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ISRAEL, THE CWC AND THE

UNIVERSALITY OBJECTIVE:
THE VIEW FROM JERUSALEM

Eitan Barak1

“NEVER UNDER ANY CIRCUMSTANCES”:
THE CWC THREE YEARS AFTER

ITS FIRST REVIEW CONFERENCE

Walter Krutzsch1

The First Review Conference (RevCon) of the Organization
for the Prohibition of Chemical Weapons  (OPCW) had the
task and opportunity to assess, further develop and restate
the nearly universal international consensus to ban and totally
eliminate chemical weapons. For this consensus to prevail,
its principles must be upheld when challenged by political
tensions, war and terrorism, and must be adapted to
fundamental economic, scientific and technological changes.
An overall mobilization of governmental and public effort is
required to achieve this objective. In the light of these
circumstances the RevCon was successful in that it did not
end in disarray. A Political Declaration2 and a comprehensive
report3 were agreed upon. They can serve as a roadmap for
further action. At the same time it must not be overlooked
that those documents have also served to paper over serious
shortcomings in the implementation of the Chemical Weapons
Convention (CWC).4 Whether their potential value will
crystallize and promote a total chemical weapons ban must
be measured against reality.

BASIC TENETS

Universality
The Convention enjoys broad international recognition but
not universal acceptance. When the RevCon convened in
April 2003, the number of states parties was 151. As of 3
July 2005 the number stood at 169. There are 15 states that
have signed the Convention but not yet ratified it, and around
a dozen states that have neither signed nor acceded. These
include some states that believe their security interests would
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At the end of April 2005, the Chemical Weapons Convention
(CWC) marked eight years since its entry into force (EIF).
No doubt, its outstanding growth from 87 to 168 members by
late May 2005, with another 16 states yet to ratify the
convention, indicates its unique success. For the sake of
comparison, the number of BWC members currently stands
at 154 despite 30 years since its EIF. Although praise of the
universality of the Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT) with its
189 members is widespread, a quick review reveals that eight
years after its EIF in March 1978, the NPT had no more
than 104 members.

In the interim, the Middle East has shown itself to be the
major obstacle to the CWC achievement of universality.
Notwithstanding the importance of Libya’s accession and
Iraq’s known intention to accede to the treaty,2 those steps
have yet to affect the behavior of the three other states in
the region suspected of possessing chemical weapons (CW):
Egypt, Israel and Syria.

In principle, the main obstacle to promoting CWC
universality in the Middle East is the so-called Arab “linkage
policy”. This policy, which formally originated in the January
1989 Paris Conference on the Prohibition of CW, called for
the Arab states to boycott the CWC until Israel joined the
NPT or at least committed itself to do so.3 Judging from the
large number of Arab League members having chosen to
join the CWC, this policy has failed. Yet, despite Syrian and
Egyptian awareness of this failure, no major change has been
detected in their positions so far. 4

Notwithstanding this recalcitrance, the Organization for
the Prohibition of Chemical Weapons (OPCW) has recently
increased its efforts to enlist the remaining Middle Eastern
states. Those efforts were given expression by the June 2005
Workshop in Cyprus, organized for member and non-member
states alike, specifically: “to promote the universality of the
Convention and to contribute to its full and uniform
implementation” in the Middle East and neighboring regions.5
Inasmuch as it is not feasible to fully  address Arab demands
that Israel renounce  its ascribed nuclear option, we should
review what the international community might perceive as
a straightforward solution to the deadlock. That is, the solution
where Israel, which has signed but not ratified the CWC,
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becomes the state leading the others out of the deadlock.
After all, experts who proposed ways to eliminate chemical
and biological weapons in the Middle East quickly found that
“[t]he key question is who takes the first step...6”. According
to this possible view, despite the formal Egyptian and Syrian
position, if Israel were unilaterally to join  the CWC, this would
be sufficient to turn them around. The recent meeting in The
Hague between Israel’s bi-ministerial (Foreign and Defense)
delegation and Ambassador Rogelio Pfirter, the OPCW
Director-General (DG), may attest to this evolving perception.
After all, in this unusual formal meeting, held in March, the
DG “stressed the importance of achieving universality of the
Convention, including in the Middle East”.7

This article does not, however, intend to analyse the
implications of such a step on the part of Israel — if and
when it is realised — towards CWC universality (i.e., Arab
accession to the CWC); instead, its goal is to review the pros
and cons of each position from Jerusalem’s perspective.8

