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Abstract: 

The paper develop a comparison between Europe and East Asia as regional areas with analogies and 
differences on the international relations frame and international security paradigms. The analysis 
takes into account the strategic rims of conflict, the nuclear proliferation dynamics and the 
bilateral/multilateral answers to the elements of instability, mainly on the existing safeguards systems. 
It will compare the political interplay of the actors involved in the past and in the current times, with a 
forecast for the future. In the Post War we have in the areas: a) a defeated power (Germany/Japan) 
with a special tie with the United States; b) a nuclear-armed power ideologically antagonistic in the 
political, strategical struggle (USSR/PRC) with the other states of the area allied with the US; a group 
of states allied with the internal, nuclear power (the States of the Warsaw Pact/North Korea and 
South-East Asian communist states); an inner core of the US-allied states concerned both of the 
former defeated power and of the new nuclear power (France-Belgium/South Korea-Taiwan). By 
comparing the regional dynamics in Europe and East Asia, the theoretical approach proposed aims to 
identify with a qualitative method the game changers in the making of present times in the areas. We 
will demonstrate how Euratom prevented a nuclear cascade in Europe, as a regional safeguards 
system and inseparably an integrated frame of peaceful cooperation. Conversely to the NPT, 
EURATOM did not forbid military nuclear applications to its members, but it exerts a dissuasion 
through emphasising peaceful, safeguarded cooperation among the members. It limited the dual use 
of nuclear development because of its safeguards system, trusted by all its members' thanks to their 
direct participation, let say the right of self-inspection. To the contrary in East Asia, lacking such a 
regional cooperative framework as EURATOM, the NPT singly could not prevent North Korea’s 
nuclearization. The paper will prove the significance of regional cooperation for successful safeguards. 

Keywords: EURATOM regional safeguards system; Nuclear Proliferation in Asia; Comparative 
analysis of international relations 
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1. Introduction

Is it the EURATOM safeguards system an exportable model? Moreover, why a cluster of countries 
should opt for a similar frame beside (or instead) of the existing IAEA non-proliferation regime? We 
focus on the unique features of EURATOM, whose make it different from the NPT and the IAEA: 1) 
the regional approach; 2) the supranational authority-steered cooperation in the nuclear domain; 3) the 
self-inspections system. These elements derived by comparing the political history of Post War in both 
the areas, a comparison which takes the parts 2 and 3 of this paper. In part 4 we analyse the 
EURATOM safeguard system, before and after the NPT. 
In conclusion, we will try to advance possible political options for the East-Asian nuclear issues and 
the cooperation between East-Asian countries and the European Union in such a field. 

2. Europe

After the end of World War II, the hard-political struggle for reconstruction between the superpowers 
crossed Europe. [1] This brought the division of the continent into two opposing camps tied to the 
Soviet Union and the United States. As it was the main Axis power in World War II, in the Cold War [2] 
Germany was the epicentre of the European political and ideological conflict. [3] On March 17, 1948, 
an Anglo-French treaty was signed, extended to the three Benelux countries knowns as the Pact of 
Brussels, aimed against the possible resurgence of a German threat. [4] The danger perceived by the 
Western governments of continental Europe, however, was twofold: one was coming from the 
communist bloc, and one from the rebirth of the German power. In 1949, two different States were 
established by the splitting of the German territory, according to the former occupation zones of the 
Allies. 

2.1. Shaping solutions for the inner and outer problems 

The problem for the framework of alliances that divided the continent was the German rearmament, as 
well as the presence, or absence, of the government of communist parties. In the Western field, a 
series of political initiatives were promoted - intended to bring European integration as a means to a 
future of peace and prosperity after centuries of wars. [5] 
An integration based on the support of a significant part of American leadership engaged in an internal 
debate that would eventually see it victorious against the isolationists, a longstanding US policy 
element. [6] Similarly, Winston Churchill and the British Conservatives were convinced advocates of 
the need for a European integration, at the time limited to Western Europe because of the Soviet 
control over the Eastern part of the continent, which involved other European leaders as the Italian 
Alcide De Gasperi, the German Konrad Adenauer and the French Robert Schuman. [7] On the military 
level agreements, the North Atlantic Treaty - signed in Washington on April 4, 1949 - responded to the 
defence requirements of the Western European governments toward the perceived Soviet threat. 
In August of that year, the US atomic monopoly ended: the Soviet Union had become a nuclear 
power. [8] This change was significant for the nature of the Atlantic alliance, which initiated the 
establishment of an organisational structure that allowed the creation in Europe of permanent 
deployment of armed forces, even in peacetime. Furthermore, the Atlantic organisation necessarily 
encouraged the integration of West Germany into the Western defence system. [9] 

