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INTRODUCTION AND  BACKGROUND:
THE ORIGIN AND DEVELOPMENT OF

NUCLEAR POLICY
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The initial steps. towards the formulation of a coherent nuclear
policy were taken iﬁ Brazil, immediately after the end of the
xgbcnnd'wbrldiﬂar. The discovery of nuclear power as an energy
al&ernative  vias of great significance to all countries-in
international systém, big or =mall, developed or developing. On
the other hand, its destructive pntential hbad already been
demonstrated in Hiroshima and Nagasaki. _ #nr Brazil, the
economic significance of nuclear energy as a2 support for its
development offensive was the prime impetus behind its earl&
steps towards acquiring nuclear knowhow. Indeed Brazil’s
original nuclear perspective underlines Fhe aspect of the non
economic or purely destructive use of nuclear energy in the
shape of armaments, as a wastage of resources. ‘0 To that
effect President Juscelino Kubitschek (19236-61) put forward the
concept that the developing countries should  benefit frnm. the
resources reieased by the reduction of expenditure on armaments(
The idea was to récnnvert resources thus gained towards combating
prubléms of poverty anﬂ under development that were chronic to
developing countries. In fact the Brazilian foreign policy from

the mid-1950s to the early 1960s advocated the *3d” formula of

disarmaement, development and decolonisation. These remained for

‘

1. Brazil was one of the earliest advocates of complete
disarmament. During President BGoulart’s time (1961-64) it
became one of the eight members of the United Nations
Disarmaments Committee. OFor details see H. Jon Rosenbaum and
Glenn M. Copper: ﬂBrazil'and the Nuclear Non Proliferation
Treaty" International Affairs: wvol.46, January 1970 p.74-70.

r
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sometime the cornerstone of Brazilian foreign policy and by that
token established very early the intimate relationship between

(2)
Brazilian nuclear aspirations and its foreign policy.

Two points of importance emerge from the above analysis:-—-

i) That the initial shape given to Brazil’s nuclear policy was
in the context of the viability and promise of nuclear energy as

(3)
ong major input.

ii) that this rationale of development was directly 1linked on

the external front with advocacy of disarmament.

The Brazilian nuclear programme partook of the above two stands,
and such an Drientatiun> continued till the coming of the
military to power in 1944. Subsequently some new considertions
emerged with which we shall examine in the course of this
chapter. At this point, it is wurthwhiie to consider the

various ressons perceived at that time that served as incentives

2. Ibidem.

3. In the 1950s nuclear energy was presented as a miraculous
spurce of energy in the United States, Britain , France and the
Soviet Union. In Brazil, therefore, it seemed to be essential
input to overcome under development. Also, the marketing drives
by multi-npaticnal corporations (M.N.C°s.) and promotion by
International Atomic Energy ~Agency (IAEA) of the idea of
videspread Civil Uses of nuclear ensergy contributed. See Jose?
Goldemberg, "Brazil in Joseph Goldblat (ed.) "Non—-Proliferation:
TL— e and bha Whersfore" (Stockholm, SIPRI, 19835) p.B86.
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for Brazil’s nuclear efforts.

In the first piace, the economic incentive for Brazil to seek a
nuclear alternative for its high energy requirements cannot be
overstressed. For a country which traditinnally regared
extensive eﬁnnnmic development &as an undelayable imperative,
poor fuel pntentialiwas bound to be a 1iability. In such a
situation the dramatic possibilities of nuclear energy were hard
to overlook. Despite being a huge country, Brazil is
exceptionally lacking in forcing energy sources. In fact as
recently as in 1946, wood furnished 707 of national energy
supply; @ The promise of oil in the 1950s was soon belied and
the esronomy has ever since been subjected to a constant threat
of inaﬂequaté energy resources as far as indigenous production

(5)
goes.

-

It is arguable of course that the hydro—electrical potential was
. (&)
and is enough tp pbviate heavy investment in nuclear energy -

4, Robert Wesson, The United States and Brazil: Limits of

Infiluvence (New York, Praegar Publications), 1981 p.75-74.

5. Ibid. However, hydro-electric production has increased
three—fold since the mid 19605 leading to fears that the water
flow potential near the major cities may be exhausted before the
turn of the centurv.

4. It is estimated that the hydro—-electric potential of Brazil
is large enough to satisfy the needs of the country bevond the
year 2000. Jose’s Goldemberg op cit p.B83.-

Robert UWesson op.cit. p.7é
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But then there were other important constraints. Firstly, the
bulk of hydro—power potential is rather remote from the main
centre of population and carrying it towards those centres from

the remote arsas invelved substantiai cost and technological

. (713
difficulties as well. Secondly, and what is perhaps = more
important , for long the Brazilian Govt. and technocrats have
(8’
regarded nuclear as a symbnl of modernization. Going

nuciear meant entering the select companies of highly advanced
nations to refrain meant accepting secondary status and alsoc to

succumbing to a technnlogical gap.

There were also other important reasons which could be called
politico—- strategic. = The Argentinian nuclear ambition and her
efforts along those lines were from beginninag, a prime factor in
Brézil’s nuclear designs.(Q) Argentina started out on the>
nuclesr role -earlier than Prazil and this more than anything
else provided the trigger to Brazil’s precipitate efforts in

(1)
the early 50s to acguire nuclear knowhow. It is plausible

7. According to Patlo Nogoueira Batista., the erstwhile chief of
NUCLEBRAS "the installation of nuclear reactor will enable these
energy resources to be used right there without costly and

wasteful long distance transmission”. Norman Gall op.cit.
p.17%.

8. Robert Qeasan op.cit. p.7é&

9. Erﬁest W L efever, Nuclear Arms in_ the Third_ _world,
(Washington DC : The PBrookings Institutions) 1979

10. Nporman Ball, "Atoms for Brazil, Dangers for A11" _Foreign
Policy MNo.23, Summer 1976 p.52-65.
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to underscore here categorically that the Argentinian nuclear
béhaiour has been is and shall be a constant factor in Brazil’s
nuclear considerations, whether it be in the ﬁature of
confrontation and rivélry or of co-existence and cooperation {(a

(11)
recent trend in the relations between the two countries).

The combination of economic political and strategic incentives
along with the perception of nuclear capability as a symbol of
modernisation was a factor in making Brazilian decision maker’s
eérly endeavours to acguire nuclear technnlngy.(IZ)
It also led to the establishment of a structural set up to
regul ate ’and promote a national nuclaar programme. During the
second administration of Getulio Vargas (1951-54) the Conselho
Macicnal de Pesquisas or the Council of National Research took
un the task of NMuclear development and made the first effort to
secure the ngclear technology. The catalyst to these efforts
had been the developments in Argentina. Already in 1930
President Juan Pero’n had set up ‘the Aragentina National
Commission for Atomic Energy (CNEAR). Twenty months before the

hydrozen bomb was actually exploded by the United States, Pero’n

declared to the worlid that thermanucleaw reactions had been

——

11. For details see "Acordo Mais Important”® Na Area Nuclear” in
Folha de 530 Paulo , 11 Nov.1986. :

12, Victoria Johnson mentions three objectives : 1 to prepare
- for anticipatory energy demand ., 2)to demonstrate _greater
scientific_competence 3) to acquire a security option. See
Victoria Johnson "Brazil® in James E Katz and 0Onkar
Marwah, "Nuclear Power_in Peveloping countries® (Lexington,

Lexington Books, 1982) p.%7-117.
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carried out successfully inside Argentina, albeit at laboratory

(13
level. These experiments were later proved to the false
{14)
alarms. However, at that peoint an alarmed Brazil was
driven to seek help in allied occupied Germany. In 1953,

fpdmiral Aivero ﬁibevtu, the first President of Brazil’s Natinnal

Research Council visited Germany and> met scientists who had
allegedly piayéd key roles in the abortive Nazi atom bomb’
project. 2 A secret deal was subseguentlvy signed up for

three gas centrifuges uvranium enrichment and also for special
training of Brazilian srcientists in German?. Howeever the
United States occupaticn authorities found out fhe whole deal
and seized“ the egquipment just before shipment. Sopoon after the
Uu.s. Eowt”warned Brazil against any such misadventurous in her
own interest as also of the'Unifed States. (e Nevertheless by
1955, Brazil had once again attemptéd « unsucressfully to obtain

_ - {17}
technology from France.

13, In 19390 President dJuan Pero’n commissioned a research
facility in a remote island in a lake in southern Argentina,
with Ronald Richter, an emigre Austrian nuclear physicist as

Director. "On Feb 15,1951" PFPero’n declared soon after
Ve rssthermonuclear reactions were carried out......0n a

technical scale.® Richter added "I control the explosion...."
quoted by Norman Gall-op.cit. p. 180-181. : ‘

14, Argentineg scientists later found that Richter’s
achievements were far short of his claims. Ibidem.

15. Tbkid p.181.

16. ibid p.182

17. See Clovis Brigagaco® Brazil®s Muclear Policy: Dilemmas and
Options® in Helena Twomi and Raimo Vavrynen (ed) Militarization
and Arms Production (Croom Heim, London 1983) p.206. :
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These failures notwithstanding., the early attempts  to abtain

technology on the part of Brazil highlighted some points of

importance. E—

i) That Brazilian leadership Mas canvinced about the

indispensability of nuclesr technology for Brazil’s
development needs: as a cr " ¢ for international prestige;
as .an effective deterrent against possible Argentinian
belligerence. e

ii) that Brazil was prepared to deviate +from the traditional

path of avtomatic dependence upon the United States on all

-

matters and obtain technology on its own whenever feasible,

showing thereby its asgpiration for greater autonemy and its

external relations.

The second point needs to be qualified. Traditionally Brazil
and United States have shared a special relationship from the
auspicious beginning in 1822, when United States was the first
country to recognize Brazilian independénce to the time of the
Second bWorld War when Brazil was the only Latin Amefican’cuuntry

to commit troops to Europe. The special friendship was

18. Both Argentina and Brazil view their nuclear programmes as
contributing to several national qoals. Development,
independence (in Pnlicy Making) ., regional influence and a
greater role in the international system William H. " Courtney
"Nuclear Choice for Friendly Rivals" In Joseph Yager {ed)
Muclear Proliferation and _US Foreign Pplicy . {(Kashington DC
Brookings Institute ., 1780) p.250
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(19)
apparent. The post-war period alsoc witnessed a fair degree
of Brazilian’s dependence on the United_States especially on the
econamic front. The relations however, followed a downward
< a1} ﬁta}ting from quite intimate (as during the Presidency of
Enrico Dutra (1946-1%50) and also of the second Presidency of
Getulio Vargas (1950-346) to functional (as during Juscelino
Kubitschek’s perinﬁ).czo} In the 12460°s the Presidencies of
Janio Quadros and Joao oulart effected the major departures in
Brazilian +foreign policy and sinte the sixties to the present,
Brazil-United States ties have never recaptured the intimacy
despite initialv efforts by the military rulers(as by Castelo
Brancao). - The rise of nationalism affected external policy ltou.
Ever since this fime there bhas been a persistent trend in
Brazilian domestic and foreign policy to project a more
avtonomous and independent‘ decision making. To that extent
continued dependencelnn United States, bas been after the
1960°s increasingly a matter of choice. ‘In facrt, Brazil has
constantly shown a tendency since the 1960°s of enjoying the
‘economic benefits of living in an Inter-American Alliance system,
but to the exclusion of any inter American seéurity ties in

the mannar of North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO). or the

alliance between Australia and New Zealand and the United States
(21)

(ANZLUS) . The two main aspects of such anti super. powerism

19, For details séa Robert Wesson op.cit. p.15-18.

20. See Ibid p.19-31.
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particularly an anti US orientation in Brazilian external policy

have been -

a) Of Brazil aspiring s for an autonomous decision making
capability in her external relations, in consonance with her
domestic priorities. Therefore, it increasingly seeks a mutual
relation with the United Statés wherein the latter’s influence
is limited and less intarventinniét in matters to which Brazil

accords highest priority as national interests.

bi of Brazil willing tﬁ recognize the obvious benefit of an
inter-American alliance especially on economic and technological
front but averse to being party to a security umbrella uﬁder the
United States or Seing exclusively_ dependent on the United

States for technology — transfer and economic benefits.

The svolution of Brazilian nuclear diplomacy in consensus with
its nuclear aspirations partakes of the above trends in Brazil’®s
fureigp policy orientations. It ies crucial to note that the

United States was the earliest and the principal collaborator in

21. GSince the mid 1960°s Latin Americans have been seeking to
revise the juridicial structure of the inter American system to
strengthen its economy and social function and to de-emphasize
paolitical and security issue.

See Margaret Daly Hayes® Latin America and U.S5. National
Interest : A_Basis for U.5.  Foreign Policy (Boulder,

Colorado, Westend Press, 1984) p.248-251
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the development of a%Latin American Nuclear Research Pragramme”

beginning in the 1950°s with the Atoms for Peace Programme of

: (22}
which Brazil was a principal beneficiary. Yet since the

19260°s the trend has been in the direction of -

i) a movement away from cooperation with the Unites States.

ii? more bilateral nucliear cooperation among Latin American

countries.

i1i) Growing instances of cooperation between Latin American and
‘ (23)
non—Latin American countries.

Given this analysis of Brasilia’s nuclear behaviour, it is clear
that the study of the origin of develdpment of a ¢Brazilian
Nuclear Policy ° needs to be seen through a time of two decades

or more , i.e. since the earliy fifties till the early seventes

——

22. In the eariy 1950°s the United Gtates signed Atoms for
Peace agreements with Argentina and Brazil and it 1later
furnished Brazil with a research assistance. The Atoms for
Peace Frogramme, launched under Eisenhower Administration, was
intended to involve a limited sharing of nuclear technology for

peaceful purposes— while maintaining overall U.S. control of
sencitive procecsses.

William Perry and Sheila Kern, "The Brazilian Nuclear Programme
in a Foreign Policy Context”, Comparative Strateqgy , Vol.i,

no’s 1 & 2, New York 1978 p.3533-70 '

23. John R.Redick. @ Nuclear trends in_ lLatin America _ in
Aspen Institute for Humanistic Study, Governance in_the

Western Hemisphere, Background papers, June, 1982.
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when - decisive sfeps were taken to give concrete shape to - a
nuclear programme. However prior to the mid ;1?60”5 not much
was achieved in substantial terms to manifest a well formulated
nuclear policy in Brazil. (2% The German and French
"misadventures” in the early fifties, coupled with strong United
States disapproval of such attempts . led Brazil to fall back on
United Gtates for initial progress in the nuclear area. It
acquired some technology from the United States under the Atoms
for Peace Programme. In 12535, under ancother agreement with
Mhshingtnn . Brazil receieved five experimental reactors by 1973.
Juscelino Kubitschel:’s government was the first to decide on the
construction of a 150—200 M power reactor following the United
State model. The adminietratien}ef Buadros and Goulart after
him, eowever, settled for the French models. This was in
keeping with Quasdi-os? iIndependent ‘Fnreign Policy® efforts.
HawEver the military government that came to power in 1964,
cancelied .the French project even as France itself switched over
to the United States medels.<25) The post - 1954 military

government let the nuclear guestion in limbo for a few years,

before settling down for an agresment with the United States in

24. H.Jon Raosenttaum and Glenn M. Cooper, op.cit. p.

25. Brazil’s pldest nuclear resgarch reactor, the American
designed IEA-R located at the institute of atomic energy near
sao Paolo has been in operation since 1957 (5 Mega watt reactor
fueled by enriched uranium from U.S5). A second research reactor
called Triga-1 i=s operating since 19460 at Belo Horizonte . A
tried one , Agronaut is in Rio's institute of National
Engineering has been operating since 1945. All three reactors
are based on US designs and covered by I6EA safequards.
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1247 to purchase reactors from theIWEstinghnuse comparny 5 the
. ' : {(25)
largest exporters of nuclear reactors in the world. Another

agreement in 1971-72 provided for wranium mining in Brazil and

enrichment in United States for the Brazilian reactor - Angra -1

and fngra —-11. ; The EXIM . BANK extended credit for

. the project in 1972 and . of course to manage
) (27)

it all NUCLEBRAS was created in 1970. All these exchanges

between Brasilia and Washington signified an apparent nuclear
dependence of the former on the Latte;. The equation however
was not that simﬁle.

In 19267, at a time when thEvUnited States Brazilian cooperation
endeavour ﬁn the nuclear front seemed to be on a high, the
Brazilian Bovt. decided to work for an independent fuel (cyclé
which was, for its'thEntial dangers, not acceptable to United
States. On the other vhand, Washington’s . condition for

nuclear collaboration were also not any, more acceptable tb

26. The preference for US models which use enriched uwranium was
a victory for non-proliferation efforts by United States as
natural vranium resctors produce sxplosive grade plutonium. See
Morman Gall op.cit p. 1B&-187. '

27. The military Govt. relied  more on Uni ted States
friendship, and believed in its advantages in terms of economic
and political benefits. On the nuclear front it guaranteed

"high technology j:and dependshility." PMoreover, in the early
1960, the US sold reactors worldiwide in the wake of French and
Canadian wventures in Israel and India. — Robert Wesson op.cit.

p - 75_99 L
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(28) )
Brazil. Morepver, the latter had separately started working on
' . (29}
a fifteen year plan for nuclear independence. What is more

in the early seventies, the Soviet Union also had begun offering
(30)
Brazil an alternative source of enriched uranium.

Such deviétinns from the United States® line was on the part of
Brazil, in @ keeping with its growing power potential,
economically and politicaliy. It also was complementary to her
search for autonomy in its external relations. It has already
been said that nuclear energy was regarded by the technocrats in
Brazii, liké in other developing countries, as a symbol of
modernization. In {267, Fresident Costa e Silva claimed that
nuclear energy camp bridge the gap between ‘developing® and
industrial nations. .Secuﬁdly, Brazil was, by the early

seventies already seeking to come away from the pale of

28. 1In 19467, while fArgentina’®s CNEA was making elaborate plans
for construction of ATUCHA,Argentina’s first reactor, President
Costa e Silva approved a report by the National Security Council
of Brazil which recomsmended scoms permanent objectives H
transfer of Muclear Technology to Braziljindependence in
production of nuclear fuels;y; creation of an infrastructure of
support for the nuclieal programme and training of personal. See
Norman 5ail, op.cit. p. 185-185..

