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N Abstract

The purpose of this paper is to clarify the role and

resources of the International Atomic Energy Agency in

expanding and strengthening the International nuclear safeguards
system. In addition to describing the IAEA's budget process and
structure, the paper presents forecasts of the expected Increases
In civil nuclear energy capacities that will impose greater
demands on the safeguards system in the future; it discusses
evidence concerning the economic and political constraints

that impinge on the 1AEA's programs; and it analyzes data on

the trends in program priorities and the relationship between
demands on the Agency's safeguards program and its resources.

United States' support processes and sriorities receive

speclal attention,
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CONCERNS ABOUT THE IAEA'S SAFEGUARDS SYSTEM

Although there Is now widespread recognition that the .
international safeguards system cannot prevent the proliferation
of nuclear weapons, there ls also a clear consensus among Informed
observors that it nevertheless can serve some useful functions.
in particular, to the extent that it threatens to detect a
diversion of materials from the civil fuel cycle to weapons
fabricat lon, It can serve to de‘ter such a diversion. While most
analyses have focused on this negative, deterrent function, the
system can also serve a complementary positive function as well.
For it may serve to assure other countries that any given country
where safeguards are applied has In fact not acqulred nuclear
weapons. Thus, it reduces the conflict potential inherent in
the susplcions that would be more prevalent in the absence of such
assurances.

In its present form, however, the system suffers from
numerous serious flaws. |Its actual performance of the deterrence
and ‘assurance functions Is substantially limited by a variety
of political, administrative, and technical problems. Many
countries have refused to accede to the NonQProliferatlon Treaty
and have thereby excluded facilities from the purview of the
safeguards system.l Reports of the results of inspections and
other safeguards procedures recefve quite limited distribution
and thereby feed doubts about their conclusiveness.2 When samples \
of materials undergo laboratory analysis to check the accuracy '
of materials flows records, the sample sizes and measurement

errors are such that there Is a 5% or so chance that a diversion

hes occurred even though the samples measurement data indicate
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~ receiving., considerable’ attention as strengthening ,the international

3

that it has not. These problems and others have recently been

<

' safeguards system. has become a- central foreugn pollcy Issue.

~.In addition to issues": atout strengthening the system, there
are also questions about expahd'ng the system. Since the levels
of nuclear energy activities are likely to increase at a more
rapld pace over- the next severaﬁ'years‘and berhaps even decades,
the'safeguards system will of course aisoAhave to ex»and to
maintain even only minimal ‘standards of effectlveness.?_ Some
rough forecasts of nuclear power plant capacities are.indicated
in Figure 1. Although there Is still eonsiderableluncertalnty

_ (Figure ‘1" here) |
about the future of-nuclear'bbner, even rather conservative
assumptions ltead to forecasts of a trinling of worldwide power
reactor Cajcacities over the next decade., Such Ievels would be
obtained even if only thoce reactors operable or under construction
as of early 1977 were to be on-line in a decade. ,chh-eperhaps
most--of the Increases furthermore will be in countries that do
not_presently have nuclear weapons, Finally, enrichment and
reprocessing facilities providing the fuel for.sueh an expanded
reactor capacity would place particulariy'great burdens on the
safeguards system,

‘There may be uncertainties about "the degree of expans!on of

the safeguards system that will be necessary and there may be \

doubts about the technical, administrative, and polttlcal
feaslbility of various ways to strengthen the system, but one

thlng is certain: expanding and strengthenlng the system require

resources, . Thus, there has bean concern sbout whether the

International Atomic Energy Agency (lAEA).whlch admln!sters the

»
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3
safeguards system, has been or wi-ll be sufficiently responsive
to the challenge to strengthen and expand its safeguards _program. )
Some observcrs, for instance, have wondered whether thg,Agenéy's.
dual role as both promoter and regulator of peaceful nucléar. ';,
energy activities may.inhibit Its regulatory programs.8 Perhaps'
Just as the U.S, Atomic Energy Commission gave priority to ffs N
developmental programs and neglected its regulatory programs, so;
also has the |AEA. - Therefore, it ‘is aften argued, the IAEA : _
should be split Into two separate organizations for developmental
and regulatory programs,. just as the US AEC was split into the
Energy Research and Development Admiristration and the NuclearA“
Regulatory Commission. Others have,proposed that all U,S.
contributions to the [AEA be limited to its safeguards program
only.o

Furthermore, the IAEA has often been noted to be one of tﬁe
smallest international organizations In the United Nations
system; and its safeguards program in particular is widely .
perceived as a ''Shoestring" operation. Moreover, its secretariat
has been noted to be fiscally conservative and not prone to
bureaucratic exPansionism.'° _
Other considerations, on the other hand, suggest that such
concerns may be exaggerated. Forecasts cof lncreﬁses in nuclear
energy activites for the rest of the century'haye been.revjsed
substantially downward In recent years. - The prqspects fof
plutonium reprocessing are.in doubt, Earlier estimates of
demands on’the safeguards system and the requisjite personnel
and financial resources. turned out to be much greater than the
eventual actual levels, ' International organizations in geqergl

have recently been-expanding their budgets considerably.




Thus, we have two sets of contradictory assumptions and

expectations--which suggests the need for & systematic, analysis .
of the available evidence. -~ =~ - - T
PURPOSE

The purposé of this paper is to clarify the role and resources
of the IAEA in strengthening and expanding the .safeguards system.
It examines In turn: the Agency's revenues, organization, .and
budget process; the econemic and political constraints,that affect'
the level and distribution of its resources; and the trends.in its

safeguards and technical assistance programs' burdens,and resources.

THE AGEMCY's REVENUES, ORGANIZATION, AND. BUDGET PROCESS.

