'intention non
seulement de garder leurs propres bombes
atomiques, mais encore de s'assurer la possession
de toutes les sources mondiales de matieres
premieres atomiques.

On a deja dit, et M. Ristic insiste a nouveau
sur ce fait, que la difference essentielle entre le
projel- des Etats-Unis et le projet de l'URSS
reside dans le fait que le projet des Etats-Unis
aecorde al'organisme de contr6le international le
droit de poursuivre des recherches relatives a
l'utilisation de l'energie atomique a des fins

1 Voir les ProceMerbatl«: offimttlt de la Commil,ion elf UnBrfJit
4tomiqUl, Troisieme rapport IU Conseil de 8eeurite. page 5.
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Le general McNAUGHTON (Canada) desire expc;
ser, sous la forme d'une serie de breves proposI
tions, la position du Gouvernement canadien
sur la question du contr61e de l'energie atomique
et les raisons pour lesquelles la delegation
canadienne appuiera pleinemeiit la resolution
proposee par la Premiere Commission.

En premier lieu, le Gouvernement canadien
croit a la possibilite d'etablir un systeme pra:
tique de contr61e de l'energie atomique qUi
protegerait le monde contre les da~ger~ ~~ la
goerre atomique et qui permettralt d utilIser
l'energie atomique a des fins pacifiques. La
delegation canadienne a donne la preuve de
cette conviction : elIe a consacre aux travaux de
la Commission de l'energie atomique une grande
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militaires, tandis que le projet de l'Union sOli6.
tique se propose d'interdire completement de
teH~s activites aqui 9ue ce soit. D'autre part, le
proJet des Etats-Ums entraverait serieusement
le developpement scientifique, alors que le
projet de l'URSS laisse aux Etats toute liherte
d'utiliser l'energie atomique a des fins scien..
tifiques. Pour M. Ristic, proposer de convenir
du contr61e et refuser de convenir en m~me

temps de l'interdiction de l'arme atomique, c'est
montrer d'une fa~on flagrante que l' on se derohe
atout effort serieux d'entente sur le probleme de
l'energie atomique.

Or, c'est moins que jamais le moment de Se
derober. Car si, se degageant de la masse des
discours et des phrases, on essaie de voir le fond
du probleme, on constate, comme le souligne
M. Ristic, qu'i' s'agit d'un probleme tres simple:
celui de la guerre on de la paix. Il s'agit, d'une
part, d'une mort atroce et, d'autre part, d'une
vie merveiUeuse qui est egalement possihle.
Le decouverte de I'energie atomique est certai
nement la plus prodigieuse de toute l'histoire
humaine. EHe constitue pour l'homme la pro
messe qu'il sera un jour le maitre veritable de la
nature et de sa propre destinee, grace ala puis
sance merveilleuse qui vient de lui ~tre reveIee
et dont il commence seulement a essayer de se
servir pour son bien.
. C'est en vain qu'on essaie de terrifier l'huma
nite en lui rappelant les horreurs d'Hiroshima
et les destructions de Bikini. C'est en vain que
l'on s'oppose al'interdiction de l'arme atomique.
Certes, la majorite adoptera la resolution cana
dienne, mais M. Ristic a la certitude que les
peuples sauront emp~cher qu'on utilise pour
les asservir ou les detruire eette m~me energie
qui doit ajamais les rendre libres et heureux. Il
a la conviction que la raison humaine restera
victorieuse et que rien n'emp~chera la science
de tenir la promesse que la decouverte de l'ener
gie atomique a revelee au monde.
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purposes, while the Soviet Union resolution pro
posed to prohibit completely all such activities
to everyone. Moreover, the United States pro
posal would seriously hamper scientific develop
ment, while the USSR proposal gave States full
freedom to utilize atomic energy for scientific
purposes. To agree to control and, at the same
tUnt" to refuse to agree to the prohibition of the
atomic weapon, was a glaring proof that no ser
ious attempt was being made to reach agreement
on the problem of atomic energy.

It was no time for such evasion, for, if one
attempted to discern the :root of the problem,
through all the verbiage, the problem was really
a very simple one, the choice between peace and
war. TJ e alternatives were either a horrible death
or a wrvellous life, and hoth were equally poss
ible. ;he discovery of atomic energy was cer
tainly the most stupendous one in human his
tory. It held out to man the promise that one
day he would be the true master of nature and
of his own destiny, thanks to the great power
which had just been revealed to him and which
he was only beginning to use for his own good.

It was in vain that attempts were heing made
to terrify humanity with the recollection of the
horrors of Hiroshima and the. destruction of
Bikini, and all opposition to the prohibition of
the atomic weapon would also be vain. The
Canadian resolution would doubtless he adopted
by the majority, hut the peoples of the world
would certainly prevent the utilization of the
energy which s~ould he used to ensure their
lasting liberty and happiness, for purposes of
destruction and enslavement. Human reason
would triumph and nothing would prevent science
from fulfilling the promise which the discovery of
atomic energy had revealed to the world.

General McNAUGHTON (Canada) proposed to set
out, in the form of a series of hrief propositions,
the Canadian Government's attitude to the
control of atomic energy and the reasons for
which the Canadian delegation would giye its
full support to the resolution of the First Com
mittee.

In the first place, the Canadian Government
believed it was possible to establish a practical
system for the control of atomic energy, which
would safeguard the world against the dangers
of atomic warfare and enable atomic energy to
he used for peaceful purposes. That helief had
been demonstrated by the time and the attention
which the Canadian delegation had devoted to
the work of the Atomic Energy Comntission
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partie de son temps et de son attention et elle
s'est efforcee d'obtenir que cette Commission
poursuive ses travaux et que soient eliminees les
difficultes qui font obstacle it un accord entre lea
nations.

On sait que le Canada posseae d'importantes
ressources en matieres fissiles et que les savants
et ingenieurs canadiens ont acquis une compe
tence toute particuliere en ce domaine. Cepen
dant, le Gouvernement canadien estime qu'il
serait plu£ avantageux pour tous de developper
l'utilisation de ces ressources sur une base
internationale pluMt que sur une base nationale.
Ainsi, en se soumettant it un contr61e internatio
nal de l'energie atomique, le Canada ne sacrifiera
en rien ses inter~ts; au contraire, il y gagnera.

Le general McNaughton estime, en second lieu,
qu'on ne pourrait interdire la guerre atomique
et assurer sur le plan international le develop
pement de l'energie atomique a des fins paci
fiques que dans des conditions offrant it toutes
les nations les garanties de securite essentieiles.

LeR rapports adoptes par la majorite de la
Com~Hission de l'energie atomique enoncent les
principes generaux dont I'observation permettra
d'atteindre ces deux objectifs. Le Gouvernement
canadien se rallie formellement it ces principes
et considere que les Memhres des Nations Unies
devraient les accepter comme la base necessaire
permettant de mener ala solution des problemes
complexes que posent l'interdiction de la guerre
atomique et l'utilisation des ressources mon
diales d'energie atomique it des fins pacifiques.

En troisieme lieu, la delegation canadienne
considere que le moment est venu ou I'AssemhIee
generale doit donner it la Commission de I'energie
atomique des directives claires pour lui permettre
de poursuivre ses-travaux.

La resolution soumisc actuellement it I'appro
bation de I'AssemhIee generale confirme les
conclusions deja adoptees par la majorite des
memhres de la Commission, comme base pour
les travaux ulterieurs. Cependant, avant que
la Commission de l'energie atomique puisse
realiser quelque progres, il sera necessaire
d'eliminer les difficult~s actueIles et les malen
tendus qui rendent impossible tout accord de
principe entre les Puissances les plus directement
interessees au probleme.

C'est pourquoi la resolution propose que les
nations interessees qui ont ete les premieres it
soumettre la qU(lstion du contr61e de l'energie
atomique it l'attention des Nations linies, et
qu'on appelle les pays promoteurs, procedent
entre elies a des consultations pour determiner
s'il existe une base sur laquelle la Commission de
l'energie atomique pourra poursuivre ses tra
vaux en vue de preparer un projet de convention.

Les six pays promoteurs seront invites it
considerer ce probleme sous tous ses aspects et la
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The reports l:ldopted by the majority of the
members of the Atomic Energy Commission sta
ted the general principles by means of which
those two objectives could he achieved. The
Canadian Government adhered firmly to those
principles and considered that the Members of
the United Nations should accept them as the
necessary basis for the solution of the compli
cated problems arising out of the prohibition of
atomic warfare and the utilization of world re
sources of atomic energy for peaceful. purposes.

In the tbird place, the Canadian delegation
considered that the stage had been reached when
the General Assembly should give the Atomic
Energy Commission clear directions so that it
could continue its work.

The resolution at present submitted for the
approval of the General Assembly confirmed the
conclusions already adopted by the majority
of the members of the Commission as the basis
for future work. Before the Atomic Energy Com
mission could make much progress, however,
it would be necessary to remove present difficul
ties and misunderstandings which made any
agreement on principle impossible among the
Powers most directly interested in the problem.

For that reason, the resolution proposed that
those nations concerned who had been the first
to bring the question of the control of atomic
energy to the attention of the United Nations, and
who were known as the sponsoring countries,
should consult together to determine whether
there was any basis on which the Atomic Energy
Commission could continue its work, with a view
to the preparation of a draft convention.

The six sponsoring countries would he invited
to consider that problem under all its aspects, and

Dove:mbre 1948
nd also by the efforts it had made to ensure

~hat the work of the C?mmissio~ sh?uld continue
and that the difficultIes standmg In the way of
agreement hetween the nations should he re-

moved.
It was a well-knr/WD fact that Canada possessed

extensive resour(,es. of. fissionable. material
and that Canadiar. SCIentists and engIneers ~ad
acquired special sUll in that field. The CanadIan
Government nevertheless believed that it would
be more beneficial to develop those resources
on an international than on a national basis.
Thus, by subscribing to the international cont~ol
of atomic energy, Canada would not be sacrdi
ci~g its interests, but, on the contrary, would
gam.

In the second place, atomic warfare could not
be prohibited, nor the international development
of atomic energy for peaceful purposes ensured,
except on a basis which provided al~ nations
with the guarantees essentIaI·for. securIty.
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Enfin, la delegation canadienne estime que,
etant donne la complexite et l'importance vitale
du probleme de l'energie atomique, il importe
de ne pas tomber dans l'erreur de croire que la
solution la plus simple serait la meilleure. C'est
la ce qui conduit la delegation canadienne a for
muler son objection la plus serieuse ala proposi
tion de I'Union sovietique (A/C. 1/310) qui
simplifie exagerement ce grave probleme. Le
processus de production des elements de base de
l'energie atomique est long, complexe et co'ii
teux. Le processus de production d'une bomhe
atomique en partant des matieres fissiles est
relativement simple et rapide. C'est pourquoi il
importe de contr6ler a toutes ses etapes le pro
cessus de production de I'energie atomique. Seul
un contr6le approprie liberera le monde du
danger de la gtlerre atomique. C'est parce que
ce contr6le n'existe pas actueHement que la
proposition de l'URSS est insuffisante pour
garantir a toutes les nations la securite qu'eUes
exigent.

La position de la delegation canadienne est
fondee sur la conviction profonde que les propo
sitions de la majorite de la Commission de
l'energie atomique constituent le seul espoir de
soulager l'humanite de l'angoisse d\lne guerre
atomique et de permettre l'utilisation de l'ener
gie atomique a des fins pacifiques. La delegation
canadienne votera cette resolution, non pas en la
considerant comme le resultat le meilleur auquel
on puisse arriver, mais comme une premiere
etape qui constituera la base necessaire de nou
veaux progres.

Faisant allusion aux deux amendements pro
poses par le representant de I'Inde (A/700), le
general McNaughton pense qu'ils fournissent
l'occasion de presenter a l'Assemhlee generale
des explications sur certaines considerations
importantes evoquees au sein de la Commission
de l'energie atomique et du Conseil de securite.

Le premier amendement propose que les mots
et dans l'ensemhJe» soient inse:res apres et Approu..
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delegation canadienne insiste pour que leurs
representants se reunissent le plus rapidement
possible et qu'ils aient toute possibilite d'eAami..
ner les difficultes politiques qui se posent et
d'aboutir a une solution. Si, a la suite de ces
consultations, les six pays peuvent soumettre un
rapport a l'Assemhlee, la delegation canadienne
accueiUera tres favorablement ce projet et approu
vera les directives qui seraient alors adressees par
l'Assemhlee a la Commission de l'energie atomi
que. Entre temps, la delsgation canadienne fera
son possible pour contribuer aux travaux que la
Commission de l'energie atomique pourrait juger
utile d'entreprendre.

Referring to the two amendments proposed by
the Indian representative (A/700), General
McNaughton considered that they provided an
opportunity for explaining to the General Assem
bly certain important points raised in the
Atomic Energy Commission and in the Security
Council.

The first amendment proposed that the words
et in substance" should be inserted after the
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the Canadian delegation wished to press for a
meeting of the representatives as soon as possible
and hoped that every assistance would be given
them to examine the political difficulties arising
and to find a solution. If, as a result of those
consultations, the six countries were able to sub
mit a report to the Assembly, the Canadian
delegation would particularly welcome that devel
opment and would approve the directives which
would then be issued by the Assembly to the
Atomic Energy Commission. Meanwhile, the
Canadian delegation would do all in its power
to contribute to any work which the Atomic
Energy Commission might find it useful to un
dertake.

Finally, the Canadian delegation considered
that, in view of the complexity and vital impor
tance of the problem of atomic energy, it was
important not to fall into the error of believing
that t~e simplest solution was the best. It was
that consideration which had guided the Canadian
delegation in formulating its most serious ob
jection to the Soviet Union proposal (A/C.1/
310), which over-simplified the grave problem
at issue. The process for the preparation of the
materials for the production of atomic energy
was long, complex and costly. The processes by
which those fissionable materials were assembled
to make atomic bombs were relatively quick and
simple. It was therefore important that the
production of atomic energy should be controlled
at every stage. Only a suitable form of control
would set thp, world free from the danger of
atomic warfare. It was because such control
did not yet exist that the proposal of the USSR
was inadequate to guarantee the security which
all nations required.

The attitude of the Canadian delegation was
based upon the profound conviction that the pro
posals of the majority of the Atomic Energy
Commission constituted the only hope ofrelieving
humanity from the horror of an atomic war and
of allowing the use of atomic energy for peaceful
purposes. The Canadian delegation would there
fore vote in favour of that resolution, not in
the belief that it was the best possible result,
but as a first stage which constituted the neces
sary basis for further progress.
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1 See Official Record. of the Security Council, Second Year, 1 Voir Procea-v01'baua: officie" tlu COnleil de ,ecunte, den-
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ve", au paragraphe 1 de la resolution soumise
a rAssemhlee generale par la Premiere Com
mJ.SSlOn. Cette insertion serait regrettable. Le
rapport elabore par la Commission contient
toutes les reserves et toutes les explications
~u'elle a juge utile d'y faire figurer. Or, si
J. on modifiait en quoi que ce soit la redaction de
cette resolution, on transformerait le caractere
categorique des parties du rapport ou il a ete
juge possible d'employer une redaction vigou
reuse. Ces modifications rendraient plus difficile
enCQre la comprehension de ce probleme com
plexe et feraient perdre au rapport son utilite en
tant que base preliminaire de travail.

Le general McNaughton croit que la raison
pour laquelle cet amendement a ete propose pour
rait ~tre le sentiment que des conclusions defini
tives ont ete entregisrees et qu'on demande aux
delegations reunies au sein de l'Assemb16e
generale de prendre des engagements catego
riques. Mais tel n'est pas le cas. Le representant
de l'Inde lui-m~me a d'ailleurs attire I'attention
de l'Assemblee sur la resolution adoptee par le
Conseil de securite (S/296) lors de sa 117
seance, le 10 mars 1947 1• Le Conseil s'occu
pait alors du premier rapport de la Commission
de l'energie atomique et invitait cette Commis
sion apoursuivre ses travaux.

Le paragraphe pertinent de la resolution du
Conseil de securite est redige comme suit :

«Reconna1t que tout agrement donne par les
membres du Conseil aux diverses parties de ce
rapport est provisoire, puisque l'acceptation
definitive d'une partie quelconque de ce rap
port par une nation est conditionnee a son
acceptation de toutes les parties du systeme de
contr61e dans sa forme defi-.itive."

La Commission de l'energie atomique signalait,
dans son deuxieme rapport au Conseil de securite
(p. 2), la reception de cette instruction emanant
du Conseil de securite dans les termes suivants :

{C En vertu du mandat COMe a la Commission
par la resolution de l'Assemb16e generale en
date du 24 janvier 1946 [resolution 1 (I)] et
en vertu de la resolution du Conseil de securite
du 10 mars 1947, la Commission a entrepris la
redaction de propositions concretes... ".

La Commission a accepte la resolution du
Conseil de securite du 10 mars 1947, et Jes
termes de cette r~solution s'appliquent non seu..
lement aux recommandations contenue~ dans le
deuxieme rapport, mais aussi a tous les travaux
que l'on jugera utile d'entreprendre. Done, il
semble evident que tOl.!.ta nation possede toutes
les garanties necessaires au stade actuel, au cours

The receipt of that instruction from the Secur
ity Council by the Atomic Energy Commission
was recorded in its Second RepQrt to the Secur
ity Council (page 2) in the following words :

«In accordance with its terms of reference,
contained in the General Assembly resolution
[1 (I)] of 24 January 1946, and in accordance
with the resolution of the Se~urity Council
of 10 March 1947, the Commission undertook
the drafting of specific proposals ... "

The Commission had accepted the Security
Council's resolution of 10 March 1947, and
the terms of that resolution applied not only
to the recommendations contained in the Second
Report but also to any work which it might be
deemed necessary to undertake. Thus every
nation would appear to be fully protected at
the present stage, during which it was neces-

The relevant paragraph of the Security Coun
cil resolution read as follows :

«RecolJnizes that any agreement expressed
by the members of the Council to the separate
portions of the report is preliminary, since
final acceptance of any part by any nation is
conditioned upon its acceptance of all portions
of the control plan in its final form."

He thought the amendment might have been
proposed because it was felt that final conclusions
had been recorded and that the delegations
gathered together at the General Assembly were
being asked te, make final definite.commitments;
such was not the case. The representative of
India had himself drawn the attention of the
Assembly to the resolution (S/296) adopted by
the Security Council at its 117th meeting, on
10 March 1947.1 At that time the Council was
dealing with the first report of the Atomic
Energy Commission, and had instructed that
Commission to proceed with its work.
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wordlet Approves" in paragraph 1 of the reso
lution submitted by the First Committee to the
General Assembly. Such an insertion would be
unfortunate. The report drawn up by the COIl1
mission contained all the qualifications and ex
planations it had considered necessary. If the
text of that resolution were in any way modified,
the definiteness of those parts of the report
where definiteness had been possible, would be
reduced. Those modifications would make it
even more difficult to understand the complex
problem under review and the value of the report
as a preliminary basis foX' work would be lost.
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sary to complete each of th~ separate portions
of the work undertaken. "'~en those separate
portions were comEleted, they would be brought
together and co-ordinated. Accordingly, during
the final discussions on the convention, its
signature and ratification, every nation would
maintain its rights against any provision to
which it might hold objection.

The effect of the second amendment, proposed
b)' the delegation of India, would be that the
Commission would be asked to proceed imme
diately to the drafting of a treaty incorporating
the latest proposals. In the absence of a
political agreement, which did not at present
exist, the Indian amendment, if accepted, would
mean that the Commission would be asked to
adopt, by a majority vote, the precise terms of
that treaty or convAntion.

The Canadian delegation felt that such action
would he premature and would fead to a har
dening of the present position rather than
to the promotion of agreement. That would
he unfortunate, and the Commission should
not be forced to take steps which would make
ultimate agreement less easy. For those rea
sons, the Canadian delegation was unable to
give its support to the amendment proposed
by the Indian delegation, and would vote for
the resolution in the form in which it had heen
submitted hy the First Committee.

Mr. K!Tz-SUGBY (Poland) consid~red that, be
fore proceeding to the vote on the draft resolu.
tion submitted by the First Committee, the
Assembly must fu~ly realize. the results t~e
adoption of that dra~ resolu~lOn WOUld. e~tad,
and compare them WIth ~he aIms and 'prInCiples
laid down on the subject of atomIC energy
control during the two previous sessions of the
General Assembly. It was especially impor~nt

to note that, immediately after the vote had
heen taken on that resolution in the first Com
mittee, certain members - in particular the
representative of Lebanon - had declared that
the resolution did not provide any solution.

The General Assembly, by adopting on 24
January 1946 resolution 1 (I) calling for t~e
establishment of an agency to control atomIC
energy, wished to ensure the exchange .of scien
tific information, so that the use of atomic energy
for peaceful purp~se~ could he con~rolled and
atomic weapons ebmmated from natlOnal arma
ments.

That intention had heen confirmed hy the
adoption of res,)lution 41 (I) on 14 De~emher
1946 providing for the general reductIon of
armaments and armed forces.

4, November 1948

duquel nous nous eft'or90ns d'achever chacune
des parties distinctes de nos etudes. Lorsque ces
differentes tt'anches seront achevees, elles seront
rassemblees et if faudra les coordonner. Ainsi
lors des negociations finales de la convention'
lors de la signature et des ratifications, chaqu~
nation pourra user de ses droits contre toute
clause sur laquelle elIe aurait des objections a
presenter.

Le second amendement propose par la delega
tion de l'lnde aurait pour eft'et de demander ala
Commission de proceder maintenant ala redac
tion d'un trait.e OU se trouveraient incorporees
les toutes dernieres propositions. En l'ahsence
d'un accord politique qui n'existe pas al'heure
actuelle, l'amendement de l'Inde, s'iI etait accepte,
reviendrait ademander ala Commission d'adop
ter par un vote ala majorite les termes m~mes

de ce traite ou de cette convention.
La delegation canadienne estime que cette

mesure serait prematuree et contribuerait acris
taUiser plus encore la position actuelle, pluMt
qu'a degager des possibilites d'entente. CeIa
serait deplorable et la Commission ne doit pas
~tre contrainte de prendre des dispositions qui
rendraient plus difficile la conclusion ulterieure
d'un accord. C'es1 pourquoi la delegation du
Canada ne peut accorder son appui aux amende
ments proposes par la delegation ae l'Inde, et
votera en faveur de la resolution dans la forme
sous laquelIe elle a ete presentee par la Premiere
Commission.

M. KATZ-SUGHY (Pologne) estime que, avant de
proceder au vote sur le projet de resolution pre
sente par la Premiere Commission, I'AssembIee
doit se rendre parfaitement compte des resultats
qu'aurait l'adoption de ce projet et les comparer
avec les buts et les principes fixes, en ca qui
concerne le contr6le de l'energie atomique, lors
des deux precedentes sessions de l'AssemhIee
generale. Il est particulierement important de
noter que, immediatement apres le vote a la
Premiere Commission sur cette resolution, cer
tains membres - en particulier le representant
du Liban - ont declarr· que le texte n'apportait
aucune solution.

IJ'Assemhlee generale, en adoptant le 24 jan
vier 1946 la resolution 1 (I) demandant la orea
tion d'un organisme de contr61e de l'energie
atomique, s'est proposee d'assurer un echange
de renseignements scientifique~~ afin de permettre
le contr61e de l'utilisation de l'energie atomique
ades fins pacifiques et d'eliminer les armes ato
miques des armements nationaux.