29. In 1967, CNEN reportedly commissioned a 15 vears
feasibility study Ffor building an Atom Bomb - H. John
Rosenbaum" Brazil’s Nucieer aspirations” In Onkar Marwah and Ann
Schulz (ed.} Nuclear Proliferation and _the Near Nuclear
Countries . (Cambridge, Massachusets, Ballinger, 19753). By

hindsight it seems to have been a false report.

30. Robert Hesson op cit p.78.
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East—-UWest idenlbgical rivalry and to seek her interest in more
natural terms,»@ath in the international and regional spﬁﬁﬂgil)
Finally it has to be contended that the +triggering factor
to Brazilian disenchantment with the United States vis-~awis her
nuclear aspiratinns vias the openly discriminatory attitude of
the super powers towards non nuclear states.(sz)lt amounted to
discrimination and denial especially in view of the fact that

Brazil =ctill considered the United States as a special friend.

The 1977 White Paper.nn Brazilian Nuclear Programme refers to

the NFT as seeking "to legitimize a distribution of power which
is unacceptable (to Brazil) " .(3&) Such an attitude was seen
as monopolistic and one that aimed at freeziﬁg the world order
intn.nuclear haves and have nots toc the extent that even
peaceful usbks of nuciear ensrgy weré denied to the later. ‘This
Wwas unacceptable in Brazil and contributed to her disépprnval

of United Etates in transigence to the nuclear ambitions

{apparentliy peaceful) of a faithful ally.

1. In 1967, Cozta e Silva claimed that nuclear energy can
bridge the gap between"developing®and "industrialized nations”.
See Robert Wesson op cit p.B83.

32. Ewven though the brimary relationship in various areas of
economic and political consequence around this time were with
the lUnited States, Brazil has nevertheliess starting being more
dynamic in bilateral and mulii lateral diplomacy. See Ashok
Kapoor "Internatioconal Nuclear Proliferation @ Multilateral
Biplomacy and Regional Aspecits (New York N.Y)" Praegar
Publishers 197%) p.330-355.

33. " Brazilian Nuclear Programme" Govt. of Brazil, Brasilia,
1977.




PAGE NO. 15

Subsequent actions of United States, seemed to confirm Brazi;’s
suspicions. In 1274, the oil crisis came as a rude shock to thé
later®s optimism in the wake of the "Economic Miracle" Years.
In the face of a fuel crisis, the seemingly over ambitious
pragrammes of nﬁclear develapmenf now seemed esseﬁtial for
Brazil’s economic growth.The Indian explosion in May 1974, was
for Brazil a definite proof of the possibility of autonomous
develngment of a successful nuclear programme on the part of a
developing nation. v To add to this, Brazil’s premise of
special relationship with the United States was destroyed in
Brazilian? perceptinn when the inited States Atomic Energy
Commission (USAEC) notified her thaf it could not guarantee
gdelivery of the previously promised enriched uraniumi In fact
Washington returned the advance payment. Already Brazilian
-nﬁn—adherénce to nucliear non proliferation treaty (NMPFT) had
given Washington reason to prevent Hestinghouse Ffrom building
(33

enrichment and reprocessing facilities in Brazil. The

Brazilian Bovt. on the cother hand refused Westinghotise’s offers

34. The Indian explosion greatly affected the nuclear
projections of both Brazil and éArgentina and there were
speculations about the utility of an explosive capacity for the
developing countries. For exampls , the Argentina Journal
“Estrategia” praised Indids Peaceful Nuclear Explosion °(F.N..E)
as showing haw an uvnder—developed and technologically dependent
countriss can attain objective based ewciusively or her  own
appreciation of priorities.) See Normsn Ball,np;cit.lsé

5. Such policies of denial directly led to Brazilian
gisenchantment with the U.SG. as the onliy guarantor of the
constant supply of fuel. These steps greatly alarmed Brazilian
energy planners and made the Govt. to seek out other

alternatives,
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to participate in enrichment plant construction in United States.
The leadership in Brasilia insisted on the entire fuel cycle,
*from ore to kilowatts,” in addition to reprocessing facilities,

. (36!
to be within Brazilian territory and under Brazilian management.

The United GStates policy of intransigence and denial led
directiy' of the signing of the Bunn—Brasilié nuclear accord in
June 1%75. The Fedsral Republic of Cermany had already shnwn
considerable interest in Srazil’s nuclear efforts and in fact a
technical agreement had been concluded between the two countries
in 1269 it=elf. (37)In any case that accord signed in June

1973 then amounted to the largeét nuclear transfer to the Third
Worid. It not onily gave a new dimension to Brazilian nuclear
diplomacy hut.also cdnfirmed the independence orientation of its

foreign policy.

From the very first attempt to obtain technology from occupied
{383

Germany up to the signing of the "deal of the century” -

‘with the Federal Republic of Germany, Brazil’s nuclear policy

had complemented its foreign policy consideration of autonomy

36. It is to be understood that by the early seventies Brazil
was much interested in exploration and mining of uranium which
was then believed to be in potentiaily 1large gquantities
in Brazil’s Hence the projection of complete fuel cycle
capability as a feasible and desirable programnme. For details
see Norman Gall op.cit. p.l68-177.

37. FRG foreign minister Willy Brandt visited Brazil in 1948
and had discussed matters of nuclear technology. After the
agreement was concluded in 1769, Brazilian engineers began
travelling to West Germany and nucliear cooperation was formally
instituted in 1971. In 1974 -75 negotiations started for the
Bonn-Brasilia Nuclear fccord. See Norman Gall, op cit p.165.
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and flexibility of action. From traditional bilateralism to a
more p?agmatic multilateralism Braziliaen external policy was
directly reflected by its nuclear diplomacy. 57 The original
issue of the evolution of Brazilian nuclear policy, on the other
hand, can be longically linked with her domestic priorities.
Thus, a chain reaction (o link can be established between
Brazil’s domestic pressures , her nuclear policy and her nuclear
diplomacy. The last one is an aspect of Brazil’s overall
foreign pnlicy perspective and therefore npt phly affects it but

also is affected by the same. Thus when the fuel crisis raised

new domestic economic considerzstions for Brazil in terms of  a

nuclear alternative, it brought home to Brazil the truth that
38. William H Lowrance "Nuclear‘ Futures for Sale: Issues
raised by the West German—Brazilian Nuclear Agreement" in
Abraham Chayes and W. Bennet Lewis (ed.)

* Internationsl__Agreement for Nuclear Fusl Reprocessing "

(Cambridge, Massachusets, jBallinger Fublishing Company) p.201.

32. In this connection William Perry énd Sheila Kern observe
*Brazil is currently well advanced in transforming itself from

an obscure regional actor, pursuing a clientelistic
international policy, on to an autonomy power—centre with a
positive and influential world role. In many respects its

recently emergent nuclear programme may be seen as catalyst and
touchstone of the entire process ....."(emphasis added).....See

William Perry and Sheila Kern, op cit p.54.

~

40. MWilliam Perry and Sheila Kern clearly elucidate this
iinkage :-— "Although the social problem of under development
presses....there is also in clear evidence a parallel
evolution....which augurs the continuance of & dynamic and self
sustained developmental trajectory.”

"In the International sphere these increasing capabilities have
ied to a crystallization of the long latent Brazilian aspiration
towards International stending” Earlier they talked about "the
nuclear programme as a catalyst and touchstone of the entire
process. "

See Wiiliam Perry and Sheila Kern p.54-56.
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nuclear dependence contributed greatly to policy dependence and
a bold move away from such independehce was not only desirable
(41) '
but also imperative.
{42}

Hence her move towards the "European Option” in the shape
of the 1975 accord with the Federal Republic of Germany. This
accord not only gave booost to Brazil’s nuclear aspirations, but

also accredited to her external relations and independence in

real terms.

It is significant that Brazilian nuclear policy bhas over the
" decades been a touchstone of its foreign policy. This gives
rise to certain considerations that give substance to .this

chapter and the subsequent ones.

Firstly, the question of the connection between incentives (both
perceived and real) and the nuclear behaviour of a country, is
of primary importance, Brazil’s incentives have been largely

categorised by scholars under three broad heads:

.

41. This point was brought out later by the Brazilian Govt. in
its white paper on nuclear policy "the economic growth of the
country or its mere subsistence cannot be dependent on third
countries” decisions as to prices and supplies of essential
fuels."® The Brazilian Nuclear Programme Government of Brazil,
Brasilia, 1977.

42. This concept implies lessening dependence on United States
and increasing ties with Europe. See William H. Courtney "
Nuclear Choice for friendly rivals"” in William H. Courtney and

Joseph Yager (Ed), Nuclear Proliferation and US Foreign Policy

{Washington DC , Brookings Institute 1980),p.232
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a) the economic incentive(especially in the context of eneragy)

b) as a support for the drive for international prestige and

globalization of Brazil’s rule in international politics,

, (43)
c) Security considerations especially vis~a-vies Argentina .

These observations are plausible to the extent that Brazilian
leadership over the years Has stressed the importance of ﬁuclear
capability for realization of Brazilian dream of a great power.
For axample, Costa e Silva contended that to gain nuclear
capahility was ;ammensurate with Brazil’s developmental
aspirations. Similalrly, Brazil has been consistent in its
opposition to NPT as also applicatiun.nf treaty of Tiatelolco in

its territory, which it énnsider discriminatory.

The second inference concern Brazil’s consistent claim for an
open option. Its nuclear diplomacy, taking into consideration
a1l important aspects like its reaction of United States denial
in pursuit of an 'European Option’®, its opposition to exclué;ve
denuclearization of Latin America, its drive on the
international fora for a peaceful Nuclear Explosion (P.N.E.).

Capability has been underlined by the singular factor of keeping

4F.83ee Victoria Jdohnson, op cit pp?7 William Perry and 5Sheiila
Kern op cit p 85-67; Max G. Manwaring "Brazilian Military: A
capability Analysis” In Wayne & Selcher {(ed? Brazil in__the
International: The Rise of _a Middle Power (Boulder, Colordo,
Westview Press, 1981) p.77-8B1.
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the nuclear aoption open. In effect it amounts to having a
nuclear capability that can at any point be wviable both for
peaceful and military use. Brazil has refused to recognize the
fact that a peaceful nuclear explosion is physically

(443
indistinguiséble from an non peaceful explosian. This non-

recognition can only be understood as a deliberate act of non
compliance with the linéaments of a super power imposed non
proliferation regimevthatAis inherently discriminatory. It goes
without saying that this attitude of Brasilia is in keeping with
energing foreign Ibnlicy orientation of greater
(45)

avtonomy.

In sum 4, the Brazilian quest for nuclear capability can be seen
not as a manifestation of domestic priorities or an incentive
‘fnr development nnlyﬁndr for that matter can one see the
Brazilian nuclear policy only as a part and parcel of a

politico-strategic consideration of greater security. Similarly

it is not exclusively a projection of Brazil’s drive for

-

44, "Banning nuclear explosions would not be an absolute means
of checking the spread of nuclear weapon for, at present level
of technology, nuclear weapon can be manufactured without resort
of nuclear explosion” - part of statement of Brazilian
represaentative at the 18th Nationzl Disarmament Conference —:

UH.N. Document, ENDC/ PV.363 ., 8 Feb,1968 para 351 tao 80
{Brazii).

45. By the mid seventies Brazilian statement revealed a
continual plea for an altered world order, an order “stripped of
the tragic heritage of power politics". However, underneath
this utopianism was the operational element of Brazilian foreign
policy i.e. to make room for its own vertiical mobility. See
Ashok Kapur op cit pl.342-343.
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modernisation and technological independence. It is rather
combination of all these incentives that have led Brazil to
consider a well developed nuclear programme as a significant
element in her search for a more effective role in international
politics. To acquire such a status, Brazil has endeavoured over
the decades fn enbance her much fnuted potential. One important
part of this endeavour has been her nuclear policy and nqclear -
diplomacy, through which she has persisted in attempts to
a?g¢ment her autonomy as an independent actor in world affairs.

We turn to the next chapter, to an analysis of Brasilia®s™ quest

for nuclear independence and conseguent foreign policy autonomy.
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T¥he evolution and conduct of a nuclear policy is dependent on
sev2ral factors. These factors considersd to gether are all
hﬁwftant in giving direction"« to a programme of especially

(1)
4Jitious proportions as in Brazil. The factors are:.

.1, Import and export or Transfer of Nuclear Technology.

2. Mining and transfer of Nuclear Fuel.

% Non-Proliferationm, safeguards and the weapons option.
"fxazil’s statements and action on these issues of importance,
has been consistently directed towards - asserting a position of
ahmst‘ uncompromisinol_; autonomy. It is interesting to observe

N

Thhatwhile in many economic, political and strategic matters
Bresilia ’g policies have been \influénc@ed by external
pra.uures, its nuclear policy bas been singularly self-directed.
Thi - has heen true even if her nuclear programme has never
achtually been self sufficient and reliance on external help has

bean a constant. In fact this dependence has often lead

In Dec, 17467, FPresident Costa e Silva approved a National
security Council report that recommended as permanent
oyectives, " Transfer of Nuclear Technology to our country:
ovlwining in the shortest time of our independence in the
] ction of nuclear fuels; creation of an infrastructure of
wppnrt for the nuclear programme ......" 8uoted in Norman Gall
“ﬁtams for Brazili’s dangers for A11", Foreign Policy , Nov.23,
Snmer—-1976, p.186.
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Brazilian wvulnerability to such factors as denial of technology.
and fuel by suppliers, conditionalities for transfer of
technology and fuel as well as safeguards imposition both by_
IAEA (Internatidnal Atomic Emergency Agenc?) and the supplier
countries. @ Besidesy the Govt. ocf Brazil has been
continually under pressure to be a party to non—proliferation
resigns like thev NPT (Non Prnliferaiimn Treaty) and freaty of
Tlatelolco ete. All these factors have however only partially
affected Brazilian nuclear intentions. Brazilain decision
makers down the year have struck to the long term objective af a

s

comprehensive nuclear capability and any compromise on such a
' (3)
programme has been at best a temporary set back . These set

backs have not affected some of the 77« RiroEg CoOmmon

i

denominators of Brazilian nuclear policy such as non adherence
. (&)

to NPT and acceptance of IAEA safeguards.

Such consistency has helped in underlining the Brazilian guest

for nuclear autnnﬁmy. At the same time nuclear,independence

2. The 1977 White Faper observes: "The Economic growth of the
country or its mers substance could be dependent upon the third
countries” decisions as to prices and supplies of essential
fuels. See Brazilian Nuclear Frogramme, Govt. of Brazil,

Brasilia, 1977 p.11.

3. BSee Nigel Hawkes," Nuclear Power: one law for Rich, one for -
Poor" in The Observer (London) 20th March, 1977.

4.1ike India, Brazil has accepted IAEA safeguards only
partially. There have been rumours about unsafeguarded
reprocessing technology within Brazil that are not covered by
1AEA. However subsequent developments have not supported such
spaculations more recent developments being the - Brazilian
Agreements in the field of nuclear energy which curtail any
chance of a Brazilian Govt. For details, Times of India . Feb
5,1983. BSee also Foreign Broadcasting Information Service/Latin
America Daily Report, 2 Dec. p. D.1-2,
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itself has been a major step in .the process of realizing
naticnal goals that Brazil had considered primary, especially
since the sixties - "development, independence, regional

(35)
influence and a greater role in internpational system."

The guestion of transfer of nuclear technology to Braiil has
been one of the earliest concerns of her nuclear planners as has
been -shnwn in the previous chapter the acquisition of such
‘sensitive technoloay® had not always been easy for Brazil.(&)

The very first effort were , in fact, rendered unsuccessful due
to external intervention. The US seizure of the gas centrifuges
in Germany however did not deter Brazil from attempting to
obtain technulngy from France instead. Cnnsidgring that around
this +time Brazil’s relations with Washington were guite cordial
and that Brazilian decision makers surely not have wanted to

damage them, such a ®*deviation”™ from the US line could suggest

three points:—

i) that Brazil was convinced about the genuineness of her need

for nuclear given the fact that nuclear power was hailed than as
£

=

5. William H. Courtney, "Nuclear Choices for Friendly Rivals"
in Joseph Yager®*s [ ed.]l Nuclear Prolifercation_and U.S.

Forepign_Policy (Washington D.C. Brookings Institute 1980)
.P.230 :

6. The phrase sensitive technology has generally come to mean
reprocessing and enrichment technoleogy which can possibly help
immediate production of nuclear weapons.  The Latin American’s
attitude to US allegation of acquisition of such technology to
viell illusirated by the Argentina statement "We don’®t believe
that technologies are sensitive. We believe that people are
difficult” Neucleonics Week . New ank,Feb 2,1984.
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ii) that she believed her traditional fkiendship with United

States was not damaged by such aspirations;

iii) that it was appropriate for Brazil to - obtain technology

from any source other than United States, if it served her
(8) .
,{' national interests.

it is this last point that Brazil emerged as a brime' indicator
of Brazil’s perception of its role in international affairs.
More specificélly, it indicated the willingness of Brazil to
shake off assumptiun‘ of tauvtomatic alliances® and make
avtonomous decisions as and when warranted by domestic
priorities.

}. This trand became increasingly vivid in the mid sixties with the
rise of Brazil’s socio—-economic capacities. The rapid pace of

soric- economic development increasingly rendered Yfanachronistic

7. That Brazil would turn to nuclear, power was inevitable.
With a rapidly expanding economy} -a communist state energy
avtonomy guarupled from 1940, when 779/ of Brazil’s energy was
derived from wood , charcoal etc. to the present diversity of
fuels. Hydro power though high in potential had become
increasingly distant from industrial centres.