Before reviewing the inventory of arguments, we should
stress that in the absence of concrete assurances from Arab
states, Israel should assume a lack of reciprocity. The fact
that Israel’s signing of the CWC in January 1993 did not yield
mutuality—Egyptian and Syrian signatures—despite US
diplomatic efforts in this regard points to the need for some
additional Israeli concessions in the arms control field beyond
the CWC framework. In fact, given the Arab states’ declared
policy of linking chemical to nuclear disarmament, this working
assumption became imperative. It may be that Israeli nuclear
concessions — even if they fall short of relinquishing the
nuclear option entirely — would convince the Arab states to
follow suit and join the CWC. A mere Israeli ratification
doubtless would not. Moreover, a different working
assumption should make any Israeli misgivings about unilateral
ratification – which I shall discuss – redundant, as Israel has
reputedly declared its intention to join the treaty once its Arab
neighbors are willing to follow suit.9

Another working assumption that should affect Jerusalem
substantially relates to the economic context. Although
exclusively security imperatives   instructed arms control and
disarmament decision-making in the past, economic interests
have gained unprecedented importance within the public
debate over Israel unilaterally joining the CWC. The reason
for this shift was the belief, shared by many Israelis, that
once the CWC took effect, heavy restrictions, if not a complete
ban, would eventually be imposed on Schedule 3 chemicals
trade with non-state parties within five years (in furtherance
of Part VIII of the CWC Verification Annex, paragraph 27).
In light of this belief, a trade-industry lobby for unilateral
ratification, headed by the Ministry of Industry and Trade
(MI&T) and supported by the Ministry of Foreign Affairs,
was formed. Indeed, the treaty dictates that trade in Schedule
2 chemicals with non-state parties was to be banned as of
April 2000. However, since it was obvious that Israel does
not make significant use of those chemicals, and that the local
economic influence of the ban would thus be negligible, the
internal debate focused on Schedule 3 chemicals.10

Given the annual import of thousands of tons of Schedule
3 chemicals into Israel, the MI&T claimed that the anticipated
negative impact of sanctions on Israel’s pharmaceutical and
electronics industries would reach $700 million annually. In
addition, commentators stressed that full participation in the
CWC by the industrialized states would, by default, single out

and eventually delegitimate Israel’s pharmaceutical industry.
At the very least, it would increase difficulties in importing
dual-use chemicals from industrial states in general, and from
those trading with Israel in particular.

Economic implications might even go beyond formal
restrictions. An example posited was potential investors’ fears
of investing in Israel’s extensive chemical industry or,
alternatively, a preference for other suppliers with respect to
treaty-linked transactions.  Still another concern was eventual
price increases for schedule 3 chemicals imported by non-
member states, if not difficulties in acquiring those chemicals
owing to possible concerns of their producers from the
supervision process regarding sales to non-member states.
Indeed, an Israeli commentator warned as early as  1999 that
Israel’s ‘chemical clock’ was ticking.11

However, Israel’s Ministry of Defense, which dominates
Israeli security policy-making and politics relative to the
Ministry of Foreign Affairs and other ministries, felt that the
damage would be much more limited and that alternatives
could be found to the formal trade ban. The Ministry clarified
that in a “worst-case scenario…the government could
compensate the industrialists affected by the embargo12”.

Indeed, a special ministerial committee, headed by the then
Prime Minister Binyamin Netanyahu, examined the possibility
of unilateral ratification of the CWC in 1997; it decided to
refrain from ratification and wait for further developments.
As Yitzhak Mordechai, a committee member and Minister of
Defense at the time stated: “We had discussions in the cabinet,
and we decided to postpone decisions for a certain period.
We will discuss it again...”13. It is worth mentioning that one
committee member who opposed joining unilaterally because
he held the view that it would endanger Israel was Ariel
Sharon, then Minister for National Infrastructure and Israel’s
current Prime Minster.14

Looking back, postponement of the decision was econ-
omically sound. Notwithstanding the fact that the treaty expli-
citly calls for review of this issue (transfer of Schedule 3
chemicals to/from non-member states five years after the
treaty’s EIF), the designated review remained off the agenda
of the CWC in 2002 as well as the first Review Conference
held in 2003.

As concerns over possible damage to Israel’s
pharmaceutical industry have since evaporated, the main
incentive for Israel to join, even without reciprocal moves on
the part of Arab states, has had the same fate. As Gerald
Steinberg, a senior Israeli arms control scholar has stressed:
“[T]he key factor in support of [Israel’s] ratification was and
remains economic15”.

