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NPT and the Peaceful Use of Nuclear Energy

Mr. Chairman,
Ladies and Gentlemen.

It is my pleasure to speak today here in Shanghai on the role of

IAEA Safeguards in the process of international verification and confidence building

that peaceful nuclear programmes are not used for the production of nuclear

weapons or other nuclear explosive devices.

As you know, nuclear energy came into the awareness of the public

by the explosion of the American nuclear weapons at Hiroshima and Nagasaki in

1945, which ended World War II. At that time and during the following years the

process of research and development in the nuclear field was focussed on its

military and explosive use, which led to the carrying out of first nuclear test

explosions in the former Soviet Union (1949), the United Kingdom (1952), France

(I960), China (1964) and India (1974).

The peaceful use of nuclear energy was developed during these early

years mainly as a by-product of the military developments and was focussed on the

use of radio-isotopes in medicine, technology and science and since 1954 also on

the production of electricity in nuclear power reactors. It was only during 1953-

1956 that the potential of nuclear energy for peaceful utilization was further

developed and promoted through the "Atoms for Peace" programme of the U.S

President Eisenhower. The IAEA was founded in Vienna in 1956 as the global

intergovernmental organization for the promotion of the peaceful use of nuclear

energy, with the aim of accelerating and enlarging the contribution of atomic energy

towards peace, health and prosperity throughout the world.

The author of the "Atoms for Peace" programme and founders of the

IAEA were fully aware of the danger that the promotion of the peaceful uses of

nuclear energy could also lead to an indirect promotion of its military and explosive

use. They therefore made every effort to ensure that the assistance provided in the

nuclear field and nuclear cooperation were only used for peaceful purposes and not



to further any military purpose. The linkage between the promotion of nuclear

energy and the control of its peaceful use only, was established in the Statute of the

IAEA (Article II) and in most of the bilateral nuclear cooperation agreements

between Stales. In the next twenty years an international non-proliferation regime

was developed comprising the non-proliferation treaty (NPT), regional nuclear

weapon-free-zone agreements (Tlatelolco and Rarotonga), the IAEA safeguards

system and multinational and bilateral arrangements for the control of nuclear

exports.

The NPT which was opened for signature in 1968 and placed into

force in 1970 is the most important international treaty within the non-proliferation

regime. So far, 155 non-nuclear weapons States (NNWSs) have joined the treaty

and have thereby undertaken not to produce or otherwise acquire nuclear explosive

devices, to accept IAEA safeguards on all their nuclear activities and to adhere to

certain rules for the export of nuclear material and certain items.

All live nuclear weapon States (NWSs) as defined in the NPT (US,

Russia, UK, France and China) have also adhered to the NPT and undertaken not to

transfer nuclear weapons to a non-nuclear weapon State or to assist a non-nuclear

weapon State in the development of nuclear explosive devices and to adhere to

certain export limitations. All parties to the NPT (NWSs and NNWSs) have agreed

to pursue negotiations in good faith towards an end of the nuclear arms race,

nuclear disarmament and disarmament under international control. On the other

side, all parties to the NPT have the right to develop research, production and use

of nuclear energy for peaceful purposes and to participate in the fullest possible

exchange of equipment, materials and scientific and technological information for

the peaceful use of nuclear energy. In 1995 the NPT will be 25 years old and a

conference will be held to determine the extension of the treaty. Many countries

have indicated their support for an indefinite extension.

Since it was believed that a signature under the NPT and solemn

declaration not to use nuclear energy for explosive purposes would not provide

sufficient confidence in the compliance of parties with the non-proliferation
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undertaking, it was felt that an international verification system should be used to

verify that NNWSs party to the treaty do not divert nuclear material from their

peaceful programmes to the development of nuclear explosive devices. The IAEA

safeguards system was entrusted with this task by Article III of the NPT and thus

became a major component in the non-proliferation regime. Article III of the NPT

requires that NNWSs which join the NPT conclude a Safeguards Agreement with

the IAEA. The model of such agreements was discussed and approved by the

Safeguards Committee of the IAEA Board of Governors during 1970/71. The

agreed text has been published in the IAEA document INFCIRC/153. A list of

countries which have joined the NPT is given in the Annual Report of the Agency,

which also provides information on the status of the safeguards agreements with

each NPT party. By the end of 1992, 155 NNWSs had joined the NPT and 188

safeguards agreements with 110 States were in force. 55 NNWSs had not fulfilled

their obligations under Article III of the NPT to conclude a safeguards agreement

but only 3 of these had major nuclear activities known to the Agency, and in two of

these non-NPT-type safeguards agreements with the Agency covered these two facilities.

