to make the agency "responsi-
ble in the sense that we use
this term in reference to our
Cabinet system of Government
in Canada, that is to check
any arbitrary and unnecessary
use of authority and to provide
for methods whereby any com-
plaints against the agency or
its staff can be fully investi-
gated and corrected. I think I
can claim that the proposals
in this SecondReport are fully
‘in accord with this democratic
concept and yet that they do
not compromise the powers need-
ed tobe exercised by the agen-
Cy in any way.

On behalf of Canada I had
the authority to state that in
our view these proposals, to-
gether with the General Find-
ings and Recommendations of
the First Report, provide the
essential basis for the estab-
lishment of an effective system
of control to ensure the use
of atomic energy for peaceful
Purposes only and to protect
complying states against the

azards of violations and eva-
Sions.

U.S.S.R. OPPOSED

As 1 have said this view is
shared by nine outof the elev-
en nations now members of the
Commission; it is shared also
by five of the six other na-
tions who have served as mem-
bers. On the other hand, the
delegate of the U.S.S.R. sup-
ported now by the Ukraine and
previously byPoland, expressed

is continued opposition. He
Teiterated his view that no
Progress had been made because
the report did not provide a
solution for what he described
as the urgent problem of pro-

ibiting atomic weapons and
Particularly for the early

estruction of the United
States stacks of atomic bombs.
He objected also to the owner-
ship of fissionable material,
and of plants for its proces-
Sing and use, being vested in
an international authority
which he held to be both un-
Necessary and contrary to the
Pfinciples of national sover-
eignty. He took similar ob-
Jection to the proposals for
the licensing of non-dangerous

atomic energy activities,
which the majority of the Com-
mission felt should be super-
vised by the Agency, although
their operation had been en-
trusted to a national authori-
ty.
The Soviet delegate thought
that some system of "quotas"
would suffice and he said that
this proposal had not been
sufficiently exnlored. The
only point on which the Soviet
seemed to have moved forward
from the position which had
been taken at the time of the
First Report was in relation
to "inspection and controln
which the Soviet now conceded
must be international in scope
and organizationwith personnel
who are international. How-
ever, it is clear that by in-
ternational control and inspec-
tion the U.S.S.R. merely con-
templates occasional or peri-
odical inspection rather than
the detailed continuous process
which the other members be-
lieve to be essential for se-
curity. The representative of
the U.S.S.R. has conceded the
need for "special"™ investiga-
tions in case of suspicion but
he objects to the setting up of
any organization which would
have the information necessary
to detect diversions or clan-
destine operations. In conse-
quence the basis of security
proposed by the Soviet seems
very unreal to the other mem-
bers of the Commission.

CONTROL ORGANIZATION

Since the beginning of the
year the discussions have con-
tinued and some progress has
been made in clarifying ideas
in respect to the form and
scove of the International Con-
trol Organization which would
be required if the majority
proposals developed in the
Commission were to be put into
effect: However, it is now
evident that the form of the
International Organization re-
quired is intimately dependent
on the details of the methods
of control and safeguards to
be adopted and, as these are
not agreed by the U.S.S.R. and
the Ukraine, it does not seem
useful to pursue the matter

further until vhere is some
indication that the minority
will accept the majority view.
When this transpires it will
be relatively easy to settle
the particulars of the Inter-
national Organization required.
A conclusion in this sense was
recorded in Committee II on
Tuesday, 30 March 1948.

Fully half the time and
attention of the members of the
Commission during this year
have been devoted to a meticu-
lous re-examination of the
Soviet proposals in detail to
make abundantly certain that
no possible misconception of
their purport should stand in
the way of agreement. However,
it is evident that there is no
misconception and there thus
remains a very wide gap between
the views of the U.S.S.R. now
echoed by the Ukraine and those
of the rest of the Commission.

On Monday, 5 April 1948,
Committee I took note of this
position and accepted a report
prepared by the representatives
of the United Kingdom, France,
China and Canada, in which the
Soviet proposals are fullyana-
lysed and the reasons for
their inadequacy stated in de-
tail. Thus the two principal
Committees of the Atomic Energy
Commission have reached the
conclusion that no useful pur-
pose will be served by con-
tinuing their discussions at
present.

The conclusions of Commit-
tees I and I1 as to the inade-
quacy of the Soviet proposals
and the views of the majority
on the situation have now been
included inaDraft of the Com-
mission's 3rd Revort which, as
I have said, was presented to
the Atomic Energy Commission
on May 7, 1948, given first
reading and referred to Govern-
ments for preliminary opinion
and instruction to their dele-
gations. It is expected that
the consideration of this Re-
port will continue in the week
commencing May 16 and that
thereafter as I indicated it
will go to the Security Coun-
cil and thence to the General
Assembly in September.

As 1 have remarked we may
be disappointed at this sus-
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