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It is for me a great pleasure to have this opportunity of
ddressing the New York University Seminar on the subject of "The
Security Council; Regulation of Armaments and Supply of Forces".

I welcome this topic, for it has been my good fortune, as
¢anada's permanent delegate to the United Nations, to participate in -
he work vhich has been and is being done in the General Assembly,
¢ Security Council, the Atomic Energy Commission, and the Cormission
or Conventional Armaments, in this field of endeavour.

In preparing this paper I have attempted to present in an
Jpjective manner an account of the vork which has been accomplished
this field through the medium of the United Nations. Although I
salize that much of vhat I am to say is common knowledge, .I hope
t may serve as a useful summary in your studies of this important
d controversial subject, ‘

STORICAL

L "~ Before entering upon an examination of the efforts which are

iresently being rade toward the regulation and reduction of amaments -

oT as it is commonly called "disarmement"), it might be well to review

riefly a few historical facts about disarmement., I say briefly, as

ime does not permit the marshalling of the mass of detail necessary
give any comprehensive account of the intensive efforts previously
de in this field.

1,

K The first real efforts toward vorld disarmoment were rade in
¢ latter part of the 19th century vhen, in 1898, the Czar of Russia
ing the initiative, invited the leading vorld powers to Join in a
iference to discuss "the most effective moans of assuring to all
foples the blessings of real and lasting peace, and above all to
it the progressive development of existing armarments",

}—

The Czar's proposals, as later crlarged, led to the convoking
¢ The Hague in 1899 of a conference to discuss disarmament. This
TSt conference achieved little by wvay of concrete results, but it
5 interesting to note that it led to the creation of a Court of
dges titled The Hague Court, to which questions could be submitted
T nediation and arbitration.

b Cp e rﬁr‘u

4 A second conference was held at The Hague in 1907 to continue
‘1t the work of the first, but it too did not achieve a signal success.
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hespite the limited success of The Hague Conferences, however, I
Lnink one has to credit them with the concept which led to the very

| -cat interest in disarmament which became evident immediately -
%ollowing World War I. The Hagug Conferences brought the question of

orld disarmament to public notice and perhaps paved the way for future

hiscussions which, unf ortunately, were not resumed until the conclusion
;he two Hague-Conferences held at the instigation of Russia have an
rnteresting parallel in that the discussions which were initiated in

ine United Nations in 1946 were sponsored by Soviet Russia. It is also
Lermane to efforts being carried on today in the field of disarmament
to note that at these Conferences one of the important issues on vhich
the Russians were unable to agree with a number of other nations
lelated to the technological disadvantages to which they considered
they would be placed in the matter of new fire arms, new explosives,
tgbmarines or similar engines of destruction, warships armed with

bans, strategic Railways all of which had become subjects for intense
iscussion.

? Wiorld War I. I think, however, that it is worthwhile noting that

I think it is well to remember that although The Hague con-
rerences failed to vlace any limitations upon land armaments, the

becond conference in Jarticular did succeed in extending the provisions
¢ the Geneva Converiion to naval warfare; it obtained soms limitations
n naval weapons; it declared against bombardment of undefended places,
L,ud nost indicative of the future, in declaring against the use cf

poison gas in warfare, it laid the basis for the protocol on gas war-

fare of 1925, :

Immediately following Vlorld War 1 tvo methods of approach to

he problem of world disarmament were evolved. The first was through
}' systern of articles in the lLeague of Nations Covenant, and the second
rhrough a series of conferences held outside the framework cf the
league of Nations. Without going into the details of the efforts made
o establish a system of disarmament following Vorld VWar I, it can be

said that the League of llations in spite of the purposes fgvhich it
Tas established did not succeed because it lacked the support of certain

ajor powers (principally the United States of America which had
ecome isolationist). The fact that the Covenant itself lacked some
f the machinery which is now contained in the Charter of the United
ations was, I think, only of secondary importance. Several of the
onferences held outside the framework of the League ‘scored limited
uccesses and I will refer briefly to one or two of these efforts in

Jrder to drawr attention to some of the points which renmain of
Importance in the reneved efforts now underwvaye.

Today vihen it is clear that the United liations is the only
nternational body which possibly can provide the framework for such

iscussions, it is difficult to understand a state of affairs which

i1 the 1920's and 1930's gave better opportunities for reaching
izreement on disarmanent outside the League of llations. The debates

z

1 the League resulted in a stalemate. The French, because of their
ery real fear of a resurgent Germany, denanded that sccurity must

irecede disarmament. The United Kingdon and others took the opposite

1ew, and early lost patience wvith French preoccupations and anxieties.
1 the late 1920's, however, a spirit of optimism spread taroughout
world wvhen Litvinov for Russia, Xellog for the United States of
erica, and Briand for France promoted a treaty to outlaw war and it
eied for a time that as a consequence of this treaty important

,?edugtions in armaments might be effected. Ve nust recall that the
" shlnston, Geneva and London Conferences did achieve very substantial
Pductions in naval armienients, but these were later nullified vhen

Trany and Japan denounced the treaties.