In order to understand the Agency’s role in the safeguards
system and the process for providing its resources, certain
administrative details need some attention. - Like other internation-
al organizations, the -IAEA relles on several different revenue
sources. The principal source is the obligatory . '"assessed
contributions' of all 6f its member states. These assessed
contributions are made on the same basis as the scale adopted
each year by the United Nations--with two adjustments, .Since. .
the IAEA's membership of 110 is smaller than the UN's, small
upward adjustments must be made in each member's share. Also,
the assessments' for the safeguards portion of the Agency's budget \

are based on a’'slightly different scale since the less developed

countries are exempt from-the safeguards assessment. - The . ..

composite assessments for ‘all members are indicated in Table 1,

(Table 1 here) : 3
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Together with some minor'stcelléheéusﬁfevenueé; tﬁege.fuﬁdé ;
support the Agency's Regular Budget, which includes all or part
of the expenses assoclated with each of the Agency!s numerous
programs.
~.. A second major source of funds Is the "voluntéry contributions"

of some of its members. ‘Anhual total "farget"ufiéhres éré set for
these contributions to the Agency. Pledges to contribute are .
made by individual governments and then fulfilled in whole or
in part (or sometimes not ét'aII)JOn a nbn-obligatofy basis. U.S.
policy has been to limit contributions to 4O% of the total target."
Recent levels of voluntary contributions are indicated in Table 1,
These contributions are all designated for the'Agency's
Operational Budget and spétifically its technlical assistance
program, which provides expert personnel, equtpﬁent, fel;owships.
and other training activities for the deVeioping countries.

In addition, the Agency receives annual éontribuffohs from.
other international organizations in the UN system--including
the UN Development Program, the UN Enviromment Program, and the
Food and Agriculture Organization. Although the lAEA uses thesé
funds to support some of its own programs, the amounts confributed
and their purposes are determined through consul tations between
the 1AEA and the contributing organization. | o

The Agency also receives special " contribu;!ons"'from some \
member states, which have decided the amounts and purposes 6f eaéh
contribution In consultation with the Agency--perhaps ¥or the -

safeguards program - or the technical agsistance”progrém or the

enviromment program.
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' Altogether, these. several sources currently provide the
Agency -with aporoxlmately $60 million In annual flnanclal resources;
(Member states also make .in-kind contrlbutions. which are not
reflected in these revenue figures or in budget outlay figures )
Table ? provides revenue figures for 1277.

(Table 2 here)

In sum, although tihe Agency's secretarlat is dIrectly involved
In the administration of funds (and In-klnd contrnbutuons) from
numerous sources, its involvement in the budgeting of tbose ‘funds
for specific programs varies considerably. It initiates detailed
budget proposals for the expenditures of assessed contributions
for its Regular Budget, but it plays a more passuve role in
determining :the levels and purposes of funds from the voluntary
contributions and spnecial contributions of Its members.and the
contributions of -other international. organizatlons.v'Forthermore,
the Agency is highly dependent on the monetary and in-kind _
contributions from the United States and a few other countries.12

The predominance of the United States and a few other
countries in Agency policymaking Is also evudent in the Agency s
budgeting process In . other respects. Although the secretarlat
of course plays a central role in the formulation of the budget,lé
and although the entire membership (acting as the General
Conference) must formally approve it, power in the budgetary
process ‘lies primarily in the Committee on Adminlstration ano

Budget of the Board of Governors.‘u

The Commjttee’s membership
is divided about evenly between industrialized and deve\op!ng
countries, but the US, USSR, UK, France, and FRG play the central

roles In its activities.15 In short, the budgetary process is
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democratic in form, 'But bureaucratic and oligarbhlt“ln’essénce.16
Since it does not exfst in an economic or -poltitical’ vacuum,
however, let us consider the -economic and political constralnts

impinging on it.:

ECONCMIC COMSTRAINTS
. We have noted that' the |AEA is:often .considered a fiscally

conservative pygmy in the UN system, ‘The data in Table 3 indicate
that there are indeed more than a dozZen other organizations in 'the

- (Table 3 here) = - . D
Uil system with larger budgets. 1h fact, the major financial
institutions have budgets more than a hundred times greater :
than the |AEA's, and many organizations have more rapidly growing
budgets. But the IAEA's recent budget growth has been rather
typical for the group of organizations in the Uil system as a whole. 7
Along with many other organizations, its budget more than doubled,
ih current dollar terms, between 1970 and 1975--figures suggesting
that it has not been particularly fiscally conservative in the
recent nast, However, such figures substantially exaggerate the
growth rate, For they do not take into ‘account the effects of
inflation rates or curtency exchange rates--both of which have
had pronounced effects on the budgets of International '‘organiza-

18

tions, Thus, to obtain & more meaningful estimate of the recent

\

increases in the 1AEA's resources, we need to deflate those figures.

In Table U4, the apparent 120% increase from 1970 to 1975 becomes
(Table 4 here)

only th-bor an average of only about 7% per year, Although this
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may. be only rather typical of international organlzations, it is
about twice the increase in"US federal dovernment exoendltures
in real terms over the same period. Furthermore, It Is nearly

twice as great as the real /Increase in World Gross Domestic

Product over that neriod:. The nioderate independence of the

NP .

_real increases in |AEA nrogram support from price chahges and
world income changes Is = also evident in the data on annual ’
changes 1In Figures 2 and 3.19 o
(Figures 2 and 3 here)
In short, althouch the IAEA's programs are su?ely afféctéd :
to some extent by incomc, price, and currency constrainis, there
is evidence here that ‘the Agency has been abie to increase its
resources in real terms at greater rates ‘than one mighf'exPect j
and to do so somewhat independently of the annual'fTuctuatfons

In those constraints, : ' ;

POLITICAL CONSTRAINTS
Economic constraints, in any case, would tend to imﬁfnge

directly on budget totals and only lndireétiy on particular

program resources, Yet we are of course interested not oﬁly in

the Acency's aggregate budget trends, but also 'in the trends fh
particular programs, especially the safeguards program. So we need
to disaggregate the budget figures to examine fhe shares allocated \
to the programs which inevitably compete for the scarce resources
represented in the budget totals: .And of course it Is in this
allocation that we would expect political pressures and constrainfs

to be most directly operative. For the conflicting interests and

priorities within the secretariat and among the member states
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are naturally reflected in-the different purposes of ‘the programs.

