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“An education isn’t how much you have committed to memory, or even how much you know. It’s being able to differentiate between what you do know and what you don’t”- --

Anatole France.

Abstract

My thesis deals with the Chemical Weapons Convention that has been adopted to prevent the proliferation of chemical weapons. It tries to describe the harmful effects of chemical warfare and the need of eliminating toxic chemical weapons. 

There is a huge responsibility for the Member States to properly implement the Chemical Weapons Convention. Therefore, this paper will also try to guide the reader to understand the problems that some Member States face with implementing the Chemical Weapons Convention.

Furthermore, it also tries to observe the factors due to which the Non Member States are not willing to join the Convention. Simultaneously, it tries to find the facts, which are responsible for the delay in the ratification of the Chemical Weapons Convention by the Signatory states. This paper also strives to make the reader aware of the necessity to achieve the ‘universality’ of the Chemical Weapons Convention in all its aspects.

This paper tries to guide the reader to understand the importance of the Convention and the needs to implement it as well as the urgency for active participation of all the states of the world.

In the near future, it is crucial that all the countries join this Convention and actually make it work to reach its universality.
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Introduction

Chemical Weapons have been used as a means of warfare since ancient times. However, the First World War (1914-1918) saw the horrible disastrous side of chemical weapons, which killed thousands of people. After this, the world powers felt the need to stop using Chemical Weapons against each other by the signing of various international treaties. Despite these, we still saw the use of chemical weapons in the Second World War (1939-1945) which once more raised an alarm. The recent wars in the Middle East raised the alarm to ultimately ban the harmful and dangerous Chemical Weapons completely in order to eliminate the Chemical Weapons from the world.

In order to make sure that history does not repeat itself, the Chemical Weapons Convention tries to convince the nations all over the world to sign, ratify and implement the Convention in order to make the world free from Chemical Weapons.

My central question is: What are the obstacles to the achievement of the universality of the Chemical Weapons Convention?

There are number of Member States which still face obstacles in the implementation of the Chemical Weapons Convention. Besides that, there are still Signatory States which signed the Convention but have not ratified the Convention yet. Lastly, there are still Non Signatory States which neither signed nor ratified the Convention. That is why they still form a threat to the universality of the Chemical Weapons Convention. 

I have divided my thesis into 4 parts as follows:

Chapter 1: I will discuss the harmful effects of Chemical Warfare due to which the need for a Chemical Weapons Convention became important. Then, with the help of Chemical Weapons Convention, I will explain the terms and definitions followed by Articles and Annexes, the background information on the emergence of the Organisation for the Prohibition of Chemical Weapons, its aims and objectives to reach its final goal. 

Chapter 2:  I will make a division between three groups of countries:

Member States: all the states that have signed and ratified the Chemical Weapons Convention. Here I will focus on the obstacles that the Member States have to overcome in order to implement the Chemical Weapons Convention properly.

Signatory States: few states that have signed but have not ratified the Chemical Weapons Convention yet. I will try to find out what the reasons are due to which these states signed but have not ratified the Convention yet.

Non Signatory States: few states that have neither signed nor ratified the Chemical Weapons Convention. Here I will try to find out the causes to explain why these states stay outside the Convention.

Chapter 3: I will discuss a case study on Russia and a case study on Iraq to illustrate what I discussed in Chapter 2. I will discuss on the problems faced by Russia and also on initiatives that they are taking to implement the Convention properly.

I will also discuss Iraq’s situation when it comes to its joining of the Convention and also their initiatives to make it work. 

Chapter 4: I will make an analysis at the end to conclude my thesis.

I have used different books, journal, the Chemical Weapons Convention, website articles, online news links and the website of the OPCW and the OPCW Press Releases to conduct my research. I have finished my research by the end of October 2006.

1. Chemical warfare and the emergence of the Chemical Weapons Convention

Introduction

This chapter makes an attempt to look back in history as to when chemical weapons were used as one of the most powerful weapons of mass destruction. Due to the harmful effects of Chemical Weapons, there was and is still ongoing strive from the international community to eliminate toxic chemical weapons from the world. We will also focus on those toxic chemicals that are used to produce chemical weapons. Simultaneously, this chapter will also highlight a short fragment on ‘Biological Weapons’ to explain its presence and connection with Chemical Weapons.

Furthermore, this chapter will guide the reader to understand the importance of the emergence of the Chemical Weapons Convention that bans toxic chemical weapons from the world. We will also read about the emergence of the Organization that struggles with its objectives to convince the states all around the world to accomplish its ultimate goal of eliminating chemical weapons. 