By the 1930's the optinisnm in which theso efforts had begun

14 changed to pessimism. The last general disarmament effort began
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in February 1932 vhen the Conference for reduction and limitation of
rmrents met at Geneva. This endeavor dragged on until 1936 vihen

fermany's attitude and her repudiation of the League made further
Lrforts- senseless, ' : ‘

. I should here like to mention one episode in these efforts

‘| bo1lowing Viorld War I which deserves attention. As I said earlier

in this paper, a protocol outlawing the use of chemical and
hacteriological warfare was signed by 29 nations including the United
States in 1925. It was ratified by 41 nations including the U.S.S.R.,
france, Germany and the United Kingdom. The United States and Japan
iid not ratify. The protocol deserves attention because of its
cimplicity. It was merely an agreement to abstain from the use of
nsphyxiating poison.or other gases and bacteriological weapons in war,
broviding ro safeguards and no international systemn of control. In
orld War II gas was not used by one nation against another although
the Gerrans used gas in gas chambers to exterminate large numbers of
brerly ¢ivilians and prisoners, I think it is safe to say that fear

Ef repriséls offered a strong deterrent against the use of gas in war.
ertainly also there were very few cccasions in which gas night have
Eeen used with decisive advantage and in each of these cases there

rere substantial tactical and technical reasons against its use. In
irawing conclusions Irom the non use of gas in World War II we must

ot forget however that all the principal nations engaged had devoted
ery sreat attention to development and new gases of terrible potency
ere available, o , .

In the discussions at Geneva a special Jargon developed which
j2de it very difficult for the general public to follow the debates
tith understanding. There was competition between the advocates of
qualitative as contrasted with "quantitative" disarmament; others
jere advocates of indirect means of limitation.such as "budgetary";
one asserted that armaments could be classif ied as "offensive" or
defensive" and that the fomer should be eliminated and the latter
ficouraged; in one phase of the discussions veapons of ‘"peculiarly
zeressive character™ came in for nuch debate. '

The lesson tc be dravn from this experience is, I think, that
are must be taken to keep discussions of di sarmarment to simple, well
rxiderstood. terms so that the public may know what is going on. It
S important also that in discussing these matters the new tems withtheir
cial technical meanings should not be allowed to obscure the simple
¢ts and political principles on vhich in the final analysis
cceptance or rejection nust rest,

h'g‘“‘ ¥ o BN

» Suwinarizing the lessons to be drawn from the great cfforts in
4% study of disamianent made from Vorld Var I until the outbreak of
Prld Var IT it would appear to have been Proved conclusively, that

F7 effective system of disarmament must be general and not unilateral
linited to regions or to a few nations; that it must be enforceable
an international system of collective security; that all nations

45t participate in good faith, and that any system must be accompanied
iadequate and effective safeguards to protect all states against

3 agions and violations., These safeguards necessarily involve a system
C{ international security checks" with a corresponding surrender by
3{:1 lations of some portion of their national sovereignty, or as I

5 efer to put it, the creation of an agency to exercise these powers
:[‘iectively on behalf of all the nations.,

AARTER OF THE UNTITED NATIONS

) The Charter of the United Nations, though not as detailed in
1% Tespects as the League of Nations Covenant on the subject of
‘{%manent, contains several articles vhich bear exanination, and
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nich set out the responsibilities of the various organs of the
'mited Nations in that regard. It is well to note the Charter
1osely defines the respective responsibilities of the General

| .sembly and the Security Council in regard to regulation and :
Lequction of armaments and other subjects -- the Assembly has the -
egislative function and the duty and the authority to recommend --
he Security Council is the executive with the responsibility to
Lsolve the operative procedures and methods, and it is intended to
ave the power to enforce where enforcement is needed, which might
fe after the processes of persuasion and agreement had been shown
y be insufficient. ' '

The role of the General Assembly in regard to arms limitation
s given specifically in Article 11 of the Charter vhich authorizes
he General Assembly to consider the general principles of co-
peration in the maintenance of international peace and security,
{ncluding the principles governing disarmament and the regulation of
Irmaments, and to make recommendations in regard to such principles
o the members of the United Hations or to the Security Council, or
0 botho ‘

The Security Council on the other hand as an executive organ,
{s vested with "primary responsibility for the maintenance of inter-
{ational peace and security" (Article 24) and under Article’ 26 it is
iiven specific responsibility for formulating, with the asgsistance

if the Military Staff Committee, plans to be submitted to the members
4f the United Nations for the establishment of a system for the
dmulation of armaments.

The authors of the United Nations Charter were acutely aware

the fact that moral authority alone was insufficient to enforce
cace, and accordingly a whole chapter -- Chapter VII -- deals with
Y authority of the Security Council to enforce peace, and if
ecessary to achieve this by the use of military force. Under Article
7 nembers are obligated to make available to the Security Council

ed forces, assistance and facilities, including rights of passage,
jecessary for the purpose of maintaining international peace and
fcurity. Article 47 establishes a lilitary Staff Committee with
v¢ defined role of advising and assisting the Security Council both
T the military requirements to maintain the peace, the employment
f forces placed at its disposal, and the regulation of armauents
d possible disarmament. I have mentioned these portions of the
spited Nations Charter because they form the framework on vhich are
ased the present efforts to regulate and to reduce arms and armaments.

FUERAL, ASSELBLY RESOLUYION OF JANUARY 24, 1946, CREATING THE ATOLIC
IERGY COLLISSION |

The impact of the discovery of the release of atomic energy
d the manufacturc of atcmic weapons vas felt by the world with
Telease of the first bombs at llagasaki and Hiroshima. . There are
W people.in the world today who are not aware of the terrible
tt?l‘natives presented if agreement cannot be reached for the inter-
ational control of atomic energy and the prohibition of atonic weaponse.