Furthermore, much of the .concern about the |AEA--at least in the

v

United States-- has been focused precisely on its program priorities.

There are three different but overlapping sets of conflicting
polit}cal pressures and constraints that have impinged on the
progrémmatic ellocation of -the Agency's resources. One set, which
wa§ operative early in the Agency's history. but apparently not
since the mid;1960's, was the "cold war'" conflict. In the late
1950's and early 1960's, the Soviet Union resisted American
attempts to give greater priority to the safeguards program.

But since the mid to late 1560's, the Soviet;American conflicts
have not intruded much at all into Agency affairs.zo

A second set of political constraints that has been operative
in Agency affairs is the conflict between the industrialized
members (nuclear suppliers) and the developing countries (actual
and potential recinients of nuclear assistance and supplies). The
latter of course place ariority on the Agency's promotional
programs, especially technical assistance, while at least some
of the former emphasize its regulatory programs, especially
safe_guards.21 This has been a continuing conflict since the
Agency's inception,

_ A third conflict, which has become more evident recently,
‘is_the transnational and transgovernmental conflict between the
promoters and the regulators of nuclear energy. In this case,
éhe,llnes of conflict do not coincide with national boundaries
but'rather cut across them and tend to follow intre-national

as well as intra-agency lines.qz,
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The IAEA's budget prilorities therefore represent to some
degree the (compromise) outcomes of such international,
transnational, and organizational conflicts The resulting

patterns and trends in the oraoritles are Indicated in Figure L4,

_ (Figure 4 here)
The data there support several summary observations. In the first
place, the Agency's Regular and Operafional Budget resources from
members' assessed and voluntavy contribtuions have been substantially
devoted to promotional or developmental programs. Throughout |ts
history, one-half to two- thlrds of those resources have gone '
directly into promotional programs, whlle only about one- -fourth
or less have gone into reguletory programs. The balance of ebout
one-fourth have gone directly fnto the general adninistreffve
and support programs (and of course indirectly into the promottonal

and regulatory programs). Approximately, then, the Agency s

priorities have been between 2:1 and 4:1 in favor of promotional
over regulatory activities. Secondly, however, there are some
clear trends in the changing shares During fhe Agency's first
decade, there was a Shlft toward |ncreaflng dominance of
promotional programs, while In the second decade there has odeen
a shift toward less domlnance.

Thus, the current pattern is that promotional program
resources dominate regulatory program resources by nearly 2:1
(respectively about 50% end 30% of the total), but the trends

are that the share for the regulatory programs is lncreesingjand”'

the share for the promotional programs is decreasing. Put simply,
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the IAEA is still predom:nantly a promotlonal developmental
agency rather than a regulatory agency, but It is less so today
than a decade ago, no more so than lt was at its outset, and Is
apparently in the process. of becoming even less so

Much of the interest ln the Agency 3 prlorltles. however,
has. focused specifically on two programs--safeguards and technical
asslstance, Although the Agency conducts only two regulatory
programs;-safeguards and safety and environmental protection--
It conducts numerous promotlonal-developmental programs In '
addition to technical assistance. QBut the technlcal assistance
program is the one of most concer: since lt‘directly‘fosters the
spread of nuclear facllltles and technical knowledge"that could
contribute to the spread of nuciear weapons. In Figure 5,

‘ (Flgure 5 here) -
the trends in the safeguards and technical asslstance programs'
shares of the Agency s resources indicate substantual changes
in the priorities. V'hereacs technical assistance has declined
from about two-fifths Of the total In its early years to ‘about
one-fifth in recent years,'safeguards resources have increased
from about one-tenth to over one-fourth. jThus, the technical
asslstance and safeguards prOQrams now recelve approximately the

saine shares.

PROGRAM RESOURCES IN RELATION TO DEMANDS ON_THEM
Program Prlorltles are not only the result of polltucal
pressures in the competltlon for scarce resources. They are also

t

at least in part the result of varylng needs for the services they

provide, Thus, we can examine the safeguards and technica!
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'sound.
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assistance program resources in relatlon to the demands placed
on them--by the fafulities under safeguards and the _requests for .
technlcai assistance.

We have ;ust seen that the share of the IAEA‘s own resources
going to the technical assnstance program has declined substantially
over the years.' But the Agency'f technicai assistance program
recelves substantnal fundnng from extra-agency sources In
particuiar, in recent years it has recelved severai miilion ‘
dollars from the UN Development Program; it also recelves specual
contrnbutlons £ rom indlvnduai goéernments The data in Figure 6

(anure 6 here) | 4
Include such resources as well as those Included in'the_Agency's
own Regular.andhOperationai_Budgets. Even thertop4set of data
in that figure contain.a distorting factor, howeuer, since price
increases alone account for most of the apparent increase in
the gap between the requested and orovuded assustance. Thus,
the proportion provnded (section B in Flgure 6) has remanned
relatively stable between 30% and 50%. Furthermore, the Agency
providesiassistance only to those projects it finds technicaliy
23 Stnce there is probabiy some "oadding" in the requests
and since many ‘of them may not even be technically sound. the
proportion of the real need beling satisfied‘is.probabiy greater--
and in any case again Fairiy stable over tine. In short,~even
though'the‘Agency's own Regular and Operational Buoget resources
golng to technical assistance have constituted a deciining share.

its total technical assistance resow ces have lncreased at about

the same rate as requests for such assistance.
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The trend in the relation between demands on 'the safeguards