Finally, this chapter wants to raise the awareness about the consequences of chemical weapons and the urgency to stop proliferation with the help of joint collaborative support of the states of the world and the Organization for the Prohibition of Chemical Weapons.

1.2 Background of chemical warfare and prior international treaties

Chemicals have been used as a means of warfare for a long time. They have been used in the warfare for over 2,500 years before the birth of Christ.

The term Chemical Weapon is applied to any ‘toxic’ chemical or its ‘precursor’
 that can cause death, injury, temporary incapacitation or permanent harm to humans and animals through its chemical action according to the ‘Article II’ of the ‘Chemical Weapons Convention’. The chemical agents such as ‘chlorine’
, ‘phosgene’
, and ‘mustard’
 are used to produce chemical weapons which results to ‘choking’
, ‘blister’
, ‘blood’
, or ‘nerve agents’
. 

There were international agreements prior to the emergence of ‘Chemical Weapons Convention’ to curtail the use of Chemical Weapons in the past. The first international agreement which was negotiated to put limits on the use of Chemical Weapons dates back to 1675 and was signed between France and Germany in Strasbourg. This prohibited the use of poison bullets.
 In 1874 another treaty was concluded which is called Brussels Convention prohibiting the ‘employment’ of poison or poisoned weapons and the use of arms, projectiles or material to cause unnecessary suffering. 
A third agreement came into being: an international Peace Conference was held in The Hague in 1899 which led to the signing of agreement. This agreement prohibited the use of projectiles filled with poison gas.

1.2.1 Horrors of chemical weapons in the World War 1 (1914-1918)

It is the First World War that shook the world when the horrors of large-scale chemical warfare were witnessed. The First World War, in the beginning, saw the devastating effects of the use of toxic chemical gases like chlorine and phosgene. Chemical agents were used in great variety and in many different chemical weapons. There were also growing demands for protective measures such as different types of masks to protect the eyes and lungs from harmful toxic gases. Chemical agents were both lethal and harassing. As the chemical agents caused men to ‘lachrimate’ or vomit so as to prevent them from putting mask which could result in death
. However, the most effective toxic gas was mustard gas. It was not only effective against the eyes and lungs but it also caused burns when the vapor or liquid came in contact with skin. 

Horrors of Biological Warfare 

Besides, Chemical Weapons, we can also trace back the use of Bacteriological (Biological) Weapons in the ancient times. “Bacteriological (Biological) agents of warfare are living organisms, whatever their nature, or infective material derived from them, which are intended to cause disease or death in man, animals or plants, and which depend for their effects on their effects on their ability to multiply in the person, animal or plant attack”
Biological Warfare spread bacteriological agents like ‘virus’, ‘rickiettsiae’, ‘fungi’ and ‘bacteria’, which resulted in diseases that caused illness and death, 
 In the First World War there was evidence of almost equal losses from battle casualties and disease. ’51,259 were killed or died of wounds received in battle, and 51,447 died of disease.’

1.2.2 Emergence of the Geneva Protocol (1925)

Due to the devastating effects of WW1, there were huge international efforts to ban the use of weapons and prevent such suffering from being inflicted again, on soldiers and civilians. As a result of this, ‘Geneva Protocol’ came into being for the Prohibition of the ‘Use’ of Chemical and the Bacteriological Means of Warfare in the year 1925 and it was ratified in 1928 by many countries.
 But there were still loopholes in the Geneva Protocol since it prohibited the ‘use’ of Chemical Weapons but did not prohibit the ‘development, production or the possession’ of chemical weapons. Besides, many countries that signed the Geneva Protocol had reserved the right to use chemical weapons against countries that had not joined the Protocol. Secondly, the countries that signed the protocol also reserved the permission to use of weapons if they were attacked with chemical weapons

1.2.3 Horrors of the World War II (1939-1945)

In the Second World War we can once again trace the use of both the Chemical and Biological Weapons. In the Second World War there were development of toxic ‘nerve’ agents such as ‘sarin’
, ‘tabun’
 and ‘soman’.
  ‘A lethal dose of ‘tabun’ of the nearly odorless toxic agent could be ingested in 2 breaths, or in a matter of minutes, by absorption of a very small drop deposited on the skin. A victim could collapse within a minute and die within 5 to 15 minutes.’
 It was further reported that the development of Biological Weapons was in its immature stage by the World War II. However, the development of Chemical Weapons was considered to be growing. Due to this, the world leaders were considering developing technologically more effective and lethal Chemical and Biological Weapons (CB Weapons). 
 There was evidence of the Japanese invasion of China comprised both chemical and biological attacks. ‘The Japanese reportedly attacked Chinese troops with mustard gas and another blistering agent called Lewisite. In attacking the Chinese, Japan also spread cholera, dysentery, typhoid, plague, and anthrax’.
 The Post World War II period saw the development of Chemical and Biological Weapons (CB Weapons)