Unfortunately, even after 25 years of existence, the NPT system has

not achieved the desired degree of universality - some countries with substantial

nuclear activities remained outside the Treaty: Algeria, Argentina, Brazil, India,

Israel and Pakistan and most of the New Independent States which emerged from

the former Soviet Union. Argentina and Brazil have recently signed a

comprehensive full-scope safeguards agreement with the Agency but this has not yet

been brought into force since all the necessary legal requirements have yet to be

fulfilled by the two countries.

As I said, the IAEA safeguards system was entrusted with the task to

provide confidence that NNWSs party to the NPT adhere to their non-proliferation

commitments and to assist these countries to demonstrate their compliance to the

rest of the world. Also all five NWSs have concluded on a voluntary basis

safeguards agreements with the IAEA under which they invite the Agency to apply



its safeguards to all or some of the peaceful nuclear installations in their territory.

The NWSs have done this, inter alia, to demonstrate that they will not derive any

commercial advantage by not having their civil facilities subject to international

safeguards.

IAEA safeguards is based on the fact that the production of nuclear

weapons requires certain quantities of highly enriched uranium or plutonium. As

long as all highly enriched uranium, plutonium and material from which highly

enriched uranium and plutonium can be produced remain in peaceful use, they are

not available for nuclear explosive devices. The IAEA safeguards system aims to

confirm that all material which should be subject to safeguards is so safeguarded

and verifies that all such material remains in peaceful use and therefore provides the

desired confidence.

The system consists of three major components:

Nuclear material accountancy i.e. reporting by State on the

whereabouts of the nuclear material under their control;

On-site inspection by Agency inspectors verifying the initial and

subsequent reports, confirming the use of nuclear material and

through independent measurements the physical inventories of nuclear

material, performing book auditing and checking IAEA instruments;

Containment and surveillance techniques such as seals on nuclear

material in storage or containers and CCTV or photo cameras on

particular areas of nuclear installations.

Safeguards are applied most intensively at facilities containing

materials that could be used directly to manufacture a nuclear explosive device

(namely plutonium and highly enriched uranium) and, with a lower intensity, on

material from which weapon-usable material could be produced.

At the end of 1992, 814 facilities or other locations in 59 States were

under IAEA safeguards or contained safeguarded material. The Agency performed



about 2000 individual inspections in 1992. The Department of Safeguards had

about 480 staff members from which approximately 200 were used as inspectors.

US $59.4 million were spent by the Agency on its safeguards activities. From its

safeguards activities in 1992 the IAEA drew the following conclusion:

In carrying out the safeguards obligations of the Agency in 1992, the

Secretariat did not detect any event which would indicate the

diversion of a significant amount of nuclear material, or the misuse of

facilities, equipment or non-nuclear material which had been placed

under Agency safeguards for the manufacture of any nuclear weapon,

or for any other military purpose, or for the manufacture of any other

nuclear explosive device or for purposes unknown. On the basis of

all the information available to the Agency, it is considered

reasonable to conclude that nuclear material and other items which

had been placed under Agency safeguards remained in peaceful

nuclear activities or were otherwise adequately accounted for. In

pursuit of the Agency's task to verify the correctness and assess the

completeness of State declarations, inspections were carried out, inter

alia, in the Democratic People's Republic of Korea (DPRK) and in

South Africa. In the case of the DPRK, it was concluded that the

Agency could not confirm the correctness and completeness of the

DPRK's initial report, and for this reason the Agency subsequently

requested access to additional information and sites.

I believe that the Safeguards system of the IAEA did work well in the

past and did perform its functions. No diversion of significant quantities of

safeguards nuclear material has ever been detected and there are no indications

whatsoever that a nuclear explosive device was produced from safeguarded material.

However, there were recently several events which require more detailed

discussion:

First: the Iraq case:



After the 1991 Gulf War it was discovered that Iraq had entered into

a clandestine nuclear weapons development programme although it

had signed the NPT and promised not to develop nuclear weapons.

