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Mr President, Mr. Secretary-General, distinguished delegates, ladies and gentlemen,

1t is for me a pleasure and a privilege 10 be here and share with you some views pf the
German government onl the questio:

Where do arms control, disarmament and non-proliferation stand today? Allow me, in
dealing with this subject, to take a look wider than the mandate of this Conference.

Over more than a decade now the centre of gravity of arms control, due to changing
framework conditions, has steadily shifted. From improving security through a balance of
power, arms race prevention and crisis stability berween military blocks confronting each
other emphasis has now moved to preventing the proliferation of weapons of mass
destruction and o arms control relevant for local conflict management.

I addition 1o this steady shift. as 2 sudden and sharp shock, the horrific events of
Seprember 11, 2001, have made us aware of the new global dimension of terrorist threat
and its obvious links with WMD-proliferation and festering local conflicts.

As a consequence, arms control and disarmament are in a permanent process of
reassessment and adaptation 10 new challenges and changing framework conditions. Arms
limitations. force ratios between alliances or single countries, mutually assured deterrence
and crisis stability have not become irrelevant yet, but preventing the spread of nuciear,
chemical or biological weapons including respective carrier systems and especially
preventing them from wettmg into the hands of non-statc-actors seems to have become now
the more acute challenge.

As far as the handling of arms control 18 concemned, there are at present mamly two
stumbling blocks in the way of proeress .

One is the debate about how much can be reached by multilateral negotiation and
agreement against what should ather be tackled, possibly in 2 synchronised manne, by
steps taken at natignal level. The process of negotiating and reaching a muitilateral, let
alone universal convention and then its reliable implementation is certainly long and
cumbersome. and the result will always be less than perfect. The point however is, whether
on balance we are better off with or without this imperfect result. Even the process itself,
that is dialogue and negotiation zlone could already diminish the risk of otherwise allowing
rerronists freedom of manoeuvie ' what would be arms control free terrain This has to be
weighed. of course, against the risk of creating a false sense of security, but I certainly see
a lot of room between a less than pertect and a flawed or counterproductive result. Why
should a coalitton against terror ideally as global as possible be beiter off by handling the
most dangerous tools of terrorism not in the same muliilateral way? The obvious solution
cems to me the COMDINATION € multilateral and national action.

‘Che other obstacle in the way of progress is the radjtional technique of establishing
linkages berween matters of different maturity and/ of of difterent priority to the respective
negotiating parties. With all rzspect for the give and take principle this linkage game is &
recipe for slow down and standstill even where positive results are likely. Here again one
should take the on-balance-approach and decide whether partial progress isn't better than
no progress at all.



Germany remains committed to our common goal of strengthening the existing non-
proliferation regime. To this effect, we have to do everything in our power 10 strengthen
axisting multilateral ipstruments. One signiticant aspect in this context is the attempt 10
enhance the global standards of the mechanisms for the implementation of these
instruments and 1o (mprove their verification tools. Where necessary and appropriate, the

creation of new multilateral instruments 10 this etfect should not e excluded.

Nuclear non-proliferation and nuclear disarmament g0 hand in hand. The Non-Proliferation
Treaty (NPT) remains the cornerstone of nuclear non-proliferation. It i3 also the foundation
of global nuclear disarmament, as il constitutes the formal legal commitment by the
nuclear weapon states to that end. Furthermore, the NPT has established a firm relation
between non-proliferation and nuclear disarmament. Both treaty objectives are not separate
goals, but can only be pursued joiatly and not at each other's expense. Furthermore
negotiations tn theCDona non-discriminatory, multilateral and internationally and
effectively verifiable treaty banning the production of fissile material for nuciear weapons
or other nuclear devices cemain a matter of high prionty.

We are cautiousty optimistic that in the course of the ongoing NPT Feview process,
significant progress in the impleraentation of the NPT can be registered by the Review
Conference to be held in 2005. The practical steps contained in the Final Document issued
by the 2000 NPT Review Conference, which was adopted by consensus, continue to be the
relevant benchmarks for the systematic and progressive efforts to implement Art. V1 of the
Treaty.

Germany continues to advocate universal adherence 1O the NPT. All countries which have
not yet done so remain called upon to sign and ratify the Treaty.

The focus on non-proliferation and the risk of puciear terrorism does not mean that the
stability and the strategic relaticnship between the auciear weapon states are no longer
importamt In this context, We welcome the treary between the USA and Russia, signed by
presidents Bush and Putin in Moscow on 24 May this year, which reduces the number of
operationally deployed strategic warheads to no more than 2,200 by the year 2012, asa
substantial step towards the ultmaie goal of completely eliminating these nuclear arsenals.

The inclusion of substrategic a-senals in nuclear arms control agreements is stit!
outstanding, Substrategic arsenals have so far only been covered by the Presidential
Nuclear Initiative (PNI) of 1991/92. Not enly would a significant reduction of substrategic
auclear weapons in a transparent and verifiable manner be of prime importance to
European security, but it would also reduce risks from storage and transportation, as well
as from possible terrorist attempts 1o gain control over substrategic devices.

Recent reports on terrorist efforts 10 strive for means of explosive dissemination of
radiological material. 10 build a so-called “dirty bomb” are alarming. This Conference
should not ignore this new aspec of an old probler. Thetefore the German CD Presidency
has suggested thai the issue o radioloyical weapens be revisited Former endeavours 1o
adopt a convention have oot been successful, and with this in rund, 1t is not our intention
to restart deliberations op the basis of an over 1 0-year-old draft. But we feel it 1s
appropriate that the Conference should thoroughly discuss and examine whether further
action is required






