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To: The Secretary-General CONFIDENTIAL

Prom: Omar Loutfi Q i EN33C/C. 1/Suinmary/l
- *• Geneva

30 March 1962

CONFERENCE OP THE SIGHTEEN-NATION COMMITTEE ON DISARMAMENT

COMMITTEE OF THE 1HOIE

Summary of the First Meeting held on 28 March. 1962

The speakers dealt -with the method of work of the Committee, and
in particular:

(a) which proposals should be included in the agenda;

(b) which of them should receive priority.

DOCUMENTS. SUBMITTED

The Polish Delegation submitted a Memorandum concerning the creation
in Europe of a de-nuclearized and limited armaments zone.

The zone would include basically the following States: Poland,
Czechoslovakia and both German States.

Its creation would be carried out in two stages. In Stage I,
there would be a freezing of all nuclear armaments and rockets and
the prohibition of the establishment of new bases. In Stage II,
there would be elimination of nuclear armaments and nuclear delivery
vehicles, whether stationed in the zone by foreign States or
included in national armaments. International control and inspection,
both ground and air, is provided for, including the establishment
of control posts. The nuclear Powers would undertake to refrain
from steps which might violate the status of the zone and not to
use nuclear weapons against the territory of the zone.

The Eighteen-Nation Committee would request the States concerned
to take immediate steps to carry out the proposal, would request
some countries (unspecified) to negotiate appropriate consultations
with the States concerned and to submit a report in 1962, and would
request the United Nations General Assembly to adopt a resolution
on the creation of such a zone.

The Canadian Delegation submitted a draft declaration on the use of
outer space for peaceful purposes only. The declaration would
prohibit the orbiting or stationing in outer space of devices for
delivering weapons of mass destruction. It would also provide
for advance notification of launchings of space vehicles and missiles
to the United Nations Secretary-General and, upon its establishment,
to the International Disarmament Organization.

DECISION: The Committee asked the Co-Chairmen to submit
an agreed list of subjects to be studied in
order of priority, and also to list those
subjects on which they could not agree.
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Mr. Rapacki (Poland) explained that the purpose of the Polish Memorandum,

submitted in agreement with the Czechoslovak Delegation, was to limit as much

as possible the danger of war in Europe. He pointed out that if the negative

attitude of the West G-erman Government were considered as something

unchangeable, this and other vital problems would be difficult to solve, for

instance, the question of non-transmittal of nuclear arms to other States.

The Polish Minister expressed support for the creation of nuclear-free zones

also in Southern Europe, Northern Europe, Africa, Middle East, Pacific Area,

and other parts of the world, and voiced his belief that all these problems

should be examined as matters of priority. As to the Canadian proposal for

a declaration prohibiting the use of outer space for military purposes,

Mr. Rapacki considered it would be impossible to consider this question without

taking into account the whole problem of delivery vehicles, and this should

be considered in the context of general disarmament.

Mr. Segni (Italy) suggested the following method of work: in order to

achieve a more favourable climate among peoples, and to bring about substantial

improvements as regards the armaments race, the following measures would hav e

to be carried out:

(1) agreement, under adequate control, not to place into orbit

weapons of mass destruction;

(2) termination of the production of weapons of mass destruction and

the destruction of large numbers of existing nuclear weapons.

(In this connexion he supported the United States proposal for

the transfer to peaceful uses of 50,000 kilograms of U-235).

(3) agreement on measures aimed at preventing war by mistake or

surprise attack.

Mr. Segni also stressed the need for re-establishing a psychological

climate in which mutual fears would give place to the certainty that no attack

was being prepared againstx-any other party and that no—one intended to

undermine the peaceful existence of another State.

Mr. Manesou (Romania) supported the Soviet Memorandum of 26 September

1961 and put special emphasis on the creation of de-nuclearized zones, in

particular in the Balkan region. He proposed as one of the first tasks of

the Committee the study of measures aimed at creating such zones in various

parts of the world.

Mr. Zorin (USSR) referred to the Soviet Memorandum of 26 September 1961,

and singled out the following items which, in his view, should be given priority

in the discussion:
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(1) establishment of de-nuclearized zones in various parts of the

world. He specifically stressed the need for the creation

of de-nuclearized zones in Central Europe and in Africa;

(2) measures aimed at preventing the further spread of nuclear weapons.

He stated that the Soviet Government was prepared to undertake

not to transmit nuclear weapons, or the relevant information

on them, to any other country, if the US, UK and France gave the

same undertaking;

(3) a non-agression treaty between the NATO countries and the members

of the ¥arsaw Pact;

(4) prohibition of war propaganda. . • '

He expressed readiness to discuss any other questions which might be

raised in the course of the discussion, or those which had already been submitted

in various documents.

As to the United States proposals for a reduction by 30 per cent of

nuclear delivery vehicles and of the major types of conventional weapons, as

well as for the cessation of the manufacture of fissionable materials for military

purposes, Mr. Zorin stated that these measures had a direct bearing on the whole

process of disarmament and therefore should be considered within the framework

of the discussion on the treaty for general and complete disarmament.

Mr. Gebre-Egzy (Ethiopia) submitted the following items to be included in

the agenda:

(1) to give concrete form to General Assembly Resolution 1652 (XVI)

on the de-nuclearization of Africa;

(2) to give concrete form to Resolution 1653 (XVI) on the banning of

the use of nuclear weapons;

(3) to give concrete form to Resolution 1664 (XVl) on the establishment

of a "non-nuclear club".

Mr. Bean (USA) suggested the following priorities for items to be

considered by the Committee:

(1) conclusion of a test ban treaty; the Sub-Committee on this question

should operate within the framework of this Committee.

(2) agreement on the cessation of the production of fissionable materials

for use in weapons;

(3) reduction of the possibility of war by surprise attack, miscalculation

or failure of' communications, through:

(a) advance notification of military movements, such as major

transfers of.forces, exercises and manoeuvres, and flights of

aircraft, as well as firing of missiles;
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(b) establishment of; observation posts at major ports, railway

centres, motor highways, river crossing and air bases, to report

on concentrations and movements of military forces;

(c) establishment of aerial inspection areas and the use of mobile

inspection teams to improve protection against surprise attack;

(d) establishment of an international commission on measures to

reduce, the risk of war, charged with the task of examining the

technical problems involved.