1.2.4 Separate treaty on Chemical Weapons 

The Geneva Protocol, at the preliminary stage, proved to be less effective. Since it only banned the ‘use’ of chemical and biological weapons, instead of also prohibiting the development, stockpiling and production of these toxic weapons. Therefore, shortly after the World War II, the United Nations called for the absolute elimination of the Chemical and the Biological Weapons. The prohibition of the Chemical and Biological weapons appeared on the agenda of the ‘Eighteen Nation Committee’ in 1968 as a separate issue.
 In 1969 the "Conference of the Committee on Disarmament" (formerly the "Eighteen Nations Disarmament Committee") in Geneva started discussion of a treaty for a ‘comprehensive’ prohibition. The United Kingdom and the other Western countries expressed the view of banning the biological weapons first thereby creating two separate treaties
. The Socialist bloc and many non- aligned countries wanted one treaty for the banning of chemical and biological weapons.
  

The Western viewers argued that biological weapons are of an ‘indiscriminate’
 nature and they affect vast areas and large civilian populations whereas chemical weapons are geographically not so widespread. Biological weapons also have more contaminating power than chemical agents. Therefore the fast elimination of biological weapons would reduce its usage and also would strengthen the Geneva Protocol.
 The Socialists’ argument might have had seemed better but there were complications with regard to ‘verification control’
.
 Therefore there were two separate treaties on Biological and Chemical Weapons. Therefore, in 1971 the ‘Conference on Disarmament’ completed negotiations on the ‘text’ of the Geneva Protocol. Due to this negotiation, there was Convention on the ‘Prohibition of the Development, Production and Stockpiling of Biological Weapons’ but it had no mechanism to verify the compliance of State Parties.

However, the negotiations on Chemical Weapons Convention took a long time. First part was from 1972 to late 1980’s and then from late 1980 until 1992.
  However on 3rd September 1992 there was finally an agreement on the ‘text’ of the Convention on the Prohibition of CW at the Conference on Disarmament. Due to this agreement, there was ‘Prohibition of the Development, Production, Stockpiling and Use of Chemical Weapons and on their Destruction’ now commonly referred to as the Chemical Weapons Convention.
 Besides that, the Chemical Weapons Convention has the mechanism to verify compliance of the State Parties.

1.3 Chemical Weapons Convention

Chemical Weapons Convention has 24 Articles and along with it there are Annexes on Chemicals, Implementation & Verification and Protection of Confidential Information. 

 Article I of the Chemical Weapons Convention prohibits the ‘development’
, production,
 acquiring
, stockpiling
, retaining
 or use Chemical Weapons. It also forbids transferring directly or indirectly chemical weapons to anyone. Therefore a State Party must ‘destroy’
 all Chemical Weapon stockpiles in its possession as well as all ‘Chemical Weapons Production Facilities’ on its territory and any Chemical Weapons it might have abandoned on the territory of another. It also forbids the use of ‘riot control agents’ (tear gas)
 as a method of warfare. According to ‘Article IV’ of the Chemical Weapons Convention each State Party shall destroy all Chemical Weapons within a ‘stipulated’ time period. Such destruction shall begin not later than two years after the Convention enters into force for it and shall not finish later than 10 years after entry into force of this Convention.

The Chemical Weapons Convention was ‘signed’ on 13th January 1993 where 130 states signed the Convention within the first 2 days. The ratification of the Convention took place in November 1996 and within 180 days the Convention entered into ‘force’ in April 1997 with 87 State Parties according to ‘Article XXI’. The Convention is said to be ‘unique’ because it is the first ‘multilateral’ treaty to ban an entire category of ‘Weapons of Mass Destruction
’.
 

