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- dr, §9.5SEN (Unitud Htntes of smericn): The sericus intenticn of the
ﬁnifcd.Stzites to pfr;cecd in o positive way t: negstiste an nqreement for partial‘ o
nensures of disamicment is reaffirmed. It is cur vie;'r that the working paper
(DC/sC.1/66) presented on 29 ;wpgust by the delegnticns of Cenada, France, ttlxe United
Kingdem r'nd the United Utntes forms the basis for the affimative approach to suc;h
an npgreenent, espc;cially when it is taokeon in cunnexion with the propusals that hed
been presented uvn 30 .pril and 14 June by .the delegaticn +f the Soviet Union.

de have reviewed the statements nnde by the Suviet representative at the 151st
meeting, and at the 153rd meeting. In cmpghasizing the sound yrp:szis made by Canada,
France, the United Kingdcm and the United States, I shculd like to ccrment cn them
in relatien tu some of the stntements rninde by the representative >f the Soviet Union.

In making this statement t.dny I wish first to place greant aaphasis upon the
confirmed devotion of the United States to the objective of peace -~ a just and
durable pesce. This is the confirmed =nd clearl& stnted policy of our Government,

On 28 sugust the President re-cmnhiasized thuat, so fae us the United States is. concerned,
we shnll never renvunce cur efforts t) find ways ond means to save mankind from the
danger of war and to establish 2 just and lasting peace. The President was referring
to our negotiaticns here and t- fhu ‘comnenis “f the representative of the Soviet Undon.

The objective of peace has been reflected, we beiieve, in the conduct of our
G'overnment., in cur rnpid deusbilization et the end of the Second :Jorld Wer, end in the
restraint we have shcewn in any cituation which ;night have involved the use of force

since that time. It is alno an cbjective which reflécts and is strengthened by the



broad religious foundation of the peoples of our country. L The great religions which’

are adhered to by the o\rerwhelming maaority of our people have peace as’ their
objective, and rule out. aggressive designs upon peoples of other territories.(
| In fact, even this weekend, wh:Lle I was. in my own country, T sew. the television
transmission of a meeting held. in Times Square in New York by one of our religious
leaders, Dr. Graham, It was a great service ;.n our first city., It included an
emphasis on this devotion to peace s and on- our belief in God in relation to that
ob:jective. L | s S

Consequently, I do not wish to pass over the record of the 1513t meeting without

y "maying in the most categorical. terms that the i.mplicat:.ons of the Soviet representative 7

»
X

as to the intentions of the United States have no foundation in‘ fact. It would be? ;x
tragic if the Soviet Union should base its own policies upon such cbncepts. f ,' |
The military efforts of the United Ste.tes are devoted to defensive purposes.
We know of no statement by General Norstad of the United Sta.tes ’ “the present ' ]
Comma.nder-in-Chief of the NATO: forces, that would justify comments such as those made
by the Soviet representative. If the Soviet Cha.iman he.s the- impression the.t suoh
statements have. 'been made, then that impression should be corrected. If he had in
mind the testimony of General Norstad before the Senate Committee on, Foreign Relations
on 7 June, he must ha.ve been referring 40 pe.rtial sentences or distorted reports. g !
I quote significent excerpts from that testimony. General Norstad said:
"I mentioned earlier the fact® tha.t the Allied forces hed a political '
authority just as naticnal forces have, and from this politioal author_i‘ty._y
were received political directives. From those direcctives we ‘derive our

N

mission."



‘He also said:

P
"‘(\ s

CoeE L T (Mr. Stassen, United States) '

"Our mission in general has 'been a constant one since 1951 and
its basis is found in the North Atlantic Treaty itself. Our first task

is to deter aggreesion, to prevent a war; and our second mission is to

defend the NATO ter ntory, the NATO peoples, if the deterrent. fails." . .. - |

Then he went on to speak of the prospects of peace and of ‘the. outloolc from the

. Soviet standpoint. He spoke of a Soviet planner and of our deterrent to war, and he.
“ said, "He (the Soviet planner) must always face the decision: 'If I deliberately

stert a war, I will be destroyed'", I think he is faced with that today, and it is

something that we ought to ‘.:e very certain we always keep in mind. That is absol uteJ.v

- essential.

