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Ambitious Benevolence: Cautious Optimism?

A careful analysis of propaganda makes it conceiv-
able that Pyongyang’s intentions are focused in the
direction of arms control, a policy of economic re-
form and opening, and the pursuit of some form of
peaceful confederation with Seoul. Pyongyang’s pro-
paganda insists that North Korea seeks a peaceful
negotiated settlement of the nuclear issue and is com-
mitted to the denuclearization of the peninsula.** How-
ever, actual Pyongyang policies and planning do not
seem to bear this out. When one remembers that the
most consistent theme of North Korea’s propaganda
continues to be the essential need for military strength
and the military-first policy, a healthy dose of skepti-
cism emerges. Moreover, because evidence from plan-
ning is unclear, overall the data remain inconclusive.

Ambitious Malevolence: Reluctant Pessimism?

There is a real possibility that North Korea’s key stra-
tegic goals are to build up its WMD programs, en-
gage in parasitic extortion, and pursue unification by
force or coercion. According to Pyongyang’s propa-
ganda, maintaining its military strength is the regime’s
foremost priority. This is born out by examinations
of implemented policy, planning, and ruminations
about the future. As for the economy, although pro-
paganda has made vague claims about redoubling ef-
forts to improve economic performance, there is little
evidence of policies of thoroughgoing reform. North
Korea’s history of central planning and the absence
of any obvious blueprint for how to proceed suggest
that systemic reform is unlikely. Pyongyang appears
likely to continue to hope that ad hoc changes, coupled
with continued foreign aid and income generated from
arms sales, tourism, and criminal activity, will be ad-
equate to meet the country’s needs. As for unifica-
tion, although the country’s propaganda stresses us-
ing peaceful means to unification, it also urges a united
front between North and South Korea against the
United States. Statements continue to call for the with-
drawal of U.S. forces from South Korea. An exami-
nation of the record of unification policy suggests
that Pyongyang believes that South Korea’s govern-

ment enjoys no real popular support and is merely a
U.S. puppet. With the United States out of the pic-
ture, North Korea thinks it could relatively easily bring
about the collapse of the South Korean regime and
unification under the auspices of Pyongyang through
limited military acts. North Korea has yet to put for-
ward a clear blueprint for peaceful unification and
then follow through on it.

Data are insufficient to say with absolute certainty
what North Korea’s strategic intentions are. Any one
of the three packages outlined in this paper is plau-
sible. North Korea’s intentions could conceivably fluc-
tuate among the three, depending on how the regime
assesses the situation at any particular point. The
United States needs to probe and prod the Pyongyang
regime to learn for sure. We need to keep an open
mind and continually monitor what North Korea says,
what it does, and how it prepares. We should look for
consistencies and inconsistencies. We should not en-
tirely discount propaganda, but we should pay clos-
est attention to what the regime is actually doing and
planning and give less credence to what it says. We
do not want to reward and reinforce bad behavior,
but at the same time it is important to provide incen-
tives for good behavior. Complete, verifiable, and ir-
reversible dismantlement of North Korea’s nuclear
program is a laudable goal, but the level of mutual
distrust and suspicion is such that some intermediate
confidence-building measures are necessary to de-
velop trust on both sides.

Dr. Scobell is an Associate Research Professor at the
Strategic Studies Institute, U.S. Army War College,
and an Adjunct Professor of Political Science at
Dickinson College. The views expressed in this ar-
ticle are solely those of the author and do not repre-
sent the policies or positions of the U.S. Army, the
Department of Defense, or the U.S. government. An
earlier version of the article was published as a mono-
graph by the Strategic Studies Institute. This article
was completed before the conclusion of the fourth
round of the six-party talks in September 2005.

83. Foreign Ministry statement (in Korean) (Pyongyang: Democratic People’s Republic of Korea Ministry of Foreign Affairs, 10

February 2005).
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VERIFIED DISMANTLEMENT OF THE DPRK’S NUCLEAR WEAPONS PROGRAM

by David Albright

The nuclear weapons program of the Democratic
People’s Republic of Korea (DPRK) remains at the
center of U.S. and international security concerns.
The perception, if not the reality, that the DPRK has a
growing number of nuclear weapons poses an in-
creasing challenge to the U.S. government and gov-
ernments in the region.

The current size and status of the DPRK’s nuclear
weapons program is unknown. DPRK officials have
often stated in the last several months that the DPRK
has nuclear weapons, but it has refused to say how
many nuclear weapons it has or whether it could de-
liver them by ballistic missile, the most threatening
delivery system to Japan and the United States. DPRK
officials have also stated that its nuclear weapons
capabilities are growing, stating that the DPRK is in-
creasing the quantity and improving the quality of its
nuclear arsenal. But they refuse to explain what this
statement means in practice. Despite these uncertain-
ties, the DPRK is increasingly believed to have at least
a few nuclear weapons and the plutonium to make
several more. Debate continues on whether these
weapons can be launched successfully on ballistic
missiles such as the No-dong missile.

