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1. The CHAIRMAN (Sweden): I declare open the 302nd plenary meeting of the

Conference of the Eighteen-Nation Committee on Disarmament. I have on my list of
speakers for this morning ‘the names of the representatives of Sweden and Pbléﬁd,'
and in order to follow that order I-shall speak first as representative of Sweden.
2. Today I want to make some comments on an issue which has lately become quite
topical. I refer to the issue of nuclear explosions for peaceful purposes. In
the two existing, but now quite-old, drafts of a non-proliferation treaty
(ENDG/152/Ad43.1 and ENDG/164) no-reference was made to this subject. Recently;
hqwever, the introduction into the debate of this new element —-- evidently with
thé intention of prohibiting, -through the non—proliféfation treaty, the manufacture
or procurement in other ways by non-nuclear-weapon States of any ﬁuclear explosive
devices, for whatever purpose ---has.caused some apprehension and even called forth
some opposition. It would be highly desirable if, through an open ‘debate in thls
Commlttee, we could disperse, such fears and agree on a solution satisfactory to
all parties. .

3. I wish to take as my point of départure the indisputable fact that any nuclear
explosive device might be used as a nuclear weapon. The technology is identical
and the material structure of the device is very similar. The only difference of
importance becomes. manifest in regard to whors and how the charge would be applied.
The technology is the same whether nuclear energy is harnessed, as Lord Chalfont
put it at the meeting of 23 February, for moving a million tons of earth to dig a
canal or create an oil deposit, or for pulverizing a city of a million people.
(ENDC/PV.288, para.l6)

4.  There could be no two views on the necessity for submlttlng such e dangerous
object to international regulatlon. Mankind could not feel safe if 1t were left

to the discretionary power. of a. growing number of natlons to de01de whether they
should or should not cross the hair's breadth that divides peaceful and military
uses of such objects.

5. Now my analysis turns away from those gloomy aspects to an evaluation of the
positive aspects of the use of nuclear explosives for peaceful purposes. Even

if today we have an incompléte knowledge of the economic value of using nuclear

explosives for various engineering undertakings, this lack of knowledge will
certainly not be permanent. When contemplating international agreements it is in

~the nature of things to prepare for the future, because if we wait until the future,
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which is uncertain today, becomes the present, it will nost probably be too late to
regulate the situation. This is, alas, an experience often .repeated in the history
of disarmament efforts. | .

6. Viewing'the problen of peaceful nuclear explosions as one of economic and
political realities, my delegation has been struck by thé strength of the arguments
brought forward oﬂ behalf pf the countries. which, for historical reasons, have
remained economically less de€éloped. o must in all fairness admit that if opera-
tions pf thé kind envisaged becane econcrically advantageous and at the same tine
devoid'af héglth hazards they might serve to release enornous uew reSouUrces. Though
it might be playlng with fire, we must strive to find acccptable regulations for such -
undertakings which would be both safe and equitabls. . .
7. We then face a dilemma: how to design the rules so as to prohibit the nanufac—
ture but permlt the use of nuclear explosives. But -- and this is intended to be my
contribution fo a fair end reliable compromise -- this very distinction between
regulations governing manufacture and regulations . governing use nay be helping us

out of the dilemma; -

8. When some of our coileagpes, and particularly the distinguished representatives of’
Brazil (ENDC/PV.293) and India (ENDG/PV.298), have examined these problems they have
rendered a gfeat éérvice to-us 2ll. Their arguments, eloguently and forcefully
presented;'have hinged on the value of being allowed to use such devices of potential
benefit and, more specifically, of being aﬁle to benefit from their use in a non-
discriminatory manner.. As far as I can see nobody has argued for the necessity per se
of indebendent nanufacture of them. If assurances-of these rights of equitable use ——
I repeat, rights of equitable use — could be given and codified, a prohibition in a
hon—prolifergtioh treaty, or for that netter in a cut-off treaty; which said, in these
or similar words, that 1o nanufacture nuclear devices which might be used as nuclear
weapons? was forbidden ought to be acceptable to all. It would seen to be quite
sufficient that the baﬁ in this way implicitly covers all manufacture.