. General Norstad oontimzedz
"I would like to point out that ti‘.is is not dependent upon whether oi not
he has an a.tomio capabilit& as loné as we have the capability, the known
capa‘b‘.‘...ty, and the will to use it. Vfith'the forces in the e.hield,.'i:ltie the
- retaliatozy foroes 1 have desoribed, I believe we can have an effeotive
deterrent and make a great contri'bution to the prevention of war." .
This is very different from the statement the representative of the Soviet Union
made about foroces for striking a first blow at 'the Soviet Union., There is no such
intenticn., There has been no such declaration. There are no such preparations.

Our objective is peace; our mission is defenoe; our aim is the prevention of war,

If there has been some misreading, some misreporting, or some mistaken analysia

1t is important that it be corrected.
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‘ e, Btassen, Unibed States)';
If the Soviet representative had in mind some othe statanents made by g

General Norstad, I wish we could be told what they were so’ that the:.r source‘“could
be analysed and their complete context brought fozward so as: to establish clearly
the defensive nature of, our military forces. . Thé very fe.ct that in the ws.ke of
- the Second World War we reduced our armed foroes to such a very low level Ly and our
whole history with as I have said, the religious foundations and beliefs of our

people, should leave no doubt that we are not a people whioh prepares for wer
{ N

against any other peoples, We are not a nation wh.ich has eny Warlike intentions.

We are a nation that. will make g,rea.t sacrifices to preserve peace, to defend others

against aggression and to defend our own territories and our own vital interests.
It is in the light of our intention to improve the prospects of‘ peace that we are
engaging in this negotiation. R o "

The Soviet representative indicated that I had not clearly understood his
‘speeches and that I should read them throug‘h more thoroughly. I would say, a.fter
reree.d.ing them, that.I still do not understand them. The general tone oi‘ his o
speech at our lSlst meeting end the nature of’ its approach seem to be that of e
speeoh designed to break off negotiations H and yet at ‘the same time, it contains

a passage such as this'

"There are a.t the present time real possibilities for the - T
attainment of an agreement on some of the more urgent measures relating
to disamament and the removal of the threat of an etomio war, The

opportuniw must on no aocount 'be let slip."‘ (DC‘/SG l/PV ]; 2 De 2 ) e
Those are two sentenoes with which the United States is in full accord° but we -

cannot understand the relationship of that. parag'aph to the tone and nature of

~so much of the rest of the speech.



e pe/so sy

(ir. Stessen, United States)

If the Soviet Union does wish:to proceed 'to an agreement we do need answers:} '
".on how to interpret its posn.tion at the present time -- particularly in relation to
the ooncrete proposals which: Canada, France , -the United Kingdom and the United States
have advanced in an .endeavour to reach such: an’ agreement.

_After very careful and thorough consideration, and in a move to meet the"
position of the Soviet Union, we have joined in a proposal for a twenty-four months'
suspension of nuclear weapons testing. Is this a proposal that has value in the
View of the Soiriet Union?‘«Is it a proposal that the-Soviet Union can accept? We
do place some condltions upon it. ihich of the conditions, if a.ny, are unacceptable?
" ‘We need to have a concrete and clear undemtanding of positions if we are to proceed
: suooessﬁzliy in our negotiations, )

We divide the twenty-four months' period into two .periods of twelve months with
the expectaticn that ocertain matters would be accomplished within the first twelve—
.months’ period. Agreement would be reached on the installation and maintenance of .
the’necessary contﬁols, including inspection posts with scientifio instruments
locéted within the territories of the Soviet Union, the United Kingdom, the United
- States, the area of the Pacific Ocean and at such cther places as mey be necessary,
with the consent of the Governments concerned. Ve had understood that the Soviet
Union was willing to agree to these provisions., At one point the Soviet delegation
indicated thet it did not intend that there should bz 'any delay.in the installation
of these inépeotion posts. It noted our ccmment on the possibility of a longer
perdod of test suspension if these poéts were promptly installed., Now that we have
made this ccnorete prcposal, has the Soviet Unlcn chenged its position in this
matter? Is the Soviet Unicn willing to cease testing under ‘the conditions set

forth in seotion V of the werking paper sutmitted by the four delegations?