.program and It§ resourcés has been similar. ‘There Is no single

perfect measure for the demands placed on the safeguards system
since the resources required for safeguarding vary with the type
and location of facilities. However, since the mixture of tiﬁes
and locations of facilities under safeguards has remained fairly
constant unti] recently, the total number of facilities under

safequards provides a decent measure of the burdens on the

. safeguards system, Figure 7 thus plots the total number of

personnel in the lAEA's Denartment of Safegdards and Inspection.
(Figure 7 here)
Over the past decade the ratio of burdens to resources has remained
fairly constant at about 2 facilities per staff member;‘though
with a slight overall decline. Two caveats about interpreting
this decline should be noted, however. One Is that there may :
have been administrative économies of scale so that resources
would not have to increase in direct proportion to Increases
in the facilities.zn “The second is that the recent dlp'lﬁ the
ratio is due to the entry Into force of the safeguards agreement
with Euratom in the fall of 1977. Because of the existence of
a Euratom safeguards program and because of the close péoximlty
of the European facilities to the IAEA headauarters Iin Vienna,
the European-Euratom facilities should naturally constitute a

proportionately smaller burden on the IAEA safeguards resources

. than most other facllitles. : k

‘ 1n other words, over theé years the |AEA's safeguards

personne! resources have increased at roughly the same rate
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(or perhaps at ‘a slightly slower rate) In comparison with the
rate of Increase in the burdens on them, But is that enough?
The secretariat seems to belleve that it has been--at least in
a technical-administrative sense. (Indeed for awhile there
were several authorized safeguards positions left unfilled when
the actual increase in-safeguarded facilities was smaller than
the anticipated increase.) Whether it is enough :In a larger
political sense, however, is-debatable:since any perceived
inadquacy undermines Its credibility and hence ‘its effectiveness.
In any case, the figures do clearly indicate that the Agency has
been able to:increase its safeguards resources :as the burdens
on them increased; ‘it has not been so dominated by promotional
programs or 'so constrained by pressures for more technical
assistance as to prevent an expansion of:its safeguards program, -
CONCLUS ION

In sum, the :Agency's.programs and priorities :have shifted
over. time, and its safeguards program in particular has been able
to increase its resources generally in proportion to increases
in the burdens on it. To the extent that the past is indicative
of the future, such data on Institutional resources suggest that
the most significant obstacles to strengthening and expanding the
safeguards system are likely to continue to lie elsewhere,
Although the political effectiveness of the safeguards system
anparently requires more than a continuation of proportional

Increases In Its resources as the burdens on it Increase and

although the provision of ample resources for the system surely
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requires continuing attention, it would be unfortunate if such

concerns allowed: atténtion to:be'diverted from the more
fundamental.and problematic obstacies to strengthening the
safeguards system. :In the first nlace, there are the ultimately
determining larger political obstacles--such as some countries'
refusal to-accept or . impose as a condition of transfersfull
fuel cycle safeguards. :Secondly, there are the problems invoived
in upgrading the technical capabilities of the system--suéh as
the need for greater measurement accuracies. Finally, there are
several Issues concerning the basic political-administrative
procedures of the system--such as the dependence on national
accounting records- and the limited distribution of the results

of the verification procedures, In spite of such shortcomings,
however, and Iin spite of the political, administrative, and
technical difficulties involved in strengthening the system,

its actual and potential benefits are surely worth the relatively
modest resources the system has been recéiVing and the substantial

increases In those resources it is likely'to'COntinue to need.




and priorities in United States' support of. the IAEA, . .It thus

.- as a-:2litical-administrative procedure for evaluating programs,

Appendix
U.S, SUPPORT OF THE 1AEA™ =~ T ‘ i

. f B .

.. ‘The .purpose of this appendix Is to clarify .the processes ]

provides detalled information -pertinent to certain Issues that
have been ralsed about American.relations with the JAEA.

.- One.issue is the extent to which the budget process serves

setting priorities, and generally enabling politically responsible
officials (particularly in-Congress) to review and influence
IAEA activities.25 As we have already observed in %he body of
the paper, the IAEA relies.pn a variety of types.qfwsugport-ﬁ
a fact that is .reflected in the national budgeting.process. -Thus,
some U.S. contributians are in.the form of cash, while others
are -in the form of personnel, eauipment, and other in-kind
resources, Some contributions are obligatory responses to annual
assessments, .while others -are voluntary responses to annual targets,
and still others are ad hoc responses to paqticular perceived needs,
Further, while most support goes directly ta the IAEA, .some. .
sypoort goes to it only .Indirectly via other. international
organizations. The numeraus channels of U,S. support are , .
summarized In Table A.1. A result of this multlpliclity of

(Table A,1 here) .

support channels is that there are numerous executive agencles
and Congressional subcommittees involved In several separate

budgeting processes--a fragmentation that Is of course common

in budgeting processes In the United States. Although the
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existence of the indirect channels by which funds are transferred .

ihadli:

by other internatlional organizations to the |AEA surely adds to

the fragmentation of the process, the amounts of money Involved

el ad

{2 are relatively small--only about §1 millfon currently (Table A.2).
y - (Table A.2 here) - |

é | .. Support priorities do result (albeit perhaps only willy

;f? nilly) from such a process, Those priorities are indicated In

1 i . the figures of Table A.3--which were computed on the basls of the

" comolex combinations of the amouhts,'forms, and end uses of

.E E u.S. cohtfibutions. as determined ?roﬁ both TAEA and U.S.

