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A little more than two years have elapsed since the inter-
national Chemical Weapons Convention (CWC) prohibit-
ing the development, production, stockpiling and use of
chemical weapons was opened for signature at an impress-
ive ministerial-level conference in Paris.  Thus began an
important new phase in the international effort to eliminate
the risk of chemical warfare which has haunted the world
throughout this century.  It seems appropriate today to
glance at what has been achieved during these past two
years, and to give some thought to the problems that are still
at hand.

The last two years have proved an extremely interesting
period, rich with problems and activities, covering a much
wider range of issues than the Geneva negotiations had to
tackle.  While they have seen a continuation of negotiations
and even of the reopening of some of the problems dis-
cussed earlier in Geneva, a parallel period of intense build-
ing of the new international organization has begun.
Associated tasks include designing plans to ensure that the
OPCW will be able to begin monitoring the implementation
of the Convention immediately upon the CWC’s entry into
force; fine tuning, together with the Host Country (the
Netherlands) a whole set of legal and financial conditions
necessary to its existence in The Hague; and the selection of
a location and the design of a building for the future head-
quarters site.  On the national level, in countries which have
signed the Convention, this same two-year period saw the
emergence of new players in decision-making on chemical
weapons issues, as the focus of activities moved away,
somewhat, from foreign ministries, and on to other agencies
such as industrial ministries, which are more concerned
with the internal implementation of the treaty.  Of course,
national parliaments will typically have the last word on rat-
ification of the Convention, and thus on its entry into force.
Despite quite a few moments of frustration, it would be fair
in my view to state that, on balance, the efforts have proved
successful so far.

Political Arithmetic
The number of states which have signed the CWC has

reached 159 — an overwhelming majority of present-day
states.  There are only three important areas in the world
which are still not covered by this ‘signature network’: part
of the Middle East, part of the former Yugoslavia, and the
Democratic People’s Republic of Korea.  Another
‘abstainee’ is Uzbekistan — the only former Soviet Repub-
lic that is not a CWC signatory.  The remaining non-signa-
tories are, by and large, small island countries with no
chemical industry, and these present very little or no CW
proliferation risk.

In the meantime, the number of completed ratifications
of the Convention has reached 27, which is more than
one-third of the 65 that are required for the treaty’s entry
into force.  Even more encouraging is the present rate of
ratifications: approximately one per week, which is a
noticeable improvement over the first year and a half
following the Paris conference.  In fact, neither overly
optimistic nor overly alarmist projections have
materialized, and thus one can say that the process of
ratification is proceeding normally.

Of particular importance is the first ratification by a per-
manent member of the UN Security Council — namely
France, whose instrument of ratification was deposited in
March 1995.  The present trend in ratifications, and the
progress made by several other countries in preparing for
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ratification, allows the suggestion that by early summer as
many as 40 instruments of ratification could be deposited
with the Secretary-General of the United Nations, who is
the Convention’s depositary.  However, the final result is
far from guaranteed.  Two very important ratifications are
still those of the United States and of Russia, the two largest
possessors of chemical weapons. There is no doubt that if
both major possessors ratify this year, the target number re-
quired for entry into force of the Convention would be
achieved without much further delay, and we would be able
to speak quite confidently about the entry into force of the
Convention some time in mid-1996.  In the opposite case,
however, given parliamentary elections in Russia in De-
cember 1995, and presidential elections in both countries in
1996, the situation might become much more problematic
and serious.

Concerns are sometimes expressed over the possibility
that 65 ratifications could occur without the Russian and
American ratifications in place, and that the Convention
would enter into force ‘by default’.  In that case, the major
contributors to the OPCW budget would become the lead-
ing industrial nations, financing nothing more than inspec-
tions of their own chemical industry — hardly an attractive
option.  This scenario, however, does not appear to be polit-
ically credible.  It is more probable that when the number of
ratifications approaches 50 to 55, states parties would be-
come much more cautious in depositing their instruments of
ratification, even if they have completed all the necessary
domestic procedures to do so.  The danger, however, would
be in the possibility of a significant delay in the entry into
force of the Convention, which, in turn, would affect nega-
tively preparations at the international level by delaying the
work on remaining issues in the Preparatory Commission
and, in the worst-case scenario, depriving the entire process
of political steam.  What might make things even worse,
under such a scenario, would be the possible decrease of po-
litical attention to the CWC, as other issues like NPT exten-
sion, the comprehensive test ban treaty, and land mines
seem to be on the top of the arms control agenda for many
governments, not to mention such non-arms control prob-
lems as the crisis in the former Yugoslavia, peacekeeping,
debates on the expansion of NATO, and other similar is-
sues.  It would be naive to suggest that chemical disar-
mament is a problem more vital than most of those
mentioned above.  The concern expressed here, however, is
that the CWC must not be forgotten in today’s jungle of
post-cold war international problems.