Summing up, Israel’s working assumption should be
continuity in the current mild restrictions on Schedule 3
chemicals (i.e., end-user certificates and other guarantees as
dictated by the Convention), meaning that their flow to Israel
will continue undisturbed. We should point out that any change
in this situation would force Israel to reassess unilateral
ratification. In the context of such a reassessment, it would
seem that if heavier restrictions on Schedule 3 chemicals were
to be imposed, it would tilt the scale towards ratification. After
all, Israel has a highly developed chemical industry, employing
over 26,000 workers (2002) with annual sales of $8.5 billion,
over 50% of which is exported.16

After this clarification of the economic context, a review
of arguments in the political and strategic settings follows.
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The Political Setting
Any discussion of the political and strategic implications
deriving from Israel joining the CWC demands a judgment
regarding Israel’s very possession of CW. Indeed, Israel is
the only independent state not a member of any of the three
major treaties dealing with so-called Weapons of Mass
Destruction (WMD). Israel has also refrained from definitive
declarations regarding her possession of CW. However,
confidence among independent CW experts and government
officials regarding Israel’s nuclear, chemical and biological
capabilities varies considerably. After the 1986 revelations
by Mordechai Va’anunu, a former technician at the Dimona
nuclear site, Israel’s nuclear capabilities have been considered
self-evident, but this clarity is lacking in the CW arena. 17 Yet,
given Israel’s advanced pharmaceutical industry, its proven
qualitative edge in all major categories of conventional
weaponry, its general security concerns and the fact that its
opponents have armed themselves with CW, our working
assumption should be that Israel does not lag far behind the
Syrian, let alone Egyptian, CW programme. Therefore, first
and foremost, we will scrutinize the implications derived from
declaration of CW capabilities.

Experience has shown that contrary to other, relatively
marginal issues (e.g., the location of India’s CW Destruction
Facility), secrecy regarding the identity of a new member
state with declared possession of CW is doomed. CW experts’
confidence that South Korea is the “state party of withheld
identity” possessing CW illustrates the futility of such attempts.
Moreover, in the current situation, where the majority of states
are CWC members, any announcement of newfound CW
possession will be linked immediately to the new member
state.

Before proceeding to analyse the implications of exposure
from an international stance, we briefly review the possible
implications of such a revelation in Israel’s internal arena—
were they to be true.

It appears that the Israeli public would receive a revelation
of such capacities with understanding, despite the fact that
significant proportions of the Israeli populace are either the
children or the grandchildren of victims of the Nazi gas
chambers. After all, mere production does not contradict any
international commitment that Israel has taken upon herself.
Even during its accession to the Geneva Protocol in February
1969 (which does not ban CW production), Israel took care
to protect—as many other states had done—the right of
retaliation in kind if and when she should be attacked with
CW. In addition, a revelation of CW capacities would not
contradict any previous formal declarations, given Israel’s
tenacious refusal to either deny or confirm possession of CW.
This is far different from the Indian case, which teaches us
that public reactions may be rather restrained. Until it joined
the CWC, India had denied having CW; still, reactions in the
internal and international arena alike were much more
moderate than expected. In sum, the failure of Oslo and the
eruption of the second intifada in September 2000 have
enflamed the Israeli public’s patriotic sensibilities, making the
likelihood of a harsh internal reaction improbable. This being
the case, we should focus on the international reaction.

Some assessments by the international community indicate
that Israel possesses CW. However, a general assessment is
one thing; reliable information on specific capabilities is another
matter entirely. This is would be especially true if it turned

out that the specific Israeli capabilities were exactly those
that Israel has herself attributed to the Arab states, in particular
Syria and Iraq, as part of her propaganda war against them.
Yet, Israel’s so-far successful policy of drawing attention away
from her own CW programme and towards those of the Arab
states has, at this point, become counterproductive.  No matter
how we look upon it, the exposure of Israeli CW capabilities
would provide some justification for Arab CW activities—
with all the problems this entails.