2.1.1. Carbon and steel 

Schuman proposed in 1950, the establishment of high authority for coal and steel that would have 
reconciled the needs of the French and the Germans on this strategic sector. [10] Actually, the control 
of the German mining areas was a problem that had marked the two world wars. The plan proposed 
by Schuman eliminated any element of subordination to foreign control of the German mining areas, in 
force of a principle of supranationality accorded to the participation in this community. The meaning of 
such concept was that the high authority would have full powers in the management of significant 
aspects of the coal and steel industries, thanks to the transfer of sovereignty of the acceding States to 
the authority itself. Konrad Adenauer responded very positively to the proposal, extended to other 
European countries. The negotiations were very long and challenging, both for relations with the 
industrial world and for the outbreak of the Korean War, which occurred on June 25 of that year (see 
below). The war increased the demand for steel and pushed the Americans to openly ask the 
participants in the negotiations for the rearmament of West Germany, as an ally in the conflict. The 
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head of the French government, René Pleven, responded with a plan for the creation of a European 
defence community, which would have followed the coal and steel community model: the Western 
governments eventually reached an agreement for the creation of European Steel and Coal 
Community (ECSC). The text of the Treaty establishing the community was approved April 18, 1951, 
and such supranational body came into effect on July 25, 1952, joining as member states France, 
Germany, Belgium, Italy, Luxembourg and the Netherlands. They were called the Six. Jean Monnet, 
the most significant contributor to Schuman’s plan, was appointed President of the High Authority of 
the community. [11] 
The treaty was a way to overcome historical rivalries that had bloodied Europe and established the 
superiority of diplomacy on the use of force. The politically important feature was that it established the 
principle of the transfer of sovereignty to a third party to solve or deter conflicts. It marked a significant 
step towards the reconciliation of France and Germany and addressed the joint development of 
resources, not only an overcoming of conflicts’ roots. The community created a common market for 
the steel industry, which contrasted the trust and regulated the respective shares of production of 
various countries, as a framework for development and modernisation of the whole industry. The most 
important aspect was the creation of the High Authority of the Community, a body acting as the 
government of the entire community. The High Authority was composed of nine members with a 
maximum of two for each member state and did not respond to national governments. The other 
bodies were: an assembly of the community, elected by the Member States; a Council of Ministers, 
liaising the high authority and national governments; a court of justice, to resolve disputes arising 
under the Treaty. [12] The treaty entailed the possibility of verification of the peaceful use of the 
metallurgy industries supported by the community, through the visits of the authority officials. It was a 
guarantee for the member states that nobody could use the community resources to turn the 
ploughshares into swords. 

2.1.2. Defense 

The Korean War (June 25, 1950-July 27, 1953) pushed forward the integration of West Germany in 
the Western Europe defence frame. [13] The debate on the defense integration went on partially 
overlapping with the ECSC treaty discussion, but with a completely different outcome. The Korean 
conflict risked the exportation in Europe as a proxy war between the two superpowers, what had 
happened between North Korea and South Korea could occur between East Germany and West 
Germany. [14] As a result, the attitude of the European countries towards the establishment of an 
army in West Germany changed. The creation of armed forces of the Federal Republic of Germany 
would provide the first line before an invasion from the east, but the Europeans preferred a direct 
involvement of the US forces on the front, instead of German rearmament. The Atlantic allies debated 
the issue in September 1950 in New York. On the European side, it was required a commitment on 
the American field, as the secondment of permanent forces in times of peace in Europe: on this 
hypothesis, all Europeans agreed, hoping that the US commitment consistency was such as to avoid 
the formation of an army of Federal Germany. The Americans accepted the increased commitment in 
Europe, consistently increasing its military presence, forming an integrated allied force that would 
have taken the lead, but the Europeans had to accept the participation in the integrated forces of 
Federal Germany’s ten divisions. [15] 
The French head of government, René Pleven, launched the so-called Pleven plan, which transferred 
the ECSC model for European defence according to the same supranational principle. The European 
defence community (EDC), was the follow-up of the Pleven plan, but in August of 1954, after much 
procrastination, the French parliament did not ratify the treaty establishing the EDC. [16] 

