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PREFACE

This volume was prepared in .the Historical Office under the direct
supervision of the late S. Everett Gleason and of Fredrick Aandahl,
who succeeded him as Editor of Foreign Relations in 1972. Ralph R
Goodwin provided assistance in planning and direction. -
- Neal H. Petersen prepared the sections on regulation of armaments,
atomic energy, and national security policy. Mr. Goodwin compiled
and edited the sections on treaties of friendship, commerce, and navi-
gation; the General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade; foreign financial
_ policies; the Point Four Program; and air agreements William Z.
Slany prepared the compilation on the Antarctic. Marvin W. Kranz
compiled the section on the Foreign Assistance Program.

_ The editors acknowledge with appreciation the assistance provided
them by the historians of the Department of Defense, including those
of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, and by the historians of the Energy
Research and Development Administration. They are also grateful
for the cooperation of tlie National Security Council, the Department
of Defense, the Central Intelligence Agency, and the Energy Research
and Development Administration, which concurred with the declassi-

~ fication of various papers for release in this volume. Thanks are also
due to those foreign governments that kindly granted permission for
the publication of certain of their documents in this volume.

The technical editing of this volume was done by the Publishing
and Reproduction Division, headed by Willard M. McLaughhn The
index was prepared by Francis C. Prescott. :

FREDRICK AANDAHL
Acting Director, Historical Office
Bureaw of Public Affairs

" PrinorerES FOR THE COMPILATION AND EDITING OF
“ForeieN REeraTions”

The principles which guide the compilation and editing of Foreign
Relations are stated in Department of State Regulation 2 FAM 1350
of June 15,1961, a revision of the order approved on March 26, 1925,
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v . PREFACE

by Mr. Frank B. Kellogg, then Secretary of State. The text of the
regulation, as further amended, is printed below :

1350 DoCcUMENTARY RECORD oF AMERICAN DIPLOMACY
1351 Scope of Documentation

The publication Foreign Relations of the United States constitutes
the official record of the foreign policy of the United States. These
volumes include, subject to necessary security considerations, all docu-
ments needed to give a_comprehensive record of the major foreign
policy decisions within the range of the Department of State’s respon-
sibilities, together with appropriate materials concerning the facts
which contributed to the formulation of policies. When further ma-
terial is needed to supplement the documentation in the Department’s
files for a proper understanding of the relevant policies of the United
States, such papers should be obtained from other Government
agencies.

1352 [Editorial Preparation

_The basic documentary diplomatic record to be printed in Foreign
Relations of the United States is edited by the Historical Office,
Bureau of Public Affairs of the Department of State. The editing of
the record is guided by the principles of historical objectivity. There
may be no alteration of the text, no deletions without indicating where
in the text the deletion is made, and no omission of facts which were
of major importance in reaching a decision. Nothing may be omitted
for the purpose of concealing or glossing over what might be regarded
by some as a defect of policy. However, certain omissions of documents
are permissible for the following reasons:

a. To avoid publication of matters which would tend to impede
current diplomatic negotiations or other business.

b. To condense the record and avoid repetition of needless details.

¢. To preserve the confidence reposed in the Department by indi-
viduals and by foreign governments. :

d. To avoid giving needless offense to other nationalities or
individuals.

e. To eliminate personal opinions presented in despatches and not
acted upon by the Department. To this consideration there is
one qualification—in connection with major decisions it is
desirable, where possible, to show the alternative presented to
the Department before the decision was made.

1853 COlearance : :

To obtain appropfiate clearances of material to be published in
Foreign Relations of the United States, the Historical Office:

a. Refers to the appropriate policy offices of the Department and
of other agencies of the (Government such papers as appear
to require policy clearance. ’ ,

b. Refers to the appropriate foreign governments requests for
permission to print as part of the diplomatic correspondence of
the United States those previously unpublished documents
which were originated by the foreign governments.
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INTRODUCTORY NOTE

AMERICAN FOREIGN POLICY: SELECTED PUBLIC
. DOCUMENTS :

Beginning with the year 1950, American Foreign Policy, a com-
panion series to Foreign Relations of the United States, provides
_systematic coverage of the principal messages, addresses, statements,
and reports made in a given period that indicate the scope, goals, and
implementation of the foreign policy of the United States. For the
immediately preceding years, 1945-1949 inclusive, the present series,
Foreign Relations, will provide under this heading a brief indication
of certain major documents in these categories. The present listing
covers the year 1949. It does not purport to be complete, of course,
and as a rule items dealing primarily with United States relations
with particular countries will be noted in the compilations for those
countries. Many of the items cited below are also referred to in appro-
priate compilations in the various volumes for 1949, which are
“organized as follows:

1949, volll;mln_e I, National Security Affairs; Foreign Economic
olic
vOlumeyII, The United Nations; The Western Hemisphere
volume III, Council of Foreign Ministers; Germany and
Austria
volume IV, Western Europe : '
volume V, Eastern Europe; The Soviet Union
volume VI, The Near East, South Asia, and Africa
volume VII, The Far East and Australasia (in two parts)
volume VIII, The Far East: China
volume IX, The Far East: China

I. Magor Pusric StaTEMENTS oF AMERICAN ForeieNy Poricy

White House Statement Announcing Recognition of the Government of Korea.
January 1, 1949. Public Papers of the Presidents of the United States: Harry
8. Truman, 1949 (Washington, Government Printing Office, 1964) (herein-

) after cited as Public Papers: Truman, 1949), p. 1.

CIO Interest in U.S. Actions in Indonesian Situation. Exchange of letters between -
the President of the Congress of Industrial Organizations and Acting Secre-
tary of State Lovett. December 23, 1948; January 3, 1949; released to the
press on January 6. Department of State Bulletin (hereinafter cited as
Bulletin), January 16, 1949, p. 81.

Resignation of George C. Marshall as Secretary of State. Exchange of letters
between General Marshall and the President, January 3, 1949. Ibid., p. 86.

Vi



VIII INTRODUCTORY NOTE

Resignation of Robert A. Lovett as Under Secretary of State. Exchange of letters
between Mr. Lovett and the President, January 3, 1949. I'bid., p. 86.

Annual Message of the President to the Congress on the State of the Union.
January 5, 1949. (As delivered in person before a joint session.) Public
Papers: Truman, 1949, pp. 1 ff.

Announcement by the President of the Resignation of General Marshall and
Mr. Lovett, Effective January 20, 1949. With additional comments by the
President. January 7, 1949. I'bid., , PD. 9 ff.

Announcement by the President of the Appomtment of Dean Acheson as Secre-
tary of State and James E. Webb as Under Secretary of State. Wlth addi-
tional comments by the President. January 7, 1949. I'bid.

Special Message of the President to the - Congress : ‘The: Pre51dent’ HEconomic
Report. January 7, 1949. I'bid., pp. 18 1f.

Letter From the President to the ‘Chairmen,. Senate Finance and House Ways
and Means Committees, on Extendmg the Trade Agreements Act. January 8 :
1949. I'bid., p. 27.

Annual Budget Message of the President to the CongreSS' Fiscal Year 1950.
- January 10, 1949. Ibid., pp. 44 ff.

The Situation in Indonesia. Statement by Philip C. Jessup, Deputy U.S. Repre-
sentative in the U.N. Securlty Councﬂ J anuary 11, 1949. Bulletin, January
28, 1949, pp. 91 ff.

Special Message From the President to the Senate Transmitting Charter of the
Organization of American States. J anuary 13, 1949. Public Papers: Trum(m,
1949, p. 97.

Special Message From the Presuient to the Senate Transmlttmg Inter American
Convention on the Grantmg of Political nghts to Women “January 13 1949.
Ibid., pp. 97 ft.

Inaugural Address of the President. January 20, 1949, I bid., pp. 112 ff.

Need for Trade Agreements Extension Act. Statement by Willard L. Thorp,
Assistant Secretary of State for Economic Affairs, before the House Ways
and Means Committee, January 24, 1949. Bulletin, February 6, 1949, pp.
168 ff.

“Point 4” Program for World Economxc Progress Through Cooperative Tech-
nical Ass1stance Extemporaneous remarks by the Secretary of State (Ache-
son) at a press conference concerning the President’s ‘inaugural address.
January 26, 1949. Ibid., pp. 155 ff.

Purpose of Proposed North Atlantic Treaty. Statement issued by the Secretary
of State (Acheson). January 26, 1949. I'bid., p. 160.

“An American Answer to Chinese Communist Propaganda’” : Address delivered
in Shanghai by John M. Cabot, Consul General, American Embassy, Shang-
hai. January 26, 1949. Ibid., February 13, 1949, pp. 179 ff.

Special Message of the President to the Congress Concerning Relief to Palestine
Refugees. January 27; 1949. Public Papers: Truman, 1949, p. 117.

“The American Course in Foreign Affairs”: Address delivered in New York City
by Charles E. Bohlen, Counselor of the Department of State. January 28,
1949. Bulletin, February 6, 1949, pp. 157 ff.

White House Statement Announcing Recognition of the Government of Trans-
jordan. January 31, 1949. Public Papers: Truman, 1949, p. 121.

White House Statement Announcing Recognition of the Government of Israel.
January 31, 1949. I'bid.

Comments on Premier Stalin’s Answers to Questions Submitted by ngsbury
Smith. Remarks at a press conference by the Secretary of State (Acheson).
February 2, 1949. Bulletin, February 138, 1949, pp. 192 ff.



INTRODUCTORY NOTE X

Growth of the Organization of American States. Statement by the Secretary
of State (Acheson) on the occasion of the referral of the charter of the
Organization of American States to the Senate Foreign Relations Commit-
tee for the advice and consent of the Senate to ratification. February 2,
1949. I'bid., February 6, 1949, pp. 198 ff.

European Recovery Program Gives New Faith in Vitality of Democratic System.
Statement by the Secretary of State (Acheson) before the Senate Com-
mittee on Foreign Relations and the House Committee on Foreign Affairs.
February 8, 1949. I'bid., February 20, 1949, pp. 232 ff.

Trial of Jozsef Cardinal Mindszenty by the Hungarian Government. Statement

- by the Secretary of State (Acheson). Released to the press on February 9,
1949. Ibid., p. 230.

The Question of Forced Labor in Communist Countries. Statement: before the
United Nations Economic and Social Council by the U.S. Representative
(Thorp) . February 14, 1949. Ibid., February 27, 1949, pp. 248 ff.

“New International Frontiers in Human Rights”: Address by Durward V.
Sandifer, Acting Director of the Office of United Nations Affairs, Depar't-
ment of State, before the National Citizens Conference on Civil Liberties,
in Washington. February 14, 1949. Ibid., pp. 258 ff.

Extension of the European Recovery Program: 1949. Hearings Held in Execu-
tive Session Before the Committee on Foreign Relations, United States

" Senate, Eighty-First Congress, First Session, on S. 833, To Amend the Eco-
nomic Cooperation Act-of 1948. (Executive Hearings Held on February 16,
18, 24, and 25; March 1, 2, 8, 4, and 7, 1949; made public ‘September 1974.)
Historical Series. Committee print.

Peace Treaty Not Workable With Regard to Free Territory of Trieste. Statement
in the United Nations Security Council by the U.S. Representative (Austin).
February 17, 1949. Bulletin, March 6, 1949, p. 292.

«“The United States Goal in Tomorrow’s World”: Address by the Ambassador
at Targe (Jessup) before the 11th Annual National Farm Institute in Des
Moines, Iowa. February 18, 1949. Ibid., February 27, 1949, pp. 243 ff.

The Vandenberg Resolution and the North Atlantic Treaty. Hearings Held in
Executive Session Before the Committee on Foreign Relations, United States
Senate, Eightieth Congress, Second Session, on S. Res. 239, Reaffirming the
Policy of the United States to Achieve International Peace and Security
Through the United Nations and Indicating Certain Objectives To Be Pur-
sued ; and Bighty-First Congress, First Session, on Executive L, The North
" Atlantic Treaty. (Executive Hearings Held on May 11, 12, and 19, and
June 3, 1948, and February 18, March 8, April 5, 12, 19, and 21, and June 2
and 6, 1949 ; made public August 1973.) Historical Series. Committee print.

Specw.l Message of the President to the Congress Transmitting Bill Extending
the Institute of Inter-American Affairs. February 21, 1949. Public Papers:
Truman, 1949, pp. 141 ff.

«TInternational Security Through the United Nations and the Atlantic Pact”:
Address by the Ambassador at Large (Jessup) before the Yale Daily News
annual dinner in New Haven, Connecticut. February 23, 1949. Bulletin,
March 6, 1949, pp. 281 ff.

“«A More Perfect Union”: Address by the U.S. Representative to the United
Nations (Austin) before a joint session of the Vermont General Assembly.
February 24, 1949. I'bid., pp. 278 ff.

Armistice Between Egypt and Israel. Statement by the President at a press
conference. February 24, 1949. Public Papers: Truman, 1949, p. 150.



p:q INTRODUCTORY NOTE

Economic Development and Technical Cooperation. Statement in the United
© Nations Economic and Social Council by the U.S. Representative (Thorp).
February 25, 1949. Bulletin, March 6, 1949, pp. 283 ff.

United States Supports Israel’s Application for Membership in United Nations.
Statement before the Security Council by the U.S. Representative (Austin).
March 8, 1949. Ibid., March 13, 1949, p. 311.-

Relation of Strategic Trust Areas to the United Nations Security Council. State-
ment before the Security Council by the U.S. Representative (Austin).
March 3, 1949, Ibid., pp. 309 ft.

Letter From the President Accepting Resignation of James V. Forrestal as Sec-
retary of Defense. March 3, 1949. Public Papers: Truman, 1949, p. 160. Cita-
tion Accompanying Distinguished Service Medal Awarded to Mr. Forrestal.
March 28, 1949, T bid., p. 188.

Memorandum From the President to the Chairman, National Security Resources
Board, on Civil Defense Planning. March 3, 1949. T bid., p. 162.

Special Message of the President to the Congress on Reorganization of the De-
partment of State. March 4, 1949, Ibid., pp. 160 ff. ) -

Special Message of the President to the Congress on Reorganization of the
National Military Establishment, March 5, 1949. I'bid., pp. 163 ff. : X

“Our World Information Program”: Address by George V. Allen, Assistant Sec-
retary of State for Public Affairs, before the New York Herald Tribune
Student Forum, New York City. March 5, 1949, Bultetin, March 13, 1949,
pDp. 322 ff, )

Economic Assistance to China and Korea : 1949-50, Hearings Held in Executive
Session Before the Committee on Foreign Relations, United States Senate,
Righty-First Congress, First and Second Sessions, on S. 1063, A Bill To
Provide Economie, Financial, and Other Aid to China ; S. 23819, A Bill To
Promote Peace and the General Welfare, National Interest, and Foreign
Policy of the United States by Providing Aid to the Republic of Korea;
S. 2845, A Bill To Enable the President to Obligate Funds Heretofore
Appropriated for Assistance in Certain Areas of China Until June 30, 1950.
(Executive Hearings Held on March 11, 15, 18, 22, 24, and 29 ; June 28, July 7
and 12, 1949; and January 24 and 31, 1950; made public January 1974.)
Historical Series. Committee print. ' ,

“Bases of United States Foreign Policy”: Address by the Ambassador at Large
(Jessup) before the National Conference on American Foreign Policy, in
‘Washington. March 17, 1949. Bulletin, March 27, 1949, pp. 393 fr. )

“The Meaning of the North Atlantic Pact”: Radio address by the Secretary of
State (Acheson). March 18, 1949. Ibid., pp. 384 ff. . :

Fleet Admiral Nimitz Nominated as Kashmir Plebiscite Administrator. State-
ment by the Secretary of State (Acheson). March 23, 1949. Ibid., April 8,
1949, p. 419. ‘

“The North Atlantic Pact: A Historic Step in the Development of American
Foreign Relations”: Address by Charles E. Bohlen, Counselor of the Depart-
ment of State, before the Philadelphia Bulletin Forum. March 23, 1949.
Ibid., pp. 428 ff. .

Statement by the President Upon Signing Resolution for the Relief of Palestine
Refugees. March 24, 1949. Public Papers: Truman, 1949, p. 180.

“Influence of Inter-American Relations on U.S. Foreign Policy”: Address by
Paul C. Daniels, Director for American Republic Affairs, Department of

State, at the University of Wisconsin. March 30, 1949. Bulletin, April 10,
1949, pp. 460 ff.



INTRODUCTORY NOTE XI

Report to the Congress by the United States Advisory Commission on Informa- -
tion. Released to the press on March 30, 1949. Ibid., pp. 464 ff.

Signing Ceremony of the North Atlantic Treaty, Departmental Auditorium,
Washington. April 4, 1949. Ibid., pp. 471 ff.

Address by the President on the Occasion of the Signing of the North Atlantic -
Treaty. April 4, 1949, Public Papers: Truman, 1949, pp. 196 f£.

The Problem of Atomic Weapons. Remarks of the President to a Group of New
Democratic Senators and Representatives. April 6, 1949. Ibid., pp. 199 ff.

Report of the Secretary of State (Acheson) to the President on the North Atlantic
Treaty. April 7, 1949; released to the press on April 12. Bulletin, April 24,
1949, pp. 532 ff.

“The Atlantic Community and the United Nations” : Address by the Ambassador
at Large (Jessup) before the Academy of Political Science in New York
City. April 7, 1949. Ibid., April 17, 1949, pp. 486 f£.

Request for Military Assistance From Atlantic Pact Countries. Statement by
the Secretary of State (Acheson). April 8, 1949. Ibvid., pp. 493&

United States, United Kingdom, and France Reach Agreement on All Questions
Relating to Germany. Communiqué following meeting of the three Foreign
Ministers in Wagshington, with statement by Secretary of State Acheson,
message to the Military Governors, and text of the Occupation Statute.

~ Released to the press on April 8, 1949. T bid., pp. 499 ff.

Agreement for Tripartite Controls for Western Germany. Text of agreement
reached in Washington on April 8 1949, on a trizonal fusion agreement prior
to the entry into effect of the Occupation Statute. Released to the press
on April 26, 1949. I'bid., May 8, 1949, pp. 589 ff.

Special Message of the President to the Senate Transmitting the North Atlantic
Treaty. April 12, 1949. Public Papers: Truman, 1949, pp. 206 ff.

United States, United Kingdom, and France Reach Agreement on Revision of the
Lists of Capital Equipment To Be Removed From Western Germany as
Reparation. Statement released by the Department of State on Aprll 13,
1949. Bulletin, April 24, 1949, pp. 524 f£.

Organization of the International Authority for the Ruhr. Occupation Statute as
a Practicable Basis of Cooperation With Future German Government. State-
ments by the Secretary of State (Acheson). Released to the presson April 13,
1949. Ibid., pp. 525 ff.

United States, United Kingdom, and France Announce Agreement on Limitations
on Certain Industriés in Germany. Statement released by the Department
of State and the Department of the Army on April 13, 1949. I bid., pp. 526 ff.

“The Problem of Voting in the Security Council”: Address before the United
Nations General Assembly by the U.S. Representative (Austin). April 13,
1949. I'bid., pp. 512 ff.

United States Answers Soviet Charges Against North Atlantic Treaty. Statement
before the plenary session of the United Nations General Assembly by the

. U.S. Representative (Austin). April 14, 1949. I'bid., May 1, 1949, pp. 552 ff.

“Pan-American Day: A Symbol of Mutual Trust and Cooperation Among the
Americas”: Address by the Secretary of State (Achesen) at the Special
Session of the Council of the Organization of American States, in Washing:
ton. April 14, 1949. Ibid., pp. 564 f£.

Suppression of Human Rights in Bulgaria and Hungary. Statement made in the
Ad Hoc Political Committee of the United Nations General Assembly by
Benjamin V. Cohen of the U.S. Delegation. April 18, 1949, I'bid., pp. 556 ff.



XII INTRODUCTORY NOTE

Reply to the Soviet Union Regarding the Italian Colonies. Statement in Com-
mittee I (Political and Security) of the United Nations General Assembly
by John Foster Dulles of the United States Delegation. Apnl 23, 1949, Ibid.,
May 8, 1949, pp. 581 ff.

Steps Taken for Safety of Americans in Lower Yangtze Valley. Notice released .
by the U.S. Consulate General in Shanghai. April 25, 1949, Ibid., p. 607.
The North Atlantic Treaty and the Role of the Military Assistance Program.
Statement by the Secretary of State (Acheson) before the Senate Commlttee

on Foreign Relations. April 27, 1949. Ibid., pp. 594 ff,

“The Current Situation in Germany”: Address by the Secretary of State (Ache-
son) before the American Society of Newspaper Publishers, in New York
City. April 28, 1949. Ibid., pp. 585 ff.

Special Message of the President to the Congress Transmitting the Charter of
-the International Trade Organization. April 28, 1949. Public Papers: Truman,

- 1949, pp. 233 ff. Memorandum for the President from the Secretary of State
(Acheson) on the Charter. Released to the press on April 28, 1949. Bulletin,
May 8, 1949, pp. 602 ff. “BEconomic Policy and the ITO Charter”: Address
by the Secretary of State (Acheson) before the National Convention of the
U.8. Chamber of Commerce, in Washington, May 3, 1949 Ibid., May 15, 1949,

Dpp. 623 ff.

“International Reclamations and the Peace Settlements” : Address by the Acting

' Legal Adviser of the Department of State (Tate) before the American

Society of International Law. April 29, 1949. T bid., pp. 627 ff.

“The Atmosphere of Neighborliness Between American States”: Address at the
Fourth Conference of American States Members of the International Labor
Organization, by the U.S. Delegate (Briggs). April 29, 1949, Ibid., June 12,
1949, pp. 752 ff. .

United States Protests Soviet Jamming of Voice of America. Statement released
to the press on May 2, 1949. I'bid., May 15, 1949, p. 638.

Statement by the President Upon Releasing General Lucius D. Clay Following
the Agreement To Lift the Berlin Blockade. May 8, 1949. Citation Accom-
panying Distinguished Service Medal Awarded to General Clay. May 17,
1949. Public Papers: Truman, 1949, pp. 240, 253.

Progress in the Economic Commission for Europe. Statement to the fourth
session of the Commission in Geneva by the U.S. Representative (Harri-
man). May 9, 1949. Bulletin, May 22, 1949, p. 651.

United States Supports Israel’s Application for Membership in United Nations.
Statement by the U.S. Representative at the United Nations (Austin).
May 11, 1949. Ibid., pp. 655 ff.

United States Policy on Spain. Remarks by the Secretary of State (Acheson)
at a press conference. May 11, 1949, I'bid., pp. 660 ff.

Lifting of the Berlin Blockade. Remarks by the Secretary of State (Acheson)
at a press conference. May 11, 1949. I'bid., p. 662.

United States Continues Support of Security ‘Council’s Resolution on Indonesia.
Statement before the plenary session of the United Nations General Assem-
bly by the U.S. Representative (Austin). May 11, 1949. Ibid., May 29, 1949,
pp. 687 ff.

. Japanese Reparations and Level of Industry. Statement before the Far Eastern

Commission by the U.S. Representative (McCoy). May 12, 1949. Ibid.,
May 22, 1949, pp. 667 ff. i

Message of the President to the Congre;s Transmitting Third Annual Report on
U.S. Participation in the United Nations. May 12, 1949. Public Papers:
Truman, 1949, p. 251. '



INTRODUCTORY NOTE XIII

General Assembly Adopts Draft Convention on International Transmission of
News and Right of Correction. Statement in plenary session of the United
Nations General Assembly by the Alternate U.S. Delegate (Canham). May
13, 1949. Bulletin, May 29, 1949, pp. 678 ff.

Peaceful Utilization of Atomic Energy. Statement broadcast over the Voice of
America by Senator Brien McMahon, Chairman of the Joint Atomic Energy
Committee of Congress. May 14, 1949. I'bid., June 5, 1949, pp. 726 ff. :

Disposition of the Former Italian Colonies. Statement before the plenary ses-
sion of the United Nations General Assembly by the U.S. Representative
(Austin). May 17, 1949. Ibid., pp. 713 ff. .

“Despite Our Differences, We Are Still the United Nations”: Statement by the
U.S. Representative (Austin) at close of Third Session of the General
Assembly. May 18, 1949. Ibid., May 29, 1949, p. 677.

Pacific Pact Corresponding to North Atlantic Pact Untimely. Statement by the
Secretary of State (Acheson). Released to the press on May 18, 1949.
Ibid., p. 696.

Nomination of John J. McCloy To Be U.S. High Commissioner for Germany
and Chief of Mission Sent to Senate. Statement released to the press by
the White House on May 18, 1949. Ibid., June 5, 1949, p. 730. See also Execu-
tive Orders 10062 and 10063, June 6 and 13, 1949, 14 Fed. Reg. 2965, 3221.

Review of the World Situation: 1949-1950. Hearings Held in Executive Session
Before the Committee on Foreign Relations, United States Senate, Eighty-
Tirst Congress, First and Second Sessions, on the World Situation by Dean
(. Acheson, Charles E. Bohlen, Gen. Omar Bradley, W. Walton Butter-
worth, Gen. J. Lawton Collins, Paul G. Hoffman, Philip C. Jessup, Louis
Johnson, William McChesney Martin, John J. McCloy, Livingston Merchant,
Frank Pace, Dean Rusk, John W. Snyder, and others. (Executive Hearings
Held on May 19, June 22, September 20, and October 12, 1949, and January 10,
18, 25, and 26, March 29, May 1, July 24, September 11, November 28, De-
cember 9 and 22, 1950; made public June 1974.) Historical Series. Commit-
tee print.

“A Perspective on the Problems Facing the Council of Foreign Ministers” :
Statement by the Secretary of State (Acheson). May 19, 1949. Bulletin,
May 29, 1949, pp. 675 f£. :

Significance of the International Wheat Agreement. Statement by Willard L.
Thorp, Assistant Secretary of State for Economic Affairs, before the Sub-
committee of the Senate Foreigh Relations Committee. May 19, 1949. Ibid.,
pp. 699 ff.

The U.S. Military Assistance Program. Statement issued by the Department of
State, and also printed as its publication 8507. May 22, 1949. Ibid., May 22,

- 1949, pp. 643 ff. ‘

“Goals and Practical Problems of the Point-4 Program”: Address by John R.
Steelman, Assistant to the President, before the Joint Luncheon of the
Executives Club of Chicago and the Chicago Association of Commerce and
Industry, at Chicago. May 27, 1949. Ibid., June 12, 1949, pp. 760 ff. '

U.S. Notes to Bulgaria, Hungary, and Romania Invoke Peace Treaty Clauses
To Settle Disputes on Violating Human Freedoms. Statement released to
the press on June 1, 1949, with texts of documents. Ibid., pp. 755 ff.

Address by the President at a Dinner in Honor of General George C. Marshall.
June 5, 1949. Public Papers: Truman, 1949, pp. 275 ff.

North Atlantic Treaty. Report of the Senate Committee on Foreign Relations.
Excerpts from 8. Exec. Rept. No. 8, 8lst Cong., 1st Sess., June 6, 1949,
Bulletin, June 19, 1949, pp. 787 ff. ‘
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Special Message of the President to the Congress Recommending Continuation
of Hconomic Assistance to Korea. June 7, 1949, Public Papers: Truman,
1949, pp. 277 ff. Statement by the Acting Secretary of State (Webb) before
the House Foreign Affairs Committee. June 8, 1949. Bulletm, June 19, 1949,
pp. 783 ff.

United States-United Nations Cooperation in Point-4 Program. Statement by the
Acting Secretary of State (Webb). June 8, 1949. Ibid., p. 774

Accomplishments of Institute of Inter-American Affairs. Statement by Willard
L. Thorp, Assistant Secretary of State for Bconomic Affairs, before the’
Senate Foreign Relations Committee. June 10, 1949. I'bid., pp. 795 ff.

“Iron Curtains”: Address by Mr. Thorp at commencement exerciges of Am-

" herst College, Amherst, Massachusetts. June 12, 1949. Ibid., pp. 797 ff.

The Soviet Union Refuses To Cooperate in Settling Disputes Under Bulgarian,
Hungarian, and Romanian Peace Treaties. Statement by the Acting Secre-
tary of State (Webb). June 15, 1949. Ibid., June 26, 1949, pp. 824 ff.

Special Message of the President to the Senate Transmitting Convention on the
Prevention and Punishment of the Crime of Genocide. June 16, 1949. Public
Papers: Truman, 1949, pp. 291 ff. Report of the Ac'tmg Secre'bary of State
(Webb). June 16, 1949. Bulletin, July 4, 1949, pp. 844 ff.

“Force and Freedom” : Address by Selden Chapin, former Minister to Hungary,
before the Catholic War Veterans, in Houston, Texas June 17, 1949. Ibid.,
June 26, 1949, pp. 820 ff.

The Soviet Union Refuses To Fulfill Commitments on German Prisoners of
War. Statement released to the press on June 17, 1949, I bid., p. 824.

Message of the President to the Congress Transmitting Reorganization Plan 4
of 1949 : National Security Council and National Security Resources Board.
June 20, 1949. Public Papers: Truman, 1949, pp. 316 ff.

" “Burope as a Bulwark of Peace”: Address by Lieutenant General Walter Bedell
Smith, former Ambassador to the Soviet Union, at the Conference of Gov-
ernors, in Colorado Springs, Colorado. June 20, 1949, Bulletin, July 4, 1949,
pp. 872 ff.

The Paris Conference of the Council of Foreign Ministers. Communiqué released
on June 21, 1949. Statement by President Truman, released on June 21.
Statements by the Secretary of State (Acheson) on June 22 and 23. bid.,
pp. 857 ff.

The United States Will Not Support Membership in the United Nations of States
Unwilling to Fulfill Charter Obligations. Statements before the Security
Council by the U.S. Representative: (Austin). June 21 and 24, 1949. Ibiq.,
July 11, 1949, pp. 13 ff.

“Where Do We Stand on Point Four?” Address by George V. Allen, Assistant
Secretary of State for Public Affairs, before the American Society of En-
gineering Education, at Troy, New York. June 23, 1949, 1 bid., July 4, 1949,
pp. 865 ff.

Special Message of the President to the Congress Recommending Pomt 4 Leg1S-
lation. June 24, 1949. Public Papers: Truman, 1949, pp. 329 ff.

Change-Over to Civilian Control of Germany. Summary of major developments,
released to the press on June 30, 1949, Charter of the Allied High Commis-
sion for Germany. Bulletin, July 11, 1949, pp. 22 ff,

The North Atlantic Treaty. Statements made before the Senate of the United
States by Senator Tom Connally on July 5 and Senator Arthur H. Vanden-
berg on July 6, 1949. Excerpts in ibid., July 18, 1949, pp. 53 ff.
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Special Message of the President to the Congress: The President’s Midyear Eco-
nomic Report. July 11, 1949. Public Papers: Truman, 1949, pp. 356 ff.

Publication of First Volume of Documents on German Foreign Policy, 1918-19}5,
under the Joint Sponsorship of the American, British, and French Govern-
ments. Statement released by the Department of State on July 16, 1949.
Bulletin, August 1, 1949, p. 158.

“American Leadership in a Great Crusade for Peace” : Address by the President
in Chicago before the Imperial Council Session of the Shrine of North
America. July 19, 1949. Public Papers: Truman, 1949, pp. 385 ff.

Basic Issues on Atomic Energy. Statement before a meeting of the United Nations
Atomic Energy Commission by the Deputy U.S. Representative (Osborn).
July 20, 1949. Bulletin, August 22, 1949, pp. 247 f£, ’

Beonomic Development of Underdeveloped Countries. Statement before the
United Nations Economic and Social Council, in Geneva, by the U.S. Repre-
sentative (Thorp). July 21, 1949. Ibid., August 8, 1949, pp. 170 ff.

“The Inter-American System in the World Scene Today”: Excerpts from an
address by Willard F. Barber, Deputy Assistant Secretary of State for
American Republic Affairs, at Colgate University. July 23, 1949. Ibid., Au-
gust 1, 1949, pp. 149 ff.

Statement by the President Upon Ratification of the North Atlantic Treaty.
July 25, 1949. Public Papers: Truman, 1949, p. 395.

Special Message of the President to the Congress on the Need for a Military
Aid Program. July 25, 1949. Ibid. Statement by the Secretary . of State
(Acheson) before the House Foreign Affairs Committee. July 28, 1949.
Bulletin, August 8, 1949, pp. 189 ff.

Statement by the President on Discussions With the United Kingdom and Canada
Regarding Long Range Policy on Atomic Energy. July 28, 1949. Public
Papers: Truman, 1949, pp. 402 ff.

Military Assistance Program: 1949. Joint Hearings Held in Executive Session
Before the Committee on Foreign Relations and the Committee on Armed
Services, United States Senate, Eighty-First Congress, First Session, on
8. 2388, A Bill To Promote the Foreign Policy and Provide for the Defense
and General Welfare of the United States by Furnishing Military Assistance
To Foreign Nations. (Executive Hearings Held on July 29, August 2, 5, 10,
11, 12, 16, 23, 24, 25, 26, 29, 30, and 31 and September 8, 9, and 12, 1949 ; Made
Public August 1974.) Historical Series. Committee print. :

Statement by the President Reviewing the Nation’s Atomic Energy Program.
" August 1, 1949. Public Papers: Truman, 1949, p. 407.

United States Asks Bulgaria, Hungary, and Romania To Refer Disputes to
Peace Treaty Commissions. Statement released to the press on August 1,
1949. Bulletin, August 15, 1949, p. 238.

United States Rejects Soviet Charges on Italy’s Adherence to North Atlantic
Treaty. Text of United States note to the Soviet Union, released to the
press on August 1, 1949, I'bid.

Testimony Before the House Foreign Affairs Committee on Military Assistance.
Statement read into the record on August 2, 1949, and released to the press
on August 17. Statements on Aid to Italy, France, and Norway, by the
Ambassadors to These Countries (Dunn, Bruce, and Bay). August 5, 1949,
Ibid., August 29, 1949, pp. 295 ff.

Testimony on Military Assistance Program. Statement on Union of Western
Burope by the Ambassador to the United Kingdom (Douglas). Statement on-
Military Aid to Greece by the Ambassador to Greece (Grady). August 2,
1949, I'bid., August 15, 1949, pp. 229 1.
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Publication of United States Relations With China, With Special Réference to

the Period 1944—1949. Statement by the President at a _press conference.

~August 4, 1949. Pubdlic Papers: Truman, 1949, pp. 408 ff. Statement by the
Secretary of State (Acheson). Bulletin, August 15, 1949, pp. 236 ff.

“Soviet Reaction Shows Value of Voice of America”: Article by George V. Allen,
Assistant Secretary of State for Public Affairs, in Washington Sunday Star,
August 7, 1949. Bulletin, August 29, 1949, pp. 810 ff.

Practical Effects of Proposed Military Assistance. Statement by the Secretary
of State (Acheson) before the Senate Foreign Relations Committee and the
Armed Services Committee. August 8, 1949. T bid., August 22, 1949, pp. 264 ff. .

“Economic and Political Forces in Germany”: Address by the U.S. High Com-

‘ missioner for Germany (McCloy). Broadecast on August 9, 1949. TIbid.,
pp. 270 ff.

Relation of Private Investment to Point 4 Program. Statement by the Under
Secretary of State (Webb) before the Senate Banking and Currency Com-
mittee. August 9, 1949. Ibid., pp. 274 £f, . .

Statement by the President Upon Signing the National Security Act Amend-
ments of 1949. August 10, 1949. Public Papers: Truman, 1 949, pp. 417 ff.

Joint Statement by the President of the United States and the President of
the Philippines (Quirino) Following Discussions in Washington. August 11,
1949. Ibid., p. 418. v o

“Harmony To Save Succeeding Generations From the Scourge of War” : Address
by the U.S. Representative to the United Nations (Austin) at the Berkshire
Music Festival at Lennox, Massachusetts. August 12, 1949. Bulletin, August
29, 1949, pp. 283 ff. :

Answers by the Secretary of State (Acheson) to Questions on the Proposed
Military Assistance Program by Representative John Davis Lodge. August 15,
1949. I'bid., September 26, 1949, pp. 476 fr. )

The German Elections: A Victory for Moderation and Common Sense. Statement
by the Secretary of State (Acheson), released to the press on August 17,
1949. Tvid., August 29, 1949, p. 303. o )

Japanese Participation in International Relations Encouraged. Statement issued
by the Department of State on August 18, 1949, ITbid., p. 307.

. The Caribbean Situation. United States Memorandum to the Inter-American
Peace Committee. August 18, 1949. Ibid., September 26, 1949, pp. 450 ff.
Investment of American Private Capital Abroad. Statement by the Under Secre-
tary of State (Webb) before the House Banking and Currency Committee.

August 19, 1949. Ibid., August 29, 1949, pp. 305 ff.

“The International Situation”: Address by the Counselor of the Department of
State (Kennan), broadcast on August 22, 1949, T bid., September 5, 1949, pp.
323 ff.

United States Protests Siege of Consulate General at Shanghai. August 22, 1949.
Ibid., September 19, 1949, pp. 440 ff. -

“Voluntary Association Among Free Nations for Security and Liberty” : Address
by the President in Miami at the Golden Jubilee Convention of the Veterans
of Foreign Wars. August 22, 1949. Public Papers: Truman, 1949, pp. 431 ff.

“The Foreign Policy of a Free Democracy” : Address by the Ambassador at Large
(Jessup), in Miami. August 24, 1949. Bulletin, September 5, 1949, pp. 345 ff.

Department of State Answers Criticisms of the Publication United States Rela-
tions With China. Statement by the Secretary of State (Acheson). Analysis
of Sixteen Charges of “Dishonesty” in the White Paper. August 24, 1949.
Bulletin, September 5, 1949, pp. 350 ff.
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Statement by the President on the Coming Into Effect of the North Atlantic
Treaty. August 24, 1949. Public Papers: Truman, 1949, p. 438.

Statement by the President on the Appointment of Gordon R. Clapp as Chairman
of an Economy Survey Mission to the Near East. August 26, 1949. Ibid.,
Pp. 444 ff. ‘ ,

“International Economic Policy”’: Address by the President in Philadelphia at
the American Legion Convention. August 29, 1949. I'bid., pp. 446 ff.

Remarks of the President on a “War of Nerves” During the Past Three or Four
Years. Press Conference on September 1, 1949. I'bid., p. 457.

“The Conquering March of an Idea: The Universal Declaration of Human
Rights”: Address by the Ambassador at Large (Jessup) before the 72d
Annual Meeting of the American Bar Association, in St. Lou1s, Missouri.
September 6, 1949. Bulletin, September 19, 1949, pp. 432 ff.

“The Place of UNESCO in American Foreign Policy”: Article based on the
remarks of George V. Allen, Assistant Secretary of State for Public Affairs,
before the first plenary session of the U.S. National Commission for UNESCO,
in Washington. September 9, 1949. Ibid., October 3, 1949, pp. 497 ff.

Tripartite Economic Conference Ends: United States, United Kingdom, and
Canada Agree on Measures to Expand Dollar Earnings of Sterling Area.
Communiqué issued at Washington on September 12, 1949, with statement
issued by the Department of State. Ibid., September 26, 1949, pp. 473 ff.

Remarks by the President at the Joint Meeting of the International Monetary
Fund and the International Bank for Reconstruction and Development
September 13, 1949. Public Papers: Truman, 1949, pp. 478 ff.

Joint Statements on Developments and Problems Facing the United States, the

) United Kingdom, Canada, France, and Italy. Statements issued on Septem-
ber 13, 14, and 15, following a series of meetings of Foreign Ministers in
Washington. Bulletin, September 26, 1949, pp. 467 ff.

“Fourth Anniversary of the United Nations” : Address by the Secretary. of State
(Acheson) before the National Citizens’ Committee for United Nations Day.
September 15, 1949. Ibid., pp. 455 ff.

First Meeting of the North Atlantic Council, in Washington. Communiqué issued
on September 17, 1949. Ibid., pp. 469 ff.

“Waging Peace in the Americas”: Address by the Secretary of State (Acheson)
before the Pan American Society of the United States, in New York City.
September 19, 1949. I'bid., pp. 462 ff.

Bulgaria, Hungary, and Rumania Accused of New Breach of Treaty Obligations.
Statement by the Department of State. Released to the press on Septem-
ber 19, 1949. I'bid., October 3, 1949, pp. 514 ff,

Amendments to Immigration Act Opposed. The Secretary of State (Acheson)
to Senator Patrick A. McCarran, Chairman of the Senate Judiciary Com-
mittee, on Senate Bill S. 1832, July 15, 1949. Released on September 19, 1949.
Ibid., pp. 516 ff.

“Clarity of UNESCO’s Central Purpose Needed in Peacemaking of United Na-
tions” : Address by Assistant Secretary of State for Public Affairs George V.
Allen, Chairman of the United States Delegation at the Fourth Session of
the General Conference of UNESCO, at Paris. September 20, 1949. Ibid.,
October 10, 1949, pp. 536 £f.

“U.8S. Position on Problems Confronting the Fourth General Assembly”: Address
by the Secretary of State (Acheson) Before the First Plenary Meeting of
~the Fourth Session of the U.N. General Assembly. September 21, 1949.
Ibid., October 3, 1949, pp. 489 ff.
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Western Germany Begins New Phase of Self-Government. Statement by the
Acting Secretary of State (Webb). Released to the press on September 21,
" 1949. I'bid., p. 512.

Statement by the President on Announcing the First Atomic Explosion in the
Soviet Union. September 28, 1949. Public Papers : Truman, 1949, p. 485. State-
ment by the Secretary of State (Acheson). Released to the press on Sep—
tember 23. Bulletin, October 8, 1949, p. 487, )

United States Policy in Indones1a September 26, 1949. Ibid., September 26, 1949,
DD. 447 ff.

Statement by the President Upon Signing the Trade Agreements Extension Act.
September 26, 1949. Public Papers: Truman, 1949, pp. 486 ft.

The Position of Korea in International Affairs Today. Statement by Charles
Fahy, U.S. Alternate Representative to the U.N. General Assembly, before
the Ad Hoc Political Committee. September 29, 1949, Bulletm October 24,
1949, pp. 625 ff. -

U.S. Views on Question of Disposition of Former Italian Colonies. Statement
by Ambassador Philip C. Jessup in Committee I of the U.N. General Assembly.
September 80, 1949. Ibid., October 17, 1949, pp. 585 ff.

“Debate on Human Rights—Freedom Can Unite Us”™: Statement by Benjamin V.
Cohen, U.S. Alternate Representative to the General Assembly, before the
Ad Hoc Political Committee. October 4, 1949, Ibid., October 24, 1949, pp.
617 ff.

Administration of Trade Agreements Program. Executive Order 10082. Octo-
ber 5, 1949. Ibid., October 17, 1949, pp. 598 ff.