8 documents, The flgures reveal that about one-half of U.S.- ~

provided resources go to developmeéntal programs, about -
one-third to regulatory programs, and about one-sixth to
administration and support. About three-tenths go to the a
safeguards program in particular (and a similar pr0port666 to
technical assistance). o |

In sum, U,S. support of'the IAEA Is provided through a

- complex, confidsing, fragmented budget process which gives
priority to IAEA develophental programs over Its regulatory : i

& programs at a ratio of about 3:2 and whiéh’gives about equal

priority to Its safeguards and technical asslstance programs.
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;' Notes

3 . LR Y '-1 . .
3 ' 1. The excluslon of some facllltles from the safeguards

system'15'n0t presently such a severe problem as is commonly

supposed. As of December, 1976, there were only three facllltles

in three ‘non- nurlear-weapon countrles (Egypt, South Afrlca, and
Spaln) known to be excluded from JAEA safeguards. Stockholm

International Peace Research lnstltute, World Armaments and

g "Dnsarmament (Stockholmo Stockholm International Peace Research

T

lnstltute, l977). P. 51, reprinted in U.S. Congress. Offace of

5 Technology Assessment, Nuclear Proloferatlon:gnd Sa‘ﬁguards

(New Yorks: :Praeger, 1977), p.419. The problem could of course
become qunte severe In the future unless many more countries
"become partles to the NonProllferatuon Treaty or otherwlse
'accept comprehens:ve safeguards. ‘ o
A l977 change in ‘the procedures for dlstrlbutlng the
reports means ‘that they are now avallable to the IAEA Board of

" Governors as well as the Safeguards Secretarlat._

'3: Measurement errors are discussed nn R. lmau,

“Nuclear Safeguards," Adelphi Papers No. 86. .
' h ‘See especually. u.s. Congress, Offlice of Technology
- Assessment, op. cit.; U, S. Congresslonal Research Service, .

Nuclear W Weapons Prollferatlon and the Internatlonal Atomic Energl

Agency; report prepared for the Senate Commlttee on Government

{ Operatfons, 1976; u.s. General Accountlng Cffuce, Assessment of

U,S, and lnternatlonal Controls over the Peaceful Uses of Nuclear

{ nergy, Document ID 76-60, September lk, l976

I3
1.
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5. Thomas Le Brewer. "Nuclear _Energy Forecasts and the

lnternatlonal Safeguards System," Technologlcal Forecasting and ¥

'Socigl Change Vol 11 astn: - . L

6 Safeguards are scheduled to be lmplemented in the U.S,
and UK, WIthln a year or so (though all military-related facilitles
and materials wnll of course be excludedl). = . .. . -

7. The problems associated with safeguardlng -enrichment and

'reprocesslng facillties are dlscussed in Ryukichl Imai, "Safeguards

Agalnst Dlverslon of Nuclear Materlal " The Annals No. 430
(March 1977): 58-69. and John Maddox,' Prospects for: Nuclear
Prollferatlon}'Adelphn Papers No. 113 (1975).

8 For a d:scusslon of this issue, see the statement of
Thomas Halsted ln U.S. Congress, House, Sybcommittee on lnterna-
tional Organlzations, Foreign Assistance Legislation for Fiscal
Year 1978, part &4, April 1 and,S. 1977, -Pp. 13-14.

9. Clarence D. Long, "Nuclear Proliferation: Can Congress

Act in Time?," International Security Vol. 1, No. 4 (Spring 1977):
52-76 [ ]

10, Lawrence Schelnman,;ﬁThe International Atomic Energy
Agency," in Robert W, Cox and Harold K. Jacobson (eds.)}, - -

Anatomy of lnfluence (New Haven Yale University Press, 1973),

11, Informatoon supplled by the Department of State in_

us. Congress, House, Committee on Appropriations, Departments

of §£§te,ggustlce. and Commerce, The Judiciary, and Related

Agencles'Aégrogrlatlons.for‘l27§§ part 2, 1977, p. 872.

12, U.S, funding of the I1AEA is discussed in U.S. General

Accounting Office, Alternative Methods for Funding U.S, Support

of International Atomlic Energy Agency Activities, Document 1D-77-20,
Mey 5, 1977.
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13. The Secretariat is divided .Iinto flve departments.
Together with the Office of the Director Generai, the Department
of Administration provides administrative end support services,
There are separate departments for the safeguards and technical

assistance programs, The two other departments are responsibie

LR

for the safety and environmentai protection program. a marine

laboratory at Mdnaco, iaboratorv support For the safeguards

program,: plusdseverai deveiopmentai~promotnona| programs. The

' iatter include peacefui expiosuons. agricuiturai ‘applications,

theoreticai research pro;ects. Information distrubution, and

_.others. The Five' departments and thelr :component divisions

deveiop tentative budget requests. which are reviewed by a

Budget Committee consistlng of ‘the heads of the five departments.
This committee's recommendations are submitted to the Director

General,: who ‘submits the flnal secretariat recommendation to

'the.agency!s'poiicymaking organs' for their. approval.

14, Interviews. See also Scheinman, op. cit.

15. The committee makes recommendations (which are
typically accepted);to the fuii Board of ‘Governors, whose 55
memoers.approve the“Budget on behalf of the member states,

The Board of Governors recommendation to the General COnference

| (all 110 member states) can only be accepted or rejected‘oy'the

latter; it cannot be modified, If it Is rejected, It must be
resubmitted in modifted form by the Board of ' Governors to the
General Conference for its approvai. in fact, the General

Conference has always accepted the Board's recommendations,

i i
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. 17 Because of the different!al Impacts of exchange .

ratef on |nternat|ona1 organizatlons' budgets. any comparusons
of budget growth rates among them are necessarlly only very
rough approximatuons. o l '

- 18 Some recent (crltlcal) observatnons ‘about lnternat&nnal
organizatlon { budget growth |gnore such complICatnons. See,

for example, u.S. Congress, Senate cOmmlttee on ‘Governmental

Affairs, U,S Partlclpation ln lnternatlonal Organlzations,
95th Conoress, lst session, 19]7. B -
19 The product moment correlatton (r) between |AEA real

buoget changes and real changes in world gross domestlc product

s =.51 (or - 5° iIf a one- year lag Is used) lndlcatlng a moderate

Inverse relatlonship These and other patterns and trends In

the IAEA budnet are subJected to more extenslve ‘and formalized
statist!cal analysIc ln the context of a test of the "Ircremental®
model of budgetuna ln Thomas L Brewer. "Politlcs. Economlcs, and
Technology ln Budgetln '" in progress. o |

2“~_scheinman, oa. clt.. and’Thomas L. Brewer. ”The

Internattonal Azomic Energy Agency,“ Armed Forces and Seclety
vol, L No. 2 (WInter 1078) “ P

27, The US UK and USSR are strong supporters of mandatory

LI

full fue] cycle safeguards, whlle FRG and France oppose them.