1.3.1 Emergence of the Organisation for the Prohibition of Chemical Weapons

According to ‘Article VIII’ of the Chemical Weapons Convention, “the State Parties to this Convention hereby establish the ‘Organization for the Prohibition of the Chemical Weapons’ (OPCW) to achieve the objectives and purpose of this Convention to ensure the implementation of its provisions, which includes international ‘verification’ of compliance and to provide a ‘forum for consultation and cooperation among State Parties’.
”
The Organization for the Prohibition of Chemical Weapons (OPCW) therefore became the mandatory body to verify the proper implementation of The Chemical Weapons Convention by the Member States. The seat of its headquarters is in The Hague. At present ‘OPCW’ consists of 180 Member States
.
 According to ‘Article XVIII’ this Convention is ‘open for signature’ for ‘all States’ before its entry into force.
 An additional 6 countries have ‘signed’ the Convention however they ‘did not ratify’ it yet. The 6 ‘Signatory States’ are Bahamas, Congo, Dominican Republic, Guinea-Bissau, Israel, and Myanmar. Only 9 countries are ‘Non Signatory States’
 which remain outside the Convention. The Non Signatory States are: Angola, Barbados, Democratic Peoples’ Republic of Korea, Egypt, Iraq, Lebanon, Montenegro
, Somalia and Syrian Arab Republic. 

1.3.2 The Organs of the Organisation for the Prohibition of Chemical Weapons (OPCW)

The OPCW comprises of 3 organs namely the Conference of State Parties (CSP), the Executive Council (EC) and the Technical Secretariat (TS). 

· “The Conference of State Parties (CSP) consists of representatives of all parties to the Convention. Each member state has one representative in the Conference. It is a decision making organ which oversees the implementation of the Convention and promotes its objectives and purpose. It meets annually and in special sessions.”
· “The Executive Council (EC) is the governing body of the Organisation which is responsible to Conference of State Parties.  It consists of 41 representatives of Member States elected on a regional basis for 2 years. The Executive Council cooperates with the National Authority of each State Party and facilitates consultations and co operation among State Parties at their request.”
· “The Technical Secretariat (TS) is headed by Director General of OPCW elected for a term of 4 years by Conference of State Parties. The ‘TS’ is responsible for performing ‘Verification’ activities such as the collection of relevant information and conduction of on-site inspections to achieve the effective implementation of the Convention.”

1.4 Implementation of the Chemical Weapons Convention

As the number of’ Member States’ to the ‘OPCW’ increased to 180, we can say that there has been constant, careful and thorough work of the OPCW Member States to successfully ‘implement’ the ‘CWC’. But in order to implement the Chemical Weapons Convention properly there are a number of measures that have to be taken. As soon as a state ratifies the Convention it enters into force for that state, which means it is bound to the rules and regulations of the CWC to implement the Convention. According to ‘Article XXI’ for the States that deposit its instruments of ratification, the Convention shall enter into force on the 30th day following the date of depositing their instrument of ratification.

1.5 Pillars of the Implementation of the Chemical Weapons Convention
There are 7 pillars with regard to the Implementation of the Chemical Weapons Convention which would be discussed below.

1.5.1 Non Proliferation

‘Non proliferation’ or the limiting of number of Chemical Weapons in the world, especially by stopping the countries that do not yet have them from developing them, is one of the other goals of  the CWC.
 The most important obligation that a State Party has to fulfil according to Article VII ‘is to establish a ‘National Authority’ to serve as the national focal point for ‘effective liaison’ with the Organization and the other ‘State Parties.’
 The National Authority coordinates the submission of declarations to the Organization as well as monitors the national trade in ‘scheduled chemicals’ and oversees the ‘destruction’ programme of chemical weapons. If the Chemical Weapons have not been destroyed then the chemical weapons should be ‘converted’ into ‘peaceful purposes’. ‘Article V’ of the Chemical Weapons Convention states in that context that the ‘Chemical Weapons Production Facility’ should be converted in such a way that the converted facility is not any more capable of being reconverted into a CW production, then any other facility used for ‘industrial, agricultural, research, medical, pharmaceutical or other peaceful purposes’. 

‘Facilities that therefore produce ‘Scheduled Chemicals are subject to control and reporting mechanisms implemented by the State Party  and to inspection by the OPCW.

· Schedule 1: this schedule includes chemicals that have been or can be easily used as Chemical Weapons which is why they are subject to limitation. In any case, they could be otherwise used for peaceful purposes as ingredients in pharmaceutical preparations.
· Schedule 2: this schedule includes ‘precursors’ that could sometimes be used as chemical weapon agents. Schedule 2 chemicals however also have other commercial uses such as ingredients in insecticides or herbicides.
· Schedule 3: these chemicals could be used to produce or use as a CW.  However they are ‘widely’ used for peaceful purposes. That includes plastics, lubricants, and paints.
’
1.5.2 Destruction of chemical weapons

Destruction of chemical weapon means a process by which chemicals are converted in an irreversible way to a form that is completely unable to produce chemical weapons according to Part IV (A) of the Verification Annex. As soon as a State Party ratifies the Convention, that state party has to declare its chemical weapon stockpiles, Chemical Weapons Production Facilities and other relevant chemical weapons program according to Article III of the Chemical Weapons Convention. 

