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Share Nuclear Information
Hannah Haegeland

Introduction
Voluntary information-sharing declarations can be a communication tool 
for nuclear-armed states with the potential to strengthen global security and 
stability. Declarations can help states send messages that they are responsible 
stewards of nuclear science and technology; participate as safe, productive, and 
competitive trade partners in nuclear commerce; and possess secure and credible 
nuclear arsenals. We can trace the origin of multilateral, fissile-material-related 
confidence-building measures (CBMs) to the early stages of global nuclear-energy 
development. Bilateral agreements, followed eventually in #$ by the International 
Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA), were created “to ensure that fissile material was 
not diverted to nuclear weapons, either by states or by non-state actors.”% Beyond 
assurances of civil-military divides in nuclear programs and pursuing shared 
commitments to prevent horizontal proliferation and nuclear terrorism, routine 
nuclear-information-sharing mechanisms can serve broader confidence-building 
functions. In South Asia, there is a precedent for this agenda in annual Indian and 
Pakistani declarations of nuclear facilities.& 

Policy debates around participation in multilateral information-sharing 
mechanisms highlight fundamental tensions within nuclear-armed states dealing 
with safety, national security, and international security. Assuring other states that 
fissile materials are securely managed against the global threats of illicit horizontal 
proliferation and nuclear terrorism is a widely recognized priority. Yet, there are 
compelling political, safety, and security incentives for nuclear-armed states to 
keep information about their fissile material stocks secret. In South Asia, these 
tensions are compounded by the unique histories of nuclear programs in India and 
Pakistan and their partial participation in global nuclear governance. 

Despite these challenges, voluntary information-sharing mechanisms regarding 
sensitive nuclear issues present key opportunities for participating states and the 
broader international community. (e time might again become ripe for India and 
Pakistan to further bolster their standing as responsible nuclear stewards. I propose 
that both states join an existing multilateral forum for fissile-material confidence-
building — the Guidelines for the Management of Plutonium, or IAEA information 
circular # (INFCIRC/#).# (e IAEA published INFCIRC/# in ) to facilitate 
multilateral information-sharing and promote best practices for the safe and secure 
management of civilian plutonium (Pu) stockpiles. 

For India, participation in INFCIRC/# would entail publicly declaring Pu 
stocks in its civilian nuclear facilities already under IAEA safeguards. For Pakistan, 
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following China’s lead, participation could be as simple as declaring null civilian Pu 
stocks. Participation by both states would lend credibility to the forum — in which 
India’s absence has become conspicuous because of its growing civilian Pu stocks 
— as a multilateral mechanism for promoting global nuclear-materials security. 
For India and Pakistan, participation would admit them into another forum along 
with every other major nuclear-armed state and key states with nuclear-energy 
programs — thereby strengthening both countries’ nuclear-security credentials. 

The Proposal
Today, nine states participate in INFCIRC/# by reporting their civilian Pu holdings 
through the public release of annual statements. A few countries have expanded 
the mechanism to also voluntarily declare civilian highly enriched uranium 
(HEU) stockpiles or Pu holdings in excess of defense requirements. (e following 
table shows the flexibility of INFCIRC/# in terms of when and what materials 
are reported — not just civilian Pu — and how di+erent states report di+erent 
materials at di+erent developmental stages of their civilian nuclear programs. 
(is mechanism has the potential to be stretched further to improve multilateral 
dialogue and cooperation on sensitive issues related to nuclear materials.$ 

INFCIRC/549 Historical Reporting by Country8,9

REPORTING TYPE COUNTRIES AND YEARS REPORTED

Unirradiated separated plutonium (Pu): in 
manufacturing/fabrication and product 
stores at reprocessing plants

Belgium (1996-2016) Japan (1996-2016)

China (1996-2016) Russia (1996-2016)

France (1996-2016) United Kingdom (1996-
2016)

Germany (1997-2016) United States (1996-2016)

Pu in unirradiated mixed oxide (MOX) fuel 
elements Belgium (1996-2016) Russia (1996-2016)

China (1996-2016) Switzerland (1997-2016)

