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Madame Chair,

Let me first thank you and the Committee fcr giving me this opportunity to
address the Committee. My comments will touch upon many matters that are
covered by items on the Committee’s agenda. I shall make my comments
against the background of the analysis and recommendations contained in
the report of the Weapons of Mass Destruction Commission, which I have
had the honor to chair. However, the comments are my own.

The report is entitled “Weapons of Terror: Freeing the World of Nuclear,
Biological and Chemical Arms” and it is available to all members of the
Committee. It was adopted unanimously by the 14 members of the
Commission and was launched here at the UN on 1 June this year. It
discusses and seeks to tackle the threats posed by weapons of mass
destruction and it contains 60 concrete recommendations for action.

Its central message is that the global process of arms control and
disarmament, which has stagnated in the last decade, must be revived and
pursued in parallel with the efforts to prevent the spread of WMD to further
states and to terrorist movements. The report deals with all types of
weapons of mass destruction — nuclear, biological and chemical — but my
remarks today will primarily focus on the threats posed by nuclear
weapons and by states.

Some might argue that there is no need for further global disarmament
and arms control efforts, pointing to the reduction that has taken place in
nuclear arsenals from an estimated 50 000 to 27 000 weapons, including a
dramatic reduction in or withdrawal of tactical nuclear weapons under the
1991 Bush — Gorbachev Presidential Nuclear Initiative. Another reduction,
also unveritied, is to be expected by 2012, under the 2002 Strategic
Offensive Reduction Treaty. While this is most welcome it has regard to
what the states concerned themselves consider to be “surplus” weapons.
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What remains is ample to destroy our planet. And what is acutely
worrisome is that many developments go in the wrong direction, Let me
give examples:

* Several nuclear weapon states do not give pledges against a first use
of nuclear weapons;

* The development of a missile shield in the US is perceived by China
and Russia as a measure potentially allowing the US to threaten them,
while creating immunity for the US: countermeasures can be
expected;

* The development and testing of new Lypes of nuclear weapons is
urged by influential groups in the US; in the UK many expect a
government decision about a renewal of the nuclear weapons
program, stretching it far beyond 2020:

* The stationing of weapons in space is considered in the US; if it
‘were to occur, other states might follow and threats may arise to the
world’s peaceful uses of space and the enormous investments made in
them.

When we regard these developments as deeply worrisome and threatening,
it is because they increase the risk of use, We mi ght do well to remember
that the international community’s early approach to weapons of mass
destruction was in the form of bans on use. This was true of the 1925
Geneva Protocol against bacteriological and ciaemical weapons and all rules
in these matters adopted earlier.

With the appearance of nuclear weapons and the horrendous effects they had
at the end of World War 11, two new avenues were followed:

First, the threat or use of force — any force — against the territorial integrity
or political independence of any state was prohibited in art.2:4 of the UN
charter. The outlawing of all use of armed force, if effective, would
evidently comprise an assurance against the use of nuclear force. There were
two exceptions from the rule:
* Article 51 preserved a right to self-defense, when an armed attack
occurred, until the Security Council has taken the necessary measures,
* The other exception allowed the use of armed force in situations,
which constitute “threats to the peace, breaches of the peace or acts
of aggression”. While this category of situations was broader than



that of an “armed attack”, the use of force in these cases was subject
to decision by the Security Council.

A second approach was based on the thought that the best guarantee
against use of a weapon would be in assuring the absence the weapon
through bans on production, acquisition and stocking. In 1946 the General
Assembly declared its determination to physically eliminate “atomic
weapons” and other weapons of mass destruction.

However, while violations of a ban on use WMD would, in all likelihood,
be visible, a violation of a ban on production and stocking could be hidden.
To be reliable the new approach required inspection. The authors of the
Biological Weapons Convention of 1972 did take the important step beyond
the 1925 Geneva Protocol and prohibited the production and stocking of B-
weapons, but they were not able during the Ccld War to agree on machinery
for verification and inspection. The Soviet Union and Iraq - and perhaps
others - were able later to violate the ban without being detected.

I should add that the absence of machinery for inspection and/or monitoring
remains a weakness in the BW Convention. In recommendations 31 — 35
the WMDC has submitted a number of ideas for the strengthening of the
Convention, including the creation of a unit of B-weapon experts, such as
the roster we had in the Iraq inspections, which I headed.

Finishing their work after the end of the Cold War the authors of the
Chemical Weapons Convention of 1996 were able to attach machinery for
inspection and verification of the universal ban to use, produce and stock
chemical weapons. The WMD Commission makes several recommendations
for improvements in the implementation of the convention, including the
speeding up of the destruction of chemical weapons. However, the
convention is seen as a success story.

The situation of nuclear weapons is different from that of B and C
weapons. While in an advisory opinion the International Court of Justice
has seen an extremely limited scope for a legal use of these weapons a
convention banning their use has not been attainable. Their elimination
has also not been attained but it has been sought through a fragmentary
approach, namely