Referring to the Polish Memorandum on a de-nuclearized and limited

armaments zone in Europe, Mr. Dean recalled that US Representatives had, on

several previous occasions, expressed certain doubts as to the efficacy of such

a proposal either in the promotion of peace or in the cause of general and

complete disarmament. •

On Mr. Green's proposal, Mr. Dean stated that the United States endorsed

any suggestion that disarmament proposals relating to outer space should be

considered by this Committee, but the field of outer space was one where there

must be appropriate international control.

Mr. David (Czechoslovakia) stated that the Committee should consider

measures included in the Soviet Memorandum of 26 September 1961. He expressed

the belief that the most important measures were those related to the idea of

nuclear-free zones, the prevention of the further spread of nuclear armaments,

the conclusion of a non-agression pact, and the prohibition of war propaganda.

Speaking of a de-nuclearized zone in Central Europe, he mentioned the

Memorandum of the German Democratic Republic, circulated by the Czechoslovak

Delegation. (The Memorandum proposed that, in addition to their atoms-free-

zone obligations, both German States should stop re-arming and reduce their

forces and their armaments. Control over disarmament of atomic weapons

and conventional forces in both German States should be exercised by a Commission

composed on a parity basis o_f Warsaw Pact and NATO States.)

Mr. Green (Canada) insisted on an early decision by the Conference that

delivering weapons of mass destruction from outer space should be prohibited

by agreement among the nations represented in the Committee. In this

connexion, he pointed out that., it was not a question of eliminating existing

weapons. He stressed that if the Committee could agree on two or three

matters within the next weeks, it would be possible for a meeting of Heads of

States to take place, which would give the Conference fresh impetus and might

lead to its final success.
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Mr. Loucanov (Bulgaria) proposed the following items to be discussed

in the Committee:

(1) conclusion of non-agression pacts;

(2) prevention of the spread of nuclear weapons;

(3) creation of de-nuclearized zones, in particular in Central Europe,

Africa and in the Balkans;

(4) prohibition of war propaganda.

As to the Canadian proposal, Mr. Loucanov stated that it should be

discussed with the problem of disarmament, to which it belonged.

Mr. Godber (United Kingdom) referred to the Polish proposal and stated

that, by concentrating on zones, the Committee would give people a false sense

of security, since the very nature of nuclear weapons made them global in

their effect.

He asked the CoTChairmeii to study what had been said in the Committee

and bring back an agreed order for discussing one, two, three, four, or perhaps

more matters; an order which would help the Committee in the task of reaching

definite agreement on one or two subjects at the earliest possible moment.

Mrs. Myrdal (Sweden) stated that the following items should be considered

in the first place;

(1) a nuclear test bâ i treaty;

(2) the question of the transfer of fissionable material from nuclear

weapons use to peaceful use;

(3) questions relating to outer space, in particular the registration

of launching of.vehicles in outer space;

(4) . the Swedish plan for a "non-nuclear club".

The latter and the question of zones could be considered when the

Acting Secretary-General concluded the analysis of the answers received and

when his report was before the Committee. The Swedish Delegation supported

the Canadian proposal that the Committee should start to debate matters relating

to outer space.

Mr. Desai (India) singled out the following items for consideration by

,the Committee:

(1) agreement on the banning of nuclear weapons tests; the Committee

of the Whole should keep in constant touch with the progress made

by the three nuclear Powers in the Sub-Committee;

(2) the question of the non-transfer of nuclear weapons;

(3) matters which had been dealt with by the General Assembly in various

resolutions, including those relating to the creation of nuclear

zones;
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(4) the peaceful uses of outer space.

He mentioned other suggestions made by the USSR and the United States

and stated that if there was difference of opinion about them, the Committee

should inscribe them on its agenda and discuss them, when the time comes, under

the usual priorities. The Co-Chairmen should set the items in a certain order

of priority, making it possible for the Committee to start dealing with them

in a business-like way.

Mr. Zorin (USSR) expressed his readiness to discuss all proposals and

suggestions and to try, together with the US representative, to work out an

order of priority for submission to the Committee. He opposed the discussion

in the Committee of the Whole of the cessation of the production of fissionable

materials, since it constituted a part of the plan for general and complete

disarmament.

As to the Canadian proposal, he stated that any operational decision

connected with the prohibition of the use of missiles in outer space was clearly

related to the problem of the delivery of nuclear weapons and that therefore this

question belonged to the section on the elimination of the means of delivery

included in the Soviet draft treaty and'in the United States programme for gaieral

and complete disarmament. He also pointed.' out that the Sub-Committee on the

test ban treaty should report not to the Committee of the Whole, as suggested

by the representative of India, but to the plenary.

Mr. Dean (USA) also expressed readiness to consult the USSR Delegation in

order to arrive at a recommendation of the Co-Chairmen on the order of work of

the Committee of the ¥hole. He said that priority should be given to such

measures as are ripe for early action. He also stated that, in the opinion

of the US Delegation, the Sub-Committee,on nuclear testing should be regarded

as a body of the Committee of the "Whole.

Mr. Wachuku (Nigeria) suggested that the Co-Chairmen should report not

only the points of agreement, but also the points of disagreement and that these

should be listed separately.

It was so decided.



To: The Secretary-General CONFEDENTIAL

Prom: Omar Eoutfi Q I ENDC/C.l/Summaiy/2
4 f~i • • Geneva

5 April 1962

CQNFSRmrcE OF THE EIGHTEEN-WATION COMMITTEE OK DISARMAIUENT
COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE

Summary of the Second Meeting held on 5 April 1962

DOCUMENTS SUBMITTED

The Committee had before it. two documents:

1. Recommendation by the co-Cha'irmen that first priority should
be given to proposals on "cessation of war propaganda"
(MDC/C.1/2). The other questions listed by the co-Chairmen
for subsequent discussion were: nuclear-free zonesj
dissemination of nuclear weapons; non-aggression pact;
cut-off; measures against surprise attack; a,nd outer space.

2. The. USSR declaration on the "Prohibition of ¥ar Propaganda"
(SWDC/C.1/3) whereby the governments of the Conference would
(a) state their belief that war propaganda, in whatever form,
undermined the cause of peace, created a threat of a new war
and was therefore a most heinous crime against mankind;
(b) undertake to adopt, in.legislative form in accordance with
their constitutional procedures, the necessary measures to put
a stop to incitements to war, and to any war propaganda
against peace and reciprocal understanding of peoples; and
(c) call upon all other countries of the world to subscribe
to this ̂ Declaration.