France (1996-2016) United Kingdom (1996-
2016)

Germany (1997-2016) United States (1996-2016)

Japan (1996-2016)

Highly enriched uranium (HEU) France (2001-2016) Germany (2001-2016)

United Kingdom (1999-2016)

Pu held at sites in foreign countries Belgium (1997-2016) Russia (1996-2016)
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China (1996-2016) Switzerland (1997-2016)

France (1996-2016) United Kingdom (1996-
2016)

Germany (1997-2016) United States (1996-2016)

Japan (1996-2016)

Pu in spent fuel at civil reactor sites Belgium (1996-2016) Russia (1996-2016)

France (1996-2016) Switzerland (1997-2016)

Germany (1997-2016) United Kingdom (1996-
2016)

Japan (1996-2016) United States (1996-2016)

(ere are three primary incentives for a state to engage in voluntary information-
sharing about sensitive nuclear materials. First, these mechanisms are a way 
for states to declare shared commitments, such as to nuclear-materials security, 
or shared objectives including preventing nuclear terrorism and horizontal 
proliferation. Second, such mechanisms could be used to convey messages of 
responsible nuclear stewardship. In the case of INFCIRC/#, participation is an 
opportunity for a state to publicly and routinely indicate the direction of its nuclear 
program’s development. Specifically, within the first few years of participation, each 
INFCIRC/# state submitted a multipage statement broadly outlining the status, 
development plans, and national strategy for nuclear energy and the nuclear fuel 
cycle within its borders., (ird, mechanisms like INFCIRC/# have inherent 
value as vehicles for multilateral communication about sensitive, security-related 
issues. Information-sharing mechanisms are fundamentally CBMs. 

All three of these incentives apply to India and Pakistan in the case of 
INFCIRC/#. Together with current participants in INFCIRC/#, both states 
share concern over and have a demonstrated commitment to global nuclear-
materials security. Public material accounting could help the international 
community prevent and prepare for the possible management of nuclear terrorism. 
Additional participation in multilateral nuclear CBMs could help bolster both states’ 
nonproliferation credentials for application to the Nuclear Suppliers Group (NSG). 
Participation would add another piece of evidence to demonstrate responsible 
nuclear stewardship. 

(e benefits of participating in INFCIRC/# reporting have few, if any, costs 
for both states. Pakistan has very little civilian Pu to report at present, but stands 
to gain through participation. Initially, Pakistan could participate by declaring 
zero separated civilian Pu as China did until %,, a-er its Jiuquan reprocessing 
facility began operating. Pakistan could gain additional credit by reporting on 
civilian HEU stockpiles, as the United Kingdom does. Pakistani participation, 
and rea.rmation of its commitment to maintaining a civil-military divide in its 
nuclear activities, is particularly important in light of its plans for an expanded 
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civilian nuclear-energy program and technological capacity to pursue civilian 
reprocessing.% Pakistan’s civil nuclear energy program continues to grow to meet 
high domestic energy demands, and reportedly is commissioning new Chinese 
reactors and mining cooperation. New participation in existing multilateral 
CBMs on nuclear-materials management would emphasize its commitment 
to global nuclear security and bolster its reputation as a responsible, growing 
nuclear-energy power.

India might report its estimated ,, kg of safeguarded civilian Pu. Although it 
has no near-term interest in declaring its technologically sensitive, strategic-reserve 
nuclear stocks or in putting them under international safeguards, voluntarily and 
publicly declaring already safeguarded Pu would be a good-faith demonstration of 
India’s commitment to a civil-military divide between peaceful pursuits of nuclear 
energy and its nuclear-weapons program. (e fact that all of India’s current and 
possible future nuclear-energy partners participate in INFICR/# declarations 
gives this mechanism a normative status for nuclear-energy powers.& Overall, trade-
related confidence-building was a core element of INFCIRC/# from the beginning. 
One notable accomplishment of the mechanism was that some participating states 
“did make new pledges concerning international transfers of plutonium covered by 
the Guidelines.” (ese new commitments established an international system for 
responsibly tracking shipment of separated Pu between supplying and receiving 
governments. India’s future plans for nuclear commerce could benefit from 
participation in this more practical and normative aspect of the guidelines.