Ce but a ete confirme par la resolution 41 (I),
prevoyant la reduction generale des armements
et des forces armees, adoptee le 14 decemhre
1946.
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Le representant de la Pologne se demande si,
en se fondant sur cette resolution, la c.:ommission
de l'energie atomique saura de queUe maniere
eUe doit poursuivre ses travaux. Pendant un an,
les seances de cette Commission seront sans doute

28 A

Contrairement aux principes qui avaient inspire
les resolutions anterieurement adoptees, la reso
lution presentee actuellement a I'Assemhlee
generale prevoit des consultations entre les six
pays promoteurs, ce qui aurait pour r:asultat de
dessaisir l'Organisation des Nations Unies du
probleme, de soumettre celui-ci aune procedure
de consultation, et de retarder l'adoption de toute
decision pendant au moins une annee.

Le paragraphe 4 de la resolution, 011 l'on de
mande ala Commission de l'energie atomique de
reprendre ses travaux, est un chef-d'reuvre d'am
biguite et d'equivoque. 11 a faUu l'introduire pour
faire certaines concessions aceux qui souhaitaient
voir se poursuivre les travaux de la Commission.

1578 8eanCe pl~niere

Chez l'homme de la rue, la resolution 1 (I) a
suscite un nouvel espoir. On pouvait croire en
effet qu'interviendrait un reglement durable con
cernant l'arme atomique et son contr61e par l'in
termediaire de I'Organisation des Nations Unies.
Mais ces espoirs ont ete vains et aujourd'hui,
presque trois ans apres l'adoption de la resolu
tion, la situation est identique acelle qui existait
avant que l'on commence a examiner le pro
bleme. La solution de ce probleme semble mal
heureusement tres lointaine.

Sans vouloir analyser en detail la resolution du
Canada adoptee par la Premiere Commission au
cours de sa 165 e seance, le representant de la
Pologne estime que, loin de faciliter un regie
ment du probleme, la resolution tend au contraire
aprolonger la situation actuelle et asauvegarder
les inter~ts des Etats-Unis d'Amerique dans le
domaine de l'er~'rgie atomique. Lors de la djs
cussion au sein de la Premiere Commission, la
delegation des Etats-Unis a, grace aux hOD

offices de la delegation canadienne, soumis un
resolution qui signifie l'adoption incondition
nelle des trois rapports de la Commission de
l'energie atomique, la dissolution de cette Com
mission et le transfert du probleme de l'Organi
sation aux six pays promoteurs sans que ces
derniers aient re~u aucun mandat. Les Etats
Unis, ayant constate l'impossibilite d'instaurer,
dans le cadre des Nations Unies, le systeme de
contrtJle qu'ils souhaitaient, ont tente, par cette
resolution, de detruire les effets des resolutions
anterieures. Cependant, la majorite des membres
de la Premiere Commission a reagi tres violem
ment contre cette tentative et a affirme qu'iI
existait un desir h'~s vif de parvenir aun regie
ment et de maintenir les activites de la Commis
sion de l'energie atomique.
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To the man in the street, resolution 1 (I)
brought a new hope. It was possible to believe,
in fact, that a lasting settlement would be
achieved concerning atomic weapons and their
control by the United Nations. But such a
hope had proved unfounded, and now, nearly
three years after the adoption of the reso
lution, the position was exactly the same as that
existing before the study of the problem had
been started. Unfortunately, the solution of
that problem seemed very remote.

Without entering into a detailed analysis
()f the resolution submitted by Canada and
adopted by the First Committee at its 165th
meeting, the Polish representative considered
that, far from facilitating the settlement of the
problem, that resolution would on the contrary
prolong the present situation and safeguard
the interests of the United States in the field
()f atomic energy. During the discussion in
the First Committee, the United States dele
gation had, through the good offices of the
Canadian delegation, submitted a resolution
which meant the unconditional adoption of
the three reports of the Atomic Energy Com
mission, the dissolution of that Commission and
the transfer of the problem from the United
Nations to the six sponsoring countries though
those countries had no t6rms of reference in
the matter. When the United. States realized
that it was impossible to achieve the system of
control it wanted within the United Nations,
it had attempted b~r means of that resolution
to destroy the effects of the previous resolutions.
The majority of the Firdt Committee, however,
had reacted very strongly against that attempt
and had declared that there was a very strong
desire to reach a settlement and to maintain
the activities of the Atomic Energy CoIDIDission.

In contrast to the principles of the previously
adopted resolutions, the resolution now before
the General Assembly provided for consultation
between the six sponsoring countries, which
meant the problem would be taken out of the
hands of the United Nations, that it would be
the object of consultation, and that any decision
would be postponed for a year at least.

Paragraph 4 of the resolution, in which the
Atomic Energy Commission was called upon to
resume its work, was a masterpiece of evasion
and amhiguit~r. It had had to be introduced
to make some concessions to the views of those
who wanted the work of the Commission to be
maintained.

The Polish representative wondered whether,
on the basis of that resolution, the Atomic
~nergy Commission would know how to continue
Its work. For a year, the meetings of the
Commission would no doubt be devoted to
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lies principes ont ete exposes dans le plan
rei-. lauit dans le premier rapport de la Commis
sion de l'energie atomique, plan qui ne faisait
lui-m~me que repeter le plan Acheson-Lilienthal,
lequel posait les principes du contr61e de l'ener
gie atomique au sein des Etats-Unis m~mes. Cc
plan, vicie ala base et qui n'est pas de nature a

. resoudre le probleme, etait presente ala Commis
sion de l'energie atomique comme un plan it
accepter sans conditions, a prendre ou a laisser.
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consacrees adiscuter de l'interpretation a donner
a cette resolution. Le paragraphe 4 n'est qu'une
phrase denuee de sens que I'on a ajoutee pour
ohtenir un plus grand nombre de voix.

Le paragraphe 1 de la resolution, en deman
dant I'approbation des cc Conclusions generales»
de la deuxieme partie, C, et des cc Recommanda
tions» de la troisieme partie du premier rapport
de la Commission de l'energie atomique, ainsi
que des propositions figurant a la deuxieme par
tie du deuxieme rapport de cette Commission,
demande en fait l'adoption complete du Plan
Baruch. La dcHegation polonaise a deja presente
les objections qu'elle oppose ace plan.

Ainsi, en adoptant la resolution qui lui est
soumise, I'AssembIee generale s'ecarterait des
principes de base de la resolution du24 janvier
1946 et approuverait le Plan Baruch, qui tend
a creer un organisme dote d'un monopole et
contr61e par les Etats-Unis, qui dirigeraient ainsi,
a ravenir, tous les travaux scientifiques et tech
niques dans le domaine de I'utilisation pratique
de l'energie atomique. Les objectifs de ce plan
sont contraires aux desirs des peuples represen
tes au sein de I'Organisatioli des Nations Unies.
Des la premiere seance de la Commission de
I'energie atomique, le 14 juin 19461, M. Baruch
avait renverse I'ordre des principes contenus
dans la resolution de l'AssembIee generale et
essaye d'introduire de nouveaux principes.
M. Baruch avait pose comme conditions a l'adhe
sion des Etats-Unis a tou.t systeme de desarme
ment atomique l'introduction d'un systeme de
contr61e avant la ratification d'une convention,
et, l'introduction d'un systeme de sanctions t
app!iq~er en cas de violation. Ce n'est qu'apres
l'acceptation de ces conditions que les Etats-Unis
etaient prMs a mettre fin a la production d'armes
atomiques, a se defaire des stocks d'armes ato
miques existants et, enfin, a fournir des rensei
gnements.

Mais une condition prhnordiale etait en outre
posee : la regIe de l'unanimite ne devait pas
s'appliquer al'adoption de sanctions contre ceux
qui violeraient les dispositions de la convention.

--~- ..._- ... -~ "'--'~-,..~.. ",- ..-
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discu.ssions on the interpretation to be given
to the resolution. Paragraph 4 was merely
a sentence devoid of meaning, added to gain
more votes.

Paragraph 1 of the resolution, by requesting
approval of the cc general findings» of part
11 C and of the cc recommendations» of part III
of the First Report of the Atomic Eners! Com
mission, as well as of the proposals in the
second part of the Commission's Second Report,
was, in fact, asking for the complete adoption
of the Baruch Plan. The Polish delegation
had already stated its objections to that plan.

Thus, by advpting the resolution submitted
to it, the General Assembly would depart from
the principles on which the resolution of 24
January 1946 had been based, and would
approve the Baruch Plan, which aimed at estab
lishing an organ endowed with monopolistic
powers and controlled by the United States~

so as to direct in future all scientific and technical
work for the practical application of atomic
energy. The aims of such a plan were contrary
to the desires of the peoples represented in the
United Nations. At the first meeting of the
Atomic Energy Commission on 14 June 19q6,1

Mr. Baruch had reversed the order of the prin
ciples in the GenerRI Assembly's resolution and
had tried to introduce new ones. Mr. Baruc.;h
had demanded, as a condition of the accession
of the United States to any system of atomic
disarmament, that, prior to the ratification of
a convention and the introduction of a system
of sanctions to be applied in cas~ of violation,
a control system should be intrnduced. Only
after the acceptance of those conditions would
the United States be ready to stop the production
of atomic weapons, to dispose of existing stocks
of taose weapons, and finally, to furnish infor
mation.

But one over-riding condition had still to
be attached, namely, that the rule of unanimity
should not apply to the adoption of sanctions
against those who might violate the provisions
of the convention.

Those principles had been set out in the plan
reproduced in the First Report of the Atomic
Energy Commission, a plan which was itself
merely a repetition of the Acheson-LilienthaI
Plan, which laid down the principles for the
control of atomic energy in the United States
itself. That plan, which was fundamentally
erroneous and incapable of solving the problem,
was to have been accepted unconditionally by
the Atomic Energy Commision; it had to take

1 See OjJimal Record' of the Atomio Energy Commi"ion~ First 1 Voir les Proce,-verbaua: oJIiciol, de la COMmilBirm do l'I"U1'lfis
Year, No. 1. atomiqUl~ premiere annec, n° 1.
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La majorite de la Commission, apres quelques
hesitations, l'a adoptee

Il appartient maintenant a l'AssembIee de
decider si eUe se conformera aux conditions fixees
par M. Baruch ou si eUe affirmera de nouveau les
principes contenus dans les resolutions 1 (I) du
24 janvier et 41 (I) du 14 decembre 1946, et
adoptera des mesures qui permettront d'etahlir
un contr61e international efficace et d'eliminer
les armes atomiques.

On a essaye, dans la presse comme dans les
commissions de 1'0rganisation des Nations Unies,
de donner l'impression que les Etats qui n'accep
taient pas le Plan Baruch etaient opposes atout
systeme de contr61e ou voulaient que la regie de
l'unanimite s'appliquilt atoutes les decisions de
l'organisme de contr61e. Cela est non seulement
faux mais destine a semer la confusion. On
repand cette these, aux Etats-Un\s COmme en
dehors des Etats-Unis, ades fins de propagand( I.

Le projet de convention et les propositions
presentees par la deMga.tion de l'URSS a la
Commission de l'energie atomique l , ainsi que
le projet de resolution soumis a la Premiere
Commission (A/C.l/310), se trouvent mainte
nant devant l'AssembIee generale. lis visent a
mettre en vigueur un systeme de contr61e efficace
qui ofl'rirait des garanties contre toute violation
de la convention et garantirait l'utilisation de
l'energie atomique ades fins purement pacifiques.

Le Plan Baruch tente d'etablir un contrule
international par etapes successives, la premiere
etape etant le contr61e des mines et des matieres
premieres. D'apres des evaluations approxima
tives, il faudrait deux ans pour prendre les pho
tographies aeriennes necessaires pour en veniI'
a la premiere etape du contr61e. D'autre part,
d'apres le plan des Etats-Unis, il faudrait, jus
qu'a ce que l'interdiction soit appliquee et la
convention mise en vigueur, au moins trente ans
pour franchir les differentes etapes successives.
Le plan des Etats-Unis considere la premiere
etape comme la plus importante et il est p~t a
remettre indefiniment les autres etapes. L'essen
tiel reside dans le contr61e des matieres premieres
par des organismes que les Etats-Unis, grilce a
l'exclusion de la regie de l'unanimite, contrMe
raient entierement. Ainsi serait garantie l'utili
sation de ces matieres premieres au rrofit des
trusts americains et au detriment de I economie
et de la souverainete politique des Etats inte
I'esses.

M. Baruch n'a m~me pas essaye de cacheI' le
fait que le personnel de cet organisme de contrMe
serait entierement americain. n et declare que
«le personnel de l'Autorite devrait Mre recrute

1 See Official ROCQ1'tU of the Atomic Ernw8'Y Commil8ion, 11'irst 1 Voir les ProcBMJorbcwz ojJicit,z, de la Commi"ion do Itenergie
Year, No. 2. atomique, premi~re annee, 11" 2.

,8 A.
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it or leave it. The majority of the Commission,
after some hesitation, had accepted it.

It was now the duty of the Assembly to decide
whethelr it would conform to the conditions laid
down by Mr. Baruch, or affirm once again the
princi'ples of resolutions 1 (I) of 24 January and
41 (1) of 14 December 1946, and whether
it woUld adopt measures for the establishment
of an effective system of international control
and the elimination of atomic weapons.

Attempts had been made, both in the Press
and in the Committeees of the United Nations,
to create the impression that those States which
did not accept the Baruch Plan were opposed to
any system of control or wanted the rule of
unanimity to apply to aU decisions of the control
agency. That was not only wrong, but bound
to cause confusion. It was an interpretation
which was being spread for propaganda pur
poses hoth in and outside the United States.

The draft convention and I the proposals
submitted to the Atomic Energy Commission by
the USSR delegation l as well as the draft
resolution submitted to the First Committee
(A/C. 1/310) were now before the General
Assembly. Their aim was to have an effective
system of control put into force, which would
offer safeguards against any violation of the
convention and would secure the use of atomic
energy for peaceful purposes only.

The Baruch Plan tried to establish an inter
national control hy successive stages, the first
stage being the control of mines and raw mate
rials. According to a rough estimate, about
two years would he needed to take the aerial
photographs required for the completion of
the first stage of control. Moreover, according
to the United States plan, at least thirty years
would be required to complete the various
successive stages before prohibition was en
forced and the convention began to operate. The
United States plan deemed the first stage to
he the most important, and it was prepared to
postpone the other stages indefinitely. The
main issue was the control of raw materials by
organs which the United States, hy excluding
the rule of unanimity, would completely con
trol. Thus the use of those raw materials for
the benefit of United States trusts and to the
detriment of the political sovereignty and econ
omy of the States concerned, would be guar
anteed.

Mr. Baruch had not even concealed the fact
that the personnel of the control organ would
he completely American. He had stated that
ttthe personnel of the authority should be recrui-n'.
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sur la base d'une competence eprouvee mais
aussi, dans la mesure du possible, sur une base
internationale »1. Le caractere international de
l'organisme apparatt rl Dnc secondaire, les techni
ciens d'une competence eprouvee etant naturel
lement americains. Les Etats-Unis, possedant la
direction effective de l'organisme de contr61e,
seraient donc en mesure de contr61er la produc
tion de matieres fissiles dans tous les pays et
d'imposer des conditions favorables it l'industrie
americaine. Si cette proposition avait ete adoptee,
les Etats-Unis pourraient imposer des sanctions
contre toute nation qui prendrait des mesures,
m~me minimes, dans le domaine de l'energie
atomique, mesures que la majorite considererait
comme une grave violation de la convention. Les
Etats-Unis pourraient done imposer des sanctions
et punir ceux qui ne se conformeraient pas it leurs
interMs.

II est evident que certains Etats, en particulier
les Etats-Unis, se sont efforces d'emp~cher la
mise en vigueur de la resolution adoptee par
l'AssembIee generale. lIs ont systematiquement
refuse toutes les propositions visant it interdire
la production d'armes atomiques, et ont essaye
d'etablir un systeme international de contr61e
leur permettant d'atteindre leurs propres buts.

La difference fondamentale entre les deux
points de vue ne reside pas dans le contr61e ou
le manque de eontr61e, mais dans la question de
savoir si le systems de contr61e doit avoir pour
but l'interdiction des armes atomiques ou s'il
doit garantir aux Etats-Unis le monopole de
l'energie atomique et de toutes les matieres
fissiles, monopole qu'ils ne possedent pas
aetuellement.

C9mme premiere mesure destinee it mettre a
execution h~ resolution du 24 janvier 1946,
l'URSS a presente un projet de convention inter
nationale qui interdisait la production et l'utili
sation d'armes atomiques et deelarait que toute
violation de cette convention constituait un crime
contre I'humanite. Le projet de I'Union 8ovie
tique prevoyait des sanctions severes contre ceux
qui violeraient la convention, et toutes les nations
pouvaient adherer it cette convention pendant
une duree indefinie. Le plan ,de l'URS~ pre
voyait un systeme de contr61e et de surveillance
avee insnectiGns periodiques.

Ce pla~ rencontrait non seulement l'appro?a
tion de la majorite des membres de la CommiSSIOn
mais eelle des savants dont l'opinion a ete maintes
fois citee devant l'Assemblee generale. Il a ete
rejete par le representant des Etats-U~is ,et son
collegue du Royaume-Uni it la COmmISSlOn ~e
l'energie atomique avant m~me qu'on en rot
discute.

1 See OJlicial Record. of the Atomic BnerlIY Commiuiun
First Year, No. 1, page 12. '
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ted on a basis of proven competence, but also,
so far as possible, on an international basis" 1.

The international nature of the organ would
therefore a~pear to be a secondary consideration,
as technicians of proyen competence would
naturally be Americans. The United States,
being in effective possession of the direction
of the control organ, would thus have been in
a position to control the production of raw
materials in all countries and to impose condi
tions favourable to United States industry.
If that proposal had been adopted, the United
States would have been able to impose sanctions
against any country which took steps, however
insignificant, in the field of atomic energy,
steps which the majority would consider as a
serious violation of the convention. The United
States could thus impose sanctions and punish
those who did not respect its interests.

It was quite clear that certain States, and in
particular the United States, had made every
effort to prevent the implementation of the
resolution of the General Assembly. They had
systematically rejected all proposals to prohibit
production of atomic weapons and had attemp
ted to establish a system of international control
allowing them to achieve their own ends.

The basic difference between the two points
of view was not the question of control or no
control; it was whether the system of control
should have for its aim the prohibition of atomic
weapons or the guaranteeing to the United
States of a monopoly in atomic energy and all
fissionuble materials, a monopoly which it
did not at the present time possess.

As a first measure towards the implementation
of the resolution of 24 January 1946, the USSR
delegation had submitted a draft international
convention, which prohibited the production
and use of atomic weapons and declared any
violation of the convention to be a crime against
humanity. The Soviet Union draft laid down
severe sanctions against those who might violate
the convention, and it was open for an indefinite
period for all nations to accede to that conven
tion. The USSR plan provided for a system
of control and supervision with periodic inspec
tions.

That plan had met not only with the approval
of the majority of the Commission, but also with
that of the scientists, whose opinions had often
been quoted before the General Assembly.
It had been rejected by the United States repre
sentative and his United Kingdom colleague
on the Atomic Energy Commission, before it
had even been discussed.

.._---!~'"....-'·'IIIi'.·-.'..=::rt KZ it Ir :; Ut • .1111'11 11 I' -_.,- ..._..... 1". J'iI'IIIMI.,.3iiiiii.--_ ••._



The General Assembly also had hefore it a
resolution aimed at implementing and strength
ening the principle already adopted that
atomic energy should not be used for the p:-oduc
tion of weapons of mass destruction but for
pacific ends. The resolution provided for
effective and genuinely international control
within the framework of the Charter. .

As regards the question of the veto, the
Polish representative recalled that, during the
discussions on atomic energy and disarmament,
he had made it clear that the rule of unanimity
applied only in the Security Council and must
not apply in anr other subsidiary or principal
organ of the United Nations. The Polish dele
gation would oppose any attempt to modify
the Charter on that point or to withdraw prob
lems of world security from the purview of
the Secur!ty Council, to make it· easier for the
Anglo-American majority to impose its views
on other nations.

The General Assembly had hefore it a project
sponsored hy the United States, which was
eontrarr to the Purposes and Principles of
the United Nations Charter. That plan would
perpetuate uncertainty and fear, which no doubt
favoured United States policy.

4. novembre 1948 44t 1578 seance pleniere

~he second USSR resolution, at present before La deuxiame resolution de I'URSS, qui est
the General Assembly (A/C. 1/310), laid down actuellement soumise a I'Assemblee generale
concrete principles for the United Nations to (A/C. 1/310), pose des principes concrets qu.e les
follow in the establishment of control over Nations Unies devraient suivre pour etahlir le
atomic energy. That resolution called upon contr6le de l'energie atomique. Cette resolution
the Atomic Energy Commission to continue demande ala Commission de l'energie atomique
its activities, and to prepare a draft convention de poursuivre ses travaux et de rediger un projet
on the prohibition of atomic weapons as well de convention sur l'interdiction des armes ato
as a draft convention for the establishment of miques et un projet de convention sur la creation
an effective system of control, hoth of which d'un systeme de contr6le efficace, les 1eux conven
were to be ratified and come into force simul- tic-ns devant ~tre ratifiees simultant3ment et
taneously. None of the Members opposing entrer en vigueur simultanement. Pas un seul
that resolution had even attempted to criticize des Membres qui se sont opposes a cette resolu
the USSR draft. Inetead of discussing its tion n'a m~me essaye de critiquer le projet de
content, they had all hedged and sought to I'URSS. Au lieu d'en discuter le contenu, tous
sidetrack public attention hy using high-sound- ont prefere chercher des echappatoires afin de
ing phrases to conceal their real intentions. detourner l'attention du puhlic et lancer des

phrases retentissantes pour cacher les veritahles
objectifs qu'ils poursuivent.

En ce qui concerne la question du veto, le
represent.ant de la Pologne tient arappeler que,
lors des discussions sur l'energie atomique et des
discussions sur le desarmement, if a precise que
la regie de l'unanimite n'existait qu'au Conseil
de securite et ne devait s'appliquer dans aucun
autre organe subsidiaire ou principal des Nations
Unies. La delegatioll polonaise s'opposera a toute'
tentative visant a modifier la Charte sur ce point
ou a retirer les problemes de la securite mondiale
du cadre du Conseil de securite, afin qu.e la
majorittS anglo-americaine puisse plus facilement
imposer ses vues aux autres nations.

L'AssembIee generale se trouve donc saisie
d'un projet dont l'initiative revient aux Etats
Unis et qui est contraire aux Buts et Principes
de la Charte des Nations Unies. Ce plan maintien
drait l'incertitude et la crainte, ce qui correspond
sans doute aux interMs de la politique des Etats
Unis.

L'AssembIee generale se trouve egalement sai
sie d'une resolution qui a pour but de mettre a
execution et de renforcer les principes deja
adoptes d'apres lesquels l'energie atomique ne
devrait pas servir a la production d'armes de
destruction massive, mais a des fins pacifiques.
Cette resolution prevoit un contr6le efficace de
caractere veritablement international dans le
cadre de la Charte.