; At one point in our. disoussion of‘the matter of the work of technical e:@erts
' ’it was my understand.ing that the cha:z.rman of the Sov:.et delegation said that if ‘we
‘agreed on a period of t:lme for the suspension of nuclear testing then it would be
| fruitful for technioal experts to meet. We have agre,ed on a hm-—year period. _‘
If that agreement is sustained at this stage of our negotiations ’ Pcan technical

| experts then go to work, as originally suggested by the Foreign uecretary of the
United Kingdom? | | ‘
With regard to the second twelve-months‘ period there is a requirement that

the installation of control for the suspensiOn of tests should have been completed.t
Is that condition satisfactory to the Qoviet Union" : o ’
Then we have a further provision -- "if progress satisfactory to eaoh party
ooncerried is being achieved in the preparation of-an inspection system for the

cessation of the production of’ fissionable materials for weapons purposes under :

paragraph IV A le o4o" (DC/SC 1/66; para. VD) I have noted the Soviet representative

adverse comments on this requirement. I am not certain how extensive this adverse
view is. Is the Soviet Union opposed to having experts of our countries make an‘
endeavour to work out an inspection system which eould provide for the cessation
of production. of fissionable materials for weapons purposes? Is 1% unwilling to
attempt to fAulfil that objective unless that ob,jective is itself connected with.\L.
a ocmplete elimination, whioh, as I have understood, was agreed by all to 'be

uncontrollable? In considering this aspect of the situation, it s Very important
that we clearly understand the position of the Soviet Union at this time if we are

not to "let slip" the opportunity i‘or agreement.
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3',mﬁflf Zﬁ;,.5 /.‘ 0 (liz._Stassen, United States)'
- Have we. made progress in these negotiations towards reaching. an ag'eement on -
a two-fyear period of test suspension, or when the Soviet Union spoke of a two- or
tl}rée-year'period and. of & willingness to-have inspection posts in ‘the various.
territories in conjunction with such a suspension were: those not -rea:i proposals?.

Is it that the link to the cessation of production of fissionable materials for L

'( weaponb ‘purposet: L8 completely unacceptable to the Soviet Union and that it is not' o

willing to attempt to devise a system, through the work of experts? We have not

included in our proposals a provision that there must be a guarantee that, ljhhe,ex;}erts

'would attain a sucaessful result. No one can guarantee the results of such a task,\

whioh ia complex and unpreoeden'bed. We have stated that we would not suspend tests

'beyond the two years unless the effort to prepare an inspection system was successful

and unless a ocut-off oould be implemented'. Is the perlod of two years unacceptable
from the Soviet-standﬁoint, or is the entire principle of a- cessation of production |
qf‘fi‘issionabl'e materials for weapons Mses unacceptable?

'The question has been raised of the production of nuclear weapons in great
quantities after the out-off with materials prod‘uced previously. The United States

" has not now and does not intend - to-have produced any large stockpiles of fissionable

materials that would continue to be used for weapons ﬁnposes after a cut-off.

The .ﬁ.ssionable materials of the United States have either been vlaced in weapons

for purposes of defence or have been promptly devoted to peaceful purposes, either
for cur own non—weapons uses in our own programme or in our internetional co-operation
through the "Atzmes for Peace" programme, through the International Atcmio Energy

Agency, or through bilateral agreements with other countries for 'non-weapons ‘

purposes.



purposes. The uranium ore would be re:f‘lned exclusn.vely for non-weapons purposes

' Umtecl Kingdom, has made,
Of course, :Lf‘ the cut-off itself is completely unacceptable then that presents

‘us with one situation; but if there are certm.n c:.rcwnstances under wh::.ch a cut-off

is acceptable,  then the questlon arises as to the proposa_l for f‘uture transfers; from
Weapons purposes to non-weapons purposes in spec:.fn.c rat:Los, ‘as’ set out in the

working paper. - The Sov:Let Um.on, so fa.r as I know, has never responded to th:Ls ¥

particular‘ aspect of our proposals. Are they completely unacceptable? A.re there

upon these proposals.

I have noted, too, scme crit:.ca.l conment pegarchng the ppov131ons agm.nst
transfers. There were statements that the United States had transferred weapons to:
‘other States. This is not correct. The Un:.ted otates has not tra.nsferred nuclea:e
weapons to any ‘other state. ‘ In fact the 1aws of the Um.ted States proh;\.b:.t such

transfer. These provismns agalnst transfer, _quaCL:.ﬁed as they are, .are pa.rt of
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carefully developed plans to bring the whole nuclear weapens situetion gm&ually’

under control in the future und to decrease the danger of a modern war, Are

provisions of’ this kind acceptable to the Soviet Union? They are modera;be provisions’"

against transfer, but they constitutc a definite step towards bringing the nuclear - -

weapons situation under control.

