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1. The CHAIRMAN (Canada): I declare open the three hundred and tenth

plenary meeting of the Conference of the Eighteen~Nation Committee on Disarmament. . -

2a Mr. AZEREDO Di SILVEIRA (Braz;l); I have asked for the floor today to

meke some remarks about the issues that were dealt with by the Secretary General of

the Brazilian Ministry for Fdreign Relations, Ambassador Sergio Corréa da Costa,
in his statement to the Eighteen-Nation Committee on Disarmement on 18 May o
(ENDC/PV.297). We have felt it hecessery to do this because since that time a number
of delegations have made comments on several points raised in t@at statement. In
making my remarks today I shall also touch upon other relevant aspects of the non-

proliferation treaty.

3. In this connexion let me say at the outset that we heard with great
satisfaction the words of the representative of India, Mr. Trivedi, at our meeting
of 23 May when he quoted an important passage from Ambassador Corréa da Costa's
speech concerning freedom in regard to the peaceful development of nuclear activiﬁiesx
and declared his complete agreement with that thesis (ENDC/PV,298, para.22). We
were also gratified to note that the rebresentative of Mexico, Mr. Castaneda, stated
at our meeting of 13 June: A
Mike Brazil, India and others, we believe that the developing countries o
would not be able to forgo carrying out in the future, when it is techniceily."“
and economically possible, gigantic civil engineering works, such as
excavation for canals and ports, by means of nuclear explosions.” (ENDC/PV,30L,

para.ll) ‘ ', : ‘ iy

b, flthough Mr. Castaneda went on toiexpress a point of view which differs from
" our own position on the carrying out of explosions by national means, it is
nevertheless significant that the non-nuclear countries have become increasingly
aware of the importance of peaceful nuclear activities for their economlc and social ..
development now or in the near future. Other delegatlons have expressed markedly
divergent opinions on that particular subject. Such dlfferences of view make Jt ‘

necessary for the Brazilian delegation to renew its efforts to clarlfy 1ts ‘

fundamental positions,

5a The present stage of the work of the Eighteen~Nation Committee on Disarmament
can rightly be described as a pre-negotiation phase. Exactly three months and

eleven days ago we agreed (ENDC/PV.296, para. 22), at the request of our co-Chairmen,
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on a six—week_recees designed te.give the super—Powefe the time.tﬁey ﬁeeded'to
consult between themselves and with their allies iﬁ'e}aer to«errive at a‘joint draft'
text.of a non-proliferation treaty for submission to this Committee, I do not wish
to speculate here on the various factors that have prevented their tabllng such a
text to date; but the fact that we resumed our work some weeks ago w1thout a
specific draft treaty makes it'plain that we are not vet negotlatlng a non-—
proliferation agreement. Rather we ere engaged on a prelﬂmlnary and very 1mnortant ‘
exercise which consistis in co-operating with the two super-Powers by statlng our
fundamental concerns with frankness and clarity so that they may be duly taken into

account when the negotiating phase itself really begins.

6. Mr. Cavalletti, the Tormer representative of Italy in this Committee, said at
our meeting of 15 June:
"We ... must offer them ZEhe co»ChairmeE7 our co—qperetion frankly and lojally.
Nothing will be more helpful to them‘than a.EIeQE.ehd EOmplete.understanding
of the points of view of.all the delegations as revealed in the cﬁrrent debates.
Such an understanding will certainly help to make the work of the co-Chairmen

more effective by giving-them specific guidelines.™ (ENDC/PV.3057 para.5)

7 We are.convinéed that the present debate offers a unique chance of ensurlng
that the interests of all nav'ons7 nuclear and non-nuclear alike, shall be reflected
in the final agreement on the non-proliferation of nuclear weapons. By definition,
every international .agrcement represents a compromlse of national 1nterests towards
a common geal. By stating their pos¢t10ns all naulone represcn»ed in this Committee
are preparing the ground for a compromise so that ‘the treaty caﬁ be negotiated

on a broad basis-and .accordingly can be universally accept‘;edo For such is the kind
of treaty to which we are looking forward: not a text agreed private}y beﬁween.fhe
euper—Powers and destined to passive accession by the rest of the nations, but a
true agreement of the natiomal will of ite parties with provieions acceptable to all
and aimed at avoiding the proliferation of nuclear weapons without prejudicing the

legitimate concern of any nation for its progress and its security.