2.2. Towards EURATOM 

The European Atomic Energy Community, already known as EURATOM by its makers, was thus 
created on the wave of success, and at the same time of failure. The ECSC had demonstrated the 
willingness to integrate a strategic sector such as coal and steel in a supranational way. The EDC had 
demonstrated the limits of this kind of integration instead when it involved a sensitive branch as a 
defence. Nevertheless, the failure of the EDC had given a new effort to the pact of Brussels mentioned 
above; the treaty placed in the background during the Atlantic alliance development, but in the new 
situation that has emerged after the failure of the EDC it was perceived as a point of resuming. A 
conference convened in London began its works on September 28, 1954, and an agreement was 
reached on 3 October to restore full sovereignty to Federal Germany. Over the following month, a 
commission drew the design of an organisation called the Western European Union (WEU) whose 
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ranks would collect the armed forces assigned by the member states. The WEU would have less 
supranational features than the EDC, but it was mainly planned to control armament plans of the 
member states so that they could not trigger weapons programs potentially dangerous for the allies. 
The governments of the Six plus the United Kingdom approved the project at a conference held in 
Paris on 20 to 23 October 1954. [17] 
During that year, the United States government followed the spirit of the speech delivered by 
President Eisenhower during the United Nations general assembly in December 1953. The famous 
“Atoms for Peace” speech committed the United States to the peaceful uses of atomic energy, 
opening the world to bilateral cooperation with the American nuclear complex. The Atomic energy act 
of 1954 entailed the features of any future cooperation agreement with the United States. The basic 
assumption of the act was the peaceful task of the technology transfer. In order to do so, it forbid the 
transfer of any information related to weapon design or fabrication. However, to verify the compliance 
of the partner states with the peaceful uses of the transferred technology, the United States 
government subjected the transfer with the right to inspect the facilities of the partner state. This act 
was the frame of the agreement the US government proposed to the Europeans too. [18] 
Horizontal proliferation was not yet the expression used to define the acquisition of nuclear weapons 
by other states than the three nuclear powers of those days, but in its substance, it was one of the 
main concernments of the government of the United States. The French ambitions to achieve nuclear 
weapons were on the top of the list. [19] 
Meanwhile, Jean Monnet resigned from the post of High Commissioner of the ECSC. In the critical 
phase that the European integration was going through, he began to propose with conviction the 
creation of a European Community for Atomic Energy. A study promoted by Louis Armand, a 
prominent figure of the French nuclear sector, already referred to the advantages of an integrated 
entity for the management of nuclear development in Europe. Monnet then began to work on the 
project, illustrating a draft to the Belgian statesman Paul Henry Spaak. While sharing the emphasis on 
the need for resuming the integration process, he remained doubtful about the real possibilities of 
achieving integration in a field both so narrow and complex as nuclear energy was. [20] Even Johan 
Willem Beyen, Prime Minister of the Netherlands, harbored similar doubts, as he presented to Monnet 
and Spaak, on April 4, 1955, a proposal for a customs union between the two countries (Netherlands 
and Belgium), which would be followed in a short time by a real economic union. He perceived the 
path of an economic integration more viable than a nuclear one. On May 18, attracted by the new 
prospects that were emerging, Monnet and Spaak decided to merge the two memorandums in a 
single one that later became known as "Benelux Memorandum". It would become the basis for the 
negotiations held at the Messina Conference. 

2.2.1. The first round of negotiations 

The governments of the six countries convened a conference from 1 to 3 June 1955 in Messina, Sicily. 
They disputed both the topics of the common market and the nuclear community. After a night of long 
debating, the French Foreign Minister Antoine Pinay agreed with the other delegates to create 
technical and politically mixed group that would run the negotiations. 
Thus, an Intergovernmental Committee was established, better known as the Spaak Committee, as he 
chaired it. It worked throughout the summer of 1955, to bring together the negotiating positions of the 
Six, as they had been set out in Messina. The English economist Russell Frederick Bretherton, at the 
time undersecretary at the Ministry of Commerce of the British Government, participated as an 
observer, ensuring his presence in the early stages. 
Bretherton left the works of the Spaak Committee on 7 November 1955. The concerns of the British 
were on the powerful supranational features of the Common Market project, as a rule for the 
integration in the atomic field. [21] 
The Spaak committee produced a report presenting the EURATOM project. The first issue addressed 
was the thorniest: preventing risks of military diversion of fissile fuels distributed by the community to 
civilian purposes. The second question was related to the preferred modality to create a common 
supply system of fissile fuel, a request that had long been advocated and supported by the French 
delegation. Other points were the primacy of the community in the representativeness of the Six in the 
international nuclear forums, and the community’s monopoly of nuclear materials supplies to the Six. 
The plenary review of the work produced by the Spaak committee, however, had been useful because 
it had identified the most controversial points, emphasising the themes that were eliciting frictions 
among the Six. [22] 
During these rounds of negotiations, the US government clearly and openly endorsed the project of a 
European atomic community. The reasons for the US to support EURATOM were clear: to make 
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Germany an organic element of the Western coalition, neutralising the Franco-German rivalry, 
fostering the spreading of nuclear technology in a peaceful direction and developing as quickly as 
possible a robust nuclear power industry in Europe. To achieve these goals, a supranational player 
was necessary. The US would accord to it the preferential treatment: the US could make vast 
resources available and ensure a privileged treatment not just to a single country through bilateral 
negotiations but also to a community of states to act multilaterally. [23] 