Unclassified information and some publicly available
U.S. intelligence assessments estimate that the DPRK
could have separated enough plutonium for three to
nine nuclear weapons. It may have recently discharged
enough plutonium in irradiated fuel from its 5 MWe
electric reactor for two to three more nuclear weap-
ons. It could separate this plutonium during 2005.
These assessments, however, remain highly uncer-
tain. Each year, the DPRK can produce enough new
plutonium for about one more nuclear weapon in its 5
MWe electric reactor at the Yongbyon nuclear center.
The DPRK’s reported uranium enrichment program
may eventually give it the capability to make enough
highly enriched uranium for several nuclear weapons
per year.
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A priority of the United States is convincing the DPRK
to dismantle its nuclear program in a verifiable, irre-
versible manner. It has joined with China, Japan, Rus-
sia, and South Korea in working toward a verified
denuclearization of the Korean peninsula, a goal the
DPRK also states it shares. These six nations have
launched a series of negotiations, called the six-party
talks, aimed at resolving the crisis over the DPRK’s
nuclear program.

The six parties have reportedly agreed to meet in late
July 2005 for the first time in more than a year. At
their June 2004 meeting, the DPRK and the United
States each made proposals that are unacceptable to
the other. Initial discussions indicate that arriving at
an agreement to verifiably dismantle the DPRK’s pro-
gram will be complicated. The scope of the agree-
ment, the timing of various steps, and the benefits
that accrue to the DPRK will require complicated
negotiations.

The first challenge facing the negotiators is agreeing
on a set of steps to dismantle irreversibly the DPRK’s
nuclear weapons program. The United States has pro-
posed a front-loaded process whereby the DPRK de-
clares and turns over its plutonium, enriched uranium,
and any nuclear weapons. After taking these initial
steps, the DPRK would receive a set of economic,
political, and security benefits and submit to intrusive
inspections and monitoring. The U.S. approach is
motivated by the manner in which Libya recently dis-
mantled its secret nuclear weapons effort and invited
the International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) to
verify its dismantlement and compliance with the
Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT).

The DPRK has proposed first establishing a freeze
over its plutonium program accompanied by a range
of benefits. It denies having a uranium enrichment
program. Later, the DPRK would dismantle its nuclear
weapons program in conjunction with a verification
arrangement.



Whatever negotiated approach is taken to dismantle
the DPRK’s nuclear program, adequate verification
of its conditions will be critical. Verification must be
done in a manner that provides high confidence that
the DPRK has dismantled its nuclear program com-
pletely, has not retained undeclared nuclear activities,
and has come into compliance with the NPT. As a
result, any verification arrangement will need to be
robust.

Finding the correct balance between intrusiveness and
effectiveness could prove one of the toughest ob-
stacles to negotiating an agreement. The DPRK may
resist intrusive verification, given its secretive and
militarized society. If the verification regime is not
intrusive enough, however, the IAEA and the United
States may judge it unacceptable. Because the 1994
U.S.-DPRK Agreed Framework never reached the
point where full-scale verification commenced, the
negotiators will have limited practical experience of
how to achieve this balance with the DPRK.

Cooperative Verified Dismantlement

In broad terms, cooperative verified dismantlement
requires a state to voluntarily dismantle a nuclear pro-
gram in cooperation with a verification organization.
The process is termed “cooperative” to contrast it
with the United Nations Security Council dismantle-
ment resolutions applied to Iraq after the 1991 Per-
sian Gulf War.

The goal of verified dismantlement is to obtain high
confidence that the program no longer exists and re-
constitution is difficult and likely to be detected rela-
tively quickly or, at least, long before significant quan-
tities of banned items are produced. In practice, the
state conducts the actual dismantlement, and a verifi-
cation organization verifies that the dismantlement has
occurred.

Dismantlement may involve the destruction of key
items in country or their transport overseas. The DPRK
may agree to send certain key items overseas to pro-
vide additional confidence that the dismantlement is
irreversible. In this case, the verification organization
also needs to verify that the items are located in this
other state or have been destroyed there. Plutonium
and enriched uranium will likely be sent overseas;

operating nuclear facilities would likely be dismantled
in the DPRK.

Although the IAEA is usually selected as the organi-
zation to verify nuclear dismantlement, as occurred
in the case of Libya and South Africa, other possibili-
ties exist. Negotiations may result in the creation of
another verification organization, or a mandate to bol-
ster the JAEA’s inspection rights and expertise in
nuclear areas beyond that found in its safeguards de-
partment. In any case, an agreement would likely need
to include a procedure whereby the verification orga-
nization would report to the parties of the agreement.

Who verifies the actual dismantlement of nuclear pro-
grams is thus a negotiable topic. Different models for
the verification organization may also be needed to
accomplish different tasks. There are many candi-
dates for the verification organization, including:

* A specific organization created by the United States,
other acknowledged nuclear weapon states (NWS),
and other states in the region;

* “IAEA Plus,” which would involve the IAEA safe-
guards department supplemented by experts or as-
sistance from key member states; variants of this
model were used in Libya and South Africa; and

* A bilateral or regional inspection agency.

