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Introduction 1>
The INFCE study, completed in February 1980, did

much to assuage wounded sensibilities of both "recipient"
and "supplier" states2) following the promulgation of more
rigorous "restraint" and "denial" policies by nuclear
supplier states in the four years following the Indian
nuclear explosion in 19743). CAS4) was established later
in 1980 to maintain the dialogue found helpful in INFCE.
The relative calm of this rehabilitative period was
dramatically broken in June 1981 by the widely condemned
bombing by Israel of the Tuwaitha Research Centre near
Baghdad. This incident focussed world attention as never
before on the International Atomic Eneray Aaency, bringing
into question the efficacy of safeguards applied by it as a.
main component of the non-proliferation regime of the NPT.

The evaluation of the Agency and its activities which
resulted appears to have reaffirmed, on a more realistic
basis, the confidence of governments in Agency safeguards
and the assurance that they give of continuing compliance
by states with their non-proliferation undertakings.^)

2; International Nuclear Fuel Cycle Evaluation
Numbers of states are both recipierts and suppliers,
variously importing and/or exporting nuclear material,

o. equipment, services and technoloay.
In this period appeared the "Zangger Committee Triager
List"(INFCIRC/209); the"Nuclear Supplier's Group"
Guidelines (INFCIRC/254); the United States' Nuclear

4>Non-proliferation Act;
Committee on Assurances of Supply, established by the

,-. Board of Governors of the IAEA - see page 7 below.
Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons "

6)(INFCIRC/140)
For an earlier appraisal of legal aspects of safeguards
see the author's paper "A lawyer's view of non-prolifer-
ation" in the Bulletin of the IAEA, September 1982,
page 32



Two years after the Baghdad bombing, a degree of
apparent quiescence has returned to non-proliferation and
the Agencv's contribution to it. This napeĵ _̂ yaluate,s_.,the
current status of more important rto'n-p'roliferation matters

Non-Proliferation Treaty
Since the last INLA Conference at the beginning of

October 1981 adherence to the NPT has not been entirely
static. Most importantly there have been no withdrawals
from the Treaty.?) Not iess significantly, additional
states have seen advantage in adhering to the NPT.8) The
accession of Viet Nam is perhaps the most significant
during the period, if one considers its security situation
among other NPT states in South-East Asia, its contiguity
with China and its security alliance with the Soviet Union.
All nuclear activities in Viet Nam are already covered by
Agency safeguards^); nevertheless, the political and legal
commitment given by Viet Nam, through its accession to the
NPT, to engage only in peaceful uses of nuclear eneray is
an important assurance to its neighbours which should be a
stabilizing factor in the region.

The accession of Viet Nam, Papua-New Guinea and Nauru
to the NPT means that in the vast area of the Pacific and
Indian Oceans, Australasia, and the whole of South-East
Asia east of Burma, NPT oblicrations obtain in all states
and territories except the island possessions of France
and Chile, and the Seychelles Islands. Since Seychelles
has no significant nuclear activity, and the Pacific
islands of Chile are in any case within the zone of
application of the Tlatelolco Treaty!0), the essential pre-
conditions of establishment of a nuclear-weapon-free zone,
namely, absence of nuclear weapons, would exist throuahout
this vast area except for the testing of nuclear weapons
in the Tuamotu Archipelacro and any arrangements for
deployment of nuclear weapons at bases of nuclear-weapon
states in the area.

Article X. of the NPT would allow a party to withdraw
from the Treaty if it decides that extraordinary events
have jeopardized its supreme interests; three months'
advance notice to the other parties and to the UN Security
Council would be required. No state has made use of the

„. provision.
The following states became parties since 1 October 1981:
Antigua and Barbuda, 1 11 81 (succession), Papua New Guinea
25 1 82 (accession); Viet Nam 6 6 82 (accession); Nauru
7 6 82 (accession); Uganda 20 10 82 (accession).

*'lNFCIRC/293
Treaty for the Prohibition of Nuclear Weapons in Latin
America (Tlatelolco Treaty)
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The accession of Ucranda helps bring southwards the
limits of the solid girdle of NPT states across equatorial
Africa. Between the Eauator and the Tropic of Capricorn,
however, there remains a broad belt of countries which,
although they do not have significant nuclear activities,
are not parties to the NPT. Their auiescence is, perhaps,
not so much an indication of lack of interest in, or
support in principle for, the NPT, as a political statement
of their suspicion of the nuclear activities of their
neighbour to the south, South Africa.