Significantly more detrimental would be the effect of such
an exposure on other WMD capabilities ascribed to Israel.
Especially problematic is the biological sphere, which is viewed
as heavily linked to the chemical sphere. While Israel has
successfully kept a low profile in the biological sphere, such
an exposure could indeed attract embarrassing and difficult
queries regarding its capabilities there. In such a case, Israel
would have to decide whether to join the Biological Weapons
Convention (BWC), an act already advocated by some Israeli
scholars.18

Nevertheless, the major problem entailed in unilateral rati-
fication is the weakening of the arguments Israel has advanced
in order to ward off international pressure to join global arms
control conventions, especially regarding WMD.  Israel’s
formal position states that the international community, or
rather the regimes currently in place, have not addressed the
Middle East’s characteristic problems, including an intense
arms race and a history of deceit (e.g., the Iraqi and Iranian
cases). Historically—so the argument goes—only special and
regional arrangements have yielded verifiable arms control
regimes and normalized relations between states in the region.
Unilateral ratification would substantially undermine this para-
digm and make it a negative incentive for unilateral moves,
although Israel has yet to raise this claim formally in relation
to the CWC. 19

In contrast, within the array of positive considerations, it
is clear that unilateral ratification could soften potential negative
reactions to Israel’s exposure of its alleged CW arsenals.
The continued objections by Egypt and Syria could be stressed
in Israeli diplomacy as it moved from a defensive to a more
offensive stance regarding continuing Arab objections to
joining the treaty. With appropriate public relations, Israel could
even strike at the Arab states’ traditional attack on Israel’s
position in the field of WMD. In addition, this step could
reinforce US policy by neutralizing the “double standard”
claims repeatedly raised in reference to the US preference
for avoiding confrontation with Israel over its alleged WMD
capabilities.20  Indeed, prior to the CWC EIF, the US
conveniently pitted Israel’s willingness to sign the treaty against
Arab reluctance do so.

Alternatively, it could be argued that in light of the current
Bush Administration’s “crusade” against CW, a campaign that
rallied—or at least attempted to rally—local and international
support in favor of the war and occupation in Iraq, it would
be severely embarrassing if Israel were to admit possessing
those same “abhorrent” weapons. In effect, the possibility
that Israel will continue to enjoy US largesse after taking
such an important step was dramatically reduced when the
Clinton administration came to an end. Yet, within the
boundaries of the special relationship between Israel and the
US, such appreciation always contains the potential for
translation into economic benefits.
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The Strategic Setting
The most important setting for cases such as Israel, which
has been defined as “a garrison state” exhibiting a leadership
unremittingly anxious over its very survival, is the strategic
setting.21  However, as the conventional wisdom regarding
the payoffs of its nuclear option has been attacked, what
benefits could Israel  derive from the chemical option if its
very existence is questioned by potential targets, the Arab
states?22 Indeed, it is hard to conceive of any active role played
by Israel’s ascribed chemical capabilities. As the retired
Egyptian General El Fayoumi wrote: “On the military level,
Israeli military capabilities, which represent the main potential
threat to Egypt, are thought not to rely heavily on CW23”.
This being so, arguments have been put forth in favor of
Israel’s unilateral ratification of the CWC.24 Yet, the mere
possession of CW capabilities may still contain the capacity
to deter Arab nations from using their own CW capabilities.
Such a scenario demands maintenance of retaliatory
capabilities for situations proscribing nuclear weapons yet
demanding responses beyond the reprisal threshold of
conventional weapons. Unilateral ratification on the strategic
level implies, first and foremost, departing from the opacity
shrouding Israeli reprisals to a chemical attack by Arab
nations.

Indeed, exactly what the Arab world has deemed Israel’s
CW capabilities to be remains unclear. Although articles
attributing CW capabilities to Israel appear in the Arab
press—especially in papers published in Europe—Egyptian
and Syrian leaders by and large ignore such reports.25 At
most, statements made by several prominent Egyptian and
Syrian personalities teach us that they believe that Israel
enjoys only “production capability”. 26  However, Egypt and
Syria both allocate resources and hold defensive manoeuvres
geared to chemical warfare. 27 We must consequently confront
the following two alternate explanations of their actions
irrespective of their declared positions:

According to the first explanation, Syria and Egypt have
no intention of making offensive use of CW. This interpretation
is supported by past combat experience, during which both
countries refrained from using the CW weapons in their
possession (Syria during the 1973 war, Egypt during the 1967
and 1973 wars) despite their strategic disadvantages.28 That
is, both countries’ actions derived from a defensive strategy
rooted in fears of Israeli use of CW.