In the meantime, the actual work of the Preparatory
Commission is also a source of satisfaction mixed with
some degree of concern.  Quite a lot has been achieved in
practically all areas of its work.

Building the OPCW
The Preparatory Commission, which is both predecessor

and ‘parent’ of the OPCW, is up and running.  It has ac-
quired its own face and shape, and its proper working meth-
ods.  The Provisional Technical Secretariat (PTS) now
employs about 120 people coming from more than 40 coun-
tries; its staff is of the highest calibre.  The Commission, as

a new, independent international organization, is beginning
to receive recognition in the international community, al-
though more could have been achieved, especially in the
area of providing a more formal basis for its relationship
with the United Nations.

Designs for the OPCW itself are also taking shape.  It
has already been decided that the Technical Secretariat, at
entry into force, will be about 400 people strong, with more
than half of that number working in the Verification Divi-
sion, many as inspectors.  Within approximately six months
of its establishment, this figure would increase by a further
70.  While the structure of the OPCW Technical Secretariat,
especially that of its top echelon, has not yet been decided,
it is rather evident that the main functional elements of the
present Provisional Technical Secretariat would be re-
tained.  Preliminary estimates for the OPCW’s first year
budget have also been made: they are somewhat below
$100 million, which is a significantly lower figure than ear-
lier projections.

These figures, however, for a number of reasons, cannot
be considered final.  The required number of inspectors —
the main ‘building block’ in the calculations — was pro-
duced on the basis of several assumptions, rather than on
concrete knowledge about how many facilities need to be
inspected.  This ‘best estimate’ was necessitated by the fail-
ure of a number of governments to respond to repeated ap-
peals by the Executive Secretary of the Commission to
Member States to communicate to him the approximate
number of facilities in their countries that would be subject
to inspections under the Convention. Significantly, though,
it appears that the main reason for this failure to respond has
not been the lack of good will but the practical difficulties
many countries are facing in collecting necessary data from
their industry.

There are several other factors contributing to uncer-
tainty.  For example, there is the lack of agreement on cri-
teria for establishing the usability of old chemical weapons,
produced between 1925 and 1946, which, if not overcome,
might result in an additional need for inspectors to inspect
these weapons and their destruction.  And there remains the
unclear fate of the 1990 US–Russian agreement on destruc-
tion and non-production of chemical weapons which is an
essential part of the planning for the future organization.
Entry into force of the Convention without this bilateral
agreement between Russia and the United States also enter-
ing into force would mean increased verification activities
by the OPCW and, hence, more inspectors.

An important body of work has been accomplished in
relation to the training of inspectors: a three-phase (module)
training scheme has been approved by the Commission, and
the screening of about 1,500 inspector applicants is well
under way.  The Secretariat is actively engaged in discus-
sions with states that have offered their facilities for inspec-
tor training, for the purpose of establishing which of these
sites best conforms with the established criteria and with the
actual needs of the Commission.
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After some initial complications and misunderstandings,
encouraging progress has been made in the last several
months on financial arrangements for the construction of
the future headquarters building for the OPCW.  Its location
in one of the best parts of The Hague has been determined,
as well as its design, as proposed by the Boston architec-
tural firm of Kallmann McKinnell & Wood.  The new
building is expected to be ready in mid-1997, which might
very well mean that the Preparatory Commission will have
to look for alternative, temporary, OPCW accommodation
in the interim.  This will be especially difficult if the treaty
enters into force in mid- or late 1996, as it will entail two
moves during the organization’s first year, a period likely to
be crucial to the organization’s development.

Additionally, quite recently the location for the OPCW
laboratory has been identified, and a lease signed, which al-
lows practical work to begin on the adjusting of the existing
laboratory building to the OPCW’s needs and requirements.
The same facility will house the OPCW’s equipment store;
this is fortunate, as the process of procuring the inspection
equipment is now beginning.