L'AssembIee generale a adopte al'unanimite,
au cours de la 154· seance pIeniere, une resolu
tion (A/694) presentee par la delegation du
Mexique qui demande la collaboration et la
conflanee entre les nations. La delegation polo-.
naise a insiste, dans tous les organes des Nations
Unies, sur la necessite d'etahlir une etroite colla
boration entre les membres permanents du
Conseil de securite, comme entre toutes les na
tions. Elle a toujours preconise le respect absolu
des obligations internationales et souligne la
neeessittS de maintenir en vigueur lea principes,

At the 15~th plenary meeting the General
Assembly had unanimously adopted a reso
lution submitted hy the delegation of Mexico
(Aj694), which appealed for collaboration and
confidence among the nations. The Polish
delegation had stressed, in all the organs of the
United Nations in which its countrj was repre
sented, the .need of close collaboration among
the permanent members of the Security Council,
as among all nations. The Polish df:Jlegation had
always advocated absolute respect for interna
tional obligations and the need to maintain the
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oontenus dans les Aocordeda Yalta et de Potsdam,
conoernant le reglement des oonsequenoes de la
guerre et le maintien de l'allianoe qui a permis
la viotoire sur le fascisme. C'est pourquoi la dele..
gation polonaise a vote en faveur de la resolution
mexioaine.

Mais il ne suffit pas d'adopter un jour des re..
commandations pour une collaboration plus
etroite et de prendre des decisions oontraires le
jour suivant.

Le representant de la Pologne fait appel aUI

pays qui ont vote la resolution mexicaine en
croyant aux principes qu'elle contient. Il leur
demande de rejeter la resolution inspiree par les
Etats-.-Unis et d'aceepter une base de compromis
en adoptant la resolution de l'URSS.

M. McNEJL (Royaume--Uni) estime qu'il serait
difficile a un representant de son pays de decliner
une invitation a chercher un compromis. H Goit
~tre egalement difficile pour toutes les delegations
qui ont vote la veille en faveur de la 'i'esolution
mexicaine de voir le sens que donne a cette reso..
lution le representant de la Pologne. Coll'.abora..
tion et compromis signifient .sans aucun doute
que les deux parties, s~etant mises d'uccord sur
l'essentiel, attenuent les divergences secondaires
qui les divisent. Il est vain de proclamer la
volonte des delegations de l'URSS et de la Polo-
gne d'accepter des amendements, alors que l'on
,sait parfaitement que la question qui a divise
l'Assemblee generale et les differentes commis
sions est une question de principe.

La question est de savoir si l'on arrivera a un
accord sur un systeme efficace d'inspection et de
contr61e. Le representant du Royaume-Uni a pose
sur ce point des questions precises au cours des
seances de la Commission de l'energie atomique.
Jusqu'a present, il a ete impossible d' obttenir des
reponses qui l'eveIent, de la part de la delegation
de l'Union sovietique, le moindre desir d'accepter
un plan eHicace et complet de contr61e et d'ins
pection.

M. Vychinsky, lors de la 1568 seance pIeniere,
a passe plus d'une heure et demie a eviter de
toucher a la question essentielle. Il a declare que
les propositions presentees par la. delegation de
l'URSS constituaient un progres considerable sur
les resolutions adoptees par l'Assemblee g~ne
rale en 1946. Il a affirme que l'aspect pratique
de la resolution de l'Union sovietique terrmait
tous ceux qui preferaient laisser la question dans
le domaine des abstractions vagues.

11 suffit, pourrepondreacetteaccusation, d'exa
miner les propositions precises et detailIees
contenues dans le rapport de la majorite, pred
sions qui contrastent avec les generalites obscures
dans lesquelles se cantonnent les propositions ~e
l'URSS. Le rapport de.la Commission n'est .eVl
demment pas definitif, mais certaines delegatlOns

Mr. McNEIL (United Kingdom) said that it
was difficult for a British person to refuse an
invitation to seek a compromise. It must be
equally difficult for all the delegations which
had voted on the previous day for the Mexican
resolution to discover the meaning given to
that resolution by the representative of Poland.
Collaboration and compromise surely meant
that the two parties, having agreed upon the
essentials, proceeded to lessen. the differences
which divided them. It was useless to proclaim
the desire of the USSR and Polish delegatioDs
to accept amendments when it was well known
that the question which had divided the General
Assembly and the various committees was a
matter of principle.

It was a question of knowing whether agree
ment could be reached on an effective system
of inspection and control. His delegation had
tried to address precise questions on this point
during the meetings of the Atomic Energy
Commission, but it had proved impossible so
far to obtain any answers which displayed any
willingness whatsoever on the part of the Soviet
Union delegation to accept an effective and
comprehensive scheme of control and inspection.

At the 156th plenary meeting, Mr. Vyshinsky
had spent over an hour and a half avoiding the
fundamental question. He had stated that the
proposals submitted by the USSR delegation
represented a considerable advance on the reso
lutions adopted hy the General Assembly in
1946. He had claimed that the practical aspect
of the Soviet Union resolution terrified all those
who preferred to leave the question in the
domain of abstract generalities. i

To answer that accusation it was enough to
look at the detailed, specific proposals of the
majority report, in contrast to the obscure
generalities to which the USSR proposals were
~onfined. The report of the Commission was,
of course, not definitive, but certain delegations
who had opposed the resolution had come to

18'1* plenary meeting 44g

principles of the Yalta and Potsdam Agreements
re.garding the settlement Qf post-war problems
and the retention of the allianoe which had made
the victory over fascism possible. It was for
that reason that the Polish delegation had voted
in favour of the Mexican resolution.

It was, however, not enough to adopt resolu
tions on collaboration one day and to take
contrary decisions on the next. .

He appealed to the States which had voted
in favour of the Mexican resolution and which
believed iri its principles to reject the resolution
sponsored by the United States and to accept
a basis for compromise by voting for the USSR
resolution.
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the conclusion that the Commission had heen
too meticulous in its work. What the Assembly
had before it now was a practical proposal which
frightened the USSR delegation and anyone
who fought shy of the application of a com
prehensive and practical system of control.

Furthermore, Mr. Vyshinsky had declared at
the preceding meeting that the majority desired
to avoid the prohibition of atomic weapons and
that the proposals were designed to offei' the
United States the gift of a world monopoly
in atomic energy.

The representative of Poland had argued that
the United States feared the ratification of any
convention, that they did not want international
control and that above all they did not desire
to have agreements in the Asse~ly. Did the
spokesmen of the USSR and the Slav countries
maintain that the United States' wanted a plan
which would lead to the estahlishment of a
United States monopoiy, or on the contrary
that it did not want a plan at allt

In arguing that the majority did not desire any
form of control at all, Mr. Vyshinsky had stressed
that it refused to disr.'JSS important questions.
In fact, hoth the main and the secondary ques
tions hEld heen discussed for two and a half years.
Acertain, number of proposals had heen submit
ted. The USSR delegation had had the choice
of participating in the discussion and it might
have heen a mistake on its part to refuse to parti
cipate. However that might he, the Soviet
Union delegation harl always heen kept informed
of the progreflt:l_ .,:"e discussions and of the
form of the various plans submitted.

He did not think that Mr. Austin had said
at the 155th plenary meeting that the USSR
refused to participate in the work on atomic
energy. What Mr. Austin had said was that the
Soviet Union refused to recognize the nature and
extent of the participation in the world community
required of all nations in that field. That re
mark was merely a paraphrase of an extract from
t?e Third Report of the Atomic Energy Commis
SIon.
. It had heen argued that the plan of the major
Ity was designed to secure a monopoly in atomic
energy for the United States. Mr. Vyshinsky
had based the greater part of his argument on
the conclusions of a hook published hy a distin
guished British scientist, Professor Blackett.

In his hook Professor Blackett argued that
t?e plan of control was designed to secure effec
~lve m~lns Qf military espionage within the Sov
Iet Union and to prevent the development of
atomic energy in that country, and finally that
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qui se sont opposees it la resolution ont trouva
que la Commission avait fait preuve, dans ses
travaux, c'un soin par trop meticuleux. Ce qui
est soumis actuellement it l'AssembIee, c'est une
proposition pratique qui terrifie la delegation de
I'Union sovietique et quiconque craint la mise
en application d'un s}steme de contr61e complet
et pratique.

M. Vychinsky, par ailleurs, a declare au cours
de la precedente seance que la majorite desirait
eviter l'interdiction des armes atomiques et que
les propositions etaient destinees it offrir en
cadeau aux Etats-Unis le monopole mondial de·
l'energie atomique.

Le representant de la Pologne a pretendu que
les Etats-Unis craignent la ratification de toute
convention, qu'ils ne veulent pas de contr61e
internatioLal et surtout qu'ils ne souhaitent pas
d'accord au sein de cette Assemb16e. Les orateurs
de I'URSS et des pays slaves pretendent-ils que
les Etats-Unis desirent un plan qui conduirait it
l'etahlissement d'un monopole americain ou hien,
au contraire, qu'ils ne vewent pas de plan du
tout?

En pretendant que la majorite ne veut de
contr61e sous aucune forme, M. Vychinsky a sou
ligne qu'elle refusait de discuter des questions
importantes. En fait, les questions importantes
comme les questions secondaires ont ate discutees
pendant deux ans et demi. Un certain nomhre de
propositions ont ete presentees. La delegation de
I'URSS avait la possihilite de participer it la dis
cussion et elle a peut-~tre eu tort de refuser d'y
participer. Quoi qu'il en soit, la delegation de
I'Union sovietique a toujours ete au courant du
deroulement des qiscussions et de la forme que
rev~taient les differents projets presentes it ce
sujet.

M. McNeil ne pense pas que M. Austin ait
declare, au cours de la 155· seance pleniere, que
I'URSS avait refuse de participel' aux travaux
relatifs it I'energie atomique. Ce qu'il a dit, c'est
que I'Union sovietique refusait de reconnattre la
nature et le degre de la participation que doivent
accorder it ces travaux tous les pays au sein de la
communaute mondiale. n n'a fait, en cela que
paraphraser un extrait du troisieme rapport de
la Commission de l'energie atomique.

On a pretendu que le plan de la majorite est
destine aassurer aux Etats-Unis d'Amerique un
monopole de l'energie atomique. M. Vychinsky
a fonde la plus grande partie de son argumenta
tion sur les conclusions d'un liYre publia par un
distingua savant hritannique, le professeur Blac
kett.

M. Blackett, dans son livre, pretend que le plan
de contr61e est destine a fournir des moyens
d'espionnage militaire au sein de l'Union sovie
tique, it emp~cher le developpement de sources
d'energie dans ce pays, et enfin que, p~ndant ses

• ------------------,.
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premieres etapes, ce plan fonctionnerait au desa
vantage de rUnion sovietique.

M. Blackett a ecrit que tt la perte du secret de
requipement militaire et de I'equipement indus
triel qui resulterait d'inspections internationales
et de photographies aeriennes est d'une impor
tance capitale".

Le represent~nt de la Pologne vient d'ailleurs
de declarer Clu'il est inutile d'avoir des inquie
tudes it ce sUJet, etant donne le temps qu'il fau
drait pour prendre toutes ces photographies
aeriennes.

M. McNeillivre aux meditations des represen
tants le passage suivant tout it fait significatif de
l'ouvrage de M. Blackett :

~ Dans la situation actuelle du monde, etant
donne que les Americains possedent un stock
de bombes atomiques et ne dissimulent nulle
ment qu'ils considerent leur utilisation comme
un procede de guerre n.ormal, les autorites mili
taires sovietiques ont raison de considerer que
le S9cret de l'emplacement exact des installations
industrielles et militaires et m~me des nouvelles
regions industrieHes presenterait un avantage
militaire incontestable. En revanche, les autorites
americaines presument it juste titre qu'aucune
aggravation equivalente de la situation militaire
ne resulterait pour elles de I'acquisition par le
Gouvernement de l'URSS d'une carte des Etats
Ums indiquant les objeetifs strategiques.»

Cette argumentation est bien la plus eton
nante qu'on ait jamais entendue dans une con~

ference internationale discutant de moyens de
collaboration entre les nations. D'apres elle, le
Gouvernement de I'URSS ~.urait raison de se
refuser au contr61e car il dispose de secrets mill
taires dont il pourrait faire usage le cas echeant,
alors que n'importe qui peut photographier les
installations militaires americaines et que Ies
diplomates de l'Union sovietique peuvent se
deplacer librement am: Etats-Unis. 11 ne con
viendrait donc pas, selon M. Blackett et selon
M. Vychinsky, d'exposer rURSS am: inconve
nients et aux risqueL-.l que presente un contr61e
international. Les Nations Unies devraient pro
clamer qu'elles accordent une prime au secret,
sinon it la malhonn~tete.

M. Vichinsky, reprenant it son compte l'argu
mentation de M. Blackett, declare que les Etats
Unis pourraient, pour des raisons economique~,
faire obstacle it l'utilisation en URSS de l'energw
atomique. Cependant, ni M. Blackett ni M. V~
chinsky n'expliquent comment les Etats-Ums
pourraient agir ainsi, SI ce n'est en pretendant de
faQon toute gratuite que les Etats Unis pour
raient contr61er les decisions de l'organisme
international.

Espousing the arguments of Professor Black
ett, Mr. Vyshinsky suggested that the United
States could for economic reasons prevent the
development of atomit power in the USSR. But
neither he nor Professor Blackett explained how
the United States could do that, unless they
claimed, without giving any reasons, that the
United States might control the decisions of
the international agency.
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in the early stages the plan would work to the
disadvantarJe of the Soviet Union.

Professor Blackett wrote : et Of particular
importance is the inevitable loss of secrecy about
the military establishments and industrial plants
due to the activities of the international inspec
tion and aerial survey.»

The representative <.'f Poland had, moreover,
just stated that it was unnecessary to have any
apprehensions on that subject and that it would
take considerable time to do an aerial photo
graphic survey.

Representatives might meditate the following
very significant passage in Professor Blackett's
work:

tt In the present situation in the world, with
America in possession of a stock of atamic bombs
and explicitly espousing their use as a normal
means of war, the Soviet military authorities
would rightly consider that secrecy about the
exact locations of military and industrial plants
and even of new industrial areas would be a
considerable military asset. On the other hand,
the.Are":ican authoritieswouldbe correctinassum
ing no comparable worsening of American
military security from the acquisition by the
Soviet Government of a target map of America.»

fhat argument was the most sur" ising that
had ever been heard in an international confer
ence discussing methods of intern'ational collab
oratioa. According to that argument, the Gov
ernment of the USSR was justified ill refusing
control because it had certain military secrets
which it could use in case of need, whereas any
one was free to photograph Americau military
installations, and the fl,iplomats of the Soviet
Union could move freely in the United States.
Thus, according to Professor Blackett and Mr.
Vyshinsky, it would not be fitting to inflict on the
USSR the disabilities and the dangers of inter
national control. The United Nations must pro
claim that they put a premium upon secrecy,
if not upon dishonesty.

.' IIIfIitr- ~ . ·.,_.r .. .-_.- ,.,.:n ft_-Ziiiiil-' CIli-r.S _
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It must be emphasized[that it was clear from
the discussions in the Commission that the di
rection, the composition and the organization
of the control aijency still had to be discussed.
But Mr. Vyshinsky had. prejudged the question
in order to mislead the First Committee and the
General Assembly on that point.

The United Kingdom would see to it that its
interests in that domain were protec1i<' ':nd that
control were not exercised hy one national au
thority. Hc did not believe that the United
States hed had any other intention than that
of creating a truly international organization.
Mr. Vyshinsky must surely know that every dele
gation was as watchful of its country's sovereign
rights as his own.

Taking up Professor Blackett's ai'guments,
Mr. Vyshinsky had considered that th~ other stages
of the plan would place the USSR in a disad
vantageous position. That was another aspect
of the question that the Commission had not
discussed. It must discuss it in the future and
the issue must not be prejudged here and now.
He was perfectly ready to believe that, unless the
plan, in its final form, was so designed that bur
dens no less than benefits were equally shared,
the proposal would prove unacceptable not ouly
to the USSR but to many other delegl.ltions, in
cluding th~t of the United Kingdom. That was why
the Commission should be requested to study
those important aspects of the question with
which it had not yet dealt.

157- seance plentere

Il faut souligner qu'il ressort des dehats de la
Commission que la direction, la composition et
l'organisation de l'organisme de contr6le doivent
encore faire l'ohjet de discussions. Ainsi M. Vy
chinsky a-t-il prejuge la question pour induire
en erreur sur ce point la Premiere Commission et
I'Assemblee generale.

Le Royaume-Uni veillcra ace que ses inter~ts

en ce domaine soient proteges et a ce que le con
tr61e ne soit pas exerce par un seul pays. Le
representant du Royaume ·Uni ne pense pas que
les Etats-Unis aient eu d'autres intentions que
celle de creer un organisme veritaLlement inter
national. M. Vichinsky doit pourtant savoir que
toutes les delegations sont aussi jalouses des
droits de souverainete de leur pays que sa propre
delegation.

M. Vychinsky, reprenant l'argum,entation de
M. Blackett, a estime que les autres ~tapes du
plan mettraient l'URSS dans une position desa
vnntageuse. Voila encore un autre aspect de la
question que la Commission n'a pas discutl. Elle
doit l'examiner dans l'avenir et il ne faut pas
prejuger d'ores et deja le resultat de ~ette dis
cussion. M. McNeil est parfaitemeat pr~t acon
siderer que, si les avantages et les inconvenients
que presenterait ce plan sous sa forme definitive
ne sont pas partages de fa~on equitable, cette
proposition s'avererait inacceptable non seule
ment pour la delegatiC'n de l'URSS mais pour de
nomhreuses autres delegations, y compris vrai
semblahlement celle du Royaume-Uni. C'est
pourquoi il Ct>nvient d'inviter la Commission a
etudier les aspects importants de la question
qu'elle n'a pas encore traites.

M. Vychinsky a qn.alifie les propositions de la
majorite d'ahsolument inacceptahles etant donne
surtout que la notion de propriete y figure. n a
declare qu'accorder un droit de propriete a un
organisme equivaudrait a octroyer a cet organisme
intfJrnational des droits egaux a ceux d'un pro
prietaire prive. La. Commission n'a cependant
pas encore determine quel serait le sens exact
de ce droit de propriete, mais ene a etahli sans
equivoque que l'organisme disposerait de ce
droit de propriete au nom de l'ensemble des
Nations Unies, etant entendu que des limites
strictes seraient fixees a l'utilisation du droit
ainsi accorde.

Surtout, M. Vychinsky a reproche aces propo"
sitions d'~tre exorhitantes en ce <{u'elles .impli
quaient certaines atteintes a la vieilIe notion de
souverainete nationale. En fait, la Commission a
reduit a tres peu de chose ces empietements.
C'est la le point central des divergences. La dele
gation du Royaume-Uni, quant a elle, est pr~te

a envisager des mesures de contr6le internatio
nal qui necessiteraient une nouvelle definition
de la notion de souverainete nationale, mais
rURSS, pour des raisons qui n'ont pas ete clair&-

Mr. Vyshinsky had described the majority
proposals as being absolutely unacceptable,
illore particularly as they ine.Iuded the concept
of ownership. Mr. Vyshinsky had stated that
to grant a right of ownership to an agency was
equivalent to giving that international agency
rights equal to those of private ownership.
The Commission, however, had not yet worked
out the exact connotation of ownership; but
it had without any ambiguity made clear that
the agency would enjoy the right of ownership
in the name of the assembled United Nations,
it heing understood that strict limitations would
he imposed upon the application of that right.

Above all Mr. Vyshinsky had blamed those
proposals for being fantastic because they
mvolved a measure of trespass on the old con
cepts .of national sovereignty. Such trespass
was very narrowly circumscribed. It was here
that the root of the differences between the two
viewpoints was to be found. The British
Government was prepared to contemplate such
measures of international control as would
require a new definition of the concept ofnation
al sovereignty, hut the USSR, for reasons not
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ment precisees, n'est pas pr~te a accepter les
principes resultant d'une nouvelle defimtion de
ce genre.

M. Vychinsky a souligne que la pro~osition
relative aux consultations entre les six PUlssanees
serait inutile. 11 n'a pas expose ses raisons, mais
simplement declare qu'il n'existe aucune base qui
permette de proceder a une tene discussion.
En fait, ces discussions auraient pour objet
d'essayer de determiner si I,URSS permettra a
la Commission de sortir de l'impasse ou l'aidera
a le faire. M. Vychinsky a souleve la question des
contingents. C'est un probleme difficile, mais le
Gouvernement du Royaume-Uni est pr~t a en
discuter et, si M. Vychinsky pense que l'examen
de cette question pourrait fournir un moyen de
sortir de l'impasse sur ce point, if conviendrait
de mettre des maintenant cette question a l'ordre
du jour de la reunion des representants des six
Puissances.

En ce qui concerne la question des empiete
ments sur la souverainete nationale, le repre
sentant du Royaume-Uni estime qu'il est impos
sihle d'eviter de tels empiet,~ments si ron veut
mettre en vigueur un systeme effieace de con
tr6le. Mais si M. Vychinsky et la delegation de
I'URSS ont d'autres idees asoumettre sur cette
question, qu'ils les presentent. Que l'on mette
la question de la souverainete nationale et des
empietements al'ordre dujour de la reunion des

. representants des six Puissances. La delegation
du Royaume-Uni est disposee atout moment a
discuter du plan general que presente la Corn
mi8sion de l'energie atomique et que la resolu
tion canadienne demande maintenant aI'Assem'"
blee d'approuver.

M. Vichinsky a declare que la minorite qui lui
accorde son appui au sein de cette AssembIee
represente une majorite dans le monde, roors
~ue le groupe des Puissances qui jouit de la majo
rIte au sein de I'AssembJee ne represente qu'une
minorite dans le monde. nest dangel'eux d'~tre

trop sftr que l'on est soutenu par une majorite du
corps electoral. Il est manifeste 1ue le point de
vue de M. Henry Wallace sur a question de
l'energie atomique et sur le rapport de la Com
mission de l'energie atomique correspondait en
general a la position de la delegation de l'Union
sovietique. Or on peut dire, chiffres en main, que
ce point de vue ne semble pas cOlTespondre a
celui de la majorite du peuple americain. Le
representant du Royaume-Uni n'est pas certain
que le ~oint de vue de M. Vychinsky col'l'espon"
tlrait mleux a celui df. lamajorite des peuples du
monde.

La resolution canadienne soumise actuellement
a l'approbation de J'AssemhIee generale deman~e
que celle-ei appro~ve les travaux accomp~s
jusqu'a present par la Commission de l'enel'fPe
atomique. Cette resolution exprime l'inquietude

The Canadian resolution now before the
General Assembly called for the Assembly's
approval of th~ ~ork done 80 far by the Atomic
Energy Conmusslon. It expressed concern at
he' deadlock reached by the Commission and

Mr. Vyshinsky had claimed that the minority
supporting him within the Assembly represen
ted a majority in the world, whereas those
Powers which had the majority within the
Assembly represented only a minority of the
world. It was dangerous to be too certain of
the support of the majority of the electorate.
It was plain that Mr. Henry Wallace's point of
yiew on atomic energy and OD the Commission's
rt~port was in its general lines identical with
the position of the Soviet Union delegation.
But figures seemed to indicate that that point
of view did not correspond to the majority view
of the American people, and Mr. McNeil was
not sure that Mr. Vyshinsky's point of view would
reflect any better the majority view of the peoples
of the world.