9. Ve might then proceed to examine how the equitable access to "use" of nuclear
explosivé devices for peaceful purposes may be assured to the whole international _
.commmnity. At this juncture we find a very valuable pcint of departure in the state~
ments made in tnls Commlttee recently by the representatives of the United States
(ENDG/PV, 295, paras 73- 78) and .the Soviet Union (ENDC/PV.297, para.2l) suggesting
solutions to this problem, Both Mr, Foster and Mr. Roshchin indicated certein

procedural arrangements to this effect.
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10. Mr. Foster 6utlined in certain.detail an international regulation -for-having
nucledr -eéxplosive devices for‘beacefdl purposes made available by the nuclear Powers
to non-nuclear-weapon States on economically advantageous terms. Safety precautions,
studies of the feasibility of requested projects and-questions pf priority would be
handled by an international body. In this context;‘we should -1like to put forward -
the additional idea that nuclear devices might be tommitted to a formal "pool" for
allocation, by this body, to interested customers. Such an arrangement should help
solve the problem of equity, to which I shall return in a while.
‘11, Mr}”Roshchin did not amplify his suggestions to the same degree as Mr., Foster
amplified his, but he-clearly held out the comparable promise that
T ... an agrocient on the non-proliferation of nuclear weapons cannot and should
not: prevent non-nuclear countries from using nuclear energy for the purposes of
peaceful economic development. In this connexion we bear in mind that the
question of the procedure and conditions governing the carrying out of nuclear
explosions is a particular question which can be settled only on the basis of

a separate international agreement." (ENDC/PV.297, para.2l)

12, Many might say, however, -that there is still a deficiency in this approéch. It
can be argued that it would unbalance the future in favour of the rich and mighty
nations -- a category in which the nuclear-weapon Powers anyway are already.

13. When the issue of peaceful nuclear explosives has become a politically heated
one it has been, of course, on account of the news stories telling us that an economic
breakthrough in this field might be approaching. If I take some guotations from
United States sources only, this is a consequence of the openness of the discussions
in that country; it is only to be expected that similar preparations are under way in
other nuclear-weapon countries. .
14. . According to these news stories the development in the United States under what
i§ known as project Plowshare, in which huge sums have already been invested, is
"beginning to attract some serious American business interests." I will not enumerate
all the different projects under study. I will choose onl& one example of special
interest due to the numerous references recently made to new methods for extracting
0oil, a commodity of such great interest to the world market. One of the popular

United States weeklies mentions, as it were in passing, that:
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My different process for extracting oil from shale is being studied by the
Colorado School of Mines with backing from six oil companies. And 25 firms,
including the 0il Shale Corporation, are working on a plan to use a deep atomic
blast to melt the shale and permit the oil to be pumped from conventional wells."
15. This and many similar news items obviously function as-eye-openers, particularly
to countries as yet tragically underprivilegod economically but with oil‘or mineral
resources that might possibly be tapped. This is why we must, bj way of an inter-
ﬁatibnal regulation, seek a solution which is both economically interesting for these
countries and politically balanced and eqguitable. At the same time such a solution
must of course serve as a guarantee against the proliferation of nuclear arms.
16. How should this be achieved? May I offer the following suggestions for con-
structive thinking. The first is that we seriously consider the advisability 6f
taking the Heat out of this issue in connexion with the non-proliferation treaty by
simultaneously assuring its place in another set of agreements. Of course, the
manufacture of explosive .devices would be covered by a non-proliferation treaty. But
for the wider purpose, the use of such devices, we must do two things: (a) find a
formula for prohibiting nuclear explosions in the context where we think it rightly
belongs, in a comprehensive test-ban, and (b) work out a separate agreement for
allowing exemptions from this ban for peaceful explosions under specific rules as
to international management and control.
17. We think this is a better method than trying %o dlspose of the whole matter in
éonnex1on with the non-proliferation treaty. A general prohibition of nuclear
explosions, whether for testing or engineering purposes, would be an effective means
of arms control. All nucloar explosions, cxcept those undertaken as war measures,
would thus come under international regulations. There would be a complete balance
and equity if such explosions in all countries were prohibited -- as some very
important ones already are by the Moscow Treaty (ENDC/100/Rev.1).
18. Another reason for treating the explosions outside the non-proliferation issue
is that the controls needed for surveillance of them are not of the same kind as

those needed for the purpose'of ensuring non-production.
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19. The main argument is, however, the one with regard to establishing a balanced
disarmement system and equitable economic possibilities. This would be achieved by
obtaining simultaneously the agreement on separaté arrangements for international
licensing of nuclear explosions for peaceful purposes, and a comprehensive test-ban
treatﬁ debarring all parties from undertaking any nuclear explosions without proper
licensing.