A( 8. Brazil had kept herszelf open to technology transfer from
West Germany , France as well as United States right from the
garly vyears of its nuclear programmes. Germany bhad many
industrial commitments and United States business investment and
politico—strategic backing had been a constant. France was less
involvled and cseemed interested principally in joint uvrocnium ore
ventures.
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(9}
any form of clientelistic international strategy. In this
processe  the acquisition of technology on the part of any nation
is seen as an indicator of its present and 'future capabilities
as an actor in interpational politics. In case of Brazil this
has been an important cri£eriun. ey As observed earlier the
Brazilianvtechnncrats saw autonomy in the use of technology as a
"symbol of modernization®, thereby implying either indigenousv
development of technology or independence in acquiring
technology from .variuus sources. In the nuclear.sphere, the
second alternative has been more applicable, since Brazilian
ﬁuclear development has strongly banked on imported technﬁléézi
The United States spnnsnred‘"étnms for Peace" programme led to
some technology trancsfer in the fifties. 2 In fact till the
mid sixties .the inited Stateé had 'ennugh involvement in

Brazilian Nuclear Development to be able to promote or undermine

it. However, the nuciear understanding between the two

?. GSee William Perry and Sheila Kern "The Brazilian Nuclear
Programme in a Foreign Policy context” in Comparative Strategy
Vol. !, No. 1 & 2, 1978 .p-54.

10. Robert Wesson " The United States and Brazil: Limits of

Influence * {(New York, Praegar Publishers, 1981, )p.76.

11. Apart from United States, France and Federal Republic of
Germany, Brazil had also signed an agreement with Switzerland
for Cooperation in peaceful uses of Atomic Energy. " Keesings
Contemporasry frchives , London, July 10-17,19465.

t2. The Atoms for Feace Programme inaugurated under Fresident
Eisenhower ., was intended to involve a limited sharing of
nuclear technology for peaceful purposes while maintaining
overall U.S. control of revicsable processes. See office of
technology assessment , Congress of the United States, Nuclear
Proliferation and _ Safeguards (New York, N.Y. Praesqgar
Publishkers, {977 p.5) T T
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countries was far from mutual. Already in 1946, Brazil had
turned down the proposal of Bernard Baruch to give up her
thorium and uranium because of the injustice of nature. =

Ever since 1791, wanium was exported only wifh permiésiun from
the Brazilian Military High Command. Moreover, if the period
between 1934to the nid sixties was seen as a period of nuclear
' dependéﬂce, it stillldi¢ not produce much in terms of techndlugy
transfer on a large scal=. By 1972, .when Brazil signed a major
agregment with the United States,(Brazil and United States
signed a majnr agreement in 1972 as the Westinghouse company won

the corntract to build Brazil’s first nuclear reactor Angra-l)

the +treand was already towards a diverse and less clientil@stic

£ T
-

nuclear programme. The philasnphi:al and technological wé&ding
of the Erazilian nuclear | approach with that of the United

States was steadily un&ermined in the early seventiég@
Uitimatelvy, | the 1975 agreement between West Germany and Brazil

marked the high point of Brazil’s nuclear and foreign policy

independence  and the decisive drift away from rigid alignement

13. The very first resoclution of the general assembly adopted
in Jan 1946, established "A Commisison to deal with the
programme raissed by discovery of Atomic Energy. The United
States introduced for reacting proposals under the Baruch FPlan
for estahlishing an International Atomic Development Authority”
to which sheuld be interested all phases of development and use

of atomic eneray (emphasis added) "Thus creating on all
embaryasing international monopoly. See D.A.V. Fischer,
? Nuclear Issues ° Department of International Rel ations,

fiustralian National University, Canberra, 1981. See also B.
Bechhoger _FPosiwar Negotiztions for Arms Control .Green wood,
Connecticut, 1975,

14, See William Perry antd Sheila Kern "The Brazilian - Nuciear
Programme in Foreign Policy Context” in Comparative Strategy
vol., 1, nos. 1 and 2., 1978.
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towards more dynaﬁic external - relations , seeking a "global
(15
image" and a potentislly "global scope”.

A point that needs to be stressed in the Brazilian orientation
wWas the.satisfactian of her technological needs (in the nuclear
sphﬁﬂzmainlyi in that attempts by foreign governments especially
to prevent_Brazil fram acquiring nuclea} knﬁw—how has been an
increésingly unsuccessful phennmennn. Khile in 1953,
overwhelming weight of Brazilian dgpendence on US allowed them

latter to ph?sically stop s=ensitive technﬁlngy frum reaching
Brazil since the late sixties and especially in the seventies
snd the gighties, the US has énly'been able toc launch a  verbal

campaign against Brazilian acguisition of technology.

O the other hand, the seventies and eighties have also seen the
rise of new supplier nation who has cnmpaﬁe@iﬁﬁ for a share in
the internatiénal market for nuclear technology and know-how and
are 5%%‘ ab}e to chsallenge LS monopoly successfully. France,

Canada and more relevantly the Federal Republic of Germany have

15. See fAshok Kapur ° International Nuclear Proliferation Multi
lateral Diplomacy and Regional Aspects’® . (New York, NY Fraegaor

wahlichers, 1979)p.334-33.
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staged such technological coups.

The seéond important factor with regard to transfer of
technology has been the recent efforts of Brazil itself to
transfer sensitive nuclear technology to others countries. Her
cooperation agréement with other Latin Qmerican countries as
a2lso commitment to other extra regional states like Libya and
iraq confirms its independence of its action the nuclear sp;;z;,
Thus Brazil has by and large been successful in its nuclear
diplomacy to the extent of manouvering itself into a position

z

'””Z‘x@&uf almpst compiete autonomy in  obtaining,developing

e B e

and sharing nuclear technology.

Accﬁss to nucliear raw matérial constitute the other impnrtant'
variables for Brazil’s agpirations of nuclear autonomy. It is
evident that in the nuclear dealings between cnﬁntries in the
S.) world today transfer of nuclear fuel has had a place as
important as the transfer of nuciear technology. An active

uranium diplomacy has been a feature of the nuclear behaviour of

16. The West Germans in counterarguing the United States raiced
issues about transfer of sensitive technology to Brazil had
themselves mentioned that the davs of “industrial nation?
hegemony was aover and a developing could effectively be denied
technology by any one supplier because then the former will

simply turn to another country. See William H. Lowrence,
*Nucliear Features for Szle” in Abram Chayes and W. Bennet Lewis
{ed) international Arrangements for Nuclear Fuel Reprocessing:

(Cambridge Massachusetts Ballinger Publishing Company 1977
p.209. .

i7. By such acts Brazil had confirmed its emerging role as a
second tier supplier country. See for e.g. Leonard S. Spector
"The New Nuclear Nations® (New York, N.Y. , Vintage Books, 1984)

[ e e i i

p.196-207.
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aspirants near nuclearv ;Duntries. Brazil could hardly avoid
them the problem of fuel transfer given the fact that the early
years of its nucléar programme were of total dependence on
external help. It was speculated thet wanium might be found in
large guantities although mining was minimal and the potential
unsubstantiated, However, it was confirmed that Brazil had one
of the largest reserves of | fertile thorium
(18}

in the world.

Brazil had‘ certainly refused the. ambitiocus Béruchﬁ plan.
However-it did secretly cooperate with United States in shipping

' (19)

strategic raw material to the United States for several years.
“With the gradual multiplying of experimental reactors
Brazil’s need for nuclear fuel became‘impnrtant on the agenda of
bilateral conperation with tnited States. The eventual
agreement in 1972 for the installation of the first reactor (by
Westinghouse Electric) brought into greater focus, the need for
a steady supply of enriched uranium. The United States was a
willing supplier given the fact the other nuclear eguipment in
Brazil was also Jargely US suppliéd, The experiment with the

French designs had earlier been cut short by the coming of the

i8. See Norman Gall ° Atom for Brazil — Dangers for all® in
Foreign Policy, No. 23. Summer 1976 p.187.

19. Brazil had for many years secretly exported monazite sand
(a mineral rich in ‘thorium! to the U.5. See Clovis Brigado?
Brazil™s Nuclear Energy Folicy Dilemmas an d Options® in Helena
Tuomi and Raimo Vavrvnen fMilitarization and Arms Production
! ondon Croom Helm Ltd, 1983 p. 205
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Military to power in 1%64. So the reactors in Brazil were

by and-large patternﬁkfter their US counterparts. Consequently,
they _reguired enriched uranium as fuel; of which United States
was the principsal suppliEE.Sucﬁrambilical cord between Brazilian
neéds ahd.US supply became less welcome for Brazil towards the
late sixties as it limited her option to only such nuclear
material that was approved and supplied by United States.What
with the NPT debate and the US conditionality incorporated into -
the Treaty ﬁf Tiatelaléu, the prospects of free transfer of
technology of nuclear fuel appeared uhbromising. -Thus along
with its sspirations of an autonomous technology the Brazilian
leaders saw free access to fuel also as a Qital element in their

drive towards a nuclear Brazil.

Brazil sought to reduce its fuel dependenccy on United SGtates

. . : (21)
alone, by signing cooperation agreement with France in 1947.
Under the aggrement France was to assist Brazil in wranium

- exploration in the interiors of Brazil and also in research in
fast breeder reactor technology. Such an agreement which
focussed on indigenous fuel mining rather than ensuring the

other supplier pointed to the Brazilian offensive towards

20 For details see Clovis Brigagao“Brazil’s Nuclear Energy
Policy: Dilemmas and Options" Helena Tuomi and Raimo Vayrynen
{ed) Militarization and Arms Production . Croom Helm Ltd.
s 1983 p.206 .

2i. Ernest W. Lefever " Nuclear Arms in _the Third World * (The

Brokokings Institution, Nashington, DC 1979) p.104.
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gaining a fuel capacity to adequately cater to its tgchnological

acquisitions.

The decisive steps towards fuel autonomy wee taken by Brazil
with the 1975 Bonn-Bragdilia nuclear accord which aguaranteed
transfer of complete fuel cycle, thereby ensuring that fuel
mahufacture in Brazil could in future ﬁeat the rising demands of
technological infrastructure advance. It is important: to
recognize that ihis teal followed in the wake of the denial by
US of Ffurther nuclear fuel supplieis to Brazil in 1974.(22)

fAlready the il embargo had made the situation a desperate one
for Brazil. The stoppage of further deliveries of nuclear fuel
sgemed  to Brézil a totally unfriendly action on part of

Washington that apparently was construed to bottlenéeck on energy

line which ha¢: suddenly assumed significant dimensions.

The German deal was significant in PBrazil’s search for fuel

autonomy. The provision of iet—nozzle process was designed to
(23) .
facilitate uranium enrichment. Moreover, the German also

22. in mid 1974 because of uncertainty'abuut the capacity of
the US Govt. uwvranium enrichment plants (such as at Oak Ridge)
to supply fuel for future reactors. the Atomic Energy Commission
shifted some long term fuel guarantees to conditional status and
returned the deposit payment on  them. See William H.
lLowrence, "Muclear Features For sale” in Abram Chays and W.
Bennet Lewis (ed) ~° International_ Arrangements for Nuclear
Reprocessing 7 (Cambridge Massachusetts, Ballinger Publishing
Company ,1977) p.204-284 ‘

23. President of NUCLEBRAS Paulo N. Batista predicted that the
jet nozzle technology would render “"Brazil - foyalties from
worldwide sales" See William H. Courtney in Joseph Yaegar’s{ed)
NMuclear Proliferation and US_Foreign_ Policy (dashington DC,
Brookings Institute, i980) p.244.
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agreed to help Brazil in intensifying her uranium exploration.

The most recent developments are however of  considerable
ihat
interest. It nds obvious by the early eighties, the promise of

the Geraan=Brazilian accord had been largely belied. Thishad in
part contributed to the intensification of indigenous effort in
Brazil to develop not only apprapriate nuclear technology but
also to obtain fuel fabrication capacity. 0OFf special interest
ig the orogramme of research cnndﬁcted by IgElt (Institute of
Nuclear and Energy Researcﬁ)ﬁ a separate and federally funded
rezearch uﬁit at University of Sao Paulo).(zq) Substantial

portions of work there incleding a2 programme to develop

nuclear propulsion system for suﬁ:marines, are under control of

(252 . ,
the Brazilian KNavy. , A1l such activitieﬁhave been
categorised in Brazilian circles in recent years under the
: 126)
connotation of parallel programme. ‘ 0Of this we shall

discuss at greater length later in this dissertation.

The most important issues that involved autonomy in Nuclear
Affairs for Brazil were with respect to international non
prﬁliferatimn agreement and the the aspects of weapons option
are safeguards that they enteiled Brarzilian policy towards non

proliferation has followed a =ziq  zag course before finally
S

24. See for details leonard § Spector ® The_ New Nuclear

Nations: Spread_of Nuclear Weapons " (New York, N.Y. Vintage
Books , 1984} p.196-197.

25. Ibid.

26, Ibid.
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(27)
setting down to a stance of principled opposition. The
initial proclamations in the 1250s were characterised a
commitment to complete disarmament. (28 These pro;lamatinns
were guite well intentinned»and sincere. All the same Brazilian
leadership was dispused to de—link its nuclear ambitions. from
proliferation per se with the argument that a peaceful nuclear
programme was. in no way antithetical te disarmament. That in
essence had remained the running thread of Brazils stand on
proliferation issues. Conseguently the question of safeguards
and wEapons technology that vwere frown up with these
proliferation debates were dealt with by/Brazilian Statésman in
(29} .

& similar fashion.

For more than a decade prior to the NPT negotiations Qrazil had

(3
been at the forefront of arms—-limitation talks. Its
declarations on disarmament were guite positive -and
comprehensive in nature. Brazil’s expertisé and assertive

diplomacy in these matters came to a head during the elaborate

deliberations of the UN spuﬁsared Eighteen Nation Disarmament

Conference, the Commission for Denucleﬁarisation;ﬁgi Latin
‘ " S
S
27. See Ashok Kapur “"The Proliferation factor in South
America: The Brazil Argentina Cases” in Ashok Kapur,

International Nuclear Proliferation; Multilateral Diplomacy_and
Regional aspects (Praegar: 1979 N.Y.)

28. For details see H. John Rosenbaum jand Glenn M Cooper
Brazil and the Nuclear Non Proliferation Treaty International
Affairs Vol4é, No. L. Jdan 1970 p.75-76.

22. UN Documents see ENDC/PV 293, 14 March 19267, para 37 (UN
Documents) . '

39. H. John Rosenbaum and Glenn M. Cooper op cit pl 74-75.
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America'and the 1968 Non—Nuclear State conference®l) However
when NPT was finally put out for signature, Brazil- -
categorically refused to endorse its provisions as drafted.

Already ﬁhei Castelo Brancn.regime had warned of possibility on
NPT. While#he Government was not actually opposed to spirit of
the negotiations, the Brazilian repreéentati?é to the United
Mations . Pisarmament Conference in 1966,
Ambassador Antcnio Correa  do lLago stated that "among the
reservations which could be made to treaty, there is the-fear
that the non—nuclear powsrs, by signing it should not only be
guing up the possibility of having the most dreadful weapons
man’s imagination has ever devised, butvat the same time, should
ke furegning-the benefits which derive from the peaceful uses of

(32>
atomic energy.” '

The eventual Brazilian refusal to sign the NPT was of course not
unigue in that a number of other countries, including Argentina
. ) ) . . £39)
and India alsoc considered NPT as discriminatory and partial.
Aii the same Brazil had its own perspective which lent

redibility aﬁd rationale to such a decision. Brazilians at

least in the years of the ‘Economic Miracle’ were fascinated by -

31. ibid. p.74-75.

32. Gtatement by Ambassador Antonio Correado Lago. Delegate of
Brazil to United &States Disarmament Conference March 1,1966.
Buoted in H. Rosenbaum and Glenn M. Cooper op cit
International fffairs Vol 36, No. 1,Jan 1970 p.77.

33. See for details Mohamed Shaker?’ The Nuclear

Non-FProliferation Treaty” (New York. 0Oceana Publications_ Inc.
1980) p. 206—211.
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the application bf nuclear explosives for peaceful development
(34)
purposes.

They were convinced about the applicability of Explqsives
technology to & wide variety of problems ranging from digging
canals for irrigatinn to desalination of sea water. The
Brazilian ‘“tecnicos’ cited the benefits af.explaéive technology
derived by the French and the Chinese as proof of the merit in

- (35)
keeping the nuclear explosives option open.

Brazil has cnnéiétently refused tc eguate peaceful nuclear
explosive with nuclear wéapuns= Her argument on international
FOriu. Bas teen that a nuclear weapon involves several additi?nal
steps ovef and above a peaceful s=xplosives devicé, sé

Brazil’s representative at the ENDC sum@arised the viewsg of his

delegatiﬁn in the following wavy:

*The development of research in the field of nuclear energy

inevitably includes, at a certain stage the use of explosionss

Z4, One of Brazil’s first important statements on the  subject
explained that Brazil does  act idintend to acquire nuclear
WEADONS. ... .but we shall waive the right to conduct research
without limitation and eventually to manufacture or receive
nuclear explosives that will enable us to perform great
engineering work....." See ENDC/PV, 297, 18 May 1967 para 48
(U.N. Documents).

N
35. H. Jobhn Rosenbaum and Gienn M. Cooper “Brazil and the
NMuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty® in International Affairs vol
46, No. 1, Jan 19270. p79

3&. ENDC/PV 293 ,14 March, 1967 para 37 (LN Documents)
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—

to bar access to explosions would amount to hindering the

development of the peaceful uses of nuclear energys;

Banning nuclear explosions wonrld not bée an  absolute means of
checking the spread of nuclear weapons fn#, at the present level
of technology, nucl ear weapdns can  be manufactured without

resort to nuclear explosions:

Even after attaining capability to carry out _explosions for
peaceful purposes, non—nuclear—-weapon states would still have to
take several additional steps to embark on the manufacture of

nuclear weaponss

To contend that non—nuciear—-weapon countries ocught to relinguish
the possibility of developing b; national means nuclear
technology for peaceful purposes is, grossp mode , tantamount
to requiring that peaceful countries refrain from producing
caonventional explosions for industrial purposes;

Peaceful nuclear explosions may pruvi&a a solution to many of
the serious problems which confront Latin American countries and
developing countries in general in the economic field shch as
the digging of canals the connection of hydrographic basins, the

(37}
recovery of oil fields the release of natural gas, etc.

