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The CHAIRMAN (Canada): I declare open the thirty-sixth meeting of

the Conference of the Eighteen Nation Committee on Disermament.

Mir, CAVALLETTI (Italy) (translation from French):. At the end of last

Friday's meeting I asked to speak in order to reply to certain comments Mr. Zorin

had made on my statement, but it was so late and I was not able %o Co s0.
With your permission, Mr. Chairman, I should like to reply today. I shall be as
brief as poséible because in my opinion long speeches — floods of oratory- are
not always effective., They sometimes seem to be an attempt to hide under a
torrent of words the speaker's anxiety at having no very convincing arguments to
put before the Conference. I shall therefore confine myself to two points,
Pirst, bir. Zorin insisted at Friday's meeting, &s he had done last Thursday
at the private meeting, that our concept of total disarmament does not include .
the dissolution of military alliances. Naturally he believes, on the contrary -
I quote from>his statement of 11 ifay - that ‘
,ﬁ;;;zthe very logic of general and complete disarmament raises the
question of the inevitability of.the dissolution of military alliances.
If our task is to create a world without weapons and wars, or, to use the
expression of the United States delegation, general and complete
disarmament in a peaceful world, it is perfectly clear that in such a
world there is not, and cannot be, any room for milifary alliances.".
(ENDC/PV:35, pe 49)

I note incidentally - and do so with setisfaction - that Mr. Zorin now seems

to have adopted the familiar words "peaceful world", which are our words, and to
which he was previously opposed. I hope this will facilitate agreement on the
text of the preamble. But apart from that, I am in full agreement with Mr. Zorin
on the substance of his thought. For we do believe that at a certain stage in
the disarﬁament process, with the gradual reduction and total elimination of
armaments and the gradual reduction and total elimination of all bases, military
alliances must cease to exist. In my opinion.thet is quite obvious., It might
then be possible 1o havevpeaceful regional co-operation to foster world progress,
but no military alliances. Arrangements for military collaboration. will decline
and disappear as disarmement progresses and the security of all countries, large
and small, is guaranteed by the United Nations forces. That is our idea.  But
I shquld like the Soviet delegation in its turn to explain to us, amicably and very

clearly, its own position on the maintenance of alliances.
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Article 2, paragraph 4 of the Soviet draft treaty provides that: "In
all countries perties to the Treaty the International Disarmament Organization
shall have its own staff, recruited internationally and in such a way as to
ensure the adequate representation on it of all three existing groups of States."
(ENDC/2 p,3). We know that the disarmament organization is to be set up to
controihthe process of disarmament and that it is to remain in being even after
general and complete disarmement has been carried out, in order to guarantee its
application for ever, I therefore put this question: Is it not perhaps the
Soviet Union which, by introducingz the "troika" in the international disarmament
organization, is betraying its aim to perpetuate the division of the world into
three groups -~ that division which many of us do not accept even now? I asked
the Soviet delegation for clarification on this point at our private meeting on
Thursday; but instead of giving me any explanation it repeated its comments and
its allegations that the Italian delegation is opposed to the dissolution ofr
military alliances.

Perhaps the Soviet delegation, after hearing this morning the explanation
I have given of our position, will now explain to us clearly the réasons why it
thinks the world should continue to be divided into thrée groups even after
total disarmament, |

And now a second question, concerning control over the complete elimination
of nuclear weapon vehicles during the first stage, as proposed by the Soviet
Union. Mr, Zorin has told us, and has repeated, that this control would be
100 per cent, that is to say total control, and that we are wrong not to believe
it. - As a matter of fact, the explanations he gave us in his statement last
Friday leave us in some doubt. Nevertheless, I shall try to interpret the
Soviet doctrine with the help of the text proposed by Mr. Zorin, It seems to
‘me that as disarmament is to be total so far as Vehicleé are concerned, control
would also be total. This control would be the same -~ of the nature and the
same kind - as that provided for in the Soviet plan for total disarmament - for
the end of general and complete disarmament; It would, of course, be applied
to one well-defined sector only; that of nuclear weapon delivery vehicles:

The Soviet draft trecty shows us what is meant by total control. Article
38, paragraph 2 reads:

* "For purposes of control over the prefention of the re-establishment of

armed forces and armenments abolished as a result of general and complete
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5¥ﬂdisarmament, the International Disarmament Organization shall have
the right of access at any time to any point within the territory of each
State party to the Treaty." (ENDC/2, page 24)

Does the Soviet delegation accept this kind of control for the elimination of

rockets and delivery vehicles? Is this what Mr. Zorin has in mind when he speeks
of 100 per cent control? That is a most important question, and I should be

glad if the Soviet delegation would be good enough to give us & very clear and
precise answer to it, .

Lastly, I should like to add one final comment, still on the subject of control
over the elimination of nuclear weapons vehicles. The elimination of vehicles in
the first stage also covers artillery systems. Article 8, paragraph 1, of the
Soviet draft reads: .

"All artillery systems capable of serving as means of delivery for nuclear

weapons shall be eliminated from the armed forces and destroyed. A1l

subsidiary instruments and technical facilities designed for controlling

the fire of such artillery systems shall be destroyed..." (ibid., p.7)

Now the armed forces of the two alliances are, I believe, at present
equipped with such systems; eand, as I understand the Soviet delegation's
thinking on the subject, these forces, which during the first stage would number
1,700,000 men or 2,100,000 men, according to whether the Soviet proposal or the
United States proposal is adopted, could no longer be equipped with nuclear
artillery. How, then, are we to ensure that the remaining forces will not retain
nuclear artillery systems? I am well aware that the reduction of armed forces to
& certain level is a partial disarmament measure and accordingly invblves'bnly
partial control. But how are we to reconcile partial control of the remaining
forces with the inspection of vehicles, which must be total?

If we accepted the Soviet proposal of total elimination and total control
over vehicles in the first stage, we should logicaelly arrive at total and general
control of the remaining armed forces themselves. Otherwise we should have no
guarantee at all, considering the highly dangerous nature of nuclear weapm
delivery vehicles. Is the Soviet delegation therefore prepared to accept this
control, which logically follows from their proposal that delivery vehicles should
be ‘completely eliminated in the first stage? Of course, if the Soviet delegation
would show a more conciliatory and liberal attitude towards the application of

control, we should be very glad indeed: That would open up most favourable
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prospects for an agreement. I only hope the old positions are not going to
remain unchanged, under a cloak of new words. Ye must be very clear about this
matter of controlling vehicles beforé we can maeke further progress; +that is why
I hope the Soviet delegation will be so geod as to help us in our endeavour to

reach a deeper understanding of its thesis.

Mr. STELLE (United States of America): The United States delegation has
been giving a series of expositions of the various elements that make up the
United States plan, particularly regarding the first stage of a programme of
general and complete disarmament. This morning I should like toc discuss the
topic of outer space,

However, before proceeding to this subject, I would like to say that we are
giving careful study to the intervention made last Friday by the representative of
Sweden, We want to give considered replies to his thought-provoking questions
and we shall be doing so during succeeding meetings of the Ccrmittee.

One of the most challenging opportunities before this Committee is, as part
of its effort to achieve disarmament, to prevent the development of outer space
for military purposes;‘ The issue before the Committee is this: will outer
space be preserved for peaceful use or will it become another focus for the
arms race? ' '

Seventeen ycars ago, at the very bezinning of the development of atomic power,
the world had an opportunity to prevent its development for military purposes.

The United States, which, we submit, wos then the sole possessor of the secret of
the atom, proposed that all atomic energy be placed under full international
control. We all know what happened tc that offer, If it had been accepted the
problems before this Committee would be simple in compariscn with what thoy arxe
today. Let us not have the same corment made about cuter space five or ten
years from now.

Recently many of the nations represented here jcined in a treaty to place
the continent of Antarcticc off limits for military development. This time we
acted before it was too late -- before military development of the area had
become an cstablished fact. wureover, the Soviet Union accepted inspection of
Soviet installations and cquipment over the entire continent to verify the
treaty's prohibitions against nuclear explosions and cny other measures of a

military nature in Antarctica., VWe now have an opportunity to extend the
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peaceful development pfinciples of the Antarctica treaty to the even more
important region of outer space,

Many of the representatives here are aware of the long-history of United
States efforts to accomplish this. goal. In' January 1957, before the launching
of the first earth satellites and intercontinental missiles, the United States
urged at the eleventh session of the General Assembly that nations take a "first
step toward the objective of assuring that future developments in outer space
WOuld be devoted exclusively to peaceful and scientific purposes" by placing
the testing of space vehicles under international inspection and participation
(A/C.1/783, para.ll).

In the autumn of 1957 the United States proposed the creation of a technical
committee composed of scientists from the Uniteqd States, the Soviet Union and
other nations to work out the inspection system which might be necessary to assure
the use of outer space exclusively for peaceful purposes. In 1958 President
Eisenhower and Premier Bulganin exchanged correspondence on the subject,
unfortunately with little concrete result.

During the 1960 meetings of the Ten-Nation Committee on Disarmament, the
United States made proposals for, first, the prohibition of the placing into
orbit of vehicles capable of mass destruction; sccond, advance notification
of proposed launchings of space vehicles and the establishment of co-operative
arrangements for communication of data obtained from such vehicles by available
tracking facilities to an international body; - third, measures to énsure the use
of outer space for peaceful purposes only (TNCD/3, TNCD/7).