The stockpiles of chemical weapons that are declared by the State Parties are divided into 3 categories for the destruction purpose which shall also follow a ‘timeline’ for destruction phase.

Category 1: This category consists of ‘Schedule 1’ chemicals
 and their parts and components. 

-1 percent of Chemical Weapons from Category 1 should be destroyed within 3 years after the Convention enters in to force for a country. (Phase1)

-20 percent of Chemical Weapons from Category 1 should be destroyed within 5 years after the Convention enters in to force for a country, (Phase 2)*

-45 percent of Chemical Weapons from Category 1 should be destroyed within 7 years after the Convention enters in to force for a country. (Phase3)

-All the Chemical Weapons from Category 1 should be destroyed within 10 years after the Convention enters in to force for a country
 (Phase 4)

Category 2: This category consists of ‘Schedule 2’ or ‘Schedule’3 
 chemicals that are stored in bulk containers, munitions, devices, sub–munitions filled with Schedule 2 or 3 chemicals, and components of filled munitions, devices and sub–munitions. ‘Non- Scheduled’
 chemicals are also part of ‘Category 2’.

Category 3: This category consists of ‘unfilled’ munitions, devices
 and equipment 
 that are designed for use in direct connection with the ‘employment’ of chemical weapons.

All Category 2 and Category 3 Chemical Weapons should be destroyed within 5 years after the Convention enters into force for a country.
 (Phase2)*

1.5.3 Verification

The Technical Secretariat from the OPCW carries out the verification activities with its group of inspectors. The inspections could be conducted both in the military and the industrial sites.  The purpose of the verification is to see that the State parties comply with the treaty guidelines of the Convention. That involves both the destruction of chemical weapons and that the ‘Scheduled’ chemicals are used only for the ‘permitted’ purpose. 

There are three types of inspections which could be carried out according to the Chemical Weapons Convention.

· Routine Inspections

This inspection is carried out at the ‘declared’ chemical weapons storage, production, destruction facilities. The OPCW Inspectorate also conducts inspection at declared industrial facilities that produce, possess or consume chemicals listed in the three Schedules to the Convention. The routine inspection is carried out to verify the accuracy of information which has been declared by the State Parties and also to ensure if the activities are in accordance with the Convention.

· Challenge Inspections 

Each State Party has the right to request the Director General to undertake a challenge inspection at a short notice on the territory of any other State Party. The Challenge Inspections are carried out to clarify and resolve any questions of possible non compliance by other State Parties under the Chemical Weapons Convention 

· An Investigation of alleged use

If a State Party used Chemical Weapons against any other state party then that would be considered as a violation of the Convention. In such a situation inspections have to conducted promptly and properly. Investigations of the Alleged Use can be conducted by the OPCW at the request of a State Party in order to confirm actual use or threat of use of CW. However if this is a case between a State Party and a Non State Party then this would be brought to the UN, namely the Security Council

1.5.4 Implementation support and legal assistance

When a State joins the Convention, it has to establish a National Authority which has the responsibility for reporting and arranging regulations at the national level. Each state party has to establish ‘legislative’ and ‘administrative’ measures to facilitate the implementation of the Convention. A State Party also has to ensure effective legislation that enacts all the provisions of the Convention. Therefore, the Organisation also oversees that in order to comply with the obligations of the Convention; it (OPCW) could provide technical assistance to the states
.

There are different programmes on providing support and technical assistance for the implementation of the Convention. They are ‘National Authority Training Courses, the Annual National Authority Meetings, and Thematic Workshops on priority implementation issues’
. The OPCW also provides legal assistance to both State Parties and States that are preparing to join the Convention.

1.5.5 Assistance and protection

The OPCW provides ‘Assistance’ and ‘Protection’ to each State Party if chemical weapons have been used against that state or in case of any threats of use chemical weapons that are prohibited under ‘Article1’ of the Chemical Weapons Convention.
 In this case ‘Assistance’ is provided in the form of provision of detection equipment and alarm system, protective and decontamination equipment, medical antidotes and treatment. 
 State Parties also provide assistance by contributing voluntary funds for the implementation of the Chemical Weapons Convention. The OPCW provides training courses and seminars and workshops to prepare the State Parties for protecting civilians from chemical attack. 