Ibidem.
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Thus it is obvious that Brazilians are of the
opinion that the signing of NPT would not only fofeclose a
possible weapaons optinn.but will also limit other peaceful uses
of nuclear energy. Moreover, Brazil cites that the nuclear
powers presented the treat% to the development countries as a
"fait accompli® and tﬁen asked the: non—nuclear nations to sign
on the dotted line. The nuclear powers themselves took five
yvears to negotiate the treaty. *"Nfter all the world has 1lived
for twenty five years with the constant threat of nuclear
devastation and wifhnut a non-proliferation treaty and the
Braziliané fail understand why they are being prodded

{38)
into sianing a document they consider to be imperfect.”

The non-acceptance of NPT regime by Brazil was in many wWays a
continuum to its attitude towards the earlier Treaty of
Tlatelolco o The Brazilian views on the Treaty of Tlatelolco are

. (3
discussed at length in Chapter IV - To be precise, Brazil

interpreted the treaty as one that "allows signatory states to

carry out with their own means or_in association with third
parties. npuclear explosions for peaceful purposes, including
explosigns__which may involvé devices similar to those
in nuclear wespons” {emphasis added) {300 . Essentially

38. H. Rosenbaum land Glenn M. Cooper * Brazil and Nuclear
Non—-Fraoliferation Treaty ° International Affairs , Vol 44, No.
1, Jan 1970 p.B1.

39. For details see Chapter IV, p. 70 #

40. See 5IPRI Yearbook, 1973, p; 43R3-439,
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Bfasilis’s reaction to both NPT and the Treaty of Tlatelolco has
been one of noncompliance to discrimination. In her perception
such- treaﬁies served only to "disarm the unarmed”. (i They
were inherently asymetricai éndv did not provide a balance

{42)
between duties and obligations. Morenver such

|
discrimination became obvious given the fact that Brazil was
willing to vaccépt IREA as the third party to ensure praper
sa{eguardsz' In effect, Brazilv waived éertain sovereign
‘prerequisites and opened its facilities to the IAEAR insggctnrs.
The Brazilian stance ‘duly satisfies the conditioﬁs Df the

{43)
MNuclear Suppliers Group Guidelines.

The point that merits consideration aﬁ this juncture‘is whether
a posturs of studied non—cumplianﬁe to non—proliferation regimes
does highlight Brazil’s nucliear and foreign policy autnnuﬁz; As
for Brazilian stétesmen are concerned, it does. ( The
Brazilian leadership clzimed, especialiy in the post NPT period,

the right of a developing country toc conduct a Peaceful Nuclear

explosion as 2 part of a developmental drive towards

4i. The expressiocn of an Argentine deleligate during the NPT
debates. Quoted in Norman Gall aop.cit p 79.

42. H. John Rosenbaum end Glenn M.Cooper op cit p 82.

43, Brazil to Accept Atumic(CDntruls, International Herald
Tribune (Paris), 17 January,1978.

44, fccording to the late President Artur Costa & Silva
(1967-69) , immediate .- potential obstacles (should not) be
created that might in any way present hindrance to the full
utilization of nuclear energy for peaceful purposes. Otherwise
it would mean our acceptance of a new form of dependence surely
incompatible with out aspirstions for development” @Quoted in H
Jonn Rosenbaum- and Glenn M. Cooper op.cit. p.74
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technological competence. The NPT in effect divides the world
into vthnse who continue their independent technological
develbﬁment without international constraints and those who
carnnct. “= So to deny signature to NPT would at least ensure

the possibilities for independent technélugical advancement

" which is a prereguisite for social and economic development.

PBrazilian nuclear behaviQQF regularly eva@ed the questidh of a
nuclear weapon, although occasional nationalistic cutburst seems
to render a2 bomb almost indispensable for Brazil’s great power
' aspirations (46), it is however pnssiblé to see some pattern in
Brazil’s views on the acguisition of nuclear arms as a factor of
international imphrtance. Cleariy Brazil is unprepared to
gdelink vertical proliferatiun from horizontal proliferation. It
spes horizontal proliferation, as nothing more than a

(47)
consequence of vertical proliferation

In the ultimate anslysis Brazilian policy on nuciear
proliferation regimés has been a reflection' of its overall
nuclear ambitions. The policy was initiated within the
Itamaraty (Foreign 'Ministry) by its then Secretary General,

(48).
Ambassador Sergig Corea da Costa. The position was further

45. Ibid p BO fF

44. Bee Victoria Johnson *Brazil® in James Everett Katz and
Onkar S Marwah. ? NMuclear Power in Developing

47. Costa e Silva quoted in Ashok Kapur, op cit p 345-346

48. H Rosenbaum and Blenn M Cooper® op qft g 80O
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developed by Paulo Nugueira' Batista, the then Hiﬁister- far
Political Plannieg in the Foreign Ministry and finally =dopted
by the Foreign Minister himself. Even in recent times pruspects
of any change in policy towarde the NPT are very marginaif49)

A strong eualitien of military and nationalistic elements and
political 1leaders has opposed formal closurel of the nuclear
nptinee, Tancredo News in his elelction campaign appeared to
support overall Brazilian effort to gain nuclear capability. 1In
- an interview with a major Sao Paulo daily, he declared that "it
iz important for Brazil to maeter the | entire  fuel
CYClB®eceese.Brazil can not abandon its policy of mastering the
atom in 2ll its phases.” =0 President Jose”’ Sarney has not
done anything to alter Brazil’s nuclear development process. It

still remains to be seen if Sarney can curtail military control

of many nuclear programmes.

Overall Brazil’s nuclear policy has followed strictly a
principle of independence of decision making and implementation
without undue external intervention. it has nnt'Lnnly been
acquiring and disbursing sensitive technology on its own, but
also has taken steps by itself to prumefe a nuclear diplomacy
that is bevond traditional assumpﬁions of alliance.For example

Brazil has of late been trying alongwith Argentina to reduce

49. See Jose’ Goldemberg *Brazil’ in Joseph Goldblat(ed)) Non
Froliferation: The Why and the Wherefore (Stockholm) 81IFRI,
1981 (p.8b6

20. Dr Tancredo Neves quoted in Leonard Spector, op cit p 201.
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tensions on nuclear issues in the southern core by agreeing to

mutual inspection of facilities as well as joint development of

{51y ¢
technology.- The earlier efforts of President Figueredo
and most recently the agreement of cooperation between

President Sarney and President Alfonsin have given importance to

nuclear ccoperatiunsﬁﬂﬁlthdugh there is controversy surrounding
{S53)

the nature of the nuclear cooperation aareement, it is

obvious that Brasilia has been handling her nuclear policy

mithout capitulating to any external pressures.

The IAEA"s safeguards have been a perpetual sorespot in
Brazilian nuclear plans. .ﬁlthuugh, most technology transfer
geals as well as fuel supplying agreements to Brazil are covered
by strong 1AER safeguards, presence.of unsafeguarded enrichment
and mining installations proved cuﬁtroversial. (o8 The
continuing Us'émbargn of nuclear fuel and reactor exports is an

effect of Brazil’s refusal to place some of its nuclear

installaltions under IAEA safeguards.

91. Argentina could provide fuel elements made from zircaloy
tubing.. Brazil can supply reactor equipment See. William H
. Courtney op cit p.zgq.‘ss

52. Figueredo visited Argentina in May 10980 and concluded a
number of agresments including some in the nuclear field, and
establiished a mechanism for future consultations between foreign
ministers, The scope for nuclear agreements included research
and developnent as well azs technology transfer. For details see
FBIS Dailyv Report: Latin America fFay 19,1980 p. D3-D4.

93. Though officially denied, some Aargentine officials
confirmed that the agreement was for a plutonium reactor. See
ERIS, 7 Dec.86 , Latin America Report

S4. Times of Indiz 5 Feb 1983,
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It is to be concluded, in fine, fhat the_nuclear behaviour of
Brazil ﬁas been commensurate with its growing stature as a world
power in her ‘awn kight. o= At least, the perception of
Brazilian power and capeabilities in the eyes of her
decicsion-makers has rendered nuclear tdependenzia’ an anathema.
Especially since the beginning of seventies PBrazilian nuclear
diplomacy hasi been pronouncedly fanti—statusquu’ in that,she
belisved that the super powars were trvying to perpetuate a
dichotomy of nuclear and non—nuclear nations .(56) It was in
line with ber emergent foreign policy éerspective, and
ultimately was complimentary to such a process. Hence the
Brazilian claim{like India) to secure a thenretical right to
acguire nuclear capabilities that give various nuclear option.
On the other hand, the guestion of disarmament itself is
considered by Brazil out of the context nf' a developing
country’s rights to peaceful nuclear explosion. In her view
"the main responsibility for taking concrete steps towards

{57)
disarmament lies with the nuclear weapon states."

S3. Brazil had cancelled its 25 years old agreement of military
assistance with United States over two issues that were those of
human rights abuse as alleged by US and the nuclear question
That it was prepared to end such an agreement (in 1977} showed
its self-perception of a2 “great power role® for itself. See
James HNelsonGoodsell™Brazil’s Aims: World Power® in Christian
Science ponitor 21 March, 1977.

S6. 8Bee ° Brazilian Nucle . ar Programme ° White Paper by the
SBovernment of Brazil, Brasilia, 1977. '

97. Co=ta e Silva guoted in Ashok Kaﬁur, op.cit,.p.245
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In the avent, however, the .apparent contradiction between
Brazilian ciaims to peacefuﬁ nuclear technology which is
understandablea. and its insistence upon a nuclear option, is
still a pnint. that can rcest doubts on Brazilian nuclear
intentions. o Moreover, the so called ®parallel programme?
with increasing military participation might not possibly
confirm Bragilia®s claimé tn‘ peaceful objiectives through an
autonomous technology. In any case, the pattern of nuclear
development in Erazil,as'in Argentina and India has revealed a
devolﬁtiun af the capacity of internstional control., especially

of the supsr-powers. For scme time now Brazilian nuclear policy

has been travelling the path ufvautnnamy and the Ffuture augurs

more nuclesr- independence.

=
i

8. See Jose’ Goldemberg. op cit p 86-87.
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(1)
The Brazilian nuclear programme developed in two phases. The

5%

A,

A

N
g')

fig

| first Phase involved acgisition and promotion of % an
infrastructure for {future nuclear progress. The second phase |
,§mllawing the modernization of tﬁe country’s economy after 1964;
saw the following of Brazilian nuclear autunnmy5 While in tﬁe
first phase Brazil had endeavoured to set out on the nuclear
road with technologircal’) heip from traditional allies, in the
second the ambitions military government perceived, before iang,
the discriminatory bias of the Non—Proliferation Treaty (ip
1949, Following the so called ’revdlutiun’ or the military
coup in 1944, the military guvernment was largely expected to
tpe the United States line of anti-communism and pro-US bias in
éconumic, political and military relatinns.. This however proved
in time to bq& simplistic projection. It.cannut be denied that
the United States strongly favuured the coup of 19&4. Ail the
Same, it would have been naive to expect Brasilia to identify
-érazilian rational interests with the wishes of United Stades.
In fact y the undertone of nationalism in the military coup was
bound to come. up boldly and it did. tExceptional wérmth " and
uncritical admiration for the United States gave way to atBrazil
first? policy by 1967 obviously spearheaded by the nationalistic

2 7 Moy .
(2 £

tendencies of the Armed Fufceéfds In terms of foreign policy g

e

i. See Clovis Brigagas "Brazil’s Nuclear Energy Policy:
Filemmas and Options” in Helena — Tuomi and Raimo Vayrynen (ed)
" Militarization and Arms Productign {(Londen Croom Helm, 1983

205~222.
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'Mi meant an assertiuﬁ of independé&ego‘The successar,ta Castelo
Branco,- General Arthuwr Casta a Silva (1967-1960) declared his
faith in independent natianalism, reaffirmed Brazilian
non—acceptance of the ‘Nuclear Non—-Proliferation Treaty, (NPT),
withdrew support for the Inter—-American Peace Force, demanded
tarrif+ concessions from United States and engaged .in a
controversy over instant :offeé@o Moreover, the Barrastazu Medici
1969-1974 Govt. that followed took further steps towards a
foreign policy stance that sought to prove that United States
approval was no more s critérign for Brazilian policy—making and
that EBrazil could msake important changes in her policy
perspectives. Thus President Medici rejected the Kissingerian
idea of a five cornered world (United States, Soviet Union,

European Economic Community (EEC); China and Japan) claiming

a corner for itself&4)1n short the Brazilian foreign policy
makkers were no more willing to regard Brazil as s satellite to
the United States. Such changes inorientation had a direct
bearino on the nucle=ar planniné. Already, the Government affer
1944 denied acceptance of the non-proliferation regime which was
seen in effect a3s a concerted ma#e by powers Qith vested

interests to close the doors of the atomic club. Indeed in

2. BSee Robert Wesson, "The United States and Brazil : Limits
of_Influence : (New York, Praegar Publishers, 1981) p 55.

3. Ibid p Sb.

4. Ibid p S9.
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December 1967 President Costa e Silva recommended several
permanent objectives +for Brazil in the nuclear area:” the
trancsfer of nﬁclear technology to our country; obtaining in the
shortest time our independence in the production of nuclearv

fuelsy creation of an infrastructure of support for the nuclear

programnes formation and training ' of
' (3

teams competent in the different (specialized) areas." Such

declarations of intent reflected a PBrazilian desire to

intensify its nuclear development in her quest far self

sufficiency. Several steps were taken in the direction of
. o (6)
obtaining technaology o technological know-how . The

highwater mark of this process was reached by Brazil in the
signing of the nuclear accorgd with the Federal Republic of
Germany in June 1975. This accord has historic implications.
First, it constituted a "major stép towards independasnce by’two
steadfast

(7)

}pgst war alliess of the United States. Moreaover, it ushered

in such new issues as massive nuclear technology transfer from

the First World to the Third World, greater competition among

S. Ruoted in Normah Gall "Atoms for Brazii, Dangers for all”
Faoreign_Folicy , no. 23, Summer, 19764. :

"64. Brazil signed deals with France and also with West Germany
prior to 1975. It signed a deal with France in 1267 and later
one with West Germany in 1969 . Earlier in 1965 it had signed
an agreement with Switzerland for cooperation in the nuclear
field. 1In 1970, India and Brazil agreed to exchange specialists
ang material etc. Under the terms of the agreement Brazil was
toc be inform=d of all phases of India’s nuclear experiment.
Helena Tuomi and Raimo Vayrynen ap.cit p.205-222

7. Norman Gall op cit p.15SS
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nuclear supplier cuuntkies, the possibility of military uses
of transferred technology and such related issues as
safeguards, inspection, safety etc.

For the two parties to the accord the deal was an achievement to

the extent that it promised catisfaction of the long standing

ambitions of hoth countries to attain nu;lear
self-sufficiency. @ For Brazil, specifically, it constituted
a stride towards a great-power statué. Fareign _Ministér
Azeredo da Silveira, after signing the agresment said that
"Brazil has gained new technological and p?;itical statﬁs

on the world scene with the nuclear agreement.”

The details of the agreement can be examined best only in .

relation to the various efforts that were made by the Brazilian

Government prior to the 197Saccord. It is perfinent also ‘“that

wa  look into the events angd factors that caused or influencéd

the =signing of an accord of such momentous significance . For

this we need to explare the general background of the agreement.

The Prezilian—-German nuclear accord was signed on June 27,1975
in the wake of upheavals in the world energy scenario in the
eariy 1970°s. The o0il embargo and the crisis that it brought

along was Lhowever not the sole causative factor behind the

8. Ibidem

?. Quoted Ihid p iEB

LY
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nuﬁlear deal. Frnm the very beginning,> Brazilian effarts have
been oriented towards a 1gng—term gbjective of self-sufficiency.
Faced with a vervy real enesrgy problem it was almost inevitable
for Brazil to explmrevncnmtraditinnal avenues of energy that
were not acnly high in pétential but were at the same time
durable sources of energy. However, this did not warrant a
straight choice between hydroslectric power and nuclear power.
in cther words they were not meani to substitute esach other. in
fact, theﬂprimary issué was one of feasibility and time.
Hydro--power pntentialg although among the world’s largest was
getting mare and more difficult to tap because much of the new
_potantial lie for remnyed from the
industrial centres af‘the Smuth—eastfia)

Under the ci%cumstances, nuclear power seemed to be a
prémising alternative primarily because it involved not only a
maijor step towards achieving technological moderpization but
also'connoted high political capital.® b Hence Brazil’s
endeavour to explore the nuclear energy option as early as 1951
can perhaps be explained by the perceived connection between
nuclear capability énd great-power status., Consequently, this
signified the fact that Brazilian aspiration of great-power role

are not recent but have been long -iztent.

-

10. See Hilliam W. Lowrance "Nuclear Futures Futures of Sale:
Issues raised by the West German—Brazilian Nuclear Agreement®
in Abram Chayes and Co. Bennet lewis (ed) "International
Aureements for Nuclear Fupl Reprocessing (Cambridge,

s v e o e e D g e e

Massachusetts, Ballinger Publishing Co.,1977) p.203.