There was therefore a clear violation of the NPT obligations. The

programme involved not only the development of the non-nuclear

components of a nuclear weapon but also, in violation of the

safeguards agreement, the unreported separation of a few grammes of

plutonium from irradiated fuel and research and development on

uranium enrichment in an unreported facility involving large

quantities of unreported natural uranium as well as the production of

small quantities of low enriched uranium. The violation of the

safeguards agreement was confirmed by the IAEA Board of

Governors which reported the case to the U.N. Security Council and

to all IAEA Member States. This event demonstrated that a country

which had agreed to a comprehensive safeguards agreement could

proceed far into a nuclear weapons development programme without

reaching the alarm level of the IAEA safeguards system. This has

led to the recognition that the IAEA safeguards system must be

further extended to provide assurance not only that all declared

nuclear material remains in peaceful nuclear activities but also, as far

as is possible, that no undeclared nuclear activities exist in a country

which has committed itself to non-proliferation and signed a

comprehensive safeguards agreement.

Second: The case of South Africa

The Republic of South Africa signed the NPT and concluded a

comprehensive safeguards agreement with the Agency in 1991 after

many years of nuclear development outside, or at least partially

outside, IAEA safeguards. The IAEA General Conference therefore

requested the Director General to verify to the extent possible the

completeness of the inventory of nuclear material and installations

included in South Africa's initial report to the IAEA. As a result of



the request by the General Conference, an IAEA team made a

number of visits to South Africa to consult with officials and to

examine historical accounting and operating records of both operating

and closed-down facilities. In addition, a large number of

measurements were made of various types of nuclear material. The

team's general conclusion was that it had found no evidence to

suggest that the declared inventory of nuclear installations and

material was incomplete. Following South Africa's announcement in

March 1993 of their abandoned nuclear weapons programme, the

Government of South Africa extended an invitation to the IAEA to

examine the facilities which had been involved in the programme.

The IAEA accepted the invitation and, after several additional visits

of the team, the IAEA concluded that the findings of the team's

examination of records, facilities and remaining non-nuclear

components of the dismantled/destroyed nuclear weapons and of the

team's evaluation of the amount of highly enriched uranium produced

by the South African pilot enrichment plant, are consistent with the

declared scope of the nuclear weapons programme. The IAEA team

found no indications to suggest that there remain any sensitive

components of the nuclear weapons programme which have not been

either rendered useless or converted to commercial non-nuclear

applications or peaceful nudear use. From the findings one can

conclude that the nuclear weapons programme of South Africa was

terminated and all nuclear devices dismantled prior to South Africa's

adherence to the NPT and that all nuclear material involved in the

weapons programme was returned to peaceful uses prior to the

conclusion of the safeguards agreement. No violation of the NPT or

the safeguards agreement by South Africa has been detected. I

should mention here that the Government of South Africa and the

institutions and organizations concerned were very cooperative and

arranged access to any location for which access was requested by the



Agency, including access to military installations and amunitions

factories.

Third: The Democratic People's Republic of Korea (DPRK)

The DPRK had adhered to the NPT on 12 December 1985 and

brought the safeguards agreement with the IAEA into force on

10 April 1992. Inspections conducted in 1992 found certain

inconsistencies between the information provided by the DPRK and

the results obtained by the analysis of samples of material taken by

IAEA inspectors. These inconsistencies suggested that the DPRK had

not declared all of its nuclear material. In addition the IAEA

received information on two locations which might contain relevant

nuclear waste. Because the DPRK would not allow the IAEA to

carry out further activities to resolve the inconsistencies and refused

IAEA access to the two sites, the matter was reported to the IAEA

Board of Governors which decided to refer the matter to the U.N.

Security Council. The U.N. Security Council urged the DPRK to

cooperate with the IAEA but the DPRK initiated the process of

withdrawal from the NPT as a result of which the comprehensive

safeguards agreement with the Agency would have also expired.

Shortly before the period of announcement of the withdrawal from

the NPT was completed, the DPRK suspended the withdrawal. The

safeguards agreement, in our view, is therefore still in force. So far

the issue has not been resolved and at this moment normal inspections

are not being permitted. I would like to emphasize that the IAEA is

ready to continue discussions with the DPRK as soon as they are

ready to do so and to recommence safeguards inspections.

In addition I should mention that the dissolution of the former Soviet

Union has left some degree of uncertainty with respect to the NPT commitment and

to IAEA safeguards in that area of the world. Russia has emerged as the successor

of the former Soviet Union as a nuclear weapon Stale. So far Armenia, Azerbaijan,
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Belarus, Estonia, Latvia, Lithuania and Uzbekistan have formally notified the

Agency about their accession to the NPT as non-nuclear weapon States. A

safeguards agreement with Lithuania came into force on 15 October 1992 and a

safeguards agreement has been negotiated with Armenia. Unfortunately no decision

lias yet been taken by the Ukrainian authorities regarding the accession of Ukraine

to the NPT and the IAEA safeguards system.