As for the question of the infringement of
national sovereignty, it was impossible to avoid
such infringements if an effective system of
control was to he huilt up. But if Mr. Vyshinsky
and the USSR delegation had any further ideas
on the subject, they should express them.
The question of national sovereignty and its
infringement should be put on the agenda for
the meeting of the six Powers. The United
Kingdom delegation was prepared at any time
to discuss the general scheme which the Atomic
Energy Commission had submitted and which
the Canadian resolution requested the Assembly
to appr07e.

Mr. Vyshinsky had declared that the proposed
six-Power discussions would be useless. He
had not stated his reasons, but had simply de
clared that no basis existed for such discussions.
In faet their aim would be to detm'mine whether
the USSR would allow or assist the Commission
to escape from the present deadlock. Mr. Vy
shinsky had raised the question of quotas.
The question was a difficult one, hut the United
Kingdom Government was prepared to discuss
it, and if Mr. Vyshinsky t1"-Jught an examination
of it might hreak the deadlock on that point,
then the question should he put down forth
with on the agenda for the meeting of the six
Powers.
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olearll stated, was not prepared to accept the
prin61ples resulting £rom such a reformulation.
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requested the six Powers who had sponsored
the General Assembly r~\solution of 24 January
1946 to consult together and determine whe
ther there existed a basio for agreement. Finally,
it called upon the Atomic Energy Commission
to resume Its meetings and to proceed with its
work on 8uch questions as in its opinion could
usefully be studied.

It was inaccurate to suggest that the United
Kingdom delegation or the Canadian delega
tion did not wish to accept a compromise. The
resolution did not represent the view presented
to the First Committee at the outset. The
United Kingdom delegation had made conces
sions, considering that it must do so because of
the justified dQubts expressed by other delega
tions. It would have accepted other concessions
if i.t had considered them to be app~opriate and
if It had been persuaded that they would not
have jeopardized international security.

The gulf which separated the United Kingdom
delegation's point of view from that of the USSR
delegation was caused by the fact that the latter
believed that the prohibition of atomic weapons
would have the effect of stopping men from
burrowing holes in the earth and would bring
them out again into the sunshine. But the
teachings of history did not confirm that point
of view. 'The sole assuran"d that could be
given humanity was that no activities were car
ried on in secret and in opposition to the deci
sions of the United Nations. If the system of
control was to be truly effective, nothing essen
tial should be kept secret.

The Assembly should consider one idea
embodied in the Commission's report and taken
over by the Canadian resolution: the Commis
sion sought to create an international common
interest by the avoidance of secrecy, by the
exchange of information, and requested the
United Nations to entrust that task to a single
authority.

That was a new idea, the acceptance of which
should not be feared. It might be that for a
certain time one nation would be asked to give
more than another. It was not at all certain
that the USSR would be the nation asked to
give up the most. International collaboration
and the very future of the United Nations depen
ded upon the renunciation of certain sovereign
rights which had hitherto been jealously guarded.
In return for that sacrifice the nations might see
the prospect of a second industrial revolution,
t?e happ~ effects of which on the material condi
tions of life would be incalculable. That revo
lution could only come a.bout if the United Na-

157' leanee pl"'ke

que suscite l'impasse alaquelle les travaux de la
Commission ont abouti. Elle demande que les
six Puissances qui ont pris l'initiative de presen
ter la resolution du 24 janvier 1946 procedent
ad~s consultations entre elles et examinent s'H
eriste une base d'accord. Enfin, cette resolution
demande a la Commission de renergie atomique
de reprendre ses seances et de poursuivre ses
travaux sur les questions qu'elle estime utile
d'etudier.

Il n'est pas exact de declarer que la deIellation
du Royaume-Uni ou la delegation du Canada ne
desirent pas accepter de compromis. Cette reso
lution ne represente pas les vues q:ui ont ete
exposees, a I origine, a la Premiere Commission.
La delegation du Royaume-Uni a fait des con
cessions, car elle estimait devoir en faire en raison
des scrupules justifies presentes par d'autres
delegations. EUe etit accepte d'autres concessions
si elle avait juge que celles-ci etaient appropriees
et si elle avait ete persuadee que ces concessions
ne mettraient pas en danger la securite interna
tionale.

Le fosse qui separe le point de vue de la d~H

gation du Royaume-Uni et celui de la delegation
de I'URSS tient a ce que cette derniere croit que,
du fait de l'interdiction de l'arme atomique, les
hommes s'arr~teront de creuser des trous dans la
terre et jouiront de nouveau en paix des rayons
du soleil. Les enseignements de l'histoire ne
confirment pas cependant ce point de vue. La
seule garantie que l'humanite pourrait avoir
serait de veiUer a ce que personne ne se livre en
secret a des agissements contrevenant aux deci
sioJls des Nations Unies. Il convient done que rien
d'essentiel ne soit tenu secret pour que le systeme
de contrtJIe envisage-presente toute son efficacite.

Une idee qui ressort du rapport de la Com
mission et est reprise par la resolution canadienne
doit retenir l'attention de I'Assemblee : la Com
mission cherehe a creer une communaute d'inte
r~ts entre toutes les nations en evitant le secret
et en procedant a des echanges de renseigne
ments. Elle demande aux Nations Unies de confier
cette tAche a une seule autorite.

11 s'agit la d'une idee nouvelle ID.&i.S qu'il ne
faut pas craindre d'aceepter. n se peut que pen
dant quelque temps l'on demande a un pays de
donner plus qu!un autre. 11 n'est pas certain
que rURSS sera le pays auquel on demandera le
plus. Du sacrifice de certains droits souverains,
jusqu'a present conserves jalousement, depen
dent la collaboration internationale et l'avenir
m~me de l'Organisation des Nations Unies. En
contrepartie de ce sacrifice, les nations verront
peut-~tre s'ouvrir devant elles les perspectives
d'une deuxieme revolution industrielle, dont les
heureuses consequences sur la vie materielle de
tous seront incalculables. Cette revolution ne

...._---------------------.
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pourra se produire que si les Nations Unies
creent un organisme international efficace dote
de pouvoirs analogues it ceux que suggere In
Commission de l'energie atomique.

Les delegations qui ne craignent pas l'avenir
qui sont en faveur de la collaboration internatio~
nale et qui sont des Membres sinceres de l'Orga..
nisation des Nations Unies appuieront donc la
resolution proposee par la delegation du Canada.

M. KISSELEV (Repuhlique socinJiste sovietique
de Bielotussie) eonstate qu'on est maintenant
arrive it l'etape decisive d'une discussion qui se
deroule depuis deux 9.11S et demi deja. Le probleme
en discussion est tres grave puisqu'il s'agit de
l'interdiction de la production des armes atomi
ques, de l'interdiction de l'utilisation de l'energie
atomique a des fins de destruction et, d'autre
part, de la possibilite d'utiliser cette energie it ties
fins pacifiques.

Aucun des representants presents it I'AssembIee
generale ne contestera que ce probleme cause
aux masses de tous les pays une angoisse crois
sante. Ces masses se posent la question,de savoir
qui est responsable de la situation actuelle et, en
particulier, du fait que, jusqu'it present, aucune
decision concernant l'interdiction de l'arme ato..
mique n'a pu ~trA prise. Les peuples du monde
entier cherchent it savoir quels sont les repre
sentants qui s'opposent it ce que le monde soit
lihere de la menace d'une guerre inhumaine, et

.ils se demandent pourquoi le Conseil de Securite
et la Commission de l'energie atomique n'ont
pas rempli la tache que leur assignaient les reso
lutions adopMes par l'AssembIee generale le
24 janvier et le 14 decembre 1946.

Le projet de resolution presente par la dele
gation canadienne ne donne aucune reponse it ces
questions. Le projet de resolution approuve dans
son paragraphe lies «conclusions generales»
(2 11 partie, c) etles «recommandations" (3- partie)
du premier rapport, ainsi que la proposition con
crete de la deuxieme partie du deuxieme rapport
de la Commission de I'energie atomique qui cons
tituent, parait-il, les bases indispensables it I'eta
blissement d'un systeme efficace de contr61e inter
national de l'energie atomique. Cependant, lors
'fi/on lit ces «conclusions generales" et ces
r.t recommandations ", il apparait que les premier,
deuxieme et troisieme rapports de la Commission
de l'energie atomique exposent le plan americain
d'etablissement du contr61e international de
cette energie, connu sous le nom de plan Barueh.
M. Kisselev ne 1 eut pas examiner ce plan en
detail car il a fait l'objet de nomhreuses observa
tions, en particulier de la part de M. Vychinsky~
representant de I'URSS.

La delegation de I'URSS a, eBe aussi, soumis
un plan it la Commission de l'energie atomique.
Lors de son examen, les representants des pays

The USSR delegation had also submitted a
plnn to the Atomic Energy Commission. When
examining those proposals the representatives

Th~ Canadian draft resolution supplied no an
swer to those questions. Paragraph 1 expressed
approval of the «genel'ai findings" (part 11,
C) and «recommendations" (part Ill) of the
First Report, and of the concrete proposal of
part 11 of the Second Report of the Atomic
Energy Commission, which constituted, so it
was said, the necessary foundations for the estab
lishment of an e1rective system of international
control of atomic energy. However, a perusal
of those «general findings" and «recommen
dations " showed that the first, second an~

third reports of the Atomic Energy Commission
set out the United States plan (or the establish
ment of international control, known as the
Baruch Plan. He did not wish to examine that
plan in detail for that had already been done by
others and particularly by Mr. Vyshinsky, the
representative of the USSR.

157th plenary meeting

tions created an effective international agency
endowed with such powers as those suggested
by the Atomic Energy Commission.

Those delegations which did not fear the
future, which were in favour of international
collaboration and were good Members of the
United Nations would support the resolution
submitted by the delegation of Canada.

Mr. KISELEV (Byelorussian Soviet Socialist
Republic) remarked that a discussion which
had lasted two and a. half years had now reached
a decisive stage. It concerned the extremely
serious problem of the prohibition of atomic
weapons, the prohibition of the use of atomic
energy for purposes of destruction and also the
possibility of utilizing that energy for peaceful
purposes.

No one would deny in the General Assembly
that the problem was causing increasing anxiety
to the peoples of the world. They wondered who
was responsible for the present situation and for
the fact that it had been impossible to take any
decision on the prohibition of atomic weapons.
All peoples of the world wished to know which
representatives were opposed to freeing the
world from the threat of an inhuman war, and
they wondered why the Security Council and
the Atomic Energy Commission had not carried
out their task under the General Assembly reso
lutions I',f 24 January and 14 December 1946.
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Les representants des pays anglo-americains
ne veulent pas d'un veritable contr61e interna
tional. M. Kisselev en voit une preuve dans la
tactique de manoouvres dilatoires et dans l'oppo
sition systematique it la conclusion d'une conven
tion sur I'interdiction des armes atomiques, qui
a ete le fait de ces representants. Ces manoouvres
sont evidemment dictees par le desir de gagner
du temps, de s'assurer la possibilite de continuer
de produire des bombes atomiques et de con
server le monopole des armes atomiques. C'est
la, selon M. Kisselev, la veritable raison de la
paralysie de la Commission de renergie atomique.

On peut trouver une aatre preuve de ce desir
de s'opposer al'interdictiondesarmes atomiques
dans tous les discours prononces par M. Austin,
representant des Etats-Unis, M. McNeil et Sir
Hartley Shawcross, representants du Royaume
Uni, et par le representant du Canada, au sein
de la Premiere Commission. Tous cas discours
avaient pour unique objet de rejeter sur l'Union
sovietique la responsabilite de l'impasse 011 se
trouve fa CommissiQn de l'energie atomique.

Dans sa derniere declaration, M. McNeil n'a
fait aucune allusion cl l'interdiction des armes
atomiques. Faut-il voir dans ce silence le fait
que le peuple du Royaume-Uni,dont M. McNeil
est le representant, ne s'inquiete pas de ce pro
bleme? M. MeNeil s'est borne it declarer que
l'URSS est seule responsable de l'impasse on
l'on se trouve, car elle refuse d'adopter le plan
des Etats-Unis pour le contr61e international de
l'energie atomique. Mais pourquoi M. McNeil se
refuse-t-il it adopter lp. plan que propose l'Union
sovietique, plan qui reBete l'opinion de la majo
rite du monde ?

157· sem.ee pleniere

anglo-americains ont ad9pte, des le debut, une
position qui tendait it imposer leur volonM a
tous les autres pays. Ces representants exigeaient
I'etablissement d'un contr61e international par
etapes successives, la premiere etant cOD.stituee
par le contr61e sur i'extraction des matieres pre
mieres. Le eontr61e de la production de l'energie
atomique et de toutes les usines fabriquant les
combustibles nucleaires ne devait venir que hien
plus tarde Quant it I'interdiction des armes ato
miques enes-m~mes, if n'en etait fait aucune
mention.

Ces representants exigaient en outre l'etahlis..,
sement d'un systeme international de contr61e en
deh'lrs du Conseil de securite, ce qui est contraire
ala resolution de l'AssembIee generale en date
du 14 decembre 1946. Hs voulaient donner acet
organisme de contrOle des pouvoirs qui n'appar
tiennent qu'au Conseil de securite. Satisfaire a
leur exigence reviendrait en fait acreer un trust
international pour la production de l'energie
atomique, travaillant sous contr61e americain.

449

Furthermore, they demanded the establish
ment of an international control system outside
the Security Council, which was contrary to
the General Assembly resolution dated 14 De
cember 1946. They wanted to confer on that
control hody powers which helonged to the
Securit~· Council alone. The acceptance of
those demands would have amounted to the
creation of an international trust for the produc
tion of atomic energy under United States con
trol.

The representatives of the Anglo-American
countries did not desire true international
control. That could he seen from their delaying
tactics and their systematic opposition to the
conclusion of a convention on the prohibition
of atomic weapons. Those manoouvres were
ohviously prompted by the desire to gain time,
to make certain of heing able to proceed with
the production of atom hombs, and to main
~in. th~ monopoly of atomic weapons. That,
In his View, was the true repson for the paralysis
~hich had gripped the Atomic Energy Commis
sion•

The speeches made by Mr. Austin, the repre
eentative of the United States, and Mr. McNeil
and Sir Hartley Shawcross, the United Kingdom
representatives, and the representative of Canada
on the First Committee provided further evi
dence of that opposition to the prohibition
01 atomic weapons. The one and only aim of
all their statements had heen to place the re
sponsibility for the present impasse reached by
the Atomic Energy Commission on the Soviet
Union.

In the statement he had just made Mr. McNeil
had made no reference to the prohibition of
atomic weapons. Did that mean that the J

people in the United Kingdom were not anxious
about the problem? Mr. McNeil had merely
stated that the USSR alone was responsible
for the impasse reached hy the Commission u$
it refused to adopt the United States plan for
international control of atomic energy. 'Why
then did Mr 0 McNeil refuse to adopt the Stwiet
Union plan which reflected the views of the major
ity of the peoples of the world?

4 novembre 1948

of the Anglo-American countries had endea
voured to impose their will on other countries.
They demanded the establishment of interna
tional control by successive stages, the first of
which was to be the control over the mining
of raw materials; the control of atomic energy
production and of all factories manufacturing
nuclear fuel was to come much later. The
prohibition of atomic weapons was not even
mentioned.
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De m.~me, M. McNeii s'est refuse fa examiner en
detail le probleme du contrale international, et
Sir Hartley Shawcross s'est borne a affirmer, a
la 164· seance de la Premiere Commission, que la
proposition de I'URSS n'apporte rien de nouveau.
I~e representant du Canada a ete jusqu'a dire, ala
162· seance; que le pr08l'ainme de la delegation
de I'URSS ne constituait qu'une tromperie.
Toutes ces allegations sont fausses. M. Kisselef
estime en effet que ce sont les reprcsentants du
Royaume..Uni et du Canada qui refusent de placer
le probleme du contr6le de l'energie atomique
dans sa verif~le perspective et de l'envisager
d'une fac;on concrete.

M. Austin a declare au cours de la 155· seance
pIeniere que la majorite des peuples du monde
soutient le plan de contr~le des Etats-Unis.
M. McNeil a defendu la m~me these. Pour
M. Kisselev, la situation est tout afait differente.
L'opinion publique mondiale est convaincue en
eft'et que l'impasse actuelle est le resultat direct
du refus obstine de la part de certaines delega
tions d'interdire les armes atomiques. Les
hommes du monde entier connaissent hien les
responsables du sabotage des decision.s de rAs
semhIee generale en date du 14 janvier et clu
24 decembre 1946. lis savent aussi quels sont
les pays qui continuent de fabriquer des bomhes
atomiques.
. On ne peut nier ~ue les masses populaires
desirent ardemment I interdiction de la bombe
atomique. La resolution de l'Union sovietique
repond a ce desir profond. ElIe a pour but
d'assurer que I'energie atomique soit utilisee
exclusivement ades fins pacifiques. Cette reso
lution est, de plus, animee d'un esprit de coope
ration veritable; elle etahlit un programme de
lutte pour le bien-~tre de millions d'hommes, le
developpement de la vie culturelle et economique
de tous les peuples du monde.

Examinant en detail la resoiution canadienne,
M. Kisselev souIigne ~u'elle recommande d'at...
tendre le moment ou I on aura trouve une base
d'accord sur le contr6Ie international de l'energie
atomique, et prevoit que, entre temps, la com
mission de l'energie atomique interrompra. ses
travaux. Ainsi, cette resolution remet aune date
indeterminee le probIeme de l'interdiction de
l'arme atomique et donne la possibilite de con
tinuer a produire les armes d'agression que sont
les bombes atomiques. Tous les Membres de
l'AssembIee generale salrent que l'utilisation de
ces armes dans une nouvelle guerre semit, pour
l'humanite, une source de malheurs inw~~ava

hIes. La resolution du Canada ne repond done
pas aux aspirations des peuples.

M. !Usselev voit .uniquement dans la res.olut!on
canadlenne un ultimatum adresse ala mmorIte:
celle-ci n'adopte pas la proposition des Etats-

" '

Mr. Austin had said at the 155th plenary
meeting that the majority of peoples throughout
the world supported the United States control
plan, and Mr. McNeil had defended that point of
view. Mr. Kiselev thought the situation was
quite different. The world was convinced that
the present deadlock was due to the obstinate
refusal on the part of certain delegations to
prohibit atomic weapons. The whole world
knew who was responsible for the sabotage of
the General Assembly decisions of 14 January
and 24 December 1946. They knew too
which countries continued to manufacture atom
hombs.

Examining the Canadian resolution in detail,
he stressed that it recommended waiting for
the moment when a hasis for agreement on the
international control of atomic energy had been
found, and provided that the Atomic Energy
Commission would interrupt its work in the mean
time. It thus postponed the settlement of the
problem of the prohibition of atomic weapons
to an indefinite date and made it possible to
continue manufacturing such aggressive wea..
pons as the atom bomb. An the Members of
the General Assembly knew that the utilization
of those weapons in a new war would inflict
untold misery and suffering upon mankind.
The Canadian resolution, therefore, did not
correspond to the wishes of the peoples.

He regarded it solely as an ultimatum to the
minority. If t~le minority did not accept the
United States proposal, the Anglo-Arllerican

There was no denying that the masses of
the people longed for the prohibition of the
atom bomb. The Soviet Union resolution was
an answer to that profound desire. Its aim
was to ensure that atomic enex:gy should be
used exclusively for peaceful purposes. More..
over, it was actuated by a spirit of true co--opera
tion; it provided a programme to strive for
the well-heing of millions of men and ~o develop
the cultural and economic life of all peoples.

157th plenary meeting 4150

Mr. McNeil had also refused to examine the
problem of international control in detail, and
Sir Hartley Shawcross had confined himself to
stating at the 164th meeting of the First Commit..
tee that the USSR proposal did not contribute
anything new. The Canadian representative
had gone as far as saying at the 162nd meeting
that the USSR plan was nothing but a fraud.
All those allegath:'Ds were faise. Indeed Mr. Ki
selev felt that the United Kingdom and Canadian
representatives did not want to examine the
problem ofatomic energy in its true perspective
and deal with it in a conerete manner.

·n'm _
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Unis, les pays anglo-americains continueront de
produire des homhes atomiques en quantite
illimitee en se reservant toute latitude de lea
utiliser plus tarde Cet ultimatum constitue une
menace directe, un moyen de pression, une fa~on

pour les Etats-Unis d'imposer leur volonte au
reste du monde.

M. Kisselev cite des declarations Caites au cours
de la 42 e seance pIeniere tenue le 29 octohre
1946 a New-York, par le Ministre des Affaires
etrangeres de rURSS, M. Molotov, selon les
quelles il ne saurait ~tre question d'uu monopole
quelconque m~me dans le domaine de l'energie
atomique. Il ne faut pas oublier, a dit en subs
tanceM .Molotov, que si certains Etats possedent
des armes atomiques, rien ne prollve que d'autres
Etats ne les possedent pas egalement et ne dis
posent pas en outre d'autres arm.~s encore plus
terribles. L'hcnneur et la conscience de tous les
peuples pacifiques exigent l'interdiction des
armes atomiques et I'utilisation de I'anergie ato...
mique ades fins exclusivement pacifiques. Afin
de repondre a ces aspirations, il faut des mainte
nant prendre des Desures efficaces pour interdire
l'arme atomique et etablir un contrale interna
tional.

Le peuple hielorusse, qui a si profondement
soufl'ert de la guerre~ entend que soient garanties
les conditions de paix qui, seules, permettro~t

dans l'avenir le plein epanouissement social et
economique. n Caut repondre aces aspirationg
qui sont cenes de tous les peuples paeifiques.

La resolution de l'URSS reflete ces tendances.
C'est pourquoi la delegation de la Republique
socialiste sovieti1Jue de Bielorussie l'appuF,e cha..
leureusement. Elle votera en sa faveur et en
appelle a tous les veritahles amis de la paix pour
qu'ils Cassent de m~me.

M. ROLIN (Belgique) deplore que, au cours de
la precedente et de la presente seance de l'As
sembIee, le vote de ·Ia majorite ait fait d'avance
l'ohjet de vives critiques. 11 ne repondra pas
cependant aces ohservations par d'autres accu
sations. Ces attaques verhales doivent demeurer
le privilege des grmdes Puissances. La Belgique,
comme la RSS de Bielorussie, garde dans sa
chair l'empreinte de la deurieme guerre mon
diale, roais les responsables de cette agression ne
sont pas dans la presente Assemblee et M. Rolin
entend respecter, a l'egard des autres delega
tions, le souvenir des souffrances partagees en
commun dans la lutte pour la liberation.

Il desire, pour sa part, insister sur l'utilite de
rechereher ce qui, malgre leB apparences, unit les
differents pays et de reduire dans toute'la mesure
du possible ca qui les separe, ainsi que de donner
certaines indications a cem: qui auront la respon
sabiliM de poursuivre les conversations sur le
prohleme de l'energie atomique.
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countries would continue to manufacture un
limited quantities of atom bombs while retain-
ing full freedom of action for their use in the
future. The ultimatum was a direct threat,
a means of pressure, a way for the United States
to impose its will upon the world.

