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i. The CHAIRMAN (Mongolia) (translation from Russian):- I declare open the .

/93rd plenary meeting of the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament.

2. Mr. ROSHCHIN (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) (ireanslation from

Rﬁssiéﬁ): Today the Soviet delegation would like to comment on the dlscus51on of

- the'proﬁibltlon of chemical and bacteriological ‘Weaporns., Durlng some of the recent
meetlngs of the Committee we have heard a number of 1mportant statements and :
suggestlons concernlng this problem. _
3. First, we are gratified to note the submission of the joint memorandum of the
tiielle non-aligned States (CCD/310), in which they explain their position on.
* important aspects of the problem, The Soviet delegation would like to state that
~we share the basic propositions.advanced by the twelve members of the Committes in
;theif memorandum. The Soviet delegation is particularly gratified to note the
proposition which states: o
- "It is essential thatb botﬁ‘chemical and bacteriological (biological)

weapons should continue to be dealt with together in taking steps'towards

the prohibition of their development, production and stockpiling'and

their effective elimination from the arsenals of all States.P (ibid., para. 6)

.4. We are also gratified to note the part of the memorandum which brings out
. the importance of General Assembly resolution 2162 B (XXI) (ENDC/185) in stating that —
"The General Assembly has ... called for the strict observance by all
States of the prinéiples and objectives ef the Geneva Protocol of 1925,
condemned alllactions contrary to those objectives and invited all States,
which had not already done so, to accede to the Protocol". (GCD/310, para. 3) —
and of General Assembly resolution 2603 A (XXIV) (CCD/275), where it says that —
' "The General Assembly has ... also made a clear affirmation that the

prohibition embodied in that Protocol was comprehensive and covered the

use in international armed conflicts of all biological andfchemicsl mathods

of warfare, ftgardless of any technical developments," ) o
5. Tmportant suggestions and ideas concerning the prohlbltlon of chemical and
:bacterlologlcal weapons have also been expreSSed in the statements of a number of
representatlves, Very detailed and convineing arguments in Justlflcatlon of the
proposition that sﬁch typés of weapons should be prohibited completely have beéen
advanced in statements of the representatives of Nigeria, Morocco, India, the
United "Arab Republie Yugoslavia, Sweden, Mexico, Mongolia, Poland, Bulgaria and:of
many other delegatlons. :We'shall study those statemeﬁts with all the attention they

deserve.
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6. The main feature of the-discussion on prohibition of chemical and biological
weapons has been the desire of States to co-operate 1n a bu81nessllke way and 0
negotiate in a constructive spirit with a view to arr1v1ng at a solution acceptable
to all. We believe that such an atmosphere should continue to prevall; and the Pact
that, on the whole, it is in this atmosphere that the discussion of the problem’of‘
chemical and baoteriologicallweapons is'proceeding is a hopeful sign. '
7. Against the general background of constructive statements and proposals on thie
problem the statement of the representative of the United States at our meeting of
27 Iugust struck a discordant note. In his statement (CCD/PV. 491) he again attacked
the basic approach of many countries members of the Committee to the problem of |
prohibiting chemical ‘and bacterioclogical weapons —- namely the 31multaneous
prohibition of both types of weapons, He spoke of the absence of loglc in that approach
(1b164, para. 8) and in the refusal of some delegations to agree to the prohlbltlon
of biological wegpons only. As an argument agalnst a. combined solutlon of the problem
of prohlbltlng these types of weapons he again advanced the th631s that there were
substantial dlfferonces betwoen chemical and blologlcal weapons. Blologlcal weapons,
he sald . were strateglc weapons and weapons of mass destrucblon, whereas chemlcal
weaoons “could be used as tactical weapons, and not for mass destruotlon but for
;tempo*arlly puttlng the enemy's ermed forces.out of actlon (ibid.; para. 9). ]
8. That thesis, however, is not borne out by the conclusions of experts or by what
is actually:happenlng. For example, the Secretary—ueneral's report says that the two-
types of ‘weapons car. be used on both the strategic and the tactical ievel, and that
~ !"some chemical and bacteriological (biological) weapons might spread their effects
well beyond the target zone". (A/7575/Rev.1, para. 372) An example of the stretegic

use of chemical weapons is being seen in Viet~-Nam, where defoliants and herbicides

have been used over large areas in order to destroy crops and thus wreok‘the.oountry‘s,'
economj. The fact also that certain types of bacteriological,(biological) weapons can
be -used on the tactical level must not be overlooked.