2.2.2. The relations with the US and the Suez crisis as external drivers 

The Suez War of October 1956 placed France, the United Kingdom and Israel against Egypt. For the 
western powers, the war was a reaction against the decision of the Egyptian government to 
nationalise the Suez Canal. The superpowers and the United Nations called the opponents to a 
cease-fire, and the Soviet Union threatened the use of nuclear weapons to defend the attacked Egypt. 
The subsequent Canal blockade had had an immediate destabilising effect on the fuel market. The 
extensive import of Middle Eastern crude oil, which seemed free of any risk of interruption, based the 
reconstruction of the continent after the war. However, the Soviet menace had the effect of compelling 
the French government in pursuing an autonomous nuclear armament, to restore the international role 
of the French Republic after the Suez fiasco. [24] 
After the Suez crisis, the attitude of the Europeans towards the Eisenhower administration and the US, 
in general, had become warier. France, Germany, Italy and the Benelux countries, appeared much 
more likely to give birth to forms of increasingly bland nuclear cooperation rather than to commit to 
fostering a real integration and its industry. The western Europeans states asked for bilateral 
agreements for fissile materials, not endorsing the US position of the creation of a single continental 
supply agency in the frame of a European atomic energy community, committed to peaceful uses of 
such technology. 
On September 20, 1956, the representatives of the Six agreed for the creation of a "Committee of 
Wise Persons" mandated to establish an emergency program to produce Atomic energy. It would 
reduce European dependency on foreign energy sources, and the Europeans would obtain support 
from the British and the US technological to do it. The Committee would include Louis Armand, 
Director General of Railways and member of the CEA, Franz Etzel, German Member of Parliament 
and vice president of the High Authority of the ECSC and Francesco Giordani, chemist and Chairman 
of the Italian National Research Council. [25] On December 21, the US government issued a press 
release officially inviting the three European experts to the US to have conversations with government 
officials and the CEOs of the major industrial corporations. On February 4, 1957, the three wise men 
arrived in Washington to collect the highest number of unclassified information technologies based on 
American peaceful programs, their costs and to discuss several research programs that were of 
interest to both sides. 
The visit of the three wise men in the United States marked a turning point in the American attitude 
toward the nuclear military ambitions of the Europeans eventually. The State Department and the 
Atomic Energy Commission accepted the caveat of the national nuclear military to be run outside of 
the community cooperation, so dropping out any position calling for a renounce to nuclear weapons by 
the Europeans as a prerequisite for the participation in the community. Already in 1954, the Federal 
Germany Chancellor Konrad Adenauer had committed the German government to renounce to 
nuclear, chemical and biological weapons. Only the French government had the technical possibility to 
reach the nuclear threshold and, to cross it, to enter the nuclear weapons owner club. [26] 

2.3. The Treaty and its Community 

The two Treaties of Rome of March 25, 1957, established the European Economic Community and 
the European Atomic Energy Community, already called EURATOM commonly. It came into force on 
January 1, 1958. The EURATOM treaty had a preamble and 225 articles in six titles, plus annexes 
and protocols. 
Although following the letter of the Treaty, EURATOM was composed of seven organs directly related 
to his daily activities only two were, in fact, the institutional authority that drove the action: the 
Commission and the Council. The Commission was the executive body of the Community. 
Representatives of Member State governments formed the Council of Ministers. It has above all the 
task of ensuring the coordination of the actions of the Member States and the European Atomic 
Energy Community. 
The development of a nuclear industry involved multiple aspects: it assumed the creation of a 
common continent-wide market of nuclear technologies, which would put no restrictions on the 
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circulation of knowledge, human resources and capital. So EURATOM should provide access to the 
necessary fissile fuels and technological components, encouraging and facilitating investment, 
research and sharing of technological information. 
The Commission developed its activities in the nuclear research inside with the Joint Nuclear 
Research Center (JNRC), and outside with the allocation of research contracts.  
The JNRC consisted of four research centres, each with a different speciality: Ispra (Italy), Petten (the 
Netherlands), Geel (Belgium) and Karlsruhe (Germany). It was the primary means of supporting 
research by the Community, and it absorbed a large proportion of the EURATOM budget, typically 
50% of its total resources, at least until the second five-year plan. The allocation of research contracts, 
conversely, allowed EURATOM to attribute external research projects that were of common benefit to 
the Six.  
Besides research, EURATOM's task it was to facilitate the growth of the nuclear industry in Europe: its 
main activity in this specific field consisted in ensuring the sharing of nuclear information among all 
actors, state and non, who were active in the sector. Another critical task was to facilitate the free and 
uninterrupted flow of capital, human resources and technologies; for this purpose, it was established 
the common market for goods and nuclear products on January 1, 1959. From that day, the Six have 
common external tariff and the freedom to exchange both technology and workforce. A similar 
measure was of fundamental importance: thanks to this industry could begin to negotiate purchases 
and sales of minerals, fuels and technologies with greater freedom than ever before and a significant 
reduction of the final price of traded goods. 
All these tasks intertwined with a safeguard system ensuring the peacefulness of the community 
actions. [27] 

2.3.1. From here to current times 

The EURATOM safeguard system crossed the various changes which brought the European 
integration up today outcome of a European Union. Focusing on this specific aspect, we let the other 
parts of the EURATOM history on the back, including the broader debate on the European integration 
in itself. This because the EURATOM safeguard system, once came into force, was never withdrawn 
or debased by the following treaties which made the EU. The system adapted itself to the international 
turns marked by the NPT or the implementation of the agreement with the US, as well as the 
enlargement of the number of member states. The safeguard system established with the treaty 
contained the spreading of nuclear weapons across Europe, limiting the number of nuclear weapon 
member states to two. The system safeguarded the nuclear materials for declared peaceful uses with 
the access of new member States, in particular after the end of the eastern block. 