20, The right of decision to allow éxplosions for peaceful purposes should be granted
to an international organ. This would assure the equitable use of such explosions.
Perhaps the International Atomic‘Energy Agency (IAEA) might be given this right, as
suggested by Mr, Foster in the statement I have already cited. (ENDC/PV.295, para.75).
Out of concern for the disarmament effect, i.e. to avoid any risk of proliferation of
nuclear arms, the stocks of explosives will have to remain with the nuclear-weapon
Powers. But for economic reasons, as well as for health reasons,no private or
national discretionary power should be gllowed to give the final permission for the
employment of explosives. Thus, their use by the nuclear-weapon Powers also should
be the object of a licehsing procedure. This is the ideal situation that I would
like us to strive for. ' |

21, Such a permissive separate agreement must be coupled with a prohibitory general
one, as I have said, The place to achieve this is, in our opinion, in a treaty
banning underground explosions. Now the prospective usefulness of such explosions
for civilian purposes will come to constitute a pressure on all of us, and not least
the nuclear weapon States, to proceed without further delay towards the conclusion
of an underground-test-ban agreement.

22. Such a treaty would take the form of a general undertaking to prohibit, to prevent
and not to carry out any underground nuclear weapon test explosion, or, subject to a
specially listed exemption, any other underground nuclear explosion. The special
exemptior should refer to the criteria undér which peaceful explosions would be
permissible and would ensure full international control.

23. What is here pictured<in terms of bans, prohibitions, licensing; etc. is in
reality a great challenge to craative international co-operation. It is an attempt
to help reconcile disarmament interests with economic development interests, and, in
a world where the young generation is not ridiculing science fiction but on the
contrary very seriously talking in terms of "des futuribles", we should be farsighted
enough to grasp this magnificent opportunity. In all sincerity, I believe we have
"no right to place unﬁecessary obstacles on the way to a richer future. But time is

of the essence.
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2. - ' Mr. BLUSZTAIN (Poland):- In my statement today I do not propose to expatiate

on the need for a non-proliferation treaty. When, more than five years ago, we adopted

United.Nations General Assembly resolution 1665 (XVI), we all recognized the importance
of checking the spread of nuclear weapons. That was the starting point and the frape;
work of our subsequent endeavours. Other United Nations resolutions on the subject

have been only an elaboration of a well-established principle,

25. Our efforts here to draft a.treaty are notliing more than an attempt to translate
that principle into an internationally binding document. The core of the question ——
namely, the strict interdependence between the obligation not to transfer nuclear weapons
and the obligation not to acquire them through independent manufacture or otherwise —
has remained unaffected, whatever the semantic differences between "dissemination" and
Uproliferation”.

26. Nor do I propose to extol the advantages of bridling the arms race and preventing

it from running out of control. To do so would be reminiscent of battering at an open
door. Everybody around this table is, no doubt, convinced of the value a non-
proliferation treaty would represent per se for making the world "a better, a safer and
a saner place to live in", if I may quote the words used by Lord Chalfont at our meeting
of 25 May ~(ENDC/PV.299, para. 5). .

27. Instead, then, of discussing the illness and its pernicious effecté, let us rather
concentrate on providing the. cure. Admittedly, much has been done towards that end
during the last few months, and it is well-known that the backbone of the future treaty,
its main provisions, have- already been agreed upon, at least between the two major
alliances. Some controversial questions which remain will still have to be solved before
the draft treaty can be finalized.

28. It is, however, the view of my delegation that progress is not facilitated by
constant injection into our debate of new issues, either extraneous to the problem of
non-proliferation or only loosely connected with it. And we feel that peny of them
have arisen from sheer misunderstanding. _