2. Nor can the thesis of the United States delegation that there is no logic.in the
refusal of a number of delegations to settle for the prohibition of blologlcal weapons
alone be_aocepted as sound. There is rigorous logic and profoundbpolltlcal sense in
approaoh;ng the problem in question on the basis of con51dor1ng together the C
pvohlbltlon of the two types of weapons. In a situation in which chemlcal weapons are
being w1dely used and ‘the States u51ng them refuse stubbornly to prohlblt them, the
oemapﬂ must be.for the prohlbltlon of both chemlcal and blologlcal weapons. In
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eXieﬁiﬁé éiféﬁhéfaﬁees the proposal to limit ourselves to the prohibition of biological
weepens alone can only be regarded as an effort to evade thc solution of an important
problem —— the prohibitionhof chemical weapons'—— and as an attempt to create the
appearance of progress in the solution of that problem. In support of this we should
like to quote a sentence from a statement of the represcntative of the United Arab
Republlc. _ . |
' “... it would seem to us a logical conclueion that biological weapons, whose
use we all agrec without exception is a more remote possibility than that of
chemical weapons, need not be dealt with alone while sllowing the latter to
be further developed, further produced and further stoekpiled, making thelr
prohibition with every day that goes by an ever-more-difficult and eomplex !
task to accomplish.! (CCﬁ/PV.490, para. 4l) .
10, The representative of the United States further asked how the prohibition of

biclogical weapons alone, leaving chemical weapons outside the.ban, would promote the
build—up\of arsenals of chemical means of warfare (CCD/PV 491, ﬁaras. 8 ot seq.). To
that we-would reply that the protagonlsts of the use of chemlcal means of warfare are
being subgected to the pressuro of broad public opinion in all the countries of the
world, demandlng the prohibition of both types of weapons, thoir unconditional
condemnation. To separate these types of Qeapons,.ae insisted upon by the delegation
of the United States, would create a new qualitative situation. The approach to

~ biological and to chemical weapons would be different: one type of ﬁeapoﬁs _—
biological wegpons ~- would be prohibited; ‘the other -~ chemical Weapons —— would

be left outside the prohibition. . .

11. The questlon ariscs:, Vould such a situation strengthen those who advocate the

use of chemical means of warfare? The answer is: Yes, without a doubt. Would it
promote the build—up of arsenals of chemicai weapons? In our‘viow it would. WOﬁld
such a-situaiion weaken'the'ekisting prohibition — now in force — of the use of

' chemlcal and bacterlologlcal weapons, a prohlbltlon which has become a generally-accepted
rule of international law? Yes, a separate and differentiated approach to these types
of weapons, adopted and enshrined in an 1nternatlonal agreoment 51m11ar to the

United Kingdom draft (CCD/?SS/RGV 2) , would in our view weaken the Geneva Protocol
(A/7575, Rev.l, Amnex VI), which embodies the will of the pcoples and the legal norm

prohibiting the use of chemlcal and bactericlogical weapons.
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112, ;What’is the reason for, the real point of, the demend for a separate approech'.

to the prohibition of chemical weapons on *he one hand, and cf baoteriological weapons
on thé other? It is to keep chemical weapons in the armaments of the United States ,
so that they could be used, as in Viet-Nam, whenever the United States considers it
necessary. Neither the Soviet Union nor many other members of the Committee can 4
accept such an approach, - Consequently we reject the whole idea of separating chemieal
and bacterlologlcal weapons and prohlbltlng one typo while leaving the other outs1de
the prohibition. ' '

13. In insisting on the need for a separate approach to chemical'andbbacteriological
weapons, the representatlve of the United States claimed that this 'has been s
demonstrated by over fifty years of history" (CCD/PV /91, para. 11). ‘But that'is not
so. If anythlng, the last half century: tells us that, in a1l 1nternatlonal

instruments and documents concerning chemlcal and bacterlologlcal weapons, both types

of weapons have been dealt with together. These instruments and documents_lnclude
the Geneva Protocol of 1925, the Peace Treaties concluded after the Second World War,
the State Treaty with Austria concluded in 1955, the General Assembly'resolutions on
the subject, even the Paris Agreement of 1954 concerning the Western European Unlon,
and others. The same prohibitory attltnde has been adopted with respect “to both types
of weapons; neither has been.excludod. ‘Mnd now the United States side is telling us
‘to break with this practice, which has been followed for decades and has stood the .
test of time, by using a different anproach to these types of weapons and prohlbltlng
only one. type. blologlcal weapons,