He quoted from the statement made at the
42nd plenary meeting by the USSR Foreign
Minister, Mr. Molotov, in New York on 29 Octo
ber 1946, according to which there could be
DO question of any monopoly, even in the field
of atomic energy. The gist of Mr. Molotov's
statement had been that although certain coun
tries possessed atomic weapons there was noth
ing to prove that other States did not possess
them as well, or that they did not possess even
more frightful weapons. The honour and con
science of all peace-loving peoples demanded
the prohibition of atomic weapon~ and the util
ization of atomic energy for peaceful purposes
only. To meet those wishes, there was need
tor immediate measureS for the prohibition of
atomic weapons and the establishment of inter
national control.

The Byelorussian people, who had under
gone such great suffering during the war, wanted
only such peace conditions as would guarantee
full social and economic development in the
luture. Those wishes were shared by all peace
loving peoples and they had to he met.

The USSR resolution reflect€d those tenden
cies and for that reason the Byelorussian Soviet
Socialist Republic delegation gave it its warm
support. It would vote for the resolution, and
it called upon all those who sincerely stood for

I peace to do likewise.

Mr. ftOLIN (Belgium) regretted that during
the last and the present sessions ofthe Assembly,
the majority vote had been subjected in advance
to violent criticisms. He would not, however,
retaliate with other accusations, for such verbal
attacks should remain the privilege of the
great Powers. Belgium, like the Byelorussian
SSR, retained the scara of the Second World
War, but those responsible for the aggression
were not present in the Assembly, and he wished
to respect the memory of the common sufferings
in the fight for liberation shared with the coun
tries of other delegations.

He, for his part thought it most useful to
seek what, in spite of appearances, united the
different countries, to attenuate as far as poss
ible what separated them, and also to give cer
tain indications to those whose responsibility
it WQuld be to carry on conversations on the
problem of atomic energy.
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«Un des plus graves defauts du rapport ... est
qu'il ne traite pas, on. ne fait qu'efHeurer, les
problemes les plus essentiels qui nous sont poses.

.Au stade actuel de nos negociation~, ces pro
blemes sont au nombre de deux. J'ai deja fait
allusion au premier, asavoir la conclusion d'une
conventj'Dn d'interdiction1.»

157th plenary meeting 4ts2

His delegation would vote in favour of the
resolution proposed by the First Committee
which had as its basis the draft submitted by
Canada. He did not think that would mean
the adjournment sine die of the work of the Atomic
Energy Commission but, on the contrary, that
it would mark a new departure. The commen
taries presented by the various delegations in
the First Committee and at plenary meetinss
would, by clarifying the position, facilitate the
future task.

In connexioD. with paragraph 4' of the reso
lution which said that the Assembly et Calls
upon the Atomic Energy Commission... to
proceed to the further study of such of the
subjects remaining in the programme of work
as it considers to be practicable and. useful»
Mr. Vyshinsky had said at the 156th plenary
meeting that those questions were now only
of secondary importance. That, however, had
not always been the opinion of the Soviet Union
delegation. He would quote on that point the
following declaration of the USSR representative
during the 43rd meeting of theWorking Com
mittee of the Atomic Energy Commission .1

«One of the most serious defects in the re
port ... is that it does not deal with - or
mentions just in passing - the most fundamental
problems with which we are faced. There are
two such problems at this s~age of our negotia
tions. The first and fundamental problem is
one which I already have mentioned, namely,
that dealing with the conclusion of a convention
on the prohibition of atomic weapons.»

Mr. Rolin quoted from the USSR represen
taiive's declaration at the same meeting that
the second important problem which was over
looked entirely by the authors of the report
was the question of the time of application of
complete measures of control.

It was therefore unjust to say that the Atomic
Energy Commission would only resume its work
for questions of secondary importance.

The Belgian delegation would also vote for the
amendments submitted by the Indian delega
tion. The first of those amendments was to
introduce the words tt in substance» after the
word «Approves" in paragraph 1 of the Cana
dian res,olution. The United Kingdom represen
tative during his remarks had said that in the
conversations contemplated between the six
Powers he was ready to provide all the necessary
explanations on the questions of sovereignty, the
forms of ownership, the consequences of owner
ship and the forms of control. He was also
ready to examine any other solution which

, See OjJiciall Record, of the Atotnfc Ene1'IfY Commu,ion, Third
Report to the Security Council, page 58.

4 November 1948

La delegatIOn beige votera en faveur de la reso-
lution proposee par la Premiere Commission, qui
a pour base le projet presente par le Canada.
A son avis, cela ne signifie pas l'ajournement
sine dfe des tr~vaux de la ~ommission de l'energie
atomlque, malS au contralre marque un nouveau
depart. Les observations presentees par les diffe
rentes delegations au sein de la Premiere Com
mission et lors des sea.nces pIenieres permettent,
parce qu'elles precisent les positions, de faciliter
la tAche future.

Apropos du paragraphe 4 de la resolution, on
il est dit que l'AssembIee tt Invite la Commission
de l'energie atomique. .. areprendre l'etude de
celles des questions figurant encore ace plan de
travail qu'elle jugera possible et utile d'etudiern,
M. Vychinskya declare, au cours de la 1560 seance
pleniere, que ces questions n'etaient plus que
d'un inter~t secondaire. Cependant, tel n'a pas
toujours ete l'avis de la delegation de l'Union
sovietique. M. Rolin cite ace sujet la declaration
suivante faite par le rep~esentant de l'URSS ala
43 0 seance du Comite de travail de la Commission
de l'energie atomique.

M. Rolin rappelle egalement que le represen
tant de I'URSS a declare, ala m~me seance. que
le second probleme important que les auteurs du
rapport avaient entierement passe sous sileuce,
c'etait la question des delais pour la mise en
reuvre des mesures de contr61e.

Il est donc injuste de dire que la Commission
de l'energie atomique ne reprendrait son travail
que pour des questions secondaires.

La delegation de la Belgique votera egalement
les amendements presentes par la delegation
de l'Inde. Le premier de ces amendements tend a
introduire les mots tt dans l'ensemble» apres le
mot tt apprOUVe" au paragraphe 1 de la resolution
du Canada. Le representant du Royaume-Uni,
au cours de son intervention, a declare que, dans
les conversations envisagees entre les six Puis-
sances, il etait pr~t afournir sur les questions
de la souverainete, des modalites de la propriete,
~es consequences de la propriete, .et des mod~..
lites du contr61e, toutes les explicabons neCeSSal
res. Il etait pr~t egalement aexaminer toute autre

1 Voir le, p,·Otlc,.verbaUic oJIicielB do la Commt"'oo dB l'in,rlfi,
atomiquo, troisieme rapport au CODseil de securite, pase 58.
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solution qui pourrait Mre proposee par la dele
gation de l'URSS. Il est done raisonnable de
penser qu'on ne demande al'Assemblee generale
en ce moment qu'une simple approbation de
principe. Car si l'approbation devait porter sur
les details, les conversations des six Puissances
auraient peu. de chance de reussite puisqu'on
ne peut attendre que l'Union sovietique renonce
entierement a son point de vue et accepte
entierement les propositions de la Premiere
Commission. Ce premier amendement est donc
dans l'esprit de la resolution et ne fait que preci
ser la souplesse qu'on entend donner au mandat
confie aux six Puissances. .

Le second amendement de la delegation de
I'Inde tend aelargir l'invitation faite a la Com
mission de l'energie atomique de reprendre son
travail. Si I'on demande aux six Puissances de
faire un effort pour sortir de l'impasse, il faut
leur donner un temps raisonnable et atiendre les
resultats de leurs conversations avant de convo
quer la Commission de l'energie atomique. Cepen
dant, il ne faut pas leur laisser la responsabilite
exclusive de l'echec ou du succes eventuel de
leurs conversations. Les membres non perma
nents du Conseil de securite renonceraient a
leurs responsabilites s'ils attendaient indefini
ment l'issue de ces pourparlers avant de repren
dre eux-m~mes l'examen du probleme de l'ener
gie atomique. Le representant de la Belgique
estime donc que le second amendement de l'Inde
est acceptable.

M. Rolin desire ensuite preciser la nature du
desaccord qui s'est produit a la· Commission de
l'energie aternique. n souligne en premier lieu
que ce n'est pas un desaccord sur le principe de
l'interdiction de l'energie atomique. L'on a
coutume de considerer que les delegations qui
n'acceptent pas la proposition presentee par la
delegation de l'URSS sont des adversaires
de l'i.Jerdiction de l'arme atomique. Cet argu
ment n'est pas serieux. A plusieurs reprises, la
Commission de l'energie atomique a affirme
que l'une des parties essentielles de la Conven
tion est l'interdiction de la detention, de la faboi
cation et de l'emploi de l'arme atomique. D'ail
leurs, M. Vychinsky n'a pas reitere ces allegations
dans le discours Ciu'i! a fait au cours de la
156e seance plenie.re. n s'est contente d'affirmer
que ceux qui n'acceptai~i1t pas sa maniere de
voir n'etaient pas sinceres lorsqu'ils preconi
saient cette interdiction de l'arme atomique.

Cette accusation peut difficilement Mre soute
nue si l'on analyse raisonnablement l'attitude
et les desseins des Gouvernements que l'URSS
pretend combattre. Lors de sa premiere inter
vention ala Premiere Commission (144e seance),
le representant des Etats-Unis a declare que
son pays detenait le monopole de l'arme atvulique
pour un temps court, c'est ce qu'il a appele un
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might be proposed by the USSR delegation. It
was therefore reasonable to aS8ume that at
present the General Assembly was being asked
only for its approval in principle. For if approval
was to cover the details, the conversations of the
six powers would have little chance of Su\1cess,
since it could not be expected that the Soviet
Union would renounce completely its own point
of view and accept all the First Committee's
proposals. The r;rst amendment would there
fore express the spirit of the resolution and would
bring out the 'flexibility which the mandate
given to the six Powers was intended to have.

The second amendment of the Indian delega
tion tended to enlarge the scope of the invitation
extended to the Atomic Energy Commission to
resume its work. If the six Powers were reques
ted to make an effort to break the deadlock,
they must be given reasonable time, and the
results of their conversations must be awaited
before summoning a meeting of the Atomic
Energy Commission. Nevertheless, they should
not be made solely responsible for the success
or failure of their conversations. The non
permanent members of the Security Council
would renounce their responsibilities if they
indefinitely awaited the result of those conver
sations before themselves resuming the ftxamina
tion of the problem of atomic energy. Conse
quently, he thought India's second amendment
acceptable.

Mr. Rolin wished to clarify the nature of the
disagreement which had arisen in the Atomic
Energy Commission. In the first place it was
not a disagreement on the principle of the prohi
bition of atomic energy. It was a prevalent

I opinion that the delegations who did not accept
the proposal submitted by the USSR delegation
were Opp(\~~:;' to the prohibition of the atomic
weapon. That was a mistaken view. The Atomic
Energy Commission had several times affirmed
that one of the essential parts of the convention
was the prohibition of the possession, the manu
facture and the use of the atomic weapon. More
over, Mr. Vyshinsky had not reiterated those
allegations in the speech he had made at the
156th plenary meeting of the Assembly. He had
merely stated that those who did not accept his
view of the matter were not sincere when they
advocated the prohibition of the atomic weapon.

That accusation would be difficult to sustain
if the attitude and intentions of the Governments
which the USSR claimed to be combating were
analysed in a reasonable way. In his first
speech in the First Committee (144th meeting)
t~e United States representative had said that
his country had the monopoly of the atomic
weapon for a short period; he called it «a short-
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,lwrt time monopoly. Sur la base des conclusions
unanimes des savants, il est evident que ce ne
peut ~tre qu'un monopole de tres courte dures.
Si done les Etats-Unis ont actuellem'ent un stock
de bombes atomiques, et. s'ils sont seuls a l'avoir
ils ont le choix entre deux politiques. Ou bien s~
servir de cet avantage et se lancer dans une guerre
preventive d'extermination de leurs adversaires
eventuels, solution qui a ete repoussee par les
autori~es ~itaires et par les autorites p,olitiques.
Ou blen, SI le Gouvernement dr.s Etats-Unis
ne se resigne pas a cette guerre preventive, il
ne peut trouver sa securite que dans une regie
mentation internationale qui, dans le plus
bref delai possible, lui donnera l'assurance que,
au moment ou son monopole viendra a expira
tion, il ne se trouvera pas devant une Puissance
egale ou super;eure qui, eventueHement, n'au
rait pas les m~mes scrupules. Ces considerations
d' ordre realiste suffisent, de l'avis de M. Rolin
a demontrer la sincerite du Gouvernement des
Etats-Unis et de ceux qui s'atteHent aujourd'hui
a la tache ingrate de l'interdiction de I'arme
atomique. 11 n'y a done veritablement aucun
desaccord sur la recherche d'un mode de regie
mentation de l'energie atomique qui aboutisse
a l'interdiction de l'arme atomique; de son
emploi, de sa fabrication. et de sa detention.

La deuxieme question au sujet de laquelle
semblent exister des divergences est celle de
l'ordre dans lequel doivent intervenir les mesures
relatives a l'interdiction et les mesures relatives
au contr6le. M. Rolin souligne le progres realise
par la delegation de I'URSS qui, dans le dermer
projet de resolution qu'elle a presente a la
Premiere Commission, a propose de conclure
simultanement une convention sur l'interdiction
et une convention sur le contr61e. Le represen
tant de la Belgique est convaincu que la dele
gation de l'Union sovietique se rendra compte
qu'en cette matiere il ne s'agit qued'echelonner
des programmes paralleles et de mettre a exe
cution deux engagements dont l'un et l'autre
ne peuvent ~tre realises que progressivement
dans le temps. Le contr61e suppose des enqu~tes

sur place. La garantie du respect d'une conven
tion sur l'interdiction ne peut ~tre obtenue
qu'a partir du moment ou le contr61e fonctionne.
L'interdiction suppose inevitablement des inven
taires et des verifications. La delegation de
I'URSS, qui est realiste, doit se rendre compte
qu'elle ne peut pas raisonnahlement demander
a une Puissance qui, a tort ou a raison, croit
avoir le monopole de l'arme atomique, de livrelr
et de detruire ce qu'elle possede avant d'avoir
des garanties effectives en ce qui concerne le
contr61e de la production dans les autres pays.
L'echelonnement des engagements est done une
question technique et une donnee a laquelle
on ne peut echapper.

The second question on which there appeared
to be differences of opinion was that of the order
in which the measures concerning prohibition
and control should come into force. Mr. Rolin
emphasized the progress made by the USSR
delegation which in its last draft resolution pre
sented to the First Committee had proposed the
simultaneous conclusion of a convention on
prohihition and a convention on control. He
was sure the Soviet Union delegation would
realize that it was only a question of spacing
out parallel programmes and putting into exe
cution two undertakings, both of which could
only be progressively realized. Control involved
inquiries on the spot. The guarantee that a
convention on prohibition would be respected
could only be obtained when the control machi
nery was actually working. With prohibition
inevitably went inven~ories and checkings. The
USSR delegation, which was realistic, must
understand that it could not reasonably ask a
Power which, :rightly or wrongly, believed it
pos$essed the monopoly of the atomic weapon
to hand over and destroy what it possessed before
having effective guarantees on the contrd of
production in other countries. The spacing out
of the engagements in time was therefore a
technical question, a factor which could not be
avoided.

167th plen.,- meeting

time mo~opoly". The unanimous conclusions
of scientists showed that it could only be a
monopoly of very short duration. If, therefore,
the United States at present possessed a stock
of atomic bombs and if it was the only country
to do so, it could choose between two policies.
Either it could make use of its advantage and
start a preventive war to wipe out its enemies, a
solution rejected by both the military and polit
ical authorities. Or, if the Government of the
United States did not resign itself to the need
for such a preventive war, it could ,only seek
safety in an international arrangement which
would give it the assurance, at the earliest poss
ible moment, that when its monopoly expired
it would not find itself confronted by an equal
or superior Power, which might not have the
same scruples. He thought those realistic con
siderations were sufficient to demonstrate the
sincerity of the United States Government and
of those who at present saddled themselves
with the ungrateful task of the prohibition of
the atomic weapon. Hence there was really no
disagreement at all about the need for a method
of regulating atomic energy which would suc
ceed in prohibiting the atomic·weapon, its use,
its manufacture and its possession.

..11II I 5-~-" "1iiQj Id>"-'.t.S.'.Ulili"...·.5•••_._
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Le representant de I'URSS pretend que, aux
termes des conclusions de la majorite de la
Commission de renergie atomique, les Etats
Unis n'auront a consentir aucun sacrifice pen
datit plusieur& annees, au cours desquelles,
au contraire, une Commission comprenant des·
Americains procedera dans les autres pays a
une veritable inquisition sur tous les moyens
possibles de production et d'utilisation de
I'energie atomique. M. Rolin releve que si telle
etait la consequence des condusions des rap
ports de la Commission, non seulement l'Union
sovietique, mais egalement de nomhreux autres:
pays refuseraient de les accepter. La mise en
<Buvre du contr61e de l'energie atomique doit
Mre effectuee de maniere aexiger de chaque pays
quelques sacrifices. Ainsi, ce contr61e lui donnant,
par sa simultaneite, la garantie necessaire,
chaque pays pourra, par echelons, aller jusqu'a
l'etape finale, qui est, pour ceux qui ont des
armes atomiques, la destruction de ces armes.
Ni sur la question de principe, ill. sur la question
politique de l'ordre dans lequel il faut proceder
au contr61e de l'energie atomique et a l'inter
diction des armes atomiques, il ne deit done y
avoir desaccord.

M. Rolin ne pense pas non plus qu'il existe
de desaccord sur la question du stade final
auquel on doit aboutir. Le representant de
I'URSS s'est declare d'accord avec les autres
memhres de la Commission de l'energie ato
mique pour reconnaitre que, etant donne l'im
mense valeur de l'energie atomique utilisee a
des fins pacifiques, il fallait comprendre le mot
et interdiction" dans le sens de recuperation
pour l'activite economique pacifique des pos.:
sibilites d'energie qui se trouvent actuellement
dans la homhe atomique.

11 n'existe pas non plus de desaccord sur la
necessite du contr61e. M. Vychinsky a montre
que les representants de l'URSS ont non seule
ment accepte l'idee du contr61e, mais ont propose
des programmes detailIes en vue du contr61e.

M. Rolin ne voit rien dans les conclusions de
la Commission de l'energie atomique qui pourrait
entrainer· une preponderance quelconque des
Etats-Unis d'Amerique dans le recrutement du
personnel DU dans le mode de fonctionnement
de I'organisme international. Cette question
pourrait d'ailleurs faire l'objet d'une etude
suppIementaire de la part de la Commission
de l'energie atomique.

Enfin, les representants de I 'URSS sont egale
ment d'accord, comme ceux des autres pays,
sur la necessiM de sanctions dans les cas de vio
lation des engagements.

La seule difference qui separe I'Union sovie
tique des autres ~ays reside, de l'avis du repre
sentant de la Belgique, dans la question des
pouvoirs de l'organisme de contr61e. Au eours
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The USSR representative claimed that the
conclusions of the majority group of the Atomic
Energy Commission meant that the United States
would not have to make any sacrifices for several
years, but that, during that period, a Commis
sion including Americans would subject other
countries to a veritable inquisition covering all
possible means of production and the utiliza
tion of atomic energy. If such were indeed the
result of the conclusions contained in the Com
mission's reports, then not only the Soviet Union
but many other countries as well would have
refused to accept them. The implementation of
the control of atomic energy must be such as to
demand some sort of sacrifice from every country.
The fact that control would be applied simultan
eously in all countries would provide the neces
sary guarantee, so that each country would be
able to proceed, step by step, to the final stage,
the destruction of atomic weapons tin those coun
tries where they existed. There should there
fore be no disagreement either on the question
of principle or on the political question of the
order' of implementation of the control of atomic
energy and the prohibition of atomic weapons.

Nor was there any disagreement as to the final
stage to be reached. The USSR representative
hJd agreed with the other members of the Atomic
Energy Commission that, in view of the great
value of atomic energy for peaceful ends, the
word et prohibition" would have to be taken to
mean the recovery for peaceful purposes of the
potential energy at present contained in the
bomb.

There was no disagreement either on the
need for control. Mr. Vyshinsky had shown
that the USSR representatives bad not only
accepted the idea of control, but had proposed
detailed programmes for such control. ~

Mr. Rolin saw nothing in the conclusions of the
Atomic Energy Commissiou which might lead to
any preponderance of the United States as
regards the recruitment of personnel or the
functioning of the international control agency.
That question might moreover be studied in
further detail by the Atomic Energy Commission.

.Finally, the USSR representatives were agreed
With representatives of other countries on the
need of sanctions in eases of violation of under
takings.

The only difference between the Soviet Union
and other countries lay in the questioit of the
po~ers of th~ proposed control organ. Mr. Vy
shinsky, durmg the 156th plenary meeting had
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The Government of the United States, which
had maintained the greatest and most unbounded
respect for private enterprise, had done for the
atomic weapon what it had never done for any
other type of weapon : it had deprived private
enterprise of the right to manufacture nuclear
fuel. The United States Government would
never have decided to nationalize that concern,
had it not been vitally necessary for internal
se~urity, more so even than for external security,
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said that the powers of that nrgan were equi
valent to real property rights incompatible with
the sovereign rights of the various States. That
objection appeared to be unfounded both in
law and in fact. As Mr. Vyshinsky had admitted
at the 145th meeting of the First Committee
any international agreement had the effect of
limitilng sovereignty. The question was whether
or not the limitation envisaged by tile Atomic
Energy Commission was imperative. On that
point, Mr. Vyshinsky had tried to prove that it
was wrong to conclude, as the Commission had
done, that because of the special circumstances
of the manufacture of atomic bombs, such
exorbitant prerogatives were imperative.
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de la 156' seance pIeniere, M. Vychinsky a
fait observer que les fonctions de cet organisme
equivaudraient aun veritable droit de prolli.'iete
incompatible avec la souverainete des Et.ats.
Cette objection ne parait fondee ni en droit
ni en fait. Tout engagement internationallimite
la souverainete, ainsi que M. Vychinsky ra
d'aHleurs reconnu au cours de la 145 e seance
de la Premiere Commission. La qUf""tion est
de savoir si la limitation proposee pt.:: la Com..
mission de l'energie atomique s'impose ou ne
s'impose pas. Sur ce point, M. Vychinsky s'est
efforce de demontrer qu'il etait inexact de con..
clure, comme l'a fait la Commission, que, en
raison des modalites speciales de la fabrication
des bombes atomiques, ces droits exorbitants
etaient indispensables.