RN LR L)

The first step toward such an international agreement was made
El?rtly after the termination of the war vhen the United Kingdom, the
.‘_Blted States and Canada made a Declaration issued in Washington on
~-Jember 15, 1945, which recognized the need for an international
bféenent and proposed, as a matter of great urgency, the setting up

& Commission under the United Nations vhich would study the problen
grlé“u;ke recormmendations for the international control of atomic

!t
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This declaration was followed by a meeting of the foreign

jinisters of the United States, the United Kingdom and the U.S.S.R.
111 loscow in December 1945, at which time the Vlashington proposals
.re endorsed. These three governments then invited Canada, China
End France to join with them in sponsoring the proposal at the
:

| dmeral Assembly. The United Nations Atomic Energy Commission was

stablished by unanimous resolution at the first meeting of the General
Issembly on 24 January 1946, in London, .

In this resolution the terms of reference of the Commission
sre laid down. The Commission was instructed to enquire into all
nases of the problem of atomic energy and to make recormendations
y particular in regard to the following points:

Ad

Haled

(1) The elimination from national amaments of atomic
energy and all other weapons of mass destruction,

(2) Exchange of basic scientific information.

(3)~Control to the extent necessary to ensure the use of
.atomic energy for peaceful purposes; and

(4) Provide effective safeguards by way of inspection end
other means to protect complying states against the
hazards of violations and evasions.

Before discussing what has been accomplished by this Commission
p its three years of vork, I would like to mention the steps which
pre taken at the same time looking to the control ang regulation

' the more orthodox weapons of war or, as they came to be called,
conven tional armarents.” :

1

1

= ¢

FIRST GENERAT, ASSEMBLY RESOLUTION ON REGULATION AND REDUCTION OF
THIENTS, -DECEMBER 14, 1946, . - ... o ST

Together with the control of atonmic energy the General Assembly
73s faced with the problem of the control of other arnmaments, This
tter became one of the main issues at the Second Part of the First
ssion of the General Assembly held in New York in October of 1946,
¢ discussions were initiated when the Soviet Union in the tradition
tablished by the Czars introduced a resolution couched in general
ras, calling for a general reduction in all categories of armaments.,
¢ issus was further complicated by the introduction by the U.S.S.R.
& resolution dealing with the presence in foreign countries (other
an ex-enemy territories) of armed forces of member states of the
-Jited lations, The debate on this matter in the Political Committee
the General Assembly immediately preceded the debate on disarmament
d later the two issues became -confused, and were only separated with
ficulty, Finally two resolutions were passed by the General
~{embly on 14 December 1946, one on the gensral regulation and
duetion of arnaments, and the other calling for the Security Council
deternine the information which the renber nations should furnish
to their armed forces in order to inplement the resolution on
lanents, lo one had expected that it would be possible for the
peral membership of the United Nations to agree so early in the
€ of the United Nations to take such an inmportant first step
ards general disarmanmont. The adoption of the resolution on the
ral regulation and reduction of armarents by unanimous vote
Tefore did much to restore confidence in the United Hations as
slinstrument of vorld peace and led to a feeling of optimism which
®r events have shown to be somevhat prenaturae,

Petz €2 ¥ Jo- b ¢ tra}t
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4arysIS OF GENERAL ASSENMBLY RESOLUTION OF DE

isofar as the
-1e Assembly resolution of January 24, 1946, which set up the Atomic
“{ergy Commission. On the third aspect the General Assembly urged
-2t Article 43 of the Charter be implemented.

-6 -

CHIBER 14, 1946, TNCLUDING
SRANCE_ 10 PROBLEM OF ATOMIC ENERGY . S . \ .

The resolution on the regulation and reduction of amements

:1g1t with four related aspects of the disarmament problem:

(1) the prohibition of atomic and all other major weapons
- adaptable now and in the future to mss destruction;

(2) the control of atomic energy to the extent necessary
to ensure its use only for peaceful purposes;

(3) the placing of armed foreces at the disposal of the
Security Council; '

(4) the general regulation and reduction of armaments and
armed forces.

first tvo aspects are concerned, the resolution reaffirmed

With regard to the fourth aspect, concerning general

jzulation and reduction of armaments, the General Assembly resolution
:Jated four principles for general disamament:

(1) the early general regulation and reduction of amanents

1l armed forces in order to strengthen international beace and security;

(2) practical measures to assure that the regulation and

:a}iuction of armaments and armed forces would be observed by all
o :

ticipants and not by some only;

(3) practical and effective safeguards by way of inspection

=il other means to protect complying states against the hazards of

~ |~iplations and evasions;

"
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(4) an internaticnal convention or conventions on disarmement
create, within the framevork -of the Security Council, an inter-
bional system of control and inspection, operating through special
Eanstgleriving their powers and status fron the convention or
tventions,

The resolution set forth four stages which might take place

2lthe process of general disarmament. The first stage was that talen

the General dssenbly when it adopted a resolution on the principles
eh would govem the general regulation and reduction of amaments.
¥ Second stage was to be the formulation by the Security Council,

ler Article 26 of tho Charter, of plans for the establishment of a

~jben for the regulation and reduction of armaments, The third stage
‘114 be consideration by all members of the United Mations at a
-ycial session of the General Agsenbly of the plans formulated by

Security Council. The final stage was scen as ratification by the
aatory states and the coning into force of disarmament treaties or

{'®ations aporoved by the General Asscably. The question of gencral

}-f3'merent recmains in the second stage; that is formulation by the

]%ity Council of plans for tho establishment of a systaa for the

s

-|*3xlation and reduction of armecuents.