11. Ibidenm.
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Brazil’s nuclear plans tended to favour external dependence in
the initial stages. This was unlike Argentina which after
initial import of.-required techrniclogy was disposed to
sxpleriment and develap technology over developing it
indigenously. In the process the initial tie—up with US nuclear
planning led kit +to adppt_ light—watér reactors which used
enriched uranium. Such a technology was normally used in Europe

and United Gtates. Canada on the other hand used and exported

‘heavy-~water reactors fuelled byiatural @ uranium. argentina

adopted this technology while also experimenting
{12)

with enriched wranium reactors. : Thus Brazilian dependence

on external help,. unlike A‘u‘ﬁenh‘naa\ featuYe 610 ‘the.fvh‘st ,{Amsecf

AT \1:7 T ':—=-.—.“’“"‘-"‘"k'-’j' N, e T T T e e Iy
- PR B e 0 - —_— - —t T Dl e e Ve T -
e t SN e b AL e D00 0T
N - 7 e e,
CEMTER el (70 7 T e T sy g en oo TDE ent
o Ty F ‘Q&”' e N =S . 3T
12. Ernest Lefever "Muclear Arms__in__the Third_ World "

{(Washington DC, Brockings Institution, 1979} p.18-19)
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her nuclear development and had its repercussions

on the second phase.

Brazil entered the second phase of nuclear
progress with strong reservations tdwards both Tlateloco
Treaty TAnd the Non-Proliferation Treaty.13 Conse quently
it saw the need to chart out an autonomous course
of nuclear“deveIOpment without any exclusive alliances
for help. Therefore it started signing several
binational égreements B;nd struck bargains with different

countries for her first major purchases.]"4

in 1967 the American firm Westinghouse won~: the
first major contract for building a Brazilian nuclear
facility inthe form of a 600. megawatt plant on the
coast above Sao Paulo at Angra dos Reis. It was named
Angra-I. The President of United States Atomic Energy
Commission(U.S.A.EB.C.)visited Brazil " to conyince
the client that "U.S. wanted to co-operate with the
new policy. On the other side, the President of the

13. See for details William He. Courtney "Nuclear
Choices for Friendly Rivals " in Joseph Yager(ed)
Nuclear Proliferation and U. reign Policy
(Washington D.C., Brookings Institute, 0
@@. 254-255 :

14, Brazil has so far signed maelear agreements with
Italy, Switzerlard, India, China apart from
the United States, West Germany and France and
of courge Argentina.

See Robert Wesson ov. cit gp. 77
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Brazilian Atomic Energy Commission pointed out the
divergencies betwyeen the two countriest! approach to
production of nuclear power for peaceful uses. Thus
while the USAEC tried to show to Brasilia thit it
would be profitable for the latter to buy nuclear fuel
from the United States. Brazil persisted in her desire
to achieve self-sufficiency for peaceful uses of
nuclear energy. Apvarently there was apprehension in
Brazilian circles thatAconfirndng the nuclear programme
to a framework of dependence on Timited fuel and
technology sources might impede Brazil's progress
‘towards an advanced technological platform while
admitting that the acquisition of such a range‘of
technology might mean susceptibility to nuclear
weapons production, the Ministry of Foreign Affairs
ng@ﬁé&h&ess argued " that not having comprehensive
technology would hinder the development of nuclear
energy for peaceful uses.315

The atmosphere of suspicion ecreated by the
discriminatory attitude of the super-powers during the
N.P.T. negotiations contributed in a large measure to
the Brazilian decision to diversify the supwlyagjsources.

This would at once serve the purpose of brlnging

15. Quoted in Helena Tuomi and Ranno Vayrynen,
O Cito ) 1p0207
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Brazil out of rigid alignments and also make her
increasingly autonomous in her multilatéral dealihgs.
In the nuclear sphere Brazil now could choose from
any of the tiree major sunplier countries namely
United States, West Germany and France with each
of whom it had had nuclear dealings.16

By the early seventies the United States connection
was increasingly seen as a limitatia. The German
alternatiVe appeared more promising and not without
reasons. Firsti§;West Germany had for quite some time
been a principal participant in the Brazilian industrial
sector. It had its own subsidiaries, had also establishec
collaborations and a%gggsd technology transfer.
Secondly already in 1953, Brszil had sought German
help in securing nuclear technology, thereby setting
a precedent for nuclear links with thé latter, such a
precedent coupled with the evident willingness of West
Germany to export nuclear technology might have
encowraged Brazilian decision makers to establigh a
Bann-Brasilia nuclear link-up. In 1969 Brazil and

West Germany signed an agreement of bilateral cofoperatiol

16. See William W. Lowrance op. cit {/.203.
17. Norman Gall, op.cit.{@p. 165.
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A solid foundation had been provided to this agreement
by earlier developments like the visit to Brasilia

by Foreign Minister Willy Bfandt when he had eXpressed
German interest in supplying Brazil with nuclear
technology. A few months léter, the Siemens Company

. of West Germany posted a Brazilian as President of her
subsidiary firm in Brazil. The 1969 agreement was )

signed with active support of the President of NUCLEBRAS,

Mr. Paulo Nogueira Batista, "who then became Minister
Counséglor of the Brazllian embassy in Bonn to
implement the accord. In 1971, another agreement was
signed with West Germany providing for training of
Brazilian techniclans and to establish a formal

working relationship between Brazil's National Council
for Nuclear Energy(CNEN)and the centre for Nuclear
Research in Julich(whose representatives were to help
promote German nuclear exportélls In fact subseguent
wislts of German scientists to Brazil raised rumours in
the press around the world and the Soviets evenvaccused

the Germans of playing an " atomic diplomatic game"®

i

' by making Brazil a sgglking horse for Germany's interestst!

18. Ibidem

19. H.Jon Rosenbaum and Glenn M, Cooper " Brazil
" and the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty"

International Affairg, January 1979, pp.88
Norman Gall op. cit b; 163.‘§§

(
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The actual intensification of negotiations with
the Federal Republic of Germany started as a result
of two emergencies affecting Brazilian nuclear plans-:

a) The Oil Embargo of 1973.

and b) the suspension of uranium supplies by United
States in 1973-74

These two situations in tandem, coming just
-at the peak of Brazilian 'econohic miracle! greatly -
affected her'energy outlook. It has been apthy
described by a scholar as a 'one-two punch!. PFirst
came the oil crisis in 1973 as oil prices quadrupled
in a yearts time following the Arab boycott. Brazil
in the meanwhile had achieved in 1973 a remarkable
growth rate of 11 .4 per cent. Imports, exports and
international money supply all grew by half and oil
imports by 46 per cent in the same year. But the
1973 Middle-East war brought the Brazilian economic
machine to an untimely halt. Brazil was by now the
developing worlds leading oil importer. A surging
economy had ovér a generation guadrupled her energy
budget and her per capital consumption of comme rclal
energy was 60 per cent greater than of the developing

20

countries as a whole. In the event, following the

20 See Wayne A, Selcher 'Brazil in the world:
A Ranking Analysis of Capability and Measures"
in Wayne A.Selcher(ed).
1Brazilian the International System:The Rise
of a Middle Power. .
(Boulder, Colorado, Westview Press, 1981§§?

W

«40-41
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1973 embargo, Brazil ran into deep balance-of payments

. oLy
trouble. It was around this time, more than @éﬁg

=45
other that the talk of fifty(50) nuclear plants by
the end of the century, started to seem less an
ambition and more a necessity.21

If the oil crisis was a life-blow to Brazilian !
economic progress and energy economy the United States!
denial of fuel supplies at this juncture was a greatly
distarbing de?elopment for Brazil. The United States
Atomic Energy Commission not only announced suspension
of all new contracts for future supply of enriched
uranium but also retroactively classified as "conditiomd"
contracts for 45 foreign reactors‘that were to begin |
operation in 1980's. These included two in Brazil and
ten in the Federal Republic of Germany. The deposit
payments by Brazil were returned. The move affécted
the contracts for fuelling of Brazils second and third
reactors. It generated a feeling in government circles
that accession to the NPT had been correctly avoided
and that it was imperative for Brasilia to avoid
relationship of vertical independence and promote

rather a policy of "horizontal interde;iendence"22

21. Rebert Wesson op. citéZp. 78
22.  Quoted in Norman Gall op. cit (ip. 162.
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Other developments besides the o0il crisis and
the United States denial though related to the two,
were ne#erthiess individually contributory to the
creation of an atmosphere to which the nuclear accord
seemed a logical follow-up. For exsmple, the West
Germang had been seeking the Brazilian market for
quite some time ( i.e. before the 1975 deal itself).
It had glso attempted tie-ups with Argentina. The
fact that the German firm Siemens had won the Atucha-~I
contracty(Argentina and Latin Americats first nuclear
power plsnt)in 1968 might have served as a point of
consideration for the Eyropean Optidn in"the face of

United State8? high-handedness.za,

The negotiations for the Bomn-Brasilia accord
started only after the United States cut-off of future
contacts for enriched uranium in July 1974. Following
the visits of several important German @ignitaries to
Brasilia, agreement on the deal was finally reached
on February 12, 1975. Soon afterwards the United States
was officially informed about the deal.® The U.s.

23. William A, Courtney op. cit@ﬁ@. 252
24. Willlam W. Lowrance oOpe. citg@p. 205
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Ambassador Martin Hillerbrand was informed in Bonn.
. A foyrman delegation from the U.S. state department
arrived in Bonn on the 7th of April and induced the

Germans into enforcing stricter safeguards.25

On June 5,
the Buropean Commission alsc reviéwed the agreement
for prospective export and informed from Brussels that

it had no objections.26

Ultimately on 27th June, the
bilateral agreement was signed amidst much diplomatic
fanfare. While the complex 'umbrella nature! of the
deal triggerred worldwide controversy, its conclusion
was vigorously defended and vociferously applauded in
Bonn and Brgsilia. @n the eve of the signing of the
deal the West German Foreign Minister exXpressed ready
appreciation of Brazil's status in the world in .
eloquent terms. He said, "the weight of Brazil‘in
~world affairs increases every day. In a world full
of disturbances and contradictions, the conduct of
youf country, Sggggr Ministerjsappears as a factor of
stability and equilibriun.?? Similarly another
official defended Germany's new relationship with

Brazil and said that given Brazilts will and capacity

250 Ibidem
26. Ibidem
27. Quoted in Norman Gall op. cit gp. 155
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to build nuclear installations of her own,'it'was
only wise that a Eartner who is faithful to the
latter's aspirationsg should help her combat the
"development gaﬁ%s The Brazilians seemed largely
enpouraged by the prospects of the deal. Thae
Gommanding general of the first Army in Rio&k) Janeiro

contended that the nuclear accord "constitutes a decisive

step that reinforces the countryts SOVerei?my“ and

also that it would transform Brazil® into a great
power", Again, Foreign Minister Azeredo dg Silveira
welcomed the agreement as a step towards'horizontal

interdependence for Brazilian relations with other
29

 The international response to the deal was
however not so optimistic. Although China expressedfj
great satisfaction'" because the atom ought to serve
511 humanity and be the monopoly of é fev powers,
responses elsewhere were characterised by alarm?o
The New York Times editorialized it as "nuclear madness"

and called the move " a tragedy for West Germany as

28. ' Ipid fp. 166
29.  Ibid #®. 187
30. William W, Lowrance op. cit;gp. 201
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well as mankind as a whole':31 Senator John 0. Pastore
complained about the "peril in the (United States)
backyard, while Germany'!s own backyard was being
defended by United States herself. The Soviets though
restrained showed concern at the signing of the deai.
In any case the signing of the deal ralsed substantial
controversy to invite comment from the German newspaper
Neue Rhein-Zeitung that the agreement was "the most

controve¥sial foreign deal ever struck by West German

industry."az

The !'Agreement! wés essentially a blanket deal
for the supply of the entire nucleap fuel cycle
facilities right from the "Ore to kilowattst', plus
facilities for reprocessing spent fuél. It contained

the following essential features-:

i) Uranium exploration and mining:- Uranium
prospecting and mining and conversion will begin
immediately with NUCLEBRAS owing 51 percent and
workiﬁg with URANGE- SELLSCHAFT which shall own
49 per cent of the shares. While the promise of

31le. See tNuclear Madness' in New York Times, June 13,

32, qoted in William W. Lowrance op. cit {p.201
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uranium was not encouraging, it was agreed to
that 20 per cent of any ore mined shall g6 the
FRGe The initial area of exploration was fixed
at approximately 73,000 Square Kilometres.

11)Uranium Enrichment: This was one controversial

aspect of the deal primiarily because the?pilot-plan'
to be built with German help by 1981 waswfo ;se a
techni que which was as yet commercially not proven

( i.e. by 1975). The process called the Becker

jet nozzle technique had in fact not been favoured
in West Germany itself. The criticism on this

point had been answered with the reply that Brazil's
plant will be located near some large dam with
ready supply of hydro-power and can thus facilitate
better the high electricity consuming jet-nozzle
process. The NUCLEBRAS share in this aspect of

the deal was 75 per cent.

iii)Puel Fabrication:- A pilot plant for
fsbrication was to be buflt in Brazil by Germans
and NUCLEBRAS was %o own 70 per cent of the shares,

(1v)Reprocessing Spent-Fuel :. A small reprocessing

plant was to be built by NUCLEBRAS with technical
assistance by a German consortium. The NUCLEBRAS

share would be 100 per cent,
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v) Power Reactors:- Finally the power reactors

of the 1300 Megawatt Biblis pressurized water-type
were to be built by a combine of Kraftwerk Union
AG (75 per cent) and NUCLEBRAS( 25 per cent).
The first plant was to be manufactured almost
completely in West Germany, assembled at Angra
and t ranferred on a turn-key basis, by 1985. There
was also option forVSix more plants by 1990 with
increasing'participation by Brazilian industry
'in the construction and éamponent manufac ture !
(to reach 70 per cent by 1980 and 90 per cent
by 1990)33 '

There were a number of other contracts and
subcontracts included in the package. However, all
said and done, the deal was, on the whole, based on
the centrepiéece of the trénsfér of eight nuclear
reactors together‘worth-$ 4 billion that would
accelerate Brazil's nuclear energy pfogramme toward
a possibly generating capacity of 10,000 megawatts of
of electricity by 19905% However doubts accomnanied

33. TFor details see William W. Lowrance op# cit.
e pp. 201-222 h
also Norman Gall op. cit. pp. 160; Edward Wonder
"Nuclear Commerce and Nuclear Proiiferaticn
Germany and Brazil" Orbis vol. 21, No.2, Summer 197
4pe 277-307 |

34. Norman Gall op. cit pp. 157, also "Brazilians
and West Germans sign § 4 Billion Nuclear Pact®
New York Times, June 28,1975,
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such claims about the prospects of thé agreement. Fur example
it :was commented that "the Germans have sold an enrichment
process that does’nt work, . .to enrich Brazilian wranium that
doesn’t  exist.” {35) Such observations were not _entirely off
the mark. For one the German technoloagy was new . and
commefcially not PFOVEN- Secondly,the Brazilian uranium

reserves have not provedto besubstantial so far.

The initial euphoria died down giving way toscepticism about
thefeasibilit?. Whereas the agresment hadestablished thatthe
plants would all beinstalied by 1981 and 1982 it has projected
fhat even by 1990 Brazii might have onlyone out of the eight
plants. (35A) The Brarilians themgelﬁges seem to be in recent
vears more optimistic aboutthe hydro power potential. As
thethings stand today, " thenuclear alte.rnative seems to be less
highly regarded iﬁBraziltﬁan inArgentina. Such a turnabout from
the eariier optimism has  been caused. by a combination of
factorse such as inordinate delaYs in implementation projection

of cost overruns,

-

35. William W. Lowrence op cit p 207.

35A In January 1981 Brazil officially acknowledged inability to
meet nuclea.r plants construction schedule. Brazil®s Mines and
Eneiqy Minister at the time, Cesar Cals observed that all nine

piants would not operate till the year 2000. See _Nucleonics
Week , January, 13, p.3
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and of course anmestic oppasition in the form of the scientific
onmunity’™s displeasure nvertheﬁhnle agraement. In fact the very
first reactor to beinstalled (by the weéstinghouse Corporation)
byan agreement concluded as far back as in 1972, came into
operation after extensive delayvs and cost escalation in 1982.
{346) The reactor had airsady gone through varicus stages of
experimentétian and_had heen scheduled to go into operation long
before it actually did. However it stopped operating for some
time in 1984 due totechnical snags and was latelr restarted in

1786 after due testing. (37)

The late installetion of Angra—-i i;self broadened domestic
apposition to Brazilian nuclear accord ;ith FRE There were
subsequent L reports of ‘secret project decisions with the FRG
cading control to thelatter of key enrichment project decisions
etc. {38} In anycase the fact remained> thattechnical
cantroversies notwithstanding the whole programme had to be

uitimately defended on economic terms.

-

34. See Nucleonics Weel:, June 24, 1982.p.7
37. Nuclecnics Week,Sept 24,198! p.%
Z8. Daniel Poneman "Latin America" in Rodney W Jones and others

" The Muclear Suppliers and Non Proliferation @ International
Folicy Choices. ™ (lLexington , Lexington Bokoks 1986) p.183
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Already by the late seventies the govt. was hesitant asbout
going through withthe plan and the 1979 Energy Plan mentioned
only éngra-! , II aﬁd 111 Reactors. (39) Moreover by 1981, it was
, exght

cilear that Brazil would not purchase all theA@)Reacturs as per
the agreement. vIn the face of sounting opposition from the
scientific ;nmmunity and theeconomists President Figueredo
visited Hest Germany in 1981 "to put a quiet end to the large
plans in such. other ways of cnﬁperation in theenergy field"
(40} . By then the prospects for Brazil gaining control of a
complete nu:léar fuel cycleféseemed remote. ‘Neither transfer of
ﬁechnalugy nnrextensive training of personnel hadbeen achieved
satisfactorily. 1t was complained that Brazil had infact
succumbed to a neo—- colonial policy bysﬁgning the nuclear
accord. {41} There was appruximately US % 3.5 billion worth of
eqﬁipment and sefvice imported from the FRG between 1975 and
1980 without any %eal transfer of technology. {42)

39. Margret Daly Hayes “Latin aAmerica and the U. S. National
Interest A Basic for U.8.Foreiogn Policy (Boulder, Col or ado
Vestvisw Press, 1984) p.206. :

40. Ibidem.

42. _Ibid p B3.
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Moreover in retrospect, there seem also tchave beén an incarrect
appraisal of the energy situation nf the country in 1975,
leading to an exaggerated commitment to nuclear energy. In
1275, slectrical energy consumption was growing at a rate of 10%
per yvear which might have led planne?s to believe that most
suitable hydro electric sites might be used up by 1990. (43)
Later., the rate of growth of electricity consumption dropped and
a revaluation showed hydro elactricrpntential tobe much greater
than anticipated. Récent estimates seem toindicate a hydro
power potential large enough to satisfy’ the needs of Brazil
bevond 2000 AD. {44} So the nuclear energy programme has turned
out s0 far as a largely redundant exercise given the fact that
Brazil to date possesses just one reactor producing 6246
megawatts of electricity, which is but a miniscule’fractinn of
Brazil’s energy needs. Again this reactor i.e. Angra—-I is not
‘a spin—nf% of 1973 deal but is a product of the agreement with
the US from Westinghouse in 1972. Thus it cannot be gain::said
that the whole nuclear agreement with the FRG has turned out to
be*bad businessY for Brazil. 'fhe atomic dream - of the

post-accord period, seems to have turned into a nightmare.