It is worth mentioning as well the Headquarters Agree-
ment with the Host Country that the Preparatory Commis-
sion has concluded.  This Agreement provides a set of
immunities and diplomatic privileges for the Commission
and for the Secretariat.  Practical questions that continue to
arise in the process of implementing the Agreement can
help shape the Commission’s approach to the OPCW Head-
quarters Agreement, which has still to be developed.

This leads to a discussion of another interesting
‘construction’ process in progress: that of the OPCW’s dip-
lomatic community. The decision to house the Organisation
and its Preparatory Commission in The Hague meant,
among other things, the need for many governments to en-
trust their embassies in The Netherlands with tasks which
they had not performed before.  In some cases, that led to
new personnel appointments, and some other ‘bilateral’
diplomats had to assume new burdens associated with tasks
relating to hectic and intriguing multilateral diplomacy.
One way or another, today one can already speak about the
emergence of a new family of people in The Hague, which
is very helpful indeed.  The Hague is not the only major in-
ternational city affected by the arrival of the PTS/OPCW in
the Netherlands.  Out of 159 states members of the Com-
mission, about 50, typically developing countries, have en-
trusted their embassies in Brussels with the responsibility to
liaise with the Preparatory Commission — for the simple
reason that they have no diplomatic personnel in the Neth-
erlands.  The reality of approximately one-third of the
member states’ diplomatic personnel being situated in
Brussels, has created new responsibilities for the Secretar-
iat.  It must maintain communications with those embas-
sies, which normally have very little staff, and are already
overtaxed with matters specific to Belgium, to contacts with
NATO, the Western European Union (WEU), and the Eu-
ropean Union.  These last mentioned international organi-
zations, located in Brussels, often deal with matters which
seem much more important for developing countries than

following some complicated technical debate in an expert
group, on, say data systems.  But now the situation is im-
proving there as well.

Perhaps the most important problem now facing the Pre-
paratory Commission in the area of organization building is
to define ground rules for the staff regulations of the future
Technical Secretariat.  No clear agreement in this area has
so far emerged.  Should they be based on principles quite
different from the ones on which the UN system is based?
And would this solution, by itself, ensure the prevention of
the UN-type red tape; of bureaucracy; and of the instinct to
avoid taking and assuming responsibility for decisions?  Or,
rather than reinvent the bicycle, the OPCW could simply
take the UN system as a basis, perhaps with some modifica-
tion and simplification.  The lack of answers to these ques-
tions has begun to seriously affect other preparatory
activities, such as the recruitment of inspector trainees,
since the Preparatory Commission is not yet in a position to
define their terms of employment with the OPCW, the fi-
nancial package, benefits, contract duration, etc.  Such un-
answered questions may be among the important reasons
for the insufficient number of applications received from
qualified candidates so far for those jobs in which a chemi-
cal industry background is essential.

Verification Procedures and Other Issues
Here, as well, achievements co-exist with problems.  A

number of tasks have been accomplished, like those relating
to declarations and inspection report formats, the composi-
tion of inspection teams, categories and characteristics of
inspection equipment, several sections of the Declaration
Handbook, and so forth.  Significant progress has also been
made in developing procedures designed to protect confi-
dential business and national security information — an
issue of great concern to the chemical industry and many
governments.  And, after months of frustrating and unpro-
ductive debates, the Commission seems to be close to
agreement on the basic security concept for the OPCW in-
formation management (computer) system, which would
comprise three echelons.  The inner circle would be highly
protected as it would contain confidential verification-re-
lated data.  Access to this circle of data would be very lim-
ited and strictly controlled.  The next circle of security, with
a lower degree of protection, would contain administrative,
personnel, and other restricted information of lower sensi-
tivity.  This circle would be linked to the one just mentioned
through a special gateway whose function, essentially,
would be to ensure that information flow is possible only
one way, i.e. from the second to the first circle and not vice
versa.  There may also be a third circle of security, with lit-
tle or no connection to the others, which would be open to
authorized users outside the organization.

Remaining problems to be resolved range from purely
technical questions to more fundamental political problems.
The latter, the political problems, now begin more and more
to slow down the work of the Preparatory Commission.