In his first State of the Union message, on 30 January 1961, President
Kennedy invited the Soviet Union and other nations to join 'with the United States
in é’variety of space activities, saying that both the United States and the
Soviet Union "would help themselves by removing their endeavours from the bitter
and wasteful competition of the cold war."  In his speech to the General
Assembly on 25 September 1961 President Kennedy urged that nations of the world
agree to keep "nuclear weapons from seeding new battlegrounds in outer space,"
He also proposed
' "extending the United Nations Charter to the limits of man's exploration

*in the universe, reserving outer space for peaceful use,. prohibiting
weapons of mass destruction in space or on celestial bodies, and opening

the mysteries and benefits of space to every nation, We shall propose
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further co-operative efforts between all the nations in weather prediction
and eventually in weather control, We shall propose, finally,.a global
system of communications satellites linking the whole world in telegraph,
telephone, radio and television". (A/PV.1013)
As.members'know, on 20 December 1961 the General Assembly unanimously
- approved a resolution adopting a number of President Kennedy's proposals. This
resolution, first, adopted the principles that the United Nations Charter applied
to oﬁter space, and that outer spacc was not subject to national appropriation;
_éeéohd, called upon States to register with the Secretary-General objects
lauhched into orbit or beyond, after the launching had taken place; +third,
recommended that member States and the Vorld Lieteorological Organization
co—operate in developing greater knowledge of the forces affecting climate and
of improved methods of weather forecasting; and, fourth, requested that specific
steps be taken to prepare the way for the establishment of effective operational
satellite communication (General Assembly resolution 1721 (XVI).

| Members are also aware that in March of this year the United States and the
Soviet Union agreed to meet and discuss ideas for peaceful co-operation in outer
spdce; As a result, -the United Nations Committee on Peaceful Uses of Quter
Space resumed its work this year in New York and will continue it in Gemneva
later this month. I am certain we have all followed the work of that Committce
with interest, and that we wish to convey to it our interest and hopes for
continued progress in its difficult tasks.

It remains for us to consider the problem of outer space in a disarmament
context, ifembers will recall the proposal made to this Committee by the
Secretary of State for External Affairs of Canada, iir. Green, at our tenth
plenary meeting. - He suggested that the outer space measures in the United
States programme of 25 September, in the Soviet treaty outline of 15 lMarch, and
in a declaration which he read into the verbatim record of the tenth meeting be
considered by the Committee of the Whole (ENDC/PV.10, p.23 et seq.)s Today we
_are of course assembled in a’plenary meeting to discuss general and complete
disarmament, I will therefore devote my statement today to the measures
contained in the United States and Soviet plans, although we do not of course
oppose -- and, @ndeed, favour -~ the consideration of disarmamcnt measures

relative to outer space by the Committeec of the Whole as well,
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We are encouraged when we compare the features of the measures on outer
space contained in the United States and Soviet Union draft treaty outlines on
disarmament. Our Canadian colleague haes helpfully provided us with a paper to
facilitate such a comparison (ENDC /36, p.6). liembers will note the following
similarities in the two proposals, to which Mr. Green also alluded.

First, both support the concept that outer space should be used for peaceful
purposes only; second, both would ban the placing into orbit of weapons of mass
destruction; third, both would require advance notification of the launching of
space vehicles for peaceful purposes.

There are, however, some differences. First, the Soviet proposal apparently
would not require advance notification of missile laﬁnchings; as would the United
States proposal; and second, the Soviet draft does not pvaide'for pre-launch
inspection of missiles or for the establishment of a systém-fo'detect unreported
launchings, as does the United States draft. |

I will now attempt to explain the rationale behind the United States
proposals; naturally, I assume our Soviet colleague will do likewise for his
Government's proposals at such time as he chooses. There are four basic
featurés in the United States outline, all aimed at promoting the peaceful use
of outer space; first, prohibition of.weapons of mass destruction in ofbit;
second, peaceful co-operation in space; tﬁird, notification and pre-launch
inspection; and fourth, limitations on production of boosters for space vehicles
and on related activities.

" As members will recall -- and as has been frequently mentioned here == the
Joint Statement of Agreed Principles for Disarmament Negotiations provides, with
respéct to the military establishment of every nation, for fhe elimination of all
means of delivery of weapons of mass destruction. The Uhifed:StatestglieveS that,
consistent with this~prdvision;'the'disarmament programhe should not only include
the reduction and elimination of present types‘o} delivery'vehicles‘but also
preclude the possibility that at a future time Wéapons capable of pioducing mass
destruction might be placed in orbit or stationed in outer space; " Accordingly
the United States programme provides that beginning with the first stage of
disarmament the placing in orbit or stationing in outer space of weapons capabie
of producing mass destruction shculd be prohibited. ' . |

The United States programme also provides that States should give advance

notification to other participating States and to the international disarmement
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organization of launchings of space vehicles and missiles, together with the
track of the vehicles. One objective of this procedure is to facilitate
verification, through pre-launch inspection of space vehicle rockets and their
rayloads, as necessary, to assure that weapons capable of producing mass
destruction are not aboard such vehicles, and also to facilitate detection of
any unreported launchings. Such a procedure of advance notification could also
serve to reduce the possibility that peaceful launchings might be mistaken for
an attack., .

I have already touched on the progress made in peaceful co—operatidn in
space and the continuation of efforts in that direction now being made within the
framework of the United Nations. Unquestionably the United States will continue
to support increased activity in this field. Hembers will also note the feature
in our draft which limits the production, stockpiling and testing of boosters for
space vehicles. This limitation is not intended to restrict a nation's space
efforts, but rather is intended as a technique which could facilitate the
implementation of the inspection and verification aspects of outer space and
nuclear delivery vehicle measures.

At the present time States may not have sufficient incentive to undertake
the substantial effort that would be required to place in orbit or station in
outer space weapons capable of producing mass destruction. Nevertheless, the
basic space technology and techniques have been demonstrated, and the possibility
cannot be ruled out that at a future time & nuclear Power might seek this new type
of delivery vehicle in order to gain real or supposed military or psychological
advantage, or to avoid cxposing itself to the possibility of technological
surprise by the other side. The result might be the emergence of a new type of
delivery vehicle the presence of.which might further increase tensions and the
risk of war. The possibility that weapons capable of producing mass destruction
might be placed in orbit or stationed in outer space remains, however, neither so
immediate a problem as to be viewed with alarmist urgency nor, on the other hand,
so remote a problem that it doés not'warrant serious and timely preventive mcasures
if these can be achieved in an acceptable manner. In this arca our timely
achievemert of agreement could préclude the creation of serious military
imbalance. The United States proposals include such possibilities.

‘Let us now turn to some of the clements which might be included in the

verification plan for such a measure.
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First, advance notification of launchings would need to be provided in
sufflclent time to permlt the necessary pre-launch 1nspect10n of space vehicles.
Such notlflcatlon should be provided with respect to all launchlngs of space
vehicles and all launchlngs of relevant types 01 missiles. In this connexion
it should be noted that the General Assembly resolutlon to which I have already
referred provides for the furnishing of information to the Secretary-General
concerning all launchings of objects into orbit or beyond, The disarmament
programme should build on the experience 0 be gained in implementing this
arrangement and should provide for advance, rather than post-launch, notification.

Second, pre~launch inspection would need to be of a character which would |
provide assurance that weapons of mass destruction were not aboard vehicles Yo be
placed in orbit or stationed in outer space. Inspection should be carrled out
in a manner presentlng the least impediment +to the conduct of launcblngs.

Third, = network of ground-based and possibly space-borne 1nstruments
would be needed to detect any unreported launchings. The egtent to which such e
network couid serve other disarmament verification purposes remains to‘be:explored}
but there is a p0551b111ty that it might be part of a comprehen51ve system set up
within the 1nternat10nal disarmeament organization, o

Before closing, let me reiterate thal the United States is gratified oy>the
overﬂureé:for'the”peaceful use of outer space which the Soviet Union made in March
this year,taﬁd we hope that co-operation in this field will continue. As
President Kennedy said on 8 Mey:

"It is my hope that the Soviet Union will co-~operate constructively
. in the oroposals ‘which we have made S0 that all peoples will gain in the
1mprovement of weather observation, commun‘catlons systems and the

manifold output of the peaceful application of space technology.

| "Our.nafioh is dedicated to the peaceful utilization of the knoWledge
acquifed in this great effort. As we move forward on our own programme,

we will éontlnue to press for co-operatlon with all nations in the

exploratlon and exp101tatlon of space for peaceful purposes.”

, ,Notlng that the Unlted States is already working hand in hand with scientific
groups. of flfty natlons, Pre51dent Kennedy pledgea contlnued United States

. sharing of ~space knowledge and benefits. Ee said: '

- "Ours is an open soclety and the benefits of our space programme will

contlnue to flow through the world,"
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One of the most significant results of men's movemen: towards cuter space

yet unfareseen,

o

lies not only in material achievemcats, some «f which are as
but in the impact that man's activity in spacc will have in reorienting our
basic processes of thought. We shell nced pnew mental agility and imagination
10 cope with the problems created. This tyre of thinking, coupled with o
spirit of co-operation, can leed vc in +his Conference to apgreement on wedsures
designed to assure tha® cuier space oecomes an impebtus to man's peaceful

progress and not a bavilegrounl of the fuiurs.