As I said, I believe that the IAEA safeguards system worked well in

the last decades but it is certainly less than perfect and the total non-proliferation

regime requires further improvement and optimization:

From Iraq we have learned that a State which had committed itself to

non-proliferation might nevertheless, in violation of its commitments, engage in a

nuclear weapons development programme which would possibly only have been

detected at a very late stage. From South Africa, but also most probably from

some other countries, we have learned that outside the scope of the NPT and IAEA

safeguards nuclear weapon programmes may evolve. From the DPRK situation we

have learned that the required verification activities may conflict with perceived

national security interests of a party and that full cooperation between the party

involved and the IAEA is required to resolve unclear situations. The dissolution of

the former Soviet Union has left us with a situation which was unexpected and

never experienced before. Nuclear weapons suddenly existed in a number of new

independent non-nuclear weapon States which now have to be integrated into the

non-proliferation system.

In response to these events the IAEA has made major efforts to adapt

the safeguards system to the new situation and to improve it further. The most

important problem addressed was related to the possible existence of clandestine

nuclear activities in countries which have agreed to comprehensive safeguards. A

comprehensive information gathering and evaluation process, combined with the

strengthened right of access to any suspected location by IAEA inspectors and, if

needed enforcement by decisions of the world community (through the governing
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bodies of the IAEA and where necessary the U.N. Security Council), is a part of

the answer.

Various actions in this direction has been suggested by Member

States and by the Director General of the IAEA, many of these have been

considered by the IAEA Board of Governors and are now being implemented.

These measures include:

the early provision of information on planned nuclear activities

including the design of new or the modification of existing nuclear

plants;

the systematic collection and analysis of all information available to

the IAEA on nuclear activities relevant to non-proliferation;

the voluntary reporting by Member States of production, export and

import of nuclear material and related equipment beyond the level

required by existing safeguards agreements;

the provision by Member States to the IAEA of relevant information

obtained by their national capabilities;

the reconfirmed right of the Agency to perform special inspections to

suspected sites if a careful examination of all available information

leads the Agency to the conclusion that the reports of a State with a

comprehensive safeguards agreement may be incomplete or in any

way incorrect and if the suspicion cannot be resolved otherwise.

The improved IAEA safeguards system will continue to confirm

compliance with non-proliferation obligations to the extent that it is capable of doing

so. It will continue to sound an alarm whenever a diversion has been detected or

there is a good reason to suspect a diversion and it will continue to deter di%'ersion
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by the risk of early detection in case diversion is contemplated. The improved

system now also offers the possibility of earlier detection of possible undeclared

programmes which may aim at the development of nuclear weapons.

I can only hope that through the results of wise international non-

proliferation policy the problem of insufficient adherence to the NPT will be solved

soon. The more recent adherence of South Africa, China and France to the NPT

are welcome steps in this direction. We believe that the comprehensive safeguards

agreement with Argentina, Brazil, their common safeguards authority ABACC and

the Agency will come into force soon, leaving the Middle East and Indian

subcontinent and possibly the New Independent States as the potential areas for

nuclear proliferation concern. The Korean penninsula of course remains a problem

area, at least as long as the present situation in the DPRK is not resolved.

The nuclear weapon States are an important component in the non-

proliferation regime. As I mentioned earlier, all five have concluded safeguards

agreements on all or some of their peaceful nuclear activities, but more important

will be the progress towards nuclear arms reduction. Progress towards a

comprehensive test ban treaty, a cut-off convention and further nuclear arms

reduction agreements beyond INF and START I and II could be encouraging signs

for the forthcoming 1995 NPT extension conference avoiding the creation of new

international bodies. The Agency in my view could also perform important

verification activities in these areas, avoiding the creation of new international

bodies.

In conclusion, I am convinced that through its safeguards activities

the IAEA has contributed substantially to the promotion of the peaceful use of

nuclear energy throughout the world by providing assurance that nuclear trade and

cooperation would not lead to nuclear weapons proliferation. Without the

verification activities of the IAEA, nuclear commerce would hardly have found the

present degree of public acceptance. Major initiatives for improving safeguards are

on their way. But verification has its price - not only in the form of contributions
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to the regular budget of the IAEA, where we experience very difficult constraints,

but also by acceptance and cooperation by Member States with the inspection and

reporting requirements.

I am therefore happy to say that through the ending of the cold war,

the general acceptance of safeguards and the cooperation with many Member States

has improved and I am looking forward towards the successful solution of the

remaining problems.

Thank you.