Statement by the President Upon Signing the Mutual Defense Assistance Act.

" October 6, 1949. Public Papers: Truman, 1949, pp.-500 ff.

“Care and Resettlement of World’s Refugees” : Report on Meetings of the Inter-
national Refugee Organization at Geneva, October 6-20, 1949. Bulletin, No-
vember 21, 1949, pp. 784 ff.

Democratic Advance of Western Germany ; U.S. Rejects Soviet Interpretation of
Events. Statement by the Acting Secretary of State (Webb) Released to
the press on October 6, 1949. I'bid., October 17, 1949, pp. 590 ff.

The Protection of Foreign Interests in Germany. Memorandum by the United
States on the Report prepared by the Inter-Governmental Group for the
Safeguarding of Foreign Interests in Germany. October 7, 1949. Ibid., pp.
573 ff.

“The Stake of Business in American Foreign Policy” : Remarks by Dean Rusk,
Deputy Under Secretary of State, before the Boston Conference on Distri-
bution. October 10, 1949. Ibid., October 24, 1949, pp. 630 ff.

East German Government Established Through Soviet Fiat. Statement released
by the Department of State to the press on October 12, 1949. Ibid., pp. 634 ft.

Remarks by the President at a Meeting ‘With the Ambassadors 'to the Council
of the Organization of American States. October 12, 1949. Public Papers:
Truman, 1949, pp. 507 ff. i

U.8. Urges System of Verification in Control of International Agreements. State-
ment by the U.S. Representative to the United Nations (Austin) before the
Security Council. October 14, 1949. Bulletin, October 31, 1949, pp. 649 ft.

“Problems in American Foreign Policy” : Address delivered before the Alfred E.
Smith Memorial Foundation in New York Clty, by the Seeretary of State
(Acheson). October 20, 1949. Tbid., pp. 668 ff.

The Problem of the Independence of Korea. Statement by Charles Fahy, U.S.
Alternate Representative to the General Assembly, in the plenary session
on Korea. October 20, 1949. Ibid., November 7, 1949, pp. 694 ft.
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“The United Nations and American Security”: Address by Dean Rusk, Deputy
Under Secretary of State, before the Commonwealth Club of California in
San Francisco, California. October 21, 1949. Ibid., October 31, 1949, pp. 652 ff.

Address by the President at the Cornerstone Laying of the- United Nations
Building, New York City. October 24, 1949. Public Papers: Truman, 1949,
pp. 526 ff.

“The Department of State: A Reflection of U.S. Leadership”: Address by John
Peurifoy, Deputy Under Secretary of State, before the Colleton County Press
Association in Walterboro, South ‘Carolma October 24, 1949, Bulletm, Octo-
ber 81, 1949, pp. 671 ff.

International Control of Atomic Energy. Statement by the Representanves of
Canada, Chma, France, the United Kingdom, and the United States of
America to the Secretary-General of the United Nations, for transmission

to the General Assembly. October 24, 1949. Ibid., November 7, 1949, pp. 686

~ ; .

Discussion of the Greek Situaftion. Statement by Benjamin V. Cohen, U.S. Alter-
nate Representative to the General Assembly, before Committee I. Octo-
ber 27, 1949. Ibid., November 21, 1949, pp. 779 ff.

Statement by the President Upon Signing the National Military Establishment
Appropriation Act. October 29, 1949. Public Papers: Truman, 1949, pp. 538 ff.

The Technical Assistance Program: A Task for Generations. Summary of Re-
marks by the Secretary of State (Acheson) before the Eleventh Constitu-
tional Convention of the Congress of Industrial Organizations in Cleveland,
Ohio. October 29, 1949. Bulletin, November 14, 1949, pp. 719 ff.

‘“The United States as an Importer in World Economy”: Address by the Sec-
retary of State (Acheson) before the convention of the National Foreign
Trade Council in New York City. November 2, 1949. Ibid., pp. 747 ff.

Indonesians Accorded Full Independence. Statement by the Secretary of State
(Acheson). Released to the press on November 3, 1949. Ibid., pp. 7562 ff.

No Response From Chinese on Release of Consul General Angus Ward and Staff;
text of letter from Consul General O. Edmund Clubb in Peiping to General
Chou En-lai. November 3, 1949. Ibid., November 21, 1949, pp. 759 ff.

“United States-United Kingdom °‘Essentials of Peace’; A Challenge to Soviet
Sincerity”: Statement by the U.S. Representative at the United Nations
(Austin) before Committee I. November 14, 1949. Ibid., November 28, 1949,
pp. 801 ff.

“Freedom of the Press—An International Issue”: Article by Samuel DePalma.
Ibid., November 14, 1949, pp. 724 ff.

Disposition of Former Italian Colonies: Statement by Ambassador Philip C.
Jessup before the plenary session of the United Nations General Assembly.
November 18, 1949. I'bid., December 5, 1949, pp. 842a ff.

Angus Ward Released by Communists; text of a personal message from the
Secretary of State (Acheson) to the Foreign Ministers of all countries which
have diplomatic or consular representatives in China. November 18, 1949;
released by the Department of State on November 23, 1949. Bulletin, Novem-
ber 28, 1949, pp. 799 ff.

“:Stop Communism’ is Not Enough ; the Problems in the Near Bast, South Asia,
and Africa” : Summary of Address by George C. McGhee, Assistant Secretary .
of State for Near Bastern, South Asian, and African Affairs, before the Na-
tional Convention of the Young Democratic Clubs of America at Chattanooga,
Tennessee. November 19, 1949. I'bid., pp. 825 ff.

“Establishment of Soviet-Sponsored East German Republie” : Article by Henry B.
Cox. Ibid., November 21, 1949, pp. 761 ff.
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“ECOSOC Action on Social Issues”: Article by Savilla M. Simons. Ibid., pp. 765 ff.

“The Annecy Conference on Tariffs and Trade”: Article by Woodbury Wil-
loughby. I'bid., pp. 774 ff.

Remarks by the President to the Delegates at the Food and Agriculture Organi-
zation of the United Nations. November 22, 1949. Public Papers: Truman,
1949, pp. 573 ff. ' ) ) ‘

The Chinese Situation in the United Nations. Statement by Ambassador Philip C.
Jessup before Committee I of the U.N. General Assembly. November 28, 1949.
Bulletin, December 12, 1949, pp. 897 ff. :

North Atlantic Defense Community Communiqué. Released to the press in Paris
on December 1, 1949. I'bid., December 19, 1949, p. 948.

“Propaganda : A Conscious Weapon of Diplomacy” : Address by George V. Allen,
Assistant Secretary of State for Public Affairs, at Duke University, Durham,
N.C. December 10, 1949. Ibid., pp. 941 ff.

Economic Cooperation Agreement signed with the Federal Republic of Germany.
December 15, 1949. Statement released by the Department of State, Decem-
ber 15, 1949. Ibid., December 26, 1949, pp. 982 ff.

Angus Ward Summarizes Mukden Experiences; telegram received from Consul
General Angus Ward aboard the 8.8. Lakeland Victory. Released to the press
on December 15, 1949. Ibid., pp. 955 ff. )

Letter from the President to Pope Pius XII, December 17, 1949 ; letter from Pius
XII to the President, December 20, 1949. Both released on December 23, 1949.
Public Papers: Truman, 1949, pp. 587 ff. )

“The Office of High Commissioner for Refugees”: Article by George L. Warren.
Bulletin, December 19, 1949, pp. 938 ff.

Status of Mutual Defense Assistance Program. Statement by the Secretary of
State (Acheson). Released to the press on December 21, 1949. Bulletin,
January 2, 1950, pp. 16 ff. '

“Present Relations with India” : Address by Loy W. Henderson, U.S. Ambassador
to India, before the Foreign Relations Society at New Delhi. December 23,
1949. Ibid., January 9, 1950, pp. 43 ff.

Statement by the President on the Occasion of the Independence of Indonesia.
December 28, 1949. Public Papers: Truman, 1949, pp. 589 ff.

Joint Statement Following Discussions Between the President and the Shah of
Iran. December 30, 1949. I'bid., pp. 590 ff.

Statement by the President on the United Nations Economic Survey Mission
to the Middle East. December 80, 1949. I'bid., pp. 592 ff.

II. ApPoINTMENTS AND TERMINATION OF A PPOINTMENTS OF MAJOR
OrFICERS OF THE DEPARTMENT OF STATE DURING 1949

- The following persons entered on duty on the dates indicated :

Dean G. Acheson, Secretary of State, January 21, 1949

James E. Webb, Under Secretary of State, January 28,1949

Philip C. Jessup, Ambassador at Large, March 2, 1949

Dean Rusk, Assistant. Secretary of State for United Nations Affairs,
February 9, 1949; Deputy Under Secretary of State, May 26, 1949

John E. Peurifoy, Deputy Under Secretary of State for Administra-
tion, May 26,1949

Ernest A. Gross, Assistant Secretary of State for Congressional Rela-
tions, March 4, 1949 ‘ ;

John D. Hickerson, Assistant Secretary of State for United Nations
Affairs, August 8, 1949
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George C. McGhee, Assistant Secretary of State for Near Eastern and
African Affairs, June 28, 1949; for Near Eastern, South Asian,
and A frican Affairs, October 38,1949

Edward G. Miller, Jr., Assistant Secretary of State for American
Republic Affairs, June 28, 1949; for Inter-American Affairs,
October 83,1949 :

George W. Perkins, Assistant Secretary of State for European Affairs,
August 1,1949

" W. Walton Butterworth, Assistant Secretary of State for Far Eastern

Affairs, September 29, 1949

Jack K. McFall, Assistant Secretary of State for Congressional Rela-
tions, October 15, 1949

George F. Kennan, Counselor of the Department of State, August 4,

1949
Adrian S. Fisher, Legal Adviser of the Department of State, June 28,

1949

Appointments of the following persons terminated on the dates
indicated : ‘
George C. Marshall, Secretary of State, January 20, 1949
Robert A. Lovett, Under Secretary of State, January 20,1949
Garrison Norton, Assistant Secretary of State for Transportation and
Communications, February 15,1949 .
Charles E. Saltzman, Assistant Secretary of State for Occupied Areas,

May 26,1949
George V. Allen, Assistant Secretary of State for Public Affairs, No-

vember 28, 1949 ,

Ernest A. Gross, as Legal Adviser, March 3, 1949; as Assistant Secre-
tary of State for Congressional Relations, October 13, 1949
Charles E. Bohlen, Counselor of the Department of State, August 3,

1949 ,

III. TaE ORGANIZATION, PERSONNEL, AND ACTIVITIES OF THE
DEPARTMENT OF STATE AND THE FOREIGN SERVICE

Tor detailed information on the organization, personnel, and ac-
tivities of the Department and the Foreign Service, see the Bulletin
(issued weekly) and the following serial publications of the Depart-
ment of State:

The Biographic Register. :

Documents & State Papers (published monthly from April 1948 through June
1949 only).

Foreign Service List.

International Information and Education Bxchange Program. :

Report to the Congress on the Lend-Lease Operations, Transmitted by the .
President.

For documentation relating to the reorganization of the Department
of State, effective October 3, 1949, see post, pp. 1 ff.
" The mames of the principal officers of the Department are also
listed in the appropriate editions of the Congressional Directory and
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the United States Government Manual. Information about principal
diplomatic agents and Presidential appointees is given in United
States Chiefs of Mission, 1778-1973, by Richardson Dougall and
Mary Patricia Chapman (Washington, Government Printing Office,
1973), with supplement, 1973-197}.

For information on treaties and agreements, see

Treaties and Other International Agreements of the United States of America,
1776-1949. By Charles I. Bevans.

Treaties and Other International Acts Series (TIAS), published since 1946 as
a sequel to the Department of State Treaty Series and Treaties in Force.

For information on developments in international law, see
Digest of International Law. By Marjorie M. Whiteman.

For detailed information on these publications as well as on numer-
ous others of a more specialized character, see' Publications of the
Department of State, October 1 » 1929 to January 1,1953 (Washington,
D.C., 1954), and Major Publications. of the Department of State: An
Annotated Bibliography (Washington, D.C.,1973).

IV. ParticteaTION OF THE UNITED STATES IN INTERNATIONAL
CONFERENCES AND QRGANIZATIONS

In addition to the extensive documentation provided in this volume
and in other volumes of Foreign Relations, there is systematic cover-
age of American participation in international conferences and or-
ganizations in the Bulletin, Documents & State Papers, and in the
following other publications of the Department of State :

United States Participation in the United Nations. Annual reports by the
President to the Congress.

List of International Oonferences and Meetings, With Annotations.

Participation of the United States Government in International Conferences,
Including the Composition of U.8. Delegations and Summaries of “the
Proceedings. .

International Organizations in Which the United States Participates.

For detailed information on these publications, see the guides listed
in the final paragraph of section IIT, above.




LIST OF ABBREVIATIONS, SYMBOLS, AND
CODE NAMES

EpiTor’s NoTE—This list does not include standard abbreviations in common
usage ; unusual abbreviations of rare occurrence which are clarified at appro-
priate points; and those abbreviations and contractions which, although uncom-

mon, are understandable from the context.

A-, airgram

ACTA, (Interdepartmental) Advisory
Committee on Technical Assistance

AEC, Atomic Energy Comm1ss1on

Amb, Ambassador

AP, Associated Press

ARA, Office of American Republic Af-
fairs (after October 3, 1949, Bureau

of Inter-American Affairs), Depart-
ment of State

ASYG, Assistant Secretary-General of
the United Nations

BC, Division of British Common-
wealth Affairs, Department of State

BNA, Office of British Commonwealth
and Northern European Aﬁ:‘alrs, De-
partment of State

BOAC, British Overseas Airways Cor-
poration

BOT, Board of Trade (British)

BW, Biological Warfare

C, Office of the Counselor, Department
of State

CCA, United Nations Commlssion for
Conventional Armaments

CDA, Combined Development Agency

CDT, Combined Development Trust

CFM, Council of Foreign Ministers

CIA, Central Intelligence Agency

CP, Communist Party

CP, Division of Commercial Policy
(after October 3, 1949, Commercial
Policy Staff), Department of State

CPC, Combined Policy Committee

CP’s, Contracting Parties

Deltel, Delegation telegram ,

DELWU, United States Delegation to
the Western Union

Depcirtel, Department of State circu-
lar telegram

Depinst, Department of State instrue-
tion )
Deptel, Department of State telegram
E, Office of the Assistant Secretary of
State for Economic Affairs, Depart-
ment of State

ECA, Economic Cooperation Adminis-.
tration )

ECC, Buropean Coordinating Commit-

" tee -

ECE, Economic Commission for Bu-
rope

ECEFP, Executive Committee on Eco-
nomic Foreign Policy

ECOSOC, Economic and Social Coun-
¢il of the United Nations

EE, Division (after October 3, 1949,
Office) of Eastern European Affairs,
Department of State

Emb, Embassy

ERP, European Recovery Program

EUR, Office (after October 3, 1949,
Bureau) of European Affairs, De-
partment of State

Eximbank, BExport-Import Bank of
‘Washington

FACC, Foreign Assistance Correlation
Committee

FAO, Food and Agriculture Orgamza-
tion

FASC, Foreign Assistance Steering
Committee

FBI, Federal Bureau of Investigation,
Department of Justice

FCN, Friendship, Commerce, and
Navigation (treaty)

FE, Office (after October 3, 1949, Bu-
reau) of Far Eastern Affairs, De-
partment of State
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FEC, Far Eastern Commission

FMACC, Foreign Military Assistance
Coordinating Committee

FonOff, Foreign Office

FSA, Federal Security Agency

FY, fiscal year

G, Office of the Deputy Under Secre-
tary of State, Department of State

GA, General Assembly of the United
Nations

GARIOA, Government and Relief in

- Occupied Areas

GATT, General Agreement on Tariffs
and Trade

GOI, Government of India

GSC, General Staff Corps, United
States Army

High Jump II, proposed United States
Navy expedition to Antaretica,
1949-1950

TIADB, Inter-American Defense Board

ICAO, International Civil Aviation
Organization

ICITO, Interim Commission, Interna-
tional Trade Organization

ITAA, Institute of Inter-American Af-
fairs )

ILC, International Law Commission
of the United Nations

ILO, International Labor Organiza-
tion

IMF, International Monetary Fund

I & NS, Immigration and Naturaliza-
tion Service, Department of Justice

instr, instruction

ITO, International Trade Organiza-
tion

ITP, Office of International Trade .

Policy, Department of State

JCCAE, Joint Congressional Commit-
tee on Atomic Energy

JCS, Joint Chiefs of Staff

JIC, Joint Intelligence Committee

KLM, Royal Dutch Airlines

L, Office of the Legal Adviser, Depart-
ment of State

L/P, Assistant Legal Adviser for Po-
litical Affairs in the Office of the
Legal Adviser, Department of State

Legtel, Legation telegram

LOC, line of communication

LIST OF ABBREVIATIONS, SYMBOLS, AND CODE NAMES

LSD, low separation diffusion

MAP, Military Assistance Program

MB, Munitions Board

MDAP, Mutual Defense Assistance
Program

MIG, Subcommittee on Military Infor-
mation Control, State-Army-Navy-
Air Force Coordinating Committee

MFN, most favored nation

MLC, Military Liaison Committee

MSC, Military Staff Committee of the
United Nations Security Council

NAC, National Advisory Council on
International Monetary and Finan-
cial Problems

NAP, North Atlantic Pact

NAT, North Atlantic Treaty

NEA, Office of Near Eastern and Afri-
can Affairs (after October 3, 1949,
Bureau of Near Rastern, South
Asian, and African Affairs), De-
partment of State

NEI, Netherlands East Indies

NME, National Military BEstablish-
ment

NOE, Division of Northern European
Affairs, Department of State

NSC, National Security Council

NSRB, National Security Resources
Board

NWC, Division (after October 3, 1949,
Office) of North and West Coast Af-
fairs, Department of State

OAS, Organization of American States

OEEC, Organization for European
Economic Cooperation

OEX, Office of Educational Exchange,
Department of State

OFD, Office of Financial and Develop-
ment Policy, Department of State

OIR, Office of Intelligence Research,
Department of State

OIR/GE, Special Adviser on Geogra-
phy, Office of Intelligence Research,
Department of State

OSR, Office of the United States

. Special Representative in Europe
under the Foreign Assistance Act of
1948

P, Assistant Secretary of State for -
Public Affairs, Department of State
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P, series indicator for telegrams from
the Commander in Chief of the
United States Forces in Austria

PA, Office of Public Affairs, Depart-
ment of State. '

PCA, Policy Committee on Arms and
Armaments, Department of State

PL, Public Law

PPS, designation for documents by
the Policy Planning Staff, Depart-
ment of State

R, Office of the Special Assistant for
Intelligence, Department of State

RAC, Executive Committee on Regu-
lation of Armaments

RAF, Royal Air Force (British)

R & DB, Research and Development
Board

RFC, Reconstruction Finance Corpo-
ration

RPA, Division of River Plate Affairs,
Department of State

S, Office of the Secretary of State

S/CFA, Coordinator for Foreign Mili-
tary Assistance Programs, in the
Office of the Secretary of State

S/MDA, Office of the Mutual Defense
Assistance Program, Department of
State

S/P, Policy Planning Staff, Depart-
ment of State

S/S, Executive Secretariat, Depart-
ment of State

SA/M, Special Assistant to the Secre-
tary of State (Press Relations)

SANACC, State-Navy-Air Force Co-
ordinating Committee

SC, Security Council of the United
Nations

SCAP, Supreme Commander for the
Allied Powers in Japan )

SCC, Interdepartmental Committee
on Scientific and Cultural Coopera-
tion

Super, the thermonuclear weapon ; the
H-Bomb

SWNCC, State-War-Navy Coordinat-
ing Committee ‘

SYG, Secretary-General

TA, trade agreement

TAG, Technical Assistance ‘Working

- Group, Department of State

TCA, Technical Cooperation Adminis-
tration, Department of State

tel, telegram

TIAS, Treaties. and Other Interna-
tional Acts Series

Torep, series indicator for messages to
the United States Special Repre-
sentative in Europe under the For-
eign Assistance Act of 1948

TRC, Office of Transport and Commu-
nications (after October 3, 1949,
Office of Transport and Communica-
tions Policy), Department of State

U, Office of the Under Secretary of
State

UM, designation for documentation
circulated in the Under Secretary of
State’s Meetings

UMT, Universal Military Training

UN, United Nations

UNA, Office (after October 3, 1949
Bureau) of United Nations Affairs,
Department of State

UNAEC, United Nations Atomic En-
ergy Commission

UNRRA, United Nations Relief and
Rehabilitation Administration

UNS, Division of International Se-
curity Affairs, Department of State

urtel, your telegram

USA, United States Army

USAEC, United States Atomic Energy
Commission :

USAF, United States Air Force

USDel, United States Delegation

USJCS, United States Joint Chiefs of
Staff

USN, United States Navy

USPolAd, United States Political Ad-
viser

UST, United States Treaties and
Other International Agreements

USUN, United States Mission at the
United Nations; also Usun, series
indicator for telegrams from the
United States Mission

WHO, World Health Organization

WP, Working Party







REORGANIZATION OF THE DEPARTMENT OF
STATE, 1949* ‘

Department of State Administrative Files 2

Statement by the Secretary of State Before the House Committee on
Foreign Affairs® ’

- [WasmiNeToN, March 11, 1949.]

The President in a Message to the Congress has called attention to
the increased functions and responsibilities which have been assigned
to the Department of State since the war and has outlined the general
changes he has approved in the organization of ‘the Department.*

The members of this Committee and of the Committee on Foreign
Relations of the Senate know first-hand the problems to which the
President has referred. The Legislative Committees and the Appro-
priations Committees of the House and Senate on several occasions
have expressed their concern with the need for revision in the general
organization of the United States Government for the conduct of
foreign relations. '

A number of improvements in the organization of the Department
were made by Secretary Marshall > and Mr. Lovett.® These changes
were made to deal with urgent requirements. In addition, a year ago.
a comprehensive plan for the reorganization of the Department was
developed under their direction by Mr. Peurifoy.’ \

This plan, after being generally approved by the President, was -
made available to the Commission on the Organization of the Execu-
tive Branch of the Government. A Task Force of the Hoover Com-
mission, headed by Mr. Harvey H. Bundy and Mr. James Grafton
Rogers, both former Assistant Secretaries of State, with the advice of
Mr. Henry L. Stimson,? reviewed and generally endorsed this plan in

1For information on the reorganization of the Department of State which
occurred in 1944, see Foreign Relations, 1944, vol. 1, p. 1525 (editorial note).

21,0t 54D291, consolidated administrative files of the Department of State,
1949-1960.

3 Secretary Acheson presented this testimony in executive session.

* Tor the text of President Truman’s message to Congress, March 4, 1949, trans-
mitting suggestions on foreign relations policy and the transfer of certain powers
to the Secretary of State, see Department of State Bulletin, March 13, 1949, p. 333.

5 George C. Marshall, Secretary of State, January 1947-January 1949.

¢ Robert A. Lovett, Under Secretary of State, July 1947-January 1949.

7 John B. Peurifoy, Assistant Secretary of State for Administration.

8 Secretary of War, May 1911-March 1913 and January 1940-September 1945;
Secretary of State, March 1929-March 1933.

1
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their report to the Commission.? As a member of the Commission, T
participated in the consideration of the Task Force Report. The Com-
mission adopted a report accepting the basic plan with a few
modifications.1° : : ‘ ;

Both Mr. Webb ** and I have now had an opportunity to review the
Department’s reorganization plan and the Hoover Commission Report
in the light of actual operating experience in the Department. With
some slight modifications in these plans which Mr. Peurifoy will ex-
plain, we have directed that the reorganization of the Department be
undertaken.

I would like to say just a word about some of the things we hope
to accomplish through the proposed reorganization of the Depart-
ment. Our primary objective is, of course, to improve the work of the
Department. That work includes an extraordinary number of com-
plex functions and relationships. ' '

The Department of State is the principal staff arm of the President
in the conduct of foreign affairs. One of the principal tasks of the
Department is to advise and make recommendations to the President.
In this connection the Department is not the only agency of the Gov-
ernment that is concerned with the formulation of our foreign policy.
The Department must consult with and advise other departments and
agencies of the Government, both with respect to the formulation of
policy and in administering foreign policy.

To perform these functions the Department must be organized in-
ternally in a manner that will produce the best results with the least
expenditure of time and effort. The report of the Hoover Commission
calls attention to certain existing organizational defects now present
in the Department. These defects include obscure lines of authority,
the lack of an adequate number of top level assistants with a conse-
quent burden thrown upon the Secretary and Under Secretary, the
resultant absence of good staff work, and the slowness with which
decisions are reached. We propose to correct these faults.

In any reorganization of the Department it is a fundamental that
the Secretary of State should be in full command of the Department
and the Foreign Service so that the line of authority from the Secre-
tary to the Under and Assistant Secretaries to subordinate officials in
the Department and overseas is clear and unmistakable. The bill before
you will remove the ambiguous language in the Foreign Service Act

® Task Force Report on Foreign Affairs Prepared for the Commission on Or-
ganization of the Executive Branch of the Govermment, January, 1949 (Washing- )
ton : Government Printing Office, 1949).

* Foreign Affairs: A Report to Congress by the Commission on Organization
of the Bwecutive Branch of the Government, February, 1949 (Washington : Gov-
ernment Printing Office, 1949).

 James E. Webb, the Under Secretary of State.
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of 19462 to which attention was called by the Hoover Commission,
and clearly establish the authority of the Secretary.

In order to fix responsibility clearly we propose to simplify the
structure of the Department. We intend to establish four bureaus
organized on a regional basis, each headed by an Assistant Secretary.
These Assistant Secretaries, together with the Assistant Secretary for
International Organization Affairs, will be the officers to whom the
bulk of action responsibility will be assigned.

The proposed legislation would give us an adequate number of
Assistant Secretaries, in addition to the Counselor and the Legal Ad-
viser, to make it possible to reduce the burden now carried by the
Under Secretary and the Secretary. Those top level officers would also
give the Department the personnel necessary to perform the staff work
which the Commission has stated is inadequate. In order to provide
the advisory and staff services which are needed, the reorganization
plan calls for three Assistant Secretaries—for Economic and Social
Affairs, Congressional Relations, and Public Affairs. It also calls for
a Legal Adviser, a Counselor who will also be Planning Adviser, and
a Special Assistant for Intelligence. I will look to these officers for
long-range planning and recommendations. In this way, I hope to stay
on top of our foreign policy responsibilities, and not be forced to im-
provise on a piece-meal basis.

I believe the proposed basic organization will handle our work more
expeditiously. For example, the proposed organization will eliminate
the necessity of trying to determine whether an action matter is politi-
cal or economic. Under the present organization, action matters may
find their way to two different types of unit, one political and one
economic, each reporting to a different head. As the Hoover Commis-
sion has pointed out, the present arrangement often results in pro-
longed and time consuming efforts at getting clearances and concur-
rences between various offices, with the result that there is some dupli-
cation of work, and responsibility is not clearly fixed. '

'~ With reference to the administrative side of the Department, we
hope to bring about certain improvements by integrating management
of personnel and budgetary matters, to cite but two illustrations, there-
by eliminating a certain duplication of effort and confusion.

We do not know as yet how much, if any, will be saved in the way
of personnel or money as the result of the reorganization. As I have
already said our immediate objective is to create a better operating
mechanism, As the Hoover Commission indicated in its report, it will
be difficult to calculate the immediate savings, but I hope substantial
savings may come from having a more efficient Department that is
better suited to meet its responsibilities in the conduct of our foreign
relations. "

260 Stat. 999.
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Certain changes have already been made in the Department’s organi-
zation which are consistent with the recommendations of the Hoover
Commission. We have designated an Assistant Secretary for Congres-
sional Relations; we have created an Assistant Secretary for United
Nations Affairs; we have abolished the posts of Assistant Secretaries
for Political Affairs, Occupied Areas Affairs, and Transportation and
Communications; and we have established an Office of German and
Austrian Affairs by merging the staffs in the economic, political, and
information offices concerned with Germany and Austria. In addition,
we are preparing detailed staff plans for putting the other recom-
mended changes into effect. To accomplish this, we must have the
legislation before you today.®

The reorganization of the Department along the lines I have de-
scribed will complete what we consider to be phase one of our total job.
The Hoover Commission has stated that, in their opinion, the personnel
in the permanent State Department establishment in Washington and
the personnel of the Foreign Service above certain levels should be
amalgamated over a short period of years into a single Foreign A ffairs
Service obligated to serve at home or overseas and constituting a safe-
guarded career group administered separately from the general Civil
Service. Although the Department of State in general agrees with the
views expressed by the Hoover Commission and supports the recom-
mendation, it is recognized that the reorganization of the Department
and the amalgamation of the two services are separate problems. The
amalgamation of the two services will require further study before
final recommendations can be made. Until these studies are completed,
it will not be possible to present carefully developed proposals for
achieving amalgamation. We have begun such studies and T expect to
complete them before the next session of Congress.

* Pursuant to the Secretary’s request, Congress approved Public Law 78, 81st

Congress, May 26, 1949; for text, see 63 Stat. 111, or Department of State Bulle-
tin; June 26, 1949, p. 835. s

Department of State Administrative Files . .
Study Prepared by Mr. Marshall P. Jones of the Office of Operating
- Facilities
[Bxtract]
[WasHINGON, August 19, 1953.]
ORGANIZATION OF THE DEPARTMENT OF STATE

A SUMMARY OF POST-WAR REORGANIZATION PR_Oi?OSALS AND MAJOR
ORGANIZATIONAL CHANGES

The 1949 reorganization of the Department. The appointment of
Dean Acheson, a member of the Commission and former Under Secre-
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tary of State, to succeed General Marshall as Secretary of State, to-
gether with the appointment of James E. Webb, former Director of
the Bureau of the Budget, as the new Under Secretary, gave impetus
to the Department’s own plans for reorganization.

It appointed three task forces: Task Force No. 1 was charged with
the making of detailed recommendations affecting the reorganization
of the central administrative and consular offices of the Department,
in accordance with the principles laid down in the Peurifoy Plan. Five
working groups were established to study and make recommendations
concerning the Office of the Director General of the Foreign Service,
the budget and management functions, the personnel functions, the
general services functions and the consular services functions.

The reorganization took effect as of May 15, 1949. It accomplished
the objectives which had been proposed in the Bureau of the Budget
report, the Peurifoy Plan and the Hoover Report in that it unified
the Department of State activities relating to the administration of
the Department and the Foreign Service. The Office of the Foreign
Service as a separate entity was dissolved and its functions distributed
largely among the Offices of Management and Budget, Office of
Operating Facilities and the Office of Personnel. These three offices,
together with the Office of Consular Affairs, comprised the main
operating structure of the administrative areas of the Department.
At the same time a significant proportion of the work of the adminis-
trative area which could be decentralized was assigned, together with
staff, to the new regional bureaus which had evolved as a result of
the work of the Department’s reorganization Task Force No. 2.

Reorganization Task Force No. 2 was commissioned to prepare
recommendations concerning the functions of the substantive areas
of the Department. The procedure followed by Task Force No. 2 was
to assure that the principles laid down in the report of the Hoover
Commission were to have the strongest presumption of validity in
that they should hold good except where in tests of practical applica-
tion to concrete situations a departure from those principles was
clearly warranted.

The Task Force thereupon established working groups to develop a
test pattern for a hypothetical Latin-American reglonal bureau to
which maximum action responsibilities would be given, including
economic and public affairs as well as political matters and which
would have its relationships to the over-all functional units spelled
out. When this test pattern had been developed and reviewed by the
steering committee of the task force it was submitted to three work-
ing groups, for the other three regional bureaus, for examination and
recommendation from the point of view of their areas. As a result of
these activities the steering committee came forth with its recom-
mendations on the functions and relationships of a typical regional -
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bureau. The same process was used in developing a pattern of recom-
mendations for the location of action responsibility for economic,
public affairs, international organization and intelligence matters.

The recommendations of Reorganization Task Force No. 2 were
accepted on the whole and put into effect on October 8, 1949.

In the meantime, Public Law 73, 81st Congress, 1st Session, had
been enacted (May 26, 1949). This vested in the Secretary of State full
authority over both the Department and the Foreign Service and
authorized the appointment of ten Assistant Secretaries. This Act of
Congress provided the legal basis for implementing the reorganiza-
tion of the Department except insofar as any amalgamation of the
personnel services of the Department and the Foreign Service was
concerned. ‘

The reorganization of the Department, therefore, was substantla,lly
as originally recommended in the Peurifoy Plan and modified by the
Hoover Commission with two exceptions: The Special Assistant for
Press Relations was not transferred to the P area, and the amalgama-
tion of the personnel services has not yet been accomplished. A chart
showing the organization of the Department as of October 8, 1949 is
appended hereto.*

* Not reproduced.

‘ Edz’tom‘al Note

Additional information regarding the organization of the Depart-
ment of State appears in the appropriate volumes of Department of
State Bulletin, the United States Government Organization Manual,
and the Official Register of the United States. For a description of the
reorganization of the Department of State during 1949, see James L.
McCamy, The Administration of American Foreign A;fazrs (New
York: Alfred A. Knopf, 1950), Chapter ITI.




UNITED STATES POLICY AT THE UNITED NATIONS WITH
RESPECT TO THE REGULATION OF ARMAMENTS AND
COLLECTIVE SECURITY: THE INTERNATIONAL
CONTROL OF ATOMIC ENERGY ; REGULATION OF CON-
VENTIONAL ARMAMENTS; EFFORTS TOWARD AGREE-
MENTS PLACING ARMED FORCES AT THE DISPOSAL
OF THE SECURITY COUNCIL* '

Department of State Disarmament Files 2

Memorandum by Mr. John C. Ross, Deputy to the United States
Representative ot the United Nations (Austin), to the Deputy
United States Representative to the Security Council (Jessup)

[NEw Yorxk,| January 4,1949.

- Starr MEETING,® TUESDAY, JANUARY 4, 1949

The entire staff of the Mission present in New York met this morn-
ing for a general round-up in anticipation of your return.

1) Mr. Noyes * gave a general status report on the active cases pend-
ing on the Security Council agenda. I shall not report more fully on
these items since they will be discussed in greater detail with you.

2) General Osborn ® gave a status report on the work of the Atomiec
Energy Commission and the Commission on Conventional Arma-
ments. With regard to the former, Mr. Osborn summarized the Assem-

1 Continued from Foreign Relations, 1948, vol. 1, Part 1, pp. 311-505. For docu-
mentation on aspects of United States policy with respect to atomic energy
other than international control, see pp. 419 ff. For documentation on United
States national security policy, see pp. 249 ff. Regarding the international control
of atomic energy, see Richard G. Hewlett and Francis Duncan, Atomic Shield,
1947-1952, volume 11 of A History of the United States Atomic Energy Commission
(University Park, Pennsylvania: Pennsylvania State University Press, 1969).

2 Lot 58D133, a consolidated lot file in the Department of State containing
documentation on regulation of armaments and disarmament, 1942-1962.

3 Information regarding personnel at the United States Mission at the United
Nations is contained in documentation on organization and arrangements for the
conduct of United States relations with the United Nations, vol. 11, pp. 1 ff.

4 Charles P. Noyes, Adviser, United States Mission at the United Nations.

5 Frederick H. Osborn, Deputy United States Representative to the United
Nations Atomic Energy Commission and Commission for Conventional Arma-
ments. Warren R. Austin, United States Representative at the United Nations,
was formally U.S. Representative to both the UNAEC and the CCA. Osborn,
however, usually represented the U.S. on those commissions and was the ranking
official at the United States Mission concerned with their work on a day-by-day
basis.

7
445-205—T76——3
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bly action and indicated the views of General McNaughton ¢ which
he said he felt we should support. These views may be described very
briefly as follows:

a) The plan for the effective international control of atomic ener.
developed after nearly three years of work and approved by the
Assembly * should not be changed although there may be some pres-
sure for example, from the French or British to change this plan. On
the contrary, this plan as approved by the Assembly, should be main-
tained intact; the remaining objective being to get Russian acceptance
of the plan, if it is possible. ,

b) The plan referred to above is perhaps not as clear to as many
people as it ought to be. General McNaughton feels, therefore, that the
work of the Atomic Energy Commission for the next two or three
months should be devoted to drawing together in a single UN docu-
ment “The Plan” of UN for the control of atomic energy, which plan
would then be public and used as a basis for the discussions with the
Russians contemplated by the GA Resolution. -

3) Mr. Osborn outlined the objective of the Commission for Con-
ventional Armaments as the development of a plan for providing
information on armaments and the verification of such information
as contemplated by the GA Resolution.® The objective of the United

¢ Gen. Andrew G. L. McNaughton, Permanent ‘Canadian Representative at the
United Nations; Representative to the Atomic Energy Commission and the
Commission for Conventional Armaments. ) )

7On November 4, 1948, the General Assembly adopted Resolution 191 (I11),
which approved the General Findings (part IT C) and Recommendations (part
III) of the-First Report of the United Nations Atomic Energy Commission and
the Specific Proposals of part II of the Second Report of the Commission “as
constituting the necessary basis for establishing an effective system of interna-
tional control of atomic energy. . ..” The resolution also requested the six
sponsors of General Assembly Resolution 1(I ) of January 24, 1946, establishing
the United Nations Atomic Energy Commission (United States, United King-
dom, Soviet Union, France, China, and Canada), to consult in order to determine
if, in view of their prevailing lack of unanimity, there existed a basis for agree-
ment on international control of atomic energy. Resolution 191(III) also called
upon the Atomic Energy Commission to resume its sessions and proceed with
further study..

For the full text of Resolution 191(III), November 4, 1948, see Foreign Rela-
tions, 1948, vol. 1, Part 1, p. 495. For the text of the First Report, see United
Nations, Official Records of the Atomic Energy Commission, First Year, Special
Supplement, Report to the Security Council (1946) (hereafter cited as AEC,
-18t yr., Special Suppl.). For text of the Second Report, see United Nations, Oficial
Records of the Atomic Energy Commission, Second Year, Special Supplement,
The Second Report of the Atomic Energy Commission to the Security Council,
September 11, 1947 (hereafter cited as AEC, 2nd yr., Special Suppl.). For the text
of Resolution 1(I), January 24, 1946, see Foreign Relations, 1945, vol. 11, pp. 822
824, or United Nations, Oficial Records of the General Assembly, First Session,
First Part, Resolutions Adopted by the General Assembly during the First Part
of the First Session, p. 9 (hereafter cited as GA (I/1), Resolutions).

®On November 19, 1948, the General Assembly adopted Resolution 192( I11),
which recommended that the Security Council continue to study the regulation
of conventional armaments through the agency of the Commission for Conven-
tional Armaments, with first attention to be devoted to the formulation of
proposals for the receipt, checking, and publication of information to be supplied
by members of the United Nations with regard to their effectives and their con-
ventional armaments. The Security Council was invited to report to the Assembly
" no later than its next regular session ( fall, 1949) on the effect given to the above
recommendation. For the text of Resolution 192(III), see Foreign Relations, 1948,
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States should be the development of a plan which the United States
could comply with. This did not mean that we would be obliged to

 give information on all aspects of our armaments. Mr. Osborn stressed
“that the assistance of the military was essential in this regard. Ad-

miral Hewitt ® indicated that the Military Staff Committee repre-
sentatives and their staff were available to give whatever assistance
might be required. General Crittenberger® indicated that he has
assigned Col. Townsley (who was in Paris)** to this work. Mr. Osborn
stressed that while the assistance of the Military Staff Committee

people attached to the Mission, was very important, the problem was

essentially one of organizing the work in Washington, who for ex-
ample, would be responsible for getting the agreement of the three
services to any plan which the United States might support. It was
pointed out that the reduction of armaments committee 2 on which
the three services as well as the State Department are represented,
would normally have this responsibility. Gen. Harmon *2 observed that
decision by the Joint Chiefs would be required. It was agreed that
General Osborn and the representatives on the Military Staff Com-
mittee would work closely together to get this organizational and
procedural problem ironed out.

4) Admiral Hewitt gave a summary of the work of the Military
Staff Committee, emphasizing the stalemate that exists in this area of
our work.** This stalemate is perhaps best exemplified by the fact that

. vol. 1, Part 1, p. 503. For information on the establishment and terms of reference

of the Commission for Conventional Armaments, see ibid., 1947, vol. 1, pp. 327 ff.

°*Adm. H. K. Hewitt, United States Naval Representative to the Military
Staff Committee of the United Nations:Security Council.

Ot Gen. W. D. Crittenberger, Umted States Army Representative to the
Military Staff Committee.

1.Col. C. P. Townsley, Staff Member, United States Delegation to the Military
Staff Committee; Adviser, United States Delegation to the Third Regular Session
of the General Assembly, Paris, September-December 1948,

12 Reference is to the Executlve ‘Committee on Regulation of Armaments (RAC).
This interdepartmental committee was responsible for the formulation, develop-

- ment, and coordination of United States policy with respect to the international

control of atomic energy and the regulation of armaments. For information on
the establishment and terms of reference of the Executive Committee, see ibid.,
pp. 327 ff. The records of this committee are contained in the Department of
State Disarmament Files.

3 Lt. Gen. H. R. Harmon, United States Air Force Representative to the Mili-
tary Staff Committee.

% Under Article 43 of the United Nations Charter, all members undertake to
make available to the Security Council, in accordance with agreements to be
negotiated, armed forces and facilities necessary. for the maintenance of inter-
national peace and security. On February 16, 1946, the Security Council directed
the Military Staff Committee to “examine from a military point of view the
provisions of Article 43 and to submit the results of the study and any recom-
mendations to the Council in due course”. For documentation on the unsuccessful
efforts of the Military Staff Committee to implement Article 43, see ibid., 1948,
vol. 1, Part 1, pp. 311 ff. .
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the Committee meets every two weeks, approves the minutes of the
previous meeting and adjourns. -

Commenting on Gen. McNaughton’s query, concerning the desir-
ability of SC discussion of the General Principles applicable to the
Article 43 forces (see memo of conversation with Harry Lewis),s
Admiral Hewitt noted confidentially and personally that he was not
sure how pleased we would be if the Russians should suddenly turn
around and accept the general principles agreed upon by the majority
as the basis for further work by the Military Staff Committee.

Gen. Osborn made the observation as a “kibitzer” that in his opinion
the UN was not yet ready for the contingent forces contemplated in
Article 43. On the other hand, the idea of the need for these armed -
forces in order to enforce UN decisions, was firmly rooted in the public
mind, particularly in this country. Mr. Osborn doubted the possibility
of making any substantial progress toward the provision of these
forces under present circumstances, but if there were any possibility
of such progress this would be far preferable to the idea of a UN
“police force” which might start with 500 or 1000 men and then grow.