-

8, May T add that the Brazilian tradition-in international affairs is based on the
conviction $hat every problem must be solved by. constractlve neﬁotvatlon rather than
by resort to fcrce or threat? The history of our confrlbutlon to the work of this

Committee stands as ample proof of my words.
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%. Hav1ng said that,. T should like to return to one assertion that has been

voiced here several times. I am referring to the often~repeated the51s of some
nuclear States that it is impossible at the present stage to determine obJectlvely
the distinction between a peaceful nuclear device and a nuclear weapon, and that for
this reason an effective non—prollferqtlon treaty must prevent the present non- ’
nuclear countries from obtaining peaceful nuclear devices by their national meens and
from developing their own peaceful nuclear technology aimed at utilizing or perfecting

such devices.

10. The Brazilian posltion in regard to this aspect has been expressed already in
very clear terms. Ve consider it unacceptable and even not feasible in the long run
to curtall freedom of s01ent1flc research 1n one sector of human knowledge. At our
meetlng of 8 June the representatlve of the United States advocated that the non-
nuclear countries renounce 'one technology, without denying themselves the beneflts
of that technology" (ENDC/PV.303, para.l0); but here what seems to be very little to

ask amounts'in reality to very much. By denying themselves one particular technology '

the present non-nuclear nations would in fact renounce also a wide range of new
s01ent1f1c advancements which have definite practlcal appllcatlon in several

industrial fields and which could‘foster important economic activities.

i

11. Tt is no wonder that a vast number of programmes which are being oonducted
currently in the United States under project Plowshare are reportedly the result of{
joint undertakings by the itomic Energy Commission and private enterprises. It can
be seen that business is by no means unaware of the tremendous pnssibilities of
peaceful.nuclear explosions, and it is easy to imagince the significance of this fact
for the less-developed countries of the world which are so badly in need of
industrial development and of the creation of diversified job opportunities in basic
industrial fields. By the way, international Press dispatches have recently spread‘
the news that a nuclear explosive device has been detonated underground in the

,United:States as part of the continuance of activities under project Plowshare.

12. Thus to forgo peaceful nuclear technology means drastically to reduce the
possibilities of progress in many related fields and would be tantamount to accepting
in the near future and for ever an irreversible status of inferiority and ‘

dependence for which nothing could compensate. Nations lacking such a powerful tool

.
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for development and progress, whlch represents a multiplying factor in the economy,

. would be placing themselves in the hardly enviable pos1tlon of entirely depending on
the unilateral will of the nuclear Powers.. No conntry has a right to decide off-
hand that it is to remain underdeveloped Moreover, such a de0151on, if established
w1th the legal sanction of an 1nternatlonal commitment, would amount to the betrayal
of‘the most legltlmate aspirations of 1ts people towards the achievement of better
standards of living for everyone. If nuclear technology applied for peaceful
purposes only ~- with a view to the betterment of the economic and social condition
of nations that would otherwise be condemned to watch the gap between them and the
more advanced countries widen progressively ~- is destined to-"change the face of the
world, it is our primary duty to sce that the hopes of so nany millions of people

are not overlooked or forgotten,

13. As for Brazil, we are deeply committed in a struggle for development, a
relentless battle that is belng fought on many fronts with courage and tena01ty

The weapons for winning thlb bloodless war may be within our grasp, and we cannot
env1sage precludlng our ablllty to use them. If polltlcal condltlons 1n the world
could change overnlght and wishful hypotheses become realltles, one could conceive
that a country like Brazil might make a dramatic renunciation. Such a step, whose
weighty consequences I do not believe it necessary to underline further, could only
be taken if all ~— and I repeat all -~ nations would at-the same time take a slmilar
decision to renounce the manufacture of nuclear explosives of,any‘kind, either for
peaceful or for weapons purposes. The authority to manufacture miclear explosives
would then be concentrated in a single international organization so that no nation
would retain the legal and material capability .of- producing them. Would the present

nuclear nations consider such a prospect agreeable -to.them? .