In the case of verifiably dismantling any DPRK nuclear
weapons and their associated nuclear weaponization
program, nuclear weapon experts from the NWS will
be expected to play a critical role. The verification
organization will need to assess sensitive nuclear
weapons information and equipment. These experts
could be formed into a separate organization or as-
signed to the IAEA safeguards department. The latter
step was followed in the case of South Africa after it
declared in 1993 that it had built nuclear weapons. A
variant of this approach was also used more recently
in Libya.

No matter what organization verifies the dismantle-
ment process, the IAEA safeguards department will
be responsible for verifying that the DPRK is in com-
pliance with the NPT. As a result, any effort to create
a separate verification organization should be fully
aware that the IAEA will also need to be involved in
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the verification process and will independently make
a determination whether the DPRK has come into
compliance with the NPT and its safeguards
agreement.

Dismantlement could occur either prior to the onset
of verification activities or concurrent with verifica-
tion. Concurrent dismantlement and verification is the
preferred option because it can result in greater con-
fidence. Accomplishing adequate verification after the
dismantlement of a program is possible but more dif-
ficult and can take longer. Nonetheless, the IAEA was
able to establish that South Africa had dismantled its
entire nuclear weapons program, even though the
verification started several years after the dismantle-
ment took place.

Based on experiences in Libya and South Africa, the
most important prerequisite for a verification process
to work is that the state believes that verified dis-
mantlement is in its vital interests. According to former
members of the South African nuclear weapons pro-
gram, without such a belief verified dismantlement is
unlikely to succeed.

There are many specific prerequisites on the DPRK’s
side for the successful verification of the dismantle-
ment of nuclear programs. Full transparency and co-
operation will mean granting the verification organi-
zation a series of rights, including:

* Permitting broad access to sites and facilities;
* Providing detailed declarations;

* Allowing access to records, including program
documents, procurement data, and possibly per-
sonnel records;

* Allowing interviews with program staff and offi-
cials; and

* Permitting environmental sampling at declared sites
and elsewhere.

In addition, the DPRK will need to allow inspectors
access to military sites, a step it has resisted in the
past. Procedures will need to be developed that
permit the DPRK to protect sensitive, non-nuclear
items without compromising the effectiveness of an
inspection.
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In general, the verification organization is expected to
need more extensive rights than established under the
IAEA Model Additional Protocol (INFCIRC/540).
Because the process of verified dismantlement oc-
curs over a finite period of time, these extraordinary
rights could be established on a temporary basis.

The verification organization will require many dif-
ferent types of equipment to verify dismantlement that
will go beyond the range of equipment typically used
during safeguards. The toolbox of verification equip-
ment should be negotiated ahead of time, as DPRK
officials often view suspiciously equipment they don’t
understand or use themselves.

On the other hand, the verification organization must
make several commitments to the DPRK. It must:

* Possess extensive knowledge about the type of
program to be dismantled;

* Have the tools to ensure with a high degree of con-
fidence that the program is dismantled, especially
the ability to establish the completeness of any dec-
laration; and

* Act in a professional and fair manner and protect
sensitive information.

Ensuring the irreversibility of the dismantlement pro-
cess is essential. To achieve irreversibility, the DPRK
will need to destroy certain facilities, equipment, and
documents, or ship certain items overseas. Ongoing
monitoring of certain non-nuclear or dual-use activi-
ties may be necessary.

To make the process less costly and facilitate re-em-
ployment of personnel, the dismantlement process
should involve the conversion of parts of the pro-
gram to other viable purposes. Nuclear programs of-
ten involve equipment and skills that can be converted
to non-proscribed activities. The goal should be to
create economically viable alternatives or enable the
gradual transfer of program personnel to other al-
lowed activities. In the case of the DPRK, parties to
the six-party talks should explore opportunities for
joint ventures. Cooperative threat reduction (CTR)
programs in the former Soviet Union provide a useful
model for many possible activities in the DPRK.



Ongoing monitoring of certain non-nuclear activities
will likely be necessary once the dismantlement pro-
cess is completed, particularly if some activities are
converted to civilian purposes. In any case, any re-
maining nuclear materials will require ongoing moni-
toring. The IAEA safeguards department is the best
choice to conduct ongoing monitoring of nuclear and
non-nuclear activities or facilities.

Many countries are expected to have suspicions that
the DPRK has not declared all its nuclear materials or
facilities to the verification organization. A negative
can never be proved; thus, a verification organization
cannot prove that there are no undeclared materials
or facilities. Instead, the verification organization will
develop a set of procedures and actions that, over
time, will allow it to develop confidence that unde-
clared activities do not exist in the DPRK. As part of
this process, the verification organization will need to
investigate many accusations and follow up its own
leads about undeclared activities. The DPRK will need
to accept such activities by the verification organiza-
tion as part of dismantling its programs and coming
into compliance with the NPT.