De l'avis de M. Rolin, il suffif, de faire deux
observations de bon sens pour comprendre la
justesse des vues de la Commission. 11 rappelle
en premier lieu que c'est entre un et cent ki{~

grammes que se trouve la quantite critique de
combustible nucIeaire susceptible d'explosion.
La bombe qui a detruit Hiroshima ne contemlit
m~me pas cent kilogrammes de combustible
nucIeaire. Or, d'apres les declarations de M. Aus
tin, une bombe atomique moderne produirait
cinq fois le resultat de Hiroshima et, selon un
ecrit americain recent, un seul raid de quelques

, heures effectue par deux cents avions charges de
hombes atomiques permettrait d'obtenir le l'esul..
tat de deux annees de b{lmhardements aeriens
pendant la derniere guerre. S'il suffit donc de
quelques kilos de cette matiere nouvelle pOUf
produire des effets destructeurs sans precedents,
un contr6le intermittent n'est pas suffisant
car il faut que l'alerte puisse ~tre donnee ala
moindre disparitior. d'une quantite quelconque
d'explosif. Il faut, en outre, rappeler que la
fabrication de la bombe apartir du combustible
nucIeairt~ prepare pour des fins pacifiques ne
demande que quelques semaines ou quelques
mois et un equipement peu considerable. Si
donc une fuite se produit, la bombe peut ecla
ter a h:ref delai. C'est pourquoi l'inspection
periodique, que ia delegation de I'URSS pr<r
pose d'effectuer tous les mois ou tous les tri
mestres dans une usine determinee, risque de
se prodlllire finalement trop tard pour assurer
la securite necessaire.

Le representant de la Belgique rapp.elle,
d'autre part, que le Gouvernement des Etats
Unis, quit a conserve le respect le plus total ~t
le plus excessif pour l'industrie privee, a fa~t
pour l'aI'ltne atomique ce qu'il n'a jamais fait
pour aucun autre armement; il a enleve arin..
dustrie privee la fabrication du combustible
nucIeaire. Jamais le Gouvernement des Etats
Unis ne se serait decide anationaliser ainsi cette
entreprise s'il n'y avait pas eu la une necessite

Two common sense observations were sufficient
to show the correctness of the Commission's
views. Firstly, the critical quantity of nuclear
fuel required for causing an explosion was be
tween one and one hundred kilogrammes. The
bomb which destroyed Hiroshima did not even
contain one hundred kilogrammes of nuclear fuel.
According to Mr. Austin, a modern atomic bomb
would produce an effect five times that of the
Hiroshima bomb, and according to a regent
United States report a single raid by two hundred
planes carrying atomic bombs could, within a
few hours, produce the same results as two
years of air bombing during the late war. If,
therefore, a few kilogrammes of that new mat.erial
were enough to produce unprecedented des.truc
tion, intermittent control was not sufficient, for
it must be possible to give the alarm if even the
smallest quantity of the explosive disappeared.
It should be remembered, moreover, that it
took only a few weeks or months, using only a
small apparatus, to manufacture atom bombs
from nuclear fuel prepared for peaceful purposes.
Thus any leakage might result in the explosion
of a bomb within a short period. For that
reason, the USSR proposal for periodic inspec
tion of individual factories to take place every
month, or every three months, might result in
the inspection being too late to afford the neces
sary security.
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and had not the 8.uthorities reached the conclu
sion that periodiC:ll inspections were not enough,
bnt that continuous supervision was essential.

Such sapervision was netessary for interna
tional security as well. Thus every ~ou:oiry had
to choose between the threat of the final destruc
tion of the world by atomic warfare and some
sacrifice of its sovereignty. It should be added,
in that connexion, that the sacrifice of sovereign
rights was by no means as serious as the USSR
representative had claimed at the 156th plenary
meeting. The USSR representative had declared
that the right of property would entail the right
to !Supervise that property, and that that right
would be exercised by an inter~ational police
force; since the said police force would have to
defend the property against a national army, it
would have to be stronger than that army. So
every country would have to accept a monstrollS
network of foreign military forces.

Such had never been the intention of the
Commission. The sole purpose of establishing
ownership was to guarantee ~ontinuity of con
trol. . It was ownership in the interests of the
community, and would leave the countries owning
mines t~e profits from the sale of the minerals
used. But it was essential for the Atomic
Energy Commission to ha accountable for the
raw materials necessary for the manufacture of
nuclear fuel, so as to be in a position to notice
the disappearance of any quantity of that raw
material immediately. The whole system was
nothing but an alarm system desigaed to go
ofl'in case of raw materials being illegally removed
or utilized.

It was feared that the Commission might be
unduly under United States influence and might
show prejudice in the allocation of quotas.
Various precautions might be taken to prevent
that from happening. But he wished to stress,
as the United Kingdom representative had don-e,
that Governments would be prepared to accept
limitations of their sovereign rights only in so
far as such limitations appeared indispensable,
and o~l! against guara~tees that the~ w~uld not
be utilIzed by a foreIgn country !1l It~ own
interest.

In one way, they might in the end draw closer
to the views of the USSR. Despite the latter's
protestl~, the two problems of atomic energy and
conventl\onal armaments had up till now been
treated separately; such treatment was justified,
to a certain extent, by the fact that the method
of manufacturing nuclear fuel necessitated per
manent control on the spot, which differed from
the control that would he required for the reduc-
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vitale pour la securite interieure avant m~me la
securite exterieure, et si les autorites n'etaient
pas arrivees a la conviction qu'il ne suffisait
pas de proceder a des enqu~tes periodiques
mais qu'il faHait exercer une surveillance con
tinue.

De i'avis de M. Rolin, cette necessite s'impose
egalement surle plan de la securite internationale.
Ainsi, chaque pays a le choix entre demeurer
sous la menace de la destruction finale du monde
par la guerre atomique ou consentir aun sacri
fice de sa souverainete. Il faut ajouter d'ailleurs
que ce sacrifice de souverainete n'est en rien
celui qu'a decrit le representant de l'URSS au
cours de la 156". seance pIeniere. Celui-ci a
declare que le droit de propriete entratnant le
droit de surveillance de la propriete, celle-ci
sera exercee par une police internationale et
que cette police, devant defendre la propriete
comme l'armee nationale, devrait Mre plus forte
que i'armee nationale. Ainsi chaque pays devrait
accepter un monstrueux echafaudage de forces
militaires etrangeres.

Le representant de la Beigique affirme que
talle u'a jamais ete I'intention de la Commission.
L'etablissement du droit de propriete n'a
qu'un seul but: la continuite de la s~rv'~:nance.

Il s'agit d'une propriete dans l'inte~t de la
collectivite, qui laisse aux pays proprietaires
des mines le montant des prix de vente des mine
rais qui seront utilises. Mais il faut que la Com
miesion de I'energie atomique soit comptable
des matieres premieres necessaires a la fabrica
tion du combustible nucIeaire, afin qu'elle
s'aperc;oive immediatement de toute disparition
d'une quantite quelconque de cette matiere
premiere. Le systeme envisage n'est autre chose
qu'un dispositif d'alarme dans le cas on le
produit serait ilIegalement soustrait ou utilise.

On craint que la Commission ne soit sou~

rinfluence des Etats-Unis et qu'elle ne se
montre pleine de prejuges dans l'allocation des
contingents. Diverses precautions peuvent Mre
prises a ce sujet. Mais M. Rolin tient a affirmer,
ainsi que I'a fait le representant du Royaume
Uni, que les Gouvernements ne concederont
des limitations de leur souverainete que dans
la mesure on celles-ci parattront indispensaLles
et on des garanties seront prises pour qu'elles
ne soient pas utilisees par un pays etranger
dans son inter~t propre.

Le representant de la Belgique fait observ"r
enfin que, sur un point, I'on se rapproehera
peut-~tre fin!llp.ment des vues de l'URSS. Malgre
les protestations de 'I'Unionsovietique on a,
jusqu'a present, separe le probleme de l'energie
atomique de celui des armes de type classique.
Cette separation est justifiee dans une certaine
mesure en raison des modalites de la fabrica
tion du combustible nucIeaire, qui suppose un
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contr61e permanent sur place, different de ce'ui
que I'on doit envisager pour une reduction
~ventuelIe des autres armements. Cependant,
M. Rolin reconnatt que les deux problemes sont
en un sens inseparables et, pour sa part, il
comprend le point de vue de la delegation de
rURSS, selon lequel iI n'est pas possible de
consentir une limitation ou une reduction deJ
armements tant que le probleme de l'energie
atomique ne sera pas regie. .

11 pense donc que, lorsque, la Commission de
l'energie atomique sera sortie de I'impasse ou
elIe se trouve et aura poursuivi plus avant ses
travaux, elle devra travailler en collaboration
avec la Commission des armements de type
classique afin de coordonner la destruction des
bombes atomiques et la reduction des arme.
mf\n.ts de type classique dans les pays OU if
n'existe pas de bombe atomique. Il est souhai
table que, dans une conference finale, ces deux
conventions puissent Mre elaborees parancle.
ment.

M. Rolin rappelle que les debats actuels ne
sont qu'une phase nouvelle, la plus grave et
sans doute la derniere, d'une vieille cause, la
cause de la reduction progressive des arme
ments. 11 souligne que la Commission des arme
ments de type classique pourrait tirer un grand
profit de l'etude des documents de la Societe
iles Nations dans ce domaine, car il y a souvent
plus aapprendre d'une defaite que d'une victoil'e,
et la defaite de la Societe des Natjnns, incon
testable en matiere de reduction des armements,
a laisse des tresors de propositions etudiees et
travaillees jusque dans le detail; celles-ci pour
raient ~tre aujourd'hui des elements precieux
pour !e succes des travaux de la Commission
des armements de type classique. La reduction
generale des armements est le premier pas vel'S
l'reuvre de paix et non pas le terme de cette
reuvre. A cet egard, la Charte est inferieure au
Pacte de la Societe des Nations.

M. Rolin cite, en terminant, les conclusions de
Sir Edward Grey, Secretaire d'Etat aux Affaires
etrangeres du Royaume-Uni, dans ses memoires
Twenty-Five Years, ou iI examine les causes de
la guerre de 1914-1918 :

«La morale est claire : e'est que de grands
armements conduisent inevitablement ala guerre.
Si une nation arme, les autres nations lui rendent
l'agression tentante en demeurant sans derense...
Chaque mesure prise par une nation est notee
et conduit ades contre-mesures chez les autres.
L'accroissement des armements, qui est destine
dans chaque nation aproduire un sentiment de
puissance, de securite, ne produit pas ces effets;
il developpe la conscie~ce de la puissance des
autres Etats et un sentiment de peur. La peur
engendre la suspicion, la defiance et des imagina-:,
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tion of other armaments. Nevertheless he admit
ted that the two problems were in a sense insep
arable, and he for his part understood the view
of the USSR delegation, which maintained that
it was impossible to agree to a limitation or
reduction of armaments until the problem of
atomic energy had been settled.

He thought therefore that when the Atomic
Energy Commission broke its present deadlock
and reached a further state in its work, it would
have to work together with the Commission on Con
ventional Armaments with a view to co-ordinating
the destruction of atomic bombs and the reduc
tion of conventional armaments in countries
without atom bombs. It was desirable that, in
a final conference, those two conventions could
be drawn up simultaneously.

He would remind the Committee that the
present discussions were only a fresh phase,
doubtless the most serious and the last, of an
old cause, that of the progressive reduction of
armaments. He stressed that the Commission on
Conventional Armaments might very profitably
study the documents of the League of Nations
on that subject; a defeat was often more instruc
tive than a victory, and the defeat of the League
of Nations - it was indisputably defeated on the
problem of armaments - had left behind it a
valuable store of documentation in the form of
proposals which had been studied and worked
out in detail. Those proposals might today
prove a val ~able contribution to the work of the
Commission on Conventional Armaments. Agen
eral re'luction of armaments was the first step in
the task Qf achieving peace, not the end of that
task. In that respect, the Charter was inferior
to the Covenant of the League of Nations.

Finally, he would quote the conclusions
reached by Sir Edward Grey, the United King
dom Secretary of State for Foreign Affairs, in his
memoirs: Twenty-Five Years, in which he examined
the causes of the 1914-1918 war.

«The moral is ohv?'.ous : it is that great arma
ments lead inevitably to war. .. While one nation
arms, oth.er nations can tempt it to aggression
by remaining defenceless. . . Each measure taken
by one nation is noted and leads to counter
measures by others. The increase of armaments
that is intended in each nation to produce
consciousness of strength, and a sense of secur- ,
ity, doe~ not prCJduce these effects. On the
contrary, it produces a consciousness of the
stl'ength of other nations and a sense of fear.
Fear begets suspicion and wstrus t and evil

at, . , S'7
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imaginings of all sorts, till each Govemment feels
it ~uld be criminal. • • not to take every pre
caution. The enormous growth of armaments
in Europe, the sense of insecurity and fear
caused by them - it was these that made war
inevitable. This it seems to me, is. • • the
lesson that the present should be learning from
the past in the interest of future peace, the
warning to be handed on to those who come
after us."

Those words had been written before the era
of the atomic bomb, but it was still a fact that
only the control of armaments, and not the atomic
weapon, could bring security to the United
States and the rest of the world.

General ROMULO (Philippines)' recalled that,
at the end of the debate on atomic energy in
the First Committee, the Philippine delegation
had welcom-:Jd the 11SSR draft resolution, which
seemed to hold out a possibility of compromise
on that problem. His delegation had hoped
that manifestat:oD of a spirit of reconciliation
might lead the great Powers at last to find a
common basis for agreement. His delegation
regretted that early promise of possible agree
ment had not been fulfilled.

The text of the draft resolution submitted
by the }'irst Committee had not received unani
mous approval, as might have heen hoped.
The Soviet Union draft resolution, proposing
the signature of two separate conventions on
control and prohibition of the atomic weapon
to enter into force simultaneously, represented
a considerable advance on the original position
taken up by the USSR delegation in the Atomic
Energy Commission and the Security Council.

It was only too true, unfortunately, that the
debates in the United Nations often resulted
in obscuring rather than clarifying the questions
under review. The Members of the United
Nations themselves were no longer able to dis
tinguish the points on which agreement could be
reached, because of the cross-fire of the two
opposing ideologies to which the United Nations
was subjected. That made it a~l the more
important to seek out all the points on which
agreement was possible, and to use them as
stepping stones towards further agreements.

Thus, despite the speeches which had been
made, careful examination of the Canadian draft
resolution showed that it contained at least the
premises for a compromise solution, and there-
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tions mauvaises de toutes sortes, jusqu'a ce que
chaque Gouvernement sente qu'il serait cri
minel de ne pas prendre toutes les precautions.
L'enorme accroissement des armements en
Europe, le sentiment d'insecurite et de peur
cause par eux, c'est cela qui a rendu la guerre
inevitable. Telle est, a mon avis, la ... lec;on
que le present doit retirer du passe dans I'in
ter~t de la paix future, I'avertissement que nous
devons transmettre a ceux qui viendront apres
nous".

Ces lignes ont ete ecrites avant I'ere de la
bombe atomique, mais il demeure vrai que,
seule, la reglementation des armements, et
non pas I'arme atomique, pourrf.tit apporter la
securite aux Etats-Unis, comme au reste du
monde.

Le general ROMULO (Philippines) rappeHe que,
ala fin des debats sur la question de l'energie
atomique au sein de la Premiere Commission,
la delegation des Philippines a accueilli avec
satisfaction le projet de resolution de I'URSS,
qui lui paraissait offrir une possibilite de corn
promis sur ce probleme. Elle esperait que cette
manifestation d'un esprit de conciliation amene
ra;.t les grandes Puissances a trouver enfin
UD terrain d'entente. Sa delegation regrette
que ces prt,mieres promesses de possibilites
d'accord se soient evanouies.

Le texte du projet de resolution soumis par
la Premiere Commission n'a pas re~u l'approha
tion unanime que ron pouvait esperer. Le
general Romulo fait observer cependant que
le projet de resolution de l'Union sovietique,
dans lequel est proposee la signature de deux
conventions distinctes sur le contrble et l'inter
diction de l'arme atomique qui da,vraient entrer
en vigueur simultanement, represente un pro
gres considerable si on le compare ala position
initiale de la delegation de I'URSS au sein de
bl Commission de l'energie atomique et du
CODfiSH de securite.

Il n'est que trop vrai, malheureusement, que
les debats au sein de I'Organisatr.on des Nations
Unies ne font souvent qu'aggraver la confusio,ll
plut6t qu'elucider les problemes etudies. L/bs
Membres des· Nations Unies eux-m~mes ne
distinguent plus les points sur lesquels I'accord
peut s'etablir, en raison du feu croise des deux
ideologies adverses auxquelles est soumise rOrga
nisation. Il est d'autant plus important de recher
cher tous les points sur lesquels l'accord peut
s'etablir et de les utiliser comme des points de
depart en vue de nouveaux accords.

C'est ainsi que, malgre les discours qui ont
ete prononces, un examen minutieux de la
resolution canadienne montre qu'eUe contient au
moins les premices d'une solution de compromis

.-IiII'·.... IIIIilII... ~
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Le colonel HODGSON (Australie) fait observer
que le texte de la resolution presentee aI'Assem
blee differe de maniere importante sur certains
points du texte primitif (A/C.1/30S) presente
par la delegation canadienne. La delegation de
I'Australie, pour sa part, a presente au sein de la
Premiere Commission trois amendements (A/C.
1/313 et A/C. 1/336) qui ont ete incorpores
dans le nouveau texte de la proposition cana
dienne. M. Hodgson rappeHe que lol'~ de la
presentation du projet de resolution initial de la
delegation canadienne au cours de la 144e seance
de la premiere Commission, les memhres de
cette Commission. ont eprouve une veritable
consternation, car le projet prevoyait I'ajourne
ment des travaux de la Commission de I'energie
atomique jusqu'a ce qu'un accord ait ete atteint
entre les six memhres permanents de la Com
mission. La consequence de ce retard risquait
d'~tre regrettable, si I'on pense qu'en 1947
il u'existait que douze instituts de recherches

. atomiques et qu'il en existe a present plus de
vingt et que, plus l'on tardera a instituer un
contr61e international, plus la chose sera diffi
cile.

.................. ,-- ., ,...
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et, par consequent, d'une entente pO'Jsihle.
Les positions des groupes majoritaire et mino
ritaire au sein de la Commission de l'energie
atomique sont plus rapprochees aujourd'hui
qu'elIes ne l'etaient au cours des deux annees
ecoulees, etant donne que I'URSS a officielle-
ment accepte le principe de la simultaneite
du contr61e et de I'interdiction, alors qu'elle
insistait jusqu'a present sur l'interdiction et
la destruction prealable des armes atomiques.

La projet de resolution canadien demande aUI
six memhres permanents de la Commission de
l'energie atomique de se reunir et, de plus,
invite la Commission de l'energie atomique a
se reunir de nouveau. Il y a lieu de remarquer
que le projet de resolution de I'URSS recom
mande egalement au Conseil de securite et a
la Commission de l'energie atomique de pour
suivre leurs travaux. En fait, J.a delegation de
I'Union sovietique s'etait oppDsee a la suspen
sion des travaux de la Commission de I'energie
atomique et avait exprime le desir que la Com
mission poursuive son reuvre. De favis de la
dcHegation des Philippines, il serait possible a
present a la delegation de I'URSS, d'apres les
termes du projet de resolution canadien, de
soumettre ala Commission de I'energie atomique
ses nouvelles propositions sur une base plus
technique qu'il n'a ete possible de le faire au
l!lein de I'Assemblee generale et dans une atmo
sph.ere moins lourde d'antagonismes politiques.

La delegation des Philippines votera en faveur .
du projet de resolution canadien.

Colonel HODGSON (Australia) pointed out that
the text of the resolution submitted to the
General Assembly differed materially on some
points from the original text (A/C.1/30S) sub
mitted by the Canadian delegation. The Aus
tralian delegation had submitted three amend
ments in the First Committee (A/C.1/313 and
A/C.1/336) which had heen incorporated in
the new text of the Canadian proposal. The
first draft of the Canadian resolution, when
submitted at the 144th meeting of the First
Committee had caused some consternation among
the members of that Committee as it provided
for the adjournment of the work of the Atomic
Energy Commission until agreement had been
reached between the six Powers who were per
manent members of the Commission. The
consequences of that delay might have heen
regrettable, since in 1947 there were only twelve
institutes of atomic research in existence and
at the present time there were over twenty.
The greater the delay in estabJishing interna
tional eontroJ" the greater would be the diffi
culties.
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fore, for a possible agreement. The positions
of the majority and minority groups in the
Atomic Energy Commission were closer to one
another at that moment than they had been
during the past two years : the USSR had
officially accepted the principle of simultaneity
of control and prohibition, whereas it had insis
ted, up till then, on the prior prohibition and
destruction of atomic weapons.

...

The Philippine delegation would therefore
vote in favour of the Canadian draft resolutio:l1l.

The Canadian draft resolution requested the
six permanent members of the Atomic Energy
Commission to meet together, and also called
on the Commission itself to reconvene. It
should be pointed out that the USSR draft
resolution also recommended that the Security
Council and the Atomic Energy Commission
continue their work. In fact, the Soviet Union
delegation had objected to the suspension of
the work of the Commission, and expresset the
desire that it should continue its work. The
Philippine delegation thought the USSR dele
gation could at the moment, in accordance with
the terms of the Canadian draft resolution,
submit its new proposals to the Atomic Energy
Commission; discussion there could be on a
more technical basis than had been possible
in the General Assembly, and the atmosphere
wou:ld be less heavily laden with political anta
gODlsms.
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M. MANOUILSKY (Republique socialiste sone
tique iJ,'Ukraine) desire presenter quelques obser
vations sur les declarations faites par les dif
ferents representants.

n s'excuse tout d'abord de ne pas repondre
au discours prononce ala 156· seance pIeniere
par M. Ramadier, representant de la France.
Ce n'est pas qu'il n'a1t pas p~te a cette decla
ration l'attention necessaire, mais il estime que
le discours de M. Ramadier n'est pas assez sub
stantiel pour motiver une reponse detaillee.
En revanche, l'expose du representant du Canada
a ete fort interessant, mais il a utilise des argu
ments auxquels la delegation de I'URSS avait
deja repondu.

Par contre, M. Manouilsky estime necessaire
de s'arr~ter plu~ en detail a la declaration de
M. McNeil. M. McNeil a rejete la leclaration
du representant de la Pologne, auquel il reproche
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Le representant de l'Australie constate done
avee satisfaction que le texte propose a I'Assem
bIee prevoit une certaine collaboration inter
nationale en matiere d'energie atomique et la
poursuite des travaux de la Commission. Beau
eoup de sujets importants sont encore a traiter
et la delegation de l'Australie accueille avec
plaisir toutes les assuranc~s donnees selon les
queUes les travaux seront repris a bref delai.

nest inexact de pretendre que les conclusions
de la Commission de l'energie atomique ne font
que reprendre le Plan Baruch qui serait destine
a servir l'imperialisme des Etats-Unis. Aucune
I!utre Commission de l'Organisation des Nations
Udes n'a fait preuve de plus de devouement
a If! cause internationale que' la Commission de
l'e:L'\ergie atomique.

Le colonel Hodgson precise qu'il est en faveur
du premier amendement propose par la dele
gation de I'Inde, qui permet de donner une
certaine liberte d'action aux six Puissances. Il
pourrait sembler que le paragraphe 1 de la
resolution, dans sa forme actueUe,· signifie que
l'Assemblee approuve dans les details tous les
principes et dispositions contenus dans les
parties des rapports de la Commission de l'ener
gie atomi~ue qui sont mentionnees. n a ete
precise que tel n'etait pas l'esprit de la resolu
tion, et c'est afin d'elucider entierement la
~uestion que le representant de i'Inde a propose
! insertion des mots tt daIllS l'ensemble» apres
le mot ttApprouve~.