See Bernard D Nossuter. “Paris, Bonn Said to Reslist Nuclear : \

Contro[s.ﬁ washlngton Post, October o, 1977. p. A20

.




'22. For a discussion of transnational and transgovern-
mental relations, see Robert 0O, Keohane and Joseph S. Nye, Jr., .

"Transnational Relations and World Politics: A Conclusion,"

International Organization Vol., XXV, No. 3 (Summer 1971): 721-
748; and Robert 0. Keohane and Joseph S. Nye, Power and
Interdependence (Boston: Little, Brown, 1977), rpPe. 25 and 33-35.

For a ) discussion of transnational relations in nuclear
energy in particular, see Lawrence Scheinman, ''Security and a

Transnational System;" International Organization Vol. XXV,

No. 3 (Summer 1971): 626-649. Early conflicts over budgeting,
and other matters, in the JAEA are discussed in John Stoessinger,
"The International Atomic Energy Agency,'' [nternational

Organization Vol. XI1), No. 3 (summer 1959): 394-411,

23. Interviews.
24. Eenjamin Sanders and Rudolph Rometsch, "Safeguards

against Use of Nuclear Material for Weapons,‘ Nuclear Engineering

International Vol, 20, N . 234 (September 1975). Also see

Douglas E. George and Ralph F. Lumb, "International Safeguards,"

‘Mason Willrich (ed.), Civil Nuclear Power and International

Security (New York: Praeger, 1971).

25. Jonathan Sanford and Margaret Goodman, ‘''Congresslional
Oversight and the Multilateral Development Banks,' International
Organization Vol, 29, No, 4 (Autumn 1975): 1055-1064.
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Figure ). Forecasts of Nuclead Power Plant Capacities
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Table 1, Recent Assessed and Voluntary COntrlbutlons to the {AEA
" Us $ Miltions'

Contributing Country Assesseil3 VOIuntaryb
(1977) (1976)
Australia 0.6 -b
Canada 1.2 L b
France . 2.3 - 0.1
Germany, Federal Republic 2.8 e 0.k
italy 1.4 b
Japan - 2.8 0.4
Sweden 0.5 b
USSR 59 0
UK 2.1 0.3
us 0.3 1.4
99 additional countries less than
each
53 additional countries less then
each
Total 37.0 4.8

80nly countries'tphtributlng over $500.000;are’fncluded.
bOnty countries contributing over $100,000 are included.
Sources: U.S. General Accounting Office, Alternative Methods

for Funding U,S. Support of International Atomic Energy Agency

Activities, May 5, 1977, Appendix 1il; U,S. Congress, House,
Subcommittee on International Organizations, Foreign Asslstance
Legislation for Fiscal Yesr 1978, part 4, 95th Congress, Ist
session, April, 1977, Appendix, Table 4,
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Table 2. IAEA Estlmated 1977 Revenues

Regular Budget

Assessed Contributions
Transfer from prev. yr.; misct,

Operational Budget

Voluntary Contributions
Other

UN Organizations

UN a.Devéiopment Program' '
" UN Environment Program
Food and Agrlculture Organlzatlon

Special Contrubutuons

Swedish lnternatnonal DeveIOpment
Authori:ty:

Federal Reaublic of Germany

United States

Soviet Union ’

Several contributions for study
of regional fuel cycle centers

TOTAL

-

Source- Iinternational Atomic Energy Agency,
_?ramme and Budget ‘flor 1977~82 and -Budget Tor i

TSb

L
'

v

$ US-thousands: Percent

37 000
6,501

6,000
1,505

4,200
483
680

500
315
8L
- 10

30

baso1 16
65
R

7,505 . 13
10~
3

5,363 S
7
,‘-:-'l
)

233 2
‘.
]

57.308 100

4

The Agenc;'s

..?. l“"_ :

- 1o )
chooe 0
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Table 3. Recent Budget Growth In IAEA
And Other {nternational Organizations

Y 1875 Percent Increase

Organization F
«(US § Millions) . 1970 to 19752

internatténéiiﬁiéﬁlc“tﬁergy’Agenc; SRR zg’ : I;ztzo
International Monetary Fund 6334   ,lji,;7
International Bank for Reconstruction 6108 ,.' 156 o

and Development : RN
ln;gr;Ame;iqan“pgvglopmgn; Bank 1065 65
Asten Development Bank . Cos0 0 132 .
UN Development“ﬁrograﬁ :”¥A B _ © b2 ' 74
World Food Program | | C 300 - - 130
World Health Organization 157 7 120
UN Rellef and Works Agency for

Palestinian Refugees 107 166
UN Children's Fund 70 72
Food and Agriculture Organization 69 130
UN Fund for Population Actlvities 63 690
UN High Commissioner for Refugees 63 942
international Labor Organization b7 70
Orgggézggl:?ogggngconomlc Cooperation 34 88
Pan American Health Organization 28 90
International Clvil Aviation Organization 19 58
UN Environment Program 17 -¢
lntgggg;:;:mﬁ?;ilt?g:mfttee for | 17 -13 ‘
Four Major Financial 10's - Subtotal 14,076 128
Sixty-One Other 10's - Subtotal 1,605 14

Sixty-Five 10's - Total 15,682 126
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Table 3 continued ' -

Sy . Lo - a
! . N s

-

-

alncreases are baséd‘on "current" dollars; they théfefore reflect
price and exchange rate changes as well as program Increases. .
bRegularBudget only.