Tlatelolco Treaty
The Falkland Islands Malvinas conflict brought to

notice in dramatic ways the importance of the Tlatelolco
Treaty. • The long delay in ratification of the Treaty by
Cuba and Argentina, and in entry into force of it for Brazil"
and Chile, has meant that a true nuclear-weapon-free zone
has not yet been established in the zone of application
defined in Article 4.2 of the Treaty. Apparent auiescence
in Latin America is always likely to be misleading, however,
and neither the politics nor the practice of the Treaty is
static. Tlatelolco is a seminal treaty, more important in
its conception and more significant as a paradigm for true
weapons-limiting regimes than the NPT. Unlike the NPT, the
Tlatelolco Treaty does not allow the parties to it to abet
vertical proliferation. Parties to NPT may host on their
territories the nuclear-armed forces and nuclear weapons
emplacement of nuclear-weapon states. The Tlatelolco Treaty
does not allow this; rather, it excludes nuclear weapons
under whatever ownership from the territories of parties.
The Tlatelolco regime is therefore calculated to achieve
for its members a much higher assurance of insulation from
superpower conflict and nuclear war than is achieved by
the NPT regime for its members. The security benefits, in
the global context, of a fully implemented Tlatelolco Treaty
would appear to be greater for its parties than those
accruing to NPT parties in other regions.

The military and strategic benefits of full participr.':'
ation in the Tlatelolco Treaty were recoanied at the eighth
session of the General Conference of the Organization for
the Prohibition of Nuclear Weapons in Latin America (OPANAL)
in Jamaica in May 1983. It was clear at the conference that
Argentina would have been in a stronger political and
legal position to protest the use by Great Britain in the
Falkland Islands/Melvinas conflict of nuclear-propelled
submarines, and the alleged introduction of nuclear weapons
into the zone of application of the Tlatelolco Treaty, if
it had been a party to the Tlatelolco Treaty instead"of a
mere signatory absent ratification. The conference adopted
a resolution noting, (a) Argentine allegations regarding
the introduction of nuclear weapons, and (b) the statement
by the UK that it has scrupulously abserved its obliaations
under Protocols I and II of the Treaty and has not deployed
nuclear weapons in areas for which de jure or de facto it
is internationally responsible lyinq within the limits of
the geographical zone established in the Treatv or in areas



for which the Treaty is enforced. The resolution urges
all states for which the Treaty and its Protocols are not
yet in force to take the necessary action "to finalize the
process of military de-nuclearization of the Zone of
application as defined in the second paragraph of Article 4
of the Treaty". This important resolution, manifesting the
concern of existing parties that the Treaty is not yet
operative for the defined zone of application, carries a
clear message to Argentina that it should become a party
not only to secure the benefits of protection of the Treaty
to itself, but also to perfect the benefits and protection
enjoyed by existing parties.

The Argentine authorities and the Secretariat of the
Agency continue to discuss the scope of the safeguards
agreement required under Article 13 of the Treaty which,
unless waived, is a prerequisite under Article 28 for entry
into force of the Treaty for Argentina for ratification. A
major difficulty, in the absence of technical criteria for
distinguishing between nuclear explosives developed for
peaceful purposes and nuclear weapons, is to reconcile the
Agency's verification activities to be undertaken under
the proposed agreement with the legal possibility provided
by Article 18 of the Treaty that Contracting Parties may
carry out explosions of nuclear devices for peaceful
purposes in accordance with the conditions there laid
down''''). It is to Argentina's credit that it still seeks
ar. appropriate safeguards agreement notwithstanding the
trauma of the recent conflict, which could have put its
support for the Treatv very much in question.

Safeguards
A notable safeguards development is the offer made by

the Soviet Union at the second UN Snecial Session on
Disarmament in June 1982 to accept Agency safeguards on
certain of its nuclear power reactors and nuclear research
reactors. Negotiation of a "voluntary offer" safeguards
agreement with the USSR began with the visit of an Agency
delegation to Moscow in May 1983. The agreement is likely
to be similar in form and content to existing "voluntary
offer" agreements with the UK, the USA and France. As in
the latter states, the Agency's small safeguards effort
in the Soviet Union will not have direct non-proliferation
effect. The Agency mi^ht nain, however, from expansion of
opportunities for training and for development of safe-
guarding techniques on additional types of plant. Through
the exercise, the Soviet Union puts itself on the same
footing as the UK, USA and France in exercising its
sovereignty to allow Agency inspectors into nuclear
facilities on its territory; further, it demonstrates
willingness to accept some deoree of "ecruality of misery"
with non-NWS party to NPT which incur administrative,

