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MOSCOW LEARNS A LESSON 

M OSCOW is eager to team from experience. It made a major 
tactical blunder in boycotting the Security Council. That was, 

at bottom, Moscow's retort to the Western Powers' proposal for a Li t t le 
Assembly. Korea proved to Moscow that boycott docs not pay. . Had 
Moscow not been absent from the Security Council, she could have 
vetoed the Council's decision to request the member States to send 
armed forces to repel the armed attack on South Korea. Alternatively, 
she could have delayed action by the Council by her plausible proposal 
that the representative of North Korea should be heard before the 
United Nations could arrive at a final decision. Moscow is not likely 
to miss the implications of staying away from the Security Council. 

Only those who fai l to appreciate this w i l l be surprised at Moscow's 
conditional support to the American proposal for strengthening the 
authority and powers of the. General Assembly. Evidently, Moscow 
has come to the decision that all attempts by the Western Powers to 
ostracise Russia from the comity of nations should be aggressively 
countered. Reasons for Moscow's altered attitude towards the Uni ted 
Nations can be easily comprehended. Organizations of the Uni ted 
Nations provide valuable international platforms for propaganda. It 
is one thing to refuse participation in the Wor ld Health Organisation 
or in the Wor ld Fund or in the World Hank. To boycott the Security 
Council or to be ousted from the General Assembly, is a different and 
more serious matter. 

That M r . Acheson's proposal to clothe the Assembly with powers 
now exercised by the Council was put forward on the assumption that 
Russia and the Communist States would oppose the plan was apparent 
from the reasons and motives behind the scheme. The American 
proposal was, confessedly put forth to circumvent the impotency of the 
Security Council arising from the permanent members' right to veto. 
To prevent Russia from vetoing United Nations action against possible 
disturbances of peace, America formulated the plan for empowering 
the vetoless General Assembly to take decisions on matters of defence, 

Evidently, Washington hoped that Russia would oppose the plan. 
It was, therefore, an implied request to the fifty three other members 
of the Uni ted Nations to regroup into a new organisation for world 
security and act by a majority vote. That is why cynics w i l l suggest 
that the American plan really means and implies a revival of the Li t t le 
Assembly in a new garb. 

In broad outlines, the American proposal is that, in the event of 
a deadlock in the Security Council, the Assembly should convene an 
emergency session wi th in twentyfour hours. A "security patrol" should 
be established to investigate a conflict or a threatened conflict and the 
Assembly should forthwith set up a committee to study "means which 
the United Nations might use through collective action to carry out 
the purpose and principles of the Charter". 

On the assumption that the Assembly should take action on a 
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majority vote, it is a foregone con
clusion that Russia would uncere
moniously reject the proposal. The 
American proposal is vague about 
voting procedure. It is not quite 
dear whether America wants a 
two-thirds majority for the Assem
bly to take any decision or whether 
voting on vital issues wi th in the 
Assembly should be interpreted as 
decisive and compelling by the 
member States. It is arguable that 
Russia may not be definitely op
posed to the plan if it envisages a 
two-thirds majority for any decisive 
action by the Assembly. In that 
event, Russia may count on the 
Arab or Asian or the Latin Ame
rican bloc within the Assembly 
to push through her proposals. 

This is presumably one of the 
reasons for M. Vyshinsky's support 
to some aspects of the American 
plan. Rut, as M. Vyshinsky's ag
gressive attack on the. plan during 
the second day of the debate re
veals, Russia is vehemently opposed 
to any modification of the original 
Charter, which places the prime 
responsibility in defensive matters 
on the Security Council. where 
the permanent members have the 
right of veto. It is no use putt ing 
forward sophisticated arguments 
in support of the American propo
sal to empower the Assembly with 
authority to request member states 
to keep armed forces trained and 
ready for use by the United Nations 
to deal wi th any new crisis that 
the plan conforms to the spirit, 
if not the letter, of the Charter 
which requires member States to 
co-operate in collective security. 