- |<3PLY oF ForcEs

i I will now comment briefly on the steps vwhich have been
°L 1o give effeet to Article 43 of the Charter, by which all members
“he United Ilations are obligated to rakec available to the Security
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1.peil, on its call and in accordance with-'special agreerents, ammed
j,roes necessary for the purpose of maintaining international psace
{4 security.” As you are aware, Article 47 of the Charter calls for
1o establishient of a Hilitary Staff Committee to advise and assist
[0 Security Council on this matter. The Military Staff Committee,
ior the terms of Article 47 (2) consists of the Chiefs of Staff of
. five permanent members of the Security Council or of their
oresentatives.

P

EAN L“

The Military Staff Committee has been meeting now for sone
ree years bub as yet it has not been able to formulate general
l.ccnients for the implementation of Article 43 of the Charter. The
sition of my Govermment on this failure of the Military Staff
-mittee to make progress was stated by the then Chairman of the
radian Delegation, lir, St., Laurent, in his opening speech in the
leral Assembly on October 29, 1946, in the following words:

<V

Cy €23 gD

"We are particularly concerned that the Security Council and
s Iilitary Staff Committee have so far failed to make substantial
fogcress towards a conclusion of the special agreements with individual
bers required to irylement Article 43 and those following of the
darter, and thus make armed forces and other facilities available to
45 Security Council.... Canada therefore urges that the Security

meil and the Military Staff Comittee go ahead with all possible
ens in the constrwetive work of negotiating the special agreements’

43 of organizing the military and econonic measures of enforcement.!

<V

1

< ‘!’.H
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. This staterment was made almost three years ago and the
{sition has largely remained unchanged. Canada is not represented

the Military Staff Committee (as the latter consists only of the

ve permanent members of the Security Council) and so we do not have
{rst hand information of the disagreements vhich have led to the

tesent deadlock, However, it is generally knovn that these disagreements
e mainly concerned with three important points. These are: the size
i conposition of the forces proposed to be made available by the

ve permanent meanbers of the Security Council; the location of the
ited ilations forces, and their right of access to the nilitary bases
nenber nations, It should be noted that all rembers of the liilitary
aff Cormittee except the Soviet Union have agreed that the initial
{erall contribubtions should be comparable but that in view of “the
Yference in size and composition of national forces of each Permanent
..j_lbcr end in order to further the ability of the Security Council to
3]istitute balanced and effective combat forces for operations, these
]ntributions nay differ widely as to the strength of the separate
Jponent, land, sea and air.% =
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The position of tho U.S.S.R. on this point is that these
rces shaoll be nade aveilable Yon the Princinle of Equality regarding
¢ overall strength and the composition of these forces.,! ®EE

1L The fallacy of the Soviet position on this question scens
“fident, The obvious result would be that a naval power, such as the
-{ited Xingdom, tould conbribute the same aumber o ships as, let us
-y the Soviet Union; the Chinese viould contribute aircraft on a
-1ty with the United States, and so forth, or rather that the
nj:rlbutions in any cecrvice of any grecat power would be that of the
A<est in that service.

¥| Revort of the Military Staff Committee, Document S/336, 30 -April
1947, Chapter IV, Article 11, D.P. 9-10.

9 Chapter IV, Article 11, page 9.

P




-8 -

_In connection with the location of United Nations forces, the
l7iet Union proposes that such forces "shall be garrisoned within the
ontiers of the contributing member nations own territories or
rritorial waters, except in cases envisaged in Article 106z of the
arters "E€  The viewpoint of the United Kingdom, the United States

|4 China, and the other hand, is that "Armed Forces made available
the Security Council by Member Nations when not employed by the
Lourity Council will be based at the discretion of Member Hations in
¥ territories or waters to which they have legal right of access."

L\" TS c v | SEE KA N L)
O~y

I do not intend to go into further points of di sagreement, as
do not have first hand knowledge of them. It is now evident, however,
tat four of the five members of the Military Staff Cormittee have for
Ame time been in general agreement on the fundamental principles, and
Jdat the inability of the Committee to make progress in its work is
:Je largely to the fact that the Soviet Union has consistently disagreed
.Jth the position taken by the other four members.

+—

© v

CREATION OF THE CONMMISSTION FOR CONVENTIONAL ARMAMENTS,
TEBRUARY .13, 1947, - - . T . A D

On February 13, 1947, the Security Council adopted a resolution
cating the Commission for Conventional Armaments., This Commission
s given the task of preparing plans for the general regulation and
duction of armements, and was instructed to submit a plan of work to
1e Security Council. The Commission was established with the same mem-
rship as the Security Council.,

The first issue debated by this Commission was vwhether or not

question of the prohibition of atomic weapons should be considered
gether with the general reduction of amaments and amed forces by
¢ same body in drafting plans of disarmament. The Soviet Union
sired to have the two matters considered together while the nmajority
the other members, on the other hand, pointed out that the
.poblens involved in the working out of a plan for the internatiomal
:3111;1‘01 of atomic energy involved technical questions which were
{ifferent from those relating to the question of disarmament involving
cdoventional arms and armaments.