' # # * # '

Mr. Zorin maintained that action against war propaganda would be

pertinent to lessening tension, strengthening trust and promoting general

and complete disarmament. Following the adoption of General Assembly

Resolution 110(ll) of 1947, the Soviet .Union passed a law on 12 liarch 1951

whereby persons guilty of war propaganda were liable to be sentenced as

the worst type of criminals. Similar laws were adopted by Romania, Bulgaria,

Czechoslovakia, Poland, Hungary, Mongolian People's Republic and the German

Democratic Republic.

On the other hand, there were people in high government circles in

other countries who were again beginning to propose a preventive war with

the use of nuclear weapons. He also drew attention to dangerous propaganda

relating to so-called small and undeclared wars. All appeals for war should

be prohibited, as should the use of force against peoples which have embarked

on the road of national independence and liberation. Maintaining that such

propaganda could not be justified by reference to freedom of speecri, Mr. Zorin

introduced his delegation's proposal for a declaration o;i the prohibition of

war propaganda. (3fTDC/C.l/3)
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Mr. Dean explained the circumstances that led to the selection of

the "cessation'of war propaganda" as the first item. The United States

had favoured the following questions:

(1) cut-off of production of fissionable materials for use in
. weaponsj

(2) measures against possibility of war by surprise attack or
miscalculationj and

(3) measures to ensure the use of outer space for peaceful
purposes only.

The United States was also willing to recommend two items, one

drawn from the Soviet list and one from the United States list. ¥hen

that proved unacceptable, the Co-Chairmen agreed on the war propaganda,

item in order to minimize the delays over procedural questions.

As to the substance of the question, the United States view was that

although it was difficult to define precisely the phrase "war propaganda"
.f . ••'"

the activities which in its view would'"fall within that category, would be

• contrary to the statement of agreed principles concerning standards of

conduct to facilitate and achieve disarmament. The aim of the discussion

in the Committee should be to have governments moderate their statements as

a first step in creating confidence.

The Soviet draft declaration was too. narrow and too negative, and in

its prohibitory approach over—simplified the difficulties of arriving at

a universally acceptable definition of the criteria for classifying the war

propaganda to be banned. The approach of the Soviet declaration would be

fundamentally incompatible with American concepts of freedom of speech, press

and of the individual. In any event, the US did exercise self-restraint

in' its official statements. .

Mr. Dean suggested that the US and USSR explore the possibility of a

reciprocal arrangement under which each would have greater opportunities

of directly reaching the people of the other country to correct what it

regarded as war propaganda or to state its views on general and complete

disarmament.

Mr. Russo '(Italy) recalled that his delegation had asked for priority

for an examination of the prohibition of the manufacture of nuclear weapons

to facilitate an agreement on the cessation of nuclear tests. As to the

item on war propaganda, he listed the following six principles which should

"' be taken into account in the formation of any declaration:
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(1) Contents of Resolution 110(ll) of the General Assembly;
b'

(2) Condemnation of the philosophy that war was inevitable;

(3) Abstention from any form of incitement to violence, hatred
and subversion;

(4) Restatement of the principle of the free exchange of persons
and ideas; . ;

(5) ' Declaration by governments to abstain from hiding any events
of an international.character and from spreading false news
knowingly; . . ' •

(6) Respect of the principle of freedom of the Press, which is
the essential basis of a democratic system,

Mr. Mape'yescu (Romania) welcomed the consideration of the cessation

of war propaganda, but emphasized the importance of considering the

' establishment of nuclear free -zones; measures to prevent the further

dissemination of nuclear weapons; and a non-aggression pact between NATO

and "Warsaw Treaty countries. He supported the Soviet draft declaration,

and observed that the concept of war propaganda had been understood by

IM .delegations when they adopted Resolution 110(ll) in 1947. Referring

to Mr. Dean's remarks, he stressed that freedom of speech could never justify

crimes against society. He recalled Resolution 84l(K), adopted on

17 IDecember 1954, concerning the convention on the use of radio in the

interests of peace, and Resolution 1572 on Measures Designed to Promote

Among Youth the Ideals of Peace.

Mr. Naszkowski (Poland) proposed that the question of the creation of

a nuclear-free zone in Europe as well as in other parts of the world should

be the second question for the Committee to examine. His delegation

approved the Soviet Declaration for a prohibition of war propaganda. He

noted that Mr. Dean had apparently questioned the very idea of banning war

propaganda, although, as co-Chairman, the US delegation had agreed to

the title of the item "cessation of nuclear propaganda". In this connexion

he asked Mr. Dean how it would be possible to attain such a cessation if

a priori they were to reject all measures to curtail and put an''end to such

propaganda? - '"-• "

Mr. Burns (Canada), noted that to achieve peaceful existence a higher

degree of politeness among nations..;had to exist. The subject of war

propaganda, however, seemed to be the least substantive of all the disarmament

questions listed for consideration by the Committee. He suggested that at

an early date they take up the question of outer space and measures against

surprise attack and war by miscalculation.
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: Mr. de Mello Franco ( Brazil ) noted that there were more concrete

issues which had to be considered with the utmost urgency. As to the

prohibition of war propaganda, he recalled the provision of the Brazilian

Constitution in this regard, as well as the discussion in the Inter-

Parliamentary Union in 1957 where general agreement was reached that certain

forms of propaganda might be prohibited without prejudicing freedom of

opinion. Propaganda, he noted, was a way of dominating public opinion

through government organs or through services and media which form public

opinion. As such, there was a fundamental difference between propaganda

and freedom of opinion.

He considered the Soviet proposal a good text on the whole, but had

reservations concerning the first and second preambular parts which might

lend themselves to propaganda and might be considered exaggerated.

Mr. Godber (UK)'thought that an international definition of war

propaganda would be necessary if countries were to accept international

obligations as a result of a declaration. He observed that another issue

which had to be considered was incitement to subversion, and agreed with

the US stress on freedom of opinion. " He hoped that the six points suggested

by Italy would be embodied in any declaration brought before the Committee

for its approval.

Mr. Arbta (Nigeria) declared that war propaganda was indefensible.

Among the G-reat Powers it tended to encourage the use of forcej over-

simplify problemsj create war psychosis and encourage negations. Among

young countries, the danger resulted not only from propaganda among

themselves, but also from Great £"ower intervention, subversion and the

encouragement given to the importation of arms. He indicated that the

issue of the transfer of weapons to young countries would be raised by his

delegation in connexion with general and complete disarmament.

Nigeria accepted the basic principle that war propaganda must be

discouraged or outlawed, and that each of the States concerned must use its

own institutions to implement it in both the public and private sectors.