Nor wi l l the argument that the 
American plan accepts the. responsi
bility of member nations to ensure 
world peace through collective de
fence be widely endorsed. It would 
be idle to pretend that world secu
rity can be ensured without agree
ment and co-operation among the 
Big Powers. The Uni ted Nations 
has succeeded in Palestine and in 
Indonesia, but it has not succeeded 
in eliminating the "cold war" 
among power blocs. Its success in 
Korea is an encouragement to the 
belief that an international armed 
force is a possible means for en
suring world security. 

But the events that made it possi
ble for the United Nations to 
send an international army to 

Korea also indicate that any such 
plan for collective defence can be 
put into operation in the event of 
a new crisis, and with Russia 
back in the Security Council , only 
with the approval and consent of 
Russia. Because such consent is 
unlikely in any future contingency, 
America proposes to replace the 
Security Council by the General 
Assembly. Russia's ostensible ob
jection to the proposal that it con
travenes the provisions of the 
Charter, which relegates the. As
sembly to a debating organisation, 
cannot be easily brushed aside. 
Behind this shadow-boxing by the 

power blocs lies Russia's determi
nation to maintain the authority of 
the Security Council , where it has 
a right of veto, as well as the 
Western Powers' desire to by-pass 
the hurdle by divesting the Security 
Council of its authority. T w o 
questions arise. W i l l Russia boy
cott the United Nations if the 
Assembly adopts the American plan 
despite her opposition? W i l l Ame
rica push forward wi th the plan 
even if it means withdrawal of 
Russia from the comity of nations? 
In either event, prospects of a third 
world war wi l l loom large instead 
of fading into the background. 

Appellate Tribunal Award 

IT is doubtful whether there is a 
single industry which has not 

appeared before the Industrial 
Courts, after the termination of the 
war, to settle some dispute or other. 
In the absence of precedents, these 
Courts have adopted different and 
at times conflicting principles in 
giving their awards on similar issues. 
Instead of settling disputes, this has 
raised fresh disputes. It is now ad
mitted on all hands that to mini
mise disputes, certain uniform prin
ciples should be laid down for de
ciding similar issues. When the Ap
pellate Tr ibunal , was set up, it was 
expected to fill this gap. I t is, there
fore, against this background that 
the first award of this Tribunal has 
to be viewed. 

The dispute, in question, is the 
bonus award for the textile industry 
made by the Industrial Court in 
Bombay. In settling such dispute's, 
the first thing that has to be decid
ed is the credentials of the rival 
parties. From its decision on this 
important issue, it does not appear 
that the Tribunal has been realistic 
in its approach. The Tribunal may, 
perhaps, hold that according to the 
letter of the law, it is satisfied about 
the credentials of the parties. But 
at times facts may run counter to 
such a narrow interpretation. When 
the object is to settle rather than 
continue disputes, is it not incum
bent on the part of the Tr ibunal to 
point out the defects in the rules 

framed under the law, if it considers 
that these rules fail to ensure pro
per representation ? 

The 'Tribunal agrees wi th the 
Industrial Court that the claim for 
bonus is justified because of ''wages 
falling short of the l iving wage 
standard and profits resulting in 
part from the contributing of la
bour to the production effort." But 
by excluding the four mills which 
have not earned profits during the 
year from the operation of the 
award, both the Industrial Court 
and the Tribunal have accepted 
that bonus can be paid only from 
profits and that the payment of 
bonus is the responsibility of indiv i 
dual mills. If it is so, what w i l l be 
the position of mills whose profits 
are nominal or low? If it is admit
ted that standardized wages are 
lower than living wage, w i l l it not 
be more logical to pay bonus indus
try-wise and centre-wise as suggest
ed by the Profit-sharing Commit
tee ? 

According to the Tribunal, bonus 
has to be paid from the residue left 
over after meeting depreciation, 
taxes, reserves for rehabilitation, 
return of 6 per cent on paid-up ca
pital and return on reserves em
ployed as working capital. Why a 
return is to be allowed on reserves 
employed as working capital? Re
serves form a part of the resources 
of the company. Sound manage-
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