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17 April 1958

1. In the discussions during the Spring, it has rightly been taken

for granted that the Disarmament Commission must meet in order to honour

the decision by the General Assebly. However, Governments have feli free
to judge about the date in the lightof political developments. Considera-
tions have been heavily influenced by the development of discussions

about preparations for the Sumuit Meeting. However, it has been recognised
that the Disarmament Coumdssion must meet before the General Assembly,

that it should meet as early as it might be possible without serious

political inconvenience, and that, unless weighty politlcal arguments
were raised against it, it would be appropriate that it meet before the

end of April when, acecording to the maol\rbion, the Sub-comudttee had

been supposed to report.

2, In Mogcow I maintained firmly that, from the point of view of the

United Nations, the Sub-committee should meet before the end of April.
While recognising that Govermnments might wish to broaden the field of

consideration, I stressed that the Secretary-Ceneral, under his terms

of reference, in this sense nust insist personally on “cenpliame" with

the General Assembly resolution.,

3. My impression of the Russian stand is as follows. They are likely
to have dropped their suspicions against the motives for a meeting of

the Disarmament Commission before the end of April. However, whatever

the motives, they fear the consequences in two respects,
a) They would consider some kind of branding of the USSR as res-

ponsible for the disarmament deadlock as historicslly unjustified and

harmful for the progress of other efforts;
b) They fear that a substantive discussion in the Disarmsment Come-

mission camnot be avoided and that it would interfere with or, at least,
complicate other diplomatiec efforts to lay a basis for a new approach
to the disarmament question.
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At the final last,I believe that they would not care much either

way if they feel reasonably sure about the progress towards a Summit

 Meeting.

h. On my return fromMoscowand London I took in New York the stand

that no initiative should be taken regarding the B&.-mamt Commission
_

while a reply to the tripartite note was pending. I hed the impression

that the thinking back of this stand was accepted and understood,

The question has now been raised whether this would not be the

proper time for the Disarmanent Commission "to live up to" its obligations
under the General Assenbly resolution. The main argument seems to be that
1f the Disarmament Commission were not to do that, it would mean that

the United Nations accepts the Soviet "veto" on the decision to set up

the Disarmament Commission in its new form.

5. My reaction to the question newly raised follows these main lines.

@fil.flp&otadch!')a - although& time limit set out in the
muomm forcthe work:oii the Sub-committee which, if possible, should

be cbserved by convening the Disarmament Commission so that it may take

stock of the situation - 4s not of such a character that it hasto be

observed even if that were to be considered politically umdise; the

character of the date is in other words not such that s failure to meet

1t would lay the United Nations open to the accusation that it bows to

a flm '

'B) Although 1 am mlls' amad that at an appropriate date the Dis-

armament Comnission wmus meet, I consider that the way used for the con-

vening, the time of the convening and the gubstance of whatever paper the

Conmission produces are questions requiring the most serious thought in
the 1ight of the most recent diplomatic developments. In all these respect s

priority should be given to the consideration of the relation between a

mesting of the Disarmament Commission and the projected meeting of ame

bassadors in Moskow.
:



¢)  VWith the meeting of mmbassadors, an initiative of the Secretary-
~ General intended to provoke a meeting of the Disarmament Commission, would

seem quite ineppropriate as it would be intometw in most quarters,
both in the Bast and the West, asa unamrc,mting into a procedure
started by the four Governments, wnunderstandable in the light of the

interest to achieve as good results as possible in Moscow and as an effort

to draw the question back to the UnitedNations.Acmm.ng of a meeting

in the regular form - that is hy the Chairman after atlflpmppn con-
* nlutim - may reduce the strength of these objections.

|

d) To convene a meeting just now would seem inappropriate. Such an

initiative taken before the diplomatic talks had even got started could

not but be highly risky, as it would probably force the Western negotiators
to devote the first part of their talks to an explanation of why this step
had been taken at this particular stage. VWere the discussions to get off

to a good start, I feel that after some days snfieema might be convened,
but that it should then be prepared by the Western negotiators mentioning

%o the Russians that a meeting wuld be called, and giving them again the
reasons why, while assuring them that there would be no crossing of wires

or conflicts of approach. If the diplomatic talks were to get off to a

poor start so as to indicate that nothing could come out of this particular
effort, it would seem natural to go ahead witha Disarmament Commission

neeting as a formality. Under all circumstances it seems obvious that no

decision on a Disarmament Commission meeting should be taken until the

talks have started and some {irst experiences had been gathered.
@) As to the substance, two main lines seem to be open. Either the

Commission could decide on a progress report, stating that they could not

continue because of the absence of the USSR and other Hembers, or else
the Commission could take note of the other activitiss under way, stating
that, in view of those activities, the Commission feels that it should

not for the present start a substantial discussion, I am,agsinst the



: :f"‘tintEm m’. mm, as M mw ho hamtnlmt mly at the za-esmt stuge,
~ butaleo for later efforts. On the other hand, I have no objection against

h%tr line m&, however, eh?&ewly mct be tellm xmlms md

-
xifiu theéd.p‘zmtia ulkt lwra gotaam.
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: My mm prmtienl eemlm«a in ugm oz' ’dw &rcmnmn =
iu, that nofimdimee of the matter should be Mpemd mtil some

~ time mext week,This is,of course, on theassumptionthat the azpzemza
- talks get started atleast in the hagim&agaf next week. Italso toum

'

from what I have m&mtxdomlmmauwmmnma
 forual initiative by theSecretary-General promkiag a mesting, as it

© wauld not facilitate mstters to thesame oxtent as itmight complicate
thmat thepresent Juncture, Also in this case the lmfl ‘,m.fiieed
mmmmalfimmcdmfishuh;rwmh e