1.5.6 International cooperation

The implementation of ‘Article XI’ of the Chemical Weapons Convention is also very important in order not to hamper any economical and technological development of State Parties. Therefore, ‘International Cooperation’ is provided in the field of chemical activities for the ‘purposes’ which are not prohibited under the Convention. This includes the international exchange of scientific and technological information and chemicals equipment for the production and use of chemicals for purposes not prohibited under the Convention. 
‘Purposes not prohibited under Convention’ means chemicals which are used for peaceful purposes industrial, agricultural, research, medical and other peaceful purposes as defined in ‘Article II’ of the Chemical Weapons Convention.

1.5.7 Universality

The term ‘Universality’ means adherence to the Chemical Weapons Convention (or any international treaty) by all independent states in the world
. It is essential that all the countries join the Convention and try to universally implement the Chemical Weapons Convention. Hereafter the State Parties to the Convention can eradicate all the ‘toxic’ chemical weapons it has in its possession and stop the development and acquiring, stockpiling of the toxic chemical weapons and not uses it against other states.
 

At present, with the membership of 180 countries, the CWC has achieved its universality ‘partially’. But there are still 9 ‘Non Signatory States’ and 6 ‘Signatory States’ 
which stays outside the Convention. Therefore, in order to achieve its complete universality it is essential that these countries soon ratify and join the Convention.

1.6 Interim Conclusion

If I look back to this chapter, I realise how horrible chemical warfare was in the past and how horrible it could be in the future. Above all, I feel it is inhuman when states use these toxic chemical weapons for the sake of killing people. History should definitely not repeat itself and, in order to make that possible, it is indeed a great achievement that a Convention came into existence that aims to ban toxic chemical weapons in all its forms. But yet again, the Convention cannot work alone. It is equally important for all the states in the world to work simultaneously and jointly so that the goal of eliminating weapons could be reached. Therefore, the objectives and goals of the Organization (OPCW) are also of utmost importance in order to implement the Convention. 

However, there are also problems involved with the implementation of the Convention. That is why it also important to figure out those problems that the Member States face to speed up the implementation properly. On the contrary, there are also some states that have not yet joined the Convention. Thus, it is very crucial that they join the Convention through finding out what keeps the Non Signatory States out of the Convention. And lastly, Signatory States should also ratify and implement the Convention in order to make this Convention work universally. Therefore, the second chapter will examine the problems that different states face with signing, ratifying and implementing the Convention. 

2. Struggles of different states to sign ratify and implement the Chemical Weapons Convention
I will make a division between three groups of countries to discuss about their struggles to sign ratify and implement the Chemical Weapons Convention.
Member States: all the states that have signed and ratified the Chemical Weapons Convention. 

Non Signatory States: few states that have neither signed nor ratified the Chemical Weapons Convention. 

Signatory States: few states that have signed but have not ratified the Chemical Weapons Convention yet. 
2.1 Introduction: Member States & the obstacles with implementation of the CWC

The first part of this chapter will deal with the obstacles that the Member States face with regard to the implementation of the Chemical Weapons Convention. The Convention is a ‘written’ guideline to provide information on how the State Parties could implement the goal of elimination of toxic chemical weapons. 

There are 180 Member States to the Convention. As the membership increases, we can say that the Convention is getting closer towards its ultimate goal of eradicating toxic chemical weapons from the world. At the same time, there are still some Member States that experience difficulties of ‘practical’ implementation of the Convention. Implementation of Chemical Weapons Convention has raised a question on its obstacles that a Member State faces and wants to make it effective. Therefore I will try to guide the reader to see what the obstacles are and how it is hampering in the effectiveness of the implementation of the Convention.

2.1.1 Technical knowledge and the administration of the National Authority of a Member State

‘Each Member State is obliged to submit a written declaration on possession of chemical weapons, the existence of chemical weapons production facilities, the destruction of Chemical weapons and the destruction of the chemical weapons destruction facilities. A Member State should also declare its specific transactions on certain chemicals and also the production, possessing and consumption of certain chemicals for the verification by the OPCW.
’ ‘ All members are required to submit ‘initial’ declarations to the OPCW no later than 30 days after entering into the convention and ‘annual’ declarations detailing transfer activities of all declared chemicals no later than 90 days after the end of the year.
’
However the problem is not with the ‘reporting’ since this is entirely the responsibility of the Member State to provide it to the Organisation for its verification purpose. The question arises to ‘what’ and ‘how’ a Member State would obtain all the information.
 “The complicated and extensive text of the CWC body and annexes, much of which is connected with implementation and verification, needs precise study, explanation and acceptance by all sectors of society, obliged to act in pursuance of its provisions. The experience of implementing the CWC into national legislation has shown how difficult it is for initially less informed people to understand its provisions, however committed they may be.’ 
 The past experience of providing a complete destruction plan has also delayed the destruction process. Thereby they also had delays with the submission of accurate declarations of their Chemical Weapons programme. 