-SFINITION OF CONVENTIONAL ARMAMENTS

cr e cv

In view of the differences which becane apparent early in the
ission's vork, it became important to establish a definition of
nventional armamentse!

s € 2

The Assembly resolution of December 14, 1946, stated that
“thing contained in it should alter or limit the resolution of the
i;ral Assembly of January 24, 1946, creating the Atonmic Energy
ission. Similarly the Securi ty bouncil resolution of February
5 1947, setting up the Cormission for Conventional Armaments stated
Al those matters falling within the conpe tence of the Atonic
;igy gommission should be excluded from the jurisdiction of the
ission,

/'Irl' 1+ €2
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At the first meeting of the Working Cormittee of the Commission
Y Cpnventional Armaments, the United States representative proposed
“fefinition of weapons of mass destruction. This definition was
Pted in the Working Cormittee. The rosolution of the Working

5 ittee considered that all amauents and armed forces, except

“paic weapons and weapons of mass destruction, should fall within

‘f Jurisdiction and that weapons of mass destruction should be

x* A
Article 106 of the Charter of the United Nations
bapter IX, Article 32, page 21. :
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\ .
jefined to include atomic explosives, weapons involving radio-active
mterials, lethal chemical and bidlogical weapons, and any weapons
jeveloped in the future which have characteristics comparable in
jestruc tive effect to these weapons. The resolution containing this

. liefinition was approved by the Commission and later by the parent
' loody, the Security Council, _ o

YORMULATION OF POSITICNS OF THE POWERS ON CONVENTIONAL ARMAMENTS

-

The Commission for Conventional Armaments next undertook the
consideration of general principles which should govern the regulation
bnd reduction of armaments and armed forces. The majority in the
fonmis sion were of the opinion that adequate canditions of security
ust first be established to enable disarmament to proceed safely

ond equitably. It is interesting to note the similarity in this
position and the position of the French government in the discussions
bn disamement in the League of Nations which I have previously
nentioned. - Security should precede disarmament. -

Starting with this premise the majority of the Commission
considered that the following prior conditions were necessary:

(1) The completion of agreements under Article 43 of the
Charter which called for the placing of armed forces
at the disposal of the Security Council.

(2) The establishment of a system of international control
over atomic energy. ’

(3) The conclusion of peace settlements with Gérmany and
Japan, ‘

The majority of the members of the Commission emphasized the
reed to establish an adequate system of international inspection and
pontrol, which would give assurance to all nations that disarmament
ould be on an eyuitable basis and  that no state vould be placed in
2 position which would give it an advantage over the others.

The representative of the U.S.S.R. took the position that
0 immediate across-the-board reduction of armaments and armed forces
ould in itself be "an essential condition for the creation of a
ense of international confidence and security". He dargued that
he position of the majority was contrary to the resolution of the
reneral Assembly of December 14, 1946, Concerning the question of
ternational inspection and control, the Soviet representative
ontended that any control body must be established within the freme-

fork of the Security Council. This has been taken to mean by the
lajority of the Commission that the veto could be exercised in the

écurity Council by its vermanent members; this raised the doubt

that it might be used at some stage in their own interest by the

-5.8.R., vho had advocated this condition, to prevent the effective

iSpection and control which is regarded as cssential in any real
isarmament system. '

d:8.S.R._PROPOSAL FOR DISARMAMENT MADE IN PARTS

At the first part of the Third Session of the General Assenbly

B Paris in the fall of 1948, Lr. Vishinsky, the representative of the

*5.S.R., proposed that three steps be taken inmmediately towards
tneral disarmement:

(1) The reduction by one-third during one year of the
Present strength of the land, naval and air forces
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of the five permanentl members of the Security
Council., -

(2) Prohibition of atomic weapons intended for "aims -
of aggression', U '

(3) The e stablishment within the framework of the Security -
Council of an international control body for the purpose
of supervision and control over the implementation of
the above reasures, ' : '

"The main issue centered around the point as to whether or not
he Soviet Union would permit effective intemational inspection to
¢ carried out in its territory to determine both quantitatively and
[ualitatively the armed forces at its disposal. Without an under-
faking by all states concerned to open their territories to inter-
?Lational inspection, it was clearly impossible to arrive at any plan

? disarmanent which might be directly related to the needs of inter-
datioral peace and security. The arbitrary arithmetical formula.for
ieduction by one-third suggested Ly the Soviet Union would leave that .
ountTy in a position of advantage in relation to those countries B
hich had already considerably reduced their amaments and amed
orces since the conclusion of World War II, In short, in calling

or a one-third reduction in the forces of the five permanent rembers
f the Security Council, no regard was paid as to vhether or not these
orces have a proper relationship to one another numerically speaking.
ing the debate a counter-resolution was submitted by the United
ingdom delegation reasserting the principle already taken by the
ajority of the Cormission for Conventional Armaments, that disarmament
ould only take place in an atmosphere of international confidence '
gnd security. During the debate the Canadian representative supported
he United Kingdom resolution emphasizing in particular that the

roblem of inspection, verification and control was the root of the
isamement problem, and urged that the Soviet representative should
eclare whether the Soviet Union was prepared to open its territory