Sir Michael WRIGLT (United Ki:gdom): I should iike to make some bries

comments on the fuiure organization of our work,

My delegation felt that the informal meeting we had lasb Thursday was a
valuable one, It was o meeting Leld on the original initiative of the
representative of India, an initiative which we welcomed and which we felt was
amply justified in the event. lirs Godber, in his statement at our twenty-ninth
meeting, foresaw that these meetings would increasingly prove their use.

He said:

"I do not suggest that we should do away altogether v.th formal meetings,

but if, for instance, we seit aside two mornings a week for mceting, not

in plenary, but informally, either wvogether or in groups, to discuss some

of the matters that confrent us, we might fird ourselves able to make

better progrecss in real negotiabion." (ENDC/PV.29. p.18)

io
The representavive of the Soviet Union, in his statement at our thiriy-ihivd
meeting, said: 4
".vs I believe that we should speed un our work, in particvwlar by holding
informal meetings. In view of the fact “hat for informal necetings we

do not have to prepare anv 4exts of our statements,:.." {ENDC/FV.33 .44)
Erep X 2 ]

It may not be felt that it would be desirable, al any rate Zor the time being,
to set aside as many as two meetings & week for informail discussion, but I should
like to suggest that we might at least agree Zor the preser’d, in principle, to iry

to reserve at least one morrning weekly for this purpose ani that, in accordance

with our agreement tha® informcl meetings should normally be kold on days on which
there are no plenary meetings, this meeling should Yake the place of a plénary

meeting.
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Therefore I should like to suggest, on behalf of my delegation, that when
our two co-Chairmen meet to plan the arrangements for the work of the Conference
this week they might consider setting a date for another informal meeting this
week, on Wednesday or Thursday or on whatever day may commend itself to them in

the light of the progress in other aspects of our work,

The CHAIRMAN (Canada): Does anyone wish tc comment on the suggestion

just made by the United Xingdom representative?

Mr. LALL (India): We should like to support the suggestion made by the
representative of the United Kingdom that the co-Chairmen consider calling an
informal meeting this week on a day which will be appropriate in the light of our

other work.

Mr. STELLE (United States of America): If, as I take it, none of the
members of the Committee opposes the. idea of an informal meeting this week, and
since the co-Chairmen have a rather large agenda for their meeting this afternoon,
perhaps we could simplify the co-Chairmen's work by agreeing on a proposal right
now, I should like to propose that instead of a plenary meeting tomorrow morning
we have an informal meeting, if that is satisfactory to our Soviet colleague and

the other members of the Committee.

Mr. ZORIN (Union of Soviet Socialiét Republics) (translation from
Russian): It seems to me that a decision on whether to hold an informel meeting
must be taken in every case in the light of the group of gquestions to be
discussed at the meeting and the purpose that would be served by discussing them.
I believe that such informal meetings will serve a definite purpose if we plan
them in connexion with a specific group of gquestions,

I therefore think it would perhaps be useful for us to discuss with the
United States representative approximately what group of questions should be
discussed at this informal meeting. The point is that at last Thursday's
meeting we dealt with a specific group of questions; replies were given on
these questions but we did not in fact get beyond this stage. It might now be
more- profitable to consider discussing at an informal meeting the sum total of

the results of our examination of the first stage of disarmament. If so, it
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would be preferable for such a meeting to be held a little later, say, on
Thursday or Friday, to give us an opportunity before then of giving further
consideration to specific questions which arise and which have arisen in the
course of discussion, We could then hold an informal meeting to consider how to
settle the controversial issues relating to the first stage. It seems to me
that it would be useful to discuss this. That is why I would suggest that we
do not take an advance decision now on convening such a meeting. If, however,
we do teke such a decision, I would suggest the meeting should be held on
Thursday. In the meantime, we might discuss with the United States
representative what programme of work could be fixed for the period up to
Thursday so that we could, so to speak, reach a specific milestone and have an
informal exchange of views on how tc settle the controversial issues connected
with the first stage. This would seem to me to be more fruitful,

These are the views which I wished to express at the present time. So if
we settle the matter now, our decision should be that such a meeting should be
convened on Thursday and that we should discuss with our co-Chairman the
programme of work we can take up at our formal meetings in the interval before
Thursday. If, however, my colleagues think it would be useful to have a gecneral
discussion of the whole programme before the end of the week, then no decision
should be made now, but we should simply ask the two co~Chairmen to discuss the
matter. I tend to prefer the first alternative: +o decide now that we should
hold an informal meeting on Thursday and to leave the question of what we are to
do before Thursday to be discussed betwcen the co-Chairmen, If this is agreeable
to the United States co-Chairman, we could perhaps cgree on this now.

One further minor pcint. Iy idea is that this informal meeting will be
really informal and that there will be 20 records and no publicity. This is my
understanding. If this is correct, we can settle the question of when it is to

take place.

The CHAIRMAN (Canada): The representative of the Soviet Union has

suggested that, rather than to have an informal meeting tomorrow when there might
be some uncertainty as tc what would be discussed, it would be preferable to have
the meeting on Thursday, In the interim, according tc the suggestion of the

representative of the Soviet Union, the two co-Chairmen could plan the programme

of work of our plenary meetings and could also agree on what would be discussed
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in general, at the informal meeting. His alternative suggestion was that we
should not set any definite date at this meeting for the next informal meeting,

but should let the two!co-Chairmen decide that question.

Mr, STELLE (United States of America): We are quite agreeable to the
1dea of having the two co-Chairmen discuss the question further, I noted that
the representative of the Soviet Union suggested that perhaps the item of
discussion of the informal meeting could be the sum total, as I think he phrased
it, of the first stage. ify delegation has been proceeding quite systematically
through the elements that make up the first stage of the United States treaty
outline as compared to the elements, some similar and some‘different, that make
up the first stage of the Soviet draft. I do not think, in all candeur, that
we will be finlshed with our exposition of the measures in stege I by tHe end of
this weeok. I would therefofe have some doubts about the precise item which wes
suggested by our Soviet colleague for discussion in the informal meeting this
week. | A _

I am gratified, however, that our Sofiet colleague has brought up and paid
tribute to the general idea.of the usefulnessbof setting items for discussion,
He did this in connexion with the 1nforma1 meet1ng, and I welcome this action.
But frankly I am & llttle puzzled. ' A similar suggest1on with respect to the
work of.our plenary meetings was made by the Conedian delegatlon and also by the
United States. delegatlon. We proposed that we should try to determlne in
advance the particular topics 1n stage I which could usefully be discussed in
the plenary meetings in order that we would all be dlscusslng, generally, the
same item on the same do This suggest1on, however, did not seem to meet with
the approval of our Soviet colleague, who characterized 1t, contrary to our own
belief, as a change in our method of work.

I would suggest that if the fepresentative'of the Soviet Union believes
that it would bebuseful to agree on the items of discussion for our informal
meetings he might reconsider his position with respect to the very éound.
suggestion put forward by the Canadian delegation, namely that the co-Chairmen
should try to agree on specific itemé_for,discussion'in plenary meetings of

the Conference.
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Mr, de MELLO~FRANCO (Brazil) (translation from French): From the
various statements made so far - especially that of the Soviet representativé
and now that of the Unitea States representative - I gather that the Soviet
representative prefers the first of the alternatives which he himself suggested,
namely, that we should meet on Thursday to discuss certain points chbsen by him
and the other co-Chairman from among the controversial issues -~ I believe that
was his expression - arising out of the statements made by the different
delegations, in regard to the first stage of the plans for general and complete
disarmament submitted by the two delecgations.

Thus it was not exactly the same proposal as had been made, according to
what the United States representative has just said, by yourself, iir, Chairman,
and by his delegation; +that is to say the idea was not to find certain general
issues .on which all the delegations would state their views at an officiai'
meeting,

As I understood the Soviet representative's propdéal, hisidea was to
discuss certain points on which conflicting views had been expressed at our
plenary meetings, that is to say, perhaps not so much the contradictions
be£ween the two drafts submitted to the Conference, as the opinions expressed
byvthe different delegations on those drafts, which could serve as fhe basis
for a less formal exchange of views ot a privafe meeting. If this is correct -
and I have no idea of what the two co-Chairmen will decide at their meeting v
today - I should like to draw the attention of the Conference tc the fact that
if it is agreed to hold a private meeting on Thursday, delegations should
perhaps be informed of what is to be discussed. If the two co;Chairmen agree to
select certain controversial issues for discussion on Thursday, the other
delegations should obviously be informed of them, so that they can themselves
be prepared to speak at the next day's meeting, »

Those are the points to which I wished to draw the attention of the two

co=Chairmen,

Sir Michael WRIG..T (United Kingdom): As far as my delegation is

concerned, we would be rcady to fall in with either of the dates proposed for
this week, indecd any date this week as may best emerge from the discussions of
our co=-Chairmen. I would alsc agree that it would be useful and calculated to

enhance the value of informal meetings if there was some discussion beforehand
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of the topics which might come up, and in particular if delegatlons which had
serious questions to put would give some advance notice of thelr 1ntent10n.
At the same time, I would suggest that it would be undes1rab1e to try and
formalize too much in advance the arrangements for informal meetlngs. We
could fall into the error —- I think it would be an error -- of arranging
exactly beforehand the topics and questions for discussion in such a way that
the result would merely be a further set‘of lengthy speeches in reply to the
questions foreshadowed, and we should find ourselves feverting to fhe same
procedure that we follow in plenary meetings.