En consequence, la delegation de l'Australie
espere que I'AssembIee adoptera cette resolu
tion sous une forme, quelle qu'eUe soit, qui
maintienne la recommandation de proceder a
des conversations sur un plan politique ~leve

d'une part et, d'autre part, de poursuivre les
discussions au sein de la Commission.

Mr. MANUILSKY .(Ukrainian Soviet Socialist
Republic) wished to comment on the statements
of various representatives.

First he apologized for not replying to the
statement made at the 156th plenary meeting
by Mr. Ramadier, the French representative.
It was not that he had not given that speech
the necessnry attention, but he did not think
there was enough substance in it to warrant
a detailed reply. On the other hand, the state
ment made hy the Canadian representative
had been extremely interesting, but had used
arguments to which the USSR delegation had
already replied.

Mr. Manuilsky thought it essential, however,
to d.eal with Mr. McNeil's statement in greater
detail. Mr. McNeil had repudiated the Polish
representative's statement, and had taken him

The Australian delegation consequently hoped
that the Assembly would adopt that resolution,
whatever its form, provided that it retained,
on the one hand, the recommendation that
conversations should be held at a high political
level, and, on the other, that discussions would
be continued within the Commission.
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It was consequently a matter of satisfaction
to the Australian delegatiG:.l that the text sub
mitted to the Assembly provided for interna
tional collaboration in the field of atomic energy
as well as for the continuation of the Commis
sion's work. Much important work still re
mained to be done and the Australian delegation
welcomed all the assurances that the work
would be continued forthwith.

It was wrong to assume that the conclusions
arrived at by the Atomic Energy Commission
merely recapitulated the Baruch Plan which
was supposed to serve the cause of U'~ited

States imperialism. No other commission ~f

the United Nations had given more eloquent
proof of its devotion to the cause of interna
tional relations than had the Atomic Energy
Commission.

He was in favour of the first amendment
submitted by the Indian delegation since it al
lowed acertain freedom ofaction to the six Powers.
It might seem that paragraph 1 of the resolution
as it now stood meant that the Assembly ap
proved down to the last detail all the principles
and provisions contained in those parts of the
reports of the Atomic Energy Commission that
were specifically mentioned. It had been made
clear, however, that such was not the intention
of the resolution, and it was in order fully to
clarify the point that the representative of India
had proposed that the words «in substance»
be inserted after the word ttApproves».
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de proposer des compromis alors que, de son
avis, il existe sur cette question une difference
de principe. M. Manouilsky constate qu'en effet
la position de la delegation du Royaume-Uni
differe fort de celle de la delegation de I'URSS
et iI se propose d'examiner certaines des ques..
tions traitees par M. McNeil.
L~ prohlemeclel'interdiction de I'arme atomi..

que et de I'etahlissement d'un contr6le de l'ener
gie atomique est essentiel pour assurer la paix,
la securite et la cooperation internationales. 11 ne
s'agit nullement d'une question de doctrine
Rociale, comme on a essaye de le prouvel' ala
Premiere Commission, ni de divergences de vues
provoquees par des doctrines differentes. Pvur
M. Manouilsky, il s'agit avant tout du prohleme le
plus grave" de notre epoque, de la division du
monde entre les forces de la reaction et de la
guene et les forces du progres et de la paix.

Chacun sait qu'il existe dans le monde deux
systemes economiques difl'erents et deux doc
trines sociales divergentes. C~la n'a nullement
emp~che des Etats ayant des systemes economi
ques difFerents d'entretenir des relations com
merciales, et de cooperer en temps de paix
comme en temps de guerre. Malgre un systeme
economique semhlahle, la guerre a eclate entre
les Etats Unis et l'AHemagne. Au contraire,
l'Union sovietique et les Etats Unis, hien
qu'ayant des systemes economiques difl'erents,
ont coopere pendant la guerre.

Cependant, M. Bevin, Ministre des AfFaires
etrangeres du Royaume Uni, et M. Austin ont
essaye de mettre en doute cette affirmation et
ont ten16, au cours de la 144e seance pIeniere, de
se livrer aun long dehat sur la theorie du manis
me. Mais etant donne que ces representants n'ont
pas une connaissance suffisante de pette thaorie,
leurs efforts n'ont pas ete couronnes de succes et
l'opinion publique a juge leur tentative a sa
juste valeur. Elle a tres hien vu en efFet 'que cette
tentative visait avant tout alaisser de c6te l'eIa
ment de questions vitales, telles que l'interdie
tion de l'arme atomique, et adetourner l'atten
tion de ce prohleme fondamental.

Les adversaires de l'interdiction de l'arme ato
mique, qui sont aussi les partisans du plan
Baruch, auraient dt\ repondre a une question
essentielle : queUes seraient les conse~uences de
ce plan pour les pays qui l'accepteralent 7 Ces
pays pourraient-ils ~tre economiquement inde
pendants 7 M. Manouilsky ne le pense pas.
11 faudrait egalement se poser la question de
savoir dans queUe mesure ces Etats, lies econo
miquement, conserveraient leur ind6pendance
politique et leur souverainete.

....---- _.---.-.,.. _...- -..... ,.~ ..,~ ..~
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to task for proposing compromises on a question
concerning which, according to Mr. McNeil,
there was a difference of principle. The position
taken hy the United Kingdom delegation was
indeed very different from that of the USSR
delegation, and he proposed to examine certain
points raised by Mr. McNeil. --The question of the prohibition of atomic
weapons and the estahlishment of control of
atomic energy was of supreme importance for
the maintenance of international peace, security
and co-operation. The point at issue was hy
no means a matter of social doctrines, in spite
of the attempt made to prove that in the First
Committee, or of differences of opinion arising
from different doctrines. In Mr. Manuilsky's
opinion, the main point at issue was the most
serious problem of the age - the division of
the world into the opposing forces of reaction
and war, on the one hand, and peace and prog
ress on the other.

Everyone was aware that there were two differ
ent economic systems and two different social
doctrines in the world. That had never pre
vented Stn.tes which had different economic
systems from having commercial relations with
one another, or from co-operating in peace
and war. There had heen war hetween the Uni
ted States and Germany despite the fact that
they had similar economic systems, whereas the
Soviet Union and the United States had worked
together during the war, notwithstanding their
different economic systems.

Nevertheless~ Mr. Bevin, the United Kingdom
Secretary of State for Foreign Affairs, and
Mr. Austin had tried to question that assertion,
at the 144th plenary meeting, and had attemp
ted to open a long discussion on the theory of
Marxism. As those representatives were not
sufficiently well informed upon the theory,
however. their efforts had not heen crowned
with success, and public opinion had appraised
the attempt at its true value and had seen
quite clear~y that its main purpose had heen
to shelv(. th~ consideration of such vital ques
tions as "he prohibition of atomic weapons,
and to divert attention from that hasic prohlem.

The enemies of prohihition of the atomic
weapon, who were also the advocates of the
Baruch Plan, should have given a reply to one
essential question : What would" he the conse
quences of the plan for the countries which
accepted it? Would those countries he ahle
to remain economically independent? Mr. Ma- ~

nuilsky did not think so. There was also the
question : To what extent would States which
were economically hound and politically en
slaved he ahle to retain their political indepen
dence and sovereignty?

fr: tt¥PS·re 7 r-s "W' ',;; 7=-rE.,..."•••;··.f.m.7__"IIi~·.5SillIIl·lil"'_1iI



463 157e leanee pleniere

Ace Pi'OPOS, M. Manouilsky estime que la these
developpee par M. Rolin est ceJle d'une solle
d'assP-rvissement colonial. Cette these ne saurait
avoir I'appui de la Republique socialiste sovie.r
tique d'Ukraine. La mise en vigueur du plan
Baruch placerait les pays qui l'accepteraient dans
une situation rappelant etrangement celle de cer
tains territoires occupes pendant la guerre, OU
les Puissances occupantes ont essaye d'imposer
par la force un etat de choses favorables it leurs
inter~ts.

M. Manouilsky s'etonne qu'il se trouve des
representants pour voir dans cet ordre de choses

.l'ordre des siecles it venir et declarer que le prin".
cipe de la souverainete nationale est perime. 1ll
est evident que le Gouvernement de I'URSS, en
s'elevant contre le Plan Baruch, defend, non seu
lement les inter~ts de son propre peuple, ID\lis
egalement ceux de tous les autres peuples contre
ces tentatives de violer l'independance et la sou
verainete nationales des nations, tentatives ins
pirees par les monopoles americains.

M. Manouilsky fait alors remarquer que le ton
qui a caracterise les debats sur cette question est
deplace lorsqu'i) s'agit de questions d'une impor
tance aussi vitale. Nul n'a besoin qu'on lui
demontre les effets meurtriers des homhes ato
miques. C'est precisement en raison de ces effets
que l'URSS a presente sa proposition visant it
interdire l'arme atomique. Cette proposition
repond it l'angoisse de l'humanite civilisee, et
c'est pourquoi elle jouit de l'appui tres large de
l'opinion publique du monde entier.

Deux ans et demi se sont ecouIes depuis la deci
sion de l'AssembIee generale en matiere d'energie
atoniiql1e. Les connaissances dane le domaine de
I'energie atomique se sont heaucoup etendues.
En octobre 1947, des savants britanniques ont
puhlie une declaI'ation exprimant la crainte
eprouvee par l'opinion publique du Royaume
Uni, de voir ce pays appeIe en appuyant le plan
des cercles militaires des Etats-Unis, it jouer le
rMe d'un amortisseur, avec toutes les conse
quences qui en decouleraient. Cette declaration
aurait dfi retewr l'attention de M. McNeil. La.
m~me inquietude est exprimee par les populations
d'autres pays europeens. La menace que les
Etats-Unis font peser sur les peuples europeens
en hrandissant constamment l'arme atomique~

provoque des protestations de plus en plus Dom...
breuses. Elle aura pour resultat d'augmenter le
nombre des partisans de la pail: et de rinter
diction de l'arme atomique.

Le veritable prohleme que la Premiere Com
mission a eu a resoudre consistait it definir la
position des differents Etats sur la question de
l'interdiction de cette arme et du contrble de la
production de l'energieatomique, it conuattre en
un mot les partisans de la pail: et cem: de la
guerre. On ne peut s'ecarter de cette ·question

4 novembre 1948

In that connexion, Mr. Manuilsky considered
that the viewpoint developed by Mr. Rolin was
that of a kind of colonial subjection. The
Ukrainian Soviet Socialist Republic could not
support it. The implementation of the Baruch
Plan would place the countries accepting it
in a situation strangely reminiscent of that of
certain territories which had been occupied
during the war, where the occupying Powers
had tried to impose hy force a state of affairs
favourable to their own interests.

He was surprised that there were representa
tives who could see in that state of affairs the
shape of things during the coming centuries,
and could declare that the principle of national
sovereignty was outmoded. It was clear that
in opposing the Baruch Plan the USSR Govern
ment was dtfending not only the interests of
its own people hut also those of all other peoples
against attempts, prompted by United States
monopolies, to violate national independence
and sovereignty.

Mr. Manuilsky emphasized that the tone
which had characterized the discussion of the
question was out of place in a subject of such
vital importance. There was no need to demon
strate the deadly effect of atomic hombs. It
was precisely hecause of that deadly effect that
the USSR had submitted its proposal f()r the
prohibition. of atomic weapons. That proposal
was an answer to the anguish ofcivilized human
ity and it was that fact which had gain~d it
such wide support from world public opinion.

Two and a half years had passed since the
adoption of the General Assembly resolution
on atomic energy. Knowledge of atomic energy
had heen greatly improved. In Octoher 194/,
IBritish scientists had puhlished a statement
in which they expressed the fear of public opin
ion in the United Kingdom that that country,
in supporting the plan produced hy military
circles in the United States, .might he called
upon to act as a shock-ahsorher with all the
resultant consequences. Mr. McNeil should have
paid attention to that statement. The same
anxiety was expressed by the populations of
other European countries. More and more
protests were being made against the threat
hanging over the people of Europe as a result
of the constant brandishing of atomic weapons
by the United States. The result would be to
increase the Dumher of adyocates of peace and
of the prohibition of atomic weapons.

The true prohlem hefore the First Committee
was to define the position of the different States
on the question of the prohibition of the atomic
weapon and the control of the production of
atomic energy, or, to put it shortly, to find out
which nations were advocates of peace and which
of war. That question and its answer could
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ni se derober ala reponse <{ui s'impose, ear ene
est posee al'Organisation des Nations Unies par
des milliers d'hommes qui ont vecu la guerre et
ne vewent pas en voir le retour.

Cependant les faits ont montre que les parti..
sans de la guerre n'osent jamais defendre ouver
tement leurs positions, car ils savent d'avanee
que la conscience de tous les peuples les con
damnerait. Aujourd'hui, on se trouve en presence
de lam~me situation. Nul, ai'exception de la del'
gation des Etats-Unis, ne s'est ouvertement eleve
contre la proposition tendant ainterdire I'arme
atomique, mf,dS on essaie de saboter cette proposi
tion d'une fa90n detournee, en ayant recours par
exemple ades manreuvres dilatoires. C'est ainsi
que la resolution proposee par la majorite de la
Sous-Commission A et adoptee pal' la Premiere
Commission ne mentionne m~me plus l'arme 8tO'"

mique, hien' que toutes les delegations connais
sent la resolution de I'Assemblee generale, en
date du 14 decembre 1946, prevoyant l'interdic
tion de l'arme atomique. C'est pourquoi la pro
position soumi&...: maintenant aI'Assemblee cons
titue un recw par rapport aux decisions prises le
14 decembre 1946.

Les representants du hloc anglo-americain ont
mis fin am travam de la Commission de l'energie
atomique et proposent de s'en remettre pour
l'examen de cette question am bons soins des
promoteurs de la resolution. Hs n'eprouvent
'aucune hAte avoir le probleme resolu : ifs deman..
dent en effet que le reswtat de la consultation ne
soit transmis que dans un an ala prochaine ses
sion ordinaire de l'AssembIee generale. Par eette
manmuvre, la delegation des Etats-Unis s'efi'orce
de gagner du temps pour produire des armes
atomiques et tente en m~me temps de leurrer
l'opinion puhlique mondiale sur la sineeritEi de
son desir de paix. La delegation de I'Inde a tente
de realiser un compromis et de faire en sorta
que la Commission de l'energie atomique puisse
reprendre ses t~avam ; mais cette tentative a
echoue en raison de ropposition d}! general
McNaughton et de la delegation des Etats-Unis,

Je m~me, en rejetant le projet de resolution
presente par l'URSS ala 147- seance de la Pt&
miere Commission qui prevoyait la simultanei~

des deux conventions, l'une interdisant Jes armes
atomiques, l'autre etahlissant le contrble de
l'energie atomique, le bloc anglo-americain a
clairement demontre qu'il ne peut concevoir
d'accord que sur les propositionsqu'il presentee
La proposition de rUnion sovietique ecartait
cependant l'une de~ divergences foudAmentales
~l1i, pendant deux ans et demi, ont e:risteentre
1URBS et les Etats-Unis.

Cette propoaition a jete le desarroi parmi les
representants du hloc anglo-americain, qui. se

151th plenary meeting

not he evaded, for it was heing put to the Uni
ted Nations' hy millions of men who had lived
through the war and did not want to see an
other.

Facts had shown, however, that the advocates
of war would never dare to defend their posi
tion openly, for they knew in advance that they
would he condemned by the conscience of the
world. The same position prevailed today.
With the exception of the United States, not
one voice had heen raised openly against the
proposal for the prohibition of atomic energy,
yet attempts were heing made to sabotage the
proposal by devious means, for example by
delaying tactics. Thus the resolution proposed
by the majority of Sub-Committee Aand adopted
by the First Committee no longer even men
tioned atomic weapons, despite the fact that an
delegations were aware of the Gene,ral Assembly
resolution of 14 December 1946 which provi
ded for the prohibition of atomic weapons.
The propo~~d now submitted to the Assembly
epresented, therefore, a retreat from the deci

sions taken on 14 December 1946.

, The representatives of the Anglo-Ameriean
hloc had put an end to the work of the Atomic
Energy Commission, and were proposing to
leave the consideration of the question to the
good· offices of the authors of the resolution.
They were in no hurry to have the question
settled, in fact they were asking for the result
of the consultation to be transmitted only in a
year's' time, at the next session of the General
Assembly, the date of which was not even known
yet. The United States was using that manam
vre in an attempt to gain time for the production
of atomic weapons, while at the same time
trying to deceive world puhlic opinion with
regard to the sincerity of its desire for peace.
The Indian delegation had tried to effect a
eompromise wherehy the Ato~c Energy Com
mission could resume its work, hut that attempt
bad failed on account of the oppositi<m of Gen
eral McNaughton and the United States delega
tion.

In the same way, the Anglo-Ameriean bloc,
in rejecting the draft resolution submitted by
the USSR at the 147th meeting of the First
Committee which ep..~iisaged two simultaneous
conventions, 'one prohibiting atomic weapons
and the other ~stahlishing control of atomic
energy, had clearly demonstrated that it could
not contemplate agreement except on the pro
posals it was submitting. Yet the Soviet Union
proposal disposed of one of the fundamental
differences that had separated the USSR and the
United States for two and a half years.

That proposal had thrown the representatives
of the Angto..Ameriean bloc into a state of con-
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Ir ana fusion; refusing to consider the substance of refusant a examiner le fond des nouvelles propo-
IS par the new USSR proposals, they had had recourse sitions de l'URSS, ont alors eu recours a des argu-
rre et to arguments about the old differences of opin- ments concernant les anciennes divergences sur

ion concerning the establishment of control l'etablissement du contr6!e de l'energie ato;ue.
parti- ol atomic energy. World opinion would not L'opinion mondiale ~~ s'y trompera pas, e e y
uver- be deceived, however; it would recognize the verra le desir du bloc anglo-americain de s'oppo-
vance desire of the Anglo-Ameriean bloc to oppose ser a toute possibilite d'accord et d'emp~cher

eon- any possibility of agreement and thus to prevent ainsi l'interdiction de I'arme atomique et tout un
sence the prohibition of atomic weapons and any contr6le viable et coherent.
del&, workable and coherent control.
eleve The representatives of the Anglo-American Les representants du bloc anglo-americain ont
arme bloc had given other examples of bad faith. donne d'antres exemples de mauvaise foL C'est
posi- They had, for instance, tried to revive the old ainsi aU'ils se sont efForces de ranimer la vieille
spar dispute concerning the· different stages of con- quere e concernant les differents stades du con-. . trol of the production of atomic energy; General tr6le de la production de I'energieatomique.amSl
de la McNaughton had striven to demonstrate the Ainsi le general McNaughton s'est efForce de
mere absolute necessity of establishing control from demontrer la necessi16 ineluctable de l'etablisse-
l ato~ the very first stage of production, as though ment du contr6le a partir de la premiere phase de. that question was still a matter of contention la production, comme si cette ~uestion etaitn81S-
" en and as though the USSR had not a~eady agreed encore litigieuse et comme si l'UR S n'avait pas
irdie- on the matter. deja donne son accord a ce sujet.
pro.. The Danadian representative, Mr. Chevrier, Le representant du Canada, M. Chevrier, a
:ons- had stated at the 162nd meeting of the First declare au cours de la 162e seance de la Pra-
les le Committee that the USSR Government was pro- miere Commission que le Gouvernement de

posing to establish control only at the last stage l'URSS proposait d'6tablir le contr6le seulement
lont of production of atomic energy, namely, that of apartir de la derniere phase de la production de. the preparation of bombs. That statement l'energie atomique, c'est-a-dire cene de la fahri-ergle
pour was false, and the Canadian representative's cation des homhes. Cela est faux, et d'ailleurs la
des manreuvre was moreover exposed when refer- manreuvre d.u representant du Canada a e16 mise

lvent ence was made to the text of the USSR proposals en evidence lorsqu'on l'a renvoye aux textes des
of 11 June 1947. 1 propositions de rURSS presentees le 11 juin

I

nan- I
I

nne 1947 1• I
ses- Quoting that text,. Mr. Manuilsky pointed M. ManouP~~ cite ce texte en faisant ressortir I

cette out that the Soviet Union proposal had been que la propv:::ition de rUnion sovietique tendait I
[orce to establish control of atomic energy at every ainstituer le cvntr61e de l'anergie atomique atous Il'IIles stage of its production. les stades de sa production. I,
lrrer He went on to consider certain, criticisms r 11 passe ensuite al'examen de certaines criti-
~ de which had heen directed at the USSR delega- ques dont la delegation de I'URSS a ete l'ohjet.
',ente tion.
lorte It was said that the Soviet Uniol1 wanted On a dit que I'Union sovietique vowait se sous-. to evade all control, and that, even if it ratified traire atout contr61e et que, m~me si ene rati...nsse
re 8 the convention prohibiting atomic weapons, flait la convention sur l'interdiction de l'arme
leral it would not fulfil the ohligations it had a8sumed. atomique, elIe ne remplirait pas les obligations
Inis. Hr. Manuilsky did not wish to dwell on a1'1 asser- qu'elle aurait assumees. M. Manl'milsky ne veut

tion made in such had faith; the USSR proposal pas s'arr~ter a une assertion d'UIl.e mauvaise foi
or 11 June 1947 contained a clear definition aussi evidente, car la proposition du 11 juin

ltioD of the international control organ, its plOwers 1947 faite par l'URSS definit clairement l'orga-
Pre- and its mandate. nisme international de contr6le, ses pouvoirs et
lei~ son mandate
mes It had likewise heen asserted that the Soviet On a de m~me affirme que rUmon sovietique

de Union was opposed to the imposition of sane- s'opposait a ce que des sanctir.Jlls soient prises
n a tions against countries which violated thO'se contre les pays qui violeraient ces conventions.. conventions. There was absolutely no basis M. Manouilsky souligne que cette critique estIV01l'

inte. for that accusation; hut, in view of the fact that denuee de tout fondement, mais, e18nt donne
rtait it was made so often, he thought it necessaI')' 1u'ene est repetee si souvent, il juge necessaire
ales to define the standpoint taken hy the USSR e detinir une fois de plus la position de prin-
ntre once again. cipe de I'URSS.

'.las
1 See Official Record, cif the Atomic Enerll. Commi"ion, I 1 Voir les ProcBl-Vwbaua: oJIitJiez, de la Commi"ion de I'haat'

Second Report to the Security Council. page • atomiquB, deuneme rapport au Conseil de securite. pag.a 8 .



~--....-- -- .,,-....~- -., ~--~ -

f
I
j

...-~., - ~.... '

157th pieD.,. meeting

He recalled firstly that, on 5 April 1948,1
the Soviet Union representative on the Atomic
Energy Commission had stated that he was in
no way opposed to severe sanctions being
imposed against countries which violated those
conventions; but that he considered that such
sanctions should be taken by the Security
Council in conformance with the Chartel-.

It was only the Security Council, in fact,
which was entitled to impose sanctions; and
any attempt to detract from its authority in that
respect was doomed to failure. Organs subor
dinated to the Security Council could not have
powers more extensive than those of the Council
itself; that would be contrary to' the Charter.
Similarly, the control organ could not have
powers such as to give it ascendancy over the
United Nations itself and all States, and allow
it to impose its will OD the various countries.