P international inspection. . The Soviet resolution was defeated
gnthe First Committee in Paris, which subsequently adopted a

e

solution based‘ugon the United Kingdom proposal., This resolution
s adopted by the General Assembly on Hovember 19, 1948, contained
the following points: ‘

(1) It recommended that the Security Council pursue its
. studies of the regulation in reduction of conventional
armarents and armed forces through the agency of the
Cormission for Conventional Armaments in order to
obtain concrete results as soon as possible,

(2) It requested the Cormission for Conventional Armaments
to dewote its first attention to formulating proposals
for the receipt, checking and publication by an inter-
national organ of control within the framework of the
Security Council of full information to be supplied by
nenber states with regard to their cffectives and their
conventional armanents; and

(3) It laid emphasis on the fact that the Security Council
should report on the effect given to its recommendations
not later than the next regular session, which is to be
held in September this year.

i The resolution also noted that the aim of the reduction of
~2nventional amanents could only be attained in an atmosphere of
Eal and lasting improverent in intemational relations, and that
®h a renewal of confidence would be greatly encouraged if thero

fidet 3.
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ore an exchange of. precise and verified information conceming
manents and armed forces. : o : S :

g DEVELOPMENT OF ATOMIC ENERGY DISCUSSIONS FROM 1946 to 1948 -

As I mentioned"p'revious'ly in this paper, thAe, Atémic Eneréyv

? romission was established by a unanimous resolution of- the General

[Ssembly»on January 24, 1946, which set forth the tems of reference

¢t the Commission. VWhen the Commission first met in June of 1946,

it was presented with two plans for the international control of

btomic energy; one put forward by the United States delegate and - the
bther by the U.S.,S,R. The two plans differed fundamentally, and

fter attempting to find a basis for agreement the Atomic Energy
lormission decided to defer consideration of the political aspects

¢ the problem until it had £iTst determined Vhether conbrol ab.

tomic energy was practicable from a technical and scientific point

£ view. In this regard a committee composed of scientific and

echnical advisers examined the problem, and in September 1946 reported
aninmously that "we do not £ind any basis in the available scien~ -
ific facts for supposing that effective .control is not _technologically
Joasiblel. S L, P s

In its first report to the Security Council in Dececmber 1946,
2 Cormission set out a general plan for the international control
atonic energy based upon proposals submitted by the United States
jovernnent. These proposals were then developed in detall by the
tonic Energy Commission, The result of this work was the subnission
j\:the Security Council in Septenmber 1947 of the second report of

i)

e Atomic Energy Commission., Thig report elaborates specific proposals
r the international control of atomic energy.

]:JORITY POSTTION

The plan supported by the majority of rembers of the Atonic.
fiergy Commission calls for the establishment of an international
it Zic cnergy authority, vhich would owvn all uranium and thorium in
tust for the nations of the world from the time these substances.
¥¢ teken fronm the ground, and which would control the mining of
all such ores. Production vould be strictly related to consumption
pd there would be no accumulation of stocks to cause anxiety. The
Jithority would own, operate and ranage all facilities handling
foéerous amounts of fissicnable material and thus vould control

drectly from the starting point all the atomic energy activites in~
2!l nations. ' - '

) A licensing and inspection system is contemplated under the

Jority plan for activites of a character less dangerous to Inter-

ttional Peace and it is provided that the control authority twould

-pster beneficial uses and research in national or private establish-
nts, or educational institutions, limited to non-dangerous quantities,
18 proposed that the system of control should be set up by stages,

d after it is fully in operation, the manufacture of atomic weapons

uld cease, existing stocks would be disposed of, and the nuclear
¢l converted to peaceful uses.

SVIET POSITION

The plan proposed by the U.S.S.R. for the international control
Laatomic energy was first presented in June 1946, and subsequently was
bgrated in June 1947; it calls for the irmmediate outlawing of the
?mlg bomb and the destruction of all existing stocks of weapons

’1th}n & three-month period". The Soviet governnent has adnitted

lat international inspection and investigation is a necessary condition
&y plan for intemational control, but it has been unwilling to

°®Pt any proposals providing for continuous insvection, and has also
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{nsisted that inspection be confined to such facilities and :
daterials as governments may wish. to declare. In addition, the

oviet govemment .maintain. ihat any inveroacional atomic energy
sthority must be subject to the jurisdiction of the ‘Security Council.,

e

L

sbnfined to a detailed examination of the
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Shis would mean that the. permanent members of. the Security Council

buld exercise their veto power in the event that the Authority
ported a violation of the treaty. The Soviet have suggested

,épeeial inspections" on grounds of suspicion but the control'org,ah

oposed by the Soviet government has not been provided with sources
jinformation which would be capable of detecting evasions and

special inspection,

Dgolat;:'Lons and so there could be no.suspicion on vhich to call for

The discussions in the Atonic Energy Commission in 1948 were

oviet proposals of June
47, and to a limited study of the organization of an intemmational
bntrol agency. - : oo o .