I should like to plead that we should leave scope.for rather more informal
discussion in the real sense of the word -~ indicate topics beforchand, yes;
have wernings of questions, yes; but that should not preciude other questibns_
being raised, according to how the wihd of the argument goes. Above all,
we should try and avoid in informal meéﬁings confining ourselves to long
set speeches,‘but should leave some scope for the éut and thrust of friendly
discussion through short statements not always and inevitably prepared
beforehand, » _ ‘ |

Finally, I think our cclleague from ihe S.viet Union raiséd the question of
the informol character of the meetings. I think it would be desirable that we.
should all reach some sort of agreement in ddvance as to what we‘mean by an
informal meeting, It is possible to conceive of informal meetings as really
secret meetings in which we all agree that no word shoﬁld be said to anyone of
what passes. I am qui{e sure if that is the intention and that is our gencral
agreement, it will be observed. At the same time experience of other meetings
in the United Nations and elsewhere suggests that to aim at having a meetingv
absolutely secret is to set one's sights very high =~ in fact it 1s not very
often done; and even when it is done it is not always successful.

It is possible to conceive of another procedure in whlch_we_alm to have
the meetings informal but not secret. In that case delegations may be free
to give broéd indications, if they wish to do so at any rate, of the attitudes.
which they have themselveé maintained at such meetings.

Those I think are the two broad alternatlves. iy delegatlon has no
partlcular view about which is the rlght one, but it might be of advantage 1f we
tried to reach some meeting of mind, perhaps by discussion between the two
co-Chairmen, as to exactly what set of rules on that subject it is our common

wish to observe.
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The CHAIRMAN (Canada): The position as I understand it from the

discussion about our future procedure is that, in response to the suggestion of
the representative of the Soviet Union, we should fix on informal meeting for
Thursday, and that the co~Chairmen should try to decide the topics to be

discussed at that time. The representative of the United States said he was
agreeable to Thursday, and I think also agreeable to having a discussion to

decide the topic. He said that, in view of the explanations still to be given

of the United States draft programme for the first stage, it would not be feasible
at the next informal meeting to cover all of the firgt stage questions which have
come up and the differences which have become apparent. That, however, would not
preclude, I take it, the discussion of such differences of opinion and differences
of approach as had appeared up to the time of that mecting.

The representative of Brazil made the point that the co-Chairmen, as socn
as they have decided on the topics t» be discussed at the informal meeting,
should let the rest of the Committee know, and I presume that could be done
tomorrow morning,

The representative of the United Kingdom added that perhaps advancé notice
of questions to be asked at this informal neeting might be useful so thaﬁ good
replies could be given by those to whom the questions were addressed. He
also made a plea for not too much formality and, I think, not too long speeches ——
in any case, not set speeches.

There is also the question of the character of the meeting and whether the
proceedings of this informal meeting should be considered as sccret, of at any
rate as not the subject of interviews to be given out to the Press. The final
suggestion of the representative of the United Kingdom was that_this too might
be a subject for discussion between the co-Chairmen, who would presumably'advise
the Committee of what they had been able to agree in this matter. The Committee
would then decide whether it wanted to have the proceedings of this informal
meeting completely confidential and not subject to any Press communiques. Thus
we will all know beforehand whether there is going to be any communication to the
Press of what is discussed in the meeting, or whether we are going to proceed

under the same general rules that we observe with regard to the plenary meetings.



ENDC /PV,36

Mr, CAVALLETTI (Italy)‘(translation from French): I think we all agree

that some idea might be given of the, questions, to be d1scussed at an 1nforma1 ,
meeting. But these informal meetings, to wh1ch we attach great importance, are
in the nature of a very frank, full and free d1scuss1on. So I should not 11ke
the informal meeting to be confronted with a f;xed agenda, so to speak. ’ ;
I hope that, if the two co-Chairmen declde to adopt th1s new method of
giving us an-agenda in advance, we. shall still be able to exchange 1deas on all
the problems we, have in mind with complete frankness, To preserve the proper

character of these meetings I th1nk 1t is essential for the exchange of v1ews,_

to be, completely candid, conpletely free, and not subJect to too ‘many restr1ct1ons.

Mr. ZORIN (Unlon of Sov1et Soc1al1st Republlcs) (translatlon from

Russian): It is clear from the exchange of views that has just taken place that
we agree on a number of quest1ons connected with informal meet1ngs. F1rst, there
would appear to be no objection to f1x1ng such a meeting for Thursday of th1s
week., As I understand it, the representat1ves,of the United States and the
United K1ngdom and other representat1ves have no objection to this date. I
think this point can, therefore, be regerded as agreed.

Secondly, with regard to the nature of this meeting, I understand from the
statements by a number of delegations that they agree it would be useful to
outline a set of topics for discussion at this informal meetlng; Some
delegatlons, however, have said that they are opposed to limiting delegations
to such a specific set of topics or to a fixed agenda., I think we can agree
that thls_meeting should be mainly devoted to the controversial issues relating to
the first stage of disarmament. In other words, the issues which proved to be
controversial during the discussioh of the first stage should be the main subject
of discussion at the informal meeting. Clearly, these issues may give rise to
differences of opinion and their range is quite broad. I think it would be
desirable not to discuss all questions indiscriminately but to concentrate on
those connected with the first stage of disarmament. I think we can agree on
this point. . '

If the Uniied’s£3tes representative thinks that all the fopics he feels should
be discussed will not have been brought up by then, we w111 of course, only
discuss the range of toplcs which has already been brought up. k This does not

mean that we limit any further dlscuSS1ons; it means that we would confine
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ourselves for the time being to matters which have already been discussed at
formal meetings, which have been & source of controversy and on which it is
necessary to harmonize our positionss It seems to me that the purpose of our
informal meetings is to exchange views informally on controversial issues and
to try and find ways of settling them.

So I think there will be no disagreement between us either on having an
exchange of views on the controversial issues relating to the first stage with a
view to finding ways of settling these issues and on decing so without specifying
the detailed points to be discussed, because if we were to begin specifying these
. points now, we would spend more time on this than on the discussion of the
questions themselves., I do not think there is any point in doing this and,
moreover, many‘delegations.have quite rightly pointed out that we should not
limit delegations 1o a specific set of questions, I do not think we should do
soc. We .can agree with this view.

In my opinion, it would be enough for us to have such a general range of
topics in order to have a profitable discussion on Thursday. This is the second
point on which I think we can egrce.

With regard to the nature of this meeting, I think the United Kingdom
representative is bringing up all these questions rather unnecessarily. After
all, we are adults and know very well that if everyone teking part in our work
recognises the value of an informal exchange of views in order to find a way of
settling ccntroversial issues —— and this is the purpose of such informal ..
neetings -- then it is obvious that publicity for such meetings will hardly be
helpful. This dces not mean that the Soviet delegation rules out publicity in
genercal. By all means arrange publicity for yourselves and we will do the same.
But will this be helpful to our private exchange of views? . I think that this is
hardly the case., This is my personal opinion, But if you believe that
publicity is necessary, we are not opposed to this. On the contrary, we have
always been in favour of all meetings of the Committece being held in public. -

So this presents no difficulty for us. But simply from the standpoint of the
interests of our work here, if we want an informal exchange of views so that we
can try to harmonize our positions, it is obvious that publicity is hardly
advantageous. That is my first point,

In the second place, the United Kingdom representative said that complete

secrecy is impossible. But. this, after all, depends on us. We each have
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three or four official representatives here. No representatives of the Press
are present. How can news of all this reach the Press unless one of us divulges
information to the representatives of the Press? It obviously cannot reach the
Press unless one or other delegation sces fit to release some information to the
Press. This is obvious to everyone. As I understand it, the United Kingdom
representative believes that he ought to release information tc the Press; that
is the impression I gathered from his statement, If he considers it proper and
desirable to do so, let him go ahead; everyone will simply draw their own
conclusions. What of it? After all, we cannot prohibit any delegation from
doing something it wishes to do, By all means do this and then everyone will
follow suit.

The question is whether or not we want this. I gather from conversations with
many delegetions that the majority think it undesirable for the questions discussed
at our informal meetings to be extensively reported in the Press. That is how I
understood the attitude and views of various delegations. If we agree with this,
delegations must draw the appropriate conclusions, If they do not do so, that
is their affair; all the others will then draw their own conclusions. I do not
think there is any point in cur adopting any formal decisibn; Each delegation
should act in accordance with the consensus of opinion,'and what one delegation
does will determine what the others do. If it is the consensus 6f opinion that
we should not have verbatim records and should reduce the size of our delegations
at these informal meetings in order to make the discussion as private as possible,
the appropriate conclusions must be drawn. What kind of privacy can there be if
everything is divulged? I think this is quite obviousito everyocne.

It seems to me that if no one has any objection, we might agree that we
shall have an informal discussion, without verbatim records and without any
information being given to the Press, the purpose of this discussion being to try
to bring our positions closer together, to clear up certain controversial issues
and to fecilitate the attainment of agreement, If we agree on this, all
delegations must draw the appropriate conclusions. This is the third point on
which I think we could agree.