The creation of a dismantlement program in the DPRK
will be part of a larger agreement involving the DPRK,
the United States, and other states or international
organizations. These negotiations will focus on cre-
ating the basic responsibilities, rules, and procedures
for the dismantlement process for both the state and
the verification organization.

Funding of the dismantlement and conversion pro-
cesses should be established during these negotiations.
Both the DPRK and the verification organization will
require funds to accomplish their goals. In addition,
any CTR-type activities will require funds.

The actual resources and number of personnel re-
quired by a specific verification organization will vary.
The core effort is expected to require a few dozen
specialists and a budget of several million dollars a
year. Shipping materials and equipment out of the
DPRK would involve additional costs. The process
of dismantling the DPRK’s nuclear weapons program

could be achieved within a year or two, although the
entire process of conversion and building confidence
about the lack of undeclared activities could take sev-
eral more years.

These core activities will need to be supplemented by
support from IAEA member states. Critical support
activities will include the analysis of an expected large
number of environmental samples, the supply of in-
spection equipment, the provision of procurement
information about the DPRK’s overseas suppliers, and
third-party information about activities in the DPRK.
Of particular importance will be the supply of pro-
curement information learned through investigating
the network led by Abdul Qadeer Khan and his asso-
ciates.

Conversion costs could easily exceed tens of millions
of dollars. This activity will require the participation
of the verification organization to fulfill its mandate,
but the specific conversion activities should be funded
from another source.

Four Key Disarmament Tasks

An agreement to verifiably dismantle the DPRK’s
nuclear weapons program will need to identify the
specific nuclear programs that require dismantlement.
Negotiators would be expected to identify specific
items subject to dismantlement and agree on a set of
verification steps to ensure irreversible dismantlement
of these specific items. Although negotiators would
agree on many verification rights and procedures in
general terms, they would also need to define the rights
and procedures for specific nuclear programs.

The following are the three main nuclear programs
expected to be subject to dismantlement in an agree-
ment as well as the additional task of bringing the
DPRK into compliance with the NPT.!

Task 1: Plutonium Production Program

This task focuses on plutonium production, separa-
tion, storage, and waste processing facilities. The
principal aim will be to verifiably, irreversibly halt plu-
tonium production and separation activities. The veri-

1. For a more detailed discussion about each task, see forthcoming U.S. Institute of Peace study or references given in task

descriptions below.
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fication organization will need to verify DPRK state-
ments about its plutonium production and separation
activities. The DPRK will need to allow the removal
of plutonium and irradiated fuel.

Task 2: Nuclear Weaponization Program

This task focuses on any nuclear weapons and the
means to research, develop, test, and manufacture
them. It involves the verified dismantlement of any
nuclear weapons, and the irreversible, verifiable dis-
mantlement of the set of facilities involved in research-
ing, developing, testing, and manufacturing nuclear
weapons. For more information on this specific task,
see www.isis-online.org/publications/dprk/
dprk cooperative dismantlement.html.

Task 3: Uranium Enrichment Program

This task focuses on the dismantlement of any ura-
nium enrichment activities and the facilities to research,
develop, test, and make enrichment equipment, such
as gas centrifuges. For more information on this task,
see http://www.isis-online.org/publications/dprk/
cooperative.htm.

Task 4: Implement the DPRK/IAEA Safeguards
Agreement and Bring the DPRK into Compliance
with the NPT

The DPRK will need to rejoin the NPT and come into
compliance with it, including implementing the Addi-
tional Protocol.

All these tasks will require the verification organiza-
tion to conduct a range of activities to gain confi-
dence in the absence of undeclared materials, equip-
ment, and facilities. This process could be lengthy.
Its outcome will depend mainly on the DPRK’s trans-
parency and cooperation with the verification organi-
zation.

Bridging Differences: Progressive Dis-
mantlement

The six-party talks are far from agreeing upon a veri-
fied dismantlement approach. All parties to the talks
have agreed that the ultimate goal is the denucleariza-
tion of the Korean peninsula, but only initial proposals
have been presented at the talks.
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The United States and the DPRK have each described
the outlines of an agreement reflecting primarily their
own interests. Neither proposal has been accepted by
the other side. In addition, these proposals are mere
sketches of a practical agreement with many details
purposely left out.

Following is a description of an approach that attempts
to bridge at least partially the differences in the U.S.
and DPRK proposals. This third proposal, called “pro-
gressive dismantlement,” aims to allow a more in-
formed discussion of the process of verified dis-
mantlement.

The U.S. and DPRK proposals provide a basis to con-
struct a model agreement that can serve as the basis
of a discussion of possible verified dismantlement
arrangements. Although this proposal draws upon dis-
cussions with officials involved in the six-party talks,
it is meant to be illustrative and not authoritative.