iith regard to the remmciation of use, as outlined in section III of the

four-Pover proposals, it is believed that th:.s is sound and logical and that it w111 :

be supported generally by the Members of the United Nations. - It cannot be -expected

that when, as the result of an armed atlack, States are placed in a situation of -
individual or collective self-defence théy would canaidcr themselvas to have
renounced the use .of weapons of any type in their defences In fact, the frequent
Soviet reference to the chemical and bacteriological provisions of the treaties and
protocols of 1928 caused us to note that its own protocols at that td.me were ncb

to apply to any Stute that used either chemicel or bacterial weapons, or to unyA )
State allied with 2 State thot used them. It was not a cmplete rgnunciation §f use

‘from the Soviet Union's standpoint, iiv have aiso invited a formulution on this

pe.rticular subject that would be mutually nccepteble in the view of the Soviet Unioh;

emphas:.aing that we wo:id not ac,ccpt a eomplete resunciation of use,

In the Unitcd Nations Charter there are certain restraints on ‘Lhe use of any
weapons end, likevise, certein rights of individual or collective .elfodefence. .
The sta.temont of the Soviet representative indicuted thut some of the prbcea:mg
discussions or proposcls on th:.s subaedt were more to his l:.kqg than the present
forrulation. I the Soviet delepaiion prepared to uccept‘qne of ‘thé precedin\g,“
formulotions? 1Is it prepurcd to 1let ilhe matter rest solely on thc United Nations
Charter itself? Cun we have more precizion with regerd to the position of the

Soviet Undon in this important matter? -



. In the ma utc\r of" fo}rce levels .we do ho.ve °qreetent on the ﬁrst-stepAlevels :
.of 245 ) million and 750,000. e do not have agreenent on. the ecnch.tmns under»;
. wh:.ch, or without which, the- lower levels are. to be atta;me& Hore ga:.n the
Um.ted States delegation would welccme a more prec:.se statement‘ of the oonet
pos:.tn.on., o | L | | o | _
\le do not interpret the -rorking paper ofl.29.'August'las" in ax{y Sense a‘."a'tep‘?'
backward in this connexion, .We do not understand the Soviet commcnt ‘thut the ;‘
prcv::.sn.on for progress toward.s solut::.on of pol:.t:.cal issues makes the atta:lmnent
of lower levels mpossible. Does the Sov:Let Union rule out progress towards the '5
solution of political issues? Must not progress towa.rds the solut:l.on of polltlcal
issues be a mutual objective if there is to be a better prospect of a. last:mg :

- 1\<.

We do not look upon the reference to other cssential States becom:.ng part::.es )

™ -

to the oonventlon as an obstaele or a bar, but rather as the statement of a N

logical requirement, Would not the Sov:.et Um.on ..lso be 1ntere.,ted in'the force

levels of other States in relatlon to- reduo:.ng to lo\rer levels at later stages?
We do not specify rigidly, in advance, which shull be the other essent:l.al otates.
Thus the questizn can be evaluated bohrecn us at the t:.mo. e repuru th:Ls not
as a step backward but, rather, as the spelling out oi’ the kind of conditions we -
have always discussed in the Sub-Comn:.ttee as bea.ng the conditions that WOuld lead .
to a better prospect of peace a.nd, at . the same time, to the lower force level.» the.t

we would be pleased to reach ot the earliest pos sible date wider sound cond.:n.t:.ons. .



DC/uC 1/PV 1Jz+

(1Ir. otassen, United’ State.a)

Ie it‘ the bosition of the 3Soviet Unin thut unl‘ess the lowcr levels are spe‘c:i(.‘ﬁ‘.ed
in its om terms it is not willing to accept the 2.5 million a.nd 750,000 levels and -
that, therefore, ve have no cgreement on first-step levels et all? Here aga:.n ae
,'would like to have a clearer ‘miderste.nding of the position of the Soviet Union.