4%. ibidem

445, Robert Wesson "United _States and_ Brazil: Limits of

e S ST - T - - -

Influence (New York, N.Y. , Praegar Publications 19810 p. Sé6.

- -
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The question that inevitably comes " ~up in the face of a
disappointing outlook for Ekazii’s civilian‘energy programme,
since 1985 obviously centre arcund the very wisdom of such a
drastic step on the part of the military govt. in 1975. Most
explanations underscore tﬁe nationalist disposition of the
military govt. then thch envisioned nuclear capability as a
criterion of great powser status for Brazil. Indeed,given the
successful implemenitation of the prﬁgramme within the schedule’ d
time of 195 'years, ‘ Brazii would certainly have mastered
thenuclear fuelcycls and thereby commanded ceveral options:- of
a nuclear‘uéer; of a nucle’ ar supplierg of a nuclear explosives
capacityy of a nuclear’ weEapons capacit?. But the apparent
desperation on part of the mizitafy on part of the military
govh. to secure all these options {br Brazil cannot be

Justified primarily hecause -

a) Brazil’s se:uritQ considerations were not such as to
necessitate keeping an open nuclear weépqns aoption. Conceding
the Argentina factor , ithas nevertheless to be discerned that

frgentina itself would refrain from nﬁclear Qeapnn production as

long as Brazil does.

b) Brazil’s economic priorities, given her growing balance of
payments® and foreign debt problem s, did not allow room for a

respurce— diverting programme on such a large scale, and
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c) Brazilian‘energy needs, atleast for the rest of the century

could be easily bhased on non-nuclear sources. {(45)

The whole issue might ultimately hinge around national pride and
Brazil’s image of itseif as a great power. There is also the
perception that nuclear capabglity with all options open was the
hallmark of a great power. {£46) This was true a§ Brazilian
leadership®s considerations almost throughout the periocd of
military rule in Brazil, except perhapé in the early BQ% when
President Figueredo toned down the nuclear drive in the face of
criticism from some sections. {47) By the time the civilian
government sssumed power in Brazil in March 1985. the nuclear
plans atleast in the civilian sphere; seemed to have taken a
backstage. It has been recently revived by nuclear cooperstion

agreements between Brazil and Argentina. 48)

— e brmatntrn. vl i v — e ——— s

45, See Jose’® Goldemberg op cit p.83.

46. William Perry and Sheila Kern "The Brazilian Nuclear
Proaramne in a Foreign Policy Context. "in Comparative
Strategy" wvol I, No. 1 & 2, 1978, p. 53-54. -

47. President Figueredo also removed NUCLEBRAS President FPaulo

Nogueira Batistas enforced a 40%Z budget cut on NUCLEBRAS;

postponed construction of two large Iguape research reactors and

stretched out completion of Angra—I1I until 1996. See David

J.Myers, "Brazil = Rel uctant Pursuit of Nuclear Option’
Orbis Winter 1984. p.895.

48. The agreement signed between Brazil and Argentina in
December 1986 envisaged mutual inspection and joint construction
of a fast breeder reactor{(FER) . See Foreign Broadcasting

Information Service (FBIS) / Latin America Daily Report, Dec
2,198&. p.DiI-D2. :
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Some other conclusions also need to be drawn from a study of the
1975 Bonn—-Brasilie nucliear accord. First™ ., very important
rationalising ideal of autonomy in decision saking in reaction
to the United States policy of denial, with the opening of an
"Eurppean  Option” is in itself a proof of the general
grientation of cuntempnrary Brazilian foreign policy. The 1977
withdrawal from the 25 years old security arrangements with
United States soundly confirmed the fact that Brasilia was now
prepared to chart a predominantly independent course in

international politics.

Secondly, while in terms of pure technoleogical gains ., the 1975
deal has proved to be a disappgintéenf fur Brazil. It had
helped Brazil to display freedom of choice and willingness to
change policy §CCarding to priorities. Thus Brazil had , just
atter the 1973 accord, signed an agreement with France and has
eversince signed'egreements with a number of countries including
China, Italy, &witzerland, India , several African and Middle
East countries and of cmursé with the Latin American neighbours
including fArgentina. {49)

47, For details, see Clovis Brigagao op cit p. 205-222.
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The nuclear deal between Brazil and West Germany can be seen as
productive in the sense that ifs implications for Brazilian
externalvpalicy are significant. Indeed, if nuclear policy
choices of Brazil héve prnveﬂ te be thé curnErstnne of her
foreign policy orientations in more ways than Qne; . then
certainly the 1975 deal has been a watershed in this process.
The deal, as has heen stated earlier, was of momentous
significance in terms of Brazilian bilaﬁ%eral and multilateral
relatisgs. It ttansfnrmed the nature of Brasilia—Washingtoé
ties, and alLa underscnred diversification in Brazils external
contacts, This was a proof of the coming of age of Brazil as "a

middle-—power" in its own right and with definite potentials of-

achieving greater status in the future. (50}

The deal also signalled a victory for Brazilian nuclear
dipoclomacy, though in the end the watering down of tha whole
programme might have refleﬁted negatively on the initial
gptimism. All ~ the same; the wvery fact that Brazil guickly

switched over to an"Euwropean Option® for nuclear technology and

fuel supply was indication of the seriousness of Brazil®s

nﬁcle z2r offensive during the 70s.

e

50. Weyne & Selcher (ed) * Brazil in the International System:

The Rise of & HMiddle Power® {Bou.lder, Colorado, Westview
Fress, 1981). :
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The slow—-down of the programme ever since the latef yeérs af the
military has been primarily a consequence of e:npumic
constraints. This has manifested largely as a sef back for its
naticnal nuclear plans. Thus, MICLEBRAS, which is incharge of
the implementation of th2 German deal bas been consistently
- suffering budget cutbacks. {51) It has also been described at

times as an organization solely concerned with its own upkeep.

However, there has been another fall-out of the nuclear drive in
Erazil ever since 1975. This is the so—called "Parallel
Frogramme” which is oriented primarily towards military uses.
(52 Redent developments in technology and aother innovations
have given & definite purpose toc the programme under the
auspities of the Comiqan Nagianal de Energia atomica (CNER) .
Committed invnlvement of the military in ﬁhis progranme hés
provided room for some( concern. However . the objective
apparently has been to dévelup useful explosive technology not
neces;arily conpected with weapon—making. |

5i. Nescleonics week,., January 13, 19833 , p.12

52.5ee l.eonard Spector, The New Nuclear Nations (Vintage
Books, 1985) p.198 ++
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Today there is a definite _touch of pragmatism in Brazilian
nuclear plans; with obvious concern toattend to cther economic
priorities. This dovetails withBrazilian nuclelar diplomacy
todaywhich has byand Iarge been open—ended about seeking
partners for cooperation. Especiall%&he agreement for
cooperation with Argentina proves the point about Brazilian
efforts to dispel undus suspicions abuut Brazil’s _ﬁuclaar
intentions. Adding to this the various accords aof co-operation
with cher Third World nations ; one can infer thatBrazilk has
travelled far firom the time '.when it.needed to be secretive
ahout its nuclelar ambitions. A1l these devl oopments in
Brazilian nuclear bGehaviour has been apart and parcel of her
foreign policy in recent times. The contribution of
theBoni-Brasilia nuclear accord of June 1973 iﬁ serving as a
watershed for these trends in Brazilian nucle.ar diplomacy in
‘particula.r and foreign policy behaviowr in general can hardlybe

ovaerestimated.
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For the best part of its'histnry as an independent nation Brazil
had been no more than a peer state in the South American reg;g;.

Brazil did "not enjoy any notable advantage over her

important neighbnurs,geupnliticai potential notwithstanding. It
started out strongly on the process of achieving such a status
only since 1950s. The untolding a{ the ¢Economic Miraclé’ gave
Brazil decisive upward mobility that has brought it to the cadre
of *new influentials® in the‘ international power heirarchy.

Today, in the Latin American region, Brazil’s pre-eminence is
matched only by Argentina. Apart from this almost one-to-one
balance of power ratio between Brazil and Argentina, Brazilian
capabilities seenm now to be superior to any other neighbour in
\the continent. Indeed, in agiregate terms Brazilian capabilities

may outmatch Argentina itself. Thus"political 'stability" and

rapid socio economic development have raised Brazil in the last
{2)
few decadeg above simpie peer status in the region. Such a

i .
Fise in status has however not been translated into any designs

of regional heagemony. What may be the reasons?

1. William Perry " Conotemporary Brazilian Foreign Policy: _ [he

International Strategy of _an_emerging power" (Beverly Hills,
Ca. , Sage Publications, 19786) p.3G.

2. William Ferrvy op cit p.36
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First' historical experience reinforces a semblanﬁe of
isplation on the part of Braéil from her Spanish speaking
neighbours. This may be accounted +For by citing cultural
differences, but they can not be substantial. 'Secnndly, and
this is more plausihle, Brazil’s close association with the US
almost to a degree of exclusiveness might have fostered wariness
and' suspicion ‘amnngv neigh?nura- In any case, primarily the
Brazilian Foreign Policy orientation has been more international
than regional. Having historically given 1low priority to
relations with neighbours, she has chosen to play a low-profile
role in regional affairs. The decision makers envisioned Brazil

{3)
more as a future world power than a regional hegemony.

In recent times, however, BPBrazilian external policy concerns
have appeéred to be less global in dimension. Especially in the
1980s relations with Latin American countries have risen highest

(4 .
in its foreign policy agenda.

3. Robert D. Bond, "Brazil’s Relations with the Northern Tier
- Countries of South America” in Wayne,. A Selcher(Ed.) “Brazil

in__the _International Svystem: Rise of a Middle FPower ",
(Boulder, Colorado, Westview Press, 1981) p.123.




PABE NO 75

There seems to be greater realization -amang decisiun- makers
about the prime importance of good relations at the regionél
level. The potential benefits of economic solidarity in the
region can hardly be ignored, what with the promise of Latin
America as an important subsidiary market and a suurcé of
increasingly crucial raw materials.v fnother factor that has
colioured attempts to promote a .mare_ purposive Latin America
policy, hes been the increasing concern with the immediate
regional security environment over the ﬁemispheric security
considerations. Thu; the recent ﬁrends in Brasilia®s foreign
policy have largely' sought to affirm genuine antonomy in

decision—making commensurate with her increasing capabilities.

The chanorover of Brazilian foreign policy perspective from a
primariiy giocbal to an evidently regional orientation has
provided the grounding for Brazil’s nuclear diplumacy al so.
However, 'unlike the delayed concerns the regional security or
regional economic solidarity, PBraziiian nuclear politics has
been concerned with regional affairs almost from the beginning

(S) :
gf Latin American nuclearisation.

2. On assuming office in March, 1979 Brazil’s new Foreign
Minister, Ramiro Saraiva Guerreiro, stated that the Figueredo
administration would give top priority to relations with Latin
America. See Rob ert O. Bond, op cit p.123.
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Brazil had initiated the effortse to prevent penetration of
East-West nuclear rivalry into the continent. Although Brazil
had stepped up its own guest for nruclear capability, it had
nevertheless stressed the need for disarmament and justified her
nuclear efforts in purely economic terms. Itv has to be
understond that Brazil did not view the objectives of
disarmament and acquisition\ of nuclear as contradictory aims.
This was manifestly a refusal on part of Brazil to acquiesce to
a3 position to technnlngical dependence. Thus one essential
component of autonomy was highlighted.The two objectives were
indeed not contradictory because while the one prevents the
cantinent from being embroiled in an unprofitable and
resﬁurce—diverting arms race, the other is indispensable for the
realisation of the Ecnnnmic. and political aspirations of a
deveiuping nations. This is because basically Brazil sees the
Super powers arms racg as dangerous and det;rimental to the
Third World, Latin America+y and its own national interests, but
does not see the acguisition of peaceful nuclear capaﬁilities as
a contradiction of a national interest or one that is

incompatible with international peace and security. Rather the

pursuit of a nuclear status is,, for Brazil,a necessary

complement of its developmental offensive.

5. H Jon, Rosenbaum and Glenn ﬂ Cooper "Brazil' and Nuclear Non-
Proliferation Treaty" in International Affairs Vol.446, No. 1,
Jan 1970 p 74-90.
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The Brazilian position vis—a—Qis the Treaty for Prohibition of
Muclear Weapons in Latin America (1967) is a gpnd illustrétion
of Brasilia’s *atomic dipolomacy? refleciing the above-mentioned
attitudes. These are also confirmed by the Brazilian policy in
the Latin American region as such i.e. in its fnuclear
'relatinns’ with pther Latin American States in general and

frgentina in particular.

Bzfore analysing Brazilian nuclearpolicy in the Latin American
region, it wnuld. be pertinent to outline its foreign policy
stands on the so called tnuclear option® in general. Keeping in
view the continents’ security interests it has to be underscored
that Brazil!- has beeqhne cf the first countries to actively
campaign against the spread of super power nuclear rivalry into
Latin America. Having been an early leader in -Latin Americén
de-nuclearization énvement it has alwavs supported initiatives
against nuclear weapons proliferation on regional and world

{7} ) :
scales,

&. H Jan Rosenbaum and Glenn M Cdnper, op cit p.7%9

7. See. for details John R. Redick "Regional Nuclelar Nuclear

Arms Control in Latin PAmerica” International QOrganization
Sprinag 1975 p.429. ’
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In Latin America , Brazil has been the earliest advocate of
disarmament and nuclear-non—proliferation in the region. Even
before the Cuban Missile Crises of 1962(which brought home to
the Latin American nations the need to think in terms.nf
non-proliferation and denuclearization efforts) . Brazil had
publicly ezpressed support for thg creation af a Latin American
nuclear free zone. @ Subsequently, on April 29,1963 President_
Goula rt joined the Presidents of Bolivia, Chile, Ecuador and
‘Mexico proclaiming that their governments were in favour of a
regional agreemeﬁts involving 211 Latin American Go#ernments.
The signatories undertocok not to manu?acture, store or test
nuclear weaspons or devices for launchina. nuclear weapuns.tq}
Surh a thrust {for denuclealrization was greatly strengthened

when sleven Latin American countries proposed a resclution on

. the +floor of the Eeneral Assembly wrging negotiations for such

(10)
arfagreement and seeking cooperation of the nuclear powers.
But for 15 abstentions the rEEDlutiDﬁJ[14H€% th ‘o vettng ,
8. Ibidem :
F. Wiiliam Epstein, " The Last Chance: ’‘Nuclear Proliferation

and_Arms Control® (Free Press Washington , 1976 )p.117,56.

10. William H Cokurtney "Nuclear Choices for Friendly Rivals”
in Jaseph Yager (Ed) " Nuclesr FProliferation and US Foreign
Policv (Washingtern D.C. Brookings Institute 1980) p.255.
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was never directly opposed by any member cauntry.(ll)
Though the early spirit of nuclear non—proliferation efforts has
not died down, the coming of the military to power in 1964 added
a new dimension to these policies. This was evidenced in the
Treaty of Tlatelolco (The Treatv for Prahibitium of Nuclear
‘Weapons in Latin America) of 19467 wherein Brazil has
consistently appeéled against closed nuclear options. Brazilian
policies and reservatinns.tnwards non-proliferation regimes as
sponsored and institQted by nuclear powers was confirmed further
by its réfusal to sign the ‘Nnn—Prnliferation Treaty in 1968.
What are the essential elements of Brazilian policy thét have
reflected in it denial to giVe full évidenﬁe to the Treaty of
Tlatelolco? How has its nucleaf diplomacy succeeded in securing
these essentials in keeping -with . perceived national
interests? The answer to these and similar questions can be

uncovered by a careful examination of Brazil’s stance on the

treaty.

The Treaty of Tlatelolco was opened for signature on February
(12} '
14,1264, Brazil had signed it (on 9th May 19&?)i£uhmquudjﬂ)

ii. UN Documents A/SS51S(Nov 27,1943) p. 14-15.
12. William H. Courtney op cit p.255.
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and since then twenty two (22) other Latin American countries
have also signed. But then whilaéraéil has also ratified (on
29th January,l?é&) it,ﬁrgentina “has not. Despite subse?rg?t
promises to ratify the Treaty Argentiné'has not done so as vet.
The upshot of all this is of course, that if Brazil has
signed and ratified the treaty it has done so in cnnsiséént
pursuance of its precipus policies of dénu:learizatian in the
La tin Americen region. The answer as towhy Brasilia has
re%hsed to be 3 +full party.tm the treaty and has not allowed the
treaty’s operation inside Brazilian territgry may be Ffound in
the linkage of this refusal to a similar decision tqhyt'sign

(14)
the Non-Fraoliferation Treaty (KNFT).