3. Asia

As a stark contrast to Europe where EURATOM, the regional cooperation effectively prevented 
nuclear proliferation, in Asia so-called “Asian nuclear reaction chain” occurred being triggered by 
China’s first nuclear test in 1964. [28] China had initiated research leading to the development of 
nuclear weapons in the 1950s and carried out 45 nuclear tests during 1964 and 1996. China’s nuclear 
armament prompted India that had a border conflict with China in 1962 to go nuclear, first in the form 
of “peaceful nuclear explosion” in 1974, and later five nuclear tests in 1998. Pakistan established its 
nuclear weapons program in 1972 following the loss of East Pakistan in the 1971 war with India, and 
conducted nuclear tests in 1998 following the Indian nuclear test. North Korea established a large-
scale atomic energy research complex in Yonbyon in the 1960s, and its nuclear weapons program can 
be traced back to the 1980s. North Korea conducted its first nuclear test in 2006. Even South Korea 
[29] and Taiwan [30] had attempted to go nuclear in the 1970s and 1980s respectively due to their 
severe senses of insecurity, but abandoned the efforts under strong pressures from the United States. 
Civilian nuclear activities of Japan, South Korea and Taiwan are tightly under control of their bilateral 
nuclear cooperation agreements with the United States as well as the IAEA respectively.   

3.1. Networks of crises 

It is also noteworthy that India is not a member of the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear 
Weapons (NPT) or the Comprehensive Nuclear Test Ban Treaty (CTBT), though it is a state party to 
the Partial Test Ban Treaty (PTBT). Pakistan also refused to sign the NPT and CTBT, while it has 
blocked consensus at the Conference on Disarmament on starting negotiations for a Fissile Material 
Cutoff Treaty (FMCT). China joined the International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) in 1984 and the 
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NPT in 1992 as a nuclear weapon state, but supplied nuclear technology and reactors to several 
countries of proliferation concern in the 1980s and early 1990s; most notably, China supplied design 
information (including warhead design), and fissile material to the development of Pakistan's nuclear 
weapons program that were later transferred to Libya’s program. Under international pressure, North 
Korea acceded to the NPT in 1985, but refused to sign a safeguards agreement with the IAEA until 
1992, which triggered the first nuclear crisis. As regional efforts of the Six-Party Talks to stop North 
Korea’s nuclear weapons program failed, North Korea declared to have withdrawn from the NPT in 
2003. 
In Asia, nuclear proliferation occurred under high military tensions of armed conflicts, and interlocking 
security complex among China, India and Pakistan triggered the so-called “Asian nuclear reaction 
chain”. Both China and North Korea, in their declarations of their first nuclear tests, blamed that “U.S. 
nuclear black mail/threats” presumably being traced back to the Korean War. During the Korean War, 
the United States repeatedly threatened to use atomic bombs against North Korea and China as 
essential tools of conflict management throughout the war. [31] It is logical that both China and North 
Korea perceived the US nuclear threats as the decisive impediment to their ambition to unify the 
Korean Peninsula on their terms. Hence, Beijing’s statement of its first nuclear test in October 1964 
reads, “This is a major achievement to oppose the U.S. imperialist policy of nuclear blackmail and 
nuclear threats…in the face of the ever increasing nuclear threat posed by the United States. China is 
forced to conduct nuclear tests and develop nuclear weapons”.[32] In October 2006, North Korea 
made a statement on its first nuclear test, which was basically a copy of the Beijing’s 1964 statement 
with exactly the same logic; “The US extreme threat of a nuclear war and sanctions and pressure 
compel the DPRK to conduct a nuclear test, an essential process for bolstering nuclear 
deterrent…from the US threat of aggression”. [33] The history of China and North Korea’s nuclear 
armaments responding to the “US nuclear black mail” suggests that improved regional security 
settings are an essential condition to sustain a reliable nuclear non-proliferation regime.   