The exhaustive study of the U.S.S.R. proposals led a najority
F the members of the Commission to the conclusion that they were
nadequate to provide a basis for effective international control
atomic energy. The opinion of the majority of the Cormission is
tated in the Commission's Third Report in the following words:

"In the field of atonic energy, the majority of the
Commission has been unable to secure the agreement of
the Soviet Union to even those elements of effective
control considered essential from the technical point
of view, let alone their acceptance of the nature and
the extent of participation in the world cormunity
required of all nations in this field by the first -
and second reports of the Atomic Energy Commission,”

The third report in consequence stated that the differénces

:ytween the ma jority of the members of the Atonmic Energy Commission
4 the U.S.S.R. had made it impossible for the Atonic Energy Commission
-J continue the preparation of a draft treaty for the international
fatrol of atomic energy.. This report was adopted by the Atonic

ergy Commission in liay of 1948. In submitting its third report
the Security Council, the Atomic Energy Cormission recormended
broval and that this report and the two previous reports be
ansnitted to the General Assembly “"as a matter of special caxern®.

In June 1948, when the third report was before the Security
icil for approval, the U.S.S.R.-exercising its 26th voto, voted
f£1nst its adoption. The Security Council, however, approved a

-pcedural motion proposed by Canada vhiich transaitted the three

Ports of the Atomic Energy Comnission, together vwith the record

.‘ “|the deliberations of the Security Council on the subject, to the
:ﬂlxrd Session of the General Assembly "as a matter of special concern”.

S there was created an opportunity to test the conclusions of the

. _In the opening noetings of the General Assenbly in Paris, the
I1¢ Energy Cormission proposals were given wide support by nany
'100s, except by the countries of the Soviet bloc.,

| The Soviet Union presented tvo proposals. One to which I have
Viously referrod concerned an irmediate reduction by one-third in

-1 ©hventional armaments of the five decmanent rembers of the

o

Wity Council and the prohibition of ateomie weapons. The other

EA]POSal of the U.S.S.R. introduced the idea of "simultaneous™

lvent‘»ions, the onc for the prohibition of atonic weapons, and the
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fiwer for what the Soviet termed as “effective international control
§ atomic energy”. Both conventions were to be signed and "to enter
f1to force and actual operation simultaneously". : -

Formerly the Soviet had insisted on prohibition and destruction
1 ¢ existing stocks as a prerequisite. They now presented this latest
onposal as a great concession in the interests of reaching agreement.

It did not add in the least to the safety of the world to have
imultaneous" control when the elements of that control would lack
46 character.deened necessary to provide acceptable safeguards vhich
4uld dispel suspicion and promote cooperation between nations. It was
recognized by a great majority of the General Assembly and decisively
+jected. INo nation outside the Soviet group voted for it.

The draft resolution submitted by Canada calling for the

bmission of the three reports of the Atomic Energy Commission to

+he Assembly formed the framework of the debate and these reports
re duly considered in the First Committee. '

The resolution as adopted by the General Assembly on 4 November
43 approved the general findings of the First Report and the specific
-toposals of the Seeoid Report "as constituting the necessary basis"
:;f an effective system of international control of atonic energy.
e resolution also noted with concern the impasse which had been
ached in the work of the Atomic Energy Cormission as shown in the
ird Reporte It requested the six permanent members of the Atomic
ergy Commission to consult together "in order to detemine if there
sts a basis for agreement on international control" and meanwhile
led upon the Atomic Energy Cormission "to resume its sessions, to
rvey its prograame of work, and to proceed with the further study
such subjects as it considered to be practicable and useful',
ch was the position at the conclusion of the Paris session of the
eral Assenmbly last winter, : : '

I 0N gy

Since the beginning of 1949, the Atonmic Energy Commission, in
mlience with the General Assembly's vishes, has continued to meet
review its plan of work. The VWorking Committee of the Atomic Energy
mission has given consideration to a proposal put forvard by the
viet Union substantially the same as the proposal they put forward
Paris, vhich called for the irmediate preparation of draft
nventions for the prohibition of atonic weapons and the control
atonic energy, the two conventions to be concluded and put into
fect simultancously. Further discussion revealed that the basic
fferences persisted and the representative of China proposed that
e Coomittee conclude that no useful purpose could be served by
rther discussions., In a draft resolution presented by the Chinese
legation to give effect to this proposal, it was pointed out
t the U.S.S.R. proposal had already becn considered and rejected
not providing an adequate basis for effective international control.
€over, the resolution pointed out that no new material had been
¢sented in support of the Soviet proposals. In June s, the Committee
Stponed taking a decision on the Chinese rcsolution and considered the
eral Assembly's resolution which had set the Atonmic Energy Commission
¢k to vork. t shortly became clear, however, that the impasse which
sted in the work of the Commission last year renained, and the
Tesentative of Cuba in conjunction with the representative of
-13¢0bina presented a draft resolution which found that nothing

ther useful or practicable could be done until the six permanent
bers of the Atomiec Encergy Commission had met and reported the
istence of a basis for agreement. The Working Cormittee approved
S Chinese draft resolution as well as the joint Cuban-Argentine
]POSal, and as the Chairman of the Working Committee concluded that
}. 88mda had been exhausted, it was agreed that there was no
“{*8sion for a further meeting.
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I might point out, however, that although the Working Committee
nd the Comission have been unable to resolve the differences, the
homission, upon the suggestion of the representative of Canada, did
itiate the preparation of some useful documentation which may prove
valuable in the consultations vhich are about to take place between
ne six sponsoring powers of the General Assembly's resolution of 1946.