To: The Secretary-General

From: Omar Lout fi

CONFIDENTIAL

ENDC/C.I/Summary/3
Geneva
10 April 1962

CONFERENCE OF THE EIGHTEEN-NATION COMMITTEE ON DISARMAMENT

COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE

Summary.of the Third Meeting held on 9 April 1962

Item Discussed; ' The Cessation of War Propaganda.

Spe akers;

Documents
'Submitted;

Bulgaria, USA, Czechoslovakia, Canada, Romania, Italy,
United Kingdom, Poland, Brazil, USSR.

I. United States draft statement (ENDC/C.1/5), by
which the Members of the Committee would:

(1) recall UN resolutions 110 (II), 290 (IV), 381 (V);

(2) affirm that' ignorance in one country of conditions
and events in others can contribute to the danger of war;

(3) recognize that, a primary cause of such ignorance is
the lack of freedom for individuals and that this
freedom must be .extended;

(4) acknowledge that it is one of the duties of
governments to give accurate information to their peoples
and to abstain from knowingly propagating falsehoods,
or suppressing facts;

(5) declare their opposition to the idea that war is
inevitable;

(6) undertake to exercise self-restraint in their
statements concerning international issues;

(7) undertake to encourage and to co-operate in the
establishment of reciprocal arrangements y/hereby
representatives of States would have increased opportunities
to make their viewpoints on.international issues known
to the people of other countries, and whereby scientific,
educational, cultural and other exchanges would be
increased 'and expanded;

(8) decide to include this text in their report to the
Disarmament Commission and to transmit it to the members
of the United Nations and its Specialized Agencies for
information.



II. Italy's proposal (EKDC/C.1/4) containing
the declaration of intentions:

(1) the abstain from incitement to violence, hatred
or subversion;

(2) to condemn the theory that war is inevitable;

(3) to encourage the free exchange of persons and
ideas;

(4) to discourage war propaganda without limiting
the principle of the freedom of the press and of
expressing private opinion;

(5) promote friendly relations among States.

DECISION: Amendments to documents and new proposals should be
submitted to the Secretariat by 12 April 1962. The
Co—Chairmen would consult to decide on the procedure to be
adopted for final drafting and would present their
recommendation to the Committee.

3E 3£ 3E 3E * 3£

Mr. Tarabanov (Bulgaria) reiterated the preference of his delegation

for the consideration as the next items in the Committee of the Whole, the

creation of nuclear zones, the prevention of the dissemination of nuclear

weapons,: and the conclusion of a non-aggression pact among the States

participating in the Warsaw Treaty and UATO.

With regard to the present, item, he stated that war propaganda should

be eradicated and prohibited by States, while propaganda supporting the

ideas of peace and co-operation among nations should be encouraged. As an

illustration of war propaganda, he quoted statements made by officials of the

German Federal Republic and stressed that the prohibition of such propaganda

should not be opposed on the pretext of freedom of speech. He recalled the

Bulgarian law passed on 12 January 195̂ * under which incitement to war was

punishable. He supported the declaration submitted by the Soviet Delegation,

and expressed his belief that it should be adopted by the Committee.

Mr. Dean (USA) submitted for the consideration of the Committee a draft

statement (see above Documents Submitted) to be included in the report of the

Committee to the u¥ Disarmament Commission, and stated that he would welcome

additional suggestions as to thoughts which might be included in the statement.

He considered the remarks made about the Federal Republic of Germany as
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reprehensible and stated that the Federal Republic of Germany was doing

its best to be a law-abiding democratic country. It had renounced the

production of ABO weapons and had contented itself to use only peaceful

means for the achievement of its political aims. He appealed to the

delegates to exercise restraint in their statements.

Mr. Hajek (Czechoslovakia) commented on the United States draft

statement. Merely to condemn'war propaganda from the moral point of view,

as had been done in the United States proposal, would be tantamount to

repetition of the UU resolutions. What was required was positive action

through special legislative acts. The prohibitive measures thus enforced

would, in practice, affect only a tiny minority of citizens. He also

remarked that the expression of sympathy for the struggle against foreign

oppressors could not be regarded as falling within the category of war

propaganda. •

Mr. Hajek observed that the United States proposal attempted to divert

the debate from the core of the problem; freedom of exchange of information

should not be discussed as part of the question of the cessation of war

propaganda. The broadcasts of the so-called Radio Free Europe and of the

West Berlin radio station RIAS, which were supported by the West, did not

promote peaceful co-existence and the exchange of information in the

interests of peace, but constituted "the misuse or abuse of the freedom of

dissemination of information, and Czechoslovakia refused to open her borders

to this type of propaganda. The effective prohibition of war propaganda

would create a solid basis for the spread of information and mutual

understanding. Czechoslovakia had passed, on 20 December 1950j a law on

the protection of peace, under which war propaganda was prohibited as a

penal activity... - .' ..

Mr. Hajek favoured the discussion of the following items next:

- The establishment of nuclear-free zones in different parts of the

world; ' • . . ' • •

- The prevention of the further spread of nuclear weapons.

Mr. Burns (Canada) recalled the preference of his delegation for

discussing, as the next item, the means of preventing the use of weapons

6f mass destruction in satellites or from outer space.
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As to the cessation of war propaganda, he supported the Indian

position that 'any declaration which was constitutionally difficult to

implement should be avoided. In his opinion, the document to be adopted

should:

(1) refer to the undertaking contained in the preamble to the
UN Charter - to practice tolerance and live together in peace
with one another as good neighboursj

(2) reaffirm UN resolution 110 condemning war propaganda; as
well as other resolutions on this subject, as mentioned in the
US draft; • . •

(3) contain a positive statement that the goal for which States
were striving was a world in which common standards of
international behaviour would be followed by all countries;

(4) refer to the need to ensure that misunderstandings between
States did not arise because their citizens lacked free access
to information.

Mr. Burns made the following suggestions on procedure:

- A time limit should be set for the submission to the
Secretariat of proposals, 'amendments or texts5

- The task of reconciling the different proposals and of drafting
an agreed text should be entrusted to a drafting group,
including the two Co-Chairmen, composed of members of all
those delegations who submitted written proposals;

- The drafting group would then submit the text for consideration
by the Committee of the ¥hole.

Mr. Macovescu (Romania) did not consider the US proposal to submit

a report on war propaganda to the Disarmament Commission an adequate step

to be taken. In his view, the principle of the cessation of war propaganda

should be set forth in an international instrument.

As to the problem of freedom of information, a draft convention

on that subject was being discussed by'the UN General Assembly. He

stressed that the question of free exchange of ideas and individuals should

not detract the Committee from the issue of banning of war propaganda.