If this explanation holds, Israel’s loss of its CW option
would have minimal strategic impact. Israel’s unilateral
ratification of the treaty would reduce the incentive acting
upon Arab states to invest in defensive CW preparations, at
least insofar as Israel was concerned. Whatever the strategic
value of these gains, in view of the current zero sum game
being played, such as that between Israel and Syria, exhaustion
of an enemy’s military resources is valuable in itself.

However, a more significant explanation is found in the
second interpretation of Syrian and Egyptian behavior: The
exercises stem from the necessity to practice CW and
associated defensive maneuvers given the objective of CW
use during offensive actions. Namely, the appropriate context
for examining Israel’s unilateral ratification, a step amounting
to one-sided relinquishment of the CW option, is deterrence.
Jerusalem thus needs to ask herself whether unilateral

ratification will not indeed encourage possible Syrian use of
CW in a future where Israel lacks the capability to retaliate
in kind. This interpretation assumes, of course, that from the
Syrian perspective, a conventional Israeli response to CW
uses against her does not represent a sufficient deterrent.

Since Israel is believed to have nuclear capabilities, CW
is, for her, an intermediate solution. Nullification of an Israeli
CW option would thus lower the threshold of the attributed
Israeli nuclear response. This step would initiate a de facto
equivalence between Arab use of CW and an Israeli nuclear
reprisal. We believe that such a correspondence should be
highly welcomed by Jerusalem. However, here as elsewhere,
we must differentiate between possible Syrian attacks on
civilian objectives (e.g., urban communities) and attacks on
legitimate military objectives whether strategic or tactical (e.g.,
in the battlefield).

In the first scenario, it is clear to the aggressor that heavy
Israeli casualties will prompt a nuclear response; hence,
ratification of the CWC would be a positive step. However,
even in such circumstances, concern over Syrian CW
brinkmanship and even use of such weapons following
unilateral ratification by Israel would remain. Israel would
then find herself in a bind given nullification of her CW option
on one side and tradition of non-use of nuclear weapons in
world politics on the other. Such a possible situation would
thus become a consideration against unilateral ratification of
the CWC.

In the context of the second scenario of actions against
legitimate military targets, the scales are clearly tipped against
unilateral ratification of the CWC because it is obvious to all
parties involved that a nuclear response is a non-option. In
such a case, it may even be preferable for Israel to publicly
amplify its profile of CW capabilities as a deterrent against
Arab tactical deployment of CW.

Yet, this concise analysis does not capture the entire picture
regarding the possible roles CW might fulfill in a future Arab-
Israeli war. An expanded picture might teach us that if a
scenario exists  in which Syria or Egypt consider using CW,
despite the expected international impacts, that  could be a
scenario seeking protection  against Israeli attempts to conquer
Damascus.29 Not that such employment lacks drawbacks,
but all other scenarios dictate that CW use would deprive the
user of international support regarding the initiated military
actions, some of which might be considered legitimate (such
as reclaiming occupied territory in the Golan Heights). These
negative reactions would be followed by allowing Israel free
rein in its response and culminate in international sanctions
against the  initial user of CW. Furthermore, despite the idea
of “self-reliance” dominating Jerusalem’s thinking, it is
impossible to ignore the support that the CWC treaty provides
its members should they experience a CW attack.30

The final issue to be mentioned in this setting is Israeli
fears of the possible abuse of challenge inspections as a
mechanism to discover other capabilities. In the case of Israel
which is not a member of either the CWC or the BWC, such
a possibility represents a serious disincentive to ratification..31

However, not only have challenge inspections never been
implemented during the eight years of the CWC’s existence,
two remedies are at Israel’s disposal. First, challenge
inspections do not imply unlimited access but only “managed
access”.32 Second, Israel could copy, mutatis mutandis, the
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US precedent of forestalling such inspections (while, of course,
violating the treaty) through internal legislation.33 Replication
of US law regarding CWC implementation would also address
Israeli fears regarding sampling.34 Given this precedent, it
would be awkward to attack Israel on those grounds.35 Above
all, as Israel’s leaders repeatedly claim, Israel is a democratic
state; as such, it should refrain from chicanery and deceit. It
is therefore reasonable to assume that exposure of Israel’s
CW capabilities, if they exist, would nullify such concerns.

Conclusion
In conclusion, we should state that from Israel’s narrow, local
perspective, unilateral ratification of the CWC is tantamount
to unilateral concession of a potential defense and deterrent.
That said, in light of Israel’s nuclear option, and her significant
conventional advantages, the question arises as to whether
Israel would ever need a CW retaliatory option.