I observed that the concept of providing the organized world com-
munity with the armed forces necessary to carry out its decisions was
firmly established ; the question, therefore, was not whether we would
have such force, but the question of timing and tactics. I intended to
share the opinion that in the present stage of the development of the
UN, with particular reference for example, to the current phases of
the Indonesian and Palestinian cases, it was doubtful whether the UN
would employ such armed forces, if they were available. It also seemed
doubtful whether in the present state of world affairs, we could hope
to make very much progress in the direction of establishing forces
contemplated in Article 43. On the other hand, we should not lose any
opportunity to make whatever progress might be possible. It was par-
ticularly important in my opinion, that the public understand as fully
as possible just what is going on. For this reason, I was somewhat
inclined to favor the idea raised by Gen. McNaughton.

Gen. Harmon observed that he felt that while the forces contem-
plated by Article 43 were desirable, if somewhat utopian, there was
no likelihood of getting these forces set up in the present state of the
world and in the UN. :

Gen. Crittenberger referring to Gen. McNaughton’s idea, expressed
the view that the SC action to break the deadlock in the MSC, with
particular reference to the Committee’s procedures, would be useful.

** General McNaughton was President of the Security Council during January.
The memorandum of conversation with J. H. C. Lewis of the Permanent Cana-
dian Delegation at the United Nations is not printed.
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He thought it would be useful to bring out in public what actually has
been going on in the MSC. Not only are the Committee proceedings
conducted in secret, but none of the representatives on the Committee
are free to discuss the subject.

Our representatives on MSC had been discussing this matter among
themselves with a view to preparing a paper on this subject. I asked
Admiral Hewitt if we could have this prepared by next Tuesday as a
basis for a meeting with you. If we could agree on a Mission paper,
this could then be sent to Washmgton as recommended course of
action.

Mr. Noyes pointed out that before raising this question in the SC,
we should be sure that we were in agreement with the British, French
and Chinese in order to get out on top in the SC propaganda-wise.

[Here follows discussion of other subjects.]

501.BC/1-649 : Telegram

The Acting Secretary of State to the United States Representatwe v
at the United Nations (Austin)

SECRET WasHINGTON, January 6, 1949—7 p. m.
5. Dept does not favor SC consideration at this time of Article 43
agreements or Statute and Rules of Procedure of MSC.
The Security Council consideration of this was stalled in the sum-

" mer of 1947 by the Soviet position that acceptance of its views on

principles was a prerequisite to starting negotiation of agreements.
Under present circumstances there does not appear to be any likelihood
that this position of the Soviet Union can be changed. It is believed,
therefore, that consideration of the question at this time would result
in exacerbation of world conditions without any corresponding gain
towards the ultimate objective, and would divert SC from more con-
structive work.

Dept doubts wisdom or necessity of diverting SC attention from
more important matters to consideration MSC Statute and Rules at
this time. Such diversion might have the undesirable effect of focusing
attention on Article 43 question.

For your information only, there is serious reservation as to whether
it would be advantageous to the US to press for the implementation
of Article 43 at this time, and whether the US could in fact make
available armed forces at this time. Under these circumstances, SC
discussions now definitely undesirable.

LoverT
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USUN Files?

Memorandum by the Deputy United States Representative to the
Commission for Conventional Armaments (Osborn)?

[New Yorx,] January 7, 1949.

To: Admiral H. K. Hewitt, USN
General W. D. Crittenberger, U. S. Army
“General H. R. Harmon, U. S. Air Force
United States Mission to the United Nations

Subject: CCA

With ‘your intimate knowledge of the situation here, I believe I
should inform you of the urgency of the work in the CCA. _

I am Chairman of the Commission this month and it will be meeting
not later than the week beginning January 17th.

The Commission has a new mandate from the General Assembly
‘under which it will formulate plans for an international agency whose
sole function at first will be to receive information on arms and arma-
ments verified on the spot and publish it. Before we start on this work
the question will arise as to whether we should first complete the un-
finished business of the Commission. This unfinished business consists
of sending to the Security Council an interim report which includes
the Commission’s resolution on item 2 of the plan of work.? This resolu-

* Files of the United States Mission at the United Nations.

? The file copy bears the initial of Warren R. Austin, United States Representa-
tive at the United Nations. i

® For the text of the Plan of Work adopted by the Commission for Conventional
Armaments on June 18, 1947, and approved by the Security ‘Council on July 8,
1947, see United Nations, Official Record of the Security Council, Second Year,
Supplement No. 1}, p. 142 (hereafter cited as SC, 2nd yr., Suppl. No. 1}). The
plan consisted of six points: 1) terms of reference, 2) general principles, 3) safe-
guards, 4) practical proposals for regulation and reduction of armed forces,
5) extension -of the system to non-United Nations members, 6) submission of a
report or reports to the Security Council. .

‘At the time that it approved its Second Report, S/0.8/32/Rev. 1, August 18,
1948, not printed, the Commission for Conventional Armaments decided that the
document would become final in the absence of requests for reconsideration prior
to September 15. On September 14, Yakov Alexandrovich Malik, Soviet Repre-
sentative to.the CCA, informed the Chairman of the Commission that his Delega- -
tion could not accept the report. The CCA was unable to mieet to consider possible
revision due to the faot that the General Assembly was to convene in Paris on
September 21. The Second Report of the CCA was therefore not transmitted to-
the Security ‘Council in 1948. For information on the work of the CCA in 1948,
see documentation on regulation of armaments in Foreign Relations, 1948, vol..
1, Part 1, pp. 811 ff. The records of the Commission for Conventional Armaments
are not published as a body in the Official Records of the United Nations. The
mimeographed records of United Nations organs, including those of the CCA, are -
available in United Nations Depository Libraries. :
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tion has already been approved by the Commission by a vote of 9 to 2.
It provides, among other things, that the regulation and reduction of
armaments can only be effected in an atmosphere of international
confidence, of which one of the essential condwlons is the international
control of atomic energy.

We have already voted this resolution, but we have not sent it to the
Security Council and until we do we can always change our minds and
reverse our vote, though this might be difficult. I myself have very
serious doubts as to whether we want to advise the Security Council
that a reduction in the Russian arms can only take place after we have
destroyed all of our atomic weapons and the means of producing them.
It seems to me that the decision to take this position arose out of con-
ditions existing two or more years ago and which no longer apply. I
feel so strongly about this that I hesitate to carry out my previous
instructions unless I am specifically advised that they apply equally to
the present situation.

I have asked Mr. Elliott * to take this matter up in the RAC and get
a reply from the Services before the 17th of January. Anything you
can do towards expediting this matter will be greatly appreciated.

The next matter to come up will be of the same nature. After the
first two or three meetings, the CCA will undoubtedly start actual
work to carry out the mandate of the General Assembly. If before that
time I am clearly informed as to the position of the United States,
which of course will be determined almost wholly by the decision of
the Services, I will be in a position to conduct an intelligent negotia-
tion with some hopes of obtaining U.S. objectives. If, however, I am
without instructions during the period when this work begins to take
form, we can give much less assurance that the form the work takes

“will be in the long run acceptable. This matter is also being put before

the RAC by Mr. Elliott, and I would greatly apprecmte anything you
can do to speed up the decision.

¢*John C. Elliott of the Division of International Security Affairs, Depart-
I;lent of State; Acting Chairman of the Executive Committee on Regulation of
rmaments.
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Department of State Disarmament Files

Memorandum of Conversation, by Messrs. Frederick H. Osborn and
Charles H. Russell of the United States Mission at the United
Nations -

CONFIDENTIAL ' [New York,] January 19, 1949.

US/S/C.8/9* ’

Subject: Commission for Conventional Armaments and Atomic En-
ergy Commission

Participants: General McNaughton, Mr. Ignatieff,> Mr. Starnes,
Canadian Delegation
Baron de la Tournellé,* M. de Rose,* French Delegation
Sir Terence Shone, Mr. Cole, United Kingdom
Delegation :
Mr. Frederick Osborn, United States Mission
Mr. Donald Leith, Division of International Security

Affairs, Department of State
Mr. Charles Russell, United States Mission

1. Commission for Conventional Armaments

A meeting was held at the office of General McNaughton on Jan-
uary 18 to discuss the work of the Commission for Conventional Arma-
mentsand the Atomic Energy Commission.

General McNaughton said that he had just received a letter from
the Secretary-General transmitting the text of the resolution adopted
by the General Assembly on disarmament’ and requesting him, as
President of the Security Council, to bring it to the attention of the
Security Council. General McNaughton said that he would arrange

* Document numbers on memoranda of conversation and records of meetings
at the United Nations which appear in this compilation often bear document
numbers supplied by the United States Mission. The date on each document bear-
ing a USUN designation indicates the date on which the conversation or meeting
was held, rather than the date on which the memorandum was circulated at
USUN (often a subsequent date). The source texts for such documents fre-
quently are located in the Department of State Disarmament Files or the De-
partment of State Atomic Energy Files (Lot 57D688). However, copies of papers
bearing USUN designations also exist in the master files of the Reference and
Documents Section of the Bureau of International Organization Affairs, Depart-
ment of State (IO Files).

2 George Ignatieff, Alternate Canadian Representative to the Atomic Energy
Commission and the Commission for Conventional Armaments.

®Guy de la Tournelle, Alternate French Representative at the United Nations;
Alternate Representative to the Commission for Conventional Armaments.

*Francois de Rose, Alternate French Representative to the Atomic Energy
Commission, '

®Deputy to the Permanent British Representative at the United Nations;
Alternate British Representative to the Atomic Energy ‘Commission and the
Commission for Conventional Armaments.

$David L. Cole, Adviser, Permanent British Delegation to the United Nations.

" Reference is to Resolution 192 (III) ; see footnote 8, p. 8.
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to have this item placed on the agenda at the first opportunity; he
would, as soon as authorized, transmit it to the President of the Com-
mission for Conventional Armaments. .

The question of when the first meeting of the Copumission should be
held was then discussed. Mr. Osborn thought that it would be desirable
for him to call a meeting while he was President this month. Sir
~ Terence Shone said that his Government was not yet prepared to sub- -
mit concrete proposals and had suggested that the calling of a meeting
be deferred. He said that there was no particular urgency. Mr. Osborn
dissented from this view, in so far as the matter of urgency was con-
cerned, and emphasized the fact that the first meeting would be largely
procedural and that what he wanted to do was to ask the various dele-
gations to obtain the views of their governments and then notify the
President when they were ready to proceed. It was agreed that Mr.
Osborn would arrange for a meeting late this month or early next
month. In the latter event, the calling of a meeting would be binding
upon his successor in the Presidency.

The question of the agenda was then discussed with particular refer-
ence to the proposed 1948 interim report of the Commission for Con-
ventional Armaments to the Security Council, which failed to go
forward because of Mr. Malik’s letter of September 14, 1948.° Repre-
sentatives of all the delegations present expressed the view that the
question of adopting the progress report at this time was relatively
unimportant. The resolutions on items 1 and 2° had already been
adopted and it was only a question of when it would be most useful
to send them to the Security Council. General McNaughton felt that
they could be used appropriately when the Commission for Conven-
tional Armaments reports on its work of this winter, Representatives
of all the delegations present emphasized the fact that while they were
speaking only for themselves and had no instructions from their gov-
ernments, they would all prefer to take no action upon the report at
this time, and to proceed without undue delay to the implementation
of the resolution of the General Assembly.

Tt was felt that it was essential for the delegations represented at
the meeting to exchange information before submitting concrete
proposals to the Commission. It was suggested that possibly joint pro-

8 See footnote 8, p. 12.

 For text of the resolution approved by the CCA on item 1 of its Plan of Work
(terms of reference), see Foreign Relations, 1948, vol. 1, Part 1, p. 311, footnote 3.
Tor the text of the resolution adopted on item 2 (general principles), see United
Nations, Oficial Records of the General Assembly, Fourth Session, Supplement
~ No. 2, Report of the Security Council to the General Assemdly, p. T (hereafter

cited as GA (IV), Suppl. No. 2), or Department of State Bulletin, August 29,

1948, p. 267. :
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posals might be submitted at such time as the views of the govern-
ments represented at the meeting had been ascertained. It was agreed
that the delegations represented at the meeting should meet from time
to time in New York and keep in close touch with each other.

2. Atomic Energy Comumission

It was the consensus of opinion that it would be inadvisable to ask
for a meeting until the Canadian, Chinese [ French,] United Kingdom
and United-States Delegations were given ample opportunity to ex-
change views among themselves as to the most useful course to be
followed in the Commission. Regret was expressed that there would be
no Belgian Representative this year. ‘

Mr. Osborn suggested that the Secretariat prepare a working paper
setting out the Plan of the United Nations Atomic Energy Commis-
sion as adopted by the General Assembly, putting it in sequent form,
and with an appendix consisting of the General Considerations of
the Second Report, and of the Third Report.** He showed a draft of
what he had in mind.** This idea was well received. It was pointed out
that the Secretariat could be requested to do this work only by the
Commission, and that Norway might suggest it.

The consensus of opinion was that the Commission would have
thoroughly to explore the possibility of further work on the uncom-
pleted parts. Mr. Osborn suggested the possibility of beginning the
work with Organization and Staffing. M. de Rose referred to the Six
- Power consultations. It was the consensus of opinion that the work of
the Commission should be brought to a definite stage before the Six
Power consultations should be called. Tt was agreed by all those
present that it was important for the representatives of the delega-
tions mentioned above to meet frequently in New York. A meeting
of the same groups is to be held at the United States Mission on next
Monday morning, January 24, at 10: 30 o’clock, to consider how to
handle the Atomic Energy debate, and what subjects to take up when
the Commission meets.

- Freperick OsBorn
CHARLES RuUsseLL

1 The Third Report is published as United Nations, Official Records of the
Atomio Energy Commission, Third Year, Special Supplement, The Third Report
of the Atomic Energy Commission to the Security Council, May 17, 1948 (here-
after cited as AEG, 8rd yr., Special Suppl.), and as Department of State Publi-
cation 3179 (July 1948). .

* Not identified. ;
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Department of State Disarmament Files

Memorandum of Conversation, by Messrs. Donald M. Leith and
Charles H. Russell

CONFIDENTIAL | - [New York,] January 24, 1949.
US/AEC/26 ‘
Subject: Work of the Atomic Energy Commission

Participants: General McNaughton and Mr. Starnes, Canadian
Delegation L
- Dr. Wei,! Chinese Delegation

M. de Rose, French Delegation :

Sir Terence Shone, Mr. Lawford? and Mr. Cole,
United Kingdom Delegation

Mr. Osborn and Mr. Russell, United States Mission

Dr. Donald Leith, Division of International Security
Affairs, Department of State

At a meeting held today at the United States Mission, M. de Rose
said that the Six Power consultations might or might not accomplish
useful results. He did not regard it as improbable that they might not.
He thought that if we could not expect useful results, we must at
least achieve tactical results. He advocated submitting to the Six
Power consultations a set of simple principles which would cover all
the essentials required for a control plan, but which would simplify
the discussion. The Commission in the past had worked upwards from
technical details to principles; he suggested working from principles
downwards in the hope of reaching agreement within the framework
of the principles. If, for example, the Soviets agreed to adequate
forms of inspection, then when the project for aerial surveys was
raised the Soviet would be either bound to agree to such surveys or in

" rejecting them suffer a tactical defeat. Summarizing his viewpoint

on the consultations, M. de Rose gave the following examples of what
he called principles: (a) a control system must apply to all phases of
production and new research, () even the peaceful applications of
atomic energy cannot be freely developed by nations, but must be
under the control of the agency. ‘
He suggested asking the Soviet representatives whether they would

~ cooperate in this approach; he thought that we would achieve sub-

stantial advantage if they would. If the Soviets refused to accept these
principles we would so report and improve our tactical position. '

iDr. H. R. Wei, Chinese Representative to the Atomic Energy Commission.
2V, G. Lawford, Alternate British Representative to the Commission for Con-
ventional Armaments.
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M. de Rose stated his belief that this new approach would in no way
weaken the plan, or the agreement of the majority on the plan. He
added that if this suggestion did not coincide with the views of the
majority, the French Government might in any event make proposals
along these lines in the Six Power consultations.

M. de Rose stated that he had expressed these views in a private
capacity but under his own name in an article in the January issue
of the “Bulletin of the Atomic Scientists”.? .

On the question of the work of the Commission, M. de Rose felt
that the Commission was more or less committed to the Third Report.
The Third Report had stated that considerations of such matters as
the topics listed as A.3(a) through A.3(¢) in the Second Report
should not be taken up until agreement had been reached on the
previous topics on the list which dealt with the functions of the agency.
However vague the mandate of the General Assembly was, the work
of the Commission must go on. The General Assembly had taken note
of the impasse which existed in the Commission, but had told the
Commission to continue its work.

In view of this M. de Rose suggested that the Commission take up
political matters: first quotas and then stages. Quotas was the only
subject to which the U.S.S.R. had referred sympathetically. He asked
why the Commission should not take up these two subjects, although
he realized that to discuss stages raised a delicate question for the
United States and led to the question of when the United States would
give up its secrets and when the U.S.S.R. would permit inspection.
‘We must be able to show the fourth General Assembly that the Soviet
proposals for two simultaneous treaties or conventions, and by the
same token their proposals on stages, were not in line with reality or
did not make sense.

M. de Rose emphasized that the problem of stages was prlmarlly
one of security which would involve sacrifices, be a matter of give and
take. It was clear that the Soviet proposals were over-simplified. He
felt that the Commission should study this question and that the
United States should see how far it could go. The study might reveal
that the United States could not go very far. He stated, in conclusion,
that it was important to take up quotas and stages if for no other
reason than to be able to demonstrate clearly to the fourth General
Assembly the real impossibility of going further in the negotiations
at the Commission level. He felt that we had not demonstrated this
clearly enough so far and that if we did not do so during the coming
year, we faced the danger of having a new mandate from the Assembly
to go back and again explore the problem, and this mlght be repeated
year after year.

® Francois de Rose, “The Atomic Energy Debate at Paris: A French Appraisal,”
Bulletin of the Atomw Scientists, January 1949, p. 9.
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In connection with M. de Rose’s final remarks, Mr. Osborn said that
if a discussion of stages were nécessary or desirable it would still be
possible to discuss the matter in general terms without involving
ourselves in security questions. He pointed out, for example, that
the Soviet statement on stages, namely that there could be prohibition
before control, and their later statement that there might be two
simultaneous conventions, made no sense in terms of the realities of
the situation. The only reasonable interpretation on stages would be
that “no prohibition would be effective until a corresponding control
had come into force”. In other words, every step of control was a step
toward prohibition.

When M. de Rose raised the question of whether a schedule of stages
could be set up, Mr. Osborn_replied that he considered this highly
unlikely. He stated that he doubted very much if such information
would be obtainable under present political conditions.

M. de Rose again raised the question of what the other delegations
thought the Commission should do. He repeated, what he had said

Dbefore, that he thought no useful purpose would be served in dealing

with such matters as organization, staffing and financing, whereas
quotas and stages would be “practical and useful”. The other subjects
would not.

Sir Terence Shone stated that the United Kingdom Government
considered that organization would be the best thing to discuss, even
if nothing came of it. ‘ '

Mr. Leith expressed the view that the tactics suggested by M. de
Rose in one sense appeared to run counter to the Resolution of
November 4 regarding the consultations and the meetings of the Com-
mission. He added that whereas M. de Rose appeared to believe that
the highly political questions of quotas and stages should be dis-
cussed in the Commission and only the simplified versions of prin-
ciples discussed in the consultations (such discussions of the principles
being bound to lead back once more to technical matters), the Resolu-
tion might more directly be interpreted as implying that the con-
sultations should deal with the political aspects of the impasse,

- whereas the meetings of the Commission should deal with the program
- of work. The latter interpretation also gained strength from the fact

that if any real agreement with the Soviets on the political level were
at all possible, the best forum for bringing about such agreement
would be in the closed meetings of the consultations rather than in
the open meetings of the Commission. '

Dr. Wei said that the General Assembly in approving the reports
had altered the situation existing last summer and had left the Com-
mission free to take up what seemed best. He thought that it was
desirable to explore the subject of quotas but that stages was danger-
ous and presented particular difficulties for the United States. He
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suggested that it might be desirable to begin by preparing for the
Six Power consultations; he felt that legally the Commission was in
a position to do anything it wished.

General McNaughton agreed that quotas was the best subject to
begin with and that the first step should be to ask the U.S.S.R. to
~ give their views. The General Assembly clearly wanted the United
Nations Atomic Energy Commission kept together and in being.
General McNaughton had felt in Paris that the Commission was in
duty bound to do the best it could. The work would be partly technical
but would provide the background for the Six Power consultations
later.

Mr. Osborn agreed with General McNaughton as to the obligation
to continue the work of the Commission. He spoke of the Soviet atti-
tude on all world questions and the fact that it was dividing the world.
He felt that the time would come when the Soviet Union would have
to reassess its whole situation and that we should keep in a good
negotiating position for that time without at the same time placing
the Soviets in such an unfavorable position that [we] would be unable
to negotiate when the more favorable time arrived. He added that
he personally thought well of the suggestion to ask the Soviet repre-
sentatives what they meant and thought about quotas; he was not in
favor of taking up stages.

M. de Rose again referred to his original statement and suggested
taking up principles. If this was unsuccessful it was then immaterial
what the Commission took up, but if the principles were accepted, the
Commission could then try to “work down” in search of agreement.

After further discussion, Mr. Osborn proposed the following
procedure: ’

(@) to call a meeting of the UNAEC to discuss the question of the
work which the Commission could do which would be both “practical
and useful” before calling the Six Power consultations, and

(b) to discuss in the UNAEC the misinterpretations of the plan
-expressed by the U.S.S.R. in the debates in the General Assembly.

He made the point that the Commission could thus attempt to clarify
the situation and that such clarification might be expected to take as
much as six weeks of the Commission’s time. Such a program would
have the advantage, first of postponing the period when quotas would
have to be discussed, and second of freeing the sponsoring powers of
any charges that they were adopting delaying tactics.

General McNaughton agreed with Mr. Osborn that the Commission
should meet soon. He felt that the first thing that the Commission
should do would be to review the situation in the Commission as of
the time of its last meeting and to clarify points of apparent mis-
understanding in regard to the plan which not only the Soviets, but
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other delegations in the General Assembly, had evidenced. He thought
that the simplified general principles proposed by M. de Rose might
be most useful, and he suggested that M. de Rose prepare a paper on
these general principles.

General McNaughton’s program might be summed up in the follow-
ing terms: ‘

(@) the Commission must meet soon;

(%) it must clarify such parts of the plan as are still generally
misunderstood ; and :

l(c) it must set forth in simple terms the principles basic to the

plan.

General McNaughton added that the question of the consultations
should not be raised in the discussions in the Commission, that steps
were being taken by the Secretary-General which would lead to a
program for the consultations. Mr. Osborn agreed, and withdrew his
earlier reference to the work of the Commission in relation to the Six
Power consultations.

With reference to the consultations, the suggestion was made that
the representatives of the various governments in the UNAEC have
preliminary talks and advise their governments as to the general views
expressed and, if possible, of any consensus of opinion arrived at.
Some of those present felt that this was not a matter which the repre-
sentatives at the UNAEC level could properly discuss in any detail,
but rather that it was a matter on which high level decisions must be
reached by the respective governments. The French delegate however
reemphasized his view that whether or not the individual governments
should attempt to arrive at a decision on this matter at a high political
level, it would be useful to have an exchange of views between the
representatives on the Commission. He again expressed doubt as to
whether meetings of the Commission should precede the Six Power
consultations. . ’ ' '

On the question of calling an early meeting of the Commission,
General McNaughton and Mr. Osborn were in favor. Sir Terence
Shone stated that the United Kingdom Delegation were not ready, and

M. de Rose stated that the French Delegation were opposed until the

views of their own and other governments were clarified. General
McNaughton stated that the Commission could not face world public
opinion without calling a meeting soon and doing something. He felt
it important that the Commission should proceed. M. de Rose agreed
that the clarifying process previously suggested by General McNaugh-
ton could proceed in the Commission while the governments were
determining their positions. There was no dissent from this view.
' : Do~arp Lerre
Cuarces H. RusseLL
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Department of State Disarmament Files

Minutes of the Ninety-fifth M. éeting of the Executive Committee on
Regulation of Armaments, at the Department of State, J anuary 26,
1949, 10 30 a. m.

SECRET
RAC M-95, Rev. 1

Present
Members:
Department of State
Dean Rusk,* Chairman, succeeded by John C. Elliott
Henry L. Abbott,* Acting Executive Secretary
John L. Kuhn, Acting Secretary

‘Department of the Army
Lt. Col. H. A. Gerhardt

Department of the Navy

Capt. Robert H. Wilkinson

Department of the Air Force

Brig. Gen. P. M. Hamilton

USUN

Mr. Frederick Osborn, Deputy U.S. Representative on the
UNAEC

Consultants:
Department of State
R. Gordon Arneson 3
Joseph Chase
Howard C. Johnson
Donald M. Leith
James M. Ludlow
Trevor W. Swett

Department of the Navy
Lt. Comdr. Elmore P. Higgins
Department of the Air Force
Major J. M. Wilson
Minutes of Meeting Held J anuary 12, 1949 *
Action was deferred on the minutes of the meeting held January 12,
1949.

Discussion of International Control of Atomic Energy

Mr. Osborn stated that during recent informal meetings of repre-
sentatives of friendly delegations of the AEC divergent views have

* Director of the Office of United Nations Affairs.

? Staff Member, Division of International Security Affairs.

* Special Assistant to the Under Secretary of State for atomic energy policy.
James E. Webb succeeded Robert A. Lovett as Under Secretary on January 27,
1949.

‘Not printed. -
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been expressed with respect to the future work of the Commission. On
the one hand there appears to be a desire on the part of some of the
delegations to proceed with the discussion of some of the remaining -
items in the Plan of Work, such as “organization”, “quotas”, and
“stages”, while on the other hand some of the delegates, notably Gen-
eral McNaughton, feel strongly that the Commission should devote its
first efforts to the preparation of a “layman’s” edition of the two Com-
mission reports approved by the General Assembly on November 4,
1948. Such an edition would present by subject matter and in consoli-
dated form the GA approved portions of the First and Second Reports
of the AEC utilizing only the exact language of the AEC reports with
titles provided for the text. Mr. Osborn was of the opinion that the
need for such a rewrite could be established by having one of the new
members of the Commission, notably Mr. Moe * of Norway, make the
suggestion that such a presentation be prepared by the UN Secretariat.

Mr. Osborn stated that it would be desirable, in anticipation of
general debate of the broad political and technical considerations re-
maining to be discussed in the work plan, for this Government to be
prepared to discuss some of the topics remaining before the Commis-
sion. He suggested that if it should prove necessary to give further
direction to the discussions in the Commission, a suitable basis for the
Government’s position might be provided by the views expressed by
Mr. Leith in the meeting in New York on January 24, 1949°° to the
effect that organization and stafling would be the one of the remaining
topics which could best be discussed.

Mr. Arneson held that there were dangers involved in further de-
velopment of the plan as now approved so long as there were no likeli-
hood of Soviet cooperation. He felt that the differences of opinion that
might arise in further elaboration of the approved plan, while healthy
as indicators of honest differences and sincerity of purpose on the part
of the majority delegations, might serve to compromise the strength of
the position now held by the majority.

Mr. Rusk felt that it would not be desirable to enter into a discus-
sion of a subject which might make a break in the majority in support
of the plan.

General Hamilton supported Mr. Arneson’s position. He considered
it a dangerous course to undertake further development of the ma-

" jority plan at this time as it would probably be interpreted as a method

of breaking the impasse on the fundamental issues of control. He felt
that such a course could only lead to a weakening of the majority posi-
tion; and that our position is clear that nothing constructive can be
achieved in the field of atomic energy control until there is a change

5 Finn Moe, Norwegian Representative to the Atomic Energy Commission and

 Alternate Representative to the Commission for Conventional Armaments.

® Memorandum of conversation, supra.
445-205—T76-———4
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in Soviet attitude. Our support of the General Assembly Resolution
should not be taken as evidence of a change in our position, since our
decision to accord such support was based only on tactical grounds.

Mr. Osborn expressed the opinion that it would be better to concen-
trate on the work at the Commission level prior to the commencement
of consultations by the Sponsoring Powers.

Mr. Rusk emphasized the importance of not scheduling the consulta-
tions in relation to the next session of the General Assembly in April,?
lest, as a result of the consultations, the problem of atomic energy
might be raised again at that session. There was general agreement that
the consultations should take place after the April General Assembly
session, or at any rate at a late enough date to prevent the problem
from arising in the G-A before its next regular session.

Fubure Work of the Commission for Conventional Armamenis

Mr. Osborn expressed the -opinion that the General Assembly
Resolution of November 19, 1948, calling for a census of armed forces
and conventional armaments and verification of the information col-
lected, provided the United States with an extremely favorable oppor-
tunity, resulting entirely from action independently initiated by other
nations, to test the willingness of the Soviet Union to cooperate in any
steps leading towards disarmament, and if the Soviet Union would not
cooperate, to demonstrate cléarly to the world the insincerity of the
Soviet disarmament proposals. Mr. Osborn felt that in order to take
full advantage of this opportunity, this Government should formulate
and transmit to him within the next ten days its position concerning
the information to be called for by the census. Mr. Osborn hoped that
by discussing the U.S. position with representatives of other friendly
nations before their governments had formulated positions of their
own, he would be able to.get the support of those governments for
our plan or something very close to it. Mr. Osborn said that he need
not be informed initially of the full scope of the information for
which the census should call but that he considered it most important
that he receive initial instructions before the governments of friendly
CCA Delegations had independently formulated and adopted
divergent positions.. '

The Committee then proceeded to consider RAC D-34a ® and RAC -
D-9/8.2 After discussing the manner in which these papers should be

" The second part of the Third Regular Session of the General Assembly was
scheduled to meet in New York in April to complete action on those agenda items
not disposed of during the first part of the Third Session held in Paris,
September-December 1948, :

®*Document RAC D-34a is not printed; for text of a revised version, RAC
D-34e, March 2, see p. 33.

*RAC D-9/8, January 14, “U.S. Position on Reporting and Verification of
Conventional Armaments and Armed Forces”, a draft submitted by the Alternate
Navy Member for the consideration of the Committee, is not printed.




REGULATION OF ARMAMENTS 25

revised, and after agreeing to meet the following day to continue its
discussion, the Committee adj ourned.

501.BC Atomic/1-3149

Memorandum of Conversation, by Messrs. G. Hayden Raynor* and
- Donald M. Leith?

SECRET [WasHaINGTON,] January 81, 1949.
Subject: Nature of Forthcoming Atomic Energy Consultations

Mr. Denis Allen 2 called this afternoon at his request.

1. Mr. Allen said that he had just received a dispatch from the
Foreign Office which indicated that the Foreign Office was somewhat
concerned over the reports it had received of the conversation among
the Delegates of the United States, the United Kingdom, Canada,
and France,‘ held on Monday, January 24, 1949, in New York. The
British Representative had reported to his Government that the
United States was apparently proposing that the consultations re-
quired by paragraph 3 of the GA atomic energy resolution of Novem-
ber 4 be turned into a broad discussion of the major problems involved
in the East-West split, and held on a high level. Concern was also
expressed about some reference to a “heart-to-heart” talk with Malik,
the Soviet Representative; the British feel this would not be the way
to handle the Russians. On the other hand, it was the UK. view
(concurred in by Mr. Bevin*) that the consultations should be
restricted to atomic energy. ‘

9. Mr. Allen was told that the conversation in New York had been
entirely exploratory. The views exchanged were personal views of the
representatives of the different Governments descmbmg various alter-
nate courses of procedure in an endeavor to arrive at some consensus
as to what should be done next, such views to be relayed to the respec-
tive Governments to assist them in making up their minds as to a
program for the atomic energy discussions.

4. Mr. Allen was further assured that even the informal views of
the U.S. Representative as to the nature of the consultations ap-
parently had been rather exaggerated as they were reported to London.
The general line taken by the U.S. Representative had simply been
that, while the problems discussed must all be closely related to atomic

1 Special Assnstant to the Director of the Office of European Affairs, John D.
Hickerson.

2 Staff Member, D1v1s1on of International Security Affairs,
3 Counselor, British Embassy.
¢ Broest Bevin, British Secretary of State for Foreign Affairs.
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energy, it might be impossible to “determine whether a basis for agree-
ment exists” unless there were some further exploration of the security
problem, at least to the extent of asking the Soviets what were the real
reasons they could not accept the majority plan. In other words, we
should give them a chance, as perhaps we had never done fully, to state
what measures they believed would give them adequate security. At
the same time we could make a similar statement as to our general
security needs. Such an approach would not involve an across-the-
board discussion of all the problems dividing the East and West, nor
would it be more than exploratory in nature in preparation for some
such high-level consultations as the CFM. Mr. Allen was assured that
these thoughts also had been expressed personally and informally in
an exploratory way and should not be considered as expressions of
U.S. Government positions.

5. With reference to Paragraphs 2 and 4, to underline the point
that the views expressed in the New York conversatiohs should not be
interpreted as U.S. Government positions, Mr. Allen was informed
that no top-level review of U.S. policy in this field had taken place
since the passage of the U.N. resolution.

6. Mr. Allen was told that there was considerable support in this
Government for the view that the Commission should resume its activi-
ties within the next few weeks, and that its initial work should be a
survey of its program of work, including an attempt to dispel mis-
conceptions concerning details of the UN control plan remaining in
the minds of the Soviets and some other Delegations, as suggested by
General McNaugton, the Canadian Representative. Mr. Allen was in-
formed, however, that such a consensus did not yet represent an official
Government position.

7. Mr. Allen was assured that we had no intention of taking any
action on so important a subject as atomic energy without keeping
the British informed and without a full exchange of views as to the
desirability of any particular course of action.

Department of State Disarmament Files

The Deputy United States Representative at the United Nations
Atomic Energy Commission (Osborn) to the Director of the Office
of United Nations Affairs (Rusk) :

CONFIDENTIAL ' New York, February 1, 1949.

Dear Mr. Rusk : On my first reading of Mr. de Rose’s memorandum,
“Principles Relative to Control of Atomic Energy which Might Serve
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as a Base for the Six-Power Consultations”,* copy of which is en-
closed herewith, I have the following comments:

1. Analyzing his statement of principles, they seem on this reading
pretty sound as statements of principle, except for principle No. IV.
Tt seems to me that the way this principle is stated would take us clear
back to some of the various debates in the first meetings of the Com-
mission. Tt could easily be interpreted to mean that a system of na-
tional ownership, development and operation would be acceptable
for most dangerous operations (de Rose says: “in some cases this (con-
trol) can only be arrived at through management”). If we ever appear
willing to reopen the question of national ownership and operation
versus international ownership, it seems to me we would indefinitely
delay the negotiations. Personally, I cannot believe that if govern-
ments own and operate any of the steps from the time ore is taken out
of the ground until it is actually sold in the form of electrical power,
we would ever escape from continuing international rivalries. Any
form of agency which had the job of telling governments what to do
would, it seems to me, be a constant source of friction and suspicion.

9. While principles T, IT, III, V and VI are more clearly and
strongly stated, the same general criticism applies to them as well. It
took the Commission two years to explain in the clearest form it could
just what was meant by the principles laid down in the First Report.
To try and state all this over again now in six paragraphs of a few
lines each, seems to me to throw away all the clarity which was gained
by the Commission in two years of work. '

*The memorandum, received from de Rose on January 27, is not printed. An
English translation of the six principles contained therein, prepared .in the
Department of State and transmitted to the United States Mission, read as
follows: i

I—Control of atomic energy and prohibition of manufacture, stockpiling and
use of atomic weapons are inseparable whether they are established through one
or several international instrument[s].

II—Decisions concerning production and use of atomic energy can not be
left to the individual will of nations. Participating countries must agree to a
world wide policy and plan of cooperative development and write it down in
a treaty. (The plan would include quotas for the allocations of dangerous ma-
terials and facilities.)

TII—Control must apply to the entire nuclear industry. It must also apply
to raw materials prospections and scientific research. ,

TV—Control must be of such nature that it allows at all time to keep track
and as accurate accounting as technical developments permits of materials in~
dangerous quantities or qualities. In some cases this can only be arrived at
through management. Control must be exercised by international personnel re-
sponsible to an international body.

V—No security can be achieved if nations can permanently seal off some por-
tion of their territories from international control. :

VI—Each disposition of the treaty which will prohibit a particular activity
to nations and persons will come into force as soon as the International organ
is discharging the functions which, according to the treaty, are designed to
protect the signatory powers against the dangers of violation and evasion in
this particular respect. (USUN Files) . '
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8. Our experience with the Soviet negotiations is that in every case
they seem to reach agreement with other nations on principles, and
then when the details are left to subordinates to work out, the other
nations find that the Soviet interpretation of principles is entirely
different from the interpretation of the other nations. The negotiations
then break down and the Soviet point to the fact that it was they who
made the original agreement and then accuse the other nations of hav-
ing gone back on it. It seems to me that experience indicates this is
what would happen if these “principles” were used as the basis for
- the consultations. It would be impossible to keep material of this sort
from the press in the long run, even if the consultations were held on a,
closed basis.

4. My own feeling would be that if the consultations are to be based
on a discussion of the proposed international agreement for the con-
trol of atomic energy, it would be much better to start with the actual
plan as approved by the General Assembly and argue out the meaning
of the various sections and why they were necessary, and then to
clarify the uncompleted portions of the plan in a way which might
satisfy the Soviet of the honesty of intent of the others, However,
I do not think the Soviet wants to be satisfied of the good intent of
other nations.

5. My own feeling has always been that work and discussions on
an international treaty should stay in the hands of the Atomic Energy
Commission, and that the discussion in the consultation should, as
suggested in the Third Report, attempt to “find through prior con-
sultation that there exists a basis for agreement on the international
control of atomic energy.” I have always connected this up in my mind
with the words in the preceding paragraph of the Third Report, “let
alone their acceptance of the nature and extent of participation in the
world community required of all nations in this field.” I think that
the consultations should be on the question of Soviet participation in
the world community and what that would require of them in this
field. If the Soviet Union could give some concrete evidence of their
desire for such participation, then the Commission could proceed with
its discussion in a more realistic way.

6. Mr. de Rose recommends that the consultations be held before
the meetings of the Commission. My view agrees with that of General
McNaughton that it would be better to hold the Commission meetings
first and see how far we can go. It is evident that the question of
whether the Commission should hold its meetings first or the consulta-
tions should be held first depends a good deal on the decision as to
the field which would be covered in the consultations. If the sponsor-
ing powers were to adopt the method proposed by Mr. de Rose it would
be reasonable to hold the meetings of the sponsoring powers first. But
if the method adopted is to be more along the lines T have suggested,
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it would be more reasonable to have the meetings of the Commission
held first and see how far they can get before calling the consultations.
7. We beg to request the views of the State Department in this
matter at the earliest possible date, so that the thinking of the others
will not get too far out of line. :
Yours sincerely, FreperICE OSBORN

501.BC/2-349 : Telegram

The Secretary of State to the United States Representative at the
United Nations (Austin)

SECRET WasHINGTON, February 3, 1949—8 p. m.

56. For Austin. Re revival Sov demands for disarmament possibly
impending in forthcoming SC consideration of GA resolution Nov 19,
1948, following confirms understanding reached conversation Osborn
with Leith on Feb 2 and unless you have other views which you wish

* to discuss with Dept US position in SC on GA resolution should be

based thereon:

(¢) GA has already considered question and has called upon
SC through CCA to take specific measures in this field ; what is now
required is detailed study. '

(%) It is now up to Sov Union to cooperate with other members

of CCA to give effect to GA resolution and not continue obstruct

armaments work by repeating demands already considered and re-
jected by overwhelming majority UN membership.

(¢) Any “new” Sov proposals on disarmament should likewise be
sgbmib]‘ied CCA for consideration under appropriate item of its plan
of work.

(d) US will give its active support toward speedy implementation
of GA resolution by CCA.

Dept believes reply to Soviets should be made if possible same meet-
ing as Sov statement in order to counter propaganda impact caused
by delay in answering.

AcHEsON

. 1No record of this conversation has been found in the files of the Depart-
ment of State. ’

501.BC Atomic/2-849 : Telegram

The Secretary of State to the United States Representative at the
' United Nations (Austin) ’

SECRET ‘Wasmineron, February 8, 1949—12 noon.

64. 1. Only concern of Dept re early meeting AEC is that prior to
formulation of formal US position on work of Commission, this Govt
might become committed to a position later found to be out of harmony
with US position.
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2. If in your judgment interim program proposed by Osborn and
McNaughton, namely, publication of new booklet on plan, followed
by clarification of misunderstandings of plan expressed in GA, can
be carried through without prejudice to future program of Commis-
sion or consultations you may in your discretion ask for early meeting
of Commission.

AcHEsON

Editorial Note

At its 407th Meeting, February 8, the Security Council considered
General Assembly Resolution 192(III) (for text, see Foreign Re-
lations, 1948, volume I, Part 1, page 503) which had been transmitted
by the Secretary-General. Malik, the Soviet Representative, opened
discussion by introducing a resolution, S/1246/Rev. 1, which called
for the Commission for Conventional Armaments to prepare a plan
for the reduction by one-third of the armaments and armed forces
of the five permanent members of the Security Council ; called for the
Atomic Energy Commission to submit to the Security Council draft
conventions on prohibition of atomic weapons and on international
control of atomic energy; and required all permanent members of
the Council to submit full data on their armed forces and armaments,
including atomic weapons. For the text of the Soviet draft resolution,
see United Nations, Official Records of the Security Council, Fourth
Year, No. 10, pages 2—4 (hereafter cited as SC, 4tk yr., No. 10), or
Department of State, Documents on Disarmament 19451959 (Wash-
ington: Government Printing Office, 1960), volume I, pages 191-193.

Ambassador Austin immediately expressed the opposition of the
United States to the Soviet resolution. He characterized the proposal
as an attempt to revive a variety of proposals which had already
been rejected by the General Assembly, and as largely irrelevant to
General Assembly Resolution 192(III) which was the object of the
Council’s consideration. He urged that Resolution 192(III) be trans-
mitted to the Commission for Conventional Armaments for imple-

mentation. For the text of Austin’s remarks, see SC, 4th yr., No. 10,
pages 5-9. '

501.BB/2-949 : Telegram

The Secretary of State to the United States Representative at the
United Nations (Austin)

CONFIDENTIAL WasaingTON, February 9, 1949—7 p. m.

67. For Austin. Dept is of opinion that your remarks in SC re the
Soviet proposal constitutes an excellent and thorough reply to the
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Soviet resolution, which appears to include nothing new of substance.*
Prompt referral of the General Assembly resolution, therefore, is in
order. :

You might wish to consider the advisability of a further short state-
ment especially in the event of further Slav statements. The following
points might be helpful in the preparation of such a statement :

(@) The US has fully considered the resolution.