CCreated after 1970

Source: U,S. Congress, Senate, Committee on Govérnmehtal Affalrs, :

U,S.Participation in_ International Qrganizatlonst 95th Congress, = -
1st sessfon, 1977, Appendix 5. Figures have been rounded from -

the orlglinal source.
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Table 4. Recent |AEA Budget Changes in Constant Dollar Terms
Compared with Changes In US Government Outlays and

World Gross Domestic Product

Change from 1970 to 1975

Current Dollar Constant Dollar
Percent Increase Percent Increase

lnl?gg;e ln13§:le P:¥e$:g$
IAEA Regular Budget 120 34 6.8
US Federal Government Outlays 66 14 2.8
World Gross Domestic Product ot 18 3.6

Sources: International Atomic Energy Agency, The Agency's

Programme and Budget and The Agency's Budget (1970-1975);
U.S., The Budget of the U.S, Government; U.S., International

Economic Report of the President, January, 1977, p. 138.
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Pigere 3. Anmmsl Progrem and Price Changes iu the IAEA's Regular Dudget
1967-1978* .

. ~
¥ | 3
= Ly
L 4
- &
| !
' .
; g
g
[
ot b, e -
Be7 %0 4 ‘To 1 ‘72 ‘79 ‘T4 B Te ‘W ‘78
8 Expenditures for the transfer of the Agency's headquarters are excluded
in 1977 and 1978 since these are extreordinsry, aco-recurrent items.
!
! Sources: Intermational Atomic Energy Agercy, The Agency's Pregrom E

sad Budget and The Ageucy's Budget {1967-1978). The 1978 figures
are based on tha modified budget in Document GC (XX1)/982/ Mod. L
(26 Sepramber 1977).




¥igure 3. Pregram Changes is the IAEA's Regular Budget
and YReat" Changes in the World Economy

IAEA Rogular Budget Programm Change

ange frem Previogs Yesr

b ~ World Gross Domestic Preduct
~ "Real* Change

Percent Chi

e o

8 ¥ ® ‘M R Td M T % ‘7 ‘78

¥

Sources: Intermational Atomic Energy Agency, Ths Agency's Programme and
Budget and The Apency's Budget (1967-1972). The 1978 figures are baved
on the modified budget §# Docament GC (XXI)}/582/M0od. 1 (26 September
1977); 0.5 Contrat Labelligene Agen.y, s Stetpt;

1975 atbiom, p 29, aad 1976 editon, .3l
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Figure 4. Allocatica of Fonds Among Promotional, Regulatory,
and Administzation-Support Programs ia Regular and Operationsl Budgets
1958-1978 '

as Percont of Budget Total

Repvlatory Programe®

Administration and Support Pugumo"
- .

g!o{ A
E”- Premotional Pmnuu"
-8 4 . b 8o
(™Y

T EEELR)

Regulstory Programs

otd
. 4

Total Budg
30

=

L v ;A
L 2R

Pronmvtiosal Programs
3

A APYR AT SN JU, Shas S st §

0 d—v—r e ey ypn g §60
296859 °C0 63 ‘62 3 01 WS b T 42 '6)TO U T T M N 1178

Snenulatory programs are dofined here to include the following budnet iteme:
safeguards, safoguards portion of analytical laboratory, salety and environment,
Moumco marine laborstory.

"Admhxhtnuqm and Support programe are dufined here to include the following Ludpet

ftema: policymuking organs, suanugeMment, adiminiatration, genaral wervices, service
activities . It axcludes the costs of Lransfer to sew headquartera.

€promotional programe are defined here to includs the following budget items:
technical assistance, food and agriculture, life sciances, physical sclences,
Trieste Center for Theoretical Physics, power and reactors, sclentific information,
peaceful axplosions, non-ssfegusrds laboratory.

drotal 1o Regular plus Operational Nudyets, excluding transfer of hesdquarters costs.
All figuzes are based on final approved budget estinintes, mot actual dicbureaments,

Sources: Derived by the author (roin data in Internationsal Atomic Energy Agency.
The Agency's Programme and Budget and the Agency's Pudpet (1958-1978). The
1978 dails wers derived from the mudified Ludyet in Documieut GCIXXI)/582/Mod. 1
(26 Boptenber 1977).
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1 } Figure 5. Safeguard and Techuical Asslstance Progeams’
i Shares of IAEA Budgets® ¢

4

‘- Technical Assistance Frugram's Share
s of Operational plus Regular Budyet

3 %
’
»
L4

b
4

3
v

K

Percent of Budget Totals
(4
4
'
J
\
\‘

04 Safeguards Program's Shars -

of Regular Budget Only P
7~ /,
54 —.-_4-—-\*_-_-_-:/—
Ssfeguarde Program's Share of Operatioval plue Regular Budget
1950 ‘59 ‘60 "Gl ‘62 ‘63 €A ‘66 '6b 67 '68 %9 ‘7071 2 '73 "M 15 ' % '711°78

SEacludes extra-budgetary financiel and in-kind contributions. Figures are °
based on flzal approved budget estimates, not actusl disharasments.