With regard to the question raised by the United States representative about
the further planning of our work as a whole, I think his understanding of our
position is not quite correct. We are opposed to drawing up a time~table for the

discussion of questions. We are opposed to doing this. We say that the subject
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of our discussion at the present time is the first stage. The first stage
raises a wide range of questions concerning the content of the basic measures of
disarmament, of a series of related measures and of measures of control. 3By all
means let us discuss this range of questions. If, however, you wish to select
two or three questions from this range of questions and decide that we should.
discuss one question today, another tomorrow and yet another the day after
tomorrow, and so forth, we are opposed to this, because the first stage of
disarmament is now confined to o specific set of guestions; and we should
therefore discuss this set cf questions. This applies both to informal meetings
and to plenary meetings. We will later have a set of questions connected with
the second stage and then a set of questions connected with the third stage, so
let us proceced in this way, without singling out any questions.

Today you raised the question of outer space. ~This does come within the
programme of measures for the first stage, although you ranged a little further
afield than this, Every delegation is, however, entitled to go beyond the
scope of particular questions being discussed at one or other stage of
disarmament, if he sees fit, But this does not mean that we should discuss
outer space today and nothing else, I think this would be wrong, quite apart
from the fact that we would clearly never agree on laying down the exact
procedure for its discussion.  Why should we. lay this down” It is not worth
wasting time on it.

But this comment is by the way. It seems to me that we could now agree on
three points: first, that we should meet on Thursday; secondly, that' the
general theme of discussion should be the controversial issues relating 1o the
first stage and possible ways of settling them; and thirdly, that the
discussion should be really informal, without verbatim records and without any
information being released on what is being discussed.,

If we can reach agreement on these three points, I think that would complete

our procedural business for today.

Mr. STELLE (United States of America): I should just like to confirm,
on behalf of my delegation, our agreement to the points that iir. Zorin has just
mentioned, Ve are quite willing tc agree to Thursday for the informal meeting.

We are quite willing to have as the general topic of that meeting the controversial

issues, as they have developed thus far, in stage I. My delegation is quite
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ready, as I understand the United Kingdom delegation is, to have these meetings
private and not to have Press briefihgs after the meetings. We share the view

of the representative of the United Xingdom that the important thing is to have an
agreement before the meeting on whether or not there will be Press briefings after
the meeting. Last Thursday we did not have any firm agreement before the meeting
and consequently there were some protests about how the meeting was handled with
the Press later.

As far as my delegation is concerned, we are quite happy to agree to having
the informal meetings private, with no Press briefings afterwards; although quite
frankly I share Sir Michael Wright's scepticism -~ as I understood it -~ about
whether it will be possible to avoid any word at 2ll of the meeting somehow

finding its way into the Press.,

Sir Michael WRIGHT (United Kingdom): The representative of the Soviet

Union did noty, I think, understand quite correctly what was in my mind when I
spoke about the private character of whdt is said at informel meetings. The
interpretation given toc what I said.by the repfesentative’of the United States
was accurate. My point was the desirability of our agreeing beforehand .on the
character of what was said. I added that my own deiegation, and I felt quite
sure all other delegations, would in fact ablde loyally by whatever it is we

have agreed upon, provided we have agreed upon it.

The CHAIRMAN (Canada): I think that we can say the co~Chairmen are
agreed on the following: that thé informal meéeting should be Thursdey; +that the
principal topic to be discussed should be the points of controversy or disagreement
between the Soviet Union draft treaty and the United States outline for a basic
treaty; and that the meceting should be considered priVate, the number of persons
from each delegation should be restricted aﬁd we should all agree beforehand that
we will not divulge to the Press what occurs during the meeting and the attitudes
taken by the delegations during the meetlng -- the purpose being to enable us to
have a freer discussion and to explore tentatively possibilities of compromise and
modification of positions on those controversial subjects.

Is that agreeable to all the other délegaﬁions? Would we all be willing to
adhere to this principle of keeping to ourselves what goes on in this meeting. and
not giving Press briefings or otherwise divulging to the Press the contents of the

matters discussed?
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Mr. MACOVESCU (Romania): Shall we decide now how many persons from

each delegation will attend?

The CHAIRMAN (Canada): I think that at the last meeting it was decided

that there would be only four persons representing each delegation. I take it

that the same would be the case for the forthcoming meeting.

Mr, STELLE (United States of America): I wonder if we neced to meke it
quite thet rigid. Just in terms of the work load, even though we are not
reporting what happens to the Press my Government is going to be as interested in
what goes on in the informal meetings as in what goes on in the formal meetings.
Thus our problem of meking reports and drafting telegrams is the same for the
informal meetings as for the formal meetings.

I should like to suggest that each delegation follow the general principle
that there will be fewer people at the informal meetings than at the plenary
meetings, but that we should not place any rigid limitation of four or five.

I think each delegation should use its own best judgement as to what constitutes a
sufficiently small number to give the meeting the character that we all went it +to
have, but I do not think, at the same time, that we should- have so rigid a ceiling
on the numbers of representatives present as to interfere with the work. I
suggest we leave it at three, four or five, according to the judgement of each
delegation; and if for some particular topic a delegation thinks it must have

six I {think ‘that should not be regarded as a breach of our agreement.

The CHAIRMAN (Canada): I think we can agree to three, four or five, but

we should keep it to the minimum. I do not think there is need for further

discussion on this rather secondary point.

lir. TARABANOV (Bulgaria) (translation from French): When we discussed

this question the opinion was expressed - I think quite rightly - that at these
informal meetings there should be frank conversations, not speeches such as we
make here. There should be questions and answers - in short, a conversation

which can throw light on our work and on all the controversial issues.
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The CHAIRMAN (Canade): I think that unless the Committee wishes to

pursue this subject further, we are agreed on the date of the next informal
meeting, the conditions which will govern it and the principal topic for

discussion.

Mr. LALL (India): I would like to make a few comments today on some
remarks made at previous meetings, particularly at the meeting held on 11 Mdy}
This may be an appropriate time to make them because tomorrow, if the ocecasion
arises, we may wish to offer a few comments on outer space,

First, may I say that we thought a very valuable statement was made on 11 HMay
by Mr. Dean, the United States representative, This statement was remarkably
frank and put certain;i§sues squarely before us. For example, hear the o
beginning of his statement Mr.‘Dean dwelt at some length on the fact that ot
present the world military picture is that of two great military alliances and he
spoke of some of the geographic and other factors involved in their positions,

We think it is valuable for us to be reminded cvery now.and again of these:.
factors because they obviously play a part in the thinking of the United States,
and undoubtedly in the thinking of the Soviet Union, in drawing up plans for
disarmament and in. suggesting measures to us. They also colour the views of
the two delegations regarding such important metters as balance in the diminution
of arnament until we reach zero, as we hope to do in the course of a full
disarmament plan, Therefore, we welcomed the frankness of our United States
colleague. .

I would like to draw attention in particular to the following remark made by
Mr. Dean, with which we find ourselves very much in agreement: o

"It is precisely because of this that both sides find themselves

overwhelmingly dissatisfied with the amount of national security

which ecach gets from its vast armaments and from the armaments

race. That is why we have this great impetus towards general and

complete disarmament, Let me say clearly, without equivocation, that

the United States is 100 per cent for general and complete disarmament.

Let there be no doubt on that point."  (ENDC/PV.35, p.7.)

We welcomed that statement not only because some doubts had previously been
expressed ~-~ let us be frank -- about positions in this Committee, but also
because it reiterates the United States position and mekes cleer that'there

is to be no veering from the goal of general and complete disarmament.



ENDC /PV.36
28

(Mr. Lall, India)

I woﬁld like to comment now on a somewhat different kind of point which
emerged from the same statement. At two places lir. Dean seemed to introduce
a new concept intoc the considerqtion of the whole questicn of general and
complete disarmement. For example, he said:

"My delegation is firmly convinced, however, that we must not

disturb the existing military pattern while we are carrying out the

pfocess of abolition." (ibid.)

Later in his statement he again said, in commenting upon the 100 per cent
elimination of delivery vchicles for nuclear weapons proposed by the Soviet
Union:

"... we would have a result that unbalances the existing military

pattern by liquidating delivery vehicles ..." (ibid., p.I%)

The Joint Statement of Agreed Principles for Disarmement Negotiations
speaks in paragraph 5 of the need to preserve balance as we go through the
proceés of disarmament, but it does not speak of the need to preserve the
existing military pattern. I would like tc make this point because, while
I do not in principle disagree with the United States representative that the
pattern may bear some correlation to the balance, it is not precisely what we
are asked to do. Weare notasked tv preserve a pattern of armament. In fact,
if we were asked to do so, it might be argued later -~- and that is another
reason why this point is of great importance -- that when we had disarmed
fully we should still preserve in our national militia and sc on the same
pattern of armament, namely nuclear weapons and cther weapons of mass
destruction. That is a view to which the delegation of India is opposed. We
do not think that weapons of mass destruction, and particularly nuclear weapons,
should be preserved throughout the process of disarmament. Certainly we do not
think they should be preserved at the end of the disarmament period when we are
contemplating what will be the content of national forces and of forces to be
placed at the disposal of the United Naticns.