He suggested that the proposals made on the subject of war propaganda should

be examined by the Co-Chairmen with a view to drawing up a joint draft

declaration. •

lylr. Cavelletti (Italy) referred to criticisms of the Federal Republic

'of Germany voiced by the Socialist countries and appealed to the delegations

to refrain from insults to a country which was not present at the Conference

and with which Italy maintained very friendly relations.



Sir Michael ¥right (United Kingdom) associated himself with the appeal

which had been made by the representative of Italy in connexion with the

attacks on the policy of the FRG. ¥ith regard to the item under consideration,

he stated that the Committee should reaffirm the validity of the UN

conclusions on the subject and build upon them. He felt that the draft

submitted by the United States delegation served this purpose. He welcomed

the inclusion in the United States draft of the need for increasing contacts

betwee'n peoples and for the removal of restrictions on movement between

countries. He supported the Canadian proposal on procedure.

Mr. Tarabanov' (Bulgaria) stated, in reply to Mr. Cavalletti, that his

references to the'German Federal Republic were based only on facts.

Mr. Naszkowski[ (Poland) said that his first impression from the

statement made by the US representative was that the United States continued

to oppose the adoption of any commitment with regard to the prohibition of war

propaganda, apparently in the name of freedom of opinion. He observed that

the US was recently applying a method consisting of making reservations

a priori as regards the adoption of concrete measures, both on disarmament

and on the reduction, of international tensions. In this connexion, he drew

attention to the^State Department's statement of 3 April, disqualifying the

idea of setting up a de-nuclearized and limited armaments zone in Europe

even before this question had become the subject of substantive discussion

in. the Committee, so .as to make the consideration of this item impossible.

Such a method had been also applied with regard to the cessation of war

propaganda. The weak arguments of the United States against the idea of

de-nuclearized zones.could be explained only by its support of the policy

of the Federal Republic of Germany.

Mr. Naszkowski considered that the question of de-nuclearized zones

in Europe and in other regions of the world should be considered as the

next item by the Committee.

Mr. de Mello Franco (Brazil) reiterated his view that freedom of

opinion should not serve as an obstacle to the adoption of legislative

measures that would deal with the banning of war propaganda. In order to

implement those measures which had been included in the United States

statement, certain legislative steps would be required. He agreed with

the procedure, suggested by Canada. He also agreed with the proposal made

by the representative of Romania, who had spoken of the possibility of

having the two Co-Chairmen come to some agreement on a single text.
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Mr. Zorin (USSR) stressed that the passing by all States of domestic

legislation, in accordance with their constitutional procedures would be

the most effective way of putting an end to hostile war propaganda. He

noted that Mr. Dean had departed somewhat from his previous position which

amounted only to discussing the evils of war propaganda without undertaking

anything with respect to this problem. He recalled that in various

international bodies resolutions had been adopted calling for the cessation

of war propaganda. Any reference by the representative of the United States

to freedom of expression, and activities of various parties, groups and

public organizations sounded, in his view, unconvincing and even false, since

a number of organizations in the United States favouring peace were

subjected to repression and laws had been passed against them.

He also rejected the US assertion that there were insurmountable

difficulties in defining the term "war propaganda". He referred to unjust

wars carried on by imperialist States with the aim of suppressing the freedom

and independence of other peoples, and reminded the US representative that

the United States itself acquired its independence as a result of struggle

against foreign colonial rule. He reaffirmed USSR support for the peoples

who had embarked on the path of strengthening their national independence

or conquering it, and stated that this was consistent with the provisions of

the Charter and the General Assembly declaration on the liquidation of the

colonial system../,

As to the document submitted by the United States, Mr» Zorin observed

that it diverted attention from what was debated in the Committee to other

matters not: on the agenda. Moreover, the draft did not contain concrete

measures for the cessation of war propaganda. Without measures aimed at

effectively putting an end to war propaganda, no new resolutions were needed.

Finally, the.United States draft was not intended to be binding on States.

Mr. Zorin expressed the hope that a mutually acceptable agreement would

be possible.'. 'As to procedure, he suggested that the Co-Chairmen should

consider the drafts in order to reach a solution satisfactory to the other

members of. the Committee. It would be helpful if concrete proposals from

other delegations were forthcoming in writing.
" . • . ' • '•••'•.

Mr. 'Sean (United States) considered it unfortunate that, in the

discussion of the cessation of war propaganda, the language of the cold war

was used. He rejected as absolutely false the charge that the United States

was engaged in the repression of advocates of peace. The only prohibition



in this connexion was intended to prevent forceful subversion. Mr. Dean

. supported the proposal made by the Canadian representative to set up a

drafting groAzp to prepare a text, a group composed of the two Co-Chairmen

and. of representatives of all delegations which had submitted proposals

or comments in writing to the Secretariat.

• Mr. Cavalletti (Italy) proposed that there be a meeting of a drafting

committee, in which all those who had presented texts would be represented,

and then, if this Committee could not arrive at agreement, the two Co-Chairmen

would take, up the matter.

Mr. Burns (Canada) expressed his willingness to modify his suggestions

so as to bring them into line with the Italian proposal.

Mr. Zorin (USSR) suggested that the question of whether the Co-Chairmen

should first hear all those who had made amendments or comments, or whether

they should act otherwise, should be left to the Co-Chairmen. They could

then make recommendations to the Committee.

. Mr. Bean (United States) proposed that a meeting of the drafting

committee, composed of all those who had submitted texts or changes, sliould

meet right after the submission of the texts on 12 April, and then, after

that meeting, in which the two Co-Chairmen would hear the views of those

who had submitted texts, they could undertake their work.

It•was decided that any new proposals and amendments should be
Y submitted to?the Secretariat by 12 April 1962. The two

.'Co-Chairmen_would consult each other, in order to decide on the
procedure to be adopted.
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Summary of the Fifth Meeting held on 2? April 1962

Discussion centred on (a) the respective US and USSR
texts on the cessation of war propaganda and (b) the future
work of the Committee of the Whole.

Decision; It was decided that the Co-Chairmen would
meet to discuss both matters

Cesseation of War Propaganda

Mr.Zorin (USSR) stated that the Soviet draft took into account US objections

on constitutional grounds and provided that legislative measures to stop war

propaganda should be taken, in accordance with constitutional procedures of States.