(bg) Tt was clearly understood in the GA that it is useless to have
members report their armed forces and conventional armaments as
long as it is clear that the Soviet Union is unwilling to open up 1ts
country to the extent necessary for verification of this information.

(¢) Tt is for this reason that the GA called upon the CCA to devote
its first attention to formulating proposals for the receipt, checking
and publication of information to be supplied by member states of
their effectives and their conventional armaments. If the Soviet Union
desires to move forward in this respect, it must present an earnest of
such desire through’ cooperation with the other members of the CCA
in the development of proposals in respect to the Mandate of the GA.

(d) The Soviet position on the prohibition of atomic weapons has
been debated at great length at the recent session of the GA. In adopt-
ing the plan of the AEC for the international control of atomic energy
and elimination from national armaments of atomic weapons the GA.
expressed deep concern that unanimous agreement had not been
reached. Only the Soviet Union and 5 other states within its orbit
prevented such unanimity. If the Soviet Union desires control of
atomic energy and elimination of atomic weapons from national arma-
n%ents thel GA has clearly pointed the way—acceptance of the UN plan
of control.

Subject of course to the situation, you might wish to consider ad-
visibility of working with other friendly delegations in an effort to
obtain prompt SC reference of the GA resolution to CCA thus obviat-
ing the necessity for extended discussion of substance of question in
SC. ‘

SC should take no action which could be interpreted as any degree
of support for the Soviet resolution. It should not of course, be
referred by SC to CCA, in whole or in part.? :

1 See editorial note, supra. )

2 At its 408th Meeting, February 10, the Security Council adopted a United
States proposal that General Assembly Resolution 192 (III) be transmitted to
the Commission for Conventional Armaments. The vote was nine to zero with
two abstentions (the Soviet Union and the Ukraine). At the same meeting, the
Soviet Union proposed that its draft resolution, S/1246/Rev. 1, be transmitted to
the CCA. In support of this proposition, the Soviet Representative presented a
lengthy exposition with a view to establishing that the United States had em-
barked on a policy of warmongering and aggression. The motion for trans-
mittal was rejected by a vote of three in favor (the Soviet Union, the Ukraine,
and Egypt), none against, with eight abstentions. The substantive Soviet resolu-
tion itself was also rejected, two votes (the Soviet Union and the Ukraine) to
nNom;,lwith nine abstentions. For the record of the 408th Meeting, see SC, 4th yr.,

0. 11.

The CCA considered Resolution 192 (III) at its 16th and 17th Meetings, Feb-
ruary 15 and 23. At the 17th Meeting, the Commission approved a United States .

Footnote continued on following page.
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Further statement re North Atlantic Pact should await further
advice.? :
AcHEsoN

Footnote continued from preceding page. |
proposal (S/C.8/37—adopted as S/C.3/39) transmitting Resolution 192(III) to
the Working Committee of the CCA for implementation of that resolution’s
sixth paragraph in which the General Assembly expressed confidence that the
CCA would devote its first attention to formulating proposals for the receipt,
verification, and publication of information to be supplied by member states
with regard to their effectives and conventional armaments. The United States
broposal was adopted nine votes to two (the Soviet Union and the Ukraine) ; for
text, see GA (IV), Suppl. No. 2, p. 76. The Working Committee did mot begin
its consideration of the matter until May 26.

®For documentation on Soviet attacks on the North Atlantic Treaty at the
United Nations, see vol. 11, pp. 72 ff. For documentation on the negotiation and im-
plementation of the North -Atlantie Treaty, see vol. v, pp. 1 ff.

Department of State Atomie Energy Files1 .

Memorandum of Conversation, by the Deputy United States Repre-
sentative to the United Nations Atomic Energy Commission (Osborn)

CONFIDENTIAL [New York,] February 16, 1949.

Reported to Senator Austin the action planned for the meeting on
Thursday 2 with the proposed Canadian resolution for the preparation
of a working paper.

I advised Senator Austin that Sir Terence Shone had shown me a
cable from the Foreign Office suggesting that the British Delegation
propose that the idea of ownership by the international agency should
be given up in the hope that by offering this compromise to the Soviet
Union, the Soviet Union would be inclined to offer a compromise on
their part.

I told Senator Austin that General McNaughton of Canada was
anxious to discuss quotas in the Commission, and that the British went
along with him on this, feeling that Vishinsky * had shown that this
was a matter of particular interest to the Soviet. I told him that
McNaughton was against any discussion of stages as being too dan-
gerous to get into, but that some of the members of the Commission
would still like to discuss stages. I then expressed the feeling that the
important thing for us to have in mind was to keep the plan now ap-
proved by all nations except the Soviet group in such shape that if
at any time the Soviet Union were seriously interested in negotiations
we could start such negotiations on a proper basis. That I was very

*Lot 57D688, a consolidated lot file in the Department of State containing
documentation on atomic energy policy, 1944-1962.

? February 17.

® Andrey Yanuaryevich Vyshinsky, Permanent Soviet Representative at the
United Nations; Representative to the Security Council; Foreign Minister of
the Soviet Union from March 4.
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afraid that the discussion of such proposals as those of the U.K., and
even the quota suggestion of Canada, would indicate to the Soviet a
split between the majority nations which the Soviet could exploit
propaganda-wise. Further, that if the Soviet were willing to enter
into serious negotiations, such a split would diminish our bargaining
power to a dangerous point.

I therefore proposed that I should try to talk at least the U.K.
delegates out of their proposal, to prevent its going before the
Commission.

The Senator said that the matter was in my hands, and I must make
my decisions, but that he himself would rather be inclined to allow
the fullest possible discussion of all such proposals in the Commission

- itselfs

* The following marginal notation by Osborn appears at the top of the source
text: “Showed this to Don Leith today (16th) and he stated specifically that
State Dept position was that such dangerous matters should not be discussed in
the Commission itself.”

501.BC Armaments/3—349

Position Paper Prepared by the Executive Committee on Regulation
of Armaments*

SECRET [ WasHINGTON,] March 2, 1949.
RAC D-34e

IMPLEMENTATION OF GENERAL AssEMBLY RusoruTioN oF NOVEMBER 19,
1948, ReratiNg To THE Furure WoRk oF THE COMMISSION FOR
CONVENTIONAL ARMAMENTS

1. The Problem

To determine the position of the United States with respect to the
future work of the Commission for Conventional Armaments in light
of the General Assembly Resolution of November 19, 1948 (Appendix
A).z ' :

9. Facts Bearing on the Problem
Appendix B.?
8. Discussion
Appendix C.2

! In telegram 155, March 11, the Department of State authorized Ambassador
Austin to proceed in accordance with this paper, in view of the fact that it had
b3e_e111 gppmved by the Secretaries of State and Defense (501.BC Armaments/

1149).

2 Not reproduced ; see footnote 8, p. 8.
3 Not printed.
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4. Conclusions

@. The United States is politically committed to participation in the
work of the Commission for Conventional Armaments (CCA) in
carrying out the recommendations of the General Assembly Resolu-
tion of November 19, 1948 (Appendix A). The United States should
continue to adhere to its position that the CCA should proceed with its
Plan of Work taking into account that first priority shall be given
to the development of proposals for census and verification.

b. In developing such proposals the United States objective should
be to gain acceptance of a plan for “receipt, checking and publica-
tion” which, consistent with the purposes of the resolution, would
involve, among other things, a relaxation of the Soviet restrictions on
the free movement of persons and information with its resultant effect
on Soviet foreign and domestic policies. A concurrent objective should
be to avoid acceptance of any plan lacking adequate provision for
verification of information regarding conventional armaments and
effectives.

¢. Should the Soviet acceptance of such a plan not be obtained, the
record of the CCA should show clearly that it is Soviet unwillingness
to cooperate to the extent required which makes it impossible at the
present time to take even this preliminary step toward establishing
a system for the regulation and reduction of conventional armaments
and armed forces. :

d. The United States should prepare, as soon as possible, detailed
proposals for the receipt, checking and publication by an international
organ of control within the framework of the Security Council of full
* information to be supplied by member states with regard to their
effectives and conventional armaments. These proposals should cover
the following matters:

(1) The nature and extent of the information on conventional
armaments and armed forces required and the methods of reporting.

(2) The methods of checking and verification to be employed to
ensure that the information reported is accurate and complete.

(3) The organization, administration, financing, staffing, and the
like, of the international organ of control.

(4) The rights and duties of the control organ,

(5) The relation of the control organ to other organs of the UN.
- (6) The rights and obligations of UN Member States.

(7) The rights and obligations of other states.

e. The scope of disclosure of information on armaments and armed
forces should not exceed that necessary to give a reasonable degree of
assurance as to the existing levels of armaments and armed forces and
should ‘be limited as necessary to avoid unduly jeopardizing the
security of individual states.
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f. The categories of personnel which should be required in the report
are regular armed forces of the military services; military and para-
military forces subject to national control, such as border guards, in-
ternal security forces, militia, and gendarmerie; and reserve com-
ponents of these forces in organized groups, or undergoing periodic
training, refresher, or schooling duties. These categories and the infor-
mation to be reported are tabulated in Annex I.¢

g- The categories of materiel, in service and in reserve, subject to
reporting should be limited generally to those armaments information
on which would provide adequate knowledge of the existing levels of
conventional armaments. Specifically exempted should be materiel in
the research or development stage. Items of armaments subject to
reporting are tabulated in Annex IT.*

h. The system of verification is critical to the attainment of the
United States objectives. The system should include the verification
by audit of records pertaining to the items to be reported and should
provide for a maximum of unrestricted movement for the inspectorate
to permit auditing of the records and spot checks of organizations and
installations. The scope of the verification phase, and activities to
which access should be granted, are tabulated in Annex ITT.*

¢. The system should be supervised by a control agency deriving its
powers from the instrument establishing it. National representation
should be the same as that of the Security Council, and the control
agency should be responsible to that body. Within the scope of its
defined authority, the control agency should be empowered to make
decisions, recommendations, and reports with no requirement of
unammlty :

4. As a pre- requlslte to implementation, the proposals should be
accepted by all states®possessing substantial military resources and
embodied in a suitable international agreement or agreements.

5. Views of the Joint Chiefs of Staff

The comments of the Joint Chiefs of Staff are attached as Appendix
D.” The changes in conclusions suggested in these comments (para-

" graphs a, ¢, and 4 on pages 2 and 3 of Appendix D) have been incor- -

porated in the conclusions of this paper. This paper is identical with
the paper (RAC D-3d)* forwarded to the Joint Chiefs of Staff for
comment except for: (1) the changes noted above in the conclusions;
(2) the addition of Appendix D; and (3) the insertion of this state-
ment concerning the views of the Joint Chiefs of Staff.
6. Recommendations

a. That the Secretaries of State and Defense approve the conclusions
of this paper.

4 Not printed.
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’b. That after such approval the paper be forwarded to the United
States Representative at the Seat of the United Nations for his
guidance.

Department of State Atomic Energy Files

Memorandum of Conversation, by Mr. Charles H. Russell, Adviser,
United States Mission at the United Nations

CONFIDENTIAL [NEw York,] March 4, 1949,
US/AEC/28 '

Participants: General McNaughton, Mr. Ignatieff, Mr. Starnes—
' Canadian Delegation -
Dr. Wei—Chinese Delegation
M. de Rose—French Delegation
Mr. Sunde,* Mr. Lunde,* Mr. Nord—Norwegian Dele-
gation :
Sir Terence Shone, Mr. Falla, Mr. Cole—United King-
dom Delegation :
Mr. Osborn, Mr. Russell—United States Mission

A meeting was held this morning at the United Kingdom Delega-
tion. Sir Terence Shone is Chairman of the UNAEC this month.

1. (a) Draft Secretariat Paper (I)3 Question of whether these
(0) Draft Secretariat Paper (II)* papers need to be amended.

I1. Procedure for dealing with Draft Secretariat Papers.

The meeting discussed the implementation of the resolution adopted
by the commission on February 18 (AEC/85).* The outline of the
working papers prepared by the Secretariat and a paper submitted
by Mr. Osborn, entitled “Recommendations of the United Nations

*Arne Sunde, Norwegian Representative to the Atomic Energy Commission
and the Commission for Conventional Armaments.

?Ivar Lunde, Alternate Norwegian Representative to the Atomic Energy Com-
mission and the Commission for Conventional Armaments.

2 Not printed.

* On February 18, the United Nations Atomic Energy Commission convened (for
its 17th Meeting) in accordance with General Assembly Resolution 191 (III) (for
text, see Foreign Relations, 1948, vol. 1, Part 1, p. 495). At that meeting, the Com-
mission approved a Canadian resolution (adopted as AEC/35) which requested
the Secretariat to prepare the following documents : 1) a working paper setting
out the recommendations on atomic energy control approved by the Third Session
of the General Assembly, 2) a comparative table showing the positions of the
majority and the minority in the Commission on the topics discussed, 3) an index
to the reports and proceedings of the UNAEC and its committees and the General
Assembly and its committees on the subject of atomic energy. The resolution was
adopted unanimously with the exception that the Soviet Union and the Ukraine
abstained on the preamble and paragraph 1. For the text of the resolution, see
United Nations, Oficial Records of the Atomic Energy Commission, Fourth Year,
No. 1, pp. 45 (hereafter cited as AEC, 4th yr., No. 1 ). .

At its 20th Meeting, March 22, the UNAEC adopted a United States proposal
that the preliminary drafts prepared by the Secretariat pursuant to resolution
AEC/35 be transmitted to the Working Committee for consideration. The vote was
nine to two, the Soviet and Ukrainian Representatives voting against the pro-
posal. For the record of the 20th Meeting, see AEGC, jth yr., No. 4.
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Atomic Energy Commission Approved by the General Assembly as
Constituting the Necessary Basis for Establishing an Effective System
of International Control of Atomic Energy to Ensure its Use Only
for Peaceful Purposes and for the Elimination from National Arma-
ments of Atomic Weapons”,> were discussed at length. It was agreed
that the material described in paragraphs 2 and. 3 of the resolution
could safely be assembled by the Secretariat. '

In regard to paragraph 1, General McNaughton was not in favor
either of appointing an editorial committee, as had been suggested by
Sir Terence Shone, or of having the U.S.S.R. represented. He thought
that in regard to paragraph 1, the Secretariat should have a clear
directive from the majority.

Mr. Osborn’ thought that his paper conformed completely to the
requirements of paragraph 1 of the resolution and that the draft of
the Secretariat was inadequate in omitting such headings as “Prohibi-
tion” and “Stages”.

Dr. Wei thought that Mr. Osborn’s paper was to be preferred to
that of the Secretariat. M. de Rose had certain comments on Mr.
Osborn’s paper which he and Mr. Osborn agreed to discuss further
together.

It was decided that in view of the fact that the Secretariat had *asked
for comments and suggestions on their draft before March 3 and had
been informed that further time would be required, General
MecNaughton, as the sponsor of the resolution, would prepare a letter
to the Secretariat, on behalf of the majority delegations, which would
request the Secretariat to proceed with the preparation of paragraphs
9 and 8 and which would contain the views of the majority on the
preparation of paragraph 1; that this letter would not be handed to
the Secretariat until after the meeting of the Commission on March 8;
and that all the majority delegations would have an opportunity to
examine and discuss the text before the letter was signed.

II1. Procedure for dealing with Draft Soviet Resolution.®

Mr. Osborn pointed out that the U.S.S.R. was attacking not what
was proposed under the majority plan, but the methods of the plan.
They were attacking those provisions of the proposed treaty which
‘would make a treaty effective. He felt that the United States could
not weaken in considering other methods of making the treaty effective

‘5 Not printed.

% At the 18th Meeting of the Atomic Energy Commission, February 25, the
Soviet Union introduced a resolution (AEC/37) which read in operative part as
follows : [The Atomic Energy Commission resolves] “1. To begin immediately the
preparation of a draft convention for the prohibition of atomic weapons and a
draft convention for the control of atomic energy, proceeding from the principle .
that both conventions must be concluded and put into effect simultaneously ;

“2. To submit the draft conventions mentioned in the preceding paragraph to
the Security Council not later than 1 June 1949.”

For full text, see AEC, 4th yr., No. 2, p. 8.
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and he was unwilling to compromise. The U.S.S.R. resolution was
basically an attack on such methods as “stages”. He was not interested
in weakening the methods, which were none too strong, and would
abstain if a motion were offered to refer the Soviet resolution (AEC/
37) to a committee.

M. de Rose agreed that there could be no weakening of the methods
of control which the majority had insisted upon, but he felt that it
was essential that the Commission should be in a position to make a
strong case in the Fourth General Assembly. He urged that the Com-
mission submit sufficient material to the Fourth General Assembly
to show :

(@) that the Commission had proceeded as far as it could, and,
(b) thatthe U.S.S.R. would not “play ball”.

M. de Rose suggested that the majority ask the U.S.S.R. how the latter
proposed to go forward. He thought that a very few meetings would
be required to dispose of their proposals, and that while such a pro-
cedure would be on a negative basis, it would nevertheless take some
of the wind out of Mr. Vyshinsky’s sails next autumn. He expressed
the view that if the United States did not participate in these discus-
sions, the U.S.S.R. would make the most of it, and he concluded by
saying that if the United States would not take part he would be
obliged to reconsider his recommendation, made at the meeting of the
Commission on February 25, that the Soviet resolution be referred to
a committee.

Mr. Osborn said that he had been impressed by M. de Rose’s state-
ment and would be prepared to reconsider his earlier remarks in so
far as they related to the transmission of the U.S.S.R. resolution to
the Working Committee. ’

Sir Terence Shone said that it would be better to deal with the Soviet
resolution in the Working Committee than in the Commission.

General McNaughton quoted from a telegram 7 which he had sent
to his government in which he expressed the view that the discussions
in the Commission should :

(@) clarify the majority position, and

(6) show the defects ip the minority proposals.

He regarded it as important, to carry public opinion, that these pro-
posals should discussed, and he agreed that such discussion should take
place in a committee and not in the Commission. Mr. Osborn agreed.

7 Not found in the files of the Department of State.
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General McNaughton again emphasized the importance of examining
the Soviet proposals to make the position of the majority clear to the
world. ‘
" M. de Rose raised the question of U.S.S.R. prestige and suggested
that the Soviet proposals be considered in the Working Committee
rather than in Committee 2,2 and that, in due course, the discussion
of the implementation of the Canadian resolution (AEC/35), be re-
ferred to Committee 2. '

It was agreed that if the Soviet representative should ask for a vote
on his resolution, the majority -would abstain.

IV. Procedure for dealing with General Assembly Resolution and
question of implementing paragraph 4 of that Besolution.™
Little time was left for the discussion of the last item of the agenda.

It was pointed out that the completion of the working papers would

be of value to the delegates in considering the implementation of para-

graph 4 of the General Assembly resolution of November 4, 1948..

It was hoped that representatives of the majority would meet again

next week. ~

C. H. RusseLL

8 At its Third Meeting, June 25, 1946, the UNAEC established a Working Com-
mittee of the whole to consider all proposals which had been made to the Com-
mission and to appoint such other committees as seemed necessary. Committee 2,
created by the Working Committee on July 12, 1946, functioned essentially as a
sub-committee possessing broad terms of reference. :

*«(alls upon the A.B.C. to resume its sessions, to survey its programme of work.
and 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.” [Footnote in
the source text.]

Department of State Atomic Energy Files . .

Memorandum of Conversation, by the Deputy United States Repre-
sentative to the United Nations Atomic Emergy Commission
(Osborn) :

SECRET [NEw Yorxk,] March 10, 1949.
A meeting of consultants to the U.S. Representative on the United

Nations Atomic Energy Commission was held in New York at 3:30
p- m. March 8, 1949, in the offices of the U.S. Mission.!

! This meeting was discussed by Dr. J. Robert Oppenheimer, a participant, and
the Secretary of State on March 17 in Washington; for information regarding
the Acheson-Oppenheimer discussion, see the memorandum by R. Gordon Arne-
son, March 17, p. 461.

445-205—T76—5
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The following were present:

President Conant 2
Dr. Oppenheimer *
General Groves*

" Dr. Bacher?
General Nichols ¢
General Farrell 7
Mr. Chester Barnard 8
Dr. Vance®

Also, Mr. Osborn, Mr. Russell, Mr. Chase'and Mr. Afneson.

Five questions were put on the agenda, and for almost two hours
there was an active -discussion in which Messrs. Qsborn, Arneson,
Russell and Chase took no part. Mr. Osborn then read aloud the
summary he had made of the answers to each of the questions on the
agenda. The consultants, without exception, stated that the summary
read to them represented their unanimous views in answer to the
_questions asked.
" The questions asked in the agenda and the answers of the consultants
were as follows::
Question 1: In the past three years has new information of a tech-
nical or scientific nature developed which indicates a change in the
technical basis of the recommendations of the Commission ?

Amnswer: Scientific base not changed. Technical basis, such as stocks -

of materials, greatly changed. Political situation altogether changed.

Question 2: Under the terms of the General Assembly Resolution
of November 4, 1948, (see page 35 of the Appendix %) calling upon
the Atomic Energy Commission “to survey its program of work and
to proceed with the further study of such of its subjects remaining in

?Dr. James B. Conant, President of Harvard University; Member of the
General Advisory Committee of the United States Atomic Energy Commission.

2Dr. J. Robert Oppenheimer, Chairman of the Institute for Advanced Study,
Princeton, New Jersey; Chairman of the General Advisory Committee of the
United States Atomic Energy Commission ; Director of Los Alamos Laboratories
of Manhattan Engineer District (the atomlc weapons development program),
1943-1945.

*Lt. Gen. (ret.) Leslie R. Groves, Vice President in charge of advanced -sci-
entific research, Remington Rand Inc.; Commandmg General, Manhattan Engi-
neer District, 1943—1945

5Dr. Robert F. Bacher, Member of the United States Atomic Energy
Commission.

¢Maj. Gen. Kenneth D. Nichols, Member of the Military Liaison Committee to
the United States Atomic Energy Commission.

7Maj. Gen. (ret.) Thomas F. Farrell, Deputy Commander of Manhattan Engi-
neer District, 1943-1945 ; Member of the United States Delegation to the United
Nations Atomic Energy Commission, 1946.

8 Chester I. Barnard, President of the Rockefeller 'Foundation; Member of
the Board of Consultants of the Secretary of State’s Committee on' Atomic
Energy, .1946.

*Dr. John E. Vance, Chairman of the Department of Chemistry, Yale
University.

10 Appendix not printed.
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the program of work as it considers to be practicable and useful,”
what, if any, further work is considered practlcable and useful ?

Answer: None. The less we say, the better. The more we appear
to stop discussions, the worse, but we may have to. End up on same
conclusions as those of the Third Report, but stronger and better
documented, and more sharply focused on questions of access and
openness. ‘

Question 3: What should be discussed when the sponsoring powers
meet, and at what level should the consultations take place?

Answer: Level not determined. Content, same as Fourth Report of
'AEC, plus recognition of added stocks, of power development being
more in the future, and political situation being much worse. A defi-
nite declaration along these lines should be made at least by the U.K.,
Canada and the U.S. There should possibly be a supplemental declara-
tion by the United States going further, and indicating that negotia-
tions when reopened will have to be taken up on a basis which takes
into account changes due to the passage of time. .

Question 4: Should the survey of the program of work by the
Atomic Energy Commission and the consultation of the sponsoring
powers called for in the General Assembly resolution take place con-
currently, or should one follow the other, and if the latter, which
should take first place ? '

Answer: AEC first, to completion of Report. Sponsoring powers
should consult in time to report to the General Assembly.

Question 5: What should be the purpose of the reports to be made
by the Commission and by the sponsoring powers to the next regular
session of the General Assembly ?

Answer: Get us completely out of an impossible situation.

Remarks (unanimous) : Dangerous to move so slowly on this.

Freperick OSBORN

Department of State Atomic Energy Files

Memorandwm by the Deputy United Stoates Representative to the
United Nations Atomic Energy Commission (Osborn)

TOP SECRET [NEw Yorxk,] March 10, 1949.
Summary of statements by Consultants at meeting of March 8th:
OPPENHEIMER :
Speaking with respect to the first question, whether in the past three
years there have been changes affecting the basis of the Commission’s

work : “Things that have not happened give us a longer time scale. This
is reflected in the Second Report.”
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Speaking after a remark by Conant: “Horrified at the thought of
what we would be called on to do if these proposals should now be
accepted. The public and the Senate would never ratify them.”

Further remarks on the same subject: “We now have stockpiles
which, if distributed, would result in a formidable threat to security,
which cannot be solved until there are plants to put the stuff in.”

“Initiative (on withdrawal) should be taken by the U.S. after
consultations.,”

“We should extract ourselves in an honest, candid way that will not
antagonize others.”

“Preposterous position of being forced to advocate something we
know the U.S. cannot go through with. Should make public statement
that we would be willing to negotiate when political position is differ-
ent. Cannot -face problem now. The world situation required isn’
there. We can no longer wholeheartedly advocate it.”

“Pre-conditions for the plan have not been fulfilled. They extend
far beyond the technical and scientific conditions.”

Bacuer:

“One of the big changes is the accumulation of stock, but if that
were the only stumbling block it could be fixed. But other things
couldn’t be fixed.”

“Climate altogether different now.”

“Conditions not cha,nged in a way to alter fundamentals of the
plan.”

FARreLL:
“Don’t put yourself in a spot where you can’t pull out.”
“Plan as now written oomplebely unrealistic in the world of today.”

Barnarp:

“Should get this plan out of the way. Let others try their hands at
it and start constructively. We started tthis whole negotiation in the
wrong way (we were forced todoso).”

NricHoLS:
“We can’t offer benefits as fast as we thought we could.”
“Still have need to do away with weapon, but the international
. situation prevents it. But there is now no need to hurry on power.”

CoNANT:

“Acheson-Lilienthal report now out of date for political reasons,
delay in producing power, etc.”

“Scientific position has not changed Technical position has changed,
also political position.”

“Power not in sight.”
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“Original solution no longer applicable. We ought to break negotia-
tions off.”

“President should make announcement that conditions have deteri-
ora;bed.,,We are playing with dynamite now since the Soviet might
accept.

“When and if the Soviet is a friendly government we will have to
make a new plan.”

GROVES :

“We ought to start moving out. We ought to have done this at
Paris.”

“We should announce we will not use bombs for aggression. U.S.
should be trustee. Some other nation should ask us to be trustee.”
(Oppenheimer: “No, U.S. should say why change is necessary, larger
stockpiles now, ete.”)

Summary of entire meeting given in secret paper of this date * and
in confidential paper also this date,? both on the same subject.

FrEDERICK OSBORN

* Supra.
9 Not printed.

Department of State Disarﬁmment Files

The Deputy United States Representative to the Commission for
Conventional Armaments (Osborn) to the Asszstamt Secretary of
State for United Natzons Affairs (Rusk)

RESTRICTED New York, March 25, 1949.

Drar Dean: I am drawing this to your attention with this personal
line because it is a very tight schedule and will take unremitting pres-
sure to get it done.

Personally, I think it is quite important that such a plan be pre-
sented to the General Assembly, because it would take the heat off our
failure to get agreement from the Soviet on atomic energy, and help
show up the Soviet refusal to agree on anything.

Of course, my judgment on this must be affected by its being my
particular job. You may want to give some consideration as to
whether the State Department considers it important that such a plan
should be developed by the CCA and presented to the next session of
the General Assembly.

The resolution was, as you know, not initiated by the United States.
On the other hand, it is quite clear that Belgium and France, who
initiated it, will not be able to implement it without a great deal of
help from us.

Yours sincerely, Frep OSBORN
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[Enclosure]

Memorandum by the Deputy United States Re'presentati@e to the
Commission for Conventional Armamenis (Osborn) to the United
States Representative at the United Nations (Austin)

RESTRICTED k ‘ [New York,| March 25, 1949.

Subject: Schedule for the CCA in its assigned task of implementing

the Geeneral Assembly resolution of November 19, 1948, for setting

up an international control agency for receiving, verifying, and

publishing information on arms and armed forces, for submission

to the General Assembly at its next Regular Session in September
1949. '

1. Preparatory work in developing the United States position went
forward rapidly in the last week of December and the first two weeks
of January, largely under the direction of Captain Paige Smith and
Lit. Commander Higgins of the RAC in Washington. A RAC position
paper was prepared by the 15th of January, and after some delay in
the State Department was sent forward for approval and was finally
returned March 9th, approved by the Joint Chiefs of Staff and by the
Secretary of State and the Secretary of Defense.

On the same date a brief summary 2 along similar lines and wholly
within the United States position paper was agreed upon by the repre-
sentatives of Canada, the United Kingdom, France and the United

~ States, and sent to their respective governments for their considera-
tion. The agreed paper contained a tentative United States listing
and a tentative United Kingdom listing.

2. After consultation with the representatives of the Military Staff

- Committee in New York, it is considered that the following program
should be undertaken in the order named: .

a. The representatives of the Mission, including those of the Mili-
tary Staff Committee, will determine with the RAC the approximate
form which we should strive for in the final report to be made to the
General Assembly. Evidently it will not be possible for the CCA to
prepare a complete treaty ready for signature. There is not enough
~ time between now and September, it is not necessary; and it would be
inadvisable in any event. It is, however, necessary to prepare a pro-
posal which could be a basis for a treaty and which would be suf-
ficiently clear and extensive to stand up under a General Assembly
debate and to make clear the intent of the parties as to what they were
willing to agree to.

b. The Defense members of the RAC should then commence draft-
ing their idea of such a plan. :

c. When the work outlined in &. is well under way, arrangements
should be made with Canada, the United Kingdom and France to
designate qualified technical personnel to confer with qualified tech-
nical United States personnel, and attempt to reach Four-Power
agreement on the form and content of the plan.

* RAC D-34e, March 2, p. 33.
2 Not printed.
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d. When tentative agreement has been reached by the technicall
qualified personnel of the four powers, but not before, then the CC
and its sub-committees should be activated and the general negotia-
tions carried on as rapidly as possible by the appointed delegates of
the United States and other nations, with the advice and assistance
of the qualified technical personnel who have done the preliminary
work and are thoroughly acquainted with it.

8. There remain only five months before the final meetings of the
Security Council preceding the next Regular Session of the General
Assembly. It will require constant pressure to put through any sort

“of a plan in this time. Unless the delegates to the CCA can activate
the Commission and start work early in May, there is very little chance
of the plan being completed in time for the General Assembly.

So tight a schedule would require that the preliminary step of
preparing tentative United States proposals for a plan as outlined
above should be well under way by the middle of April. The tech-
nically qualified personnel of the four powers should be at work
together, not later than the end of April, and the CCA should be
activated early in May, as soon as agreement on the Four-Power dis-
cussions seems assured.

4. Copy of this memorandum is being sent to Mr. Dean Rusk.

Department of State Atomic Energy Files ' .

Memorandum of Conversation, by Messrs. Frederiok H. Osborn and
Charles H. Russell of the United States Mission at the United
Nations ‘

CONFIDENTIAL , [New Yorxk,] April 1, 1949.
US/AEC/30

Subject: Work of the Atomic Energy Commission, and the Six-
Power Consultations.

Participants: General McNaughton, Mr. Ignatieff, Mr. Starnes;
‘ Canadian Delegation
Dr. Wei; Chinese Delegation
M. de Rose; French Delegation
Sir Terence Shone, Mr. Cole; United Kingdom
Delegation . :
Mr. Osborn, Mr. Russell; United States Mission

Immediately after the short meeting of the Working Committee of
the Atomic Energy Commission on April 1,' the delegates of the five

1 At its 44th Meeting, April 1, the Working Committee examined a skeleton
document prepared by the Secretariat (AERC/C.1/77, not printed), setting out the
recommendations on atomic energy approved by the General Assembly at its
Third Session (1948). The Committee adopted various modifications which
were to be incorporated into a new draft. The Working Committee did not meet
again until June 1. The Proceedings of the Working Committee are not published
as part of the Official Record of the United Nations, but exist in mimeographed
form in United Nations Depository Libraries.
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sponsoring powers named above met informally to discuss plans for
their work.

It was felt that the course of the debates in the five meetings of the
Atomic Energy Commission which had been held in February and
March had made it abundantly clear that the Soviet was using the
Commission solely for propaganda purposes with no intention of
taking part in negotiations.

On the question of the six- power consultations, M. de Rose urged
that there should be a new approach: he called attention to the fact
that in the Second Report the majority had presented detailed pro-
posals and that the Soviet had refused toaccept any of them; he now
recommended that the majority present a few broad principles 2 which
would be easily understood by the public and the General Assembly.
If the Soviet refused to agree to them, the other sponsoring powers
would have a clear record and sound reasons for not going further.

It was agreed that Mr. Osborn and M. de Rose would meet together
in the near future to do the preparatory work, as the other delegates
would be very busy with the work of the General Assembly, but would
bring in the other delegates as much as possible. It was important
that the preparatory work should be completed and agreed upon be-
fore the consultations of the sponsoring powers were called. It was felt
that the consultations should take place after the termination of the
Second Part of the Third Session of the General Assembly and at the
level of the members of the UNAEC. The view was expressed that the
consultations, being dlplomatlc negotiations, should be held in closed
meetings.
~ Sir Terence Shone said that his instructions contained a suggestion
that some concession should be made at this time on the question of
ownership. Mr. Cole added that it would be made more with a view
to being rejected by the Soviet than for any other purpose. Mr. Osborn
took a very firm position, and asked Sir Terence Shone to inform
his Government that the U.S. Government felt strongly that it would
be highly inadvisable to suggest any compromise on the question of
ownership at present. General McNaughton said: “We must not give
up the idea of ownership in trust. No nation has any rights of owner-
ship. This is essential”.

There was general agreement that the Fourth Report would have to
state that the impasse, to which the Third Report referred, still existed
and for the same reasons, and that the report should be thoroughly
documented. Mr. Osborn suggested that it might be advisable to leave
it to the Fourth General Assembly to decide what the Commission
should do thereafter, and that the Commission itself should make no

2 For the pnnmples suggested by de Rose in a memorandum of January 27, see
footnote 1, p. 27.
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recommendation on this point in the Fourth Report. General Me-
Naughton said that he thought well of this idea.
It was agreed that the sponsoring powers should make an entirely
separate report to the General Assembly.
It was generally understood that the consultations would be called
by the Secretary General of the United Nations.
F. OsBorN
C. H. RuUSsELL

‘Department of State Disarmament Files

Memorandum of Comversation, by the Deputy United States
Representative to the Commission for Conventional Armaments
(Nash)* :

CONFIDENTIAL , ‘ [New York,] April 13, 1949.
US/S/C.3/11 .
Subject: Implementation by the Commission for Conventional

Armaments of the General Assembly Resolution of November 19,
1948, on Census and Verification

Participants: Sir Terence Shone and Mr. Falla, United Kingdom

Delegation
Messrs. Nash, Osborn, Russell, Leith, Shooshan,?
United States Mission

On March 9, 1949 the Deputy United States Representative on the
Commission for Conventional Armaments gave to the Representatives
of the Delegations of the United Kingdom, France, and Canada, an
informal and unofficial paper ? indicating tentatively the general line
of the United States thinking on the above subject. This paper, it is
understood, was transmitted by the above Delegations to their
respective Governments.

Subsequently, on April 6th the Deputy United States Representa-
tive transmitted to the above Delegations a more detailed paper *
representing the official United States position. It is understood that
this later paper has also been transmitted by the Delegations to their
respective Governments.

!Frank C. Nash succeeded Frederick H. Osborn as Deputy United States
Representative to the Commission for Conventional Armaments on April 2;
Osborn continued to serve as Deputy United States Representative to the United
Nations Atomic Energy Commission.

?Harry M. Shooshan, Jr., of the Division of International Security Affairs,
Department of State; Exeeutive Secretary of the Executive Gomnnttee on Regu-
lation of Armaments.

3 Not printed.

*The paper under reference, based on position paper RAC D-34e (p 33), is not
printed. It was circulated in the Hxecutive Committee on Regulation of Arma-
ments as RAC D-34/f, April 26, with the notation that it was being negotiated
by the United States Mission pursuant to RAC D-34e. (Department of State Dis-
armament Files)
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At the subject meeting the United Kingdom Representatives stated
that they had received instructions from their Government to the effect
that “on a political and tactical basis” the initial United States paper
could be accepted as a basis for discussion. They further stated that
no response had as yet been received with respect to the later official
United States paper.

In the ensuing discussion of the two papers, the impression was
conveyed that, notwithstanding certain reservations which, for secu-
rity reasons, they had respecting the scope and detail of the United
States proposal, the United Kingdom Delegation would be prepared -
to support the United States position on “political and tactical”
grounds.

With respect to the program of future actlon in the CCA, the
British stated that they had not given much thought to the matter.
However they expressed the opinion that it would be desirable to have
the French Delegation introduce a proposal into the Working Com-
mittee, since it was the French and Belgians who had been respon-
sible for the original General Assembly Resolution calling for a census.

We agreed with the British that the above course of action might
be desirable. An alternative plan was also discussed which is to have
the Working Committee in the near future start discussing the method
of implementing the General Assembly resolution. Such a discussion
would inevitably bring forth various views as to what should be done
and as to the nature and scope of the census. Following general discus-
sions in the Working Committee, it would then be in order to propose
that a subcommittee be established to iron out the differences between
the various ideas put forth in the Working Committee and to draft,
if possible, a common plan. Under this alternative, it would be in this

- subcommittee, that a paper or papers would be presented by one or
several mem‘bers of the United Kingdom, French Canadian, and
United States Delegations. The advantage in this procedure would
be that whatever plan may come out of the subcommittee would not be
labeled a United States plan or a French plan, ete., but would be a
CCA plan if a majority could agreeto it.

Respecting the timing of future activities in the CCA, we stated
that we should like to have a meeting of the Working Committee at
the earliest possible‘date in order to begin the actual implementation

~ of the General Assembly resolution before too much more time should

elapse. We said we felt that the time was getting short and that we

would have to utilize every opportunity to complete work on the census
plan in the CCA between now and the middle or end of July in order
to have a report ready for the General Assembly in the coming fall

session. The British agreed with this but felt as a practical matter it
would be most difficult to hold meetings prior to the end of the present
session of the General Assembly. The British stated their feeling that
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the major desideratum at this point was to have the United States,
United Kingdom, French and Canadian Delegations concert their
plans as rapidly as possible so that when the present session of the
General Assembly has ended we will be prepared to act with the
necessary dispatch in getting a census plan discussed, developed and,
if possible, approved in the CCA in time for the fall session of the
General Assembly. To this end, it was agreed that arrangements could
be made to have a joint meeting at an early date between the United
Knigdom, French, Canadian and United States Delegations.

Frank C. Nasn

Department of State Disarmament Files

Memorandum of Conversation, by the Deputy United States Repre-
sentative to the Commission for Conventional Armaments (Nash)

CONFIDENTIAL [New York,] April 14, 1949.
US/s/C.3/13 : ’ )
Subject: Implementation by the Commission for Conventional

Armaments of the Greneral Assembly Resolution of November 19,
1948, on Census and Verification

Participants: Baron de la Tournelle, French Delegatmn
' Mr. Leith, UNS
Mr. Shooshan, UNS
Mr. Russell, United States Delegation
Mr. Nash, United States Delegation

At a meeting at the French Delegation on April 14, 1949, Baron de
la Tournelle advised us that instructions had been received from Paris
approving the United States position contained in the informal, un-
official memorandum discussed on March 9, 1949. He explained that
the official United States paper, transmitted by the Deputy United
States Representative on April 6, had been subsequently referred to
Paris and that while no reply had yet been returned, he nevertheless
felt that word would be received within “the next few days”.

Baron de la Tournelle said that the French would be willing to put
forward a draft paper along the lines of the United States paper as
their proposal in the Working Committee, although he recogmzed’
that it might be necessary to alter certain detalls in order to give them

“French flavor”.

Baron de la Tournelle suggested that the French position might lie
somewhere between what he understood to be the British position and
the United States position. We explained that while the British might
have some reservations from a security standpoint, they were pre-
pared, on the basis of the earlier draft paper, to accept the United
States position on political and tactical grounds, and that we felt in
the last analysis there would be no very wide difference between the -
British and ourselves.
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Baron de la Tournelle explained that French public opinion re-
quired that a fair and honest plan be put forward which should be
acceptable to all states and that such a plan should not be aimed at
making it difficult for the Russians to accept it. We agreed that every
effort should be made to come up with fair and reasonable proposals,
and that so far as bringing about some measure of confidence, the heart
of the General Assembly resolution was to be found in adequate
verification of information to be subject to the census.

Baron de la Tournelle agreed to send us a memorandum as soon as
he had heard from Paris giving us the French views and agreed fur-
ther that it would be helpful to arrange for a meeting of the French,
Canadians, British and ourselves as soon as the other delegations had’
received instructions from their governments. He also agreed that it
would be desirable to have a meeting of the Working Committee be-
fore the end of the present General Assembly session into which he
would be prepared to present a working paper with the object of
getting early action by that committee in formulating the report to
the fourth session of the General Assembly called for by the resolution
of November 19, 1948.

Frank C. Nasm

Department of State Disarmament Files

Memorandum of Conversation, by the Deputy . United States.
Representative to the Commission for Conventional Armaments
(Nash) . '

CONFIDENTIAL [New Yorx,] April 27, 1949.
US/S/C.3/14

Subject: Implementation by the Commission for Conventional
Armaments of the General Assembly Resolution of November 19,
1948, on Census and Verification. , :

Participants: General McNaughton, Mr. Starnes; Canadian

Delegation.

Baron de la Tournelle, Colonel Penette, Major
Fournier ; French Delegation. ‘

Sir Terence Shone, Mr. Cole, Mr. Laskey,* Major
Baker-Baker, Wing Commander Warne; United
Kingdom Delegation. :

Colonel Townsley; U.S. Military Staff Committee.

Mr. Leith; Division of International Security Affairs.

Mr. Russell, Mr. Nash; United States Mission.

A meeting was held at the United States Mission on April 27 to
consider the subject stated above.

Denis 8. Laskey, Adviser, Permanent United Kingdom Delegation at the
United Nations.
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Mr. Nash opened the meeting by reviewing the status of negotia-
tions among the four Delegations respecting implementation of the
GA Resolution of November 19. He pointed out that this was the first
meeting of the four Delegations since his tenure of office began. He
recalled that a U.S. paper setting forth the views of his government
as to the nature of the proposal to be introduced into the Commission
for Conventional Armaments had been distributed to the other Dele-
gations for their comments. This meeting was called to receive those
comments and to discuss the proper manner of handling such a paper
in the CCA. He pointed out that the French Delegation had agreed
to introduce a paper along the lines of the U.S. paper into the CCA
in order to initiate concrete discussion in the Working Committee.
He stated that he hoped the other Delegations had received the official
comments of their governments on the U.S. paper in question.

