


Firstly, the regional groups. Quite a substantial porti on of my professional life I have spent in 

Imtltilateral diplomacy. Often, a balanced distribution of high oft Ices benefited from regional 

and sub-regional coordination. Sometimes, work on substance was effectively carried out as 

wel l. But it has also become clear to me, that regional pre-cooking on substance has not 

always proved to be helpful. On the contrary, as was clear during the Cold War and its block­

to-block confrontntiol1 between Warsaw Pact and NATO. 

Within the CD. the functioning of the regional groups - on which the Rules of Procedure are 

sil ent - strikes me as pmticulmly unfiuitful. The emphasis on regional positioning is the more 

surprising, since Oll the issue of disarmament and non-proliferation the states making up any 

regional group have rather diverging views. For instancc, there �i�~� no regional pattem in the 

distribution of what we have colloquially come to call nuclear "have's" and "have-nots". 

Research by UNIDIR, in it s recent publication on Alternalive Approaches in Multilateral 

Decision Maldngl, confirms that the presence of regional groupings can play a spoiling role in 

arms control negotiations, obscuring transparency, preventing t1exibility, and unnecessarily 

hardening positi ons - as it has done in particular with respect to the Biological Weapons 

Convention and in the CD. As a matter offact, to me, the central role of regional groups 

appears more as an impedilllellt than as an asset for the flmctioning of the CD. 

Secondly, the role of civil society. It has been quite an experience to see globalisation ancl 

intercollllectedness become engrained in all aspects of diplomatic work, but then, ill 2005, to 

j oin a Forum which is still so utterly disconnected from the outside world. NGOs are only 

allowed to communicate with this body ill wriling, as well as through a once-a-year joint 

statement to be read out by the Secretmy-General. 

It would he a good laugh if it weren't so sad. 

This is not only about diplomacy staying in touch wi th reality. It is very much a matter of 

much-needed expertise, which quite a number of professionals in civil society are able to 

contribute. In the highly teclmical world of disannament and nOll-proliferation, the know­

how, the grasp of precedence, and the ability to link with related fi elds such as human rights, 

health issues and development make a simple ancl convincing case for a mature NGO 

involvement in the work of the CD. 
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The fact that for some reason this very room is almost permanently obscured, blocking the 

light from outside, making it look like a Pharaonic Tomb that, moreover, lost its golden 

brightness long ago, is in my opinion illustrative. Now in its second millennium, it is about 

time 1'01' the CD to draw the curtains, metaphorically as well as literally. As Goethe said on his 

death bed, ''!'vfehr Licht! ", More light is needed. 

Thirdly, let mc brie!1y elwell on the concept of imagination. It is important, since it involves 

Capitals as much as us here in Geneva. Since the CD deadlock is not a pmticular Geneva 

problem, but one in which Capitals play of course the central role. 

When speaking to colleagues about the present stalemate in the CD, quite a numbcr 

reluctantly agree that perhaps only a massive catastrophe in thc ncar future would give 

renewed urgency to agreeing on a Programme of Work and getting down to business. 

Of course, no-one would want this to become true. 

My only point is the following. We should never find ourselves in the situation that in 

retrospect only the occurrence of a disaster of SOlts could have catalysed the necessary 

"political will" to stmi working again. 

That is why it is om duty to timely imagine all possibilities; it is om task to come up with 

security analyses as broadly shared as possible, and it is our plight, of all of us, to 

compromise, so that we can efIectively contribute to preventing catastrophe. As the former 

President of the United States of America, Jolm F. Kennedy, once put it: "We cannot 

negotiate with those who say, "What's mine is mine, and what's yours is negotiable". 

II 

Mr. President, some concluding remarks at the end. Allow me here to return to toelay's reali ty 

in the CD. 

Last week. at our opening session, the Netherlands urged the P6 to circulate, ,vithout 

UlUlecessary delay, a timetable of activities, structming the discLlssions in the CD for the rest 

of the year. 



r was de lighted by your assuran(.'es that you wi ll, on behalf of the P6, circulate such a 

timetable no later than February 9th 

In our view a timetable should be designed in a manner all owing the CD to engage in focused 

discussions, dealing with the four + one items that I mentioned last week as the obvious topics 

for disCLlssion. Each should be discussed in its 0\',11 right. And each topic should be allocated 

at least several consecutive days liJr in-depth formal discussions on an equal basis. Having 

I'urthermore a number of Friends of the President assist the Presickncies. 111ey could assist in 

preparing andlor moderating full ow-up illfonmu discussions and provide a much-needed 

continuity. 

The reasons for such an approach seem self-evident. Member states can organise and prepare 

themselves beforehand, send qualified experts to participate in the discussions, and provide 

adequate briefings and instructions. 

01' course, in-buill Ikxibility should allow tor follow-up on any subject, like infol1nal 

sessions, cllntinuation of the discllssion on a specitic topic ifneeded, and side-events. 

Mr. President, our expectations arc high. But the stakes are high as well. 

At stake is the very existence of this Institution as a viable and credible framework for global 

negotintions on clisannament and non-proliferation. 

Thank you Mr. President. 

* * * 