14. The representative of the.United States hag contended (ibid., para. 18), that
the draft convention proposed by the socialist countries (4/7655) proViding for the
complete prohibition .0of chemical and-baoteriological weapons, as supplemented by the
proposal of Poland, Hungary and Mongolia (CCD/285 and Corr,1) concernlng recourse to
the Securlty Council, contains no prov181ons for verification. The Sov1et delegation
and the delegations of other soclallst countries have already given deteiled
clarification on that aspect. We have‘stressed that, under the draft convention of the
socialist countrles, verification of observance of the prohibition of chemlcal and
bacterlologlcal weapons 1s based on a combination of mutually—complementary na tlonal
and intérnational’ measures. We are gratlfled to note that thls approach to the
problem of control has also been adoptod in the memorandum ‘submitted by the twelve
non-aligned States, v
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'15. What we do.not uhderstand, however, is why the United States aelegation endorses
with respect to the United Kingdom'draft'convention a provision regarding recourse

to the Security Council in case any oountry fails to observe its obligations under that
convention, and at the same time rejects a similar provision for the draft convention
of the nine socialist countries. - S - . '

16, The United States side, moreover, has declared that the United States is prepared
to renounce the production of biological weapons, toxins and certain types of lethal
chemical substances. The United States delegation has assured the Committee
(CCD/PV.491, para. 8) that the production of those types of weapons has been halted:

in the United States for some time now. In this case the United States Government
considers it possible to ensure that non—production of such weapons is observed and
'raiges no question about any kind of international verification. But '\hen the
sooialist'oountries propose ehsuring prohibition by an international treaty, the-

' United States side argues that the provisions in the draft relating to verification are
iﬂa@equate, and insists that prohibition of the prdduction of chémical wegpens requilres
extremely complex Forms of control, That position can scarcely be regarded as logical
17. In-his statement on 27 August the United States representative cxpressed
displeasure at the belittling by the Soviet sideiof the study of the technical aspects
of a prohibition of cheinical weapons and of .the scientific and technical investigations
that the United States has conducted in connexion with that problem (ibid., para. 3).
We should like to explair. that in principle the Soviet side is far from opposed to

" scientific and technical research on various disarmement problems, if such research

can contribute to a.solufion :But the technical research pertaining to chemical
weapons proposed to the Committce by the United States delegatlon does not by any means
promote a solution of the problem of prohibiting such weapons. Its’ purpose is to )
justify in one. way or another the allcged impossibility, under present conditions, of
solving the problem.of the prohibition of those weapons. :

18. The United States working papers contain no constructive proposals uhat could
assist or facilitate the search for a solution to the problem with which we are
dealing. They have a definite political aim: to.leave chemical weapons outside the
prohibition.‘ We therefore caﬁﬁot agree with the United States policy of substituting
study of the technical -aspects of control for conSideration of the problem of
prohibiting chemical: and bacteriological weapons,. 81nco that approach promises nothlng

except to divert us from a positive  solution of the problem.
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19, "In justification of its approach to the problem of prohibiting chemical and
bactericlogical wqapons, the United States side asserts that the prohibitiqn of
biological weapons is the quickest way of ensuring that mankind will be spared the
danger of the use of these types of weapons, We are told that by first‘prohibiting
biological weapons along we shall come nearer to thé solution of the problemvof
prohibiting chemical weapons (ibid., para. 7). But how can that be reconciled with
the statement of the United States representative that to eliminate both types of
wegpons 'ls not possible and we do not know at this time whether or when it -will be
possible”? (ibig.). That pronouncement is in our view tantamount to saying that
chemical weapons will never be prohibited,
20, Referring to the question of political decisions concerning the prohibitionrof
chemical and bacteriological weapons, the United States répresentative did his best
to eitpl the importance of the unilgteral declaration by the United States renouncing
biological means of warfaré, and.asserted that the Soviet side had not taken political
decisions of equal importance‘(ibid., paras. 34, 35). While not déhying the importaﬁce
of unilateral declarations on the problem of chemical and bacteriological weapons, we
would note -- and the roprosentatlve of the United Arab Republic, Mr Khallaf, drew
the Committee's attention to this point —- that such declarations are not binding in
the strictly legal sense of the word. Mr. Khallaf quite, rlghtly p01nted out that, if-
all authors of declarations chose their own wording, they might ——
Meus produce a variety of declarations each substantially differcent from or
contradictory to the other, and thus the elaboration of an international
instrument binding on all parties would be even more difficult to achieve'.
(CCD/PV.490, para, 35)
21l. We have stressed time and again'that for the prohibition of chemical and