Sir Terence Shone stated that while he had not yet received the full
comments of the Foreign Office, he had a telegram embodying some
preliminary views on the latest U.S. paper. The most important com-
ment contained in the telegram was to the effect that the U.S. paper
did not seem sufficiently detailed for introduction into the Working
Committee. This was interpreted to mean that considerably more
technical details would need to be added.

Mr. Nash replied that it was the U.S. view that thé initial paper
did not need to be more detailed than the proposed U.S. paper but
that the place for the discussion of details would be in the technical
sub-committees.

Sir Terence Shone again stressed the United Kingdom view that the
U.K. did not wish too detailed a breakdown of the information to be
reported. For example, it did not want to give components of overseas
forces, nor details respecting geographic location—for instance, how
many troops were stationed in Gibraltar or in Egypt. There was also
a question as to the U.S. proposal for a breakdown of information on
“numbers maintained for (@) national defense, () occupation and
other international commitments, (¢) internal security.”

Mr. Nash replied that while the U.S. was prepared to go farther
than the British apparently were in these respects, the matter was
still open for more detailed discussion.

Sir Terence Shone stated that the Foreign Office felt that a detailed
statement respecting organization would be needed.

Mr. Nash said that such a statement was being prepa,red in his
government.

Sir Terence Shone added that the Foreign Office approved the idea
of ¢>tting up a sub-committee of the Working Committee for drafting
of papers. He reiterated U.K. approval for introduction into the CCA
by the French Delegation of a paper representing the agreed views
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~ of the majority. He stated that the full views of the Foreign Office
on the U.S. draft would be received within a month.

After Mr. Nash raised the question of the urgency of action on a
paper for the CCA, Sir Terence Shone revised his estimate and stated
his belief that the U.K. comments might be in hand within ten days.

General McNaughton stated his view that there might need to be
several ad hoc sub-committees to deal with technical questions. He also
emphasized the importance of developing a Commission plan rather
than a U.S., French or Canadian plan in the Commission. He stated,
however, that his government approved the idea of the French intro-

ducing an initial draft as a basis for starting the general discussion in -

the Working Committee. The common Commission draft would
emerge in the course of events from the work of the sub-committees.
" General McNaughton indicated that the Canadian Chiefs of Staff
had accepted the U.S. paper as a basis for discussion but that this ac-
tion had not as yet been confirmed by written instructions from his
government. He said that a telephone conversation the morning of the
meeting had indicated, nevertheless, that his government saw eye to
eye with the U.S. in matters of personnel. They would have some de-
tailed comments on equipment but this would not affect the agreement
upon general principles. He believed that there should be no military

experts at the Working Committee level but that such experts should

be called in in connection with the work of the sub-committees.

Baron de la Tournelle stated that his government had approved the
U.S. paper as constituting a basic outline of the paper to be introduced
into the Working Committee. The French Government had left it to
the French Mission in' New York to fill in the details. Pursuant to
such instructions, the Mission had developed a working paper? for
consideration by the other three Delegations. '

Since the French paper had only been received a few minutes before
the meeting was called and since it had not been translated, the three
Delegations had not had the opportunity to consider it. For this
reason Major Fournier was called on to summarize the paper and to
state wherein it differed from the U.S. paper. Major Fournier stated
that the French paper was practically identical with the U.S. paper
except for one item. This item had to do with a French proposal for
including both figures on manpower in industries producing conven-

2The document under reference, circulated in English translation in the Execu-
tive Committee on Regulation of Armaments as RAC D-34/g, April 28, is not
printed.
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tional armaments as well as figures indicating the production of war
materiels and of certain finished products.

Mr. Nash said that he was glad the French were apparently able to
develop a paper so closely in line with the U.S. paper but that he
thought the French proposal on manpower in industries producing
conventional armaments and statistics on industrial potential a
dangerous one.

General McNaughton strongly stated his agreement with Mr. Nash’s
objection to the French proposal and added that he considered it both
unwise and impractical. He emphasized the importance of keeping to
a census of the Military Establishment only, especially in view of the
necessity for verification. He pointed out that there were few aspects
in the life of a nation which would not be directly or indirectly in-
volved in the production of armaments. He did not believe it desirable
or politically feasible to have the industrial life of a country subjected
to such inspection, especially in view of the limited nature of the pro-
posed census.

Mr. Nash referred to some of the technical difficulties involved in
attempting inspection on such a scale and pointed out how many peace-
time industries could easily be converted to war uses.

General McNaughton stated his belief that the Soviet Union would
receive such a proposal with great suspicion.

Sir Terence Shone agreed with the above views on thls question.

General McNaughton again emphasized the importance of confin-
ing the work to be undertaken to levels of the armed forces and conven-
tional armaments possessed by each nation. ‘ ~

It was agreed that each Delegation would transmit to Baron de la
Tournelle at the earliest opportunity its comments on the French
paper, and that after these had been received, Baron de la Tournelle
would draft a paper taking into account the views of the four Delega-
tions. A meeting of these Delegations would then be called with a view
to examining the new paper in the necessary detail. If the paper was
satisfactory to all, it could be presented to the Working Committee
very soon thereafter The target date for the next Working Committee
meeting was the middle of May. It was believed that the military ex-
perts would be called in by the last week in May for work in connection
with a sub-committee or sub-committees. Such a schedule was thought
to be reasonable in view of the fact that the French had stated that
their paper differed little from the U.S. paper with the one exception
noted above.

F. C. Nasu
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Departnienf of State Disarmament Files

Memorandum of Comversation, by the Ewecutive Secretary of the
Executive Committee on Regulatwn of Armaments (Shooshan)

CONFIDENTIAL [New YORK,] May 9, 1949.
US/8/C.3/17
Subject: Implementation by the Commission for Conventional
Armaments of the General Assembly Resolution of November 19,
1948, on Census and Verification
Participants: Baron de la Tournelle, Colonel Penette, Major
Fournier; French Delegation
Colonel Townsley, United States Military Staff
Committee
Mr. Nash, Mr. Russell ; United States Mission
Mr. Shooshan; Division of International Security
Affairs

Baron de la Tournelle asked Mr. Nash what the views of the United
States were on the French draft paper? circulated at the Four Dele-
gation meeting of April 27, 1949, and offered the preliminary comment
that he did not visualize any problem in getting together and proceed-
ing with a commonly accepted paper.

Mr. Nash stated that the French draft paper raised several questions
of substance and appeared to be so general as to lead the United States
to the conclusion that the paper would not prove adequate as a basis
for a final proposal to be introduced into the Working Committee of
the CCA.

Mr. Nash expla,lned that since he had received the French draft
paper just prior to the meeting of April 27, there had been no oppor-
tunity to obtain a full translation of it until after the meeting. With
reference to the one point of difference mentioned by the French at
the meeting of April 27, he pointed out that, as indicated at that meet-
ing, the United States regarded the inclusion of industrial potential
in the census and verification proposals as going well beyond the Gen-
eral Assembly resolution of November 19, 1948, which applied to
“‘armaments” and “effectives” alone. He pointed out further that the
inclusion of industrial capacity in the census and verification measures
opened up a wide variety of collateral fields which did not properly
belong within the scope of the measures under discussion.

Baron de la Tournelle readily agreed to the deletion of the inclusion
of industrial potential.

Mr. Nash pointed out further that there was a very fundamental
difference reflected in the French paper in not emphasizing the im-
portance of adequate verification as stressed by the United States

! Not printed.
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paper. The insistence in the French paper on avoiding any disclosure
of geographic distribution of armed forces and armaments repre-
sented a departure from United States thinking. He pointed out that
it was largely from the verification process itself that greatest progress
would be made in the restoration of international confidence rather
than from the information to be produced by the census. He said that
the French draft appeared to confine verification to central records of
“a public nature”, excluding any classified source of information and
that such sources were not adequate in the United States view. Mr.
Nash also said that the French draft paper was deficient in nét provid-
ing for “spot checks” of the nature anticipated in the United States
paper. Mr. Nash stated that it was the view of the United States that
in the interest of adequate verification all nations must be prepared
to make available records which would make verification effective and
meaningful and that such sources must as a by-product reveal a cer-
tain degree of breakdown of armed forces beyond any indicated in
the French draft paper. He said that the United States was prepared
to subscribe to such a breakdown in the interest of assuring realistic
and purposeful verification. He pointed out that in the United States
view it is through the cross-checking of information that adequate
verification can best be achieved. He explained that the actual verifica-
tion process would undoubtedly vary from country to country and
that in most cases the use of central records alone would undoubtedly
accomplish the necessary results. He observed that in some cases it
might, however, be necessary for the inspectorate to use one or more
of the types of cross-records indicated in the United States paper in

. order adequately to verify reported information, if it should be so

determined by the organ which would supervise the execution of the
census and verification measures. For this reason he stated the govern-
ing basic understanding on the subject must be sufficiently comprehen-
sive to allow for the necessary flexibility in order to assure adequate
verification. -
“Colonel Penette explained that experience in the use of “spot checks”
did not impress him with their value unless, in the case of personnel,
an across-the-board disclosure was made of the geographic distribu-
tion of armed forces and armaments which would be spot-checked for
purposes of verifying the information reported. He pointed out that
in the absence of an across-the-board disclosure, the spot check was

‘without meaning and encouraged evasion.

Mr. Nash replied that so far as the United States was concerned it
was prepared to give the across-the-board information described by
Colonel Penette if all others would so agree in the interest of provid-
ing for adequate verification. Colonel Penette said he did not think the
French Government would be so prepared.

445-205—T76——6 '
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Mr. Nash then explained further that in the United States paper
the concept of spot checking was viewed as a sampling device to pro-
vide one more source of information which could be pieced together
with other information in order to supply necessary verification. He
illustrated the point further by saying that it was much in the nature
of a random check of products on a production assembly line. He
recognized certain deficiencies in his illustration when applied to the
present subject but said that the United States regarded spot checks
as potentially meaningful when concerted with other information to
be verified. The United States regarded the actual product of the
census itself as not giving information with real precision, and that it
was in the verification process that progress in the restoration of con-
fidence would be demonstrated. Similarly Mr. Nash indicated that
since the object of the General Assembly resolution was to provide
a very limited step forward in the implementation of Article 26 that
too rigid a census and verification system should not be sought in the
absence of wider areas of agreement to be developed in further CCA
consideration of its plan of work. Mr. Nash re-emphasized that the
measures proposed in the Working Committee should be as compre-
hensive as they were realistic, given existing political realities, in the
hope that all members.of CCA might accept them or make clear why
they could not do so. '

Baron de la Tournelle suggested that military representatives of
the various Delegations might get together in order to discuss further
such matters as “spot checks” and “geographic distribution” in order
to clear the ground and to provide for a further exchange of views of.
the four Delegations.

Mr. Nash suggested, alternatively, that in order to permit the fur-
ther exchange of views of the respective governments and to promote
mutual understanding of the United States paper that it might be
helpful to continue discussions of the various points raised among the
representatives of the four Delegations. Mr. Nash stated further that
there were basic principles involved in the United States paper, some
of which had already been discussed and would lend themselves to
further discussion, and others which had only briefly been touched
upon. He pointed out that it might be helpful to all concerned if there
could be further discussion of the United States paper as a whole by
the four Delegations and that there was perhaps value in doing this
even though all had not heard finally from their respective govern-
ments. Baron de la Tournelle agreed with Mr. Nash’s suggestion and
~ offered to meet with the other Delegations either on May 11 or 13,
concluding that he still did not anticipate any real problem in arriving
at a commonly accepted paper.
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Mr. Nash left a copy, on an informal basis, of a United States
memorandum 2 reflecting United States views on the French paper
with Baron de la Tournelle for his information.

H. M. SHOOSHAN, JR.

3 The memorandum under reference, circulated in the Executive Committee
on Regulation of Armaments as RAC REF-30/1, May 9, is not printed.

USUN Files

The Alternate British Representative to the Commission for Con- .
ventional Armaments (Shone) to the Deputy United States Repre-
sentative (Nash)

STRICTLY CONFIDENTIAL | ' Nrw Yorx, 11 May 19491

MEMORANDUM

1. The United Kingdom Delegation formed the views set out below
after examining both the United States and French Delegation’s work-
ing papers? on an exchange of information on Conventional Arma-
ments. They have submitted their comments on these papers for the -
consideration of the Foreign Office in London.

(a) The major innovation in the French paper is the suggestion
that the armaments industry in each country should be included in a
system of reporting. So far as we can see there is no way in which
tiis proposal could be modified so as to bring it into a manageable and
useful form and we very much hope that the French Delegation will
agree to drop it.

(b) Apart from that, the most important point of difference be-
tween the United States and French papers is on the question of veri-
fication. On this point the French paper is obviously much closer to
the original U.K. suggestions than to the amplified American plan.
On reflection, we feel that, by and large, the American paper is a
considerable improvement on our own original suggestions and that -
we could agree to it on tactical political grounds and on the assump-
tion that the verification procedure must be accepted by all, including
the Russians, before there could be any question of it being brought
into operation. The original United Kingdom proposals for verifica-
tion are, in our view, inadequate. If we put forward those proposals
(or any others drawn up on similarly limited lines), we might be
accused of dishonesty in the Assembly, since it could be alleged that
the plan has so many loopholes that no State would really be bound
by it. In addition, there is the danger, though it is 'admittegily a fairly
remote one, that the Russians might profess themselves ready to
accept the plan. We should then find ourselves involved in all the
expense and other embarrassments of having to proceed with an ad-
mittedly ineffective scheme which the Russians would certainly evade,

1 Transmitted to the United States Delegation on May 12.
2 Neither printed ; regarding the United States working paper, see footnote 4,
p. 47.
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with the result that we should get no worth while information about
their forces, The United States proposals, on the other hand, seem to
us to provide for at least a reasonably water-tight system of verifica-
tion. We should be on stronger ground in presenting a plan on the
lines of those proposals to the Essemblyiand it is even more likely
that the Russians would reject it, if only because the verification
system would be effective. We should thus secure our main objective
of demonstrating that it is they who are obstructing progress on this
subject. If by any conceivable chance they were to accept such a plan,
we could then go ahead with a reasonable prospect of obtaining in-
formation about the Soviet Union, the value of which would surely
outweigh anything which we ourselves would have to reveal.
" (¢) There are also certain other comparatively minor points of
difference between the two papers on which we have the following
comments :

(i) It may be simpler to give strength reports as on any par-
ticular date rather than as an average over a period, but the
former method would appear to be much more open to evasion.

(i) We are inclined to agree with the view of the French.
Delegation that there is no point in including small calibre auto-
matic and non-automatic weapons. The process of verification for
these weapons would presumably be extremely difficult.

(iii) The United States idea for the simultaneous submission
of reports seems to us attractive if only because it would
strengthen the general feeling of confidence in the plan.

(iv) The use in the French paper of the term “avions de
guerre” raises an interesting point—are various types of aircraft
such as transport planes, ete. to be included in the census? There
might be some advantage in including under aireraft “operational
training aircraft”, since the Germans before the last” war con-
cealed their aircraft strength by placing most of them for record
purposes in this category. ,

(v) The idea of a standard questionnaire as suggested in the
French paper seems to have much to commend it.

(vi) The French paper suggests that we should only have to
implement the plan when all member states have also agreed to
implement it. The United States paper says that the plan would
not have to be implemented until all states possessing substantial
military resources had accepted it. We are inclined at first sight
to prefer the French suggestion. Admittedly this makes it even
less likely that the plan could ever come into effect, but there are
obvious dangers in suggesting that it would do so as soon as it
has been accepted by the Powers possessing substantial military
forces. Apart from the difficulty of defining the word “substan-
tial” in this context, the phrase would presumably exclude some
at least of the Soviet Satellites and in addition we might suddenly -
find that Byelorussia and the Ukraine had overnight developed
separate armies which were not subject to reporting.

II. The only reply which the United Kingdom Delegation has as
yet received from the Foreign Office is to the following effect. The
Committee which deals with this question in London will be consider-
ing the matter on Friday, the 13th May. There is at present some



REGULATION OF ARMAMENTS 59

difference 6f opinion amongst the Service Departments in London
concerning the acceptability of the proposals of the United States
Delegation. They will undoubtedly have certain modifications to sug-
gest and they have made it clear that they would wish to examine
any final proposals in detail, if a plan is fully worked out. The view
held by the Foreign Office, at the official level, is that they dislike the
suggestion in the French paper for an exchange of information on
armaments production, which they consider to be neither practicable
nor necessary. For the rest, they are inclined to feel that the United
States paper offers, in general, a more suitable basis for our future
work. The U.K. Delegation will not, however, be in a position to give
the considered views of the United Kingdom Government until after
the meeting in London on the 13th May.

Department of State Disarmament Files

Memorandum of Conversation, by the Ewecutive Secretary of the ‘
Ewecutive Committee on Regulation of Armaments (Shooshan)

CONFIDENTIAL " [New Yorg,] May 13, 1949.
US/S/C.8/19
Subject: Implementation of the General Assembly Resolution of
November 19, 1948, regarding the Preparation of Census and
Verification Proposals on Effectives and Conventional Armaments
Participants: Colonel Penette, Major Fournier; French Delegation
Colonel Townsley; Unlted States Military Staff
Committee
Mr. Nash, Mr. Russell ; United States Mission
Mr. Shooshan; Division of International Security
- Affairs
At a meeting held at the United States Mission this morning, the
representatives of the French Delegation said that they had received
instructions from their government supporting the United States
paper with the understanding that the principle of “unanimity” be
followed. On questioning by Mr. Nash, the French representatives
explained that this might mean acceptance by all states of the census
“and verification measures prior to their implementation. Mr. Nash
pointed out the problems presented by the requirement of prior ac-
ceptance by all states before implementation but agreed to the in-
adequacy of the United States phrase of acceptance by all states
“possessing substantial military resources”. Further discussion on the
point lead Colonel Penette to express the opinion that acceptance by
24 of the Umted Nations members 1nclud1ng the permanent members
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of .the Security Council would undoubtedly satisfy the French
Government on this point.

Discussion then followed of the United States paper and members
succeeded in drafting a common work paper which it was agreed that -
the French would put together for consideration by representatives
of the United Kingdom, Canada, France and the United States at a
meeting to be held on May 20.

H. M. SHOOSHAN, Jk.

501.BC Armaments/5-1349 : Telegram

The Secretary of State to the United States Representative at the
- United Nations (Austin)

SECRET WasHINGTON, May 13, 1949—7 p. m.

272. 1. At Paris GA attached considerable importance to develop-
ment of proposals referred to below, partly in hope that Soviet Union
would find itself able to accept this modest step toward implementa-
tion of Article 26. Every reasonable effort should be made in CCA
therefore to obtain Soviet agreement to proposals. _

2. In view of tight schedule involved in developing in CCA meas-
ures for census and verification of conventional armaments and armed
forces prior to Fall session of GA, Dept feels that introduction into
Working Committee of a proposal along lines of that contained in
RAC D-34f?* should take place very soon.

3. Dept believes it essential that fullest use be made of period be-
tween end of present GA session and June 10 for consideration in
Working Committee of proposal it is hoped will be produced from
current discussions among representatives of UK, France, Canada and
U.S. It is understood that during that period all Members will be
available and meetings can be held with fewest interruptions. After
June 10 it is understood some individuals may not be available and
there might be interruptions in concentrated schedule contemplated.

4. It would be desirable to have French introduce into Working
Committee as their paper proposal emerging from current Four
Power discussions.

5. If agreement by the Four Powers upon a paper for introduction
into Working Committee of CCA immediately after end of present
GA. session does not appear possible further instructions should be
requested.

AcHEsoN

1 See footnote 4, p. 47.
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Department of State Disarmament Files

Memorandum of Conversation, by Mr. Harry M. Shooshan, J7'., of
the Division of International Security Ajfairs

CONFIDENTIAL [New YorK,] May 20, 1949.

US/S/C.3/20 -

Subject: Implementation by the Commission for Conventional
Armaments of the General Assembly Resolution of November 19
1948, on Census and Verification.

Participants: General McNaughton, Mr. Starnes, Major Pierce-

Goulding; Canadian Delegation.
Baron de la Tournelle, Colonel Penette, Major
- Fournier; French Delegation.
Sir Terence Shone, Mr. Cole, Wing Commander
* Warne; United Kingdom Delegation.
Mr. Nash, Mr. Russell; United States Mission.
Colonel Townsley; U.S. Military Staff Committee.
Mr. Shooshan; Division of International Security
Affairs. ,

A meeting was held at the U.S. Mission to discuss a draft working
paper prepared by representatives of the French Delegation in col-
laboration with the U.S. Mission.? »

Sir Terence Shone stated that the U.K. Delegation had received
preliminary instructions from London on the U.S. paper. He stated
that the Foreign Office was in agreement with the U.S. position but
that the Services had raised several points as to details of which those
raised by the Admiralty were most important in nature. He said that
a technical committee of the British Disarmament Committee is study-
ing the entire proposal further. He observed, however, that regarding
the fundamental issue of “adequate verification”, all parties were in
accord.. Illustrative of the type of objection raised by the Admiralty
was that any verification of combatant ships might disclose specific
fleet dispositions. He visualized that the points raised were largely
technical in nature which could probably be taken care of in the
Working Committee.

Mr. Nash stated that the intent of the draft paper under discussion,
which would be introduced by the French into the Working Commit-
- tee, was merely to initiate discussion of basie principles out of which
the various details might be developed as to which any of the govern-
ments could expand their positions. General MeNaughton agreed with
this observation. .

Regarding the views of the Canadian Chiefs of Staff previously
circulated among the representatives present,? Baron de la Tournelle

* The draft working paper is not printed.

® General McNaughton transmitted the views of the Canadian Chiefs of Staff
to Nash in a letter of May 16, not printed.
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observed that the proposal of “stages” of census and verification, tak-
ing effectives first and materiel second, suggested by the Canadian
Chiefs of Staff, raised a problem from a political point of view which,
as expressly recognized by the Canadian Chiefs of Staff, would proba-
bly be unacceptable to the Soviet Union in that it might be viewed by
them as an attempt to obtain prior information on the principal item
of Soviet military strength, viz. manpower.

General McNaughton observed that the staging suggested might
work both ways and that since presumably the Russians were rela-
tively weak on materiel, they might react favorably to its being in-
cluded at a later stage. However, General McNaughton stated that he
was agreeable to passing over the point for the time being and ex-
pressed the belief that the views expressed by the other governments
on the subject would probably help the Canadian Department of
External Affairs to alter the views of the Canadian Chiefs of Staff on
the point. '

Mr. Cole asked if transport aircraft would be included in the census
and if component assemblies of aircraft would be included. General
McNaughton replied that transport aircraft should not be included
and Mr. Nash stated that it was not in the original U.S. proposal to
include any civil or transport aircraft, although the U.S. would be
willing to include them if the others thought it desirable. General
McNaughton stated that, with reference to component assemblies, they
should be included and that provision therefore should be developed
in the Working Committee.

Extended discussion took place regarding the time when the census
and verification proposals would be implemented and, in answer to
the suggestion that the proposal become effective upon acceptance of
all Member States having a population of over 5 million, General
McNaughton replied that the big powers were covered in the present
draft proposal and that the two-thirds majority also covered in the
present proposal was the more customary way of implementing inter-
national agreements. In this connection, Baron de la Tournelle stated
that in response to a question asked by him in the First Committee at
Paris last fall, the Soviet representative had stated that in reporting
on armaments and effectives, the Soviet Union would include the
Ukrainian SSR and Byelorussian SSR. General McNaughton pointed
out that it would be helpful to obtain a repetition of this statement for
the record of the Working Committee of the CCA.

The remainder of the meeting was devoted to an extensive con-
sideration of the draft French-U.S. paper and a modification of the
paper was accepted by all present for introduction by the French in a
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meeting of the Working Committee which it was agreed would be
sought for sometime during the ensuing week.?
H. M. SHOOSHAN, JR.

3The French Delegation introduced the agreed working paper at the 21st
Meeting of the Working Committee, May 26, as document S/C.3/8C.3/21; for
text, see Sections I and II of the Report of the Commission for Conventional
Armaments to the Security Council (S/1372), August 9, pp. 107 and 109.

The Working Committee considered the French proposal at its 21st-25th Meet-
ings, May 26-July 18. In telegram 319 to New York, June 16, the Department of
State informed the United States Mission that the working paper fell within the
framework of the approved United States position and should serve adequately
as a basis for discussion (501.BC Armaments/6-1649). -

Department of State Atomic Energy Files

Memorandum of Conversation, by Mr. Charles H. Russell, Adviser,
United States Mission at the United Nations

CONFIDENTIAL . [NEw Yorxk,] June 1, 1949.

US/AEC/32
Subject: Work of -the Atomic Energy Commission; Six Power
Consultations

Participants: General McNaughton, Mr. Ignatieff, Mr. Starnes,
Major Pierce-Goulding; Canadian Delegation .
Dr. Hsioh-Ren Wei; Chinese Delegation
M. de Rose; French Delegation
Sir Terence Shone, Mr. Laskey; United Kingdom
Delegation
Mr. Osborn, Mr. Russell; United States Mission

A meeting was held at the United States Mission on the afternoon
of June 1, further to consider atomic energy matters.

I. The meeting of the Working Committee which had been held at
Lake Success that morning was discussed. It was evident that the
Soviet representative had nothing new to offer and it was felt that the
only course open to the majority at the meeting of the Working Com-
mittee to be held on June 3, would be to reject by majority vote the
U.S.S.R. draft resolution (AEC/37).:

I1. Comparative table showing the positions of the majority and
the manority in the Atomic Energy Commission upon the topics
which hawe so far been discussed; working paper prepared by the
Secretariat pursuont to the resolution of the Atomic E'nergy Commis-
sion of 18 February 1949 (document AEC/35).2

There was considerable discussion of this paper in view'of the fact
that it was an interpretation by the Secretariat of what the majority

1 The Soviet draft resolution, reintroduced at the 45th Meeting of the Working
Committee, June 1, is printed in part in footnote 6, p. 37.
2 Resolution AEC/85 is described in footnote 4, p. 86. The comparative table is
not published. Two other documents prepared by the Secretariat pursuant to
Footnote continued on following page.
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and minority positions were. The value of the paper was not mini-
mized nor was the difficulty of the task which the Secretariat had been
asked to undertake. It was felt that the paper would be valuable as a
working paper, but could not be accepted as an official document. Gen-
eral McNaughton urged that delegations submit their comments upon
the paper to the Secretariat or the Working Committee. The fact was
mentioned that the Soviet Delegation had shown considerable interest
in the paper and had been critical of it in the fact that the majority
position was so much more detailed than their own ; it was known that
they had transmitted the paper to Moscow.

M. de Rose felt that the paper would have considerable merit in
making clear to the delegations at the Fourth General Assembly what
the real position was, and Dr. Wei urged that the paper be accepted
on the understanding that it would be regarded as a working paper.

Mr. Osborn emphasized the point, upon which all were in agree-
ment, that the position of the majority was to be found only in the
original documents, and he questioned whether the Secretariat had
made this sufficiently clear in their introductory note from which he
made the following quotation :

“This table does not attempt to provide a substitute for the extensive
documentation which shows the development of the positions of the
majority and the minority but only to furnish a summary which will
assist future discussion. For the authoritative formulation of the
respective positions, reference should be made to the three reports of
the Commission, the proposals presented by the representative of the
Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, and the statements made in the
Commission and its committees by all representatives, which are to
be found in the records of the Commission.”

II1. Statement to be used in the consultation of the siz sponsor-
ing powers who are the Permanent Members of the Atomic Energy
Commission, requested by the General Assembly of the United Na-
tions in its resolution of 4 November 1948; draft paper prepared by
H.R. Weiand A. G. L. McNaughton.?

A detailed examination was made of this draft paper which took
into account the various preceding drafts which had been prepared

Footnote continued from preceding page.

AEC/35 were approved by the Working Committee at its 45th Meeting, June 1,
by a vote of 9 to 2 (the Soviet Union and the Ukraine). The first document was
“Recommendations of the Atomic Energy Commission for the international con-
trol of atomic energy and the prohibition of atomic weapons as approved at the
third session of the General Assembly as constituting the necessary basis for
establishing an effective system of international control of atomic energy to.
ensure its use only for peaceful purposes and for the elimination from national
armaments of atomic weapons.” The second. was “Index to the Three Reports
of the Atomic Energy Commission to the Security Council, 1946-1948.” At its
23rd Meeting, July 20, the Atomic Energy Commission approved the two papers
by a 9-to-2 vote (the Soviet Union and the Ukraine). They are printed as United
Nations, Oficial Records of the Atomic Energy Commission, Fourth Year, Special
Supplements No. 1 and No. 2 (hereafter cited as AEC, jth yr., Special Suppls.
No. 1 and No. 2). .
3 Not printed.
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by Messrs. Osborn and de Rose.* A number of changes were tenta-
tively agreed upon and it was also decided to await the receipt from
the United Kingdom Delegation of additional material to be inserted
in the opening paragraphs relating to the events leading up to the Six-
Power Consultations.

It was decided to hold a further meeting at the United States Mis-
sion on Friday afternoon, June 3, when the revised texts would be
ready. For this reason the draft is not attached hereto, but copies were
sent to the Department of State on the evening of June 1. ,

‘ C. H. RuUssELL

Juxe 2, 1949.
Note: On the day following the meeting and after further discus-
sion between the representatives of delegations mentioned above, it
was decided, with reference to section I of this memorandum, that
instead of rejecting the Soviet proposals in the working Committee
by majority vote, a draft resolution, which the Canadian Delegation
has prepared, would be presented, concluding that no useful purpose
can be served by further discussion of the Soviet proposals in the.
Working Committee which have already been considered and rejected
‘by the appropriate organs of the United Nations. The draft resolution
concludes with the words: “The Working Committee reports to the

Atomic Energy Commission accordingly”. )
This will avoid any question of the competence of the Working
Committee to reject the Soviet draft resolution. ’ '
C. H. R.

* None printed.

Editorial Note

The Working Committee of the Atomic Energy Commission con-
ducted concurrent discussions on the Soviet draft resolution (AEC/
87), General Assembly Resolution 191 (IIT), and the Secretariat work-
ing papers at its 45th to 49th Meetings, June 1-15. At its 49th Meeting,
June 15, the Committee adopted a Chinese draft resolution (AEC/C.1/
~ 85) which noted that the Committee had examined the Soviet draft
resolution and had determined that the proposals contained therein
had already been rejected by the General Assembly. The Chinese reso-
lution, after recalling that the General Assembly, in Resolution 191
(III), had found that the basis for an effective system of international
control of atomic energy existed in the provisions of the previous
reports of the Atomic Energy Commission, concluded as follows:

“The Working Committee observes that no material has been pre-
sented additional to that previously submitted to the General Assem-
bly, the Commission or the Working Committee ;

“The Working Committee therefore concludes that no useful purpose
can be served by further discussions in the Working Committee of
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those proposals which have already been considered and rejected by the
appropriate organs of the United Nations. The Working Committee
reports to the Atomic Energy Commission accordingly.”

The resolution was adopted by a vote of 7 votes to 2 (Soviet Union
and the Ukraine), with 2 abstentions (Norway and Egypt) ; for full
text, see United Nations, Official Records of the General Assembly,
Fourth Session, Supplement No. 8, Report of the Security Council to
the General Assembly Covering the Period from 16 July 1948 to 15

July 1949, page 69 (hereafter cited as GA (IV), Suppl. No. 2).
At its 49th Meeting, the Working Committee also adopted the fol-
lowing Cuban-Argentine draft resolution (AEC/C.1/ 86) :

“Having observed the nature of the discussions that have taken
place in the Working Committee and ’

Considering paragraph 3 of the resolution adopted by the General
Assembly on 4 November 1948 (AEC/83) [GA 191(III)],

The Working Committee resolves: ,

That further study in the Working Committee is not useful until
such time as the six sponsors of the resolution of the resolution of
. the General Assembly have met and reported that there exists basis
for agreement.” '

This resolution was adopted by a vote of 8 votes to 2 (Soviet Union
and the Ukraine), with one abstention (Egypt.)

On June 21, both resolutions were transmitted to the Atomic Energy
Commission by the Chairman of the Working Committee, A. G. L.
McNaughton of Canada.

Department of State Disarmament Files

Memorandum of Conversation, by the Deputy United States Repre-
sentative to the United Nations Atomic Emergy Commission
(Osborn) ’

CONFIDENTIAL [New York,] June 15, 1949.
US/AEC/34
Subject: Plans of the Majority Delegates to the Atomic Energy
Commission
Participants: General McNaughton, Mr. Ignatieff ; Canadian Delega-
Mﬁl 0:171. W. Holmes, Chief of the United Nations Di-
vision of the Canadian Department of External
Affairs
Dr. Wei; Chinese Delegation
- M. Pierre-Benoist, French Delegation
Sir Terence Shone, Mr. Laskey, United Kingdom
Delegation '
Mr. Osborn, United States Mission
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A fter the meeting of the Working Committee of the Atomic Energy
Commission on June 15, the representatives of the delegations men-
tioned above met at the house of Sir Terence Shone at Great Neck for
luncheon to discuss further plans.

1. Meetings of the Atomic Energy Commission.

It was agreed that since the Working Committee has completed its
work and reported its position pretty clearly to the Commission, it
would be advisable not to have any meeting of the Commission until
after the 4th of July holiday, when the Chinese will be in the chair.
It was not decided whether such a meeting should be held before, dur-
ing, or after the consultations of the Sponsoring Powers.

If the Commission meeting is held early in July prior to the meeting
of the sponsoring Powers, General McNaughton desires to make a
statement, which he has already prepared, showing that the First Re-
port differs from the original Baruch proposals 2 and that the Second
Report differs from both and is in effect a new plan. Therefore, the
Soviet talk about the “Baruch Plan” or the “American Plan” is either
propaganda or shows a complete misapprehension of the approved
recommendations. If such a meeting were held, Mr. Osborn would also
propose to make a statement about “simultaneity”, indicating that in
the approved plan the putting into effect of each prohibition and of the
particular control relating to the prohibition would be “simultaneity”
in the true sense, whereas the Soviet proposal does not provide true
simultaneity. If a meeting of the Commission were held during the
consultations it would be for the purpose of bringing out some of the
points of which the public should be advised.

Finally, if a meeting of the Commission is held after the consulta-
tions, it will be for the purpose of expressing the conclusions of the
Commission in the light of all the facts. In this connection, Mr. Osborn
presented a draft of a resolution, copy of which is attached,® which
might be used by the Commission to close up its work instead of the
Commission’s making a Fourth Report.

A1l those present were agreed that such a resolution would be better

-than a Fourth Report and that the draft shown them pretty closely

approximated the content they thought it should have.

2. Consultations of the Sponsoring Powers.

General McNaughton said that he had taken up Wlth his Foreign -
Office last week Mr. Osborn’s letter referring to the preliminary re-
action of the United States State Department to the plans for the

1 See editorial note, supra.

2 For the text of the statement by Bernard M. Baruch, United States Repre-
sentative, at the First Meeting of the United Nations Atomic Energy Commis-
sion, June 14, 1946, see United Nations, Official Records of the Atomic Energy
Commission, First Year, Plenary Meetings, p. 4, or Department of State Bulletin,
June 23, 1946, p. 1057.

3 Not printed.
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“consultations. He said that his Foreign Office entirely agreed with the
State Department about not introducing the statement of principles
in the earlier meetings and about having the Secretary-General call
the meeting.

France, the United Kingdom and China have sent the material on
the consultations (US/AEC/33 *), including the preliminary advice
of our State Department, to their governments but do not expect to
hear from them for ten days and cannot promise to define their posi-
tion until the first of July.

It wasagreed that a meeting of the delegations of the majority Spon-
soring Powers should be called just as soon as France and the United
Kingdom have heard from their governments. Dr. Wei said that he
would be ready when they were.

Both Mr. Osborn and General McNaughton said that they would
have some changes to suggest in the statement of principles, which -
should be agreed upon in advance against its possible use at the end of
the consultations.

Dr. Wei pointed out that while the resolution of the General Assem- -
bly of November 4, 1948, might be sufficient for the agenda, we should
work out some plans for the discussion and how it was to take place.
It was agreed that there would have to be a Chairman, probably in
rotation, as provided at the first meeting of the Council of Foreign
Ministers. It was agreed that there should be some form or order of
discussion. All agreed that the basic discussion should center on co-
operative international ownership of dangerous materials and inter-
national operation and management of dangerous facilities, as pro-
posed in the approved plan, versus national ownership of dangerous
materials and national operation and management of dangerous facili-
ties, as proposed by the Soviets; but there might well be some pre-
liminary discussion to clear the air of evident Soviet misconceptions,
such as that the control of ores was to be the first stage in the approved
plan, and their misconception or intentional confusion about controls
being provided in the approved plan before prohibition. Having

* US/AEC/83, the memorandum of the meeting of the majority delegates on
June 3, is not printed. At that meeting it was agreed that two documents would
be referred to the five governments: 1) Statement to be Used in the Consultation
of the Six'Sponsoring Powers, a draft statement of principles prepared by Wei
and McNaughton; 2) a short paper prepared by Osborn reflecting the United
States position on the Six Power talks. Neither paper is printed. (Depantment
of State Atomic Energy Files)
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cleared up this, the discussion might then go to the basic difference be-
tween cooperative versus national ownership and operation.

Dr. Wei made an excellent statement on this and it was suggested
that he draft a memorandum for the various delegates to consider.

It was decided to do nothing about calling the meeting of the Spon-
soring Powers until the delegates of the U.K. and France were able
to report the position of their governments; this would indicate that
the Secretary-General would call the meeting sometime soon after the
4th of July holiday.

Mr. Osborn said that he felt it: would be advisable to have some new
figure not hitherto associated in the public mind with atomic energy
serve as United States representative at the meeting of the Sponsoring
Powers, so that the public would feel that a really new try was being -
made. :

General McNaughton heartily endorsed this point of view and said

that while he thought it most important for the United States, the

same thing should apply to him, though perhaps to a lesser degree,
and he had already taken this up with his Foreign Office to see whether
they would send one of their Under Secretaries or Assistant Secre-
taries of External Affairs, General McNaughton, of course, being
present as an adviser.

It was agreed that the working paper, “Recommendations of the
Atomic Energy Commission as approved at the Third Session of the

~ General Assembly . ...” (AEC/C.1/77/Rev. 1°) would be used as

a working paper in the consultations. It is now & Commission docu-
ment, General McNaughton as Chairman having instructed the Secre-
tariat to forward it to the Commission. He does not consider that it is
necessary to make it a U.N. document in order to use it in the con-
sultations. It can be used as it is. General McNaughton does not want
to do anything more with the “comparative table” (AEC/35, para-
graph 2¢). He feels we can use it in the consultations if we want to,
asan entirely unofficial document. :

FrepErICK OSBORN

5 ARC, 4th yr., Special Suppl. No. 1.
¢ Resolution AEC/85 is described in footnote 4, p, 36. The comparative table is
not printed.
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Department of State Disarmament Files

Position Paper Approved by the Ewvecutive Committee on Regulation
‘ of Armamenis *

SECRET [WasHINGTON,] June 20, 1949.
RAC D-35b

Unttep States Poricy 1N THE UNITED NATIONS FOR THE
INTERNATIONAL CONTROL OF AToMIic ENERGY

PROBLEM

To determine the United States position with respect to the inter-
national control of atomic energy which will take into account the
- following factors:

A. The ultimate United States objective to achieve effective
international control.

B. The approval by the General Assembly of the UNAEC and
United States sponsored plan of control as constituting “the neces-
sary basis for establishjng an effective system of international control
- of atomic energy to insure its use only for peaceful purposes and for
the elimination from national armaments of atomic weapons.”

C. The impasse in the UNAEC negotiations resulting from the con-
tinuing refusal of the Soviet Union to accept the United Nations plan
of control.

D. Actions in which the United States is called upon to participate
as a result of its support for the General Assembly resolution of
November 4, 1948,

(1) In the UNAEC: .

(@) A survey of the Commission’s program of work

(8) A further study by the Commission of such of the subjects
remaining in its program of work as the Comm1ss1on considers
to be “practicable and useful.”

(2) With sponsoring Powers:

(a) To consult with Canada, China, France, United Kingdom,
and USSR “to determine if there exists a basis for agreement on

! On May 25, position paper RAC D-35 was circulated in the Executive Com-
mittee on Regulation of Armaments at the request of the State member. On
June 3, RAC D-35a, a revised draft, was approved by the Committee. After con-
currence by the Joint Chiefs of Staff on June 14, and incorporation of minor
changes of a non-substantive nature suggested by Ambassador Austin, the paper
in final form (RAC D-35b) was transmitted to the Secretaries of State and
Defense and the Chairman of the United States Atomic Energy Commission on
June 20 for approval. It was transmitted to the United States Mission at the
United Nations on June 21. The paper received the approval of the Secretary of
Defense on June 23, the Chairman of the USAEC on July 5, and the Secretary of
State on July 12. (Department of State Disarmament Files) In telegram 364 to
New York, July 14, the Department of State informed the United States Mission
that it should be guided by the policy stated in RAC D-85b (501.BC Atomic/
7-1449).
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the international control of atomic energy to insure its use only
for peaceful purposes and for the elimination from national
‘armaments of atomic weapons and to report to the General Assem-
bly the ,I,'esults of their consultation not later than its next regular
session. :

FACTS BEARING ON THE PROBLEM
See Appendix A.? ,
' , DISCUSSION
See Appendix B.

CONCLUSIONS

1. The objective of the United States in this field continues to be
the establishment of an effective international system of control.

9. The characteristics of an effective system of control are clearly
set forth in the plan now approved by the General Assembly. No
change in the control features of that plan can now be envisaged with-
out serious jeopardy to effectiveness of control. ,

3. The developments of the past year demonstrate the soundness of
the position taken by this Government in supporting the analysis of
the impasse in the UNAEC and the Conclusions and Recommenda-
tions resulting therefrom as contained in the Commission’s Third
Report dated May 17, 1948. Indeed, since resumption of its sessions
following on the General Assembly resolution of November 4, 1948,
the activities of the UNAEC have sharpened the differences between
the majority and the minority and have revealed even more clearly
the basic nature of the impasse.