29. Take the question of the peaceful uses-of ﬁuélear'energy. It is an incontrovertible
fact of history that large-scale atomic research was motivated by military considerations.
Consequently, those countries which were the first to engage in the manufacture of
nuclear bombs were also the first to.use nuclear energy for other, not warlike, purposes.
They have thus acquired an advantage over all the other States which entered the atomic
stage later.
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30. There are few countries' which could afford the simultaneous use of the atom for
military and peaceful alms — and here I have in mlnd of -course,: a. serlous and intensive
development in both fields, not Just a token displey of dubious capabilities. " Except -
for some of the existing nuclear Powers, there ig probably no country.wh;ch could afferd..
that. o S o _ ‘
31. Let us now cons1der the poss1ble effects of the acqu1s1t10n and development of
nuclear weapons on the economy of a country in the intermediate stage of scientific and
economic development. Generallzatlons are, of course, hazardous .because developments
in the economlc and sc1ent1f1c fields do not always go hand in hand. But we can, for
the sake of our argument, examine ‘the case of a country which has attained marked progress
1n bas1c research in nuclear physics, chemlstry and radiobiology and which has some
s1gn1f1cant achlevements in the productlon of nuclear installations, inreactor and fuel.
technlques, ‘and in the manifold applications of nuclear technology. i ;
32. We can, I suppose, reasonably assume that a nuclear armaments programme which such .
a country would embark upon would be relatlvely modest by modern standards and woudd. also -
be ‘carried out without grants or substantlal ass1stance from abroad. That may amount.to
a programme of some fifteen to twenty atom bombs carried by bombers.in the first five-.
year stage,.some twenty to thlrty hydrogen bombs and‘warheads, a fey dozen 1ntermed1ate~
range rockets and perhaps one or two submarine nuclear missile carriers in the second
flve—year stage — all thls at a total cost of some $5 000 m11110n~$6 000 million. The .
cost in terms of money, spread over a perlod of say ten years, may not seem to be pro-
hlbltlve. But that is only one of the factors, and not by far the most important one,
For in real térms a nuclear arms programme would 1nvolve a redlstrlbutlon of the national
income and productlve resources w1th far—reachlng short—term and long-term effects which
only a very rlch country could sustain w1thout serious damage. .
33. Peaceful nuclear technology would naturally fall the first victim since almost
the entire sc1ent1f1c, englneerlng and technical personnel, and almost all nuclear
installations and plants producing nuclear apparatus would have to be assigned to the .-
nuclear armament effort A good number of s01ent1flc and research institutions — as
well as 1ndustrial enterprlses in the chemical, metallurglcal, electronic and other’
fields — would have to be converted for the exclusive purpose of nuclear procurement,

with a consequent draln on the most quallfled and highly. skilled human resourcgs. -
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34. It is very likely that “Such a programme would influence profoundly the imports of the
country concerned. - ‘It might therefore affect current production énd investment. It is
doubtful whether it.could be achieved without a drop in consumption and employment levels.
As I have ‘said before, I realize that the‘consequences of a nuclear weapon programme

mgy ‘vary from coﬁntry to country, depending on the level of economic and scientific
development. But I venture to contend that nowhere would those consequences prove
harmless to the economy as a whole and, in particular, nowhere would they prove teneficial
to the peaceful uses of the atom.

35. Theat is why we cannot accept the assertion that the countries which have forsworn
nuclear weaponry are handicapped in developing peaceful nuclear technology, or even that
the balance in that field would for ever remain tipped in favour of the nucleér—weapon
Powers.  Actually, as was stated here a few days ago by you Madam Chairman — and as

was proved by the experience of your own country and of Canada, India and Czechoslovakia,
not to speek of others —— research, development and production in reactor technology and
in similar fields have not been hampered by lack of knowledge obtained through the manu-
facture of nuclear weapons (ENDC/PV,200, para. 9).

36. 1f anything, the treaty on non-proliferation would promote the peaceful uses of
muclear energy even further by opening up new vistas for world-wide co~operation. and

‘ making available the scientific and technical achievemeﬁts of some to all. We shall
certainly insist on including in the text of a future treaty on non-proliferation a
provision to that .effect. For once the treaty is concluded the present mistrust and
uncertainty over the use some countries may make of the technical information, material
and equipment received will be dispelled, at least in rélation to those who have signed
or adhered to it. It will, of course, be a matter for the sovereign decision of each'
State whether to enjoy or forgo those larger benefits of international cé—operation in
the field of the peaceful utilization of the atom.

37. Yet another guestion related to the uses of nuclear energy — that of the so-called
peaceful explosions -— calls for some comment. May I say here how much impressed I vas,
Madam Chairman, by your statememt at this meeting. Although my views on some technical
or economic aspects of the problem are not identical with yours, I can assure you that we
shall study your statement very carefully because it contains a wealth of very con-
structive suggestions. We may come back to the problem at one of our subsequent

meetings.