This possibility is somewhat problematic, since
Article 18 has to be read subject to Articles 1 and 5
of the Treatv



operational and financial burdens on their nuclear
industries through acceptance of safeguards. A number of
commentators have noted the possible significance of the
Soviet acceptance of safeguards for verification
arrangements within disarmament regimes involving the
Soviet Union, which might be negotiated.12)

At the instigation of Argentina, aspects of Agency
safeguards came under scrutiny in the Board of Governors
in the aftermath of the conflict between Argentina and
the UK over the Falkland Islands. Araentina, concerned
at the use by the United Kingdom in the conflict of
nuclear propelled submarines and the possible introduction
into the (inchoate) zone of application of the Tlatelolco
Treaty, drew attention to the differences in undertakings
on use of nuclear material in the three main types of
safeguards agreements. Under its agreements, based on
INFCIRC/66/Rev.2, Argentina had undertaken not to use
safeguarded nuclear material for any military purpose.
The United Kingdom under its "voluntary offer" agreement
retained the freedom to keep unsafecmarded nuclear material
in military use, and the discretion to withdraw other
nuclear material from safeauards. Non-nuclear-weapon states
party to NPT also have the possibility, under Article 14
of their safeguards agreements, based on INFCIRC/153, to
withdraw nuclear material from safeauards for "non-
proscribed" (that is, non-explosive) military purposes;
such purposes might include nuclear-rpropulsion of
naval vessels.

12)
Not least Soviet commentators: e.g., Zheleznov, R.,
"Monitoring Arms Limitation Measures", in "Inter-
national Affairs", July 1982, p.75 to p.82, where the
following statement is made:
"The positive significance of the IAEA safeguards lies
in the fact that it can in many ways provide a proto-
type for organizing control in other areas of limiting
arms, especially nuclear arms."
The IAEA is not a forum for political development of
schemes for non-proliferation or disarmament. Political
initiatives in these areas certainly cannot come from
the Secretariat. Here, however, quiescence teases with
a suggestion of tumescence: the Agency's experience
and expertise in verification techniques stand available
and are clearly of some relevance where development of
proposals for nuclear-weapon-free zones and disarmament
arrangements are under consideration. This is
recognized within the UN Committee on Disarmament in
Geneva, and has been aiven some prominence of late in
important public addresses by the Director General,
Mr.Hans Blix, e.g., to the New York Bar Association
on 19 May 1983 and to the Council for Foreign
Relations, New York, on 20 May 1983.



In September 1982 in response to an Argentine
proposal, the Director General Was requested by the
Board of Governors to have the Secretariat study the
degree of compatibility between the provisions of the
safeguards agreements in force and the Statute as
regards the statutory legitimacy of non-explosive
military application of nuclear material subject to the
Agency's safeguards system.

The resultant study by the Secretariat was before i...
Board of Governors at its meeting in February 1983. The
study examined textual differences in the four authentic
language texts of Article III.A.5 of the Statute of the
Agency and the negotiating history of the provision1-5) ;
it reviewed the work of the Committee of Governmental
Representatives (the Safeguards Committee 1970) which
prepared the basis of NPT safeguards agreements14); and
the subsequent practice of the Board of Governors. The
study concluded that:

- the Statute reoruires peaceful use of all items while
they are subject to Agency safenuards and this
requirement is met for all safeguards agreements in
force despite the different terms of the basic under-
takings;

- the conditions for the termination, non-application and
the duration of safeguards are not identical in the
broad categories of Agency safeguards agreements which
can be distinguished15) but the differences do not
result in any incompatibilitv between these agreements
and the Statute;

1 3)
1 Article III. A. 5 authorized the Agency (Encrlish language
text) "to establish and administer safequards designed
to ensure that special fissionable and other materials,
services, equipment, facilities, and information made
available by the Agency or at its request or under its
supervision or control are not used in such a way as to
further any military purpose; and to apply safeguards,
at the request of the parties, to any bilateral or
multilateral arrangement, or at the request of a State,
to any of the State's activities in the field of atomic
energy." The French, Russian and Spanish texts, literally
translated into English, would authorize the Agency "..
to extend the application of these safeguards..". The
effect of this demonstrative article arcmably could be
that the objective of safeguards be in all safeguards
agreements the same as the objective states by the first
part of Article III.A.5 for situations where a state
receives assistance from or through the Agency under an
Agency project, namely, to ensure that'the special
fissionable and other materials, etc.,"are not used in
such a way as to further any military purpose".