The proposal involves three phases, the implementa-
tion of which would gradually denuclearize the Ko-
rean peninsula and bring the DPRK into compliance
with the NPT and North-South agreements to ban
uranium enrichment and reprocessing facilities. Ac-
tions would move progressively from temporary dis-
ablement to irreversible dismantlement and removal
of key items. Verification would occur throughout the
process.

Phase One: Freeze, Declare, Disable, and Verify

The first phase would be focused on freezing nuclear
activities in the DPRK for up to a year and developing
comprehensive declarations of key nuclear programs,
activities, and materials. No nuclear material or key
items would be removed during this phase.

Priorities in this phase would be the plutonium pro-
gram, any enrichment programs, and nuclear
weaponization programs. The actions taken would
include cessation of key activities, presentation by the
DPRK of comprehensive declarations, securing and
scaling facilities and key items, and effective moni-
toring of all nuclear programs. In addition, actions
would be taken to temporarily disable key nuclear fa-
cilities or items, such as nuclear weapons.



Verification would be done by the IAEA or a special
group created for this purpose and would include a
range of tools, such as seals, cameras, and environ-
mental sampling. The verification organization would
evaluate DPRK declarations to ensure that they are
correct and make at least preliminary determinations
about their completeness. It should also work to build
confidence that the DPRK is complying with the
freeze. The DPRK would also gain confidence that
the verification organization is acting consistently with
the agreement.

The DPRK would declare and present to the verifica-
tion organization all its plutonium. It would do the
same with any nuclear weapons and components.

The verification organization would account for all
these items during this phase. Negotiations would need
to decide whether the fissile material in the nuclear
weapons should be presented to the verification or-
ganization in the shape of weapon components or in
other forms.

In addition, the DPRK would declare its entire com-
plex of facilities and activities to produce and sepa-
rate plutonium and to research, develop, test, manu-
facture, and deploy nuclear weapons. Members of
the verification organization would visit all these fa-
cilities.

This phase would also include declarations on any
uranium enrichment activities or establish that such
activities did not take place. Any enriched uranium
would be presented to the verification organization.
Questions about the DPRK’s uranium enrichment
activities would need to be addressed during this
phase, although final resolution could occur after plu-
tonium issues are settled.

Rewards would occur at the start of this phase and
later upon presentation of a complete declaration. The
principal reward would be the provision of heavy fuel
oil or other energy supplies. The amount provided
could be linked to specific steps taken by the DPRK.
In addition, the DPRK could receive provisional se-
curity assurances from the United States and its
partners.

Phase Two: Verified Dismantlement and Removal
of Key Items

This phase would last about one or two years and
would focus on the verified, irreversible dismantle-
ment of the DPRK’s nuclear weapons program. Key
items and materials would be removed from the DPRK
during this phase. The verification organization would
conduct rigorous activities to ensure that dismantle-
ment is complete and verified. It would also acceler-
ate the process of ensuring the absence of undeclared
materials, equipment, and facilities.

The DPRK would receive additional security guaran-
tees, economic assistance, compensation, diplomatic
recognition, and its removal from the State Sponsors
of Terrorism list. This phase would also include a
range of initiatives modeled on cooperative threat re-
duction actions taken in other states.

The DPRK would be expected to keep certain civil
nuclear energy programs. Civil nuclear energy assis-
tance in the areas of medical isotopes and other ra-
dioactive sources for non-nuclear industries and ag-
riculture could be expanded in this phase.

Plutonium, either in separated or unseparated form,
would be removed from the DPRK. Plutonium pro-
duction and separation facilities would be irreversibly
dismantled or disabled. The verification organization
would conduct a thorough accounting of all pluto-
nium in the DPRK.

Key nuclear weapon components would be removed
from the DPRK and the weaponization complex would
be dismantled or disabled. Verification would need to
show that the DPRK had declared all its weaponization
activities and nuclear weapons.

Any enrichment facilities or activities would be dis-
mantled irreversibly and any uranium hexafluoride and
enriched uranium removed from the country. Centri-
fuge components, drawings, and single-use equipment
would be destroyed or removed from the DPRK. Ura-
nium conversion facilities would be dismantled.

Certain facilities, equipment, or activities may be
shifted to nonbanned uses, but single-purpose nuclear
facilities would generally be dismantled or permanently
disabled.
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Phase Three: Long-Term Monitoring and NPT
Compliance

During this phase, which would be indefinite and could
overlap phase two, the DPRK would come into com-
pliance with the NPT and establish long-term moni-
toring programs of its remaining nuclear energy pro-
grams and other programs that utilize equipment or
personnel from dismantled programs.

The principal verification organization during this phase
would be the IAEA. The DPRK would have already
ratified the Additional Protocol and taken other steps
to increase the effectiveness of IAEA inspections. For
example, it could announce a policy to grant the IAEA
unrestricted access to sites in the DPRK.

The resumption of the light-water reactor (LWR)
project could occur in this phase. Additional economic
assistance could also occur.