In a spirit «f compromise they changed the character of the operative paragraph

to merely "appeal" to States. After citing sections in the US Code on Crime

and Criminal Procedure, which prohibited certain f raudulert or obscene statements,

Mr • Zorin maintained that the refusal on constitutional grounds to extend such

laws to s-war propaganda was unfounded*. He also pointed to the universal rule

that any international undertaking had priority at all times over national

traditions and norms* •

The US draft statement by-passed the prohibition of war propaganda leaving

open the main question, what measures should be taken in order to put an end to

it* Neither did it condemn war propaganda. An acceptable agreement would

include at least a condemnation of war propaganda in all its forms and would

recommend to the States measures considered appropriate by the States themselves*

In this connexion he criticized the US draft because it would merely become part

of a report to the Disarmament Commission and in turn to the General Assembly *

Mr, Dean (USA) noted that two central issues had emerged; one was the form

of the action and the other its substance. The last US proposal went so far as

to have the countries undertake to sponsor the common text as a draft resolution

before the next session of the General Assembly. As to content^ he reiterated
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the US constitutional restrictions in this field and emphasized that the

farthest the US Government could go would be to encourage self-restraint and

to allow every possible source of information to be put at the disposal of

citizensj î he answer to war propaganda was more information and more contact

between citizens of different countries rather than prohibitory legislation.

Mr. Dean offered to revise further certain paragraphs whereby the members

would4ndertake to discourage, within the limits of their respective constitutional

systems> statements aggravating international tension and obstructing the

attainment of general and complete disarmament*

Mr* Macovescu (Romania) supported the Soviet text and regretted that the

US text did not include any reference to the cessation of war propaganda among

youth. . '

Mr. Mello-Franco (Brazil) declared that, in accordance with the specific

provisions of the Brazilian Constitution, his delegation was bound to accept

any proposal involving an international obligation to take legislative measures

against war propaganda* He considered the latest US revision as very

encouraging*

Mr« Godber (UK) emphasized that the two Co-Chairmen should concentrate on

what they could agree on, taking as their basis the draft submitted by Canada.

He noted that if the action was to take legislative form, there would have to

be a precise definition of the phrase "war propaganda",

Mr, Hajek (Czechoslovakia) objected both to the form and the content of

the US text and related the US position on war propaganda t>6 its decision to

resume nuclear tests in the atmosphere. He drew attention to the adoption

by the Third Committee of the Sixteenth Session of the General Assembly of an

article of the Draft Convention on Human Rights whereby "any propaganda of

war should be prohibited by law, as well as incitement to national, racial and

religious hatred"*

In a further exchange, Mr* Zorin drew attention to an example of war

propaganda being distributed by a group in the US, He declared that/they

adopt a text based on a condemnation of war propaganda and an appeal for

concrete measures, or it should be made known that the Committee could not

adopt a declaration of this kind as a result of the attitude of the US»

Mr* Dean, in turn, denied that the US draft did not include a statement against

war propaganda, and alluded to the difficulty stemming from their two

different notions of freedom.
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.Future Work of the Committee of the vJhole

Mr» Zorin (USSR) stated that his delegation had been prepared to study

-next the problems of the non-dissemination of nuclear armaments and the creation

of denuclearized zones, or to study now the question of the further dissemination

of nuclear armaments leaving aside, without decision for the time being, the

problem of the creation of denuclearized zones. Despite the great interest

in the Committee, the resolutions of the General Assembly and a special

memorandum of the Irish Government, the US opposed the immediate discussion

of the dissemination of nuclear weapons. This could only be explained by the

discussion about making NATO a fourth nuclear Power* He called upon all

members of the Committee to assume responsibility for preventing the dissemination

of nuclear weapons and to support the Soviet proposal to study immediately that

problem*.

Mr* Zorin rejected the US suggestion to discuss next surprise attack,

observing that the Soviet memorandum on confidence-building measures related

that question to the withdrawal of troops from foreign territory and the

liquidation of military bases. Moreovert it had to be viewed in connexion

with the US attempt to impose control over armaments*

Mr«- Dean (USA) observed that the US had proposed to the Soviet Union'

in a spirit of compromise that the subject of surprise attack and the subject

of nuclear-free zones, including the one advocated by Poland, be discussed

concurrently so that any member of the Committee could discuss either one or

the other, or both, or they could be discussed at alternate meetings. As to

the dissemination of nuclear weaponst he pointed out that both the Soviet and

American plans for complete disarmament included in their first stage provisions

regarding the non-transfer of nuclear weapons* It was in that context that

the US intended to discuss the problem. '
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Summary of the 6th Meeting held on 22 May 1962

The USSR and US made statements on the items proposed
by each of them for inclusion in the agenda of the Committee.

Sweden proposed that the question of war by accident
should be separated from that of surprise attack and given
priority in the discussion.

India proposed to discuss the prevention of accidental
war along with the prevention of the further dissemination
of nuclear weapons.

-x-

Mr« Dean (USA) reviewed the measures proposed by the

United States:

1. Reduction of the possibility of war by surprise attack,

miscalculation or failure of communications;

2. Cut-off of production of fissionable material for use

in weapons;

3. Measures to ensure that outer space would be used for

peaceful purposes only.

He 1» The risks could be reduced by taking the following steps:

(a) Setting up of land control or observation posts. The

establishment of observation posts was included in Stage I of the

US plan, but could also be implemented as an initial measure before
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either agreement on, or implementation of, other disarmament measures.

The task of such posts would be to observe movements and concentration

of forces.

(b) Advance notification of military movements.

(c) Establishment of aerial observation teams or mobile teams

operating over or in areas of chronic conflict.

(d) Establishment of an international commission on measures

to reduce the risk of war, preferably now, or possibly later, within

the IDO. This commission would make appropriate recommendations.

The US did not regard the above list as exhaustive and would

welcome additional suggestions. It was also prepared to consider

more limited steps such as the setting-up of observation posts.

Re 2, The cut-off of production of fissionable material for

use in weapons would have to be implemented together with the subsequent

transfer to non-weapons purposes of agreed amounts of weapons grade

U-235 from past production. This was included in the US treaty outline

as part of Stage I, but could be put into effect separately from any

other undertaking. As an initial measure, it could be implemented

in such a way as to require only a limited amount of control.