bacteriological weapons what is needed first is the accession of all States to the
international agreement already in existence —- tthGeneva Protocol of 1925, As =
result of the General Assembly's appeal, some States —- Jepan, Brazil and Morocco ——
have recently adhered to the Protocol. The United States, however, is still not a
party to the Protocol — a fact which is bound to-be disquieting. _
22, - If we are to speak about the importance of particular political decisions, .then
unilateral declarstions such as that made by the United States conéerning the
renunciation of biological weapons.are no substitute for being a party to such

international agreements as the Geneva Protoeol, to which practically all members of
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the Committee have acceded except the United States. The participgtioh of the USSR
in the Geneva Protocol shows that the political decisio,ns of the Soviet side on the

" question of prohibiting chemical and bacter@ologicalrwéapons are more important than
those of the United Stateé. What is more, the socialist countries do not stob gt
accession to tﬁe Geneva:Protocol in their efforts to prevent the use of chemical and
bactgriological means of warfare. They have taken the initiative of proposing the
complete proﬁibition of chemical and bacteriological (bioiogical) wéépons, and the
Committee has before it a draft convention to that effcct. We realize that not all
aspects of this very great and important problem of the prohibition of chemical and
"bacteriological means of.warfare are finally solved in that dréft, and that exbensive
consultations and conslderable work will be needed to make it an international
instrument. _ ., : ! ‘

23. The problem of the complete prohibition of such types of weapons, which is the .
basic objective of the draft conven%ion of the socialist countries, has been actively
considered in the Committee; specific proposals have been made énd ideas expressed .

on the best way of solving this problem. Important suggestions have been made to
improve the provisions of the draft convention, We are hopeful that a constructive
atti%uderon the parf of delegations towards this problem will enable us to move forward
to its solution.‘ The reprGSLntatlve of the United States has also given his views on
the problem as a whole and on the draft convention. Regrettably they are purely
negative views and do not contain any constructive elompnts that could bring us

closer: together and assist in the solution of our problem. The nature of his attacks
on the draft convention confirms our opinion that the prohibition of chemical weapons

* 1s not one of the objectives of the Unlted States side. -

"24. In discussing the draft convontlon of the socialist countrles on chemlcal and
‘bacteriological wceapons, the United States' delegation has tried to reducc the whole
matter to a dialogue between-the United States and the USSR, as if, on the qﬁestion

of joint or sepérate-consideratioh and solqtiontof the problem of the prohibitign of
chemical and bacteriological weapons, there were a clash between the positions'of-. .-
those two States only. Speakiﬂg on this problem the  representative of the Uﬁited States
did not find it possible to comment on, or even to mention as it weré, the extremely
important document on this problem draftgd’and jointly submitted by the twelve
non-aligned Statess That document is of great éigﬁificéﬁée in clarifying the position
of a large group of States which do not share the United States approach to the question

of chemical and bacteriological weapons. - /
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25. I shall not even point out that the representative of the United States passed
over in silence other suggestions made in their statements by the representatives of
a number of States members of the Committee. What he did say, however, was that
"... we are encouraged because no delegation has said anything this year which
' indicates to us that this /.e. the United Kingdom proposal/ is an unsound
proposal.™ (CCD/PV./91, para. 2).

That assessment of the -situation docs not correspond to the facts. This is clearly

shovn by the memorandum of the twelve non—alignéd'Stgtes,-which stresses that it is
essential that the problems of both chemical and bacteriological weapons should be
dealt ﬁith and solved-togéther. ‘The same point has been made in the statements of
many representatives in the Committee, who have stressed the unsoundness of an
approach which provides for the prohibition of biological weapons only and leaves
chemical weapons outside the prohibition ~- the-very cssence of the United Kingdom
proposal. It is hardly possible to conclude that the statements and suégestiohs of
members of the Committee bear out the United States reprosentative's aséessméht of
their attitude to the Anglo-Amcrican proposal to prohibit biologieal weapons only.-
26. Thésé-aré—some of our views and comments on the sfatements of represéhtatives,
and more particularly of the representative of the United States, concerning.the

\

problem of chemical and bacteriological weapons.