One source of political disagreement seems to be the
tendency to restrict as much as possible the intrusiveness of
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OPCW operations, particularly in the area of inspections
and the use of inspection equipment. There is little, or,
rather, no ground to suspect that the intention is to circum-
vent the Convention.  The reason, rather, is the perceived
need for more protection against disclosure of information
unrelated to the CWC — for instance, confidential business
information, and information related to national security.
But there is an  inherent risk of weakening the effectiveness
of verification — an option that obviously many countries
would not be enthusiastic about.  For example, largely as a
result of this debate, the Expert Group on Challenge Inspec-
tions has not been able to make any progress in the last sev-
eral months.

Another serious source of slowdown is the continued
disagreement between Russia and the United States, both on
several subjects discussed in the Commission, and on other
bilateral CW disarmament matters.  These issues include
detailed procedures for the conversion of chemical weapons
production facilities (CWPFs) for peaceful purposes, and
the  related issues of interpretation of the definition of a
CWPF, inspection costs under Article V and under the Bi-
lateral Destruction Agreement (BDA), accuracy of data ex-
changed under the second phase of the Wyoming
Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) and, finally,
coöperation in destruction of chemical weapons.  The lack
of solution to these issues also negatively affects the ratifi-
cation process in both countries.

Russia and the Destruction of Chemical Weapons
In fact, the biggest single problem in the implementation

of the CWC is the question of destruction of chemical
weapons in Russia.  Many concerns have been expressed
about Russia’s ability to comply with the Convention’s re-
quirements on CW destruction — and not without reason.
All efforts in the USSR, and later in Russia, to set up a CW
demilitarization programme and to proceed to the construc-
tion of destruction facilities ran into all kinds of difficulties.
Until recently, there was not one single site agreed upon for
such facilities.  The situation today looks somewhat
brighter.  The first location — Gorny (Saratov region) has
been finalized in a presidential decree; the second one —
Kambarka (Udmurtia) is about to be finalized through a
similar decree.  There are indications that the entire demili-
tarization programme might soon be finalised and submit-
ted to parliament.  The biggest issue is still money.  While
there are no precise figures available, it can be understood
that the Russian officials in charge of CW demilitarization
hope that at least 15 per cent of all financing should come
from external sources and, preferably, at the ‘front end’ of
the programme of implementation.

International efforts are under way to provide some as-
sistance to Russia. Contrary to some existing mispercep-
tions, the US is not acting alone in this regard.  Germany
and Sweden are also providing help, and there is hope that
other states will also contribute.  It appears still that the
whole issue of international coöperation with Russia in this
area requires further, careful consideration on both sides in
order to ensure its eventual effectiveness.  Such consider-
ation should, by necessity, be conducted at a political, rather

than at a technical, level  so that interests and concerns of all
parties can be brought together.  The same can be said about
other problems that, so far, have complicated the US–Rus-
sian relationship in the field of chemical weapons.

Short Conclusion
This article has attempted to present as comprehensive

account of the present status of the Chemical Weapons
Convention as can be permitted by its brevity.  On balance,
one can say that the CWC is not doing badly so far.  On the
other hand, over the last couple of years of predominantly
expert-level work, a number of issues have accumulated
that require a much higher level of attention if the CWC is
to succeed soon.  It is to be hoped that after the NPT review
and extension conference, the Chemical Weapons Conven-
tion will return to the prominent place on the international
agenda which it deserves.

Deposited CWC Ratifications
as of 10 March 1995

Fiji — 20 January 1993
Mauritius — 9 February 1993

Seychelles — 7 April 1993
Sweden — 17 June 1993
Norway — 7 April 1994
Australia — 6 May 1994
Albania — 11 May 1994

Maldives — 31 May 1994
Cook Islands — 15 July 1994

Spain — 3 August 1994
Bulgaria — 10 August 1994
Germany — 12 August 1994
Sri Lanka — 19 August 1994
Mexico — 29 August 1994

Turkmenistan — 29 September 1994
Uruguay — 6 October 1994

Paraguay — 1 December 1994
Lesotho — 7 December 1994
Greece — 22 December 1994
Tajikistan — 11 January 1995
Mongolia — 17 January 1995
Armenia — 27 January 1995
Finland — 7 February 1995
Oman — 8 February 1995

Romania — 15 February 1995
France — 2 March 1995

Switzerland — 10 March 1995
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