Finally, the long-term value of INFCIRC/# and South Asian participation is 
rooted in its function as an invitation for additional confidence-building. It can 
serve as a baseline for communication beyond simple declarations. Participating 
states have met periodically in the past and might do so more frequently. Developing 
mechanisms, bureaucratic systems, relationships, and channels for sharing sensitive 
information is critical for normalizing shared management principles and building 
lasting confidence on international fissile-material management.

Hurdles for Participation 
Admittedly, there are problems of asymmetry with this proposal. India’s fissile 
material stockpile is much larger than Pakistan’s. It has a large and technically 
advanced civil nuclear-energy program, and it has received special waivers to 
engage in nuclear trade. Pakistan has no separated civil Pu, but has small quantities 
of Pu in spent fuel and has declared plans for significant expansion of its nuclear-
energy program.# (e flexibility of participation in INFCIRC/# reporting — as 
demonstrated by current participating states, from Switzerland to the United States 
— is malleable enough to absorb this asymmetry. 

Another possible argument for either India or Pakistan to not participate in 
INFCIRC/# is that the language from the guidelines and participating states’ 
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declarations includes brief mention of the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty 
(NPT), to which India and Pakistan are nonsignatories. (is language, dra-ed by 
participating members in $ prior to India and Pakistan declaring their nuclear-
armed status, is:

#. Non-Proliferation and International Safeguards 
Plutonium will continue to be handled in accordance with the 
Government of […]’s obligations under the Treaty on the Non-
Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons, [(Belgium), (Germany), (France), 
(UK) its obligations under the Euratom Treaty], its Safeguards 
Agreement(s) with the IAEA, and its other nuclear non-proliferation 
commitments.

States also added the following clause to their first declarations:

[…] and contribute to the achievement of the Principles and Objectives 
for Nuclear Non-proliferation and Disarmament adopted at the Review 
and Extension Conference of the Parties to the NPT in New York in 
May #.

To overcome this political hurdle, the guidelines language might easily be 
adapted for declarations from South Asian states to include only mention of their 
existing safeguards agreements and other relevant commitments, and exclude 
any language related to the NPT review conferences. When asked about this 
specific hurdle at a recent workshop on Pu management in Vienna, experts from 
participating INFCIRC/# countries confirmed that adjusting the language would 
be a simple process and one to which participating states would likely accede in 
order to gain South Asian participation. Further, there is already precedence for 
changing the framing language laid out in the Guidelines for the Management 
of Plutonium. In %,, the IAEA published a modification a-er receiving notes 
verbales from all participating states reflecting their revised management plans in 
line with the new Convention on the Physical Protection of Nuclear Materials. 

A third potential hurdle is political fatigue in India a-er concerted attempts 
to gain membership to the NSG. Some argue that the international community 
keeps moving the goalposts on India for normative acceptance into the global 
nuclear order. Even from this perspective, however, the primary remaining hurdle 
for Indian admittance to the NSG is China’s presumed veto. While waiting for 
this problem to be sorted, India could continue to build its case to demonstrate 
its commitment to responsible stewardship and nuclear security. (is could help 
preempt criticism that Indian cooperation on nuclear security is transactional and 
could give fence-sitting NSG members a rebuttal to Chinese concerns.

(e same principles broadly hold true for Pakistan, whose case for the NSG 
might be boiled down to arguments over equal treatment with India and rules-
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based criteria for NSG admittance. If India participates in INFCIRC/#, Pakistan’s 
case for equal treatment with its South Asian neighbor would be bolstered by also 
joining. Conversely, if India does not engage — particularly a-er past attempts by 
participating states in INFCIRC/# to galvanize Indian participation — Pakistan’s 
choice to do so would be an even stronger gesture. 