LU

o
I
~

o
~

FSENT STATE OF AFFAIRS IN THE COMMISSION FOR CONVENTIONAL ARMAMENTS

jscussion on the General Assembly's resolution of November 19, 1948,

ne main points of wvhich I have already outlined in this paper. At

nis meeting the Soviet delegate reintroduced in almost identical

erns the Soviet resolution rejected in Paris. That resolution, you

111 recall, sought a reduction by one-third of the armaments and armed
orces of the five permanent members of the Security Council, and called
or the Atomic Energy Commission to proceed with the preparation of two
aft conventions, one on the prohibition of atomic weapons and the

ther for the control o atomic energy, both conventions to come into
ffect simultaneously. On February 10, the United States submitted a
esolution suggesting the transmittal of the General Assembly resolution

st November 19, 1943 to the Cormission for Conventional Armaments.

The resolution of the U.S.S.R. did not receive acceptance in the

]ecurity Council. The United States resolution was adopted.

i on February 8, of this year, the Security Council commenced

e Y I

The Commission for Conventional Amaments next met on February 15,
o consider the General Assembly resolution, and on February 25, the
E"nited States-sponsored resolution submitting the General Assembly
ssolution of November 19, 1948 to the Working Committee of the S
Jormission for Conventional Armaments was adopted by nine votes to two.

v llore recently, in llay, the delegation of France submitted a

. Jpper in the Working Cammittee of the Cormission for Conventional

.} armaments outlining a method of carrying out the tasks allotted to the.
- | Sozmission by the General Assenbly's resolution of Hovember last.

In June the French representative presented a third section to’
. ‘Whis paper. This section deals with proposals for the organization of
o | the control organ which would be set up to collect, check and publish
:i | ipfformation on the effectives and conventional amauents of member ‘
.- | states,  These proposals of the French delegation have received the
shpport of a rajority of the members of the Vorking Committee, which
opted them on July 18 by a vote of 8 to 3. Both papers were rejected
their entirety by the representatives of the Ukrainian S.S.R. and
5.8.R. Egypt also voted against their adoption, ‘

)

The French proposals, as I have indicated, are divided into
ree sections, the first section dealing with the general consider-
SN tmns on which the proposals have becn based. This section defines
. .| #¢ conditions which in the opinion of the French delegation must b
io.| 3V if an effective system for the receipt and verification of ‘
7¢:.] Hformation on conventional armaents cen be put into force. The
;Fond section deals with the scope of the census of armed forces and

- e

aments vhich should be included in the plan and defines the nature
the forces and the equipment to be verified and the manner in which
¢h verification would be carried out. It is made clear in the first
'0 sections of the paper that "as between disclosure of information

4 adequate verification, the roquirements of verification must be
ffamount", It is also made clear that the success of the plan would
o] ;Pend upon "the greatest possible freedom of moveznent and access to

oo ) <3ta fully depicting the level of conventional armgients and effectives
each state" being made available to the control organ.
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1HCLUSIONS

'Ivt is not my thought in a paper of this kind to attempt to

esent you with definitive conclusions on matters-so complex and

jmportant. I think it must be clear, however, that both the

| 47k of the Atomic Energy Commission and the work of the Commission
%| 4p Conventional Amaments in the field of disamement has not led

.} the final results which all of us had hoped would be possible vhen
4o United Nations was first established. Nevertheless those of us
-4o have participated in the work of these two commissions feel that

ch useful preparatory vork has been done. In the Atomic Energy
mission I feel that the pattern which any effective agreement must
e has been evolved and set forth in the majority reports. I

sink I can speak for ny colleagues in this majority when I say that
-bt only do our proposals represent the elements of a proper solution
b this grave problem but that we believe that they represent the

:ply solution. In the Commission for Conventional Amaments I believe

have taken a most important first step in providing a plan for a

irvey which, if accepted and carried out, would give the world the

orration requisite to a useful discussion of this complex subject.

The continuing disagreement between the Comunist and. non-
rmmunist world which has affected the worlc of the United Nations as
vhole has unquestionably been the principal reason why it has not
en possible to reach agreement on disarmament and the Vestern Powers,
} insisting upon the principle that disarmament nust follow and not
recede the establishment of an effective system of security, have had
} nind the costly experience of unilateral disarmament by peace-loving
ates in the years preceding Vlorld War II. )

I think it is safc to conclude that the Western Powers will not
ree to accept any systea for the prohibition of atomic weapons or

¢ regulation and reduction of conventional armaments and armed forces
ich does not give assurance of adequate security for all nations. It
ens equally clear that the Soviet Union for their part are umwilling
this stage to accept the kind of international control and inter-
tional inspection vhich is so obviously necessary for an effective
{sten of control. In particular, the Soviet Union and those countries
jich think like her are unprepared to open up their frontiers to

b

-} 3ternational inspection on a continuing basis - they insist on natioral
-jragenent ovmership and control over atomic energy and likewise in
-# matter of conventional armaments they will not agree to disclose

jeir forces and armments or to allaw adequate verification thereofe.
{is difficult to see, therefore, how it will be possible to reach
;Feement on these matters until such time as there has been sore
Feemernt in the realm of nolicy vhich will permit all nations to

: ;fiin.in the kind of inbternational cooperative effort vhich is the only
-J?sible vay to assure to all nations the kind of security on a
Jiversal basis which is envisaged under the United Nabtions Charter.