Assertions that the unanimity rule might
stand ill the way of control and inspection, were,
in the opinion of Mr. Manuilsky, merely an
attempt to sidetrack the issue, so as to avoid
making a frank and final decision on tp~ main
problem of the prohibition of atomic weapons.

The principle of unanimity, proclaimed in
Article 27 of the Charter, and applying to the
Security Council, should also apply to decisions
taken when the commission for control of
atomic energy was setup. But oncethatcommis
sion was set up, its work would be governed
by principles drawn up by the Security Council.
Thus, it would be wrong to say that by invoking
the right of the veto, a Power' might oppose
the carrying out of measures of control.

The attacks against the unanimity rule had
only one aim : to disrupt peaceful co-operation
between the five permanent members of the
Security Council. The opponents of prohi
bition of atomic weapons were against such
co-operation, and were employing all methods
to bring about a position such as to leave them
free to manufacture and utilize atomic weapons
without reference either to the Charter or to
existinJf international conventions on war.

It was evident that the supporters of an un
controlled armaments race wished to discredit
all the conventions already in existence, and to
violate international agreements recognized
throughout the world. All such diversion t;~"'

tics were the work of the Anglo-American bloc,
and were designed to cloak the true aims of
that bloc. It was clear that the ruling circles

1 See 0lficial Recur'd, ~r the AtQ1nic Energy Cl)tnminion, Third
Report to the Security Council, page 49.
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Il rappelle tout d'ahord que, le 5 avril1948l
le representant de l'Union sovietique a la COIil~
mission de l'energie atomique a declare qu'il
n'etait nuHement oppose a ce que des sanctions
severes soient prises contre les pays qui viole~

mient ces conventions, mais qu'il estimait que
ces sanctions devaient ~tre prises par le Conseil
de securite conformement a la Charte.

En effet, seulle Conseil de securite a le droit
de prendre des sanctions et toute tentative de
minimiser son r61e a cet egard est vouee a l'echec.
Des organes qui dependent du Conseil de secu
rite ne peuvent avoir des pouvoirs plus etendus
que ce Conseil; cela serait contraire a la Charte.
J)e m~me on ne peut donn.er a l'organisme de
contr61e des pouvoirs qui lui permettraient
d'avoir le pas sur l'Organisation des Nations
Unies eUe-m~me et sur tous les Etats, et d'impo
ser sa volonte aux differents pays.

Dans les assertions selon lesquelles la regIe de
l'unanimite peut emp~cher le contr61e et {'ins
pection, M. Manouilsky voit uniquement une ma
nreuvre visant adeplacer le probleme pour eviter
d'avoir a se prononcer d'une fac;on franche et
definitive sur la question essentielle de l'inter
diction de l'arme atomique.

Le principe de l'unanimite, enonce dans {'arti
cle 27 de la Charte, qui interesse le Conseil de
securiM, devra s'appliquer egalement aux deci-

,sions qui seront prises lors de I'etablissement de
la commission chargee de contr61er l'arme ato
mique. Mais une fois cette commission creee, ses
travaux seront regis par le reglement elabore pour
elle par le Conseil de securite. Tel est l'etat ~\. la
question. On ne saurait donc dire qu'une Puis
sance, en recourant au droit de veto, pourra
s'opposer a l'execution des mesures de contr61e.

Les attaques menees contre le principe de
l'unanimite n'ont qu'un but: detruire la coope
ration pacifique des cinq membres permanents
du Conseil de securiM. Les adversaires de l'inter
diction de l'arme atomique sont opposes acette
cooperation et s'efforcent par tous les moyens de
creel' un etat de choses qui leur laisserait toute
liberte de fabriquer des armes atomiques et d~
les utiliser sans tenir compte ni de la Charte, Dl

des conventions internationales en vigueur con
cernant la guel're.

11 est evident que les partisans d'une cour~e

effrenee aux armements desirent jeter le discredit
sur toutes les conventions deja existantes et violer
les accords internationaux reconnus dans le
monde entier. Toutes ces manreuvres de diversion
sont le fait du bloc anglo-americain; elles sont
destinees a masquer les veritahles aspirations de
ce bloc. 11 est clair que les cercles dirigeants des

1 Voil'les Proc;,-verbaux officlels de la Commi"ion de l'tifl.il"Kit
atomique, troisieme rapport du Conseil de seeurite, parr" 49.
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30.

M. Manouilsky rappelle alors que M. McNeil a
declare parler au nom de la majorite. M. Ma
nouilsky constate que la pretendue minorite
repr~sente plus de 250 millions d'individus en
Europe orientale, c'est-A-dire une population
equivalente acelle des pays de l'Amerique latine
et des Etats-Unis reunis. Si l'on procedait dans
tous les pays a un referendum libre demandant
aux populations de d6signer les partisans et les
adversaires de l'arme atomique, on verrait imme
diatement on se trouve la minorite. En effet, les
partisans de la paix, en defendant le principe de
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Etats-Unis ne ve"dellt pas d'une interdiction de
l'arme atomique. La fabl1ication des armes atomi
ques se poursuit et la delegation des Etats-Unis
essaie de defendre cette politique de production
effrenee des armes atomiques en rendant les veri
tables defenseurs de la paix responsables de cet
etat de choses.

La delegation des Etats-Unis a declare qu'eUe
etait parmi les promoteurs de la resolution de
l'Assemhlee generale du 24 janvier 1946; mais
c'est maintenant que l'on peltt voir clairement
les raisons'{ui ont motive son attitude. Les mono
poles finantiers des Etats-Unis, agissant SOuEot le
\Couvert de I'Organisation des N'...lons Unies, se
sont efforces de mettre cette grande decouverte de
la science au service de leurs inter~ts egoistes.
Ds ne desirent pas un contr61e international de
l'energie atomique. Ce qu'ils veulent, c'est assu
rer eux-m~mes le contr61e de cette production
et son utilisation ades fins purement militaires.
Lorsque ce plan des trusts financiers des Etats
Unis s'est heurte al'opposition des Etats pene
tl'es d'un veritable desir d'interdire l'arme ato-
mique, les representants des Etats-Unis ont en
trepris de sahoter les travaux de la Commission
de l'energie atomique, devenue a leurs yeux u.n
instrument sans valeur.

De m~me, les representants des pays anglo
americains ont fait allusion am conclusions
scientifiques du Premier rapport de la Commission
de l'enel'gie atomique, selon'lequelle plan qu'il
apparait necessaire de mettre en reuvre est le
plan de contr61e des Etats-Unis. Certains Etats
doivent, selon ce plan, sacrifier une partie de leur
souverainete nationale; mais ce ne serait pas le
cas des Etats-Unis qui, aucontraire,renforceraient
leur position predominante. D'ailleurs, les faits
prouvent le peu de valeur de ces conclusions
pretendues scientifi.ques. En effet, am Etats-Unis,
l'energie atomique est utilisee a des fins exclu
sivement capitalistes, ainsi qu'il ressort des de
clart-tions du President Truman en date du
24 juillet 1948. nest donc 6vident que l'asser
tion selon laquelle seul le plan de contr6le des
Etats-Unis pourrait emp~cher l'utilisation de
l'energie atomique ades fins exclusivement mili
taires est denuee de tout fondement.
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in the United States did not want prohihition
of atomic weapons. The manufacture of atomic
weapon~ was conti~uing, and the United ~tate~
delegation was trYIng to defend the policy 0:"

unrestricted production of atomic weapons hy
throwing the responsibility on to the real defen
ders of peace.

The United States delegation had declared
that it had. heen among the promoters of the
resolution of the General Assembly of 24 January
1946, but the reasons for its attitude were now
clear. The financial monopolies in. the United
States, operating under the cover of the United
Nations, had tried to utilize that great discovery
of science for their own selfish interests. They
did not want international control over atomic
energy. Their aim was that they' themselves
should control its production and use it for
purely military purposes. When that plan of
the United States financial trusts had come up
against the opposition of SI Ates inspired hy a
real desire to prohihit atomic weapons, the rep
resentatives of the United St&tes had set out
to sabotage the work of the Atomic :energy
Commission, which they regarded as a useless
organization.

Similarly, the representati¥es of the Anglo
American countries had alluded to the scientific
conclusions of the first report of the Atomic
Energy Commission; according to those conclu
sions, the plan to he adopted was fche United
States' control plan. According to that plat.
~ertain States would have to sacrifice part of
their national sovereignty; hut those States did
not include the United States, which, on the
wntrary, would be strengthening its own posi-

t tion. Moreover, facts had shown tbe doubtful
value of those so-called scientific c:onclusions.
In fact, it was clear, from the declaration made
by President Truman on 24 July 1948, that
atomic energy was heing used in the United
States exclusively for milita:y purposes. It
was thus ohvious that the assertiOlrl that the
United States control plan was capable of pre
venting the use of atomic energy for purfl!Y
m}litary purposes was completely at variance
wIth the facts.

Mr. Manuilsky next recalled that Mr. McNeil
had claimed to he speaking on hehalf of the
majority. The alleged minority represented
~ore than 250 million people in eastern Europe,
I. e. a population equal to that of the Latin
American countries and the United States to
gether. If a free vote were taken in allcountri6S,
and the people were asked to indicate the sup
porters and the opponents of atomic weapons,
~t would he seen immediatety where the minor
Ity lay. In fact the supporters of l?eace, in
defending the principle of prohibition of atomic
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Pour toutes ces raisons, M. Manouilsky declare
que la delegation de la Repuhlique socialiste
sovietique d'Ukraine votera contre le projet de
resolution propose par la majorite de la Premiere
Commission, ear cette delegation est convaincue
que ce projet n'apporte au prohleme de 1'energie
atomique aucuue solution.

Cetta solution enste. La delegation de la RSS
d'Ukraine la voit. dans la continuation des travaux
de la CommissioJll de l'enf'~ieatomique et signale
ace propos que la proposition de l'URSS demit
faire l'ohjet d'une etude serieuse. En conclusion,
M. Manouilsk,y declare que sa delegation' votera
en faveur du projet de resolution de l'Union
sovietique.

Le PRESIDE!'.!T declare que le representant de
l'URSS a demande que le pl'ojet de resolution
soumis it la Premiere Commission sous la cote
A/C.l/310 fasse l'objet d'un vote formel au sein
de l'Assemblee. En consequence il le met am:
voix en premier lieu.

It est proceae au vote par appel n01ninal :

L'appel commence par la Norvege, dont le nom
est tire au sort par le President.

Votent pour : Pologne, Repuhlique soci:mste
sovietique d'Ukraine, Union des Repubhques
socialistes sovietiques, Yougoslavie, Republique
soci~ste sovietique de Bielorussie, Tchecoslo
vaqme.

Votent contl'e : Norvege, Panama, Paraguay,
Perou, Philippines, Arahie saoudite, Suede,
Syrie, Turquie, Union Sud-Africaine, Royaume
Uni, Etats-Unis d'Amerique, Uruguay, Yeme~,
Argentine, Australie, Belgique, Bolivi~, Bresil,
Birmanie, Canada, Chili, Chine, ColombIe, Cuba,
Danemark, Repuhlique Dominicaine, Equa~eur,
Egypte, France, Gr6Je, Haiti, Hondura~~ Llban,
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l'interdiction de l'arme atomique, repondent am
aspirations de l'humanite tout entiere.

Le general McNaughton fait allusion am:
quatorze nations qui, a-t-il dit, soutiennent cette
pretendue majorite. M. Manouilsky voudrait con..
nattre les raisons sur lesquelles le general
McNaughton se fonde pour parler de l'opinion
puhlique de ces quatorze pays. Faisant etat d'une
enqu~te qui a eu lieu am Etats-Unis sur la ques
tion de savoir si les Etats-Unis veulent reeD&
ment l'etahlissement d'un contr6le de l'energie
atomique, M. Manouilsky rappelle que, malgre
l'intense propagande menee dans ce pays en
faveur du plan americain, 30 p. 100 des per
sonnes interrogees ont declare n'en rien savoir.
M. Manouilsky souligne qu'il serait egalement
interessant de savoir queUe est l'opinion publi..
que dans cem des quatorze pays Oll la popula
tion est en majoriM analphahete.

0168

I1~ai~8t : Norw~y, ~a~~a, Paragua~, Peru,J
P . ppmes, Saudi AraD.la, ~weden, SyrIa, Tur-
key, Union of South Africa, United Kingdom,
United States of America, Uruguay, Yemen,
Argentiija, Australia, Belgium, Bolivia, Brazil,
Burma, Canada, Chile, China, Colombia, Cuba,
Denm.ark,Dominican Republic" Ecuador, Egypt,
Franbe1 GFeece, Haitiy Honduras, Lebanon,

The PRESIDENT stated that the USSR represen
tative had asked that the draft resolution con
tained in document A/C.1/3 I 0, which had heen
submitted to the First Committee, should he
formally put to the vote in the Assembly'. He
therefore put that resolution to the vote first.

A vote was taken hy roll-call, as follows :

IVorway, having heing drawn hy lot hy the Presi
Jent, votod first.

In favour : Poland., Ukrainian Soviet 30cialist
Republic, Union of Soviet Socialist Repuhlics,
Yugoslavia, Byelorussian Soviet Socialist Repub
lic, Czechoslolakia.

•

weapons, were expressing the. aspirations of
all humanity. .

General McNaughton had alluded to the
fourteen nations which, hf.~ said, helonged to
that alleged majority. Mr. Manuilsky would
like to know what hasis General McNaughton
had when he spoke of public opinion in those
fourteen countries. Referring to an enquiry
which had been held in the United States on
the subject of whether the United States really
de8~:ed the establishment of control over atom
ic energy, Mr. ManuiIsky recalled that, despite
the intensive propaganda conducted in the
United States in favour of the United States plan,
30 per cent of those questioned had said they
knew nothing ahout the prohlem. It would
also he interesting to mow what the state of
public opinion was in those of the fourteen
countries where the population was predomi
nantly illiterate.

For all those reasons, Mr. ManuiIskv declared
that the delegation of the Ukraini~n Soviet
Socialist Republic would vote afJainst the
resolution proposed hy the majority of the
First Committee; his delegation wa.s convinced
that that resolution would in no way solve the
prohlem of atomic energy.

But there was a solution, The Ukrainian
SSR delegation thought it lay in the continua
tion of the work of the Atomic Energy Commis
sion, and would point out, in that connexion,
that the USSR resolution should he seriously
studied. The delegation would vote in favout
of it.
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Liberia, Luxembourg, Mexico, Netherlands, New
Zealand, Nicaragua.

AbstaininK : Venezuela, Afghanistan, Ethiopia,
India, Iran.

The resolution was reJected by 4() votes to 6,
with 5 abstentions.

The PRESIDENT then put to the vote the Indian
amendment (A/700) to the draft resolution
recommended by the First Committee. He fil'~t

put to the vote the first paragraph of that amend
ment.

A vote was taken by roll-call, as follows :

Egypt, having been drawn by lot by tIle Presidmt,
voted first.

In fa·vour : Ethiopia, Intlia, Syria, VenJzu'ela,
Afghanistan, Australia, Belgium, China, ECU'adlor.

Against : Haiti, Honduras, Netherlands, Nica
ragua, Norway, Saudi Arabia, Sweden, Ukrainian
Soviet Socialist Republic, Union of Soviet Social
ist Repuhlics, United States of America, Argen
tina, Byelorussian Soviet Socialist Republic,
Canada, Czechoslovakia, Denmark.

-,
Abstaining : Egypt~ Frabce, Gr€kc~, Lebanon,

Liberia, Luxemnourg, -Mexico, New Zealand,
Panama, Paraguay, Peru~ Philippines, Pbland,
Turkey, Union of South Africa, United Kingdom,
Uruguay, Yemen, Yugoslavia, Boliv-ia, Br~ziI,

Burma, Chile, Colombia, Cuba-, Dominican Repub
lic.

f The first paragraplt was rejected by 1(j votes
to 9, with 26 afJ'stentions. ..

The P'I\ESIDENT put to the vote the second
paragraph of the Indian admendment.

A vote was taken by roll-call, as follows :

Mexico, having been drawn by lot by the Presi
dent, voted }it'st.

Infavour : Syria, Venezuela, Belgium, Ecuador,
India.

Acainst : Netherlands, New Zealand, Nicaragua,
Norway, Para3uay, Saudi1\rabia, Sweden, Turkey,
Ukrainian Soviet Socialist Republic, Union of
South Africa, Union of.. Soviet Socialist Repuh
~cs, United Kingdom, United States 'of Amer
Ica, Uruguay, Argentina, Bolivia, Brazil, Burma,
Byelorussian Soviet Socialist Republic, Canada,
Chile, Colombia, Cuba, Czechoslovakia, Dell-
mark, Dominican Republic, Greece, Haiti, Hon
duras, Lebanon, Luxeniliourg.
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IJiberia, Luxembourg, Mexique, Pays-Bus, Nou
velle-Zelande, Nicaragua.

SIabstiennent : Venezuela, Mghanistan, Ethio
pie, Inde, Iran.

Par 40 'voia, wntre 6, avec 5 abstentions, la
resolution est re,jetee.

Le PRESIDENT met ensuite aux vnix l'amende
ment de I'Inde (A/700) au projet de resolution
s(;umis par la Premiere Commission. H met
d'abord aux voix le premier paragr.ephe de cet
umendement.

Il est proceae au vote par appel nominal :

L I appel commence par rEgypte, dont le nom
est tire au sort par le President.

Votent pour : Ethiopie, lnde, Syrie, Venezuela,
Afghanistan, Australie, Belgique, Chine, Equa
teur.

Votent contre : Haiti, Honduras, Pays-Bas
Nicaragua, Norvege, Arabie saoudite, Suede
Republique socialiste sovietique d'Ukraine, Union
des Republiques socialistels sovietiques, Etats
Unis d'Amerique, Argentine, Republique socia
lis...e sovietique de Bielorussie, Canada, Tc!teco
slovaquie, Danemark.

S'abstiennent : Egypte, France, Grace, Liban,
I.Jiberia, Luxembourg, Mexique, Nouvelle-Ze
lande, Panama, Paragual, Perou, Philippines,
Pologne, Turquie, Union flUd-Africaine, Royaume
Uni, Uruguay, Yemen, Yougoslavie, Bolivie,
Bresil, Birmanie, Chili, 'Colombi~, Cuba, Repu
hlique Dominicaine.

Par 15 voix contre 9, avec 26 abstentions, le
premier paragraphe est re.jete.

Le PRESIDENT met aux voix le second para
graphe de l'amendement de l'Inde.

Il est proceae au vote par appel nominal :

L'appel commence par le Mexique, dont le nom
est tire au sort par le President.

Yotent pour: Syrie, Venezuela, Belgique, Equa
teur, Inde.

Votent contre : Pays-Bas, Nouvelle-Zelande, Nica
ragua, Norvege, Paraguay, Arabie saoudite,Suede,
Turquie, Republique socialiste sovietique d'U
kraine, Union Sud-Mricaine, Union des Repu
~Iiques socialistes sovietiques, Royaume-Uni,
Etats-Unis d'Amerique, Uru3uay, Argentine,
Bolivie, Bresil, Birmanie, Republique socialiste
sovietique de Bielorussie, Canada, Chill, Colom
bie, Cuba, Tchecoslovaquie, Danemark, Repu
blique Dominicaine, Grace, Haiti, Honduras,
Liban, Luxembourg.
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Ab,tainina : Mexico, Panama, Peru, Philip
pines, Poland, Yemen, Yugoldavia, Mghanistan,
Austrmia, China, Egypt, Ethiopia, France, Iran,
Liberia.

The second paragraph was reJected by !J1 votes
to 5, with 15 abstentions.

.....................< .~ ......

15 November 1948

S'abstiennent : Mexique, Panama, Perou, Phi
lippines, Pologne, Yemen, Yougoslavie, Mgha
Distan, Australie, Chine, Egypte, Ethiopie,
France, Iran, Liberia.

Par !J1 vow contre 5, avec 15 abstentions,
le second paragraphe est rejete.
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The PRESIDENT put to the vote the text of the
draft resolution submitted by the First Com
mittee (A/690).

The resolution was adopted by 40 votes to 6,
with 4 abstentions.

The meeting rose at 7.50 p. m. ,

HUNDRED AND FIFrY-EIGHTH
PLENARY MEETING ~,'

Held at the Palais de Chaillot, Paris, on Monday,
15 November 1948, at 11.90 a.m.

President: Mr. H. V. EVATT (Australia).

59. EstabLis~entof an ad hoc political
cOIl1JY...attee: report of the General
Committee (A/715)

The PBESIDENT read the report of the General
Committee relating to the establishment of an
ad /wc political committee and to the question
of' referring to that committee some of the items
on the agenda of the Firat CoIDIDittee. If that
report were adopted, the following questions
would remain on the agenda of the First Com
mittee :

The problem of the independence of Korea.
Treatment of Indians in the Union of South

Africa.
Question of Franco Spain.
Question of the disposal of the former Italian

colonies.
Palestine. Progress report of the United

Nations Mediator on Palestine.

The object of referrintf the six questions enu
merated in the General Committee's report to
an ad hoc committee was to permit the First
Committee to conclude its work on the date
arraltlged.

Mr. AnCE (Argentina) regretted the establish
ment of an ad /we committee. It would be diffi
cult for the small countries, who had few mem
bers on their delegations, to be represented on
the ad hoc committee. Such would not, of
course, be the case for the great Powers, whose
delegations were much larger. Although the

Le PRESIDENT met aux voix le texte du projet
de resolution soumis par la Premiere Commis
sion (A/690).

Par 40 voix contre 6, avec 4 abstentions, la
resolution est adoptee.

La seance est levee a19 h. 50.

CENT-CINQUANTE-HUITIEME
SEANCE PLENIERE

Tenue au Palais de Chaillot, Paris,
le lundi 15 novembre 1948, cl 11 lz. ,~O.

President: M. H. V. EVATT (Australie).

59. Creation d'une commission poll
tique speciale : rapport du Bureau
(A/715)

. Le PRESIDENT donne lecture du rapport du
Bureau relatif a la creation d'une commission
politique speciale et au renvoi acette Commission
d'un certain nombre de points de l'ordre du
jour de la Premiere Commission. 11 precise que,
si ce rapport etait adopte, les questions sui
vantes resteraient a l'ordre du jour de la Pre
miere Commission :

Question de l'indep~ndance de la Coree.
Traitement des Hindous etablis dans l'Union

Sud-Africaine.
Question de l'Espagne franquiste.
Question du sort des anciennes colonies

italiennes.
Palestine. Rapport interimaire du Mediateur

des Nations Unies pour la Palestine.

Le renvoi a une Commission speciale d0S
six que~tions enumerees dans le rapport du
Bureau a pour b1llt de permettre a la Premiere
Commission de terminer ses travaux a la date
prevue.

M. ABOE (Argentine) deplore la creation d'u~e
Commission speciale. En efl'et, il sera diffidle
aux petits pays, dont les delegations sont peu
nomhreuses, de se faire representer a cette
commission speciale. Ce ne sera naturellement
pas le cas pour les grandeB Puissances, dont les.
delegations sont beaucoup plus nomhreuses. SI
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