So we wéuld like to think that the main emphasis of the delegation of the
United States will remain on the terms of paragraph 5 of the Joint Statement of
Agreed Principles as it was accepted both by the United States and the Soviet
Union and, later, by the United Nations through a General Assembly resolution.
I would welcomcbat some point, not necessarily todoy -- perhaps even at an

informal meeting ~— some clarification of this particular issuc,.



ENDC /PV.36
.29

(kr. Lall, India)

I turn now to another aspect of the speech, in which Mr. Dean expressed the
view that while the United States plan had frankly put a veto provision into the
transitional items which.appear between the stages of disarmement, and indeed A
at the end of the third stege of disarmament also, the Scviet Union had achievéd
the same purpose without actually saying so. I would like to raise this
question with our Soviet colleague and ask him to clarify the position of the
Soviet Union on this’partibular point, as to whether or not there would be veto
provisions between the stages of the disarmament plan., In asking for this
clarificationh, I would add that our view would tend to be that a veto provision
would not be neceossary.

We would agree with the represéntative of the United States in essence that
unless the first stage had been satisfactorily completed it would be unrealistic
to expect the United States and the Soviet Union, particularly, as leaders of the
two great military alliances today, to go forward to the subsequent stage of the
plan, We accept that view, which is essentially realistic, But surely, if we
had the normal voting ariangement'of the United Nations, namely, a two-thirds
majority in the control body or in the international disarmament organization, that
provision would give sufficient assurance that there would be no incautious or
blind movement from one stage to another without due consideration of the progress
which had been achieved in the first stase of the plan and then, later, in the
second stage and so on. We do not see why it is neces$ary to invoke the veto
provisions of the Charter in this matter, and we would hope that some further’
attention can be giVen to this view, ‘

Furthermore, while one would agree that both sides must be broadly satisfied
at the end of each stage that the progress of disarmament warrants going forward
-to the next stage, one must remember that the Security Council veto provisions
cover more than just the two sides, and indeed there is no knowing whether after
a few years the Security Council may have more permanent members; I am not
saying it will, but it might. Is it necessary to give the right of veto to all
' permanent members of the Security Council in the context of our disarmament plan?
We would think it would not be nccessary, and we hope that the matter can be
reconsidered, as I said: l

Meahwhile, we would also welcome clarification from our Soviet colleague on
the precise thinking of his government, as incxrporated in the Soviet draft plah,

“‘regarding this important matter. It is most important because it affects the
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continuity of the disarmement plan, We are persuaded to the view expressed
here by other members of this Conference that the continuity of the plen, once
it has been adopted, must be maintaincd,

I should like to make another brief set of remarks, relating to the very
important question of control or verification measures. We feel that we can now
say that there is some groping towards, some approaching of, common ground and
a further understanding between the two sides regarding this important matter.
I would like to draw attention to certain statements which were made by our
Soviet colleague on Friday when he quoted from Mr, Dean's statement. This was
a very important quotation in which lir, Dean, commenting on the question of the
destruction of delivery vehicles, said that:

"the international disarmament organization could watch the

destruction of each delivery vehicle that the Soviet Union was

prepared to offer for destruction, but ... it could not -~ 1

repeat, could not -~ verify that all vehicles had in fact been

offered."  (ENDC/PV.33, pe 40)

In other words, Mr. Dean raised a very important point: and he asked how we were
to know that every single vehicle for the delivery of nuclear weapons had been
destroyed,
To this question Mr. Zorin replied by saying that he would like to ask
Mr, Dean on what grounds he made these statements. lMir, Zorin went on to say:
"When and where did the Soviet delegation say that the international
disafmament organization, in the course of the complete elimination of
the means of deliverying nuclear weapons, would not be in a position to
ascertain that all such means were actually being eliminated?"(ENDCZPV,zé 2,22)
It secms to us that at the very least this statement by ilr. Zorin means that
the Soviet Union is of the opinion that measures of control should be such that
we all have assurance that every single vehicle for the delivery of nuclear.
- weapons will in fact be eliminated, or that the Soviet Union has this matter under
study and will clarify its position even further when we come to the details of
control measures for each particular item of disarmement. We are glad that this
approaching cf the two positions appears to be taking place, although, of course,
it does not seem to be complete at this time,
I do not wish to burden the Committee with further quotations because members

have the verbatim record before them. It will be seen that at one point
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Mr. Zorin also said, when talking about the search for hidden weapcns, that in
principle we are all in favour of it; but he asked other members of the Committee
how they proposed to make such a search for every single hidden weapon over the
whole length and breadth of the United States and the Soviet Union.® We hope
that in the course of the next few days, and perhaps in the course of the
forthcoming informal meeting, it will be possible for our colleagues to clarify
further these issues of controi. , They are very important issues, and we in the
delegation of India are glad that the prccess of clarification is taking us slowly
forward to agreement.

Before I close, may I say that we. too’ were very interested in all the
questions which the representative of Sweden raised last Friday and hope we will
socn have some clarification of fthose questions from the delegations of the
United States and the Soviet Union, '

May I, however, express the view —~- and I hope the representative of  Sweden
will not mind my saying this -- that his very interesting points on the quesfiéh
of nuclear delivery weapons were slightly different from the point which we are
considering, Whereas we are considering the question of the eliminotion of
vehicles for the delivery of nuclear weapons, our colleague from Sweden raised
the point of carriers of nuclear weapons. I submit that the carriage -- the
transport -~ of nuclear weapons is scomething slightly different from the means of
delivery, the vehicle for the delivery of nuclear weapons, the difference being,
quite clearly, that carriage means the taking of the weapon from point "A" to
point "B", whereas a vehicle for delivery is not only a means of carriage from
point "A" to point "B" but a means of using the vehicle effectively as a weapon
at point "B".

I think this is a matter of relevance, because it does simplify to some
extnt -~- a small extent -- the question of the relevant control measures. I
say "to a small extent" because I realize that in any event the question of
verification measures is a complex onej; but I am glad to feel, myself, that
it is a little simpler, perhaps, than was indicated in that particular question

of our colleague from Swedens.

The CHAIRMAN (Canada)i It might be possible to clear up without

further delay the last point raised by the representative of India. As
representative of Canada I may say that the term "nuclear weapon delivery vehicles"

has always seemed to me to be pretty clumsy. "Delivery vehicle" always conveys to
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me a picture of a grocery cart, or something like that. We prefer to say "nuclear
weapon vehicles", the word "vehicles" having been adopted from the French .
véhicules, the term under which I believe this idea was first introduced into the
disarmament discussions. _

My understanding of the question of the representative of Sweden was that
when he referred to "nuclear weapon carriers" he used the word "carriers" in
exactly the same meaning as the word "vehicles". Perhaps the representative of

Sweden would like to either confirm or deny that understanding.

Mr. EDBERG (Sweden): I confirm that that interpretation of our use

of the words "nuclear weapon carriers" is quite right.

Mr. ZCRIN (Union of Soviet Sccialist Republics) (translation from

Russian): The representative of Itely has expressed his displeasure once already

at the fact that the Soviet delegation speaks at too late‘a stage and delays the
discussion of a question. I must therefore apologize to the representative of

Italy for also asking to speak now, oalthough it is after midday. As, however,

there is a full hour left before lunch, I think I shall be able to use this time
without causing any delay and even leaving time for the represcentative of Italy

tc reply, should he wish to do so.

1 should like to present some preliminary views of the Soviet delegation on
a matter that was touched upon at our last meeting on 11 lay by the Swedish
representative. Since lir, Edberg, the representative of Sweden, put a nﬁmber
of questions to the Soviet and the United States delegations, we thought it might
be useful if we tried to give our answers to these questions if only in a
preliminary and perhaps incomplete form. As we have some time left, I shall
take the liberty of doing so today.

At the meeting on 11 i‘ay, Mr. Edberg, the representative of Sweden,
addressed a number of questions to the Ssviet and the United States delegaticns
in connexion with their proposals on general and complete disafhament; We
should like to give preliminary answers to these questions today. The first
question which kir. Edberp asked was:

"Would it not be worth considering, for example, making the time period

for the first disarmament stage a little longer than in the Soviet

proposal, and making the periods of the second and third stages e

little shorter than in the United States proposal?" (ENDC/PV.35 p.29)
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Mr. Edberg went straight on to ask the Soviet delegation to explain its
proposals w1th regard to tlme—llmits. ,

Our pos1tion on time—limlts is governed by the two follow1ng con31deratlons,
which in our opinienjare_dec1s1ve. First, it is obvious that the main objective
at present is tokdeliver the peoples as speedily as posslble from the danger of
e nuclear war and the burden of the armaments race. It is quite clear that the
sooner -we achieve general and'compiete.disermament, the better the causegef peace
will be served, the sooner the peopieshwiil be liberated from fear of the future
and the sooner States will be able to use their humon and material resources for
the development of their economies, | Even from the standpoint of what may be
termed the internal requirements of disarmament ~- the need for control and the
need to safeguard theAsecurity of.Siates -- & more raopid disarmame.:t process
has definite advantoges. | I shall not repeat the eonvincing argurients put
forward on this subject by lir. Leli, because youvdre all familiar with them.

