No prohibition
of research

for peaceful
purposes

upon, and that in the end the Agency as
such does not have any means of sanction
against a state that might decide over-
night to back out of its responsibilities. Be
that as it may, the treaty is a legal instru-
ment to which over 100 countries have
subscribed.

In order to restore a certam reciproc-
ity of rights between those states that
have atomic weapons and those that have
none, the treaty in no way prohibits nu-
clear research for peaceful purposes. On the
contrary, it encourages this, since the
nuclear states have undertaken to give the
non-nuclear states the benefit of their

nuclear technology — on the condition,
of course, that it be used for peaceful
purposes.

‘A certain ambiguity in the treaty is
that its Article 3(2) forbids all export of
source materials or special fissionable
products unless these materials shall be
subject to Agency safeguards. In cases of
export to a non-nuclear country, does this
mean that the Agency safeguards apply
only to the products imported into the
recipient country, or must the whole
nuclear program of the recipient country
be subject to these safeguards? The ques-
tion does not arise for those countries that
have ratified the treaty, since the non-
nuclear states that have done so are al-
ready subject to Agency supervision. But
what if a non-signatory country like Israel
imported fissionable materials from an-
other country party to the treaty? Should
Agency supervision apply only to fission-
able materials exported to Israel, irrespec-
tive of the whole Israeli nuclear program?
This is a source of ambiguity that the
spring 1975 Review Conference on the
Non-Proliferation Treaty was unable to
settle to its satisfaction. Although the final
resolution of the conference was perfectly
clear in this regard, the fact remains that,
in practice, the nuclear-production states
are keeping to a restrictive interpretation
of Article 3(a).

Three paradoxes
Before setting forth the conditions now
imposed by Canada with regard to nuclear
co-operation, it would be useful to bring to
mind the inconsistencies in which Canada
seems to have trapped itself concerning
the non-proliferation of atomic weapons.
The first inconsistency, and not the
least important, is that, while Canada
fiercely opposes any proliferation of nu-
clear arms, it still participates in the
nuclear infrastructure of the Atlantic
Alliance and still accepts nuclear warheads
under double-key system within the frame-
work of the NORAD agreements. (This
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