14)
"The structure and content of agreements between the
Agency and states required in connection with the Treaty
on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons" (INFCIRC/153)
INFCIRC/66/Rev.2-type agreements; INFCIRC/153-type
agreements; and voluntary offer agreements.



the English version of Article XII.A.5 reflects the
intention of parties to the Statute, and the practice
of the Board has confirmed interpretation according
with the Enqlish lanquage version of Article III.A.5;
a literal reading of the French, Russian and Spanish
versions does not lead to different conclusions.

In the February 1983 meeting of the Board of Governors
the study drew substantive comment only from the Governor
for Argentina. Perhaps predictably, he commented
critically on certain analyses in the study but ended by
taking a position which, apparently accepting the con-
clusions of the study, affirmed for all states the right
availed of by NWS in concluding voluntary offer aareements,
of treating as negotiable conditions of duration, non-
application and termination of safeguards in relation to
voluntary submission of nuclear facilities and/or
materials to Agency safeguards.

In the result, the Board's handling of the Argentine
concerns appears to confirm the statutory validity of the
basis on which basic undertakings, the objectives of
safeguards, and related conditions are formulated in
current safeguards agreements. The status quo is therefor
reinforced. The more rigorous restriction of nuclear
material to solely peaceful uses once submitted to safe-
guards, which could be the logical result of interpreta-;

tions of Article III.A.5 in its Spanish version, is not
without its attractions as an approach to non-prolif er-'.'~
ation and arms control. The fact is, however, that from
the beginning the Statute accommodated already existing
disparities between nuclear-weapon states and other
members of the Agency. The Statute is not, and was never
designed as, a mandatory charter of non-proliferation and
arms control measures. It went no further than to '
authorize and enable regulation of peaceful uses of
nuclear energy; this can cover regulatory aspects of
non-proliferation and arms control arrangements which
might be agreed elsewhere and brouuht to the Agency with
a request to execute them. The limits of possible Agency
activities pursuant to such arrangements nave not yet
been defined. They need not be confined to safeguards
procedures as presently developed.

CAS
In June 1980, consecment on the conclusion of the

INFCE study in February of that yearf the Board of Governors
of the Agency established CAS, the Committee on Assurances
of Supply, as a forum at governmental representative level
able to deal with problems of nuclear trade. INFCE itself
had been intended, in the words of the communique of its
final conference, "as a non-political technical and
analytical study rather than a negotiation"; CAS, by
comparison, has political competence.

CAS is a committee open to all member states, with a
mandate:



"to consider and advise the BOG on:
(i) ways and means by which supplies of nuclear

materials, equipment and technoloay and fuel cycle
services can be assured on a more predictable and
long-term basis in accordance with mutually
acceptable considerations of non-proliferation; and

(ii)the Agency's role and responsibil i t ies in relation
thereto"."'

In eight sessions since 1980 CAS has not exactly
developed a reputation for rash impetuosity. More recent
sessions have departed from the Quaker-like calm of in i t i a l
meetings and have become both more substantive and more
po l i t i ca l . As a forum able to deal with pol i t ica l aspects
of nuclear trade, including non-proliferation conditions
affecting such trade, CAS came into competition with the
proposed UN Conference for the Pomotion of International 6̂>
Cooperation in the Peaceful Uses of Nuclear Energy (PUNE) .
Some states appear to perceive advantage in having
questions of policy on nuclear matters affecting relations
between states decided in the more poli t ical and less
technical atmosphere of a UN conference, where they can
expect wider support for their positions on a bloc-voting
basis .1 7) The diff icul t ies in negotiations in preparation
for PUNE inevitably had an unfavourable effect on CAS. Not

1 6 ^ PUNE was to be held in 1983 pursuant to UN General
Assembly Resolution 35/112 of 5 December 1980. Four
•sessions of a Preparatory Committee for PUNE failed to
produce agreement on an agenda and rules.of procedure
for the conference. The two were linked: inclusion in
the agenda of an item on universally accepted principles
for ways and means to promote international cooperation
in the peaceful uses of nuclear energy, soucrht in those
broad terms bv, loosely speaking, "recipient" states
was not acceptable to "supplier" states unless the
rules of procedure provided for the takina of decision
only by consensus. The nuostion of whether and when to
hold PUNE depends on further consideration in the UNGA
later in 1983. The ear l ies t practicable year for holding
PUNE is now 1985, at which time i t would clash v/ith the