The Challenge of Ensuring the Absence of
Undeclared Nuclear Material and Facilities

An important element in any negotiated verification
regime in the DPRK will be creating measures whereby
the verification organization develops confidence, or
credible assurances, of the absence of undeclared
nuclear material or activities. This process is by its
very nature time consuming. As a result, the verifica-
tion organization will devote considerable time and
resources to developing this confidence. Exactly how
long the verification organization needs will depend
on the DPRK'’s cooperation and willingness to take
steps to enhance its transparency.

In Libya and South Africa, for example, the govern-
ments committed to allowing IAEA access anywhere
and providing additional information in documents and
interviews with a wide range of officials, scientists,
and technicians. These commitments went beyond
those required by the NPT and were critical in en-
abling the IAEA and the international community to
develop confidence in the absence of undeclared ma-
terials and facilities in these states. As a result, the
DPRK should be encouraged to make a range of com-
mitments that further its transparency.

To achieve this confidence, the DPRK will be re-
quested to provide broader declarations that include
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more detailed information than is typically provided
under IAEA safeguards agreements. The verification
organization will ask the state for permission to ex-
amine a variety of records and conduct its own inter-
views of key DPRK program personnel. The verifi-
cation organization may ask for foreign procurement
information from the DPRK and other states. The
verification organization will ask to visit sites and take
environmental samples at these sites. The verification
organization will have follow-up questions and re-
quests.

In addition, the verification organization may seek
access to a range of sites not listed in a DPRK decla-
ration. The main reason for the verification organiza-
tion to make such a request would be that it needs to
resolve a question relating to the correctness or com-
pleteness of the DPRK’s declared information or re-
solve an inconsistency relating to that information.
The basis for the question could be results from envi-
ronmental sampling, open-source or third-party in-
formation, foreign procurement data, or inconsisten-
cies in declarations or statements.

The DPRK has sensitive military sites that the verifi-
cation organization may need to inspect. As a result,
the DPRK will need to agree during the six-party talks
or other negotiations that the verification organization
will have access to military or other sensitive sites.

In the negotiation of the verification arrangements,
the DPRK and the other parties to the agreement may
want to develop procedures for “managing access”
by the verification organization in order to prevent
the dissemination of proliferation-sensitive informa-
tion, meet safety and physical protection requirements,
protect proprietary or commercially sensitive infor-
mation, or protect national security secrets. The in-
ternational community has extensive experience in
designing managed-access arrangements that can
ensure the absence of undeclared activities while pro-
tecting state secrets. However, such arrangements
cannot preclude the verification organization from
gaining credible assurance of the absence of unde-
clared nuclear material and activities at a location.

To protect its secrets at a military site, for example,
the DPRK may cover or otherwise hide sensitive non-
nuclear-related equipment to prevent it being seen or
otherwise characterized by the verification organiza-



tion. The DPRK may want the presence of certain of
its officials when the verification organization is at
the site. These limitations on the inspections should
not inordinately delay the granting of access to the
verification organization, allowing the operators time
to remove or destroy items.

To effectively accomplish its goal, the verification
organization will also need to conduct certain activi-
ties at these sites. In particular, it will need to take
environmental samples, use radiation detection and
measurement equipment, and perhaps gain access to
records and officials.

At some point, the verification organization and the
parties to the dismantlement agreement will have to
make a determination that they have enough confi-
dence in their understanding of the DPRK’s nuclear
program to conclude that the DPRK has dismantled
its nuclear weapons programs and is unlikely to have
undeclared nuclear materials or facilities.

The verification organization will be primarily respon-
sible for making this determination using a wide vari-
ety of information and experiences that would be ex-
pected to result from several years of intensive verifi-
cation in the DPRK. Such a determination would re-
quire a finding that the DPRK’s declarations are cor-
rect and complete, or at least a finding of no indica-
tions or evidence that such declarations are not com-
plete. Such findings are bound to include some un-
certainty, but any uncertainties should be shown as
small enough to justify the determination.

The verification organization would be expected to
draw upon the IAEA’s experiences in other countries,
particularly Libya and South Africa, in making such a
determination. Having gone through two successful
verified dismantlement experiences, the IAEA is ca-
pable of reaching a conclusion on verified dismantle-
ment using proven tools and methods.

After the verification organization has made such a
determination, the parties to the agreement will also
need to ratify this determination. The agreement should
include a mechanism for the parties to meet and dis-
cuss the conclusion of the verification organization,
including such important matters as the absence of
undeclared nuclear materials and facilities. If the veri-
fication organization is IAEA Plus, the IAEA Board of

Governors could also pass a resolution in support of
such a determination. A UN Security Council resolu-
tion could add credibility.

The search for undeclared nuclear activities will not
end with a conclusion by the verification organization
about nuclear weapons dismantlement and coming into
compliance with the NPT. The IAEA, as part of en-
suring continued compliance with the NPT, will con-
tinue to investigate any evidence of undeclared mate-
rials or facilities on an ongoing basis, making annual
determinations about this issue as part of routine safe-
guards.