Within the contemporary environment CW is abhorrent;
nations presuming to belong to the international community
shun its use, even as retaliation. All the more so when the
greater part of the international community has already joined
the CWC. As one expert has recently written “It is clear that
the international community has moved against any use of
chemical and biological weapons for any reason
whatsoever”.36 Realizing this new reality, some analysts and
senior Israeli officials consider the practical considerations
against unilateral ratification to be irrelevant. Not surprisingly,
one of Israel’s former Ministers of Justice, Yossi Beilin, had
stated already in 2001: “We must not become a pariah state
... we can’t be stuck in the mud forever, only because of
things that were or were not done in the past.”37.

In the end, if Israel can look beyond local considerations,
she may realize the virtue of global elimination of CW and
promotion of the treaty’s universality. After all, it was Shimon
Peres, Israel’s Minister of Foreign Affairs who, at the January
1993 signing of the CWC, called upon the region’s nations
“…to sign the Chemical Weapons Convention, and build a
new Middle East free from the horrors of war.”38
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Barak, “Where Do We Go From Here? The Chemical Weapons
Convention in the Middle East in the post-Saddam Era”, Security
Studies, vol 13 no 1 (Autumn 2003):130-137.

30 See Article X on emergency assistance in case of a threat with
or use of CW, as well as Article XI on international cooperation
and technology transfers among states parties.

31 That is, an  Arab member state could take advantage of the
green light procedures to infiltrate security at the Dimona nuclear
reactor.  The “green light” procedures mean the need for a three-
quarter majority in the OPCW Executive Council to block the
request for a challenge inspection. See for example Rodan, “Bitter
Choices: Israel’s Chemical Dilemma”; Benn, “Israel’s Decision
Time” 23.  Although a challenge inspection has never yet been
requested under the CWC, many open foreign sources (see for
example Gordon M Burck & Charles C Flowerree, International
Handbook on Chemical Weapons Proliferation, New York:
Greenwood Press, 1991: 193) allege that Israel has a chemical
weapons production facility in that vicinity, so the Israeli fear is
natural.

32 This concept was developed exactly in order to provide
negotiated access to very sensitive installations.

33 The US law allows presidential veto on a particular challenge
inspection based on national security grounds. See Chemical
Weapons Convention Implementation Act of 1997, S.610, Sec.
307. It should be noted, however, that the US exception is comm-
only perceived as a considerable weakening of the convention.

34 For those fears see, for example, Schiff, “Beware of Double
Standards.” The US law prohibits transferring samples that were
collected in the United States “for analysis to any laboratory
outside the territory of the United States”, ibid. Sec. 304 (f) (1)
“sampling and safety.”

35 Let alone the fact that other important states parties have already
notified the OPCW that they intend to follow the example set by
the United States,. India, for instance, has already adopted such
legislation. Hence, we disagree with the view that Israel would
not able to imitate the US precedent as she lacks “the leverage
of the U.S. vis-a-vis the OPCW”. See Steinberg, “Israeli policy
on the CWC”: 30

36 See Littlewood (note 6 above), p 37.
37 Aluf Benn, “Israel’s Decision Time” 24.
38 Address by the Foreign Minister of Israel, Mr Shimon Peres, at

the Signing Ceremony of the Chemical Weapons Convention
Treaty, Paris, January 13, 1993.

not allow accession since they face military threats, including
nuclear weapons threats. In this category are states in the
Middle East. This hurdle may be overcome if activities
currently under way to establish in the Middle East a zone
free from weapons of mass destruction are brought to fruition.
Other states argue that the Convention will bring them no
advantage since dual-use chemicals and sensitive technology
may continue to be denied them by the Australia Group. Other
states have not joined because they lack the financial or human
resources to implement the CWC.

Thus, more must be done to achieve universality5. It is not
only ratification or accession that matters, but also changing
the reality to include:
- destroying chemical weapons and related production

facilities;

- preventing proliferation of chemical weapons, including
the proliferation of new types of such weapons;

- regular publication of information about compliance or non-
compliance, as determined by objective verification
activities;

- effective assistance and protection against chemical
weapons;

- unrestricted economic and technological development
under the aegis of the Convention;

- international co-operation in chemical activities not
prohibited by the Convention.

“Interpretation in good faith in accordance with the
ordinary meaning given to the terms of the treaty in their
context and in the light of its object and purpose”. With
these words the 1969 Vienna Convention.6 codifies the general
rule of treaty interpretation. This rule must be respected if