27. . Mr. AHMED (?akistan): The delegation of Pakistan would like to take this
opportunity- to express its appreciation to fhg co-Chairmen for presenting the third
revision of the draft treaty on the prohibition of the emplacement of nuclear weapons
and other weapons of mass destruction on the sea-bed and the ocean floor and -in the
subsoil thereof (CCD/269/Rev.3): It is a matter of satisfaction to us that the
presgpt'draft tekes into account the viéws and suggestions put'forward by a large number
of delegations .since the second revised draft (CCD/269/Rev.2) was submitted on - .
23 April. It will be recalled that in my statement of 9 July (CCD/PV.477, paras. 72
et _seg.), while cdmmending the draft treaty, I also indicated the-areas where the
Pakistan delégation would have pfeferred to see improvéments in the text. We '
expressed the view that the principle of international responsibility for verification
prooédures should be recognized by an appropriate provision in the treaty. We further:
~ suggested that the pledge contained in the third preambular paragraph of the second
_ rgvised draft should be incorporated in the operative part of the treaty (ibid., para. 73).
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28, Pfeposals in ?eédrd to both of those issues were submitted to the Committee by
nine delegatione; includihg the Pakistan delegation, in their werking paper of 30 July
(CCD/297) We are heppy to see that“the.amendment'propos ed in that working paper

in regard to paragranh 5 of artlcle IIT has been agreed to by the co-Chairmen and
1ncorporated in paragraph 5 of artlcle III of the text now before us. Other
1mprovemente have been made to article 'III as a result of suggestlons made by the
delegations of Argentina (A/c‘1/997 and Yugoslav1a (CCD/PV.4T3, paras. 90, 91) We
are also glad to ses the new article V in the present text. ‘
d29' ~The Pak;stan delegation shares the view that the present draft treaty deserves
a wide measure of support from.the iﬁternatienal éommnnity; We hope that it will be
approved by the General Assembly of the Unlted Nations at its twenty-fifth session
and that it will be open thereafter for 31gnature. In conclusion I should like to
express the,partlcular satlsfactlon of my delegation at the fact that all members

of the Committee have had a full'opportunity to contribute, botﬁ formally and
informally, to the formulation of the present draft treaty since the first'dragt
(CCD/269) was presentedﬁte us by the co-Chairmen last year. We believe that that is
a happy augury for the future work of the Committee on Disarmament. '

30. . Mr, NATORF (Poland) May I be permltted to join the delegation of Pl stan
and all those delegatlons whose representatives spoke yesterday in welcom1ng the new
revised draft treaty on the prohibition of the emplacement of nuclear weapons and other
wegpons' - of .mass destruction on thensearbed and the ocean floor and in the'subsoil
thereof (CCD/269/Rev.3)? On this occasion T should like to.express the appreciation
of my delegation to our co-Chairmen for the efforts they have made to achieve that
end, and to congratulate them on the spirit of co-operation with which they have
inspired us in the process 0% negotiations conducted in this Committee and at the .
twenty-fourth session of the Geﬁeral Assembly sinceitheir two delegations presented
the first joint draft (CCD/269). ' ,
- 31, I believe. that I am not exaggeratlng when I assert that every delegatlon in
this Committee can rlghtfully consider itself to be an architect of the final draft
‘of this 1nstrument Being aware of the devoted partlclpatlon of all delegatlons in
the achicvement of this document, I do not hesitate to cons1der it as a final,
effective and generally-acceptable instrument and one which is in the common’ 1nterest

~

of the 1nternational community.
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32. We are indeed gratified to note that practically all the useful suggestlons made
‘during the debate by all delegations, including the Polish delegatlon, have found -
their way into the latest draft. It may be recalled that the Polish delegﬂtlon
attached grealt importance to the 1ncluelon in the operatjvu part of the draft treaty
of a provislon concerning further negotlatlons regarding the complete demllltarlzatlon
of the sea-bed and the ocean floor (CCD/PV.471, paras. 8, 9)., In our VluW “the. new '
article V of the draft satisfactorily meets that point, esPec1ally 1f taken together
with the interpretation given here yesterday by the co—authors ~— our co—Chalrmen -
that they support the proposel to keep this 1mportan£ topic on. the agenda of our '
Committee (CCD/PV.492, paras.19, 32). .Thus we have cvory reason to bcllevc that the ‘draft
will obtain the unanimous support of the Committee and widespread endorsement by the

General. Assembly for an carly opening for signaturec.