The Tiatelolco Tre§Fy is effectively a regional version of the
NFPT. It is siénificant however that it was arrived upon prior
to " the Mon—FProliferation Treaty of 1969, thanks perhaps to any
early Brazilian initiative and the subseguent mobilising effect
of the Cuban Missile Crisis in 17962. (?5) The 1977 White FPaper

on ‘PBrazilian Muclear Programme . states that Brazil has since

iz. For details . ee Daniel Poneman "Nuclear Proliferation
Prospects for Argentina" on QOrbis . Winter, 1984, p.876.

14. See William Epstein, op cit p 137, 73-78.

15. It was on Nov 33,1962 2 few weeks after the Cuban Missile
Crisis, that Brazil proposed in the United Nations, the creation

of iilatin American Mucle ar Free Zone, William A. Courtney op

cit p 235.
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1958 signed all important non-proliferation agreements except
the NPT for its "discriminating character.” (16) What is true
af the NPT is as fa; asBrazil is concerned true ofthe Treaty of
Tiatelolco. Nevertheless Brazil has signed and ratified the
agreemeﬁt. Ratificationhas however nect led to the invoking of
the Treaty provisions in Brazil iteplf. ButBrasilia insisted on

showing that the very ratification of the treaty is of more than

Nucie ar Programmé., Braszil pledaes commitment “accurding to the
canons of international law, not toperform any act which defeats
the ubjectives (of the treaty of Tlatelolco). However the same
paper underlined that full enforcement of the treaty dependéd!
upon the comnitment uﬂbxternal powsrs, ‘particularly nuclear
wWwEapons states, as expressed in support of Protocols 1 and I;f7)

Thus the perceived discrimination is still the prime

factor behind refusal - of  totsl adherence. What

15, * Brazilian Mucle ar Programme’® Govt of Brazil, Brasilia,
1977 p- :

i7. See John R. Rekdick "Nuclear Trends iﬁ fLatin America™ in
Aspen__Institute for Humanistic Studies: Governance in ‘the




PAGE NO 83
constitutesthis discrimination éccording to Brasilia?

The root of the controversy lay in the making out of a
distinction between nuclear weapons and nuclear explosive
devices. It was Brazil along with India which had stressed
that the NFT could not cover nuclear explosive devices far
neaceful purposes upon Eigning and ratifying the Treaty of

Tiateluica75r5211 made the following statement:-

"The Brazilian government nishes to ¢ < reaffirm its

interpretation of the meaning of &rticle 18 of this instrument.
It is thqbnderstandihg of the Brazilian Sovt, that = the
aforementioned Article 18 allows the signatory to carry out with
their oOwn means oF in z2ssociation Qith third parties, _nu:e&r
explosions for peaceful p urposes including explosions for

peaceful purpcses including explosions which may involve devices

(1
similar tp those used in nuclear weapons”.
Characteristically, Argentina has alsc adopted 2 similar
stance. Indesed, ‘Brazil and Argentina had, all through the

negotiating period of the Treaty_tried consistently toretain for
all contracting partiezs the right of peaceful explosion of

nuclear devices.

i8. Mohamed I. Shaker The Nuclear Non-ProliferationTreaty:

8rigin__and_ Implementation (New York. Oceana Publications,
Inc.1989) vol I, p. 210.
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tinder Additional Protocol II of the Treaty of Tlatelolca, the
existing nuciear weapons states that is the United States, the
Soviet Union, China,France and great Britain agreed tq recognrize
Band respect Latin Arerica as & nuclear free 2one. The United
Statés however pointed out the apparent contradiction® between
Article 18 and Article I and S tngether (19)= Thus while
Article 18 does not preclude the parties from going for peaceful
npuclear enplosions (P.N.E.) Articles & and 5 tcocaether disallowed
detonation or acguisition of nuﬁlear weapons. Washington

emphasized the direct relationship between acquisition of

neaceful nuclear explosion capacity and nuclear wWeapons
(20) :
capacity.

—_— o — -
- — = —

19, The firticle 18 of the Treaty of Tlatelolco reads as {ollows:
(Only Part 1 is relevant)

The contracting parties may carry out explosions of nuclear
devices for peaceful purposes,including explosions which involve

devices similar to those used in nuclear weap.ons -~  or
. collaborate with third parties for the same purpose. provided
that they do so in accaordance with the provisions of this
agrticle and the other articlies of the Treaty, particularly

frticles 1 and 5. See Ibid Vol. 3, p. 996-997.
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{20)
capacity.

20. fArticles 1 and 5 read as follows:-—

Article ! : OBLIGATIONS -

1. The contracting Parties hereby undertake touse exclusively
for peaceful purposes the nuclear material and facilities which
are under their jurisdiction and to prohibit and prevent in
their respective territories:

a) The testing, use, manufacture, production or acguisition by
any means whatsoever of any nuclear weapons by the Parties
themselves,; directly or indirectly on behalf of any one else or
in any other way:; and ’

bB) The receipt, storage, installation, deployment and any form
of possession of any nuclear weapon directly or indirectly, by
the parties themselves or by any one on their behalf or any
other way.

2-The contracting parties also undertakes to refrain from
engaging in, encouraging orauthorising, directly orindirectly,
or in any way participating in the testing, use, manufacture ,
production, possession, or control of any nuclear weapon.

For the purposes of this treaty, a nuclear weapon is any device
which is capable of releasing nuclear energy in an uncontrolled
manner and which has a group of characteristics that are
appropriate for use for warlike purposes. An instrument that
may be used for the transport or propulsion of the device is not
included in this definition, if it is separate from the device
and not an indivisible part thereof.
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Hence this was naturally not allowasble. Brazil and Argentina
strongly  oppose this interpretation in the face of severe
criticism from active participants, especially Mexico which was

the host organizer.

Eventually; Brazil refused tao waive off article 28 of the
Treaty. Paragraph 2 of the article .28 permits certain
conditions‘tn be waived and the agreement to come intoc full
force. 2t Brazil had ratified the treaty but iike Chile has
refused to waive off the conditions to allow the treaty to comé
into operation inside Brazilian territorvi{uniike all other
parties}. The extra continental implications of Brazilian
non—compliance with the majority interpretation in the case of
the.Treaty of Tlatelolco (as well as inthe caée aof NPT) are

(22)
dealt extensively elsewhere in this dissertation.

21. The Paragraph 2 of Article 28 reads as follows:

All signatories states shall have the imprescriptible right to
waivea, whoily or in party, the reguirements laid down in the
preceeding paragraphs. They mav do so by means of a declaration
which shall be annexed to there respective instruments of
ratification and which may hefformulatled at the time of deposit
of the instrument orsubseguently. For those States which
exercise this right this treaty shall enter intoforce upon
deposit of the declaration, or as soon as those reguirements
have been mei which have not been expressly waived.

Mohamed I. Shaker op cit vol. 3, p 1000-1001

22. See Chapter II p22 ff
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For the moment it is important to see the regional consequence
of the Tlatelolco regime.

In the first pla;?e fhe questinh lgoms large as tc what extent
Vhas the Treaty been a factor of Brazilian foreign policy in the
continent. In this context, it ié important to >under5tand,
first Df. all, Brazil’s efforts to play down its national
capabilities advantagqe over its many Latin American neighbéﬁié.
Surely the Treaty for 2 Nuclear Freezone Latin America was

a well received Brazilian initiative. Ircnically the treaty was
noct to be accepted in fqll by its very. originators. This was
significant of the fact that Brazil had clearcut designs
regarding its nuclear aspirations th:h were basicall?ﬁ directed

(24} i
towards foreign policy autonomy. :

22. See Chapter 1I. f'zzﬁf
2Z. Robart D. Bond op cit p.125-145.
24. See William Perry and Sheila Kern "Brazilian Nuclear

Programme in a foreign policy context” in Comparative Strategy .
vol.i, and 2 , 1978. ‘
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In the recent decades thesecurity concerns ofBrazil havecome to
' ‘ {25}
acquire more of a regianal character. Upward mobility in

the international hierarchy since the 6&0s hés been a major
factor in changing. the tenor of Brazil’s traditional security
relationship with the West. (26 Greater Brazilian economic and
military capabilifies have already given a démestic impetus to
Brazil to withdraw from a totally dependent equation with the
United States.. Moreover, the emergence of an  international
system‘ characterised by multipolarity and detente and the
gualified withdrawal ofthe Un;ted States from commitments abroad
makes Mashington’s security guarantee less important and
possibly less credible. 7 On the aother hand, greater
Brazilian capabilities impelled the national leadership to
aspire towards a more significant and independent international
role. The existing foreign policy consensus in Brazil views it

: . (28)
as rapidly emerging towards some form of major power status.

25. William Perry, op cit p. 29.

24. Ibidem.

27. Ibiden. ,

28. HWilliam FPerry and Sheila Kern op cit p.54



PAGE ND 8%

This goal is rather vagﬁe but at a minimum it encompasses
the attainment of full econamic de§elnpment, the pnssessiun of
an adequate and independent national (technological) security
and the recognition of Brazil a= a political peer by other world
powers. 2 Policy makers were duly aware of the changing
power equatiqns in the internationalrsystem. The then Fnreién

HMinister Antonio Azeredo 'dab Silveira eslucidated cleakly the

Brazilian perception:

"During fhe cold war, a rigid alignment with the leader of the
Western bloc ﬁas required of the Nation’s of the developing
world that share thebasic values of the Mest..nghese realities
no longer applve..--. {and )...an emergent power with wide range
of interests in many fields could not allow Eigid alignments,

(30)
roocted in the past,to 1limit her actions on the world stage.”

29. William Perry op cit p.22.

30. William Perry and Sheila Kern op cit p.56
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Murlear power was bound to be considered as one of the wvital
inpgts in the rise of Braril’®s status. Moreover cﬁanging roles
of lesser powers like India dr Iran and ofcourse the growing
status of Argentinaf{inciuding a nucleér power putentiél) could
not be ignored. Unlike Brazil, Argentina has not been an acsive
campaigner for nuclear non—proliferation in the initial gt;;;;.
Indeed fraom the éutset of her nuclear programme, She has

sought independence in decision making commensurate with the

Peronist concept of a *Third Position . As early as 1957, the

Argentinian nuclear planners decided to stop importing nuclear
technology and toc promote indigenous development. The CKNEA
(Argentinian National Commission for Atomic Energy) had decided
in 1957 to stop importing research reactors and fuels too.
Jorge Sabato, a CNEA scientist observes "the CNEA in 1957 made a
fundamental decision: not to import research reactors but to
"build them in Argentina. In this way we would not only have ,
in these reactors, a tool for training and research, but their
construction would alén a2llow us to develop owr own capacity for
nuclear engineering.... In $1957 the CNEA also decided not to

import fouels. These should be manufactured in Argentina.fnd so
(322
it (gradually) occurred.”

3i. Argentina joined the original Tiatelolco negotiations
considerably later than most of the other signatorfes and showed
rel” dctance to eccept a number of provisions. including the
ratification procedures.

32. @uoted in Norman Gall *Atoms for Brazil, Dangers for A11°
Foreign Policy No. 23 , Summer, 1976, p.183.
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Braéil-was a'late starter as compared to Argentina in building
up a nuclear infrastructure. Nevertheless, the rivalry between
the two dates back to the early post war period. As we have
already seen, Brazil’s efforts to obtain nuclear technology from
post war Germany weré spurred on by apparent Argentinian efforts
under Pero’n to master sophisticated nuclear technnlugy.(SS)
Soon however Argentina moved well ahead of Brazil. In 1958 she
became the first cuuhtry in the continent to operate research
reactors. Subseguently in 1968, and 1974 she became s
respectively‘ the first to operate a chemical reprocessing plant
(to obtain plutunium_from spent Fuel) and thefirst to start
Latin America’s first nuclear power plant. 58 Such Argentine
progress served as a important catalyst to Brazilian nuclear
endeavour. Ey‘ the 1late 19405 Brazilian efforts to pull up
alongside Argentina in nuclear capability bacame intense. From
lthe‘ 1967, National Security Council’s report,. (which was
approved by President Costa & Silva) up to the 1975 accord withl

tha FRG. There was a sequence of decisive steps togive Brazil's

nuclear design a concrete shape.

33. For details see Chapter I,p.
34. Rohert Gillette, "India and Argentina: Developing a
Nuclear Affinity,” Science June 28,1974 p.1351.
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The 1975 agresment . in fact 'sparked aff apprehensi ve
speculation in Buenos fAires ,  that the accord was an indication
of Brazil’s intentions of making the bomb. Juan E. Gugliamelli
writing in "Estrategia®™ werned that "it is possible _tu affirm
that (Brazil! has taken the fifm decision to the nuclear club,
that is to make an atom bomb under the  concept of peaceful
uses...the decision to manufacture the nuclear explosives and
the opportunity are critical for &rgentins since our neighbours?
nuclear device without a counterpoint, will affect our security
palpably and dECidEdIf.(SS) This reaction is indicative of the
nature of Brazilian—-Argentinian relations at that time and their
understanding of each other. The undertone of ﬁutual suspicion
is basically a historical hangover and also perhaps a case of
cultural rivairy. Hdwever, for a long time now, there have
never heen any :bnditinns necessitating in military face—off
between the two countries and as of now the two have no possible
motives to fight a conventional Qar. It follows therefore that
neitther of these countries would risk acquiring nuclear weapons

and consequently trigger a nuclear arms race in the region.

35. Juan E. SGugliamelli, "Y si Brasil Fabrica la Bomba Atomica?"”
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All evidence pgainst such an eventuality. On the contrary

development =ince 1980 have confirmed the desire of the two
nations to promote cooperation and greater understanding

vis—a—vis the nuclear issue.

Brazil and argentina have begun to take steps to establish
mutual confidence about nuclear contentions. (36) Serious
efforts began with the historic wvisit of Brazilian President
Figueredo to Buenos Aires. Amonq other 'agreementsi the
President also signed an agreement for nuclear cooperation and
estabhlished a mechani;m for futuvre éansultatiuna between Foreign
_Ministers of the two countries, The agreement for nuclear
cooperation included research and development on experimental
pover reacfnrs, to exchange raw materials , uranium research,
prospecting and processing aﬁd also the manufacture of zircaloy
and fuel eliements. {37) In the final analysis, the visit of
President Figueredo to Buenos Aires drove home the point that no

rivalry is beyond reconciliation.

~36. In February 1780, Castro Maderao, the then President of CNEA
declared thet Prazil could complement Argentinés nuclear
programmes effectively. Bee Mucleonics Week , Feb 14,1980 p.10.

37. See _Nucleonics Week May 22,1980 p.12.
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The coming of civilian rule first to Argentina in Dec 1983 and
then to Brazil im March 1985 in the wake of military rules went
3 long way invreducing nuclear vfivalry in the region. (38)
Moreover, hoth these Governments have expressed desires,
immediately after assuming office, to promote Cooperation with
each other. In March 1985,President Raul Alfonsin of Argentina
made a dramatic offer .tn Brazil for reciprocal nuclear
inspection of facilities in the two countries. (39) The
prospects for cooperation have since reached a new high. In Dec
;986, President Raul Alfonsin visited Brasilia , and signed é
number of agreements. Nuclear cooperation featured prominently

in the list of agreements. (40)

The mutuwally planned avertures of cooperation that Brazil énd
Argentina are making iﬁ recent years has proved that there is
ample room for cooperation between the two nations. Primarily
the rationale for greater cooperation lies in thefact that the
two nations operate in a security environment i.e. largely out
aof the paie of East-West rivalry. Secnndly, Brazil and
Argentina are both éxpanding economies and bnth could readily
utilise alternate sources of energy (Brazil more than Argentina,
because unlike Argentina it faces acute shortage of other energy

sourres,notably nil).

38. Leonard 5. Spector, " The New Nuclear Nations: Soread of
Mucielar Weapons (New York, N.Y Vintage Books, 1984)p. 196-197

3%. Ibid.

40. See "Acordo Mais Importance E*Na Afea Nuclear: in Folha
de _Sap Paulo, Nov 11, 1986.
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Thirdly, there can bé little doubt that bbth countries aspire
faor an international pnwér :status which can satisfy their
national-cultural ambitions. In such a pursuit cooperation need
not be a hindrance but can be an effective complement. Finally
both countries are natural giants of the continent and in such
capacities can promote nuclear cooperation not only among
themselves but alsc amnﬁg the Latin American countries as a
whole. Consensus for nuclear technology sharing can be
formul ated in constructive em@latiun of such agreements

elsewhere in the world e.g. EURATOM . {41}

The above speculations are not presentéd as future
inevitabilities. Infact cnnperatibn betﬁeen the two Latin
American giants has hardly been a manifest trend in the past and
sp far it still has to show signs of any visible permanency.
The éussible suggestion that\cooperatiun efforts in the Southern
zones is Dvekplayed cannnt_be brushed aside. The cuun;ries have
quité similar nuclear choices and can be grouped under four
hrnad options: - |

41. Jon R Redick "Nuclear Trends in Latin America" in Aspen
Institute of Humanistic Studies Governance in__Westenn
Hemisphere . (Bagckground Papers, June 1982) p.238. '
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a) as a nuclear users; (h) as a nuclelar suppliers; {(c) as a
holder of nuclear explosives capacity(peaceful i.e.} and kd) as
a possible owner of nuclear weapons. (4Z) These can be as well
areas +for cooperation as of rivairy. The choice lies with the

respective countries.

Brazilian nuclear policy in the light of the Latin American
region, has been one of contribution to regional restraint te
the extent that such ef%urts sgrved its national interests.
Moreover it has alsc sought to promote regional solidarity on
the issue of maintaining an open nuclear option. Brazil has
also set an example of foreign policy autonomy as evidenced in
its sustained stance of freedom in nuclear policy options.
Finally, Brazil has tried tqbrient its nuclear policy towards
regional cooperation, especially cooperation with Argentina in
e%ercising nuclear autonomy aore effectively. This can be
conceived as a part of a general North-South confrontation
wherein the developing nations of the Socuth see greater nuclesr
independence as one of the factors complimentary to its own

independence in nuclear poelicy pursuit.