Special Role of Cooperative Threat Reduc-
tion Programs

The DPRK is being asked to sacrifice most of its ex-
isting nuclear programs. These programs enjoy ex-
tensive resources, contain large infrastructures, and
employ thousands of scientists, engineers, technicians,
and other specialists. The states requesting this sacri-
fice have an interest in assisting the DPRK in reduc-
ing the negative consequences of this large transfor-
mation of its nuclear establishment. Such assistance
could also provide the DPRK nuclear establishment
with a powerful incentive to cooperate with nuclear
disarmament and prevent the future leakage of dan-
gerous knowledge from its program.

CTR programs have had a significant impact on the
conversion of weapons of mass destruction (WMD)
programs to peaceful programs in Russia and the
former Soviet states. The United States is also pursu-
ing CTR programs in Libya and Iraq. These U.S.-led
CTR programs have focused on dismantling WMD
and their associated infrastructures, combining and
securing stocks of weapons and related materials,
redirecting professionals to nonweapons work, in-
creasing transparency and building trust, and support-
ing cooperation that can prevent proliferation.

Some of these objectives, including dismantlement and
increased transparency, would be included in a nego-
tiated verifiable dismantlement program in the DPRK.
However, it is important to develop other CTR activi-
ties in the DPRK during the dismantlement process,
either as part of a negotiated agreement, such as a
mandated benefit to the DPRK, or negotiated later on
a bilateral basis.
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One of the key issues for all the parties involved in
the six-party talks is the thousands of people who
will need to find new jobs. The DPRK can be ex-
pected to resist an agreement that requires it to give
up all the human resources devoted to its nuclear
weapons program without assistance on re-employ-
ing them. Therefore, projects intended to transition
the program personnel to viable nonbanned projects
would be a benefit to the DPRK as well as those con-
cerned.

A key focus for transition work could be expansion
of the DPRK’s civilian nuclear energy applications in
the medical, industrial, and agricultural fields, all ar-
eas with substantial but decayed capabilities. These
civil nuclear energy projects could serve to employ
many scientists and technicians and be a significant
benefit to the people of North Korea whose nuclear
medical, industrial, and agricultural programs have
fallen behind the status of programs around the world.
The DPRK has stated that it intends to continue with
civil nuclear energy, and CTR projects could focus
on legitimate nuclear fields that pose no military
danger.

Although most CTR projects would be run by states
in cooperation with the DPRK, the IAEA could play
an important role in providing peaceful, allowed
nuclear assistance through its technical cooperation
program. As a result, a priority is the DPRK rejoining
the IAEA, which it left in 1994.

Findings and Recommendations

Verified nuclear dismantlement of the DPRK’s nuclear
weapons program involves a series of definable, in-
terrelated activities. The process involves an agree-
ment on which DPRK nuclear activities will be dis-
mantled and the type of verification that will accom-
pany dismantlement.

Verified dismantlement can be successful in the DPRK.
It can be accomplished at a fair cost and in a reason-
able amount of time. To work, it must be carried out
by a verification organization that is technically com-
petent, professional, and politically fair. The verifica-
tion process will need the political support of all con-
cerned parties. The DPRK must be cooperative and
transparent to the verification organization and the
other parties to any agreement. Such commitment will
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likely depend on the DPRK’s belief that its vital inter-
ests are served by an agreement to verifiably dismantle
its nuclear weapons program.

Other states involved in an agreement will need to
settle on realistic verification arrangements. In par-
ticular, they should avoid unnecessarily intrusive veri-
fication requirements that would be seen by the DPRK
as attempts to reveal secrets related to sensitive pro-
grams not subject to this agreement.

Calls to eliminate all vestiges of the DPRK’s nuclear
energy program are unrealistic. The DPRK is likely to
insist on the continuation of many aspects of its civil
nuclear energy programs, such as radioisotope use in
nuclear medicine, isotope production for civil appli-
cations, and civil nuclear research. The continuation
and expansion of such efforts may in fact contribute
to effective dismantlement by providing jobs for dis-
placed nuclear scientists and technicians. The fate of
nuclear electricity generation programs, particularly
the LWR project whereby the Korean Peninsula En-
ergy Development Organization (KEDO) builds two
nuclear power reactors in the DPRK, is more contro-
versial. Its resumption will be unlikely before the DPRK
has dismantled its nuclear weapons program.

If the LWR project is resumed at some future date,
IAEA inspections can provide adequate verification
against potential misuse of these reactors, particu-
larly if safeguards include real-time camera surveil-
lance of the reactor and any spent-fuel storage areas.

The necessary foundation for a verified dismantle-
ment effort can be laid through detailed negotiations
by informed parties that recognize the scope and stakes
of such an effort.