 2.1.2 Financial deficiency and lack of destruction facilities

Each Member State has to destroy its own stockpiles of chemical weapons within a certain period by following the destruction procedure in accordance with the Convention.

The problem in this case is not with the order or procedure of destruction by the Member States. The problem starts with the ‘realization’ of the destruction of chemical weapons which needs finance to make it happen. Besides, if a state happens to have really large stockpiles of chemical weapons, it gets more difficult to able to eliminate and reduce the stockpiles. 
As in accordance with Article IV, Para16, ‘Each state party shall meet the costs of destruction of chemical weapon, it is obliged to destroy…’
 similarly, each state party should also meet the costs of destruction of the Chemical Weapons Production Facilities (CWPF) that it is obliged to destroy.
 Therefore, it becomes financially very burdensome for countries with high destruction level and low monetary sources. Some Member States provide financial aid to other Member States to meet the cost for destruction of chemical weapons.
 

 Destruction of chemical weapons needs financial resources to acquire proper equipments and facilities to secure safe destruction. Chemical weapons are also transported from their storage site to the destruction plant which involves risk. Safety considerations have also increased the costs associated with the destruction of chemical weapons. 
 An option of developing destruction plants at each storage location is therefore proposed rather than facing the problem of transport of ‘hazardous chemicals. 
 

2.1.3 Missed deadlines

Each State Party has to destroy its Chemical Weapons within a stipulated period of 10 years since its entry into force according to the Convention.
 In reality, there is a huge struggle involved with the destruction of chemical weapons within the scheduled timeframe. It has led to requests for extension of deadline by a few Member States due to various obstacles of not being to able to meet the deadline.
 

Some of the obstacles are financial when there are not enough monetary resources to destroy the stockpile of chemical weapons. Neither are the facilities and technologies developed enough for some Member States to increase their speed of destruction. 
 Therefore according to Para 24 of the Verification Annex Part IV (A),  a State Party may request to the Executive Council for an extension of deadline for the completion of destruction of Chemical Weapons. The request shall contain the duration of the proposed extension with the detailed explanation of the reasons for the proposed extension. Along with that, a detailed plan should also be provided for the destruction during the proposed extension and the remaining portion of the original 10 year period for destruction. If the extension is granted, then it should not be extended beyond 15 years after the entry into force of the Convention. 
 ‘It has been estimated that it may take approximately 3 to 4 years to build and commission a chemical weapons destruction facility’.
 Furthermore, a state party is required to destroy its chemical weapons in equal increments within 10 years. These requirements make it difficult for the State Parties to meet the destruction target in accordance with the Convention.

2.1.4 Environmental concern

The destruction of chemical weapons lies in the hands of Member States but the member States also cannot destroy the chemical weapons in a hazardous way. Experiences from earlier methods of chemical weapons did not serve the world very well. 

In the past most chemical weapons were disposed of as same manner as ordinary munitions: these were ‘land burial’, ‘ocean dumping’ and ‘open pit burning’
 which is of concern with regard to the environment.
 Land Burial is still used for disposal of ‘hazardous’
 materials. It is said to be a suitable disposal method for the contaminated plant and equipment although it is of severe environmental concern.
 Buried munitions can corrode and leak due to which the chemical agents can contaminate the surrounding soil and can come in contact with water sources. 
 Ocean dumping was said to be the method after the Second World War. This resulted in huge problems for aquatic life. Dumping of chemical weapons took place in the Baltic Sea and off the coast of Japan, which lead to severe problems for the fishing industry. This could be observed when the fishermen in the these two regions hauled old chemical weapons up in their nets, even sometimes they were exposed to active chemical agents.  
 Part IV (A), Para. 13 of the Verification Annex states that “each State Party shall determine how it shall destroy chemical weapons, except that the following processes may not be used: dumping in any body of water, land burial or open-pit burning. It shall destroy chemical weapons only at specifically designated and appropriately designed and equipped facilities”.

Different methods were approached by the states but it remained an issue as far as the safety and security of human life and the environment was concerned. Therefore, it is felt that Member States adopt legislation on protection of environment as the above mentioned disposal methods are no longer acceptable.
 There are some countries which have now opted for ‘incineration’
 or a combination of ‘neutralization’
/ ‘incineration’ to ‘detoxify’ chemical weapons.  But still there is public aversion of how chemical weapons are destroyed. Therefore, some countries have put a lot of effort into developing alternative technologies for disposing of the toxic chemicals.