The second consideration which the Soviet Government took into uccoﬁnf was
the practical feasibility of implementing general and complete disarmament. We
certainly do not w1sh to set ourselves or other States impossible tasks and, in
making our calculatlons, we took careful account of all the available data on
this point. In this connexion, I shall mention severul fects drawn from
experience of reconversion after the Second World War. As we all know,
virtually all States succeeded in reducing their enormous armed forces and
converting their economies to civilian productlon in the extremely short period
of approximately two to three years, By May, 1945, the Soviet Union head
11,365,000 men in its armed forces., A month after Victory Day, thirteen older
age groups were demobilized from the forces on active service. In Septembef,
1945, or about three nonths after the end of the war, ten more age groups were
demobilized, In March, 19546, the next six age groups were demobilized. As
a result, the strength of the Soviet Union's armed forces was reduced to
2,874,000 men by 1948, Thus, in a period of approximately two to three years,
8.5 million men were demobilized, This figure gives some idea of the immense
task which was accomplished in a short period of time. It was, after all, not
a2 question of simply releasing men from the afmy, but of finding them jobs,
resettling them in civilian employment. = TYet, I repeat, all this was done within

o period of only two to three years.
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We know that other States also had similar achievements to their credit.
According to information available in the Press, the United States demobilized
dpproxiﬁately 10 million and the United Kingdom approximately 4 million men
during the same period of two to three years, that is, from 1945 to 1948, I
am referring to the figures for the strength of the armed forces. But it is
also well known that during the war years the industry of these States was
essentially a war industry and that o high proportion of plants and factorics was
engaged in arms production. During the same period of two to three years, these
plants and factories were converted to peaceful production.

I would now ask the representatives here in this chamber to consider the
proposal made by the Soviet Union in its draft treaty, in relation to the scale
of the reduction after World War II and the period of time in which it wos carried
out. I am sure each of you will realize how well founded and realistic are the
timeilimitslﬁe have proposed both for the individual stages of disarmament and
for the programme as a whole.

In this connexion, we are surprised at the position taken by the Western
Powers and primarily by the United States and United Kingdom, whose representatives
in the Committee are persistently harping on the idea that we should not hurry with
disarmament and that it cennot be carried out within the time~limits proposed by
the Soviet Union.

The second question raised by ifr. Edberg concerned the balance to be preserved
during the process of disarmament. He asked us to explain how the principle cof
balance is implemented in our proposals on general ond complete disarmament.

Where the first stage of disarmament is concerned, this principle is specifically
reflected in the fact that our proposal for the complete elimination of thc means
of delivery of nuclear weapons is linked up with the dismantling of foreign bases
on alien territory and with o major reduction of armed forces and sq—called
conventional armaments.

I shall aot go into the reasons why it is necessary to eliminate the means
of delivering nuclear weapons during the first stage. I have given a sufficiently
detailed explanation on this point.

It is, however, quite obvious that if only the means of delivery are
eliminated, States having bases in foreign territories will gain certain
military advantages. Therefore, in order to exclude such advantages and to

preserve the balance between both sides, it is necessary to eliminate foreign
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military bases in alien territories. As we know, however, attempts are made to
justify the existence of foreign military bases in alien territories by reference
to the alleged superiority of the Soviet Union in armed forces and conventional
armaments.,

While we consider such assertions groundless, they are nevertheless made.
Therefore, in order to give the other side a sense of confidence, we propose
that armed forces should be drastically reduced to o level which would allay
any apprehensions of the other side.

r., Edberw, in explaining his question, asked whether it would not be
p0551b1e to nake a higher reduction of convent;onal armaments than is envisaged
for the first stage under our plan. The Soviet délegation has already drawn
attention to the fact that the Soviet Union proposés o considerably greater
reduction cf armed forces and conventional armaments than does the United States.
In the specific case of conventional armaments, 1nclud1ng tanks, as a result of
the implementation of the first stage meosures, States are to retain only such
quantities of these weapons as are necessary to_équip the remaining armed forces,
icesy 1,7 million men each for the Soviet Union and‘the United States
respectively, .

I have already expleined the reasons why we_§toppea at the level of 1.7
million men. This level was at one time suggested by the United States arnd we
decided to accept it in order to avoid needless disagieement; R Noevertheless, as
I have already said, the Soviet Union is prepared to agree to a more drastic
reduction of armed forces and conventional armaments, if the ﬁnited States and
the other Westorn Powgrsf&duld also bg prepared»tobdo SO,

Mr, Edberg's third, fourth and £ifth quesfiqps concerned the system of
. zonal inspection advocated by the United States;i  We have already indicated our
general attitude towards this.proposal, and see no need to restate it. It does
not solve the problem of coatrol, nbi does it faciiitate the attainment of
agreement. . . .  _ ,

I should merely like to draw the Committee' s atténtion to the fact that,
as is apporent from the‘Swedish reﬁreséntative's statement, he himself is
aware of the negative aspects of the proposal for zonal inspection. He quite
rightly points out that zonal inspection by no means eliminates the danger cf
important information being disclosed which mlght be used to the detrlment of

the security of States., To put it bluntly, zonwl 1nspect10n can only develov
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into a more highly organized system of military intelligence work, carried out
square by square, so to spuck, in the zones that present the greatest interest.
Referring to the fact that before disarmament begins, States will have to
submit declarations or statements about their armaments and armed forces to
be reduced or eliminated, as provided in the Soviet draft treaty, the
representative of Sweden noted:
"An undertaking to give such a declaration would evidence a certain
belief in the will of other Powers to honour the treaty, As such it

could be a confidence-creating factor of great value". (ENDC/PV.35 p.33)

This remark rightly points to the source of the changes for the better in
relations among States that will be brought about by general and complete
disarmament., |

This might well be borne in mind by those who not only view general and
complete disarmament in the distorted mirror of the present relations of distrust
between States, but are even doing their utmost to exaggerate the question of
Tack of confidence and to imply that States intend to begin violating and
by-passing the treaty the day after it has been signed. o

I shall not deal fully with the Swedish representative's sixth question,
which is moreover framed in such a way that it can lead us into o moze of futile
debate., There is, however, one point I would like to stress. As I -have
already mentioned, under thé Soviet draft treaty, Stotes would have to submit -
information on their armed forces and armaments that are subject to reduction.
But we cannot submit information on the location of armed forces and military
installations, and we do not demand that other States should do so. It is
self-evident that so long as nuclear weapons and the means of delivering them
exist, it might be extromely dangerous for States to disclosc their vital centres.
In order to-avoid controversy, I shall not quote statements by United States
military men about the present importance of specifying targets for bombing.
I would merely like to say that the United States proposals for a so~-called
percentage reduction of delivery vehicles, accompanied by control for the purpose
of detecting concealed wecpons, would lead to a situation where, before the
completion of general and complete disarmament -~ if this ever tekes place at all
under the United States plan -- the danger of a nuclear blow would not only remain,
but would become infinitely greater, because the United States proposals on

control mean providing opportunities to locate targets for attack. It is
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precisely for this reason that the United States proposals cannot provide a basis
for the solution of the disarmament problemn. _ | B

The Swedish representativc's seventh question was when the inspection system
would start to operate in stage I and how it would be carried cut. Under the
Soviet proposals —~ I draw the Swedish representative's attention to,articie 19 of
the Soviet draft treaty -- the stage I of disarmament begins si# months after the
treaty comes into force. ‘

On the expiry of the six-month period, the international disarﬁament
organization must be ready and start Lo exercise its functions, and it must be
ready not only at headquarters but alsc in the field, that is, in the territories
of States, Before disarmament begins, that is, before the six-month period has
elapsed,  States will provide the International Disarmament Organization with such
information about their armed forces, armaments, military production and military
appropriatiocns as is ncecessary for the implementétion of the stage I measures.

Six months after thc treaty comes into force, States will begin implementing
disarmament measures, which are to be carried out, from first to last, under the
supervision of inspectors of the International Disarmament Crganization. Thus,
under- our: proposals, inspection and control would begin from the very outset of
disarmament.

" Mr. Edberg also asked where the inspection or control would tdke plaée,
whether it would be carried out in the actual place where units and armaments
were located or at some other place or point where military units were disbanded
‘and ermaments destroyed.

I think that a full answer to this question is given in the Soviet draft
- treaty. Ve adopt a practical approach to this question. In the casé of
fixed installations, for instance, enterprises engaged in the production of
military equipment that is to be destroyed or eliminated, launching pads,
rockets, etc. inspection and control must be carried out where these installations
are located. In the case of movable installations, the Soviet delegafion;believes
that we should simply agree on the most rational procedure for controlling fhem;
It may prove far more convenient to transfer some types of military equipment to
specific localities for destruction rether than to destroy them on the spot. It
" +ig quite obvious that the actual process of destruction may require the use of
some industrial capecity; instead of reducing rockets, airqraft, ete, to scrap

metal in the places where they are located, for example, in depots or at airfields,
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it may therefore prove more rational to transfer them tc specific localities
where it would be easier to destroy them.