Re 3. In order to bring about a. prohibition on the placing in

orbit or the stationing in outer space of any weapons of mass destruction,

advance notification should be given, both to the participating parties

and to the IDO, of the launching of each space vehicle and missile,

and of the track of the vehicle or missile. The notification would

have to be sufficiently timely to permit pre-launch inspection of the

vehicle or missile, to make sure that it contained no weapons of mass

destruction*

The US had proposed that the next item on the agenda should be

measures against the risk of war, and that the item on the establishment

of nuclear free zones be discussed subsequently. In view of the USSR

refusal, the US now suggested as a compromise that measures to reduce

the risk of war should be placed on the agenda, together with the item
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of denuclearized zones and discussed either in succession or

concurrently.

Mr. Zorln (USSR) proposed the following questions to be

discussed:

1. The prevention of the further dissemination of nuclear weapons;

2» Establishment of nuclear-free zones in the various parts

of the globe*

3. Conclusion of a non-aggression pact between NATO and the

Warsaw Treaty countries.

Re 1» The problem of the further dissemination of nuclear

weapons had matured and required an urgent solution. If nuclear

weapons were transmitted to the Federal Republic of Germany, the USSR

and other socialist countries would be compelled to take serious

counter-measures. An international agreement on this matter should

include an undertaking by the nuclear Powers not to transfer nuclear

weapons to other countries, and an undertaking by the countries which

did not have nuclear weapons not to manufacture such weapons and not

to acquire them from nuclear Powers,

Re 2. The establishment of nuclear-free zones would reduce the

danger of military conflicts and improve the international situation*

An agreement to this effect would also prevent further dissemination

of weapons of mass destruction and would be in accordance with the

W resolutions* The following proposals had been made: by Poland -

for a denuclearized zone in Central Europe; by the German Democratic

Republic - for the disarmament of the two German States and their

exclusion from any deployment or manufacture of nuclear weapons; by

Bulgaria and Romania - for a denuclearized zone in the Balkans and

in the Adriatic; by the People's Republic of China - for a denuclearized

zone in the Far East and in the Pacific; similar proposals had been

made with regard to the Middle East and other parts of the world.

The Committee could recommend that the States concerned should

immediately enter into negotiations in order to establish denuclearized

zones*



Re 3» The States must seek to eliminate the negative influence

of the existence of opposing military groupings, A non-aggression

pact between NATO and the Warsaw Treaty countries might be based on

an undertaking not to use force or the threat of force., and to settle

any disputes which might arise between the parties solely by peaceful

means. The parties to the pact should also hold periodic consultations

on questions relating to its implementation and the maintenance of

normal relations *

Mr* Cavaletti (Italy) supported the US proposals and stated that

he would not insist on the suggestion made at the informal meeting

as to how the priority of items should be decided.

Mr. Macovescu (Romania) supported the USSR proposals, and stated

that, when taking a'decision on priority, the Committee ought not to be

guided by considerations of prestige. Only those measures should be

considered which were susceptible of being solved,

Baron von Platen (Sweden) proposed to distinguish between the two

issues: the prevention of war by accident and the prevention of war

by surprise attack. The question of war by accident could be taken

up separately and given priority. The risks of such a war might be

reduced by simple measures, even without applying any control. Such

measures might be, for example:

(1) Advance statements about the launching of long-distance

rockets, including notification of the target areas;

(2) Advance notification of the movements of strategic bombers

beyond certain agreed limits;

(3) Advance notification of the movements of naval forces beyond

certain agreed lines;

(4) The establishment of direct lines of communications between

the countries concerned to enable instant contact in case of need, on

an appropriate level.



Mr* Ha.jek (Czechoslovakia) supported the USSR position and

pointed out that questions of priority should not proceed from any

formal or mechanical criterion. The Committee must be interested

primarily in the substance, that is, in such measures which would

bring about conditions for reducing the threat aroused by existing

tensions.

Mr, Lall (India) supported the Swedish approach and proposed

that the four measures suggested by Baron von Platen on war by accident

should be discussed as a self-contained item, separate from the composite

item on surprise attack^ but together with the question of measures to

prevent the further dissemination of nuclear weapons.
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Mr« Maszkowski (Poland), Mr» Tarabanev (Bulgaria) and
Mr« Zorin (USSR) agreed to consider the Swedish suggestion
to separate war by miscalculation from the question of surprise
attack, as well as the Indian suggestion to consider concurrently
war by miscalculation and measures to prevent the further spread
of nuclear weapons* However, they did not expect a positive
result from the discussion on war by miscalculation*

Mr* Dean (USA) and Mr* Godber (UK) were willing to accept
these suggestions, but asked for flexibility in delimiting the
question of war by miscalculation, which was closely related
t© the question of surprise attack,

# # * # # # * • #

Mr, Naszkowski (Poland) stated that, in order to make de-nucleariaed

zones effective they should; (i) cover territories justifying such

measureŝ  (ii) be accompanied by the elimination of nuclear weapons

and ballistic missiles, as well as the reduction of conventional

armaments; and (iii) should include adequate controls. The European

zone proposed by Poland met these requirements* It was important that

the adoption of that proposal would make it impossible to introduce into

the zone any nuclear weapons, because the Federal Republic of Germany

wanted to support its policy of revanche with atomic power* The charge

that the equilibrium in Europe could be maintained only if the zone

extended from the Atlantic to the Urals was unfounded, as there would

be a considerable reduction in conventional forces, in addition to the

elimination of nuclear and missile weapons*

The fact that the United States was now willing to consider the

question of de-nudearized zones was a step forward but without practical

significance, since it was linked with the discussion of other subjects

on which there was no unanimity. The Polish Delegation, While believing



that the question of de~nuclearized zones should be discussed in the

near future, supported the Soviet proposal to discuss next the

prevention of the further dissemination of nuclear weapons. It also

asked that consideration be given to the proposals of Sweden to

separate the question of war by accident from the question of surprise

attack, and the suggestion of India that war by accident be considered

concurrently with the question of measures to prevent the further

dissemination of nuclear weapons*

Mr« Burns (Canada) favoured early examination of the item on outer

space and the question of preventing surprise attack* The Canadian

Delegation would not object to the discussion of appropriate reductions

in the armed forces and armaments in the territory being inspected

to prevent surprise attack*

While supporting the general idea behind the Indian suggestion,

the Canadian Delegation preferred that the items on surprise attack,

the prevention of war by accident, and the non-transfer of nuclear

weapons, should be discussed simultaneously*

Mr> Godber (United Kingdom) maintained that the Committee of the

"Whole had to discuss all the items that had been put forward. In

principle, the Swedish suggestion was acceptable; however, the four

specific categories given as an illustration of measures to reduce

the risk of war by accident should not exclude other related measures

from being discussed. The United Kingdom Delegation would still want

to consider surprise attack as a matter for early discussion in the

Committee of the TnZhole*

Mr« Tarabanov (Bulgaria) considered the Swedish suggestion interesting,

but expressed doubts about a satisfactory conclusion to the discussion,

which might create illusions while the arms race continued. The items

concerning the prevention of the wider dissemination of nuclear weapons,

de-nuclearized zones and the non-*agression pact, had wide support and

could lead to useful agreements*
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Mr, Dean (USA) thought the Swedish suggestion was commendable.