14, 1In our view, a treaty aimed at the preventionnof'the proliferation.of nuclear
weapons ~- or rather a treaty deslgned to prevent the non-nuclear countries from ever
attaining the capability to produce such weapons -- does not necessarlly have to
prohibit those countries from manufacturing nuclear explos1ves intended for peaceful
exploits. Neither 1s that course of action Justlflable, for if technologies for

one objective or the other are slmllar, the mere prohibition of technological
development w1ll not prevent a country from perfecting its technical knowledge and

capability for warlike uses if it decides to do so.
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15. The effectiveness of the'treaty does not rest, then, in the division of the
world into two categories of nations, namely those whiéh posseés the most ﬁodern.’
means to keep progressing and those which shall be dénied them. Incidentally,

those two cafegories themselves ‘correspond to still another dichotomy: ‘the nétions
which possess the power to anmnihilate the réét, and those which do not. No treaty
conceived ‘on that basis could ever be effective, because it would léck an essential
quality:: it would not be univé;sal in the sense that it would notﬁcorrespond to the
interests of the parties concerned, and thus could not achieve a balanced compromise

of those interests.

16. There is only one way to ensure that the treaty shall have the desired
effectiveness and durability, and that is to conciliate those two orders of
interests by means of what resolution 2028 (XX) (ENDC/161) and the memorandum of
the eight non-aligned delegations of 1966 (ENDC/178) called "an acceptable balance
of mutual responsibilities and obligations®. .n unbalanced trecaty cannot be
effective, because it could never be universally accepted. It has been said here
that the'bbligations to be undertaken by the non-nuclear nations have a value in
themselves: that is,’ they arc indispensable and valid éer se, and not only as a
counterpart of the obligations to be assumed by the nuclear Powers. That is quite
true for any obligation in the treaty, and it is why we should not dismiss the
fact that the obligations of the nuclear Powers too have a value in themselves and
should not be considered only as a counterpart of the renunciation of nuclear
weapons by the non-nuclear countries. ' e
17. VYhen we speak of balance of obligations we do not have in mind an absolute ..
symmetry between the undertakings cf the nuclear-weapon Powers and those of the
non-nuclear nations. VWe are perfectly aware that this would not be a realistic
approéch to the issues involved. But we are certainly a lohg way from those who °
“insist that it is preferable to have a bad treaty than to have no treaty at ‘all.
In saying that, in all candour and frankness, we do not want our words to be '
construed in the sense that we oppose the conclusion of a treaty on the non- -
proliferation of nuclear weapons. We categorically reject any insinuation to that
effect.' Brazil has the firm intention of continuing to contribute the best of its
efforts, in this Committee and élsewhere, to the achievement of a treaty that can

be universal, effective and lasting.
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18. In this connex1on we have followed with the greatest 1nterest and optlmlsm

the recent meeting of the President of the Unitcd States and the Chairman of the
Coun01l of Minlsters of the Sov1et Unlon at Glassboro. In the same splrit we are
prepared to present our ideas and to study with interest the ideas of other nations
negotiatlng around this table, as we have always done in the past. In d01ng.so we
are only follow1ng the natural course of action of any country seriously engaged

in the effort of negotiating on such an important issue.

19; In thls connexion I should like to quote a statement made by Lord Chalfont at

our meetlng of 25 May with which my delegation finds itself in complete agreement.

The former leader of the United Kingdom delegation said:’ '
"-"Therc is in my mind no doubt that, if the non-nuclear Powers are to be

Aasked to sign a bindlng non—proliferatlon treatyl it must contain the

e necessary provisions and machinery to ensure that the nuclear Pomers too

tohe their proper share of the balance of obligation." (ENDC/PV,299, para.l0)

In the same statcement lord Chalfont said:

", .. a non-proliferation treaty is ZSbt? simply a matter of agreement between'
the United Stitcs and its allies on the one hand and the Soviet Union and'its
allies on the other. ves No treaty that was unacceptable to /Phe non—allgned

countrles/ could possibly last.' (ibid., para.7)

20. I hope ho doubt will remain that our. endeavour is to arrive at a treaty that is
acceptable to all through its embodiment of an appropriate balance of mutual.
responsibilities and obligations. We conceive the.balance of obligations as the
essence of the treaty, something like a predominant condition that must pervade and
inform the formulation of the operatire provisions in the egreement.'~It is a ‘
ubiquitous condition, in the light of which the draft treaty will have to be

discussed.