In short, we believe that this is a purely practical question and one on
which we could easily reech agreemeﬁt aftor we bave settled the main issue,
namely, what we are going to desfroy, when we are going to destroy it and in
what Quantities; ‘ | |

lir, Edberg's eighth question was as follows:

... what sort of personnel reduction is aimed at in the
Soviet proposal? Does the reduction include bhoth regulars and
conseripts and, if so, in the same proportion between these two

éategories as in a field unit?" (ENDC/PV.35, p.35)

. We provide for the recduction of all types of armed forces and of all

' catégories of military persbnnel; The main emphasis in our proposal is on the
disbénding of entire military units, and this is an cessential stipulatibn if ‘the
re-establishment of armed forces is to be prevented. At the same time this
method of reduction makes it possible to circumvent the problem of variations
in the organization of armed forces in different States. In passing, I should
like to point out that there are no groﬁnds for the apprehensions expressed by
the United States and some other Western representatives that the Soviet draft
treaty will léaVe room for transfefs of some kind within armed forces and
categories of armamentsl‘b This fear is baseless. 1 doubt whether there is
any strategist who wouIaAarm the troops remaining at his disposal with, say,
only tanks or only artillery. Such an army would not be equipped for either
defensive or offensive action and consequently would not ensure the security of
a State. In every army there will have to be a correlation between branches 'of
the servidé'and categories of armaménts that is satisfactory for the army concerned.
We take fhisiinto account in treating reduction and destruction primarily in
terms of the armaments of complete military units. '

| Mr. EdBerg's ninth questidn was on the subject of bases. - Our Swedish

' colléagdé dérrectly pointed out that the Soviet proposal lays'stress on the
_neceséity to eliminate foreign military bases in alien territories, because the
Soviet Union views thembas particularly menacing to peace. HoWever, as I
understood him, he has the idea that the military importance of any base,

| whethef foreign or national, is a result of gr.graphy, history and the political

situation of today. In this connexion, he asked whether, in view of their
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geographiééi ioéafioﬁ; national military bases should not be placed on the same
footing as some foreign military bases in alien territories. In otheleQrds,

the purpose of 1., Edberg's question was to find out whether we could not make

some differentiation in our approach to fhe dismantling of military bases,

) depending upon the degree of danger which a ﬁarﬁicular base presents to péace;

We agree that this problem calls for the most careful differentiation and
we have repeatedly make this point in our comments and explanations. We
continue to maintain that no defence interests are served by foreign military
bases which have been supplied with the forces and equipment for aggressive
action or have been prepared to accommodate such forces and equipment and which
are situated many thousands of miles from the frontiers of the State concerned.
These are bases for aggression, spring~boards for attack. Surely, gentlemen;
this does not require any special proof,. .v » ‘  , |

It will be recalled that, during the aggressive operations against Egypt
and the countries of the Hear and Middle East, the armed forces of the United
Kingdom;'FraﬁCe and the United StéteéluSéd NATO naval and air bases in Italy
and in a number of other FATO countries. It willybe recalled that the United
States military air.base in Adana (Turkey) was used for concentrating and
despatching interventionist troops during the aggreséive operations by the
United States in Lebanon. t will be recalled, finally, that United States
air bases in Norway, Turkey and Pakistan have been used by the United States
for aggressivé operations against the Soviet Unioh, Qxdﬁples of which were the
U.2 espionage flights over Soviet territory. '_

I would point out,.gentlemen, that it was not the So?iet Union which
undertook aggressive operations against the countfies of the Near and Middle Fast
or against the United States from its bases in Trans-Caucasia, but the United
States.whibh undertook such operations against Lebanon and the Soviet Union
from its bases in Turkey and Pakistan. Surely the difference must by now be
obvious between a foieign military base in Turkey and a national base of the
Soviet Unibn in Soviet Trans-Caﬁéasia, about which questions are so often put
to us. '

Here you have the results of geography, history and the political situation
of today., Here you have the difference between foreign military bases in alien
territbfies and national military 5dses; In the light of all these considerations,

we can reply to our Swedish colléaguc as follows: UMNo foreign military base can
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be placed on the same footing as any national military base.,. That is why all
fpreign,baées must be dismantled first and as early as théAfirst stage of
disﬁrm@ment; But we nevertheless fully support Mr;‘Edberg's ideca about the
need to take account of geography, history and the political situation of today.
It is of course, possible and necessdry to differentiate between foreign
military bases from this standpoint; For example, consideration of these

three factois must inevitably lecad us to the conclusion that foreign military
bases situated in Europe should be dismantled first, at the very outset of the
first stage of disarmament.

In his tenth question the Swedish representative asked how we would morei
plosely define nuclear weapon carriers, We consider that our draft treaty |
contains the necessary definition of nuclear weapon carrieré and that this
definition is fully adéquaté for the purposes of an agreemeg£ on general and
compleve disarmament. It scems to us ihat the problem of spécific types,
categories and forms of nuclear weapon carriers will solve itself, since, under
our draft tredty; States must subhit.information on nuclear weapon delivery
vehiéles béforé‘a étart is made on the implementation of the first stage measures.

This ihformation will, of course, inciude data on the weight and other
characteristics of nuclear weapen delivery vehicles so that in our opinion, no
difficulties should arise in this mattgr;

In referring to Mi; Burns'Aobservations about so-called potential nuclear
weapon carriers, the Swedish representative quite rightly pointed out that the
conversion of ships or aircréft into nuclear weapon carriers is a cocmplex
technical process. .Generally speaking, the ideas put forward by Mr. Burns
are somewhat unrealistic end, in our opinion,vacademic; One only needs to
teke & quick lock at the Soviet draft treaty to appreciate the artificiality
of the_problem‘raised by the Canadian represgntative; We are in fact
providing for the establishment of control ovexr enterprises engaged wholly
or partly in the production cof nﬁclear weapon carriers. In these circumstances
how would it be possible to undertake the conversion of passenger aircraft or
mefchant ships into nuclear weapon carrieis? .Such an operation would obviousiy
be quite inconceivable;

We now come to iir. Edberg's eléventh question. I think that my statement
at our meeting on 11 iiay to all inténts and purposes answered this question and

I therefore see no need tc cover the same ground again,
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The Swedish representative's last question was 1arge1y concerned with his
idea tnat it‘might be feasible fo'transfer to the first stage~%he elimination of
such means of mass destruction as chemical and b1010g1cal weapons, We
appreciate the Swedish representative's desire to ensure'the ‘earliest possible
elimination of weapons of'maés’deétruction and we share his view on this point.
I have already had an opportunlty to explain why the Soviet proposal prov1des
for the ellmlnatlon of nuclear, ‘¢hemical and other types of weapons of mass
destructlon durlng the second stage. We were at one time prepared to agree to
the destruction of these typeéjof weapons at an earlier stage; as you know,
the key to the matter is the position of the Western Powers.

¥e believe that nuclear weapons should not be 51ngled out from other types
of weapons of mass destructlon but should be ellmlnated during the same stage.
Clearly until nuclecar weapons have been destroyed, it is extremely difficult
to solve the problem of control over the liquidation of chemical and biological
weapons; | , | o

The Soviet delegation has thus:given preliminary replies to the questions
put by the representative of Sweden. These questions, of course, deserve
attention, Howeveryil"should4like to stress-%he ‘-main-requirement which must
be met if any progress is to be made in solv1ng the dlsarmament problem, If
we are to reach agreement, we must adhere strictly to our main objective and
first come to terms on the questlons of principle, that is, on the actual
dlsarmament measures to be carried out during the first, second and third
stages. If we succeed in doing thls, we shall have no dlfflculty in reachlng
agreement on other questions arising out of these questions of principle.

The Soviet delegation therefore believes that we must try to consider here
ond now whether and to what extent we can reach substantive agreement on the
nature of the basic di;armament measures in the first and subsequent stages.
This is the only corre¢f°§fbé;dﬁ£é;"whiéh we must edopt unless we want to turn
the Committee into a body perpetually engaged in the discussion of points of
detail but achieving nothing.

These are the views I felt compelled to express today. In order to avoid
prolonging the discussion and to give the Italian representative an opportunity
to use the remaining twenty minutes for a reply if he wishes to do so, I shall
not deal with the other matters brought up today by the representatives of the
United States and Italy. I shall reserve my answer on these matters until our

next meeting,
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Mr. STELLE (United States of America): In one of the points which
the representative of India made today, and in the question he addressed to the
United. States delegation, he dealt with the maintenance of the pattern or
composition of forces, This question is so closely related to one posed by
the representative of Sweden, namely, his second question, on how the United
States delegation interpreted "balance", that if the representative of India will
not take it amiss I would prefer to defer our response to his question and to
take.account of his statements in the replies which we hope to make very soon to
the questions posed by ir. Edberg,

I might‘just say that in our replies to the questions of the representative
of Sweden we shall not, in response to Mr. Zorin's mention in his remarks today
of Suez, Lebanon and the U.Z aircraft, make any mention of such names as Korea
or Hungary. We do not believe that‘this approach to our work —- and ‘T must say
in all frankness that Mr. Zorin's remarks evidenced very little of this kind of

approach ~- is a useful cne, and we do not intend to adopt it.

The Conference decided to issue the following»communiqué:

"The Conference of the Eighteen Nation Committee on Disarmament
todéy held its thirty-sixth meeting at the Palais des Nations, Geneva,
under.the chairmanship of Mr, Bu:ns, the representative of Canada.

"Statements were made byvthe representatives of Italy, the
United States, the United Kingdom, India, the Soviet Union, Brazil,
Romanin, Bulgaris, Canada and Sweden,

"The next meeting of the Conference ﬁfll be held on Tuesday,

15 May 1962, at 10 a.m."

The meeting rose at 12.45 p.m.