L}
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38. Coming baock to.my prepared statement, I should like to say the following. It is
hard to believe that an issue which is at present of more theoretical than practical
valus, and which may remain so for many years to. come, would in any way obstruct or even
delay the signing of a non-proliferation agreement by any country. True, one cannot
predict a1l .the potentialities of the atom. But one would have ‘to stretch onefs
imagination very far indeed to consider nuclear explosions. as an industrial device or a
daily occurrence. It is the opinion of people who are well acquainted with the subject
that if we finally succeeded in some gisﬂant future in harnessing atomic energy for
peaceful explosions -- which is not at all sure, given the requirements of safety -~ such
explosions would be very uncommon events, and that even then they would be impracticable
in most of the inhabited lands.
39. 1Is it really worth while for a non-nuclear country to engage in &n expensive, if not
economically ruinous, proposition which may eventually prove purposeless, especially if
the nuclear Powers solemnly pledge to provide their appropriate services at low cost
when ca;led upon, possibly without making any charge for. research?.
40. Now let us consider the international aspects of the matter which are of interest .
to us all. The technology of producing nuclear explosives for peaceful uses is
analogous to that for manufacturing nuclear weapons. Nobody here, or elsewhere, has.
provided evidence to the contrary. Hence such explosives would have to be covered by
an international ban on proliferation. We agree that the use people make of their
gxill and, for that matter; of the explosives that they invent is a matter of will.
But, within the context of disarmament, objecdive capability counts for more than sub-
jective will. A1l States would readily declare, I am sure, that the weapons they
possess are not intended for aggwessive aims. Would that be a satisfactory substitute
for destroying those weapons? , ‘ .
41l. The development of nuclear explosives -~ although they were labelled "for peaceful
purposes” —— by one State could not fail to generate mistrust and alarm among others.:
It would provoke contagious regional imitation by rivals reluctant to be outclassed or
by foes fearful of being outstripped. i .
42. Ilu considering both the technical and international political aspects of the problenm,
let us then adopt a realistic attitude and rather see to it that the treaty does not
contain any loopholes which might defeat its very purpose. ,
43. Another question which has been raised during the debate is that of security.
Security is obviously of universal concern. No one can feel safe in our age, when the

possibility of the automatic launching of missiles with nuclear warheads has made every
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corner of our globe Vulnerable, and when a war of mass annihilation mey break out not
only by design,' but even as a result of miscalculatien, error or other accidental
circumstance: A global threat should be coped with by a global effort, preferably =
through the. United Nations, which was set up primarily for that purpose. o
4. Having said that, I concede that non-nuclear-weapon States not belonging to military
alliances may have preoccupations of their own, and we are far from disregarding them.
But I honestly fail to see how those preoccupations could be met, at this juncture,- to
the entire satisfaction of all. Certainly, the acquisition of nuclear weapons by
additional States would not be the proper’ answer. Conversely, the renunciation of those
arms by the present non-miclear-weapon States and their refusal to let those arms be
stationed on their territories might be a rational policy of self-defence, for it would
reduce to a minimum the threat of nuclear arms being used against tﬁem. Consequently
we' would favour the inclusion of a separate clause on nuclear-free zones in the treatj
on non-proliferation, as suggested by Mexico (ENDC/PV.295, para. 16).

45, -“Furthermore, may I remind my colleagues that the Polish plan for & denuclearized
and limited ermaments zone in Europe (ENDC/C.1/1), under the chapter "Guaranteée",
contained &n obligation to be undertaken by the muclear Powers: first, to refrain from
any steps which might violate directly or indirectly the: status of the zone; and,
secondly, not to use nuclear weapons against the territory of the zone. A similar
provision has been 'included in the Treaty of Tlatelolco on the Prohibition of Nuclear
Weapons in Latin America (ENDC/186). Now the Govermment of the Soviet Union has pro-
posed a guarantee of the non-use of nuclear weapons even against 1nd1v1dual
denuclearized States (ENDC/PV. 297, para. 14). o -

L6. Some may cons1der such steps as 1nadequate. But who would deny that, barring a
general atomic weapons race which may engulf us all, those are the’only realistic”
solutions at a.time when speedy general and complete disarmament is still beyond our
reach and the remunciation of non—allgnment is con51dered by the countries concerned to °
be unde31rable‘7 )

47. I have, naturally, not exhausted all the topics which have arisen during our debate
on a non—prollferatlon treaty, and I shall intervene again if necessary. But in
conclus1on 1 should like to make one remark of a general nature. Concern’ has “been
voiced about the state of our negotiations. The Polish delegatiOn shares that concern.
We think that everything possible should be done to speed up our work,fbut we do not
attach any particular importance to the length of the list of speakers or the length



. ENDC/PV, 302
. 14
> C ‘ (Mr. Blusztajny Poland)

of our.méetinés; . These meetings, together with thé everyday unofficial bilateral and
multilateral céntacts and the discussions our co-Chairmen are cdnducting, to our mind
constitute a single negotiating'prdceés which has had its ups and downs, but which -~
contrary to the ominous augury of some -— is not at an impaése I hope that we shall
all perseverec towards the attaimment of a common goal, remembering, however, that time
is not on our side.