3.2. Countering the cascade 

The lack of regional confidence building measures (CBMs) or regional cooperation for security or 
energy worsened the situation. Nuclear non-proliferation was effectively implemented to Japan and 
South Korea through the bilateral nuclear cooperation with the United States respectively. In 
Southeast Asia, the Southeast Asian Nuclear-Weapon-Free Zone Treaty (SEANWFZ) or the Bangkok 
Treaty of 1995, a nuclear weapons moratorium treaty between 10 Southeast Asian member-states 
under the auspices of the Association of Southeast Asian Nations (ASEAN) effectively rooted out the 
cause of nuclear proliferation. The efforts for the SEANWFZ started already in 1971 when the 5 
original members of ASEAN, Indonesia, Malaysia, Philippines, Singapore, and Thailand, signed the 
declaration on ASEAN's Zone of Peace, Freedom and Neutrality (ZOPFAN). In Central Asia, a Central 
Asian nuclear-weapon-free zone (CANWFZ) established in 2005 provides a vital platform for nuclear 
non-proliferation and effective nuclear material control among the five member states, Kazakhstan, 
Kyrgyzstan, Tajikistan, Turkmenistan, and Uzbekistan, as well as Mongolia that initiated and declared 
itself as a nuclear-weapon-free zone (NWFZ) in 1992. [34]   
 The overview of nuclear (non) proliferation dynamics in Asia — Northeast-, South- and Southeast 
Asia — suggests that regional cooperation entailed by security stability and CBMs is the key to 
successful implementation of nuclear non-proliferation. This tentative observation coincides with the 
successful outcome of ERATOM in Europe. In other words, establishment of regional cooperation and 
CBMs would be a necessary requirement to resolve the formidable nuclear crises in Northeast Asia 
over North Korea or the Middle East over Iran and Israel.  

4. The Safeguard system

The EURATOM treaty limited the nuclear proliferation among its members by seclusion. The 
community extended the safeguards over all the peaceful uses of nuclear energy, severing the linkage 
between civilian and military development of the national nuclear complexes. So the military 
applications of nuclear energy were forced in a stand-alone status in the territory of the Community, 
with no legal possibility to receive nuclear materials from civilian facilities. 
The core of the EURATOM safeguards system is in Title two, Chapter seven, of the Treaty. According 
to Howlett, it follows the frame of safeguards as the United States model of nuclear cooperation 
agreement stated, as well as the American concepts of international control of nuclear energy. [35, 90-
1] The real difference is that the subject acting the safeguards was EURATOM, a supranational
authority. The article 77 of the treaty states that “the Commission shall satisfy itself” on non-diversion 
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of ores, source materials and special fissile materials from their intended uses as declared by the 
users. In the category of users were gathered the member States users as well as third States or 
international organisations which had an agreement of cooperation with the EURATOM. In the 
following articles, the treaty perfectioned this principle. The nuclear players should provide to the 
Commission the basic technical characteristics of the installations, to the extent that knowledge of 
these characteristics is necessary for the attainment of the safeguards, and the Commission must 
approve the techniques to be used for the chemical processing of irradiated materials. The nuclear 
materials accountability is stated, as well as the control of any excess of nuclear materials. Article 81 
defined the making of the inspections, taking the principle stated in the ECSC treaty, but applying it to 
a filed hardly comparable to coal and steel, in theory, and practice.  
The inspectors “shall at all times have access to all places and data and to all persons who, by reason 
of their occupation, deal with materials, equipment or installations subject to the safeguards […], to the 
extent necessary in order to apply such safeguards to ores, source materials and special fissile 
materials and to ensure compliance with the provisions of Article 77”. The following articles described 
the implementation of the inspections, as well as the sanctions for the infringements of the treaty. The 
inspectors “shall be recruited by the Commission” among citizens of the member States, completing 
the self-inspection feature entailed in the EURATOM safeguard system. The sanctions ranged from a 
warning to the total withdrawal of source materials, with the role of the European court of justice in 
applying that. 
The article 84 stated the sanctuary of the military facilities, a “defence clause” which excluded by the 
safeguards also the processing of nuclear materials outside from military areas but deemed to 
defence tasks. However, these materials cannot come by the Community supplies, because “in the 
application of the safeguards, no discrimination shall be made on grounds of the use for which ores, 
source materials and special fissile materials are intended”. 
The safeguards may not extend to materials intended to meet defence requirements which are in the 
course of being specially processed for this purpose or which, after being so processed, are, following 
an operational plan, placed or stored in a military establishment. This is a central point of difference 
between the EURATOM safeguards system and the NPT regime because the association to the 
EURATOM treaty did not commit a non-nuclear weapon state member to the renunciation to pursuing 
a nuclear weapon program. However, if we drew a historical assessment on the effectiveness of the 
EURATOM safeguards, we can see that a member of the community has done no significant 
infringement. So we can advance that the system acted by enforcing a mutual trust among the 
members and not by moral suasion exerted by the supranational authority or by the harshness of the 
sanctions. 
Promoting peaceful uses, and enforcing no diversion from civilian to military installations, the 
EURATOM treaty guaranteed the maximum control on the whole nuclear technology. It limited more 
than any other international agreement the uncontrolled spreading of dual-use nuclear technology. 
Thus, again Title two, Chapter six dealt with the supply of nuclear materials, special or other ones, 
while Chapter eight stated the property of the Community on the special fissile materials in the 
territories of the member states, enforcing the verification of the compliance by the authority. In this 
way, the EURATOM safeguards system was the only one covering the whole nuclear fuel cycle, from 
mining to final reprocessing [35, 93]. 