1 7 . Third NPT Review Conference.
Accordinaly,the role of the Agency is in question within
CASdifferences recur in debates on a draft principle
that the Acrency "should continue to serve as the primary/
an important/the primary permanent/an important permanent/
multilateral forum concerned with peaceful uses of
nuclear enercry."
In Article 1 of the Agreement Governing the Relationship between
the UN and the IAEA, the IAEA is reconnized by the UN "as the
agency..responsible for international activities concerned with
the peaceful uses of nuclear energy in accordance with its Statute,
without prejudice to the rights and responsibilities of the UN in
this field under the Charter." The provision is subject to an
agreed interpretation that "the Agency, which is established for
the specific purpose of dealing with the peaceful uses of atomic
energy, will have the leading position in this field."(UN document
A/RES/1145(XII) and IAEA document GC(II) INF/12 of 14 July 1970).
The agreed interpreation was the trade-off for deletion of the word
"primarily" which had preceded "responsible" in an earlier version
of Article 1.
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only did political differences become sharper in the
Committee, but also the deadline disappeared for the
production by CAS of substantive results to be taken into
account by governments in their preparation for PUNE.

In the result, CAS has so far produced a small number
of tentatively agreed principles on the basis of which
nuclear trade might be facilitated. It has produced also
a proliferation of alternatives of principles variously
relating, linking or divorcing nuclear supply assurances
and non-proliferation assurances. The work done on
principles has set the scene for possible hard bargaining
to establish non-proliferation conditions (e.g. acceptance
of full-scope safeguards and undertakings not to develop
nuclear explosive devices) which, if accepted by a state,
would assure it of access to nuclear technoloay, material
and equipment from supplier states under commercial
conditions and with a minimum of additional bilaterally
required conditions. Such assured access is possibly
sufficiently attractive to a small number of recipient
states not yet committed to full-scope safeguards to offer
some prospect of an ultimate deal on principles; the
positions of some other states not party to NPT or the
Tlatelolco Treaty appear more doctrinaire and offer little
prospect that they would make concessions to a wider non-
proliferation regime. It should not be ruled out, however,
that favourable developments on disarmament by nuclear-
weapon states might induce a greater degree of flexibility
in these more independent-minded states.

CAS has made more proaress in developing the outlines
of an emergency back-up mechanism to assure substitute
supplies in the event of interruption or major delay in
providing contracted supplies for reasons other than
breach of non-proliferation of safeauards commitments by
the importing country. Useful work has also been done on
developing elements of revision mechanisms which could be
included in bilateral supply agreements. *"*) jn the April
session of CAS when it appeared that the outline of a
back-up, mechanism might be referred to the Board v/ith a
recommendation to the DG to develop and implement it,
political considerations of some delegations intervened:
on one hand, some sought to maintain a linkage between
agreement on a back-up mechanism and agreement on a package
of principles; others apparently sought, perhaps for
political purposes related to PUNE, to maintain the
appearance that CAS was failing to make satisfactory
progress on any substantive issues. In this small detail,
quiescence is retrogression not proaress.

The CAS jargon "revision mechanisms" translates into
provisions for consultation, review and amendment
designed to ensure that parties to a supply agreement,
to the execution of which there is some impediment,
maintain dialogue, thereby, hopefully, obviating uni-
lateral action, by a supplier, to refuse to deliver
contracted supplies, or, by a recipient, to refuse to
take deliverv of them.



IPS 19>
Several thousand bombs could be made with the

quantity of plutonium under Agency safeguards at the end
of 1982.20) of the 83 tonnes of such Plutonium in NNWS,
five tonnes, that is, enough for more than several
hundred bombs, is separated plutonium which for safeguards
purposes is treated as needing as little time as sev^n
days for its conversion into "the metallic components
of a nuclear explosive device"21). The remaiing plutonium
contained in irradiated fuel, is1 treated as needing of the
order of one to three months for its conversion to weapons
usable form.22) Plutonium not under Agency safeguards
exists in enormous quantities in the NWS, and in lesser
quantities in a couple of states where not all nuclear
facilities and material are under safeguards.