4. Tt is the view of this Government and the view of the other
permanent non-Soviet members of the UNAEC that there is no likeli-
hood that the Soviet Union will accept the UN plan of control or any
plan which will require effective control and inspection as long as the
USSR maintains its present motivations and methods. As in certain
other areas of international affairs, the Soviet delegates in the
UNAEC evidently have been, and are, under instructions not to nego-
tiate but only to give the appearance of negotiation so as to improve
their propaganda position. :

5. In view of the foregoing the United States should take the
position :

(@) Inthe UNAEC:

After a review of the Soviet proposals for simultaneous conventions,
and appropriate comment thereon, and after further study of the pro-
gram of work, the United States should join with other delega-

tions in the conclusion that there is no further work which the
Commission can do that would be practicable or useful unless the

2 Not printed.
445-205—76——7
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Sponsoring Powers find that there exists a basis for agreement on the
international control of atomic energy.

~ (b) With the Sponsoring Powers:

That no such basis for agreement exists or is possible until the
USSR has demonstrated a willingness to accept that degree of open-
ness, accessibility and cooperation in the world community required
by the UN plan which constitutes the necessary basis for estabhshmg
an effective system of international control of atomic energy.

6. The UNAEC should submit a Fourth Report to the Security
Council and to the General Assembly at its fourth regular session
which will reaffirm the validity of the analysis contained in the Third
Report and which will emphasize the need for demonstrated openness,
accessibility and willingness to cooperate in the world community on
the part of the USSR before any realistic work on the further develop-
ment and ultimate implementation of the UN plan of control can take
place. This report should find that no further work that is practicable
or useful can be done in the UNAEC until such time as the situation
analyzed in the Third Report no longer exists.

7. The consultations among the Sponsoring Powers called for by
the General Assembly Resolution and on which a report must be
rendered to the Fourth Regular Session, should be held at a level
below that of the Foreign Ministers, preferably at the level of UNAEC
members. Its sessions should be closed. Its agenda should be confined
to the question whether the USSR is prepared to accept the basic
principles derived from the UN plan of control. Unless the USSR
expresses a willingness to accept these requirements, the Sponsoring
Powers should report to the Fourth Regular Session that no basis for
agreement exists, or can exist, until the USSR has demonstrated its
Willingness to accept that degree of openness, accessibility, and co-
operation in the world community required by the UN plan, which
constitutes the necessary basis for establishing an effectlve system of
international control of atomic energy.

8. At the earliest practicable date the United States should inform
friendly governments of its position as set forth above as being in the
common interest.

9. At an early stage in the General Assembly debate on this subject
the United States should express its unequivocal support for the
Fourth Report of the UNAEC and the Report of the Sponsoring
Powers as set forth in Paras. 6 and 7 above. The United States should
emphasize strongly its conviction that UNAEC negotiations have been
rendered futile by the persistent refusal of the Soviet Union to accede
to the requirements of the UN plan. The United States should en-
courage other nations to make similar declarations.

10. The United States does not, at this time, consider it necessary
that the General Assembly take any action beyond receiving and dis-
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cussing the Fourth Report and the Report of the Sponsoring Powers.
In the event that resolutions are put forward by other Delegations, the
United States should support those which recognize the need for a
fundamental change in Soviet attitudes before any useful purpose can
be served by further negotiations. The United States should oppose any
resolution which seeks to continue negotiations in the absence of such
- change. '

11. The United States Representative on the UNAEC should be
authorized to explain to other delegations that this is the United
States position and intention.

' VIEWS OF THE JOINT CHIEFS OF STAFF
The Joint Chiefs of Staff “concur fully in the conclusmns in para-
graphs 5 to 11” (Appendix C).?
RECOMMENDATIONS

It is recommended :
(a) that the above conclusions be approved, and '
(b) that upon approval of this paper by the Secretaries of State

and Defense and the Chairman of the United States Atomic Energy
Commission, it be forwarded to USUN as guidance.

8 Not printed.

Department of State Disarmament Files

Memorandum, of Conversation, by the E'xecutive Secretary of the
- Ewecutive Committee on Regulation of Armaments (Shooshan)

SECRET ‘ ‘ [NEw Yorxk,] June 20, 1949.
US/S/C.3/22 ' ,
Subject: Implementation by the Commission for Conventional
Armaments of the General Assembly Resolution of November 19,
1948, on Census and Verification of Conventional Armaments and
Effectives.
Participants: Mr. Ignatieff, Mr. Sta,rnes Major Plerce-Gouldlng,
Canadian Delegation.
Colonel Penette, Major Fournier; French Delegation.
Sir Terence Shone, Mr. Cole; United Kingdom
Delegation.
Mr. Nash, Mr. Russell United States Mission.
Colonel Townsely; U. S Military Staff Committee.
Mr. Shooshan; Department of State.
A meeting was held at the United States Mission to discuss the
French Working Paper introduced into the CCA Working Committee
by the French Delegation on Ma.y 26, 1949.

! For text, see Sections I and II of the Report of the Commlssmn for Conven-
tional Armaments to the Security ‘Council (S/1372), August 9, pp. 107 and 109.
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Sir Terence Shone advised the group that his delegation had re-
ceived comprehensive views from London with respect to the position
to be taken by the UK on the French Working Paper. The substance
of London’s comments was to approve the French Working Paper
as a basis for discussion with certain changes described as “minor
in nature” to be suggested in due course. He called particular atten-
tion to the reverdal of thinking represented in the present view of the
UK as regards the adequacy of verification and the conclusion that
freedom of access to information for purposes of verification should
be emphasized even more strongly than in the present French Paper.
Particularly, he stated that “fool-proof verification”, which was re-
quired, could be produced by allowing almost unrestricted access to
the sources from which the census reports were to be derived. Sir
‘Terence pointed out more specifically that on the matter of verifica-
tion there appeared to be at least two approaches. First, that con-
tained in the present French Paper which, in essence, would provide
to the control authority the various administrative organization plans
of the armed forces of the respective countries on the basis of which
sampling would be instituted. The second alternative, on which the
UK was developing its own thinking, was to have nations make their
orders of battle available to the control authority for verification
purposes. v

Mr. Ignatieff stated that the Canadian Government had approved
the French Paper and that with minor wording changes were quite
prepared to approve the paper in its present form and content.

Mr. Nash likewise advised the group that the U.S. was quite satis-
fied with the French proposals as a basis for discussion except for
minor re-wording suggestions which would be offered at some later
date in the work of the Working Committee.

Discussion then took place of the nature of the various proposals for
re-wording the French Paper in the course of which Sir Terence indi-
cated that specific wording to cover the emphasis desired on “freedom
of access” would have to await instructions from a sub-committee in
London assigned to develop that concept into specific wording. How-
ever, should events move quickly, Sir Terence indicated that such
wording could undoubtedly be worked out equally quickly.

In the course of further discussion, it was agreed that should the
U.S.S.R. denounce the whole exercise, as appeared certain, that this
would not alter the Working Committee’s consideration of the French
Paper and all agreed that the Working Committee should continue
its discussions in order to arrive at at least a majority approved set
~of proposals which would not be unlike those contained in the present
French Paper, plus the new section on Organization yet to be intro-
duced into the Working Committee, which would constitute the basis
for a report to the Security Council and the General Assembly.
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In response to a UK inquiry regarding the views of the group on
changing the proposed paragraph regarding implementation so as to
require only the approval of the five permanent members of the SC
prior to implementation and thus “put the finger” quickly on the
Soviet Union, other representatives present expressed themselves on
the deficiencies of that suggestion, pointing out in particular the
importance of making the measures broader than the five permanent
members of the SC. In this connection, the British particularly asked
about the importance of simultaneity in the submission of census re-
ports on which point all agreed that the statement as presently found
in the French Paper should remain and was, in fact, most important
though there was recognition that in the verification phase of these
proposals such verification might well be applied initially to the five
permanent members of the SC.

In response to an inquiry by Mr. Nash regarding the desirability
of the inclusion of representatives of other delegations who were mem-
bers of the CCA in advance preparatory discussions, the UK agreed
to approach the Norwegian member and sound him out on making a
statement early in the Working Committee deliberations and, if pos-
sible, at the Working Committee meeting scheduled for June 21. The
French representatives expressed disagreement with the idea of add-
ing additional members to this type of advance deliberation on the
theory that eventually such meetings would develop into meetings of
nine members with only the U.S.S.R. and the Ukraine left out.

- Mr. Nash asked the group to think about the reporting to the SC
of the findings on Items 1 and 2 of the Plan of Work which were held
up last August,? and to their possible inclusion as one part of the re-
port contemplated to be submitted to the SC on these census and
verification proposals. Mr. Nash then circulated a suggested Section
III for the French Working Paper,® dealing with the organizational
phase of the census and verification proposals which, he stated, had
approval of the U.S. In circulating the document, he suggested that it
might be read with the idea of its introduction by the French, after
further discussion and such modification or amendment as might be
required, since they had introduced the first part of the proposals.
However, he stated that if there was any reluctance to do so he was
prepared to introduce it as a U.S. paper. Colonel Penette agreed that
it would be desirable for the French to introduce the paper on this
section of their original proposals and indicated that it would be
referred to Paris immediately with that idea in mind. The other dele-

2 See footnote 3, p. 12.

®The draft under reference, document RAC D-34/2d. June 16, is not printed.
For the text of Section III as introduced by the French Delegation on July 7
and ultimately approved with the working paper as a whole by the Working
Committee and the Commission for Conventional Armaments, see Report of the
CCA to the Security Council (S/1372), August 9, p. 106-113.
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gations represented likewise agreed to refer the paper promptly to
their respective governments. All estimated that instructions on this
paper might be expected within approximately two weeks.

H. M. SnoosuAN, JE.

USUN Files

The Alternate British Representative to the United Nations Atomic
Energy Commission (Shone) to the Deputy United States Repre-
sentative (Osborn)

SECRET ' New Yorx, [June 23, 1949.]

"My Drar Osporn: We have now received from London the com-
ments of the Foreign Office on the draft statement of principles and
on the proposals as regards tactics for the Six-Power meetings on
Atomic Energy.?

2. The Foreign Office have approved the statement of principles
_ subject to two suggested amendments. On page 6 the Foreign Office
suggest that the first sentence of paragraph 5(a) might be amended to
read “the development and use of atomic energy are not matters
‘exclusively of domestic concern of individual nations. . ..” They
feel that this slight rearrangement and the substitution of “exclu-
sively” for “essentially” would be an improvement. The second amend-
ment concerns paragraph 6(«) (on Page 7) where the Foreign Office
would prefer to omit entirely the second sentence, “nations cannot have
any proprietary rights . .. within their territories”. The Foreign
Office feel that this sentence, although it is taken from the Second
Report of the Atomic Energy Commission, goes rather further than
we should wish on the question of ownership. As you know, we did
not press for the second report to be amended before its submission,
but we did make it clear that we had certain reservations on one or
two points of which ownership was the most important. We still feel
certain doubts on this subject and would therefore prefer not to com--
mit ourselves if this can be avoided. The Forelgn Office feel that the
principle which this sub-paragraph is designed to establish is suf-
ficiently covered by the first sentence and that the omlss1on of the
second sentence would not seriously weaken the paper.

3. We are, of course, aware that the question of ownership may
come up during the Six-Power talks or indeed in subsequent discus-
sion during the Fourth Session. If we have to embark on detailed
discussion, I very much hope that it may be possible to avoid the use
of the word “ownership” and to concentrate on the need for the agency
to control the “operation and management” of materials and facilities.

: Regarding the two documents uniler reference, see footnote 4, p. 36.
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On the latter point we are, as you know, in full agreement with the
Atomic Energy Commission’s recommendations. I only emphasise
this point because we are naturally most anxious that any slight.
divergency of view which may exist between the five friendly delega-
tions should not be brought out into the open thereby enabling the
Russians to exploit it.

4. The Foreign Office are in full agreement with the memorandum
on tactics for the Six-Power talks, which was discussed at our meeting
on June 3rd. They agree in particular that the statement of principles
should be discussed at the Six-Power meetings and that we should
~ press the Russians to say whether they accept the statement or not
and in the latter event to specify their objections to it. The instruc-
tions we have received from London show that the Foreign Office have
not yet had time to consider the State Department’s suggestion that
the statement of principles should be held in reserve and not put for-
ward at the opening of the talks. Our own view on this point, which
I think we have indicated to you, is that it may well be sound tactics
not to introduce the statement at the opening meeting, but we do feel
that it should be put forward at an early stage in the discussions.

; 5. Just before he went on leave Francois de Rose asked us to raise

‘with you a number of suggestions which he wished to make on the
statement of principles. I had hoped to do this before now, but a suit-
able opportunity has not arisen and I think it may be best if I cir-
culate de Rose’s suggestions in writing. The views in the enclosed note #
are of course his and I have not included any comments which we
may have on them, since I think this could best be done when we meet
to consider these and any further suggestions which other delegations
may have. ! ‘

- 6. I think it was agreed at our last informal meeting ® that as soon
as all five delegations had obtained clearance from their governments
we should hold a further meeting to consider final amendments to the
statement on basic principles and to work out detailed tactics for the
Six-Power talks. We shall be ready for such a meeting at any time

‘which may be convenient to the other delegations, though for personal
reasons I should prefer not to have it until after the 4th July. If an
approach to the Secretary-General about fixing a date for the Six-
Power talks were made then, I suppose the talks could start some time
after the 15th July, when I believe Francois de Rose will be back.

7. T am sending a similar letter to the representatives concerned
in the other friendly delegations. o

Yours sincerely, . TerENCE SHONE

2 Not printed. : . . co : : L
“(iléeference is to the meeting of June 15; for memorandum of conversation, see
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501.BC Armaments/6—2949 : Telegram

The Acting United States Representative ot the United Nations
(£oss) to the Secretary of State

SECRET ‘ New Yorx, June 29, 1949—7:19 p. m.

788. Following is sent with reference to current consideration by
CCA of GA resolution of November 19, 1948 and future work of CCA.

On May 26 French introduced as their paper based on RAC D-34¢
(S/C.8/8C.3/21) 2 _ ,

On June 20, RAC D-34/2d was given to representatives of France,
Canada and UK as possible section III to complete French paper in
accordance with Deptel 319 of June 6 [16].2 '

. In view of strong and clear position taken by Soviet member in

working committee attacking proposal of census and verification of
conventional armaments and effectives as called for by GA. resolution,
unlikely that CCA deliberations will go beyond majority approval of
set of general proposals consisting substantially of present French pro-
posals plus something like our proposed section ITI. In view further
of shortness of time which exists for formulation of such proposals, it
is also felt that this would be about as much as could be expected in
order to submit report on that resolution to SC and 4th session of GA.
We feel that this will be sufficient to indicate on one hand an honest
set of proposals within framework of GA resolution considered and
approved by majority, and on other hand fundamental nature of op-
position to GA resolution by Soviet Union.

Under these circumstances it appears possible to vote on proposals
during latter part of July and thus have majority approved proposals
for report to SC and G:A on subject GA resolution which we would be
prepared to support in SC and GA. After that has been done CCA
could revert to discussions based on its approved plan of work with
realization, however, that CCA will probably be unable to formulate
plans for establishment of system for regulation of armaments which
‘will be acceptable to all since Soviet Union has failed to agree with
majority on principles considered to be basic to formulation of plans
for such regulation.

It is also-hoped that prior to next G-A session, CCA may be able to
submit to SC second progress report (S/C.3/32/Rev. 1) which in-
cludes findings on items one and two of plan of work.?

* For text, see Report of the Commission for Conventional Armaments to the
Security Council (8/1872), August 9, Sections I and IT, pp. 107 and 109.

2 Telegram 319 to New York, June 16, not printed, indicated that document
RAC D-84/2d, not printed, was being transmitted to the United States Mission
for discussion with French, British, and Canadian representatives preparatory
to its introduction if possible by the French in the Working Committee as Section
III of their working paper (501.BC Armaments/6-1649). .

® See footnote 8, p. 12.
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In preliminary conversations on this subject, representatives of
France, Canada and UK have expressed themselves unofficially in

general agreement with views expressed above.
Ross

USUN Files

The Deputy United States Representative to the United Nations
Atomic Energy Commission (Osborn) to the Alternate British Rep-
resentative (Shone)

SECRET New Yorg, June 30, 1949.

Dear Sir TERENCE: ‘

1. T have given close attention to your letter of June 23rd * contain-
ing the comments of the Foreign Office on the draft statement of prin-
ciples, and on the proposals as regards tactics for the Six-Power
Consultations.

9. The first change suggested by the Foreign Office, namely, to
amend the first sentence of paragraph 5(a) to read “the development
and use of atomic energy are not matters exclusively of domestic con-
cern of individual nations,” instead of using the word “essentially.”
This seems a good change except that it departs from what General
‘McNaughton calls the approved language, and I think we would all
have to consider whether the value of the change outweighs the de-
parture from the approved language.

We note that the Foreign Office would prefer to omit entirely the
second sentence of 6(a) “nations cannot have any proprietary rights
within their territories.” We feel that this sentence cannot be omitted.
Tt does not attempt to define the term international ownership as used
in the Second Report, but it goes right to the heart of the basic fallacy
of the whole Soviet position. When the Second Report says that “na-
tions cannot have any proprietary rights or rights of decision arising
therefrom over atomic source materials, nuclear fuels or dangerous
facilities located within their territories,” the Report is stating a posi-
tion which it seems to me is basic to the thinking of all members of the
majority. It seems very evident that if nations should have proprie-
tary rights or rights of decision over potentially dangerous and ex-
plosive materials and facilities for making such materials, there would
be a continuance of national rivalries in this field in a most dangerous
form. Any nation could then at any time claim that some other nation
was exercising its proprietary rights to its own advantage in a manner
contrary to the treaty, and such a claim would present a great danger
to the peace, even if the claim had no validity whatever. The recent
furor in the American newspapers over the suspected loss of a couple
of ounces of plutonium is an example of a kind of suspicion that would

1 Ante, p. 76.
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be aroused, and if such suspicions were put forward in a time of inter-
national tension, the tension would be enormously increased.

In three years of discussion in the Commission I think it has become
clear to all of us that the Soviet position is very little concerned with
simultaneous or not simultaneous, or one treaty or two, but is very
much concerned with getting a plan which would give them national
ownership and operation of explosive materials and facilities for mak-
ing them, would bring them up to date on all technical information
available anywhere, and would enable them to create an international
crisis by making accusations against another nation whenever such
a crisis appeared useful to them. The crisis would go to the Security
Council where, if there was a veto, the crisis would be unresolved. If
the vote was by majority, the Security Council would have to consider
the use of force, with the danger of precipitating a war on a secondary
issue.

This is only a small part of the story, but enough, T thlnk to show
how strongly we feel about it. We feel sure that if we left out thls ques-
tion of proprietary rights we would fail in one of the important aspects
of the consultations, namely, the necessity of having the public under-
stand very clearly and simply the falsity of the Soviet position.

3. I note the suggestions made by Francois de Rose for changes in
the statement of principles. We too have changes to propose at such
time as we can meet to consider them.

We are glad that you are ready for a conference of the majority
members and hope we may hear from the French in time to have the
meeting immediately after the 4th of July.

I enclose a copy of a revised text of the draft resolution 2 we would
propose to submit to the AEC at its next meeting.

I am sending a copy of this letter to the representatives concerned
- in the other friendly delega,tlons
Your sincerely, FrepERICKE OSBORN

2 Not printed.

Department of State Disarmament Files

Memorandum of Conversation, by Mr. Charles H. Russell, Adviser,
United States Mission at the United Nations

SECRET : ‘ ' [New Yorg,] July 6, 1949.
US/AEC/36
Participants: General McNaughton, Mr. Ignatieff, Mr. Starnes,
S Canadian Delegation.
Sir Terence Shone, Mr. Laskey; Umted Kingdom
Delegation.

- Mr. Chase; Office of the Under. Secretary of State.
Mr. Ross, Mr Osborn, Mr. Russell; Umted States
Mission.
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A meeting was held at the Canadian Delegation on the afternoon of
July 6 further to discuss questions relating to the work of the Atomic
Energy Commission and the Six Power Consultations. M. de Rose of
" France will be away until July 15 and in his absence no one seems to be
able to speak for the French Delegation. General McNaughton had
just returned from three weeks in Canada and this was the first oppor-
tunity to get his views. 3 :
I. OWNERSHIP

Due to the fact that in a recent letter to members of friendly delega-
tions Sir Terence Shone had reaffirmed the desire of the United King-
dom Government to avoid the use of the words “proprietary rights”
in the statement of principles (US/AEC/33 *), a detailed discussion of
the issues involved in this position took place.

Mr. Osborn emphasized that ownership was essential to make a
watertight treaty. Sir Terence Shone replied that the United Kingdom
Government were simply maintaining an existing position, made clear
by their previous reservations on “ownership”. The position had not
~ changed. “We don’t like the word ‘ownership’ ”, he added. Mr. Osborn
replied that no one liked the word “ownership”, but that the difficulty
which had confronted the Commission throughout had been to find
any alternative to ownership. General McNaughton said that the use of
the word “ownership” alone did not quite present the true picture;
what was clearly meant was “ownership in trust for the world”. He did
not see how we could concede ownership resting in a nation. If we made
a concession on ownership, nations could step in and operate them-
selves. We must show what “in trust” really means. He emphasized
most strongly, as Mr. Osborn had done, that we could not compromise
on our position and that we must keep on the simple, narrow path and
support a plan which would work.

Mr. Laskey spoke at length as to the reasons why the United King-
dom Government could not accept ownership by an international
agency or a denial of proprietary rights to nations. Among other
things he said that if the international agency took over a plant in
England employing 10,000 men and then closed the plant, the British
Government would be in an impossible position in having these men
put out of work. He said that in the long discussions of the Ruhr in-
dustries, it was finally decided to give the Germans ownership of the
Ruhr industries even though the Allies would make the controlling
decisions for a long time to come.

Mr. Osborn said that in view of all that had been said, he would
suggest to his Government that the statement of principles include the
words “own, operate and manage” instead of leaving it at simply

 See footnote 4, p. 68.
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“operate and manage.” The denial of proprietary rights to nations
would remain. ,

General McNaughton strongly urged Sir Terence Shone to clear
up the whole matter with his Government. Sir Terence Shone said
that he would report fully to his Government on the whole conversa-
tion. It was the general understanding that there would be a meeting
of the Five to revise the statement of principles early next week if
possible.

II. UN.AE.C.

General McNaughton said that the first question to consider was
whether or not there should be a meeting of the UNAEC before the
Six Power Consultations were held. He felt that the Commission had
not left its work in tidy shape. Everything had been done in the
Working Committee which the General Assembly had told the Com-
mission to do. He thought that the next step should be for the UNAEC
to approve the resolutions which had been adopted in the Working
‘Committee.? In voting these Working Committee resolutions, we could
be assured of at least 8 to 2 votes in the Commission itself, since the
nations were already committed by their previous vote in the Working
Committee. In that case, the debate itself would probably be very short.
After a great deal of consideration he had come to the conclusion that
this was much better tactics than to try to force through the proposed
United States resolution,? which might lose many important votes,
which would in his opinion mean a prolonged debate, and which would
appear to put the emphasis on the Commission instead of on the Con-
sultations of the Sponsoring Powers. He himself thoroughly approved
of the proposed United States resolution and thought it should be
passed some time, preferably in the General Assembly itself. He also
wanted an early meeting of the Commission as he wanted to go on the
record with a strong statement of the soundness and independence of
the Canadian position. He said that from the beginning the Canadian
Delegation had been guided solely by the efficacy of the system of
control and that he felt that the Commission had built up something -
which his Delegation believed to be right.

General McNaughton added that neither his Delegation nor the
Commission were subscribing to the Baruch report. The majority
proposals were fundamentally different. It was important to make
this clear to the world too. He felt that the Commission should not
undertake to do too much at this time; he thought that there was

? See editorial note, p. 65.

®The draft of July 5, attached to the present memorandum of conversation, is
not printed. For the text ultimately presented to the United Nations Atomic
Energy Commission, see p. 96.
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danger, if too much were attempted, of not getting a vote of 9 to 2.
He expressed the view that the Commission should confine itself at its
next meeting to giving its approval to the resolutions adopted in the
Working Committee.

In regard to the Six Power Consultations, General McNaughton felt
that there was no occasion for hysteria. He said that there should be
no cause for concern if no decision were reached in the Six Power
Consultations before the next meeting of the General Assembly; he
thought that in some ways it might be preferable if no decision were
reached by then. Mr. Osborn said that he understood that the United
States did not see any urgency about reaching a rapid decision in the
Six Power Consultations.

In regard to the agenda for the Six Power Consultations, General
McNaughton suggested the use of the chapter headings, leaving the
statement of principles for later discussion.

Mr. Osborn presented to the meeting a memorandum which he and
Dr. Wei, of the Chinese Delegation, had prepared, which recommended
that the sequence of discussion in the Consultations should follow the

' paragraph headings found in the statement of principles.

These are as follows :

. International System of Control

International Control Agency

. Exchange of Information

. Prohibition of Atomic Weapons

. Development of Atomic Energy

. Atomic Materials and Dangerous Facilities to be Held in Trust
. Operation, Management and Licensing

. Clandestine Activities

Stages.

@mqaumwpu

The Wei-Osborn recommendation appeared to have general approval.
The text is attached.*

There followed a discussion of the “new approach” to which
M. de Rose had previously referred. General McNaughton strongly
emphasized that the five Sponsoring Powers should not depart from
the substance of the Commission’s work or from the Commission’s
reports. The use of the words “new approach” in the way they are
used in the present draft of the statement of principles might indicate
a departure from the approved plan. He did not object to the words
“new approach” if it were made very clear that this referred only to
shifting from the old approach of detailed proposals to a new ap-
proach of general principles, namely, the general principles in the

¢ Not printed.
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approved recommendations. Mr. Osborn strongly endorsed this point
of view. . : '

Mr. Osborn referred to a number of changes which he wished to
make in the statement of principles (US/AEC/33). These changes
were largely of a minor character, except for the question of
ownership.

IIT. U.S. Drarr Resorurron

Mr. Osborn referred to a suggestion which he had made some time
ago, and which at least did not have an initially unfavorable reception,
namely that a resolution be adopted by the UNAEC to take the place
of a Fourth Report. He noted that General McNaughton, after much
consideration, now suggested a different course. He would like to digest
what General McNaughton had said on the course to be followed in
the Commission and would not press at this time for a decision as to
whether or not to adopt the U.S. draft resolution in the Commission
before the opening of the Six Power Consultations. He desired how-
ever, that there should be a clear understanding of what the United
States had in mind in drafting the resolution.

He read the latest text of the draft resolution, containing contribu- "

tions made by Ambassador Austin and Mr. Ross, which is attached
hereto. He said that he considered it highly desirable that the UNAEC
make a clear, concise statement as to why there is an impasse.

Mr. Ross urged prompt action upon the draft resolution, but real-
ized that it might be difficult to obtain a 9 to 2 vote. Sir Terence Shone
thought that if the draft resolution were discussed at this time the
effect would only be to provoke the Russians. General McNaughton
expressed the view that the effect of acting upon the draft resolution
before the Six Power Consultations would be to make the UNAEC
rather than the Six Power Consultations the forum of debate. (Gen-
eral McNaughton’s further references to the U.S. draft resolution are
included under section IT of this memorandum.) '

Tt was suggested that Dr. Wei, in view of the fact that China is
Chairman this month, be asked to call a meeting of all the majority
delegations in New York for the consideration of the matters taken
up in sections IT and III of this memorandum, if the views of the other
powers were not too divergent as to the course to be followed. (Note:
The meeting suggested was not called.)

C. H. Russenn
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Department of State Atomic Energy Files

Memorandum by Mr. R. Gordon Arneson, Special Assistant to the
Under Secretary of State (Webb), to the Secretary of State

SECRET [WasHINGTON,] July 7, 1949.

Subject: A. Position Paper on United States Policy in the UNAEC
and the next General Assembly?
B. Tactics Thereunder

A

U.S. POSITION ON ATOMIC ENERGY NEGOTIATIONS

The attached position paper on atomic energy negotiations in the
United Nations (Tab A)?! is submitted for your approval. Depart-
mental responsibility for the formulation of the United States position
has been taken over by this office on the recommendation of Mr. Rusk
who has informed me that this arrangement is agreeable to you and to
Mr. Webb. S

Current procedures call for the formalization of U.S. position on
atomic energy in the UN through the interdepartmental mechanism of
the Executive Committee on the Regulation of Armaments, the top
members of which are the Secretary of State, Secretary of Defense,
and the Chairman of the USAEC. Approval of the paper has now
been obtained from the Chairman of the USAEC and the Secretary of
Defense, which latter carries with it the concurrence of the Joint
Chiefs of Staff. (Attached to basic paper as Appendix C.) All requisite
Departmental clearances (i.e. S/P, G (for UNA as well), ARA, EUR,
FE, NEA, and L) have been obtained. The paper has been worked
out in the closest collaboration with Mr. Osborn and has his full
approval. Ambassador Austin concurs. Upon your approval, it be-
comes the U.S. position through the next General Assembly.

B

TACTICS

During the gestation period of the position paper, events have
moved forward in the UNAEC. The Commission’s Working Com-
mittee again rejected the Soviet proposals on June 15. At the same
time the Committee also resolved that there was nothing useful that
it could do until the Sponsoring Powers found some basis for agree-
ment. In due course the Commission will reach the same conclusions
as those of its Working Committee (membership on the Commission
and the Committee is identical).

* RAC D-35b, June 20, p. 70.
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While the attached position envisages that the UNAEC will make
a Fourth Report containing the conclusion that no further work is
“practicable or useful” in the UNAEC until such time as the Sponsor-
ing Powers find that a basis for agreement exists, the present trend
of thinking in New York is that the Commission’s conclusions to this
effect may be embodied in a resolution which finds the differences
between the majority and the minority to be irreconcilable at the
Commission level, reaffirms the analysis of the situation contained in
the Commission’s Third Report and concludes that there is nothing
practicable or useful that the Commission can do until the Sponsoring
Powers find that a basis for agreement exists. A tentative draft of
such a resolution is attached (Tab B).? In my view, this form of
action by the Commission is fully consonant with the position paper
and I have recommended to Osborn that he proceed accordingly.

IL. In the Consultations:

The position paper concludes that the consultations among the
Sponsoring Powers, which are required by the General Assembly
resolution of November 4, 1948, should be held below the level of
Foreign Ministers, preferably at the UNAEC level, and that they
should center on the question whether the Soviet Union is prepared
to accede to the basic elements of the UN plan of control. As to tim-
ing, the friendly New York delegations have agreed that the UNAEC
should formalize the conclusion that there is nothing practicable and
useful, etc., before the Sponsoring Powers begin consultations. The
Commission will probably take this action within the next few days.
The way will then be clear for consultations.

I am strongly of the view that Mr. Osborn should sit for the United
States in these consultations. I would intend to be present to assist him.
On the other hand, Mr. Osborn feels that someone else should do it.
He has suggested that Mr. Jessup ® would be the logical choice. Mr.
Osborn’s view is based primarily on the argument that unless there
is a new face at the table, domestic and foreign criticism will contend
that the United States is not making a genuine effort to break the
deadlock. My view is based on the following:

1. He is thoroughly schooled in the problem and knows intimately
the people involved.

2. A new man, however able, would require some period of briefing
and careful coaching thereafter.

3. Reasoning from their own practice, the Soviets would in all
probability assume, until they were told unequivocally to the contrary,
that a new man meant a new policy or a change in line. The net effect
of this would be unnecessary alarums and excursions and needless

3mab B is not attached to the source text; it is presumably the draft of July b,
not printed. For the draft of July 13, that was actually submitted to the United
Nations Atomic Energy Commission on July 20, see p. 96.

3 Philip C. Jessup, Ambassador at Large.
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delay in the carrying out of the consultation assignment. (Hickerson,
with whom I discussed this problem, places special stress on this last
point.)

It seems to me that the decision on this point of representation must
rest with you. If you think it would be helpful, I could easily arrange
to have Osborn come down so that he and I could talk it over with you.

III. In the General Assembly: ‘

As regards the UNAEC, the attached position does not require the
United States to press for formal suspension of that body. It does
call for support of the conclusion of the UNAEC that there is nothing
practicable and useful that can be done in that body until the Sponsor-
ing Powers find there is a basis for agreement. It requires that the
United States should state its unequivocal opposition to carrying on
any further work in the UNAEC until such time as a basis for agree-
ment is found by the Sponsoring Powers. It authorizes the United
States to support any resolution of the General Assembly which
recognizes this reality and to oppose any resolution which does not.

There is reason to expect that the General Assembly will not this
time call for a fruitless continuation of UNAEC meetings. The Gen-
eral Assembly may, however, urge that the Sponsoring Powers
~ continue to try to find some basis for agreement. If such is the recom-
mendation of the General Assembly, the United States can hardly
oppose it. There is, however, a serious question whether the United
States must not now state unequivocally, and if necessary unilaterally,
its view that there is no basis for agreement, or hope of agreement,
unless the Soviet Union changes radically its point of view on this
matter. The time may very well have come when the Soviet Union
should be put on notice that the United States refuses to be the subject
of propaganda attacks in the UNAEC under the guise of negotiations.
While the United States should never explicitly, or by implication,
withdraw the offer which it made on the 14th of June 1946, it should
speak frankly of its appraisal of the situation and allow no one to be
deceived as to the real cause of the impasse, namely Soviet intransi-
gence. It should state its conviction that until the Soviet Union
demonstrates a willingness to cooperate in the world community,
further negotiations on atomic energy control in the UNAEC or in
any other forum can serve no useful purpose.

I would recommend that the United States be prepared at the time
of the next General Assembly to state its views along the lines of the
foregoing. In order that there may be no doubt about the firmness of
this view and its official character, I would further recommend that
this view be embodied in your opening speech at the next General
Assembly and that it be made utterly clear to all United States
participants that this is the firm line to be held. Mr. Osborn and I have
discussed this point at some length and we are in full agreement that

445-205—76——8
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this is not only wise but necessary. Both he and I have very much in
mind the point of view expressed by Mr. Osborn’s consultants early
this spring (Conant, Bacher, Oppenheimer, Chester Barnard, John
Vance, General Groves, General Farrell, and General Nichols) that
- the United States should withdraw the offer.* While Osborn and I
cannot agree with this view, we do feel that we should come pretty
close to it and, in doing so, place the blame for failure to secure inter-
national control precisely where it belongs.

C

RECOMMENDATIONS

1. That you approve the attached position (Tab A).
2. That you decide whether Mr. Osborn or someone else should be
the principal representative of the United States in the consultations.
‘8. That you approve the idea of a strong statement by the United
States in the next General Assembly to the effect that while the
United States desires ultimately to achieve effective international
control, it is convinced that until the Soviet Union demonstrates a
willingness to cooperate in the world community, further negotiations
on this problem in the UNAEC or in any other forum can serve no
‘useful purpose.
R. GorpoN ARNESON
* For two memoranda of conversation by Osborn of the March 10 meeting of

the consultants to the United States Delegation to the United Nations Atomic
Energy Commission, see pp. 39 and 41.

Department of State Atomic Energy Files

The Alternate French Representative to the Security Council (de la
Tournelle) to the Deputy United States Representative to the
United Nations Atomic Energy -Commission (Osborn)

Translation
New York, July 11, 1949.

‘Drear Mr. Osporn: Following on our talk on July 6 I in-
formed the French Government as to the position of the Ameri-
can Delegation with respect to the work of the AEC and the draft
resolution which the United States is proposing to present to the
Commission, and asked my Government’s instructions.

M. Ramadier,? French Delegate, had declared at Paris before the
General Assembly that the French Government considered it essential
to continue the work of the AEC.

1 No record of the conversation under reference has been found in the files of
the Department of State.

3Paul Ramadier, Member of the French Delegation to the Third Session of
the General Assembly, 1948 ; Minister of National Defense.
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The French Government, for the reasons which you have made
clear, bemg forced to recognize that the Commission finds itself at an
impasse, is prepared to associate itself with a recommendation of the
Commission looking towards the suspension of these discussions.

However, the resolution should avoid in its language an attack on
the Soviet position and should therefore be drafted in a tactful man-
ner (“dans une forme nuancée”). . ‘
-.The French Government feels that the text must clearly indicate

“that it is proposing the adjournment and not the suspension of the

Commission. Besides, it would be willing to associate itself with such
a recommendation only if it suggested particularly that the GA ask
the Six Powers to hold consultations provided for in the Resolution
of November 4, 1948 periodically. In the thinking of the French
Government, these consultations, while avoiding a confirmation, in
the eyes of public opinion, of a complete break between the Soviet

‘Union and the Western Powers on such an important question, pro-

vide, at this time, the only hope that the work of the Commission
will be resumed at some undetermined date.
Please accept, dear Mr. Osborn, the assurance of my very devoted
friendly sentiments.
G. pE LA ToURNELLE

Department of State Atomic Energy Files

Memorandum of Conversation, by Messrs. Frederick H. Osborn and
R. Gordon Arneson

TOP SECRET | [WasHINGTON,] July 12, 1949.
Subject: Position of the United States inthe UNAEC

Participants: The Secretary
Mr. Frederick Osborn
Mr. Arneson
Mr. Rusk (for latter part of conversation)

Mr. Osborn presented in detail General McNaughton’s position and
that of certain other delegates to the UNAEC with respect to the time
at which the AEC should come to a vote on its Fourth Report or a
resolution to substitute fora report.

*Mr. Osborn stated that General McNaughton was in general agree-
ment with the content of the draft resolution proposed by the United
States, feeling that it states the facts with regard to the impasse in the
AEC and the reasons for the impasse. General McNaughton further
feels that at some time the AEC has a clear responsibility to state
clearly its position. However, General McNaughton, feels that to vote
such a resolution at this time before the meeting of the Sponsoring
Powers would appear to take the ball away from the Sponsoring
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Powers where it has been placed by the General Assembly, would
make it appear that the Commission was prejudging the case and
would endanger the solidarity of the majority because of the possi-
bility that such a resolution at this time would not get the affirmative
votes of the entire majority which hitherto had supported the position
of the AEC. ,

Mr. Arneson indicated his feeling that action on the proposed U.S.
resolution at this time did not prejudge the position of the Sponsoring
Powers but, on the other hand, would make it perfectly clear that
the Commission could not solve the impasse with the Soviet Union
at the Commission level and therefore placed the responsibility di-
rectly in the lap of the Sponsoring Powers in accordance with the
instructions of the General Assembly. Mr. Arneson pointed out that
whatever difficulties there might be in gaining acceptance of such a
resolution at this time would be increased if the resolution were intro-
duced after the meeting of the Sponsoring Powers or at a time when
the Sponsorng Powers have not yet come to a final conclusion. He
pointed out that it was quite possible that the Sponsoring Powers
could not come to a conclusion before September 15 and might have
to report at a later date during the meeting of the Assembly, or might
even have to report that the consultations were still continuing and
could not be completed before the end of this General Assembly. Delay
in acting in the AEC at this time would mean that this General
Assembly would go by without any report from the AEC. He felt
that it would be disastrous to go to the GA with a position which
would make it possible for the members of the Assembly to be guided
by their wishful thinking and hope that the AEC might come up
with a solution.

Very full consideration was given to this matter and a lengthy dis-
cussion took place. The Secretary said that the United States was still
firm in its desire to achieve international agreement on the prohibi-
tion of atomic weapons and the development of atomic energy for
peaceful purposes on an equitable basis among all nations, but that he
himself felt that it was inconceivable that such an end could be
achieved on the basis of national ownership of explosive materials and
national ownership of facilities for making explosive materials. The
Secretary said that it was absolutely essential that the United States
malke its position on these matters 100 percent clear in the GA. He did
not see how the AEC could escape its responsibility for restating not
only the impasse, but the reasons therefor, namely the refusal of the
Soviet Union to accept the cooperative plan approved by the General
Assembly on November 4, 1948, and their insistence on their own plan.

The Secretary was not willing to risk the dangers which would
attach to deferring this very clear responsibility of the AEC until
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September in the hope that the Sponsoring Powers will have reported
by that time. , '

The Secretary therefore gave his opinion that the U.S. Delegation
should call a meeting of the Commission at the earliest possible mo-
ment ; and propose a resolution along the lines indicated, either as an
amendment of the Cuban-Argentine resolution® or otherwise, and
should bring such a resolution to a vote. Whether or not such a resolu-
tion obtains the full majority of the Commission or even if it fails to
obtain the majority of the Commission, the position of the U.S. will
have been made clear and can be repeated firmly in the General As-

-~ sembly. The Secretary recognizes the grave responsibility attached to

this line of action, and hopes very much that the delegates of other
nations will realize why the United States feels it can not properly lay
itself open any longer to the continuation of the absurd and dangerous
propaganda being carried out by the Soviet Union in the UNAEC.
Further, it is felt that the Soviet Union will never believe that the
majority mean business on the terms laid down in the recommendations
approved by the General Assembly on November 4 unless the major-
ity of all nations concerned continue to take a perfectly clear and
definite position. That appears to be the only procedure that carries
hope of bringing the Soviet Union to realize the necessity for recon-
sidering their position.

On the basis of certain personal reasons which Mr. Osborn advanced,
the Secretary agreed that while he would very much prefer that Mr. -
Osborn represent the United States in the consultations, he could not
insist on it. It was agreed that in view of Mr. Osborn’s projected
absence from New York during the latter half of August that:

1. Mr. Osborn would sit for the United States in the consultations
gntil the 15th of August in the event consultations began before that

ime.

2. Jack Hickerson would take over from Mr. Osborn on the 15th. In
order to do so, Mr. Hickerson would have to come back from his vaca-
tion on or shortly after the first of August in order that he might be-
come thoroughly acquainted with the issues before taking over.

3. Mr. Arneson would be available as much as other commitments
permitted to assist both Mr. Osborn and Mr. Hickerson.

4. In the General Assembly Mr. Jessup would be designated as the
member of the U.S. Delegation to handle the atomic energy debate.

5. While Mr. Osborn after the 15th of August would not be the
principal representative in the consultations, nor would he carry the
ball in the General Assembly debates, he would be available to assist
in both instances.