4.1. The US-EURATOM agreement 

In 1958 the United States government prepared the agreement with EURATOM. It was a cornerstone 
for the effectiveness of the community’s action, and the nuclear policy of the United States as well. In 
the message delivered by Eisenhower to the Congress, pending for the approval of the agreement, he 
outlined for next five years in Europe about one million of kilowatts of installed nuclear capacity, from 
reactors developed in the United States. However, this would tie an active control on the technology 
transfer with the right of drawing back the spent fuel from Europe, as well a request of compatibility 
between the EURATOM safeguards system and the IAEA’s one. 
The Congress of the United States eventually approved the agreement in the same 1958. The United 
States provided the Community with technology transfer and supply of U-235. EURATOM committed 
to refrain from using for military purposes the technology and the nuclear materials provided by the 
United States, directly or as a by-product. The Community did not transfer the same items to third 
parties without the authorisation of the government of the United States. 
The requirements were strictly binding, to avoid any current or future diversion of the technology and 
the nuclear materials, for research or power production. However, it acknowledged the right of self-
inspections for the Community, thus marking an exception in the frame of the United States nuclear 
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cooperation agreements, despite the disappointment of Sterling Cole, general director of the IAEA. He 
saw in this right of self-inspection by EURATOM, a limit to the authority of IAEA. [36] Actually, the less 
applied part of the agreement was the request of integration with the IAEA safeguards. The integration 
of the two safeguards systems was raised only with the debate on the Non-Proliferation Treaty.  
In 1962, the agreement was amended on a very relevant point. The United States agreed to permit the 
reprocessing in the Community of the spent elements of the fuel provided. 
The implementation of the treaty needed a legislative activity to allow the safeguards (and the 
inspections). The EURATOM commission enacted in 1959-1960 a slot of regulations (no 2, 7, 8 and 9) 
aimed to define the making of the safeguards. They were relevant to:  
- the basic technical characteristics of each plant of which declaration should be communicated to the 
Commission; 
- the nuclear materials accountability, which had to be periodically declared by the various enterprises 
having stocks or movements of ores, source materials and special fissile materials; 
- the definition of the concentration of ores. 
This consistent corpus of rules allowed to perform the first inspection, which took place in April 1960 at 
Mol, in Belgium. Its focus was more on material accountancy control than on-site inspection. However, 
with the growth of the nuclear industry in EURATOM countries, the inspections increased too. The 
amendment of the US-EURATOM agreement of 1962 put the Community in charge of the 
safeguarding of the reprocessing of spent fuel. This shifted the inspections features, introducing new 
procedures enabling them to control the reprocessing plants. As Howlett recalled, this expansion and 
improvement of the safeguards impelled increased recruitment of the inspectors. While the firstly 
recruited inspectors had a diplomatic or international legal background, the following levers came 
more from the technical and scientific careers in the nuclear sciences and technologies. [35, 114-6] In 
this respect, the personnel became more similar to today’s staff. 
From the first inspection to 1967, we had 411 inspections, mainly in research reactors (177) and in 
fuel fabrication plants (101); followed power reactors (53), research centres (50), irradiated fuel 
treatment facilities (20), and fuel stores (10). [37] 