21. In the view of my delcgation an effective non-proliferation treaty must contain
three essential ‘elements: first, it must constitute a legal commitment not to
utilize nuclear tenchology for weapons purposes; second, it must provide for the
objective verifiCation of the fulfilment of that binding commitment by means of a’
systém of international control and inspection; and third, it must assure minimal
regional and global -guarantees of peacé that -may strengthen. the peaceful -animus

that will be the basic commitment of each contracting party.
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22. Thé obligations to be undertaken by both nuclear and non-nuclear nations in
ordg; to impleﬁént those threetconditions must be clearly stated and accepted by all
parties. If the treaty reprcseﬁts nothing moré“than é unilateral act of
renunciation of nuclear weapons and nuclear techﬂology by the non-nuclear countries,
it will,pﬁiy mean that those countries arc placing their chances of progress and

their seéurity nceds entirely at the political will of the nuclear Powersa

23. @he political’will of a nation is not stable or steady. It varies according to
many. facotrs, such as the ever-changing pattern 6f international relationships, tHe
shorf—térm or long-term national interests of a country, the rise of unforeseeable

or less foresecable circumstances which influence the course of histpry. Instability
is even more characteristic of.alliances or blocs of nations, which are formed or
dissolved when certain specifiéa conditions arise or cease to exist. What was true
in 1939, in_i9&5, in 1956 or in 1962 is no longer true,ip'l967; and what is true

now miéht“noE.héeeésé}ily be true a year or threec years from today.

2k, If this is éo, how can the non—nucléar.nations be content with vague assurances
that their progress or security .interests will be looked after by the nucleérl
natlons An exchango for their binding commitment to renounce for ever the full
utlllzatlon of nuclear energy for purposes of development . or for ensurlng minimal
security conditions for their peoplcs, espec1ally when they are or mlght become the
object of a chronic threat by countries possessing nuclear armament and not likely

‘

to be parties to the treaty?

25, We have heard time and again the argument thdt-the non—nuélear_nations w&uld be
the main beneficiaries of the‘non—prqliferation treaty. This would be so because,
if they renounced nuclear armament, regional conflicts potentially capable of .
developing into a nuclear regional war would no longef be likely to take sgch a
dangerous course. It is true that if a country does not poséess nuclear weapons it
is not able to engage in nuclear warfare, But it is also an indisputable fact that
these countries actually do not possess such weapons; and all indications seem to -
point to the.conclusion that none of the countries now believed to be in a position
to take the nuclear option has done so. On the contrary, their interest seems to

be concentrated upon thé devélopment of the peaceful applications.of nuclear energy,

either for their own development or for mainly commerciol reasons.,



. ENDC/PV.310
11

ﬂzjw;i_ e e T Dl e ' (Mr, fAzeredo da Silveira, Brazil)

'26, So in fact those who endorse the argument I mentionéd a while ago seem to be
concerned mofé with the danger of wcdpons that do not exist now and are noé iikply

to exist in thé near future than with the actual danger of the huge stbckpile§'6f
weapons that already exist, togéther with their délivery vehicles; read& tq fifé

at the push of a buttqn. Can it be that the mere possession of nuclear weapons makes
a country more respénsible than countries which do not have §uqh weapons? Is
nuclear-weapon status synon&mous with international responsibilify? If it were so,

it would be a very good reason to go nuclear,

27 "It is an illusion to imagine that in the absence of the third element I mentioned
above, namely the assurance of regional and global conditions for peace, the non=
nuclear‘nations would be able to keep their commitment not to ﬁanufacture nuclear
weapons. On the other hand, if all three conditions are ensured the fact that a
non;nqclear-weapon country embarks on a programme of development of nuclear

explosive devices fof peaceful purposes should not be regarded as a violation of

the treaty begause that nﬁtion will have undertaken, in a binding international
instrﬁment; not to produce nuc;ear weapons or to utilize its nuclear technology for
weapons purposes.' Tpe control and verification machinery provided for in the trecaty
would be the instrument for gbjectively and unequivocally ascertaining that that

obligation had been fulfilled.