* For text, see editorial note, p. 65.
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Department of State Disarmament Files

Memorandum of Conversation, by the Deputy United States Repre-
sentative to the Commission for Conventional Armaments (Nash)

CONFIDENTIAL v [New Yorg,] July 12, 1949.
US/8/C.3/25

Subjzct: Conventional Armaments Commission : Program of Future
ction

Participants: General McNaughton, Mr. Ignatieff; Canadian
Delegation
Baron de la Tournelle, Colonel Penette; French
Delegation , o
Mr. Ivar Lunde; Norwegian Delegation ;
Sir Terence Shone, Mr. Laskey, Wing Commander
Warne; United Kingdom Delegation
Mr. Nash, Mr. Russell; United States Mission
Mr. Shooshan ; Department of State
Colonel Townsely; Military Staff Committee
Immediately following the conclusion of the meeting of the CCA
Working Committee this morning, an informal discussion was held by
the representatives of the Canadian, French, Norwegian, UK and US
delegations for the purpose of forecasting the future program of action
in CCA. It was agreed that the French proposals on census and
verification would be put to the vote at the meeting of the Working
Committee called for on Monday, July 18.* The vote is expected to
result in the approval of the French proposals by an 8-2 majority (the
two negative votes being cast by the Soviet and Ukrainian representa-
tives, with Egypt probably abstaining although, in the light of
Khalifa Bey’s 2 statement at today’s meeting, it is by no means out of
the question that Egypt may cast a negative vote). The effect of this
action will be to take the French proposals out of the Working Com-
mittee and place them before the Commission itself. A meeting of
the Commission will be called for on Tuesday, July 19, at which time
two matters will be brought up for action: 1) approval of the French
proposals on census and verification for transmission to the SC, and
2) approval for transmission to the SC of the Second Progress Report
of CCA (S/C.3/32/Rev. 1) which was prepared for submission to the
SC a year ago but was at that time blocked by the Soviet Representa-
tive. Whether these items can both be disposed of at the meeting
proposed for July 19 remains to be seen, it being impossible at this time
to forecast the attitude of the Soviet and Ukrainian representatives.
However, with respect to the Second Progress Report (item 2 above),
1At its 25th Meeting, July 18, the Working Committee adopted the French
working paper as a whole (S/C.3/SC.3/21/Rev. 1/Corr. 1) by a vote of 8-3
(Soviet Union, Ukraine, Egypt) ; for text, see the report of the Commission for
Conventional Armaments to the Security Council (S/1372), August 9, p. 106.

2 Brig. Gen. Mohamed Adbel Halim Khalifa Bey, Alternate Egyptian Repre-
sentative to the Commission for Conventional Armaments.
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it may be noted that at the CCA meeting of 23 February 1949, Malik
stated that “it was a matter of entire indifference to the USSR Dele-
gation whether or not it was referred to the Council”. If this con-
tinues to be the Soviet position, there should be no delay in acting on
the item of the Second Progress Report.

Upon completion of action on the two items referred to above, it
is expected that CCA’s business will be wound up for the time being
and the scene of action will shift to the SC where it is expected the |
Soviet and Ukrainian representatives will continue their opposition to
the French proposals, with the position of Egypt remaining unclear.

Following the conclusion of the discussion outlined above, the
representatives of the Canadian, UK and US delegations remained
behind to discuss briefly the UK amendment to the French Working
Paper (S/C.3/SC.3/22)2 making the “complete order of battle” avail-
able to the control organ for verification purposes. A general discus-
sion was held concerning the construction to be placed on the phrase
“order of battle” and the following was established : :

“Order of battle is a list of component parts of all ground, naval
and air forces by designation and numbers of personnel. To facilitate
verification, the location of units selected for on-the-spot checking will
be furnished central control authority upon request.”

In order to ensure that the foregoing construction accurately reflected
the intention of the UK Home Office and Military, Sir Terence said
that he would submit the foregomg to London for immediate

clearance.
Frank C. NasH

' *The British amendment applied to Section II, Part BII, paragraph 1 of the
French working paper; see footnote 3, p. 63. In telegram 821 from New York,
July 12, Ambassador Austin reported that the French had agreed to incorporate
it into their proposal and that the United States Delegation intended to support
the paper thus amended (501.BC Armaments/7-1249). In telegram 363 to New
York, July 14, the Department indicated that the amendment with the construc-
tion placed upon it by the United Kingdom fell within exwtmg mstruetlons and
could be supported (501.BC Armaments/7—1249)

Department of State Disarmament Files

Memorandum of Conversation, by Mr. Charles H. Russell, Adviser,
United States Mission at the United Nations

SECRET : - [New Yorxk,] July 13, 1949.
US/AEC/38 - : ,

Participants: General McNaughton, Mr. Ignatieff, Mr. Starnes;
Canadian Delegation .
Dr. Wei; Chinese Delegation :
Sir Terence Shone, Mr. Laskey; United Kingdom
Delegation '
Mr. Osborn, Mr. Russell, United States Mission
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A meeting was held at the United States Mission on the morning
of July 13 to continue the discussion referred to in US/AEC/36.

1. UNAEC

Mr. Osborn first decribed, for the benefit of those who had not been
present, a meeting which had been held in Mr. Austin’s office on
July 112 at which, in addition to the Ambassador, General
McNaughton, Messrs. Ignatieff, Starnes, Ross, Osborn and Russell had
been present. :

Mr. Osborn then referred to a conversation which he had had with
the Secretary of State at Washington on July 12.® This meeting had
lasted for over an hour. Mr. Osborn had carefully presented the views
of General McNaughton (US/AEC/36). There was a very full dis-
cussion. It was Mr. Acheson’s considered opinion that the Commission
ought to complete its work now and adopt a resolution along the lines
of the U.S. draft resolution (US/AEC/36)* making it clear that the
impasse continued to exist and giving the principal reasons therefor,
and that this must be done before the meeting of the Sponsoring
Powers. ‘

9. Letter from the French Delegation

Mr. Osborn circulated a letter from Baron de la Tournelle, the text
of which, in translation, is attached.® Mr. Osborn thought that there
would be no objection on the part of the United States to periodic
meetings of the Sponsoring Powers.

8. Procedure and Tactics in the UNAEC

There followed a discussion as to procedure and tactics. In reply
to questions asked by Mr. Laskey, Mr. Osborn felt that the meat of
the situation lay in the fact that the impasse analyzed in the Third
Report still existed, as stated in the final paragraph of the U.S. draft
resolution. He believed that the Commission should go on record with
a brief statement of the facts without passing judgment on the USSR.
He agreed that the text of the U.S. draft resolution could be altered,
but emphasized that the basic difference—national vs. international
ownership—should be retained.

4. U.8. Draft Resolution

The meeting was devoted principally to a close examination of the
U.S. draft resolution (US/AEC/36). After prolonged discussion a
shorter text was agreed upon ; the text is attached.

Dr. Wei said that the resolution in its present form was satisfactory

! Memorandum of conversation, July 6, p. 80.

2 No record of this meeting has been found in the files of the Department of
State.

3 See memorandum of conversation, p. 89.

¢ Reference is to the draft attached to memorandum of conversation US/AEC/
36, not printed.

®Dated July 11, p. 88.
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to him and that the present text removed any objections to it which he
might previously have had. General McNaughton and Sir Terence
Shone accepted the text ad referendum.

5. Letter to the Acting Secretary-General of the United Nations

General McNaughton circulated a draft of a letter to the Acting
Secretary-General ¢ requesting him to call a meeting of the Six Spon-
soring Powers as soon as possible. - |

(At this point Messrs. Ross and Noyes joined the meeting and took
part in the discussion of this matter.)

Questions of procedure were discussed : whether the Canadian letter

“could serve for all delegations, whether each delegation should write

separately, whether the U.S.S.R. Delegation should be sounded out
privately, and, if so, by whom, whether or not a representative of the
Secretary-General should be present at the meetings (it was felt that
he should not be present), and other related matters.

Sir Terence Shone asked that before General McNaughton’s letter
was forwarded to the Acting Secretary-General he be given an op-
portunity to consult Sir Alexander Cadogan.”

No final conclusions were reached.

6. Further Consideration of the U.S. Draft Resolution
_ Before the meeting adjourned, General McNaughton expressed the
personal opinion that the U.S. draft resolution as amended at the
meeting “pretty well meets the points we had in mind”.

7. Next Meeting of the Commission

Tt was agreed that Dr. Wei, in his capacity as Chairman, would call
a meeting of the Commission for next Wednesday morning, July 20,
at 10:30 o’clock. It was further agreed that before Dr. Wei actually
made arrangements for calling the meeting, Sir Terence Shone would
be given an opportunity to consult Sir Alexander Cadogan and that
he would thereupon communicate with Dr. Wei. (Note: we have since
been informed that the date proposed is satisfactory to the U.K.
Delegation.)

8. Treatment of Ownership in the “Statement of Principles’ ®
On the question of ownership (US/AEC/36), Sir Terence Shone
said that he expected to hear from his Government in the very near
future.
C. H. RusseLL

% Not printed.

" Permanent British' Representative at the United Nations; Representative to
the Security Council, the Atomic Energy Commission, and the Commission for
Conventional Armaments.

®The statement of principles went through several preliminary drafts, none

of which is printed. For the statement actually introduced as a working paper

in the consultations of the six sponsoring powers, see the Appendix to the Second
Meeting, August 16, in United Nations, Official Records of the General Assembly,
Fourth Session, Supplement No. 15, “International Control of Atomlc Energy,”
p. 6 (hereafter cited as GA (IV), Suppl. No. 15).
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[Annex]
Draft of Proposed Resolution®

CONFIDENTIAL ‘ [New Yorxk,] July 13, 1949.
The Atomic Energy Commission, '

Reports:

That in accordance with the instructions of the General Assembly
in its resolution of November 4, 1948, the Atomic Energy Commission
has surveyed its programme of work in order to determine whether
further work would be practicable and useful;

That the U.S.S.R. and the Ukrainian S.S.R. continue to reject the
recommendations of the Commission approved by the General Assem-
bly on November 4, 1948, including those forms of control contained
in the plan approved by the General Assembly “as constituting the
necessary basis for establishing an effective system of international
control of atomic energy to ensure its use only for peaceful purposes
and for the elimination from national armaments of atomic weapons
in accordance with the terms of reference of the Atomic Energy
Commission”; ‘

That the U.S.S.R."and the Ukrainian S.S.R. continue to insist on
the adoption of the resolution proposed by the U.S.S.R., and rejected
by the General Assembly on November 4, 1948, to prepare immediately
separate conventions based on the proposals of the Soviet Union of
June 1946 and June 1947 which provide among other things for na-
tional ownership of dangerous and explosive atomic materials, and
for national ownership, operation and management of dangerous
atomic facilities. This in the opinion of the other members of the
Commission, would not remove causes for suspicion, fear and distrust
among nations, would render ineffective the prohibition of atomic
weapons, and would continue dangerous national rivalries in the field
of atomic energy.

Concludes :

That the impasse as analyzed in the Third Report of the Atomlc
Energy Commission still exists; that these differences are irreconcil-
able at the Commission level, and that further discussion in the Atomic
Energy Commission would tend to harden these differences and would
serve no practicable or useful purpose until such time as the Sponsor-
ing Powers have reported that there exists a basis for agreement.

® Introduced by the United States Delegﬁtion at the 23rd Meeting of the United
Nations Atomic Energy Commission, July 20 for the record of that meeting,
see AEC, 4th yr., No. 1. o ; 5 ¢
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Department of State Atomic Energy Files

Memorandum for the Files by Mr. Joseph Chase of the Office of the
Under Secretary of State (Webb)

SECRET [WasHINGTON,] July 13, 1949.

Subject: Foreign Office Instructions to United Kingdom Delegation
to the UN Regarding the Statement of Principles To Be Used by
the Sponsoring Powers.

Tim Marten  of the British Embassy on July 12 showed a Foreign
Office telegram dated July 11 to Mr. Arneson and Mr. Chase to the
following effect :

1. The United Kingdom cannot agree to the retention of the second
sentence in para 6(a) of the Statement of Principles. However, since
all of 6(a) is taken from the Second Report, for which the UK had
voted after having made certain reservations (by Cadogan on Septem-
ber 10, 1948 [1947]),? these reservations are part of the legislative
history and need not be repeated. Therefore, para 6(a) might be re-
tained. Flowever, if pressed by the Soviet Union during the consulta-
tions on the point of ownership, the UK will have to make its
reservations clear once again.

2. The Foreign Office felt that the US draft resolution ® for the
UNAEC was provocative, particularly in that it stated that national
ownership renders prohibition and control ineffective. This resolution
being new language, with no legislative history, the UK cannot agree

without making its previous reservations. This is a long standing

Ministry decision and it cannot be reconsidered without considerable
delay. In making this decision, the Ministers were very conscious of -
their responsibilities to the Commonwealth and would need Common-
wealth approval in reversing themselves. The Foreign Office also
argued that international ownership was not necessary for security
and was difficult to defend in debate.
' Joserr CHASE

1F. W. Marten, First Secretary, British Embassy. )

2 For the reservations stated by Sir Alexander Cadogan, British Representative,
at the 18th Meeting of the United Nations Atomic Energy Commission, Septem-
ber 10, 1947, see United Nations, Official Records of the Atomic Energy Commis-

sigrg Second Year, No. 3, p. 58 (hereafter cited as AEC, 2nd yr., No. 3).
upra.

USUN Files

The Deputy United States Representative to the United Nations
Atomic Energy Commission (Osborn) to the Alternate French
Representative to the Security Council (de la Touwrnelle)

CONFIDENTIAL : NEw Yorkg, J uly '14, 1949.

Drar Barown pE 1A TourNELLE: T acknowledge with thanksand ap-
preciation your letter nf July 11 concerning the draft resolution which
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was proposed for introduction in the Atomic Energy Commission
when it meets next week.

As you know it was the desire of all of us that the meeting of the
Commission to consider the resolution sent to it by the Working
Committee should be deferred until Mr. de Rose’s return so that he
could be personally present. Since the summer is already so far ad-
vanced, it was felt that the meeting must be held at the earliest possible
date after his return, and accordingly it has been called for next
Wednesday, July 20, at 10: 30.

In the meantime, it was necessary to continue the preparation of the
~ draft resolution so that all delegations could give it their careful con-
sideration. In doing this, the views expressed by your Government
have been carefully taken into account. The form of the resolution has
been changed and its content modified so that its references to the
position of the Soviet Union would consist of a simple factual report.
We did not see how the Commission could do less than this, as it is
certainly necessary that the General Assembly as well as the Sponsor-
ing Powers, when they meet, should have before them a clear statement
of the respective positions of the two sides. I enclose a copy of the
resolution as now proposed.* The Canadian and British Delegates,
who have gone over this with great care, believe that it fully meets the
requirements laid down in your letter that it should be expressed “dans
une forme nuancée.” ‘ :

We also considered at length the desire of the French Government
that the resolution should specifically suggest to the General Assembly
that the Six Powers be invited to make periodic the meeting envisaged
in the resolution of November 4, 1948. The three delegations were
agreed that such a recommendation would be desirable in the event
of the failure of the Sponsoring Powers to reach agreement the first
time, but they did not believe that such a feeling should be expressed in
the resolution of the Atomic Energy Commission. Their feeling was
that this was a position to be taken either in the General Assembly
itself or by the Sponsoring Powers and that it should be expressed
only in the event of failure of the Sponsoring Powers to find a basis
of negotiation. Otherwise, we would seem to be expecting failure even
before the meeting of the Sponsoring Powers had taken place.

‘We hope to be able to talk these matters over.,with Mr. de Rose at
the earliest possible moment after hisarrival.

Please accept the assurance of my highest regard.

Sincerely yours, : Freperick OsBORN

1 Of July 13, p. 96.
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Department of State Disarmament Files

Memorandum of Conversation, by Mr. Charles H. Russell, Adviser,
United States Mission ot the United Nations

SECRET : [NEw Yorx,] July 19, 1949.
US/AEC/41
Participants: General McNaughton, Major Pierce Goulding, Mr.
Grande; Canadian Delegation
Dr. Wei, Chinese Delegation
M. de Rose, French Delegation
Sir Terence Shone, Mr. Laskey; United Kingdom
Delegation
Mr. Osborn, Mr. Russell ; United States Mission
A meeting was held at the United States Mission on the afternoon
of July 19 to continue the discussion referred to in US/AEC/38* and

earlier memoranda.

I UNAE.C. ~ ,

General McNaughton said that he had received instructions from
his Government to vote for the resolution which Mr. Osborn would
propose. He added that this involved no change of position on his part;
he would have preferred to support the Chinese and Cuban-Argentine
resolutions adopted in the Working Committee, but his Government
considered the most important factor to be the retention of a united
front. Sir Terence Shone said that his instructions were to the same
effect. M. de Rose said that he had transmitted the text of the resolu-
tion to his Government and had recommended acceptance for the same
reasons.

I1. Statement of Principles

The statement of principles to be used in the Six Power Consulta-
tions (US/AEC/33) was discussed in great detail. A number of pro-
posed amendments submitted by the United States Delegation and
other delegations were considered, as follows :

(A) (8)—page 2: New Approach. M. de Rose said that he felt that
the atomic energy debate at the meeting of the General Assembly in
Paris last autumn had not been very satisfactory. What he had meant
by a new approach was to work out the problem from a different angle.
The paper under discussion was merely restating what we regarded as
fundamental, but M. de Rose did not think that this was the way to
present it. He wanted to restate the majority position in different
wording, but realized the difficulties of the United States in accepting

! Dated July 13, p. 93.
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new wording. He asked whether we could not arrive at a solution in
a different way as otherwise he felt that we stood to lose everything.
He stated that if the others felt that they could not accept his point of
view he would be obliged to reconsider his entire position, but in his
subsequent remarks he modified his position considerably. Mr. Osborn
pointed out that the U.S.S.R. would not be impressed by the logic
which M. de Rose had used and he felt that the course which M. de
Rose suggested might give the U.S.S.R. an opportunity to say that the
majority members were not standing by the General Assembly resolu-
tion. He agreed that the debates in Paris had not been entirely
satisfactory.

General McNaughton said that his Government were in favor of
a new effort to make the U.S.S.R. understand, but he did not wish to
lay too much emphasis upon a new approach nor to give the impres-
sion to the public of Canada that we were dispensing with all the work
that the Commission had accomplished. To do so would have an un-
fortunate effect in Canada and a disastrous effect in the United States.
He added that his Government had warned him of that danger.

Sir Terence Shone expressed the view that a great deal depended
on what use was going to be made of the Statement of Principles. It
was no longer to serve as the agenda. It might become desirable to
give the Russians the paper, but not at the beginning of the negotia-
tions. He felt that there was some merit in being able to state to the
General Assembly that the problem was being approached from a new
angle. M. de Rose said that what was really wanted was for the Gen-

"eral Assembly to say that the Commission and the Sponsoring Powers
had done everything they could and that there was no use in making
further efforts. He realized the importance of public opinion in the
United States and in Canada, but emphasized the importance of public
opinion in Europe. He expressed the view that when the -General
Assembly did not tell the Atomic Energy Commission to suspend, it
was a defeat for us. General McNaughton said that he could not
agree with this. He referred particularly to the position of South
Africa and India; in the case of India, at least, their delegates were
merely maintaining a bargaining position. He could not agree with
M. de Rose that there was any question of defeat in the General As-
sembly and pointed out that the nations of the world had accepted
what was presented to them. ‘

Mr. Osborn pointed out the difficulty with which he would be faced
if the United States Congress got the impression that we were scrap-
ping the ma,]omty plan. He added that the important thing was to
get the U.S.S.R. in the Six Power Consultations to agree to funda-
mental principles.
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[Here follows detailed discussion of the Statement of Principles.]

II1. Letter to the Acting Secretary-General of the United Nations
(US/AEC/38) :
Sir Terence Shone said that Sir Alexander Cadogan had requested
a meeting in his office on Thursday morning, July 21, at 11 o’clock to
consider this matter further. '

IV. Treatment of Ownership in the Statement of Principles (US/
AEC/36 and /38)
Sir Terence Shone said that he was still awaiting instructions from

his Government.
: C. H. RusseLL

501.A Summaries/7—2149: Telegrani

The United States Representative at the United Nations (Austin) to
" the Secretary of State ‘

SECRET - New Yorg, July 21, 1949—11:16 p. m.
851. Daily Classified Summary No. 145. [Here follows a list of
highlights of the telegram.] ; :
Aromic ENERGY ‘

Reporting receipt of instructions to vote for the AEC impasse
resolution which Osborn introduced in the Commission July 20,
McNaughton (Canada) said his Government considered the retention
of a united front to be the most important factor. Shone (UK) said
his instructions were to the same effect. De Rose (France) informed
USUN he had transmitted the text of the resolution to his Government
and had recommended acceptance for the same reasons.

These Canadian, UK and French Representatives, along with Wei
(China), discussed with USUN in detail the Statement of Principles
to be used in Six-Power Consultations (US/AEC/3—) [US/
AFE(C/33], considering a number of proposed amendments submitted
by USUN and other delegations. Osborn pointed out the important
thing was to get the USSR in the Six-Power Consultations to agree
to fundamental principles. :

In reference to a “new approach,” McNaughton said his Govern-
ment favored a new effort to make the USSR understand, but he did
not wish to lay too much emphasis on a new approach nor to give the

1 For the text of the resolution introduced by the United States at the 23rd
Meeting of the United Nations Atomic Energy Commission, July 20, see p. 96.
Tor the record of that meeting, see AEC, 4th yr., No. 7. The text of the statement
in which Osborn presented the resolution also appears in Documents on Dis-
armament, 1945-1959, vol. 1, p. 194.
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impression to the Canadian public that an attempt was being made to
dispense with all the work the AEC had accomplished. Shone reported
he was still awaiting instructions from his Government concerning
the section on ownership in the Statement of Principles (US/AEC/36
and /38).2 :

At a July 21 meeting of Canadian, Chinese, French and UK Repre-
sentatives with USUN,® agreement was reached on the text of a letter
to the Acting SyG from the Chinese Delegation * concerning Six-
Power Consultations. Wei said his delegation felt the Chinese Dele-
gation could properly communicate with the Acting SyG on this since
the Chinese Representative was Chairman of the AEC this month. It
was decided to ask in the letter that the meetings be closed, that the
Acting SyG be requested to arrange for a staff to provide interpreta-
tion and records and that the agenda be the relevant part of the GA
Resolution of last Nov. 4. It was also agreed that the Chinese would
transmit copies of the letter to the delegations of the other five AEC
sponsoring powers,

[Here follows discussion of other subjects.]

* For memoranda of conversation US/AEC/36 (July 6) and US/AEC/38 (July
13), see pp. 80 and 93.

®The memorandum of this conversation, US/AEC/42, July 21, is not printed.

* The letter, transmitted July 22, is not printed.

Editorial Note

At its 24th Meeting, July 29, the United Nations Atomic Energy
Commission adopted Working Committee Resolution AEC/C.1/85
(for partial text, see editorial note, page 65) after having agreed to
substitute “Atomic Energy Commission” for “Working Committee”
throughout the text. The UNAEC thus concluded that no useful pur-
pose could be served by its further consideration of the Soviet pro-
posals contained in draft resolution AEC/37 (for partial text, see foot-
note 6, page 37). For the text of the resolution as adopted by the
UNAEC, see United Nations, Official Records of the General Assem-
bly, F'ifth Session, Supplement No. 2, “Report of the Security Council
to the General Assembly Covering the Period from 16 July 1949 to
15 July 1950,” page 32 (hereafter cited as GA(V), Suppl. No. 2),or
Documents on Disarmament 1945-1959, volume I, page 198. The vote
on the resolution, adopted as AEC/42, was 7-2-2, the Soviet Union
and the Ukraine opposed and Argentina and Egypt abstaining.

At the same meeting, the UNAEC adopted United States draft
resolution AEC/41 (designated AEC/43 with its approval) by a vote
of 9-2 (the Soviet Union and the Ukraine) ; for text, see page 99.
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 The two resolutions were transmitted to the Security Council on
~ July 29 as annexes to a letter from the Chairman of the Commission
to the President of the Council (S/1877) ; for text, see United Nations,
Official Records of the Security Council, Fourth Year, Supplement for
September, October, November and December, 1949, page 8 (hereafter
cited as SC, 4th yr., Suppl. for Sept.—Dec.,1949) . ' '

Department of State Disarmament Files :
Memorandum of Oonversation, by the Deputy United States Repre-
sentative to the Commission for Conventionol Armaments (N ash)?*

CONFIDENTIAL . [New York,] August 1, 1949.
US/S/C.3/27 ‘
US/AEC/44

Just prior to today’s meeting of the Commission for Conventional
Armaments, Baron de la Tournelle told me that last week he had had
an informal conversation with M. Manuilsky ? of the Ukrainian Dele-
gation in the course of which Manuilsky stated that if the French
would amend their proposals on arms census and verification to in-
clude a “reference to atomic weapons”, he thought the Soviet and
Ukrainian Delegations would be prepared to accept them. De la
Tournelle stated that he replied to Manuilsky to the effect that
matters of atomic weapons could not be acted upon by CCA and that
besides the plan approved by the majority in AEC embraced not only
the ultimate disclosure of information relating to the atomic bomb
but the actual surrender of the bombs themselves. To this de la
Tournelle stated Manuilsky retorted: “Surely you are too clever to
believe that the United States will ever give up the atomic bomb—
anymore than any other country that had it would. They are simply
playing with us.”

Practically the same thought has previously been expressed to me
directly by Munoz® of the Argentinian Delegation and Khalifa of
the Egyptian Delegation. ' '

1The United States Mission reported this conversation to the Department of
State in telegram 881, August 2, not printed. In a circular telegram of August 4,
not printed, the Department relayed an account to the American Embassies in
London, Paris, and Moscow. (501.BC Atomic/8-449) .

2Dr. Dmitri Z. Manuilsky, Vice Premier and Minister for Foreign Affairs of
the Ukrainian Soviet Socialist Republic; Ukrainian Representative to the Se-
curity Council, Atomic Energy Commission, and- Commission for Conventional
Armaments.

3 Dr. Rodolfo Mufioz, Alternate Argentine Representative to the Security Coun-
¢il, Atomic Energy Commission, and Commission for Conventional Armaments.

445-205—76——19
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Department of State Atomic Energy Files

Notes on the First Meeting of the Sponsoring Powers, Lake Success,
‘ New York, August 9,1949,11:30 a. m.* : ~

SECRET
Representatives:
McNaughton—Canada
Tsiang 2—China ’
Chauvel *—France '
Hickerson—United States
Cadogan—TUnited Kingdom
Tsarapkin +—USSR

The meeting was opened by ASyG Price, who offered the services
and cooperation of the UN Secretariat, then suggested that the rep-
resentatives might select a Chairman. Tsiang (China) suggested a
Chairman for each meeting to rotate in English alphabetical order.
This was agreed as amended by Cadogan to retain the same represent-
ative as Chairman for an entire day should more than one meeting
take place in any one day. iy :

McNaughton (Canada) took the chair and suggested that the agenda

‘be the GA Resolution of November 4, 1948; in particular, paragraph
three thereof. Tsarapkin (USSR) objected, pointing out that there
were other paragraphs in the Resolution; in particular, paragraph one
(which approved the Commission plan). If that were the case, the
USSR felt constrained to put forward its proposals of February 25,
1949,° June 11, 1947 * and June 19, 1946 8 as items in the agenda.

McNaughton, Chairman, assured the Soviet representative that the
focus was on paragraph three, that our purpose was to meet and con-
sult and try to find a basis for agreement. There was no intention of
preventing any representative from putting forward any proposals
for this purpose.

! This account was prepared within .the United States Delegation for the use
of American personnel. The agreed summary records of the first ten meetings
of the six permanent members of the United Nations Atomic Energy Commission
(the sponsors of General Assembly Resolution 1(I), January 24, 1946, establish-
ing the UNAEC), August 9-October 13, 1949, are printed in GA (IV), Swuppl.
No. 15, pp. 3-32. - :

?Dr. Tingfu F. Tsiang, Permanent ‘Chinese Representative at the United Na-
tions ; Representative to the Atomic Energy Commission.

®Jean Chauvel, Permanent French Representative at the United: Nations;
Representative to the Atomic Energy Commission. :

*Semyon K. Tsarapkin, Alternate Soviet Representative to the Atomic Energy
Commission. )

® Byron Price, Assistant Secretary General of the United Nations.

¢ For partial text, see footnote 6, p. 37.

" The proposals are contained in an address by Soviet Representative Andrey
Andreyevich Gromyko at the 12th Meeting of the United Nations Atomic Energy
Commission, June 11, 1947, AEC, 2nd yr., No. 2, pp. 20-24. .

8 The proposals are contained in an address by Gromyko at the 2nd Meeting of
the UNAEC, June 19, 1946, AEC, 1s¢ yr., No. 2, pp. 23-30. ' '
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‘Hickerson, U.S., agreed with this interpretation. Tsarapkin, USSR,
stated that if paragraph three is the agenda and any representative
would be permitted to put forth its ideas—such as those already sug-
gested by the Soviet representative—then he would not insist upon
the formal inclusion of the Soviet proposals “now”. McNaughton,
Chairman, stated that this interpretation is now clear and that the
main central feature of the agenda is paragraph three of the GA
Resolution. _ ' '

After some discussion on simultaneous and consecutive interpreta-
tion, particularly the request made by Tsarapkin for interpretation
into Russian, it was agreed, and ASyG-Price accepted on behalf of the
Secretariat that when French or English was spoken, an interpreter
would simultaneously give a Russian translation via earphones. This
was agreed to as was a Chinese proposal that other representatives
be granted a similar courtesy upon request.

‘There was no objection to the Chairman’s next suggestion that sum-
mary records should be prepared by the Secretariat.
 When the Chairman suggested that the meetings be closed, Tsarap-
kin (USSR) demurred, but acceded to the wishes of the other repre-

 sentatives to keep the meetings closed for the time being and permit
a re-opening of this question in the future if it should become desirable.

McNaughton, Chairman, suggested that there be an agreed press
communique issued by the Secretariat after each meeting and that
each representative undertake not to make any comment beyond this
agreed communique. There was no objection to this proposal.

" Hickerson (U.S.) next spoke, stating that we are here at the request
of the General Assembly to meet and consult in order to determine
whether a basis for agreement on international control of atomic
energy and on the prohibition of atomic weapons can be reached. Or

~ stated in another way, we are here to see whether the deadlock can
be broken by trying a fresh approach. One point, however, must be
emphasized ; namely, that the U.S. supports the Commission plan of
control and prohibition approved by the General Assembly, because
it is the only scheme that we know or have been able to find that is
effective. However, we recognize that human ingenuity is great and
perhaps variations or new proposals can also provide the safeguards
and the security the world demands. The proposals of the Soviet
Union to date are not acceptable as they fall far short of providing -
these safeguards. The U.S., however, will give sympathetic considera-
tion to any proposals by the Soviet Union or by others that can bring
about effective control and prohibition. -

 Cadogan (U.K.) agreed with the U.S. statement and suggested that
we might approach the problem in some new way in an attempt to
avoid a repetition of the three years of argument. These three years
have resulted in the Commission plan, which the U.K. supports, and -
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certain other proposals and plans. Cadogan suggested that perhaps a
fruitful way of proceeding would be to outline the fundamental points
of the plans, that these might be prepared in a day or so, distributed
to the various representatives, and be a basis for discussion at our next
meeting.

McNaughton, Chairman, thanked the U.K. for this suggestion and
suggested that this be done so that it could be used at the next meeting.
Cadogan agreed to do it.

It was agreed that the next meeting be convened for Tuesday,
August 16, at 10: 30 a. m. at which time China would be in the Chair,
and there was no objection to the Chalrman s suggestion that the U.K.
list be the item for discussion.

A purely factual communique prepared by the Secretariat was
slightly amended and agreed to. The meeting adjourned at 1: 05 p. m.

(The various points on procedure, as well as the U.K. suggestion
for a preparation of the list of fundamental points had been agreed
to at a meeting of the five friendly representatives, held just prior to
the official meeting, at Sir Terence Shone’s home in Lake Success.)

(After the meeting Hickerson approached Tsarapkin, who stated
that he did not understand Hickerson’s statement regarding new
proposals as the USSR “had no new proposals”.)

Department of State Disarmament Files

Report by the Commission for Conventional Armaments to the
Security Council

S/1372 / [New Yorxg,] 9 August 1949.

Lerter DATED 4 AUcusT 1949 From THE CHAIRMAN OF THE COMMIS-
s10N FOR CONVENTIONAL ARMAMENTS ADDRESSED TO THE PRESIDENT
or TaE SecuriTy CounNcin TrRaNnsMITTING A WORKING PAPER AND
OtaER DOCUMENTS '

I have the honour to transmit herewith to the Security Council a
Working Paper adopted by the Commission for Conventional Arma-
ments at its nineteenth meeting on 1 August 1949, concerning imple-
mentation of General Assembly resolution 192 (III) relating to the
future work of the Commission.*

1 At its 18th and 19th Meetings, July 25 and August 1, the Commission for
Conventional Armaments considered the working paper adopted by the Working
Committee (8/C.8/SC.3/21/Rev. 1/Corr. 1). On August 1, it approved the paper
by a vote of 83 (Soviet Union, Ukraine, and Egypt). At the same meeting, it
was also agreed, without a vote, to transmit to the Security Council unamended
the Second Draft Progress Report of the ‘Commission (S/C.3/32/Rev. 1—see
footnote 3, p. 12) together with resolutions §/C.3/24 and 25 on items 1 and 2
of the CCA Plan of Work which had been adopted at the Commission’s 13th
Meeting, August 12, 1948. The report and the two resolutions were transmitted to
the Security Council as document $/1371, August 4. The Second Progress Report
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The Commission further decided to transmit, for the Council’s in-
formation, the documents of the Commission and its Working Com-
mittee relating to the above item. A list of such documents is annexed
hereto.? ‘ :

Ivar LunpE
Chairman
- Oommission for Conventional Armaments

[Enclosure]

Working Paper Adopted at the 19th Meeting of the Commission for
Conventional Armaments Concerning Implementation of General
Assembly Resolution of 19 November 198 Relating to the Future
Work of the Commission for Conventional Armamenis

SectoNn 1

GENERAL CONSIDERATIONS

1. Desire expressed by the General Assembly
The General Assembly resolution [192 (IIT) ] 2 of 19 November 1948
_expresses the desire that the Commisssion for Conventional Arma-
ments, “in carrying out its plan of work, will devote its first attention
to formulating proposals for the receipt, checking and publication,
by an international organ of control within the framework of the
Security Council, of full information to be supplied by Member States
‘with regard to their effectives and their conventional armaments”.
(Paragraph 6 of the General Assembly resolution.)

2. Motives for this desire

This desire is motivated by two considerations: v

The first is that “the aim of the reduction of conventional arma-
ments and armed forces can only be attained in an atmosphere of real
and lasting improvement in international relations”; (Paragraph 3
of the General Assembly resolution).

The second is that any reduction of armaments implies as a pre-
requisite an exchange between States of exact and authenticated in-
formation concerning their conventional armaments and their armed
forces. . ’

3. Aims of the General Assembly resolution

Accordingly, the General Assembly resolution has two objectives:
In the first place, to encourage the renewal of international confi-
dence, through a relaxation of existing conditions of secrecy, by plac-

is not printed. For the text of the resolution on item 1 (terms of reference), see
Foreign Relations, 1948, vol. 1, Part 1, p. 311, footnote 3. For the text of the
resolution on item 2 (general principles), see GA(IV), Suppl. No. 2, p. 71, or De-
partment of State Bulletin, August 29, 1948, p. 267.

2 Annex not reproduced. )

8 Brackets appear in the source text.
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ing the States “in possession of precise and verified data as to the
level of their respective conventional armaments and armed forces”.
(Paragraph 4 of the General Assembly resolution.)

"In the second place, to begin forthwith to prepare the way for a
future reduction and regulation of armaments and effectives by intro-
ducing in the field of international co-operation precedents likely to
become useful in the progress which still remains to be achieved in
that direction.

4. Nature of proposals to be formulated

Thus are determined two aspects of the proposals to be formulated
according to the desire of the General Assembly :
~ On the one hand, these proposals must be capable of ‘implementa-

tion under existing political conditions.

On the other hand, they are not designed to provide of themselves
the safeguards which are essential to security, still less to give mili-
tary advantage to any nation.

5. Resulting limitations

Hence the need for interpreting liberally the phrases “exact and
authenticated information”, “full information” and “precise and
verified data”, in order to take into account the interests of security
as well as the demand for exact data.

This applies particularly to the degree of access by way of inspec-
tion for verification purposes which can be agreed to at this time by
" the participants. As between disclosure of information and adequate
verification, the requirements of verification must be paramount.

By virtue of the same premise, the measures to be proposed must
also fulfil the following conditions:

As a prerequisite to implementation, they should be accepted by not
less than two-thirds of the Member States including all the Permanent
Members of the Security Council.

The information to be made available for census and verification
according to such proposals should be purely quantitative, subject only
to such qualitative specifications as will be indicated later in this docu-
ment (Section IT).

The information will be strictly 11m1ted to the exlstlng level of
effectives and conventional armaments.” .

The information will not include data regarding research and ex-
perimental materiel; personnel engaged in'the operation of such
materiel will not, as such, be subject to verification, even though they
may be subject to census.

6. Scope of proposals to be formulated

Proposals to be formulated should, within the above limitations,
cover the following points:

(1) Information to be reported, or : scope and nature of census.
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(2) Control of such information, or: scope and nature of
verification. ) )
(3) Organ of control to be set up: status, rights and duties of the

3

control organ and its agents; organization and administration of the
control organ ; relations of the control organ to the other organs of the
United Nations; rights and obligations of Member States of the
United Nations; rights and obligations of other States.

7. Proposals contained in this document o

Section IT of this document only covers points (1) and (2) of the
preceding paragraph. The specific proposals or general recommenda-
tions which are put forward on those two points are designed to assist
in establishing a framework for the international agreement which
must eventually sanction the proposals formulated by the Commission
for Conventional Armaments. '

Section II
PRroPOSALS AND RECOMMENDATIONS ON CENSUS AND VERIFICATION
A. CENSUS
I. Effectives

1. Scape of census

Elements subject to census should include military and para-
military forces, active and reserve, on full-time and part-time
basis.

‘These elements will be designated by name for each State by the -
control organ.

- 2. Nature of census

(@) Specifications to be furnished

The census should indicate the breakdown of total numbers into
the following categories:

Ground forces

Naval forces

Air forces ‘ )

Para-military forces and national police forces

Active and reserve components of each of the above categories.

(b) Period to be covered .

The census should supply the following data for each of the
above categories: -

Strength on a date to be-designated by the control organ;

Daily average strength for the preceding year; '

Total effectives released during the preceding year expressed
as a percentage of the average strength during the preceding
year.

- (¢) Forms

The above information should be submitted on forms prescribed
by the control organ. . -
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(@) Timing
S Census reports should be submitted simultaneously by all
tates.
11. Conventlonal Armaments

Scope and Nature o f Census
1. The census should indicate quantltles in the following ca,tegemes :

Ground forces:

Avutomatic weapons and artillery, classified by type and
caliber.
Armour, classified by tonnage.

Naval forces:

Combatant ships, classified by type and tonnage.
Air forces:

“Combatant aircraft, classified by type.

2. The census should include total quantities of matemel both in
service and in reserve.

3. Provisions applying to the period to be covered, the form, and the
timing of “personnel”, census, as indicated in I, 28, ¢, and d, above,
should apply to the materiel census.

: B. VERIFICATION

L. General Recommendations

1. The control organ should enjoy within the limits indicated above
(Section I, paragraph 5) the greatest possible freedom of movement
and access to data fully depicting the level of conventional armaments
and effectives of each State.

2. The activities to be verified should be specified in -the inter-
national agreement.

3. The control organ should be empowered to direct investigations
by international verification teams which will perform all inspections,
spot-checks, and physical counts needed for an adequate cross-
checking of the reported information.

4. For the purpose of spot-checks, States would be requested to
submit reports showing figures as of any date which the control organ
might designate, for each or part of the categories of information
covered by the census reports.

5. To resolve doubts which may be raised by one or several govern-
ments or by the control organ itself, provision should be made for
special supplemental inspections.

I1. Scope and Nature
1. Effectives

The complete order of battle should be made available to the control
organ.*

* As the result of the approval of United Kingdom amendment S/C. 3/SC 3/22,
this sentence replaced Section II, Part BII, paragraph 1 of the original French
proposal (8/C.3/8C.3/21, May 26) which read as follows: “The administrative

plan indicating the general location of forces should be made available to the
control organ” (10 Files).
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2. Conventional armaments S

Tn addition to the inspection of relevant records, verification should
be based upon spot-checks of materiel both in service and in reserve
wherever stored. ‘

‘Section ITI

PropoSALS AND RECOMMENDATIONS ON THE INTERNATIONAL ORGAN oF
CONTROL '

I. Function of the Control Organ

The function of the Control Organ will be to give effect to the census
and verification measurés concerning conventional armaments and
effectives as set out in Sections I and II, in accordance with the terms
of the international agreement which will sanction the adoption of
such measures and in compliance with the directives of the Security
Council. , ‘ :

IT. Relationship of the Control Organ to the Other Organs of the
United Nations

"The Control Organ will be directly subordinated to the Security
Council and will enjoy such relationships to the other organs of the
United Nations as result therefrom.

III. Structure of the Control Organ

The Control Organ will consist of :
—a, Central Control Authority
—an Inspectorate

—a, Secretariat.

" IV. The Central Control Authority
- 1. Function of the Central Control Authority

The function of the Authority will be to ensure the execution
of the census and verification measures, including the following
responsibilities: ‘

(a) To interpret the terms of the international agreement concern-
ing these measures and to settle any controversial issue arising
therefrom ; '

(b) To direct the activities of the Inspectorate; in particular to
determine the organization of the Inspectorate according to the specific
problems raised by the verification of census reports from each gtate;

(¢) To produce and distribute to Member States the standard forms
of reports to be returned by Member States ;

(d) To set dates for the submission of the reports;

(¢) To submit to the Security Council, for publication, the reports
of Member States, the findings of the Inspectorate, and the conclusions
of the Authority;
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(f) To determine its own rules of procedure, which should include
the provision that decisions on all matters which require voting will
be adopted by a simple majority ; ;

(9) To determine the organization of the Secretariat and to direct
its activities so as to fulfil the needs of the Authority and of the
Inspectorate. :

2. Composition of the Central Control Authority

The Member States represented in the Authority will be those
represented in the Security Council. ,

Each Member State will be represented by one delegate and one
deputy delegate. These delegates may be assisted by technical advisers
appointed by each Member State. ’

V. The Inspectorate

1. Function of the Inspectorate v

The function of the Inspectorate will be to carry out the verification
measures in compliance with the directives of the Authority, includ-
ing the following responsibilities :

(@) To carry out checks and cross-checks of the appropriate docu-
ments, and inspection of bases, depots, and other installations, neces-
sary for the verification of the personnel and materiel census;

(6) To adapt verification methods to the specific problems raised in
connection with inspection in each State ; «

(¢) To report immediately to the Authority all discrepancies found
and to carry out all additional cross-checks which may be necessary;

 (d) To report to the Authority any disagreement which may arise
- during the course of inspection ;

(e) To report its findings to the Authority upon the completion of
the verification. :
2. Composition of the Inspectorate

The Authority will designate members of the Inspectorate by means
of selection from lists submitted by each Member State.