The Conference'decided_gg_issug_the following communigué: .
"The Conference of the Committee on Disarmament today held its 493rd

pleﬂary meeting in the Palais des Nations, Geneva, under the chairmanship
of H.E. Ambagsador Dugersﬁrengiin'Erdembileg, representative of Mongolia.
"Statements were made by the representatives of the Union of Soviet
Socialist Republics, Pokisten and Poland. - »
- "The next meeting of the Conference will be held on Thursday,
3 September 1970, at 10.30 a.m."

33. Mr. IGNATIEFF (Canada): I had understood, Mr. Chairman, that we were

going'to’diseuss the report. I wonder whether we might hear from the co-Chairmen

when the report will be discussed.,

34. The CHATRMAN (Mongolia) (translation from Russian): Has either of the
-co~Chairmen any comment to make?

35. -, Mr. LEONARD (United States of America): It was my understanding.thdt ehertly
after the close of this mecting we were going to have an informal meeting for the
purpose.of discussing the further procedure for handllng the report, and so on. We

shall be glad to offer explanatlons and to discuss the report at that time, 1f that

is agreeable to other nembers of the Commltteo.
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36. Mr, CABAGCIOLO,(Italy) I aisd'ﬂaa*uhderStoéa that in ‘the informal meeting
we would discuss the report. But the report has not yet been 61rculatod I.thinkt
therefore, that it would be better to hold the informal meeting a little later,
after we have .had. an.opportunlty of looking at the report. I, for one, would not
like to discuss a report I had not seen. May I suggest, therefore, that the 1nformal

meeting take place after we have had:time to give due consideration :to the report?
i

37 | NL EQEEEz (United Kingdom): I should .like simply to ask the co—Chalrmen

when we can eApect to see the report. Are we likely to get it 1mmedlate]y or must

" we wait a little while yet?:

38. Mr, LEONARD (United States of America): I am happy to bxplaln this. I
thought thls was the sort of discussion which was best carried on in an, informal
meeting since it is purely procedural, "but I have no objection to expla;nlng on the
record that the report is now in this room, having arrived a few noments -ago. . It was
worked on until guite late last night and then a bit more wofk was done on 1t this |
morning. It has just become aveilable-in Jfnglish, and the Russian text will be
available in a chort while. ' - . ' ‘
39. Certainly aelegatlon° will wish to read the report. They have seen the bulk of
1t already informally -~ since in fact it is still informal —— but there are a certain
number of changes which they will want t6 look at now. If the Committee wished, it
vould be possible, of course, to conclude our formal meeting now, have a break during
which the report could be studied; and meet informally at 12 or 12.15 p.m. to hcar
whatevor remarks representatives might wish to make on the report at that time, The
report is now aveilable and can, I believe, be distributed just as soon as fhis formal

meeting adjourns.

40, Mr, HUSAIN (India): I wonder if all the delegations feel that half an hour
or so is enough in which to study this lengthy document, of twenty pages or so.
Would it not be better to study it properly and then discuss it later this afternoon

in an informal meeting?

41, Mr, CARACGIOLO‘(Italy): I wish to sﬁpport the suggestion made by the
representative of India, I do not think that half an hour would be sufficient :to go

through the reporfa It would be better 1f we could meet late in the afternoon.

i
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42, The CHATIRMAN (Mongolia) (translation from Russian): I should like to ask
the co~Chairmen for thelr views on the suggestions made by the representatives of
India and Italy.

43, Mr., ROSHCHIN (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) (translation from

Russian): For our part we have no objoectlion to the proposal made by the dolegation

of India and supported by the delegetion of Italy.
bbvs Mr. HUSAIN (India): I suggest that we meet at 4 o'clock in the afternoon.

45, Mr. LEONARD (United States of America): I agree with the proposal of the

representative of India.

46, The CHAIRMAN (Mongolie) (translation from Russien): If therc is no objection
to the proposal that we meet informally ot 4 p.m., it will be so decided.

It was so decided.

The mecting rosce at 11.40 a.m.