However, because war by accident was related to the question of

surprise attack, it may not be possible precisely to separate the two

in the discussion, and hoped there would be some flexibility* For

example, the establishment of control posts could be brought up in

connexion with either aspect* The United States was willing to go

along with the Indian suggestion, to consider simultaneously war by

accident and the question of the non-transfer of nuclear weapons. Referring

to Mr* Waszkowskits remarks on Germany, Mr* Dean thought that the Confe-

rence should welcome the efforts of West Germany to work in harmony with

it in solving problems*

Mr» Atta (Nigeria) thought the impasse in the Committee of the Whole

stemmed first from the lack of agreement on the criteria for the choice

of the items.j secondly, from the lack of decision as to whether or not

each question would be discussed only as an integral part of some other

subject; and, thirdly, from the related issues of control over verification*

He noted that out of the forty-four countries responding to the Secretary**

General1s enquiry under resolution 1664 (XVI), 30 wished to consider

the question of the non-dissemination of nuclear weapons within the

framework ©f either general and complete disarmament or nuclear-free

zones*. Both required a solution of the question of control* The

inspection requirement was missing only f ram. measures to prevent the

further dissemination of nuclear weapons, and for the conclusion of a

non-aggression pact, Mr*. Atta suggested that agreement on the first stage

of disarmament would help resolve the basic difficulties over collateral

measures. He also suggested that it might be feasible to begin by having

a general debate on each of the six collateral measures*

Mr* Zorin (USSR) maintained that they should discuss those matters

"which would lead to early agreement* He considered important the Nigerian

statement that the prevention of further dissemination of nuclear weapons

did not raise inspection difficultieŝ  under this heading there was no



suggestion of setting up any control system* He did not anticipate

that there would be any differences on that topic, unless there was

interference on the part of those interested in obtaining nuclear

weapons, such as., for example, the Federal Republic of Germany*

The Swedish proposal deserved attention, because it would

isolate a question which did not demand controls. However, he was

highly doubtful whether a positive result would be achieved from the

discussion, since such measures as the advance notification of troop and

naval movements would not of themselves decrease tension, Nevertheless,

he was willing to consider a discussion of war by accident in connexion

with the problem of the dissemination of nuclear weapons proposed,

perhaps as one subject*

Mr» Cava-ll.etti (Italy) supported the compromise proposals of

India and Sweden, and Mr, Zorin» replying to a remark of Mr* Gavallettirs

that the original agreement of the Committee of the "Whole called for a

discussion of all questions listed by the Go-Chairmen, declared that

nowhere in the document (ENDG/D#I/2) was there an obligation on the part

©f the Go-Chairmen, to the effect that all questions listed should be

discussed*

The Chairman observed that the Go-Ghairmen would take the

interventions into account in trying"to arrive at an agreed recommendation*



To: The Secretary-General CONFIDENTIAL

EUDG/C. I/Summary/8
GeneVa ( *'

31 May 1962

_: - _ _ ,„. ,
From: Omar Loutfi 0, /,

OOffiEREICE OF THE EIGHTEEK-UATIOIT COMMITTEE ON DISARMAMENT

Summary of the Eighth Meeting of the Committee of the
Whole held on 25 May 1962

The Committee' had before it two documents from the Co-Ghairmen:
the first (ENDG/C.I/l?) recommended discussion at alternate meetings
of the items, measures to prevent the further dissemination of
nuclear weapons and the reduction of the possibility of war by
accident, mis— calculation or failure of communications. The second
document (ENDG/G.I/18) was a draft declaration agai*££war propaganda.
The Committee decided to accept the procedure recommended by the
Go-Chairmen for its future work.. It also approved the declaration
against war propaganda, and transmitted it to the Plenary for
approval.

• a s s a

Mr. Zorin (USSR) stated that the Co-Ghairmen, in agreeing on a

declaration against war propaganda, had taken a decision which might have

a positive influence towards improving the international situation. The

Soviet Delegation would have preferred more definite obligations and

recommendations in the Declaration, but did not minimize its significance.

The declaration clearly condemned all appeals to war, all attempts to

settle differences by the use of force, and all statements that war was

necessary or inevitable. ; .

Paragraph 5 of the declaration was a step forward, in that all States

were called upon to adopt, within the limits of their constitutional systems,

appropriate practical measures, including legislative acts in States which

considered this form appropriate.

Mr. Zorin also drew attention to the recommendation that the Committee

consider next concurrently the question of measures to prevent the further

.dissemination, of nuclear weapons and the question of war by accident,

miscalculation, or failure of communications. After a meeting devoted to

the presentation of the topics by the two Co-Chairmen, the two topics could

be discussed at alternate meetings.

Mr. Dean (United States) observed that the document against war

propaganda had resulted from negotiations conducted with complete good-will.

The declaration included the constructive, approach represented by measures
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for the free flow of ideas and opinions, the improvement in relations

on non-governmental, cultural, educational, and scientific levels.

Mr. Dean expressed his appreciation of the assistance given by the

representatives of India and Sweden.

Mr* Cavalletti (Italy), speaking as Chairman, expressed the view that

the agreement should have a considerable psychological impact, since it

indicated the intention of the parties to continue work in a favourable

atmosphere. He also expressed satisfaction with regard to the

recommendations for its future work,.

Mr* de Mello Franco (Brazil) suggested that UNESCO might undertake

tasks in connexion with 'the declaration against war propaganda, and

promised to introduce a Bill in the Brazilian Parliament giving effect

to its provisions. ;

Mr. Lall (India) asked whether the declaration should not be submitted

to the General Assembly for adoption? Mr. Dean considered the Indian

suggestion a good point, and Mr. Zorin observed that if the suggestion

meant that the declaration would be submitted to the General Assembly for

its adherence rather than its approval,, he could associate himself with

it. He understood that the United States representative interpreted

the Indian suggestion in that way.

Mr. Gavalletti (Italy) noted that the Committee had approved the two

recommendations submitted by the Co-Chairmen and therefore the declaration

against war propaganda would be transmitted to the Plenary for its

approval.