This designation should be set up so as to afford the Inspectorate
a broadly international composition. :

The Inspectorate for each State will not include any national from
the State being inspected. Flowever, when a State is being inspected,
it will provide a liaison to facilitate the task of the Inspectorate.
3. Status of the Members of the Inspectorate

The members of the Inspectorate will enjoy the status and immuni-

ties appropriate to the performance of their functions. ‘
VI. The Secretariat
1. Function of the Secretariat

The function of the Secretariat will be to assist the Authority and
the Inspectorate in ca,rrying out their tasks.
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2. Staff of the Secretariat

The staff of the Secretariat will be provided by the Secrctary-
General of the United Nations.

Department of State Atomic Energy Files

~ Notes on the Second Meeting of the Sponsoring Powers, Lake Success,
New York, August 16,1949, 10: 80 a. m.

SECRET

Representatives:

MecNaughton—Canada

Tsiang—China

Chauvel—France

Hickerson—United States

Cadogan—United Kingdom

Tsarapkin—USSR :

(Prior to the meeting, the five friendly Delegations met at Sir Ter-

ence Shone’s home at 9:30 a. m. and agreed on certain last minute
changes in the Statement of Principles previously discussed. It was
also agreed that Sir Alexander present at the forthcoming meeting
this agreed elaboration of the fundamental points he had circulated
in order to get them into the record and make the control of the ensuing

discussion easier. This elaboration has already been made available
and made part of the record of the meeting held at Lake Success. It

- will be made available as a Secret UN document.)

Tsiang (China), Chairman, opened the meeting and requested Cado-
gan to expand on the list he had circulated so that all might have a
better understanding of what the pomts previously circulated by
Cadogan meant.

Cadogan (U.K.) took the floor and suggested that he might elabo-
rate the various points he had previously circulated. These points were,
- of course, taken from the majority control plan, which is supported by
the U.K. These points, moreover, are essential to any effective system
of control and might be used as a framework of discussion so that the
representatives present might see what the gaps are and perhaps
narrow them. In any event, we would have a clear and forthright
report to submit to the General Assembly. Cadogan stated he was
prepared to put some flesh on the various points and suggested that
he read into the record his elaboration thereon. Tsiang agreed that
this would be a useful thing to do and since there was no objection,
he asked Sir Alexander to proceed. Sir Alexander then read the
agreed Statement of Principles and when he had finished, he pointed
out that this statement was very much compressed and that he would

1 For text, see GA (IV), Suppl. No. 15.p. 6.
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like the Secretariat to distribute it for study. Since no copies were
available for distribution and no Delegate was prepared to speak im- -
mediately, it was agreed that the meeting recess while the Secretariat
typed out the elaboration, so that all might have it.

When the recess was over, Tsarapkln (USSR) took the floor and
pointed out that the list of various points submitted by the UK con-
tained various items such as the international system of control and
prohibition of atomic weapons, etc. The order of the listing was of
some interest but it did not reflect the substance of the problem, in
his opinion. Tsarapkin suggested that points 12 and 4 3 be combined to
read—"“The prohibition of atomic weapons and the international sys-
tem of control”. He pointed out that it is the question of prohibition
that gives rise to the problem of control and without prohibition, there
would be no need for control. Therefore, he requested that ‘his sug-
gestion be adopted.

Cadogan (UK) pomted out that Tsarapkin’s statement sounded like
good logic but that, in fact, his proposal was an old one and had not
been at all fruitful in the past. Prohibition is a primordial point but
it cannot, in fact, come first in time. We must agree on a plan and
an eﬂ'ectlve one, in order to make prohibition effective. It is, of course,
possible to discuss both together, but this would only repeat what we
have been doing for these many years. He had hoped to conduct the
discussion in the order as it appeared in his list.

Hickerson (US) then stated that, in his opinion, the thing that we
must keep foremost in mind is a single package program to solve the
entire problem of control and prohibition. If we argue that we should
combine points 1 and 4, to be logical, we should combine them all, as
this is all one problem of control and prohibition, including the stages
of application and implementation. Tt must be emphasized that pro-
hibition derives from an effective system of control. He would prefer
 to discuss the points separately.

Tsarapkin (USSR) then stated that he talked only to the point of
the order of discussion of the various topics. It seemed to him that .
Sir Alexander had stated that control must precede prohibition, but
the immediate issue was on the order of discussion. He did not agree
with the US proposal that we should put all the points together. In
the opinion of the Soviet Union, the important thing is prohibition
and then, of course, control, which must also come. The need for
prohibition is the only reason for having control. Perhaps we could
discuss these separately; we could first discuss prohibition and then
come to the next and necessary step of control, both to go into effect
simultaneously. This seemed so logical that it was hard even to argue
the point. Tsarapkin repeated his suggestion that we first discuss

#“International System of Control.”
2 “Prohibition of Atomic Weapons.”
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and discuss separately, if it is so desired, the question of prohibition
and then, that of control. '

Tsiang, speaking as the representative of China, pointed out that
what the Soviet proposal amounted to was the following: He wanted
point 4 to become point 1 and also suggested an amalgamation of the
two. We should not let the order of discussion prevent our approach
to the whole problem, and since the Soviet representative had a decided
preference, perhaps we could agree to change the order. It is, of course,
true, and on this we are all agreed, that the problem of control and
prohibition is one problem and agreement on any one point means
nothing unless we have agreement on all. China would be prepared
to change the order of discussion and make point 4, point 1.

Cadogan (UK) pointed out that, of course, we can all agree on some
statements concerning prohibition but this was not the crux of the
matter; the difficulty has always been agreement on effective control.

chkerson (US) pointed out that perhaps he had not been under-
stood clearly. What he had meant to say was that there must be a
single package solution to the entire problem. He suggested that we
keep the list intact and not rewrite it. Of course, it is possible to start
with any number in the list, 4 or 6 or any other. Point 4, prohibition
of atomic weapons, is part of the control system and appears to have
been adequately provided for ever since the First Report of the Atomic
Energy Commission. The order of discussion is really not important.
The representative of the Soviet Union had stated that if we do not
have prohibition, there is no need to have control. Mr. Hickerson
would like to point out that even if there were no atomic weapons in
the world, we would still need an effective control system against the
possibility that atomic weapons would be made in the future. He
repeated that the US supported the Commission plan as approved by
the General Assembly because it would be effective both as regards
control and prohibition, but that he was willing to listen and to work
on any better plan that might be suggested.

Chauvel (France) stated that as the US representative had pointed
out, the order of discussion is not of much importance so long as no
implications are drawn from any particular order decided upon. The
UK list is a very workable one and we could take up topics in any
order, or even add new ones, with the understanding that the order
of implementation of the various phases of the plan is in no way
involved.

‘McNaughton (Canada) said that the problem seemed to him quite
simple. We had a good list before us, the order of discussion was not
important so long as all are discussed and agreement on them was
reached. He proposed that we could start with point 4 and then go
on to point 1 or any other that might be desired.
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Tsiang, Chairman, stated that we all seemed to be pretty close in
our views; that the list was prepared to facilitate discussion, that it
is perhaps not exhaustive and more points may be added. He also
pointed out that now that we have put some flesh on the bones in the
form of the UK elaboration of the various points, we see that under
point 1 occurs the phrase “control of atomic energy and prohibition
of atomic weapons”. It seems obvious, therefore, that even under
point 1, we could discuss both but we are all prepared to start with
point 4. :

McNaughton (Canada) suggested that since we had. acceded to
the request of the Soviet Delegate, perhaps he would be prepared to
elaborate his views on point 4 at our next meeting. Tsarapkin (USSR)
stated that it was not customary in the UN to assign speaking roles
to various delegates. Of course, the Soviet Union will participate in
the discussion and will make its views known. The Soviet Union may
even speak first on this point but did not want to be bound to do so. It
would also like to hear the views of other delegates on the substance.
McNaughton (Canada) said that it was farthest from his thoughts
to bind the Soviet Delegate to speak. On the contrary, he had been
impressed by some of the earlier remarks of the Soviet Delegate and
had hoped that an elaboration thereon might advance us all. It would
be a great advantage to have these earlier remarks elaborated.

Tsiang, Chairman, then read a draft communiqué which included
a statement to the effect that the UK had submitted a list of funda-
mental points with an elaboration thereon, and that the Sponsoring
Powers had agreed on the order of discussion of these points. After
it was read. Tsarapkin suggested that the communiqué should indicate
that it had been agreed that the prohibition of atomic weapons would
be the first item for discussion if the Delegates did not consider it
appropriate to mention the entire list.

Hickerson (US) took the floor and stated that we were either going
to have closed talks or not. He suggested the deletion of that part of
the draft communiqué which mentioned the submission of the list and
the fact that agreement had been reached on the order of discussion.
Such information would only tantalize the press and would make
more difficult our attempt to reach agreement. We had a very serious
task before us and so long as we were going about the work in a serious
way, we should not communicate matters of substance to the press.

McNaughton (Canada) agreed with the US, especially with the use
of the word “tantalize”. He wanted to be in a position to talk freely,
frankly and confidentially in a sincere effort to break the deadlock.
We should not ask for trouble by releasing individual items of
substance. : . :

Tsiang, Chairman, stated that it seemed to him that all that the
communiqué would amount to would be a statement to the effect that
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the Sponsoring Powers met, discussed the matter before them, and
agreedtomeeton____ . date.

Tsarapkin (USSR) stated that he could not agree to the views
expressed that no substance should appear in the communiqué. This
would deny to the peoples of the world knowledge of what was going
on. The communiqué would be a very hollow one; but if all insisted
upon it, he would agree to it, even though he Wlshed to emphasme that
it was quite hollow.

Hickerson (US) agreed with Tsarapkin that the communiqué was
a hollow one. This was exactly what was wanted. Moreover, future
communiqués should be equally hollow. These meetings. were very im-
- portant ones, and an anxious world was awaiting their result. He
hoped that at some time in the future a really substantive communiqué
on these meetings might be given to the world.

After a confused discussion of open dates, it was agreed that the
next meeting take place Friday at 10:30 a. m. The meeting adjourned
at 1:15 p. m.

_ Department of State Atomic Energy Files

N otes on the Third Meeting of the Sponsoring Powers, Lake Success,
New York, August 19, 1949, 10: 30 a. m.

SECRET

Representatives:
McNaughton—Canada
Tsiang—China
Chauvel—France
Hickerson—United States
Cadogan—TUnited Kingdom
Tsarapkin—USSR

Chauvel (France), Chairman, opened the meeting, stating that at
the last meeting the question of the order of discussion of the points
submitted by the United Kingdom * had come up. He wished to add
that the points submitted by the United Kingdom were not necessarily
exhaustive and that the order in which they were discussed carried no
other implications. It had been decided to discuss point 4 (Prohibition
of atomic weapons) first. He asked whether anyone wished to speak.
There was a slight pause.

Hickerson (US) then spoke, statmg that the outline and elaboration
thereon submitted by the UK was a good one. It was concise but it
contained the essential points of a system that was acceptable to the
United States, and it conformed to US views on a system of control
and prohibition. Of course, further details would be needed, but the
US agreed with point 4 and its elaboration as given.

LGA(IV), Suppl. No. 15, p. 6.
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Tsarapkin (USSR) took the floor, stating that the Soviet Delega-
tion had studied the UK document; in particular, point 4 and its
elaboration. Before discussing the matter in detail, he wanted to sub-
mit a few amendments, of somewhat minor character, perhaps, but
nevertheless essential. He then proceeded to read his amendments to
the elaboration of point 4, as follows:

“(a) An international convention outlawing the production, use
and possession of atomic weapons is an essential part of any system
of international control of atomic weapons. In order to be effective,
such a convention should be supplemented by the establishment of a
universal system of international control, including inspection to
ensure that the provisions of the convention are carried out and ‘to
protect States observing the convention from possible violations and
evasions’.

“(b) The Atomic Energy Commission should forthwith proceed
to prepare a draft convention for the prohibition of atomic weapons
anc? a draft convention on control of atomic energy, on the understand-
ing that both conventions should be concluded and brought into effect
simultaneously. - ‘

“(¢) Atomic weapons should not be used in any circumstances. The
production, possession and use of atomic weapons by any person what-
soever should be prohibited. ‘ : ,

“(d) All existing stocks of finished and unfinished atomic weapons
should be destroyed within three months of the date of entry into force
of the convention for the prohibition of atomic weapons. Nuclear fuel
contained in the said atomic weapons should be used for peaceful
purposes.” 2 :

In commenting on his new sub-paragraph (%), he stated that there
was an important principle involved here in the introduction of the
important idea sponsored by the Soviet Union that two conventions
of prohibition and control should be drafted and put into force
simultaneously. He repeated that his amendments, though not great,
were essential and proposed that they be discussed.

Tsiang, Chairman [China?], stated that in view of the importance
of these amendments, we would all like to have the text translated and
made available. Nevertheless, some Delegates might want to speak on
this or other points, or if no one was prepared, perhaps we might ad-
journ pending receipt of the translation of the Soviet. amendments.

Cadogan (UK) stated that it was difficult to speak about the Soviet
amendments immediately ; at least he could not do so. However, a ques-
tion of procedure appears to have been raised. If we were to wait until
another meeting prior to discussing anything further, we would be
moving very slowly. He suggested that amendments to any or all
points, if Delegates had such amendments to make, be submitted as
soon as possible. In this way, we would have a clear picture of what

? The Soviet amendments, printed as an appendix to the agreed record of the
3rd Meeting, differ slightly from the version appearing here; for text, see
GA(IV), Suppl. No. 15, p. 8.
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the various representatives felt on all points, and might avoid what
would otherwise be a repetitive debate over each point. ‘ ’

Tsiang, Chairman [China?], agreed and suggested that all amend-
ments to the UK document be submitted as soon as possible. He
strongly recommended such a procedure. ‘

Tsarapkin (USSR) stated that from the point of view of proce-
dure, it seemed to him better to discuss the various points separately.
It would be better to discuss point 4 as we had agreed previously, its
elaboration, and the amendments thereto. As regards the remaining
points, with the exception of point 3 on the exchange of information,
they all relate to the system of control. They are all inter-related and
might be discussed together. Since we had agreed to discuss point 4,
let us stick to this agreement and discuss the UK point 4, its elabora-
tion, and the amendments thereto. Of course, it is possible for others
to submit amendments to this and to other points. But, he repeated,
the remaining points and even point 3, are parts of the control system
and could be discussed separately after point 4 had been discussed.

Chauvel, Chairman, stated that it did not seem to him that any
suggestion had been made by the UK to discuss all topics on the same
day, although all the points in the UK paper were, in fact, inter-
related. It seemed to him that Sir Alexander had wanted to be in a
position to:see what the problem as a whole was. '

Cadogan (UK) stated that this was a correct interpretation. Even
when we were discussing point 4 by itself, he would want to know
what was the entire problem facing us. We are here to try to get a-
basis for agreement. In any good debate, we do restrict ourselves to
one topic, but, at the same time, we would need to have a view of the
problem as a whole. ; '

Hickerson (US) stated that as he had made clear the previous meet-
ing, he was not particularly concerned with the order of discussion of
topics. We are here in response to the GA resolution, which asked the
six Sponsors to see whether the existing deadlock could be hroken.
e repeated that the US supported the Commission plan as approved
by the General Assembly and would continue to support this plan as
the only feasible, workable and effective one so far advanced until a
better plan could be devised. In this plan, control and prohibition are
inter-related. They form parts of a single-package solution to the
entire problem. The hurdle which we have not been able to surmount
and which has led us into the present impasse was this very question
of effective control, which would make prohibition itself effective. He
wanted to emphasize one fact; namely, the US Government had no
intention of giving up the atomic weapons it possesses unless it and
the world can be assured that sufficiently effective controls have been
established to make it impossible for any nation to make atomic weap-
ons with any degree of impunity. No one could expect us to act other-

445-205—76——10
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wise. But we are here to seek a basis for agreement. Perhaps human
ingenuity can devise a scheme that is even better than the one approved
by the General Assembly. We will give sympathetic consideration to
any proposals that might solve this entire problem.

' Tsarapkin (USSR) stated that he had thought that we had agreed
to separate the problem into various points and to seek a solution, point
by point. We had agreed that we would start with the important item
of prohibition and then we would go to the problem of control. Let
us suppose that we do agree on this question of prohibition. That
would be a great step Then, we could go to the other problems; prob-
lems of control. It is a hopeful path that we have chosen. Now, in

view of the US statement, it appeared that the US was not interested

in discussing these matters point by point. He had hoped that we
could proceed along this path, but the US does not appear willing to
do so and in addition it goes back to the majority plan of control. We,
~ therefore, lose the hope that we might have had in following this new

_path. Tt seemed to him that we were not far apart on the question of
prohibition. If we concentrated all our efforts and strength on getting
agreement on prohibition, then we could go to the other points. This
would advance us. This was the method we had agreed on and we
should not renounce it.

Chauvel, Chairman, stated that it seemed to him that we might
nevertheless proceed to a discussion of pomt 4 and the Soviet amend-
ments thereto.

McNaughton (Oanada) stated that seemed a,ppropmafte but, as the
US stated, the other points are linked to point 4. Sir Alexa,nder had
suggested that amendments to all points would be useful so that we
would know in what context we would be discussing point 4. He sug-
gested that any Delegation which had amendments 'should submit
them as soon as possible.

Tsarapkin (USSR) stated that his view of the problem was dia-
metrically opposed to the Canadian view. Canada wanted to have all
amendments submitted as this would be reflected in the various atti-
tudes on point 4. In the view of the Soviet Delegation, the opposite
was the case. Agreement on point 4 would be reflected in attitudes on
the rest of the points; specifically, on control. The important things
must come first. If we agreed on certain conclusions on point 4, this
would influence views on control. Prohibition comes first and control
is secondary ; not, of course, in importance, but in time. Prohibition
leads to control and not vice versa. He had hoped to avoid the Atomic
Energy Commission’s and Working Committee’s approach and that
we could take this new and hopeful path. He suggested that we go
back to the procedural proposal of the United Kingdom and take up
the points one by one, starting with point 4.
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After a period of silence, McNaughton (Canada) stated that he was
looking forward to seeing the exact wording of the Soviet amend-
ments. However, he had been able to follow the amendments sufficiently
to know that it would be impractical to discuss them without refer-
ence to the rest of the UK paper. When we came to discuss point 4 and
- the amendments, it would be mportant and vital to know the Soviet
attitude on the rest of the document in order to know whether the
Soviet amendments were practical or not. He therefore suggested that
the amendments to the rest of the document be submltbfyd if at all
possible. ,

Chauvel, Chairman, stated that two Delegations had asked for views
or amendments on the entire document as soon as possible so that a
general view of the problem as a whole might be before us. The UK
has already submitted its views on the entire problem. It was, of
course, impossible to force anyone to submit views now or to prevent
additional amendments in the future. However, some indication of
general views would be useful.

Tsiang (China) stated that as far as our next meeting was concerned,
‘we mlght discuss point 4 and the Soviet amendments. Taking the long
view in regard to subsequent meetings, he stated that the UK paper
permitted us to have an understanding and real appreciation of any
particular point.contained therein. This was a great advantage. As
for the Soviet amendments to point 4, it was impossible for him to
state what his attitude was, but from what had already been said, he
felt that he must reserve any opinion he might have until all amend-
ments to the entire document had been submitted. He would like to
have these general views as soon as possible.

Chauvel, Chairman, stated that if the Soviet Delegate were willing
to give his views on the whole problem, this would be most helpful.
If he was unable or unwilling to do so, then perhaps when point 4 is
being discussed, we might ask his attitude on the other points as
appropriate.

Frey, Secretariat, stated that the translation of the Soviet amend-
ments would be ready after lunch and would be sent to the Delega-
tions later in the afternoon. If the Soviet Delegation would approve
the text of the Secretariat translation, then this could be distributed
as an annex to the minutes of the meeting.

Tsarapkin (USSR) stated he would prefer to rely on the Secretariat
for the official translation, as his knowledge of English did not permit
him to take the responsibility for an accurate translation of his
amendments.

Chauvel, Chairman, and Tsarapkin, next Chairman, set next Thurs-
day, August 25 at 3 p. m. for the next meeting.
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A “hollow” press communiqué, merely recording the fact that the
meeting had taken place and that a new meeting would take place next
Thursday, was approved. The meeting adjourned at 1: 10 p.-m.

. (After the meeting the five friendly representatives agreed to meet
in Sir Alexander’s Manhattan offices at 10: 30 a. m., on August 25 to
concert plans and tactics for the afternoon meeting.)

Department of State Disarmament Files

Minutes of the 104th Meeting of the Ezecutive Committee on Regula-
tion of Armaments ot the Department of State, August 19, 1949,
9:30 a.m.

SECRET
RAC M-104

PRrESENT
Members :

Department of State

Harry M. Shooshan, Jr., Acting Chairman
Allen Dines, Acting Secretary

Department of the Army

Lt. Col. J. A. Folda, Jr.

Department of the Navy

Capt. Robert H. Wilkinson

Department of the Air Force

Brig. Gen. P. M. Hamilton

U.8. Representative at the Seat of the United Nations

Frank €. Nash, Deputy Representative on CCA
Consultanits :

Department of State
Harding F. Bancroft
Bernard G. Bechhoefer

Department of the Air Force
Major J. M. Wilson
1. Consideration of Minutes of Previous Meetings (RAC M-103)
Trare Commirree Arprovep RAC M-103. '

2. United States Position on Conventional Armaments for the Fourth
General Assembly (RAC D-36, RAC D-86/1)2
Mz. SnoosmAN explained that General Hamilton and he had agreed
to set down the substance of the respective positions discussed at an
earlier informal meeting held in General Hamilton’s office, in order
to provide a basis for formal consideration of the subject by the

* Not printed.

? Neither printed.
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Committee. This was the explanation of the two papers (RAC D-36
and RAC D-36/1) now before the Committee.

GeNeraL Hamruron said that the three services were in agreement
on the Conclusions contained in RAC D-36/1.

Mg. SmoosHaN pointed out that as he read the two papers, the
main difference seemed to center on the third recommendation of the
State Department draft ® which stated that the U.S. position should
be to favor CCA’s continuation with its Plan of Work by the con-
sideration of Item ITT on “safeguards”.

Mkr. Nasu asked if the military view was that the U.S. should take
an affirmative position that the work of CCA should be suspended.

GeNerAL Hamirron replied that further discussions of the question
of regulation and reduction of conventional armaments and armed
forces in the CCA were futile due to the motivation and methods of the
USSR which had not changed in the past year and gave no indication
that they would be changed in the immediate future. He stated that at
present there was not the slightest indication that the USSR would
make any effort to negotiate constructively in the UN in the field of
conventional armaments. He pointed out that in fact the USSR was
using the Commission for Conventional Armaments to further its own
propaganda interests. While continuing to emphasize its good faith
in support of the long-range objectives of Article 26 of the UN Charter,
GexerarL Hanmrrron stated that it was the position of the service mem-
bers that the U.S. should seek to achieve formal recognition of the
. fact that an impasse does in fact exist in CCA. Accordingly, it was
the opinion of the service members that the U.S. should encourage any
suggestion for the suspension of CCA activities until such time as the
USSR indicates its willingness to resume constructive negotiations.

Mkr. NasH stated that affirmative action by the U.S. to suspend the
activities of the CCA was in his opinion contrary to the best interests
of the U.S. and was simply unsaleable. He stated that such action
would be seized upon by the Russians and held up by them to the
world as proof that the U.S. was slamming the door on disarmament
discussions and was not interested in efforts to promote peace and was
bent on another World War. Mr. Nasu also expressed concern over
the effect of such action on our friends from the abandonment of any
further activities on the part of CCA. He pointed to the excellent
relations existing especially with the British, French and Canadians
in the work of the CCA during the past year. He also stated that the
support by an important element in Congress of such measures as the
North Atlantic Pact and the Military Assistance Program was con-
ditioned on the reassurance that our paramount aims are pacific and
not bellicose and that this Government was in fact exerting maximum
efforts to develop an effective plan for the regulation and reduction

3RAC D-36.
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of armaments. While many in Congress and most of the peoples of the
world were probably unaware of the existence of the CCA much less
with its work to date, he stated that all would be extremely sensitive
to any charge that the U.S. was withdrawing from disarmament dis-
cussions—a charge which would 1nev1tably follow any efforts on the
part of the U.S. in advocating the suspension of the CCA. He stated
that in his opinion it would be useful to continue the work of the CCA
by dealing with Item III (safeguards) of the established Plan of
Work, concentratmg on the vital pr1n01ple that nothing can be accom-
plished in the field of disarmament in the absence of effective inter-
national control. In his opinion such a position would forestall GA
action contrary to the basic U.S. position.

GeneraL Hamivron said that real progress had not been made on
the subject in the CCA due to one nation alone—the USSR—and
that if there was to be any change in Russian motives and methods it
would result from showing up their position clearly to the rest of the
world which would best be accomplished by suspending discussions of
the CCA and thus focusing the attention of the world on Russian -
intransigeance. GENEraL Hamirton was confident that if the situa-
tion were clearly explained the American public would accept the
position taken by the service members.

After further discussion in the course of which there appeared to
be much in common on many points of the contents of a position paper
on the sub] ect,

TaE COMMI’I'I‘EE AcrEED to postpone discussions pending further
study of the problem.

Department of State Atomic Energy Files

Notes on the Fourth Meeting of the Sponsoring Powers, Lake Suocess,
New York, August 25,1949

SECRET
Representatives: Smith *—Canada

Tsiang—China

Chauvel—France

Hickerson—United States

Cadogan—United Kingdom

Tsarapkin—USSR

(Prior to the meeting of the Sponsoring Powers, scheduled for

3:00 p. m., the five friendly delegates met at 10: 30 in Sir Alexander
Cadogan’s Manhattan office. Mr. Hickerson pointed out that after a
study of the Soviet amendments, he had been “disappointed” to find

1 Arnold C. Smith, Alternate ‘Canadian Represenrtanve to the United Nations
Atomic Energy Commlssmn
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that the Soviets had merely reintroduced proposals that had been
repeatedly rejected in the past. He emphasized the fact that the crux
of the problem was effective control which would make prohibition
effective. The important thing to keep in mind was a single integrated
solution to the entire problem of control and prohibition. The Soviet
amendments were not acceptable to the U.S. Mr. Hickerson stated
that we should attempt to obtain Soviet views on the question of con-
trol and until we get effective control, the U.S. would not give up its
atomic weapons.

Sir Alexander agreed and stated that this wasa perfectly respectable
position to maintain. -
Tsiang pointed out that the Soviet amendmenbs to point 4 really go
much beyond the simple question of prohibition and touch on questions
of control, stages, and other points of the British document. He would
propose, therefore, that at the forthcoming meeting we pass as soon
as possible to point 1 of the British paper titled “International Sys-
tem of Control”. As far as the amendments touch on “pure” prohibi-

tion, they seem innocuous and unobjectionable.

Mr. Hickerson pointed out that he was in no position to accept the
Soviet language even on prohibition and could certainly not accept
the time limit on destruction as this was a question of stages which
would have to be carefully worked out.

Chauvel expressed approval of Tsiang’s analys1s and suggested
that it be made at the start of the meeting in order that we might
lead naturally to point 1. Wei indicated that his delegation was ready
to drop the word “national” in the first sentence of UK Para. 4(a)
and to add the word “possession”.

Chase 2 pointed out that the word “possession” had been in the first
report but had some how not found its way into the British draft.
However, since it appeared in Para. 4(¢) [4(b)] it was not an impor-
tant point. Insofar as the word “national” is concerned, the U.S.
wished to retain it, because its deletion would not permit the agency
itself to carry on research and development of atomic weapons. The
arguments for permitting the agency to carry on such work were per-
suasive, being (1) keeping the agency in the forefront of knowledge
which would permit it to recognize research on atomic weapons when
they saw it, and (2) giving the agency the power to prove or disprove
a possible future claim that some scientist had devised a method for
denaturmg nuclear fuel in such a way that would make 1t in his
_ opinion, unfit for use in weapons.

Mr. Hickerson pointed out that we should stlck to the fundamentals
at all times in these discussions. When we come to the question of
details these can be worked out, but the important point was getting a
basis for agreement on fundamentals, not on details. He said that the

2 Joseph Chase of the Office of the Under Secretary of State.
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U.S. was going to restate its position on prohibition. Mr. Hickerson
further pointed out that, speaking only for those present, it would not
make much difference whether there were one, two, or more conven-
tions or whether the prohibition would be disposed of in a chapter in
- a single convention, what we had in mind was a complete and inte-
grated solution to the whole problem. He agreed that we should get
to point 1 as soon as possible with Tsiang making his analysis as a
starter. If Tsarapkin insisted on discussing control under point 4, we
. should ask him what were his views on the question of control.

Chauvel emphasized that the UK paper was basically a basis for
discussion. Our task was to get agreement on principles, not on lan-
guage. We were not drafting a treaty here, so let us keep to principles.
It was generally agreed that there was very little that could be said
on prohibition as such and that we should get to the problem of control
as soon as possible.)

MEETING OF THE SPONSORS AT LAKE SUCCESS

Tsarapkin (USSR), Chairman, stated that we had before us the UK
point 4 and the Soviet amendments thereto. The substance of these
had not yet been discussed and he invited discussion of the substance.

Tsiang (China) stated that before taking up point 4 and the Soviet
amendments, he wanted to review the situation. The UK had submitted
an outline with some elaboration in order to facilitate the discussion
of the problem in a coherent and logical fashion. The Soviet repre-
sentative, without indicating his views on any point, had suggested
that we start discussion with point 4. This had been agreed to. Then
the Soviet representative had put in amendments to point 4. After
studying it, China had found that-it went beyond point 4 and touched
on most of the other points. The first sentence of the Soviet amend-
ment is almost identical to the UK -sentence. The second sentence
concerned points 1, 6, and 7. Para. (d) of the Soviet amendments con-
cerned point 1 but was different in substance. Para. (¢) was identical
in substance to UK Para. (). Para. (d), with one exception, was
identical to UK Para. (¢). The time limit on destruction of three
months came under point 8, although it was not the same as point 8.
He drew two conclusions from this analysis: (1) The Soviet amend-
ments covered other points than 4; (2) insofar as the Soviet amend-
ments were related to point 4, they were substantially in agreement
with the principles of UK point 4. Some verbal differences did not
seem to be important. We were here to achieve agreement on principles
and not to draft a treaty. Therefore, exact wordings were of no great
interest. Insofar as the Soviet proposals related to point 4 as such,
China could accept the substance of the Soviet language. He then read

‘those sentences or parts thereof that related only to point 4 stating
that what he had read his delegation could accept in substance. These
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were: “An international convention outlawing the production, use
and possession of atomic weapons is an essential part of any system of
international control of atomic weapons. Atomic weapons should not
be used in any circumstances. The production, possession and use of
atomic weapons by any state, agency or person whatsoever should be
prohibited. All existing stocks of finished and unfinished atomic
weapons should be destroyed and the nuclear fuel contained in the said
atomic weapons should be used for peaceful purposes.” Since agree-
ment regarding point 4 appeared to be general, he suggested that we '
take up again the UK outline and start with point 1 referring to a
statement Tsarapkin had made at a previous meeting that after we
had discussed prohibition we would continue on to control.

Chauvel (France) agreed in general with China. The UK paper was
more useful and more analytical. We were dealing here with the sub-
stance of the matter, the language here was not so important. He
agreed with China that insofar as the Soviet language touched on
point 4 we seemed to be in general agreement. The exact text could be
worked out later and he suggested that we go to point 1, as effective

" control was the real issue before us. '

Hickerson (U.S.) stated that he had studied with care the Soviet
amendments to point 4. He agreed with most of what China had said.
The situation confronting us was substantially as follows:

All of us favor prohibition. His government had advocated pro-
hibition from the beginning of the discussions of this problem—effec-
tive prohibition made effective by means of effective control. The
Soviet amendments were, frankly, obscure to him. They did touch on
the control features of the UK draft but they remained obscure. How-
ever, they did appear to merely reintroduce Soviet proposals made and
rejected in the UNAEC in 1946, 47, 48, and 49. The problem of con-
trol and prohibition required a single integrated solution. The Com-
mission plan of control approved by the General Assembly provided
such a solution. That is why we supported it and would continue to
support it. He realized that human ingenuity was not exhausted and
perhaps a better and more workable plan could be devised. He had not
been able to find such a plan but he would give sympathetic considera-
tion to any proposal that would lead us out of the impasse. He was
sorry to say that the Soviet amendments did not advance us in a search
for a way out. Therefore, he repeated his support for the UK draft.
He agreed with Franch that the real issue was really effective control.
He therefore proposed that we proceed to a discussion of the UK point
1. Although the order of discussion was not of prime importance, we

“could, and probably would, return to point 4 and to other points in the
future. But since the real issue was effective control which would
make prohibition effective, he proposed that we start with point 1.
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Tsarapkin, speaking as the representative of the USSR, stated that
the delegations who had spoken on the Soviet amendments appeared
to have agreed on some points. However they attempted to separate
some parts of the Soviet amendments and shift them to the discussion
of control. The Soviet Union could not agree to this. The U.S. stated
that prohibition and control was a single problem. If so, let us try to
get agreement on the basic issue—not the details but the basic prin-
ciple which was prohibition. Control derived from prohibition. With-
out prohibition there was no need for control. Control without
prohibition was hollow talk. There were certain issues of principle
raised by the Soviet amendments. Let us agree on these as a basis and
then we could go to other questions. Prohibition was the crux of the
entire problem. When the Soviet Union submitted its amendments, it
- did so taking into account certain unacceptable parts of the UK draft.
In particular UK Para. 4(a) applies only to nations and does not in-
clude the word “possession”. If we consider the word “national” in -
connection with UK point 6, it acquires great significance. Point 6
gives to the agency production facilities and nuclear fuel. Since the
agency was not included in the prohibition provision, this means that
the agency would have the right to stockpile bombs. Therefore, it was
clear that although states and individuals were included in the terms
of prohibition, the agency was not. He could not agree with China and
others that the Soviet amendments touched upon other topics. He then
reread the Soviet amendments, pointing out that each one incorporated
a basic and desirable provision. We must agree upon these now even
if we did so in principle only, and therefore did not need to go into
details. He pointed out that UK Para. 4(¢) did not include semi-
finished atomic weapons, which provision must be included. Regarding
the three months time limit on destruction he pointed out that if we
agreed on prohibition and really meant it, then we could not object
to this time limit. .

Summing up, he stated that he could not see how the Soviet amend-
ments could be rejected and once we agreed on them we could get on to
the basic control point which could be discussed later. He disagreed
with statements that we should defer further discussion on prohibi-
‘tion and go to control. If we could not agree on prohibition, there was
no need to go on to control. If, on the other hand, we could agree on
the Soviet amendments, let us put that in the record and go to the prob-
lem of control. That is, control which would ensure the observance of
the convention on prohibition. - '

Smith (Canada) spoke saying that our purpose here is to reach
agreement on the entire problem. We were trying to get agreement on
principles. If that could be done, then we could get to treaty drafting.
He pointed out that without effective control, no prohibition was pos-
sible. We all agreed that atomic weapons should be prohibited. The
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crucial point, however, was effective control. It was this point that we
had to resolve. The UK document was a very good one. It covered
the entire problem. His government had studied it and found that it

fitted the bill. Canada accepted it as a statement of principles covering
the problem of control and prohibition. At the previous meeting Can-
ada had suggested that all members submit amendments to all points in
order that we might have before us a picture of the problem as a whole.
This would be very helpful. Canada had no amendments to make at
this time. He hoped that all others would, like Canada, lay their cards
on the table with frankness in order that we might have a view of the
entire problem. The Soviet Union had indicated in its amendments
that prohibition to be effective must be linked to control.

Cadogan (UK) had one or two observations to make. It appeared
that there was general agreement on the principle of prohibition. This
was one of our purposes. However, no one expected to get this uncon-
ditionally. It was dependent on an effective system of control. The
Soviet Union said that without prohibition, it was useless to talk of
control. We would say that without control, it was useless to talk of

. prohibition. According to the record, the Soviet Delegate had sug-
gested that we combine points 1 and 4. If so, let us now proceed to
point 1. ' .
Tsarapkin (USSR) stated that it appeared to him that the members
present wanted to have a wider frame of discussion. The UK had just
suggested that we go back to the Soviet suggestion of combining 4
and 1 into one title and discuss the prohibition of atomic weapons and
an international system of control. ‘
Hickerson (US) stated that at the last meeting, he had said that
we should have informal conversations to discuss and, if possible, solve
the entire problem. The UK paper was a useful frame for discussion.
It was not a treaty. Therefore, we should not amend the UK paper as
we were not attempting to draft a treaty. The Soviet Union said that
without prohibition there was no need for control; others said that
without control, there would be no prohibition. It seemed to Mr.
Hickerson that both control and prohibition were essential. The Soviet
Union emphasized prohibition. That was their point of view. We
emphasized control. Let us not amend the UK paper. We have talked
" about prohibition at length. Now let us discuss control at the next
meeting. We could and would go back to prohibition many times. We
will discuss both questions from time to time in the future. We were
not, here in an attempt to make the UK paper a formal document, so
let us retain it as a frame of discussion.

Tsiang (China) stated that he appeared to be working at some dis-

‘advantage without a verbatim record. He did not understand the
Soviet Union and felt that the Soviet Delegate did not understand
him. The Soviet Union had said that control without prohibition was -
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meaningless. That made sense, but the converse was also true. Pro-
hibition without control was also meaningless, to which the Soviet
Union appeared to have agreed. Furthermore, China had not ex-
pressed any opinion on the Soviet amendments; that is, on those which
were not within the scope of point 4. China had said merely that they
belonged elsewhere, but since we had agreed to a point by point dis-
~ cussion, he had not discussed these other points. Moreover, these points
were not very clear in the Soviet draft and China had not taken any
position on them. In addition, he had accepted in substance those parts
of the Soviet amendments which related to point 4. He had felt that
there was so great an area of agreement here that we could now go
on to other points. However, without the verbatim record, he could
not really be sure. He had not gone fully into verbal differences, but
regarding the word “possession”, its omission in para 4(a) appeared
inadvertent. It was mentioned in para (¢) and perhaps can be re-in-
troduced. Regarding the question of semi-finished weapons, this did
not seem at all important in that it was clear that nuclear fuel was to
be used for peaceful purposes only and the problem did not arise. ,
Nevertheless, that provision can be accepted. Regarding the three
months’ time limit on destruction, China reserved its position, as it
related to point 8 and it should be discussed there. He proposed that
at the next meeting, we talk of control, since the Soviet Union had
some sentences on this subject. '
Tsarapkin, speaking as the Soviet representative, stated that it had
been emphasized several times that prohibition without control was
meaningless. He could not understand where this idea came from.
Nobody, including the Soviet Union, had ever stated that they wanted
prohibition without control. The Soviet Union had repeatedly stated
that a Convention of Prohibition must be complemented by a Con-
vention of Control. Others emphasized that we must have both .
prohibition and control. He could not understand this emphasis. The
need for prohibition was obvious. To say that we would have pro-
hibition without control or that anyone was advocating such a position
was pure invention, as no one had put this idea forward. However, the
main question remained; namely, the basic question of prohibition.
All agreed that we must have prohibition and then we should have
control against the non-observance of the Convention on Prohibition. -
These points were covered in the Soviet amendments. If we could
agree on prohibition as indicated in the Soviet amendments, then we
could go on to the problem of control. Some delegates had a marked
preference for control. It was hard to understand this confusion be-
tween cause and effect. The Convention on Control was not the leader.
It merely made effective the Convention on Prohibition to ensure com-
pliance with the latter. Moreover, the Soviet Union had agreed that
both Conventions should go into effect simultaneously, although it
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would have been perfectly logical to have one follow the other. How-
ever, this did not make control and prohibition identical. Prohibition
was the leader; the other was a service instrument, an assistant, so to
speak. If we could agree on the Soviet Union amendments (he then
read them again), let us say so. Let us state that there was an under-
standing on the acceptance of the Soviet amendments just read. Then
we could go to the following question, an important one, but still a
service instrument; namely, the Convention on Control. He did not
insist upon formal approval, but just an agreement. Then we could
go on to our next problem. There had been no objection in principle to
any of the Soviet points. If we could get agreement or an understand- '
ing on them, we would be introducing a bit of clarity to the discussion
which now appears to be evading us. If we did not wish to bind our-
selves formally, to this agreement, we could at least have an under-
standing in principle. ‘

Hickerson (US) spoke, pointing out that in his opening statement,
he had said regretfully, that the Soviet amendments as given were
not acceptable to the U.S. Government. We were all agreed that we .
want agreement on control and prohibition, but we were not in the
formal agreement stage now. We were in the stage of informal dis-
cussion on all matters before us. After we had thoroughly discussed,
not only prohibition, but control and the rest of the items before us,
then we would get to the stage of agreement. Since the hour was late,
he proposed that we adjourn with the clear understanding that there
had been no formal agreements reached to date.

Tsarapkin (USSR) stated that if he had understood the statement
of the U.S. Delegate correctly, to-the effect that there was a clear
understanding that there had been no agreement reached on pro-
hibition, that did not appear to have reflected what had happened,
particularly regarding the statements of China and Canada. He would
like an explanation. :

Hickerson (US) stated he was happy to clarify his statement. We
were in the process of discussing various aspects of various points of
a very important problem. We would obtain, of course, many areas of
agreement, but, since we were in the discussion stage, and speaking
only for himself, he did not think that we were in the position to record
these agreements. ;

Smith (Canada) agreed with the U.S. He stated that we could not
record agreements formally now. He wished ‘to‘ inform Tsarapkiri
that the latter had misunderstood him. Tsarapkin had said that
Canada had accepted the second sentence of the Soviet amendment
to para. 4(). What Smith had said was that we were all agreed that
there must be prohibition and that prohibition without control is no
good. He had merely quoted that part of the Soviet amendment which
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appeared to make this point. Therefore, it seemed to him that
Tsarapkin had agreed with Smith rather than vice versa.
Tsarapkin, Chairman, then read a “hollow” draft press communiqué,
but suggested a slight amendment to indicate that the Sponsoring
Powers were meeting in pursuance of para. 3 of the General Assembly
Resolution of November 4, 1948. No objection seemed worthwhile mak-
ing, and the amendment was accepted. ,
Tsarapkin, in consultation with Cadogan, agreed that the next
meeting would be held on Thursday, 1 September, at 3 p.m. He at-
tempted to indicate that the agenda would be a joint title combining
points 4 and 1, but several delegates speaking more or less simultane-
ously, indicated that they understood that the subject matter would be
point 1, and point 4.
Cadogan (U.K.) prior to adjourning, indicated that he agreed with
the U.S. statement that the U.K. paper was not a formal one. However,
it did express the views of his Government and he would urge that any
_ delegates who had amendments to any of the points submit them as
soon as possible. The meeting adjourned at 5: 40 p. m.

(Note: The text of 