42. See William H Courtney, "Nuclear Choices for Friendly
Rivals" in Joseph Yeager {(ed) " Nuclear Proliferation an d U.S.
Policy " (Washinaton DC, Brookings Institute, 1980) p.271-279.
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ihe ci&ilian Government that assumed power in Brazil in March
1985 inherited, most significantly an economy that was in a
conspgicuously in a bad shape. By the end of 1984, the economic
difficulties of Brazil had aggravated. Iin the circumstances,
the nation’s nuclear programme could not be revived fniluwing
the sethacks it had encountered in the previous years.
cepeciallyv, the implementation of the Bonn-Brasilia >nuclear
record had already been ruled out as largely non—-feasible "due
£D lack of resources” , by the Figueredo Govt. The latter
envisaged the completion of only two out nf-fhe’eight reactors
provided for by the treaty(the two reactors being Angra-II and
Angra-I11I) (1) In any case. theré has been no marked revision of
policies in recent vears. In the event the essential features
of the nuclear programme implementation remained practically the
same, with the programme costs far out of proportion te the
outputs. For instance, the major declared aims of electricity
generation some nuclesr reactars. has not been fulfilled
sitbetantialily. The statistics as regards implementation in this

area reamain as they were at the end of the military rule:—

1, Ltuiz Pinguelii Rosa "A FPolitica Nuclear O Caminho das A&rmas
AMomicas", . (Rio de Janeirn, 1985) p.7
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i) Operable reactors — ! Unit — 626 Mwe (output)
ii) Reactor under construction - A2 units—-2490 Mwe

iii) Reactors planned — 2 units -2490 Mwe{2)

Thus in effect the total uutput of electricity from nuclear
énergy in Brazil is merely 1.7%Z of total electricity generated.
(3) This is comparable to the programmes in certain others
developing ar newly devel oped countries like

India(2.24Y Argentinal{li.3¥), Korea RP{22.1%),; Taiwan (53%)(4).

Brazil has a nuclear programme of three decades invnl?ing a
total prngramma cast so  far {i.e. upta 19835) bf over Us $ 4
billion ,{3), More specifically the implementation of the accord
with the Federal Republic of Germany has been particularly
costly. According to experts, the initial projected cost aof US
¥ 10 billion would ultimately climb up to U5 $ 30 billion i.e.
thrice the initial projected cost. in case the programme was
fully implementedzA Thus the Brazilian nuclear policy and
programme have had to deal with major operational hurdles and in
the process the programme had not succeseded to any marked

extent, despite its scale.

2. World HNuclsar Industry Handbook, 1987, {of Nuclear
Engineering International )  ( Surrey,International Business
Press) p.137.

3. Ibid. pi138

4, Ibidem. .

9. Nuclecnics Week, May 1986 p.é&
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However despite economic difficulties aiding and abetting
programme delays and cagts overruns ; the Brazilian Government’®s
conni tment towards i{s nuclear programme cannot be said to have
giminicshed aresatlvy. (&) Iﬁdaeds the Commission appointed by
President Sarnev to anelyse the Brazilian;w‘nuclear programme,
whien giving its recort in April, 1986 reasoned that Brazil needs
nuclear energy for the coming decade and should consclidate
achievements in the figld so far. (7)) This is a bit surprising
considering the fact that the hydro electric potential of Brﬁzil
is established beyond doubt today. MnramverQ. the #Easibility
of _total implementation of theb accord with Germany, has
already been put out of cnnéideratinn5 atlea’'st for the present.
How then does one account for Brazil’®s on geoing interests in
maintaining and expanding its nuclear prpgramme? The answer to
this question is of creat relevance as it will alsa indicate the
reasons for Brazil +to persevere with her nuclear policy that
externally {vis—a-vis an smerging power status) and internally

{vis—a-vis domestic factors) has changed only marginally in

orientation.
&. SBee John R Redick, "Huclear trends in Latin America"” in
Aspen Institute for Humanistic Studies "Governance in the

7. For details jsee Nucleonics Week August 14,1986 p.12.
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The Explanatiun for persistence in Brazilian commitment to the
_growth-oriented nuclear policy, despite circumstantiél
impediments s may be sought by underlining a logical point. If
has to be clearly seen that if the Brazilian nuclear programme
appears to ﬁe no more than "white elephant" at present, it does
not necessarily fnlﬁnw that Brazil needs to give up on her
nuclear aspirations. There is hope fhat the accumul ated
infrastruture .its maintenance & improvement would pay in the
future and that nuclear energy Iin Brazil would one day be
economically relevant. {8 This constitutes a very real
possibility in a not very distant future and so cannot be ruled
out as an argument for Brazil®s persistence efforts to keep her
nuclear programme alive. This explains such moves like new
policy Fformulation or new nuclear cooperation agreements with
other countries. These serve as components ofBrasilia’s

continuing efforts to kesp the nuclear options alive.

8. According to some scholars , the Latin fmerica region
especially with countries like Brazil., Argentina and Mexico may
‘beons of the most favourabls areas in the world for expansion of
nuclear power. According to one US trade publication Latin
America was identified as the largest export market for reactor
vendors in the next 20 years, suggesting further that there
could be 20 teo 30 opperating power reactors and 30 to 40 under

construction by the year 2000. John R Redick op cit p.213.
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One important point that needs to’ be euplained here is that
Brazilian decision makers over the vyvears bave strescsed fhe
importance of modern technology for national development as well
as national prestige. DOne of the important facets of this
aspiration for technology in Brazil has.been the effort to keep
abrest of emergent technologies. Nuclear technology today is a
part and parcel of the cutting agé of modern science. Like many
other aspirants developing countries, Brazil too would not wait
to be out done in the race for latest nuclear technology and its
various applications. This is well explained by the number of
experimental facilities that are installed in Brazil to conduct

nucliear research and ihvestigate application areas. (9}

The apprehenzion that such commitment can lead te possible use

2 There area uranium purification facilities{Instituto
Pesguisas de Energia Nucliear—IPEN — Sao FPaulol); uranium
conversion plans) as in Resende and Sac Faulo on both pilot
scale and laboratory scale)s uranium enrichment plants{in
Resende,Belo Horizonte, Sao ' Paulao): fuel fabrication and
‘reprocessing unit( Resende, Sac Paulo} and finally research
reactors{IEAR-1 in Saoc Paulo, RIEN-1 in Rio de Janeiro,
Triga—VMG in Belop Horizonte).
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cannot be ruled out. Certainly Brazilian capability Verges on
being self-sufficient. Once the entire nuclear—fuel cycle is
mastered, it is Véry on the part of a country to use technology .

for both peaceful and military purposes. (10}

. Brazil’s nuclear ambitions rest on the assumption that in the
nuclear age)scien:a and technplaogy cnnditian the develupmeﬁt and
viel fare of the nations, especially their national independence.
But the dynamice of politics do not always highlights a one to
one relatimnship between technolaogy and peaceful development.
Indeed it has to be seen. how national prestige alone has
canstituted an important variable and keeping Brazilian nuclear

'pnlicy positively oriented.

Technplogy can be justified not only Ecunnmiéaliy,bug also
politically. The latter is a specially applicable in the short
run. Thus Bkazilian decision makers have often proclaimed
nuct ear cahabiiity as a symbhaol of npational prestige and
something that cmmpléments Brazil’s growing stature as a global
powEr . Tﬁe point of relev ance here ic to examine how Brazil

intends to use nuclear capability to give it political leverage

in the international arena.

i13. Fr Rex Nazare® ; President of CNEN disclosed in Dec 1986
about rFeprocessing of uranium on a laboratory scale. He also
said that the programme,which he heads,seeks to master  the

entire fuel cycle and stressed that aims were entirely peaceful.
The Economist , Jan 24-30, 1987 p.84-85.
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The declar’ed PBrarilian’s policy is to acquire nuclear
capabilitvy, to the extent of éelf s@fficiency and for purposes
detér peaceful. But at'present there are two distinct track
that Bfazil’s nuclear affairs are follbwing. One is carried
under the aesgis of NUCLERRAS and is concerned primarily with the
implementation Df the Bonn-Brasilia accord. The second track of
‘nuclear activities has besen dubbed as the '"Parallel Programme”
and is said to have started in 1972 with the development of
nuclear technology for the production of wanium hexaflouride
{11} Subseguently, despite speculations to the‘cuntrary the
"Parallel Programme” was declared to be Dfiented-tuwar&s sacial
impact afeasﬁ Howaver, this programme remains the less open
side of nuclear activities in Brazil. GSome of the institutions
under it are literally contreollied by the militery. For example,
the Centro Tecnico Aerospacial is the centre for active research
under the Airforce. Sismilarly, the Navy is involved in IPEN (a
federally funded research unit at the University of BSao Faulao)

{123

1. This programme operates under the CNEN of which Rex Nazare?
is the current President. The body controls and requlate the
programme but  there are speculations that the armed forces
operate almost independently within the programne. See

- Economist op cit p.84-85; 2lsp Foreign Broadcasting Information

Service (FRIS)/Latin America Daily Repart, i1? Dec,1986 p. D.2

12. Leonard Spector, op cit p.188-189.



PAGE NO 103

Apart from cbvious canﬁéctiun that decision makers see bgtween
great  power status kand nuclear capability (i.e. wi thout
necessary utlization of such capaebility on a largely scale in
the states economy), there is one more factor that has kept
Brazilian interest.in nuclear technology alive. The military
has been carrying on almnst independent research on the possible
ron civilian uses of nuclear technology. AlthDQQh . that does
not invariabkl'yv have to do with apprehension of _ foreign

aagoression, there are cother imporitani points of consideration.

Brazil today has a sophisticated military. The military has
traditiunaily plaved an active political role and the long
pericd of 21 yvears from 3Jist March, 1964 to 15th March 1983 have
ensurad that military’s role in decision making atthe top in a
constant. This phenomenon has been markedly true in the case of
nuciear politics. The military not only controls key arsas of
nuclear activities but alsc decides about possible areas within
its hold wherz nuclear research may be profitably utilised.
Obhviouslv, this. constitutes in part , an effort to make the

standing military equipment more sophisticated and efficient.
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For example Rex Najare, the President of Comicac Nacional de
Energia Nuclear (CNEN) admitted that Brazil was headed in the

direction of building a nuclear propulsion submarine. (13)

Such probabilities as are outiined above contribute the new
elements in Brazilian.nuclear policy makina both on the domestic
and the internal front. Brazil’s nuclear diplomacy has become
increasingly ériented towards cooperative efforts in the Third
World in general and in the Latin ﬁmeri:an region in particular.
Again, Brzzil has become more amenable, into IAEA safeguards was
on her npuclear efforts. (14) Brazil has agrreéments for
collaboration éith such developing countries as Sumalia . Iran,
varinous Latin American neiggbnurerg and ofcourse uithibya.(IS)
The last case is of 8pecial interest and it gave ample room
;;;cialization. Brazil has been a major supplier of arms to

Libya and thus exercised also diplomatic ties.

13. FBIS‘LAAI, 19 December 1984 p. D2

14, FBIS/LPAAI Oct 15,1984 p.Di

15. Gee Leonard Spector op cit p 189-202 also FBIS/LAM Oct.
7,184 p.D-1. Alsoc Dec.26,1984, p.Di
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'Secanddky,Libya suffers from a ngclear anbargo imposed by major
vzstern supplier nations despite in fact that it is a party to
the Non Proliferation Treaty (NPT). However giveh Libyé%
"long-standing intérast in acquiring sensitive enrichment and
reprocessing technology and Brazil’s growing capabilities in
these fields, such cooperation could pose significant

proliferation dangers in the years ahesad." (16}

Despite these chaﬁges and prnspeatug‘ of Ffurther changes in
Brazilian nuclear diplomacy there are certain elements .u{
cantinuity that provide fleéh toc her nucliear policies. Firstls,
she has been cuﬁsistent in her demand for the right to Peaceful
Muclear Explosian (PRHE) a5 a part and parcel Qf'a peaceful
nuclear programeie. Secondly, she has continually refused to
agree to the Huclear Nnn-Prnliferatin Treaty (NPT) regime and

her reasons for doing so are still the same. (17} Thirdly, she

16. See iLeonard Spector op cit p 20Z.

i7. According to Jose® Goldemberg, erstwhile Director of the
Institute of Phyeics of the Sao Paulo University, there is no
grospect of Brazilian adberence to the NPT in its present form.
Jose® Goldemberg, Brazil in Joseph Goldblat(ed), “MNon -

Proliferatiaon: The Why and the Wherefore" p.86.
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is still an active wvgtary of arFms reduction and nuclear
disarmament in various international fora. Fourthly, she has
not yet conceded to the application of the Treaty of Tlatelolco
on hér territory. {18} Finally but fundamentally there is the
continuing Brazilian pblicy of keeping open her'weapun’s option
by nnﬁ agreeing to anvexpressed proposals of shutting ~out the

possibility of such use of nuclear eneray.

Given these elements of change and cuntinuit? in Brazil’s
nucl ear diplnmécy the guestion toc ask is what would the future
hold? The possibilities are severazsl. First' ,» and what is
perhaps of greatest concern to the rest of the world, is whether
Brazil wiil some day decide to exercise her weapon’s option
which she has been preserving for so long. The guestion is at
best conjectural and not based on any solid evidence of present

gfforts to that end. (19) However., as has been shown elsewhere

18. Refer p. of this chapter.

19. President Jose’ Sarney’s Govi. formally denied any
projects for fabrication of nuclelar weapons and said that
Brazil does not "have sufficient technical developments for this
nor a programme for testing to this end . " Nucleonics
Week,fugust 14,1986 p.12.
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there are enocugh catalysts tqﬁurn the possibility into reality.

In any case, Brazil might =xplode a peaceful nuclear device in

the manner of the Indian explosion in 1974.

Secondly Brazil is bound to increase her nuclesr cooperation
efforts with various countries , particularly of the developing
world., Ofcourse, it the,preseﬁt trend is any indication then
Brazilian—ﬁrgent@nian nuclear collaboration is going to expand

significantiy.

Consequently it is going to have significanf implications, for
instance, a poscible adoption of the Treaty of Tlatelolco in
wider regionsl interesté, the possible formulation of a regional
atomic groupings f(e.g. a LATINATOM) as Argentinian and
Brazilian efforts at regional nuclear cooperation with various

..

Latin American countries converged. (20}

Thirdly, Brasilia’s policy towards NPT is 1ikely to continue in
the present form. Indeed, the BPBrazilian stance on non
proliferation issues might become more rigid given continued

inited States opposition to Brazilian policies.

20. Argentina had wished in the past to prompte a Latin
American coordinating group for nuclear ensrgy., similar to
EURATOM. Prazil had resisted the idea in the past. John R.
Redick op cit p.238.
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Finally it is possible that Brazil would actually seek to
promote a Third world nuclear cooperation nexus. Countries like
India d@Argentina can alongwith Brazil serve as nodal points of

sucrh a network. (21}

in sum the nuclear programmne af Brazil stands on
crossrpads. it has thes necessary infrastructure for "s nuclear
take‘nfff The commitment to persevere is also not lacking.
Hawave&, given the precent economic difficulties (especially the
nuge debt problerm), azny concentrated effnrﬁs to consolidate and
build up an effactive nuclesr ssechtor ié bound to be & drag on
overall econeomic grawﬁh. In any case Brazil would treat
nuclzsar energy morea as a future alternatives and would carry on
nucliear arctively . The policies of the present Bovt., reflect

this situation in that not much has been manifestly done to

21. In Febk 1785, Argentinag rebuffed Indian overtures +for
nuclear cooperation (Nuclegonics Week, Feb 21, p.1i). Brazil and
India however have a standing nuclear pact . They had signed an
agreement in 1970 to exchange men and material. India also
agreed tc inform Brazil about all subsequent nuclear
experiments. : '
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expand the nuclear programae. (22)> Indeed in keeﬁing with
economic constraints there have been cutbacks on budgets and
postponements of various projects. (23) However, this inogic of
sound sconomics has not been strictly appiicable to the paraliel
programme which, among cother things, comprises research for
military application=s. Indeed thE military is resentful of any

interference in its programmes.  (24)

Surely; the activities at IPEN suggest that research towards
military use of nucleasr technology cantinues independently and

without much hindrance.

Hhat obtains from all this is that Brazil today can pursue a
nuiclear policy that iz characterised by a sfudied ambiguity i.e.
while ha?ing the capability to use nucisar facilities for both
Civilian and militarylpurposes, it might goperly pursue only

the civilian end  and carry on a clandestine programme for

22. In Aug 1984 President Sarney announced plans for rekindling
the nuclear programme. an official statement at that time
clarified that budgetary restrictions had to be applied with a
view to"new economic realitv". Mucleonics Heek, Aug 14,1986
p.12.

2Z. In June 1987, while opening the meeting of the Economic
Development Council the President categorised postponement of
fingra-I1I project as one cof the steps to bring austerity into
natioral planning. See FBIS/LAM June ,1987. p.l

24, FBIS/LAM, 19 Dec 1986 p.DB.1
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primarily non-civilian purposes. Indesd, a peaceful nuclear
explosion by Brazil will intensify speculation as to her nuclear
capabilities and intentions. But until this happens Brazilian
nuﬁiear programme is bound to stay as a 1§w group profile area.
That Brazil has a nuclear capécity.tu speak of will continue to
help its global ranking as a Fising power. To that end
Brazilian nuclear diplomacy can continue to portray a stand that
vndorlines nuclear ?ights of the nuciesar have—ﬁats angd upholds
the needs for disarmament. Yet ambiguity that is characteristic
of such principled stancez,in contradistinction with Brazil’s
own refusal to clearly define her nuclear goals is likely to be
the case for some time to tnme; lLastly, if the swing of the
political pendulum brinpos the military back to power then the
nature and objectives of Brazilian nuclear prugfamme might be

transformed.
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