+

28. Finally, the international. political situation would provide no motive for
nuclear activities other than peaceful ones. In fact, nothing could be more . .
meaningful to. world péace than a commitment of the nuclear Powers not to attack each
other with nuclcar weapons. Such a commitment would greatly enhance the prospect

of a world where the present non-nuclear nations would find it inadvisable and cven

useless to build their own nuclear arsenals.

29. My delegation is convinced that, in order to achieve a balanced and effective
non-proliferation treaty, the obligations of the nuclear-weapon Powers should be as
c;gar;y defined in the text of the trcaty as'those of non-nuclear countries. The
obligé@ions of the nuclcar Powers should be concerned with the adoption of tangibl?
disarmgmgnt steps, with meaningful guarantees for regional security and world peace,
with th? acceptance of international control on their own nuclear peaceful '

activities, with.the continuation and intensification of bilateral and multilateral
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programmes of peaceful nuclear co-operation, and with acceptance of the principle thab
the treaty should not hinder the right of all States to the development of the
peaceful utilization of nuclear encrgy by their national means, including the

carrying out of nuclear cxplosions for civil engineering purposes.

30+ The questioh of international peﬁceful nuclear co-operation is of vital
significance to Braiil. My country takes gréat interest in iﬁcréaéing bilateral

and multilateral co-operdtion with ‘other nations in order to shorten the road to the
full utilization of nuclear energy for purposes of ‘economic and social development:
Wie are convinced that this is the most useful way in which nuclear and non-nuclegr

" nations can work together to make of this world a better place to live in.
’

31, We are open to any form of co-operation in this field, as we have always been
receptive to foreign assistance for our development. Wé have learnt that ohe of
the first conditions for ensuring the best application of outside assistance is not
to receive such assistance passively but to exert the maximum effort to help our-
selves so that the process of co-operation works more effectively through the joint
endeavours of the assistiﬁg and the assisted country. Self-hclp is just one more

" reason why we think it is imperative that we should not alienate our right to

conduct research and its peaceful'applications with our national means,

32. The leader of the United States delegation, Mr. Foster, in the statement he
made to this Committee on 8 Junc, mentioned the remarkable record of his country-
in nuclear co-operation, an effort in which he himself has played a valuable role
(ENDC/PV.303, para,13). My own country has benefited in the past dnd is benefiting
now from the experience and the cccumulated knowledge of “the United States in the
field of atomic énergy; and we count upon the continuation of such programmes with

" the United States and with other nations and international organizations.,

o 33.0 1 wish to conclude my remarks by repeating that we are here to negotiate and -
that we intend to do so as soon as we have a definite text 'upon which to negotiate.
In the meaﬁtime, it is our understanding that the pqsitiohs stated by us and by all
other members of this Committee in frankness and good faith will be duly taken into
‘account by those who have taken upon themseclves the task of preparing the draft
which ‘will be the object of such negotiatidns. We say this because we firmly

believe that our concern and our ideas represent legitimate aspirations of national
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interest and deserve serious consideration and study by other members of this
Committee, just as their concern and ideas have always met with our respect and
sympathy. It is only natural that we should éxpect other delegations to be guided
by the same spirit of constructive negotiation so that the treaty on the non-
proliferation of nuclear weapons shall contain' acceptable compromises which will

cnable it to be universal, effective and lasting.

34, The CHAIRMiN (Canada): We hope that thé véry important statement just

made by the representative of Brazil and his pleé for understanding and a frank
and free discussion of the positions set forth will result in the views of other
delegations, particularly those of the nuclear Powers, being expressed in regard

to the many significant considerations which he has advanced.

The Conference decided to issue the following communiqué:

"The Conference of the Eighteen-Nation Committec on Disarmament today
held its 310th plenary meeting in the Palais des Nations, Geneva, under the

chairmanship of H.E. Ambassador E,L.M, Burns, representative of Canada.
"\ statcment was made by the representative of Brazil.
"The next meeting of the Conference will be held on Thursday, 6 July
1967, at 10.30 a.m,!

The meeting rose at 11.15 a.m.