An additional potential hurdle to South Asian participation in INFCIRC/# 
reporting is the argument that joining another voluntary multilateral mechanism 
without verification is a meaningless gesture, particularly if NSG membership 
remains remote. A state can misrepresent information about its stockpiles, sending 
false messages about responsible Pu management and the directions of its nuclear 
programs. While this risk is entirely real, it is a weakness shared with all early-
stage nuclear confidence-building initiatives. (is is all the more true because of 
INFCIRC/#’s multilateral nature. False declarations cannot be prevented, but 
they would not help a nation’s attempt to be viewed as a responsible steward if 
they are widely suspect. (e Nuclear Security Summits (NSSs) from %,, to %, 
demonstrated the productive potential of beginning with a multilateral forum to 
declare shared principles and concerns over nuclear security and then building 
from there with voluntary, tailored, state-by-state o+erings. 

Continued participation by China, France, Russia, the United Kingdom, and 
the United States testifies against any lingering concerns over sharing such limited 
nuclear information that India or Pakistan may have related to security, sovereignty, 
or proprietary technology. Like these powers, India and Pakistan now have mature 
nuclear programs with sophisticated weapons-delivery systems and closed fuel 
cycles. True voluntary declarations under INFCIRC/# pose no threat. 

A final potential hurdle is that any benefits from participation in INFCIRC/# 
would be redundant, as the relevant Indian and Pakistani civilian nuclear 
facilities are already under IAEA safeguards. This overlap is an advantage, 
not a hindrance. Publicly declaring estimates of Pu stocks — beyond privately 
submitting them to the IAEA — is a small measure already aligned with both 
countries’ current CBM activities. 

Overcoming Hurdles 
Multipolar challenges in the second nuclear age require multilateral solutions. 
Voluntary “gi- baskets” o+ered by states at the four NSSs to build confidence and 
address lax nuclear-material security accomplished critical first steps toward the 
yet distant goal of comprehensive global security over fissile-material stockpiles. A 
nuclearized Asia presents new challenges and opportunities to the global nuclear 
order. Multilateral nuclear CBMs without Indian and Pakistani participation fall 
short of their potential to have meaningful global impact. 

Ultimately, nuclear security is a shared global concern. India and Pakistan, 
together with nuclear-armed and nuclear-energy states around the world, are 
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already committed to addressing nuclear-security challenges. Building trust 
among nuclear states on fissile-material management is a key aspect of addressing 
these challenges. Civilian materials already under international safeguards are a 
good starting point. Plutonium management requires more early-stage diplomatic 
e+orts, particularly given the focus on HEU by initiatives like the NSSs.$ E+ective 
efforts to tackle the uncertain future of arms control and nuclear-security 
challenges require NPT member states to consider and include non-NPT members 
in discussions. Simultaneously, nuclear-armed states outside of the NPT could, 
where useful and within the bounds of national sovereignty, choose to participate 
in CBMs that strengthen norms of responsible nuclear stewardship. Remaining 
outside the mainstream global nuclear order on such mechanisms weakens not 
only international security, but also national economic and security interests.

In South Asia, there is precedence for voluntary information-sharing 
mechanisms about sensitive issues like nuclear-materials management. Examples 
include bilateral Indian and Pakistani agreements to reduce risks related to nuclear 
accidents; refrain from attacking nuclear facilities; and ban chemical weapons.) 
Indian and Pakistani participation in INFCIRC/# would involve low-cost 
decisions with the potential to help yield key political, economic, and security 
benefits. (ere is support for South Asian participation among participating states. 
(e mechanism is voluntary and customizable. Participation poses no risks and 
could be very limited, such as Pakistan declaring no separated civilian Pu stocks. 
Further, INFCIRC/# has the flexibility to be developed into a broader forum to 
facilitate more routine communication between the world’s nuclear states regarding 
fissile-materials management, including discussion of expanding such confidence-
building initiatives in the future. Indian and Pakistani INFCIRC/# declarations 
could easily accomplish minor, but meaningful, gradual and pragmatic steps toward 
ideal objectives. All serious arms control began with initially small, voluntary 
diplomatic o+erings. In the near term, these small steps help cultivate and maintain 
globally normative standards for safe and secure nuclear stewardship.
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