4.2. The Non Proliferation Treaty 

The international nuclear situation was continuing to evolve, with the Popular Republic of China 
entering the nuclear club in 1964. This elicited the superpowers to promote a treaty aimed to limit the 
horizontal proliferation. [38] 
The Non-proliferation treaty was open to signatures in 1968. The coming into force of the NPT marked 
a significant milestone in the history of the safeguard systems. It renewed the conflict between an 
international organisation as the IAEA with its international safeguard system and a supranational 
authority as EURATOM with its regional safeguard system. As in 1957, the EURATOM authority 
overwhelmed the IAEA one, the NPT gave the IAEA a new role in the incoming nonproliferation 
regime, so the EURATOM member states found themselves in the middle of two overlapping 
safeguard systems.  
However, from 1957 many things had changed. The proponents of NPT called all the Nations of the 
world to adhere, but not all the Nations signed the treaty. Among the Six EURATOM members, the 
French Republic did not sign the treaty, while the Federal Republic of Germany and the Italian 
Republic signed in 1969 but waited up to 1975 to ratify the treaty. So, when the non-proliferation 
regime came into force, the only nuclear weapon state of EURATOM did not adhere, and the other 
two EURATOM states did not ratify. [39] In this frame, the coalition to keep in force the EURATOM 
safeguards system was strong enough to enforce the Commission to open a negotiate with the 
Agency. The first round of negotiations occurred during the writing of the text of the treaty. EURATOM 
and the European States backing it had recognised its right to exist interpreting article 8 of the NPT 
which stated the right of any group of States to conclude regional treaties. However, this was in order 
to assure the total absence of nuclear weapons in their respective territories, and it was not the case 
of EURATOM. 
So in the aftermath of the treaty is coming into force, the nature of the relations between EURATOM 
and the IAEA was the new field of confrontation. The pressure of the Six and the superpowers 
contributed in the making of an agreement between the Agency and the Community, in a very 
complicated diplomatic process. From our perspective, it is worth following the point of negotiations 
between the supranational authority and the international organization. 
The INFCIRC/153 enacted by the IAEA board of governors in June 1971 described the agreement 
between the agency and the adherent states. Articles 78-82 mentioned the concept of third 
safeguarding agents functionally independent by the member states nuclear material accounting 
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system. It seemed that the agreement proposed a proxy role for EURATOM, passing to IAEA the data 
of the inspections ran by EURATOM. However, this met France’s opposition, because the Republic of 
France was not part of the NPT but was the most inspected EURATOM state. The final negotiation 
took form in the IAEA INFCIRC/193, in September 1973, providing guarantees in order to solve such 
problem, recognising the EURATOM safeguard system and avoiding overlapping with it to the 
maximum extent.  
EURATOM committed to enacting subsidiary agreements with the IAEA, to implement INFCIRC/193. 
This was Regulation 3227/76 of October 1976, which outlined the technical aspects of the making of 
safeguards according to the agreement. It was Regulation 3227/76 which renewed the right of 
safeguards exemption for defence facilities, without any ambiguity. 
This special status accorded to EURATOM raised some criticism in other NNWS, particularly Japan, 
which saw a preferential treatment for the members of the Community. However, we have to take into 
account also the uniqueness of EURATOM: the world did not have, and still does not, another similar 
Community which has adopted a regional safeguard system. Therefore, the case could not 
automatically extend elsewhere. Nevertheless, the Government of Japan successfully negotiated an 
agreement with the IAEA entailing some features of INFCIRC/193, appeasing this quarrelsome issue. 

4.3 The completion of the system 

The Regulation 3227/76 came after a relevant turning point in European history, that is, the first 
enlargement of the European Communities with the entering of the United Kingdom in EURATOM. 
French president Charles De Gaulle formerly opposed the process of association of Great Britain, but 
after De Gaulle’s resignation, British and Continental supporters of such option renewed it. When the 
deal was drawn up with the IAEA, the United Kingdom was already a member of the European 
community, as it formally entered it on January 1, 1973.  
The British nuclear complex was co-processing the nuclear materials aimed to defence or civilian use, 
not having a real distinction between the two tracks in some relevant nuclear facilities of the Country. 
Being the United Kingdom an NWS not belonging to any safeguard system before the coming into 
force of NPT, there was no need to separate the nuclear fuel cycle management as required by 
EURATOM safeguards. 
The UK-EURATOM-IAEA verification Agreement of August 1978 was a “voluntary offer” of the UK 
Government to put under safeguards some nuclear facilities, so splitting the civilian track and the 
military one. The hosting of nuclear materials transferred in the United Kingdom based on bilateral 
agreements subjected to safeguards identified the facilities. 

5. Conclusions

The value of the self-inspection system is its slowing down of a possible nuclear cascade. Keeping the 
right of defence related nuclear applications, it brought NWS to sever military and civilian nuclear 
sites. Before their joining the NPT as NNWS, all the EURATOM states could undertake a military 
program. They did not for a complex of reasons, but it is relevant to identify what role had had the 
EURATOM safeguard system in this long during situation. The main achievement of the self-
inspection system was a mutual trust it enforces among its members. It non forbids any possibility of 
realising nuclear weapons, but it limited the reasons why a state should look for the integration of a 
nuclear capability in defence against its neighbours. The French nuclear capability not primarily aims 
at France's European partners, but to rescue France’s role among the world powers, and among its 
allies too. That is the difference with Israel or Pakistan nuclear capability.  
In East Asia we had  
1) People Republic of China (PRC): full status NWS, member of the NPT, with global projection and
secondarily regional fewer intensity conflicts; 
2) Democratic Popular Republic of Korea (DPRK): new NWS with a weak nuclear capability but not
more NPT member; 
3) Japan, Republic of Korea, Republic of China (Taiwan): three states with the industrial strength to
develop a nuclear capability, but only Japan and Republic of Korea are a member of the NPT. 
In such a landscape the main achievement will be the avoiding of both vertical and horizontal 
proliferation, let say: the increasing of PRC nuclear weapons stocks, the strengthening of DPRK 
nuclear capability, the turning of the three to NWS status. 
A safeguard agreement based on self-inspection of the recognised civilian sites will be a game 
changer in a situation in which the perceived threat by the neighbour will be the trigger of a nuclear 
cascade and a nuclear confrontation. Not bound to a renunciation to the nuclear option for NNWS, as 
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well not bund to denuclearisation for NWS, a self-inspection system will act on the expected shared 
part of security concernments, smoothing the climate and ensuring the visit of inspectors by the 
neighbours in the territory of the states.  
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