Because verification will be central to any agreement
and complicated to negotiate, the parties must focus
on it early in the negotiation process. The exact rights
of the verification organization are expected to be a
major issue. A goal of the negotiations is to find an
optimal, effective verification arrangement that satis-
fies all parties.

Verification will need to start early in the implementa-
tion phase of any agreement. Delays in implementing
verification could interfere in achieving confidence
that the DPRK is dismantling its programs according



to its commitments. In addition, verification will play
a key role in testing whether the DPRK is sincere in
its commitments to dismantle.

A key test of any verification arrangement is how the
DPRK reacts to requests from the verification orga-
nization. Will it interpret any requests narrowly or be
hostile to these requests? Will it cooperate in address-
ing any concerns or requests of the verification orga-
nization?

Although many verification organizations have been
discussed, the best alternative for the verification or-
ganization is IAEA Plus, which is the IAEA safeguards
department supplemented by experts from member
states. Other parties may want to take part directly in
the verification process, as occurred in Libya, but
giving the IAEA responsibility for verification poses
the fewest problems and offers the most advantages.

The IAEA in any case will be responsible for deter-
mining that the DPRK comes into compliance with
the NPT. Thus, efficiency alone argues for giving the
IAEA primary responsibility for the more straightfor-
ward tasks of verifying dismantlement of the DPRK’s
key nuclear weapons programs and long-term moni-
toring of dual-use items remaining after the dismantle-
ment process. Making IAEA Plus responsible for veri-
fication will also help avoid competing and possibly
conflicting verification efforts.

The IAEA would need expanded powers to carry out
dismantlement responsibilities in the DPRK. To ac-
complish its tasks, the IAEA will need rights beyond
traditional safeguards and the protocol. Although an
agreement reached during the six-party talks or other
suitable negotiating forum would detail these additional
powers, the IAEA may also need UN Security Coun-
cil approval to carry out this new mandate.

If the IAEA is not given lead responsibility, the nego-
tiators will need to carefully work out the transfer of
authority from the verification organization to the IAEA
for long-term monitoring and the determination
whether the DPRK is in compliance with the NPT
and its safeguards obligations.

During the verification process, rights of access will
be critical. The DPRK should be encouraged to grant
unrestricted access to sites as deemed necessary by

the verification organization, with the understanding
that the DPRK can take reasonable steps to protect
vital secrets in programs not covered by a dismantle-
ment agreement.

DPRK declarations will be extremely important to the
verification process. If the experience of other cases
is a guide, the DPRK may not provide adequate dec-
larations initially. Nonetheless, the DPRK should be
expected to supplement its declarations and provide
supplementary information as the verification process
progresses. Lack of an acceptable first declaration
should not be seen as noncompliance but as part of
the process. However, continued incomplete declara-
tions would be an early indicator that the DPRK does
not intend to comply.

A reasonable approach needs to be developed for de-
ciding when to dismantle key items in place or send
them overseas. Nuclear material such as plutonium
and enriched uranium should be removed. But not
everything can or needs to be removed. In addition,
certain items could be useful in nonbanned programs.

The verification organization will likely need several
years to develop adequate confidence that the DPRK
has fully dismantled its programs and does not have
undeclared nuclear materials or facilities. Knowing
when that point has been achieved could be one of
the most difficult tasks facing the verification organi-
zation. Because of the importance of this issue, how-
ever, the agreement should include a process for the
parties to agree collectively that such a point has been
reached.

A wide variety of CTR programs should be estab-
lished during the dismantlement process. In addition
to projects established by parties to the agreement,
the TAEA technical cooperation program and other
countries could participate.

Despite all the difficulties, an agreement to verifiably
dismantle the DPRK’s nuclear weapons program re-
mains vital to U.S. and international security. If the
United States and its allies have the political will, they
can achieve such an agreement. Although the entire
verification process will likely take several years, the
positive impact of dismantlement would be felt al-
most immediately. DPRK nuclear facilities would be
disabled and monitored. Nuclear material would be
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declared, sealed, and verified. Any nuclear weapons
would be disabled and monitored. These steps go way
beyond the freeze under the Agreed Framework. Rela-
tively early in the process, the DPRK would send out
its most threatening nuclear material and start the pro-
cess of verifiably dismantling its key nuclear weap-
ons facilities. For the first time, a realistic process to
denuclearize the DPRK would be under way. All mem-
bers of the six-party talks should set this goal as their
highest priority.

Dr. Albright is President of the Institute for Science
and International Security (ISIS). This is his prepared
testimony before the Subcommittee on Asia and the
Pacific, International Relations Committee, U.S.
House of Representatives, on 14 July 2005. (Minor
changes in formatting have been made in this ver-
sion.) The testimony is drawn from a forthcoming study
commissioned by the U.S. Institute of Peace, authored
by David Albright and Corey Hinderstein. For more
information, see also www.isis-online.org/publica-
tions/dprk/cooperative.htm and www.isis-online.org/
publicatiomns/dprk/
dprk_cooperative_dismantlement.html.
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