48. We have been reminded often by some that the solution of the question of non-
proliferation should be considered from the point of view of the contribution it would
make to the cause -of security and peace in the world as a whole, and that, in the order
of priorities, it should transcend the more narrow interests of closed military groupings.
We subscribe to that. .But we cannot help néting that the very same Powers which have
been proclaiming those indisputable truths are acting at variance with their own
declaraﬁions.\ For it is precisely because of that very definite tendency to accord
privileées to a group of nations, for no other reason than to appeasé the one which is
more than reluctant to accept the very concept of non~prolifération, that we have
encountered difficulties in our negotiations. The divide between nuclear and non-nuclear
~ Powers is a fact of life. But to creaté still another division among the non-nuclear
*States by allowing some of them to be specially treated under a non-proliferation agreeQ
ment —— be it in the field of control, or any other —— would be unjustified and thus
hardly tolerable.

49. These con31derat10ns will have to be teken into account if a treaty is to be

achleved

50. - Mr, AZEREDO da SILVEIRA (Brazil): I should like to express my appreciation
of the speech we have heard you make today, Madam Chalrman. My delegation will study

it with great care, Of course, we Brazilians believe, in the framework of a serious

and constructive position in favour éf a lasting noﬁ—proliferation treaty, that we

. should.be free to carry out peaceful explosions with our national means — if we feel
that that better serves our national interest and that of any nation, especially the
developing countries —— under appropriate internationél control. I should like.to say
that we agree with the principle that to close loop-holes in the. treaty to be approved by
us, the treaty should deal with controls in a more extensive way than by merely having
them répresented in it by the simplified idea of prohibiting peaceful — and I insist

peaceful — nuclear explosions.
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51. There is another matter which I wish to mention today, end I shall be very brief.
Lately in this Commlttee W& hivé héard with 1ncrea51ng frequency the argument that the
non—nuclear countrles would be much better off if they renounced the manufacture of
nuclear weapone ~- weapons that they do not poseess and do not,lntend to possess.
According to that argument the hnman and mafefial.reseurces they would save.in that

way and would hence be\able to apply to peaceful nuclear exploits would increase their
capability in that promising field. That is a very tempting prospect, but the truth
is that the non-nuclear countries, and among them especially the developing nations of
the world, have unfortunately not yet devised a way of creating out of nothing, or at
least out of very little, the resources they need. In other words, if they renounce
something they do not have and do not wish to have such as a nuclear arsenal — and the
balance of obligation is what we are interested in —- the simple act of renunciation is
not likely to produce Ey itself the great amounts of capital and skill needed to develop
more rapidly their potentialities in the field of the peaceful. application of the atom.

52. - The CHATRMAN (Sweden): Before reading the communiqué, I have a special
function to perform. I have been requested by our co-Chairmen to read the following
statement to the Cormittee on their behalf: —_—

"The co-Chairmen cf the Eighteen Nation Committee on Disarmament discussed
the priority to be given to the question of non-proliferation and to the other
subjecte which delegations to the Committee may wish to discuss. They noted that

- the General Assembly has called upon the Committee to give Turgent consideration®
to the question of non-proliferation as a matter of 'highest priority!
/A/RES/2028 (XX) and A/RES/2153 (XXI)/. They also noted that the General Assembly
has urged ali States to take 'all necessary steps! to achieve a\non-proliferation
treaty 'at the earliest possible time! /A/RES/2149 (Xx1)/.

"The co-Chairmen were of the opinion that it would be unwise to schedule
a series of meetings to be devoted to specific subjects other than non-proliferation
at this time because this-might delay consideration of statements'on non-
proliferation which delegations might wish to make. They noted on the other hand
the recognized right of any delegation to raise and discuss any disarmament.
subject in any plenary meeting of the Committee.!

—————
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Ihe Conference decided to issue the following communigué:

"The Conference of the Eighteen-Nation Committee on Disarmament today
“held its 302nd plenary meeting in the Palais des Nations, Geneva, under the
chairmanship'of H,E, Mrs. A, Myrdal, representative of Sweden.

"Statements were made by the representatives of Sweden, Poland and
Brazil.

"The next meeting of the Conference will be held on Thursday, 8 June 1967,
at 10.30 a.m."

The meeting rose at 11.30 g.m.