T ¢ On section I B, which deals with placing armements in storage desots, I havehad- 4
the impression that we were agreed. Is that still the situstion? With regord to the
reductions in militaxy eJ:penditures, the t&pe of ar. agrecement that is made and the -
.ﬁuestion of how many of these partial measuree are fitted together — and under what -
i:ems — will obviously affect the amount of reduction of military expenditure, How |
many of these provisions is the Soviet Union willing te accept in a partial measures
agreement, and what is its position on what reduction in rﬁilitary expenditure should
be éccomplishec:l in the first yeer in relation to the partiel measures? We have the
impression that the United Stutes has made greater reductions in military experxditure
from the leveis of the éeoond ‘“World War than has the Soviet Union. Ve believe the
situation in the future under o disarmament; agreement such as we have proposed would
be ‘that; provided securi’ey in— roved, the United States would be making extensive
réductions in military expenditures, . '

Section VI of our working paper provides for a study of the oont..rol of the use of
outer space, Is the Soviet Union willing to engage in such a study, or is this an
unacceptable proposel when linked to the other provisions? ’

We have interpreted the Soviet response on section VII to be that the broad
proposals for the opening of our entire territories to the beginning of insi:ection
are rejected by the Soviet Union, and I yather by the ensuing comment that the Soviet

delejgation has confirmed that analysis.



Union should be openeds The alternatlvc propos;.’l :.n thc. orlcmb p'xpur

' of 30 ipril, C,n a bcginnmg be made in thl.; rc..pc.ct 25 o. _p'\rt of thc pqrtlal me.asuresy

areas, atomic te sting plant.,, mis :Lle test:.n st'xtl \ns, aV1o.t10n factorle., 'md atom:Lc
plants -- shotild bu bpehécl and that 6nly le dwc,lopg.d turr:.tory of' the Sovie.t

{ -
su;yiects less developed terrn.torle., on both gldb'q in .h:.ch bgg:.rming iC

The areas g,;.nerally in Ala-xkz nnd La.;tern @bcrz.;. were :mcluded :.n \thv.

action?

,‘5

Vi noted the Sovict comment.» rcgardmg tho ]‘urop:.an ".ru':..‘ f[‘l'; will ‘be 'cen

thu undt,r.,tcmding that thl o v'uuld includc -1;;m.f:.c'mt part oI‘ thu t:.rrltory of»th
Soviet Union as well 13 thz. oth\.r cmmtrlx.u of Tiea

should now be c.,xplorul"
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(ix. Stescen, United States) - ..

{

61‘ baées; /'.'Ie.wcull..d.‘ .assume that from the ‘standpoint of the Soviet Unélonj the
reductions of its generazl force lcvel§ vorld likewise result in a srﬁaller number o
Vof its forces being J.n Central Europe beyond its borders., - Is this a satisfaétpry .
. 'ziethcd'— moving in the firct limited step, and then gaining from that experj.encge’?
Ve yho.ve made it clecr that a prorosal for a one-third reduction in Gemany vas ho’c! -
in our view a matter that should be a part of a stép to reduce to the level of -

2.5 million. There azain, a more precise statcment of positions is the best
‘method of ensuring tha‘c the opwortunlty for the attzinment of agreement shall not ‘
be "let clip", - : ‘ L

In dealing with the virious inspection measures we huve endeavoured to make

it clear that a $tart would be made in a limited menner and growth and develropmenty
would occur by mutual agreement and consent. ./e have endeavoured to meke cleaxr :
not only our willingness to muke broader beginnings but also our recognition.of V

fhe ‘areater likelihood o’f small beginnings,

| Ve havé broupnt these matters together in we worljzing paper, not in orde:p to -
m:dce any one part more difficult to achieve, but, thcr, in order to increase the
nkelihood of ﬁttmg\togethcr small ‘moves -~ some of more interest to one side

than to the other -- and combining them into a partial mezsures treaty that would

be in the interest of both sides. Our entire approach is based; as I have emphasized
on tllne, desire to improve the prospects of peace,

We are convinced that the working paper presented on 29 August, viewed in the

light of the earlier Soviet proposals of 30 April and 14 June, does form a basis
which, if there is a mutual will to negotiéte an agreement, could lead promptly to

S

frui tful negotiations towards thet end. It would be an agreement that was workable,

i



"'"‘j(Mr. Sta.,seni Unm,d S‘ba‘beu)

B practical and rcaiist"ic. It vrculd end ‘chc L.lqun y:,aru of’ fa:l.lure to agre.c. I‘o

. would mwrk a new be,frlnn_u.ng in the relmtlon., b‘.twc,c.n thg, natlonq of ’che world 1n =’