The drafters of the Statute of the IAEA foresaw in
1956 that special measures might be necessary in order to
ensure that Plutonium would remain in use for peaceful
purposes only and not be stock-piled.23) Accordingly,
Article XII.A.5 of the Statute provides authority for the
Agency to approve means used for reprocessinci, to reouire
that produced special fissionable materials (plutonium)
be used for peaceful purposes under continuing Agency
safeguards and to require deposit with the Agency of any
excess of any special fissionable materials over what is
needed for use in research or in reactors; such deposit
is subject to prompt return by the Aaency for the same
uses..

The paragraph is not implemented bv existing
safeguards procedures.

It was recognized in studies which began within the
Secretariat in 1976 that implementation of the provision
could provide additional assurance to the world community
that the increasing amounts of Plutonium being separated
in the course of peaceful nuclear activities would not
be diverted for military purposes. In 1978 after informing
the Board of Governors, the Director General convened a
meeting of experts from interested member states to begin
"preparation of proposals for the establishment of
schemes for the international management and storage of
plutonium in implementation of Article XII.A.5".
19) " International Plutonium Storage"-a study on the inplementation
2Q. of Article XTI.-A.5 of the Statute of the IAEA'by afi Expert Group.

Annual Report of the IAEA for 1982, page 69. Most of
this plutonium is reactor-grade, rather than weapons-

21v grade, not readily usable for explosive purposes.
See definition of "conversion time" in "IAEA Safeguards

99> Glossary" (IAEA/SG/INF/1), page 20.

23) i b i d"
Indeed, the idea of control of reprocessing and its
plutonium product is a. vestigial remnant of the
preventive approach of the Baruch Plan.
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An eventual 37 states participated in the meetings
which continued over four years. The report of the IPS
Expert Group, completed in October 1982, was referred by
the DG to the Board of Governors of the Aqencv which gave
initial consideration to it in February 1983. Consultations
are to take place outside of the Board to attempt to define
what, if any, further action will be taken consequent on
results of the Expert Group Study.

The auguries for effective implementation of
Article XII.A.5, or even for continuation of efforts to
define a scheme of implementation, are not qood. The
Expert Group worked with difficulty. Its technical
discussions were bedevilled with political discord. When
eventually it became clear that political considerations
arising from non-proliferation policies and questions of
access to technoloav could only be taken further in a
forum constituted formally at the level of government
representatives, IPS was brought to a close. Its report,
adopted with difficulty by consensus, presents not the
one "lowest common denominator" scheme towards which the
Group had worked for the qreater oart of its existence
but, rather, three schemes, none of which was supported
by all of the experts.

The three schemes differ mainly in the degree to
which parties would derogate from their sovereign control
of separated plutonium stocks to allow the Agency to
determine whether plutonium was legitimately in use or
was excess, and whether projected use of material in
Agency storage justified fulfilment of a request for its
return. Each of the three schemes would be intended to
? i operated in close association with current IAEA
safeguards. All have certain procedural and operational
elements in common. The differences between them,
however, described in the report of the Expert Group as
being"more of a conceptual nature",24) a r e Such that there
would be wide differences in the degree of assurance that
they would give of non-stockpilinq and continuing peaceful
use of plutonium. For the scheme which would allow least
intrusion by the Agency, the increment in assurance would
seem minimal; at the other pole, the scheme requiring
most active assessment and judgements by the Director
General, although more intrusive in states' affairs,
would seem capable of appreciably increasing assurance
that plutonium in states participating in the scheme was
not liable to be diverted to military purposes.

24)
Expert Group on International Plutonium Storage -
Report to the Director General (IAEA-IPS/EG/140),
page 15.
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Plutonium continues to be generated in nuclear
power programs, and on an increasing scale. New technologies,
such as laser stripping, may make reactor-grade plutonium
more readily convertible to weapons-arade plutonium. The
prescience of the drafters of the Statute in providing
broad authority for an international plutonium storage
regime remains impressive. Whether or not governors will
act resolutely on further work to implement Article
XII.A.5 of the Statute will be closely watched.

Conclusion
The discussion above shows that in a number of areas

affecting or involving the Agency, considerable activity
over the last two years at political and technical levels
has so far produced little tangible result. Judged by
results governments might appear quiescent as reaards
their dealings with non-proliferation; judged bv activity,
however, the situation is anything but static. Diplomatic
activity can be expected to continue and to increase in
urgency as the Third NPT Review Conference and/or PUNE
approaches.

i

The views expressed in this paper do not necessarilv
represent those of the IAEA.
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