Sources: Compiied by the author from data in International Atomic Energy
Agency, The Agency's Programme und Budpet and The Agency's Budget
(l95l-191!). Tho 1978 figures veflect the mudified budgset in Docuinent
GC(XX1)/582/ Mod. 1t {26 September 1977).
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Figure 6. Demands o Techaical Assistance )'rogram

’l

':Go' Proportion Provided
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.AM disbursements, not budget estimates.
Seurcen: Internstional Atornic Energy Agency, Atomic Fingrpy in the Develaping

Gountrios, The 1208:09 I'rogramme, Alduidum to thy Aguncy's Rupurt to
she viconumic and Sacial Gourzil of the Usitod Nationa for 1944: by,
Desumunt INFCIRG /i2h7add,, p. 12; Intornationnl Atumic kusryy Aguncy,

Anpund Nepupt, 1974.7%5, Ducument CIC(XIX) /544, 1. 23,




Fignre 7. Demands on Safegusrds Program

ia rumsg. to lgo Reosourens

ooy |

1 Number of Authorised Safeguards
]
E oo

sy

[

c’

Pergonmel/Facilities Ratio

06 70 ‘L T TS M ‘TS ‘76 ‘71 ‘78

Seurces: Tigures in sections A and B taken from dats in International
Atomic Energy Agency, Tho Agency's Programms and Budgot and
ey’s Nudget (1969-1978), The 1978 data reflect the modified
budget in Document GC(XXI)/882/Mod. 1 (26 September 1977). Dats

in section C computed by the author.




Teble A.1. US Contributions to IAEA Programs

Form and Channel of |AEA Program Supported

US Contributions
Safeguards Technical Other

Direct ' - Assistance

Assessed Cash Contribution . ‘
(State Department) = X _ X X

| Voluntary Cash Contrlbution
§ (A1D) "

E ! special Cash Contribution . X

- in-Kind Contribution
o KA]D/ERDA) _ X X o X

In-Kind Contiibution ar
(ACDA) x

in-X!nd Contribution a a
- (NRC) N (x)< . N (X)

Indfrect

Voluntary Cash Contr%buflbn to . .
UN Development Program (Alp) X

vOluhtary Cash Contrlbution to .
UN Environment Program (AID) © = i L X

- Yoluntary/Assessed Cash Contributions -
€2|F?od and Agrlculture Organization

' (RN

8ew thousand dollars

e
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Table A.2. Indirect US Contributions to the |AEA
Through Other International Organizations

(US $ thousands)

indirect 1974 1975 1976 1977 1978

Channe! (actual) (actual) (actual) (est.)  (est.)
UNDP to IAEA 3152 3942 3002 3500 4000
US share of UNDP 19% 19% 21% 19% 22%
US to lAEA 599 749 630 665 880

UNEP 69 9 37 527 240

US share of UNEP 32% 21% 31% 35% 4o
US to IAEA 22 19 27 184 96

FAO to lAEA 335 374 451 L48 600

US share of FAD 25% 25% 25% 25% © 25%
US to 1AEA 84 ol 113 112 150

IBRD to IAEA - - L0

US share of [BRD - - (33%;a

US to IAEA - - (13)

Total Indirect
US Contribution
to |AEA 705 826 783 : 961 1126

S8Approximation

Sources: International Atomic Energy Agency, The Agency's Programme

and Budget and The Agency's Budget (1975-1978); U,S. Congress,

House, Subcommittee on International Organizatlons, Foreign

Asslstance Legislation for Fiscal Year 1978, part 4, 95th Congress,

1st session, April, 1977, pp. 93 and 102; U.S. Congress, House

Subcommittee on Forelgn Operations and Related Agencles of the

Committee on Appropriations, Forelgn Assistunce and Related \

Agencies Appropriations for 1978, part 2, 95th Congress, Ist sesslon,

PPs 991-1084; U.S. Congress, Serate, Committee on Government

Operations [Governmental Affairs), U,S, Participation in

International Organizatlons, 95th Congress, Ist session, February,
1977, passim.
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Table A.3. Priorities In US Contrlbutions to {AEA
(1977 estimates)

-+ US Contribution

1AEA Programsa -  DirectP -7 indlrect Total
1 Dollar o Dollar . -~ Dollar
E | Amount Percent Amount Percent Amount Percent
- Us § mil, us $ mil, - us § mil,
? [ Safeguards 5.6 31 0,0 O 5.6 29
x Other Regulatory 0.7 L 0.2° 20 0.9 5
l Subtotal: Regulatory 6.3 35 . 0.2 20 6.5 3k ]
= : 1
Technical Assistance 5.2 28  0.7970 59 31
Other Developmental 3.8 21 ﬂ- 0.1 10 3.9 20
Subtotal:Developmental. 9.0 49 | "'0;8:.89 9.8 51
Subtotal:Administratfon | | ' 1
and Support .. -+ 3.0 16 .. 0.0 O 3.0 16 |
Total 18.3 1.0 19.3

aRegulatory programs are defined here to include: safeguards.
safeguards portion of analytical laboratory, safety and environment,
Monaco marine laboratory. Administration and support programs are:
pollcymakln? organs, mana?ement, administration, general services,
service activities. Development programs are: technical assistance,
food and agriculture, life sicences, physical sciences, Trieste
Center for Theoretical Physlcs. power and reactors, sclentific
Information, peaceful exploslons, non-safeguards laboratory.

bIncludes assessed, voluntary, and speclal contributions (cash;in-kind;
“UN Environment Program | |
dun Development Program ;
el-'pod and Agriculture Organlzgtlon
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Table A, 8 continued

Sources: U.S. General Accounting Office, Alternative Methods .

for Funding U,S. Support of International Atomic Energy Agency

Activities, May 5 1977:US Congress, House, Subcommittee on

lnternatlonal Organozatlons Foreign Assistance Legislatlon for

Eiscal Year I°73 ‘part h 95th Congress, Ist session, April, 1977,

Pp.93-102; U.S. Congress, House, Subcommittee on Foreign Operations
and. Related Agencies of the Committee on Appropriations, Foreign
Assistance and Related Agencles Approprlations for 1978, paftﬁz,

_ 95th cOngressg Ist session, PP. 991 1084; U S.,Congress, Senate,
. Commlttee on Government Operations [Governmental affairs] , U.S,

3 Partic pation in lnternatuonal Organlzatlons, 95th cOngress, Ist

sessnon, February, 1977, passim; lnternatlonal Atomic Energy Agency,

The Agency's Programme and Budget for 1377382 and Budget for'
' 197.70 ' : . ’