) thlo atomic age,

Mr, HOCH IuOCH (Fr'ance)(trm ls.tc,d from Frunch) Once aga..m I Wlll rcfraln N

from dea.llng WJ.th the eub.,‘bn.nce of the debate md f‘ro'n replymg TLO IuI‘. Lor.n'"

extemporlzed cr:.tlclsms. Mr. Stassen has Jus‘b done S0 w:Lth great prec:.s:mﬁ s anf .
I should only be 1blc to repea‘b What he hag Juut sud on the tonlc 'about .vluch . “"‘7:
Nr, Zorin commented. ' R o ; | ;"‘ o
‘ I should l:l.ke imply to say that Fr'mcc wants 'arm'\:tr"cnt 'mcx ‘wents it N "N' a
unﬁniznously. This :mde.ed is one of ‘bhc uubaa.ctu on wh::.ch all Frenchmen are f:.rmly s
united; Secular nqt:.on too, and not on_Ly tho.,c 1n.,p:1req by rellg:l.ous feellngs
are cmlllng for pe"LCu through d:L.,'\rmment. o | L Tl

e

They have at lcast four motlves. ‘The flI‘ st is rcupec‘t for hum.n life, a -

Pr:mciple to which all men of good m.ll, \.hubhcr rellglous, gccular, agnoutlc o;-
atheist, subscribe, The second is the mcmory of quf'f‘erlng., undgrgonb, of A
bereavements ‘like unhealed wounds, of rums s‘crewn over a land wh:Lch h—u,, alas; S
been o class:.c battlefleld at ony r'mte since the Roman conquz,st and the :an'v.sn.on

of the b'n.rbarnn hordes from the East, dovm to the a.nf':.nl’ccly more crue] n.nvas:\.on RS

by Hltlcr's mies. The third mot::.ve 1s 'bhe fear of v'hat o war would b:. ln.ke in

the preoent .;'La‘tu of science —— a war hkely to destroy ev<,ry vestlge of l:.fe S

over broad tracts of 'bhe glo’be. 'T‘he fourth is econamic and ma‘bemalL t:.c- the o

knowledge that it is po:.ntless 6 spend hundreds of thou.:a.nd.: of mllions of'

. dollars evcry year on unproduct::.ve work xhen S0 mvmy .Joclal tasks could usei‘ully |

be mchlcved.
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(hr. Moch, France) ;‘[ D

Ha.ving said this, I will a.dd that the situation here today seems to me clea.r.
~ On 29 August, we made, on behalf of the four Powers represented around this table,A
" ;def:i.hite proposals which are in part similar, in part parallél, and in ﬁart o
- contradictory to the earlier Soviet proposals. I readily recognize -- we all.
reéognize -~ that since the beginning of these conversations the.So'vi'e"t Government
ha; modified its initial positions; but the same is true‘ of ourselves, as
- Mr. Sjtassén has emphasized, and ‘this movement has beén par'ticularly marked in the
case of" some of us who departed considerably from our original position iny\s‘igning ’
this Jjoint document. Thus all that‘can be saild is that the respective positions
_ set out in the latest’four-Power document and\in the Soviet documents are less far
apert than were certein initial individusl positions of 1955. For me, in spitev ,
of everything, this is a reason for optimism, Mr.’Zo.rix\x’; last speeches do not
- move me to complete pessimism., At our me;eting of 29 August I quoted a precedent:
thaf of Mr. Malik, who in the summer of 1954 I"ejected. out of hand an Anglo-French
.plan which a few weeké later wea accepted :;s a basis for discussion by the Soviet
Government, |

.1 believe - I wiéh to believe -— that the Soviet Government dééfires' peace
_ through disarmament as sincerely as we do., It is because 1 't;el:!.eve‘ tlr’xis that I°
_ earnestliy a;;.peal to irs Zorin to make himself the interpreter of our common ideas
concerning future pxocedure, Needless to say, if he has any que;stions to ask us on
any point of this document in :erer to elucidate anything he may find unclear, we are
at his disposal to reply to him for as long as he may wish, without any time limit. ‘
| If, however, he has not, I do not see what practical.Ly useful work we could do here
‘until the Soviet Goverrment hes complef.ed that exhaustive study which I em sure, in

pursuance of its practice of methodical work, it will not fail to._make of our last

proposal.



“an exhaustive stuir, sinse we m fac‘b bel:.w; that the less hasty :.ts reply, that

is to say, the more closgly it ls baued on an e,xhaustn.ve s‘budy, the greater thp

Llikelihood that it will pormit a rcsumptlon of nenwtla.tlons. R

- I mst confes s that durlng the six yuars I have bee.n amember of t}‘xe’
Disarmament Commlbsmn or its Sub-Commttec I havc. dlspl‘.yed a patlence of‘ w}.uc.hf
I should not hove thought myself capablc ot tho. outsct of our Work. I am, e
however, W:Llling to draw further on my ru'cr'vc" *;o sust'u_n me through a. few xnorefx
weeks in the 'mtn.c:.pation of a Governma.nt rep]y, wh:.ch I cannot bel:.eve will be;“,:" ;
completely nege t:.v». Pendlng its rece:l.pt I wonder whetha.r zmy usef‘ul purpose

can be served by continuing our excnangc of v:Lews hcre apar‘b ﬁ'om replyn_ng to

any questlons which may be put to us.: That is ano‘bhen' matter on wh:Lch I would

urge each cne of us to reflects =~ = = . . x

. The CHATRMAN: If no other reprcscntatlve w:n..;hes ‘bo spc,ak I take :.t

tha"t we should consider‘ the q_uestion of our nr:‘ct muet:mg.‘ Are then, 'a.ny suggestn.ons?

Mr, STASSEN {United Statcs of America): I w‘o{;ld \sug{;es‘t 3.30 ‘pem,
tanOITOW. ‘ ) . . N

Mr, NOBLE (Un::.ted K:.ngdom) Befor\, ve procved wi'bh the d:L.,CUSs:Lon of cur
next meet:mg I would Ju«st l:Lke to re,m:.nd the, Cub-ooxmni'btee that o.‘b our last L

eeting I did soy tho:b I had l:.stcncd w1th dlsappomtment and cons:.derable <m:rprn..,e
B \

to. the ycrc: ytory remark.’ wn.th wh:.ch Mr. ..aOI‘ln appsared to rcgect the WOrking
paper (DG/SC 1,/66) on p'xrt:.al dlsarmwmc,nt measures vubmrt.tul by the four We.stern

delegations at the beg:.nn.mg of th'xt mc,v‘b:.ng. lt goes w:.tnout ..,ay:.ng, of course,

Vo .



(Mr. Noble, United Kingdom) - '

.

t‘k;a‘i; I.Ir. Zaordn _h;.u:l é;ifcn h:;.s ruvernnent no time to consider that impor’c‘ant do'c{:’ment.
%vith 'i‘hs L:»e‘b of balanced oroposals, or to digesf the fact that it had the ge’nc-x;a.l‘
'supp'of:l? of n.o fewer than fifteen. countries » before speaici.ng of it in ‘so cavnlief

a fﬁshiori. 4t the end of' the meeting I asked Mr, Zorin whether what we had just

: heard frcm him was the fmal Soviet reply to our proposals. Mr. Zorin did not
‘reply. Later on he said thrt he would be preparcd to meet toda.y to discuss "ba510

) pro‘blems of disarmament". I wonder whether he would like to answer my question now
before we discuss our next mecting, becanée, as Mrs Moch said just now, the poiht

arises: What are we going to disouss at future meetings of this Sub-Comnittee?

. The CHATRMiN :  Are there any further speakers on this question of

sﬁbstancc bcfpré we conclude our discussion of the date of' the next meeting?
Since there do not appear to be any further speakc-r'-‘ on that question, the

Su'b—Comm:.ttee now has before it Mr. Stamc.n' sugy 'c.,tlon that its next mecting

should take. place at 3.30 tomorrow. Is there any objection to that, or any

lternative suggeation?

. : \
Mr, NOBLE (United Kingdom): Perhaps I might prcss my point again,

Mr, Zt;rin said at our lust meeting that he would be preparced to meet today: to discuss
"bugic problems of dissrmament", Is he going to discuss "basic problems of disarmament"

tomorrow, because he has not done so today? )

Mr. ZORIN (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics)(translated from Russian):

I can answer Mr. Noble ctraight away — I do propose o do co. I intend to discuss -

basio problems of disarmament, which in n;y view are not eontained solely in the

propo.,als submiticd by the Western dolﬁﬂ'ltl(\n" Yut also in ‘those presented by the

Soviet Unione

I am prepared to meet tomorrow at 3.30 p.nm,



The CH..IRWJI'

oince tht.rc arc. no, ﬂurthcr spcakurs,.

"The Sub-C(mnittec bf the Dl.,arnment Comm. Slon held 1ts .one hundred -

3‘30 p'mC", .o | A . S R ST PL
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