2.1.5 Interim Conclusion

It is normal that Member States have the entire responsibility to destroy all its stockpiles since they themselves have produced these. We can now visualise what difficulties Member States are being confronted with in order to implement the Chemical Weapons Convention. The Convention has its own set of rules and regulations to see to it that the Member States follows it to apply it in practice. Theoretically, it is lot easier to write and read this Convention. Practical application of the Convention demands lots of attention, money, equipment, facilities, plans and procedures from the Member States. 

Due to the differences in each states approach and abilities, the implementation of Chemical Weapons Convention takes different shapes and form. Therefore, it is very crucial to work out these obstacles and make sure that these do not keep repeating. Otherwise, there will be repetitive obstacles and delays with the implementation process.

Although we see what difficulties the Member States are struggling to make the world free from toxic chemical weapons, there are still some countries that are reluctant to join the Convention, which is putting the Convention in question with regard to its universal application and implementation. Therefore, in the next chapter I will try to guide the reader in finding the explanation of why these Non Member States are staying outside the Convention.
2.2 Introduction: Non Signatory States & reasons for their non membership to the Convention

The second part of this chapter will attempt to guide the reader to find out the reasons behind the Non Member States’ unwillingness to join the Chemical Weapons Convention. There are 9 States, which have not joined the Chemical Weapons Convention. They are- Angola, Barbados, Democratic Peoples’ Republic of Korea, Egypt, Iraq, Lebanon, Montenegro, Somalia and Syrian Arab Republic.
 These countries are mostly from the Middle East, which is said to be one of the highly ‘volatile’ regions of the world.
 
As I stated earlier, the universality of the Convention can only be achieved when all the states in the world join the Convention, it is vital that these Non Member States join the Convention as early as possible. Earlier in the first part of chapter 2, I tried to point out the obstacles to Member States implementation of the Chemical Weapons Convention. I will not refer to those problems from chapter 2. 

The above Non Member States that are outside the Convention have neither signed nor ratified the Convention. Therefore, the reasons behind the Non Member States’ not joining the Convention are not directly linked with the problems that Member States’ face with implementing the Convention.

2.2.1 National security and threat perceptions

The Middle East is one of the regions in the world that has experienced chemical warfare in the last decades. We can trace the use of chemical weapons in the Middle East against the neighboring countries in the past. For example, the Egypt-Yemeni War in 1967-1968, Iran-Iraq War in the 1980-1988 and ‘Gulf War’
 in 1991-1992.
  For the sake of national security, a state has to maintain the safety of its national interests. Then, in case of any threat, it is ready to counteract and secure its national interests. We have seen repeated use of chemical weapons and by now we also could understand the powers of such toxic weapons. Therefore, if a state possesses and develops these chemical weapons, it is secure from the chemical weapons against it by its rival and likewise. 

Due to constant threats of wars, each state kept on developing its weapons of mass destruction intensively to enhance its national security and military capabilities. 
 Evidence can be found in the war between Iran and Iraq 1980-1988.  The chemical warfare and the use of chemical weapons in past decades confirmed to the Middle Eastern countries ‘the value of chemical weapons for their national security and domestic stability’. 

2.2.2 Lack of trust and confidence

There are some states that still possess Chemical Weapons and thereby want to stay outside the Chemical Weapons Convention. Due to the lack of trust and confidence with the neighboring countries some states prefer to retain chemical weapons as a source of threat towards each other. 

There is a circumstance where one state’s unwillingness to sign a Non Proliferation treaty affects the decision of other states’ too.  For example, Israel has signed the Chemical Weapons Convention but it has not ratified it.
 The reasons behind why some of these Non Member States are reluctant to join the Convention could be compared with Israel’s possession of ‘Nuclear Weapons
’
. Some states used this fact and stated that they want to sign and ratify the Nuclear Non Proliferation Treaty after which they would join the Chemical Weapons Convention. ‘Regional observers have asserted, for example, that Egypt wishes to retain a chemical option in order to counter Israel's assumed nuclear threat.’
 Therefore, there is a lack of trust and confidence among each other which makes it difficult to reach any settlement. 

2.2.3 Concerns over the intrusiveness of the Convention

There are some states in the Middle East that are also concerned about the ‘intrusive’ character of the Convention.
 When a Member State ratifies the Chemical Weapons Convention, it has to make annual declarations regarding the relevant chemicals and facilities as specified in the ‘Verification Annex’ for the verification purpose by the Inspectorate. 
 Therefore, a state also has to implement a legislation which has to be enacted according to ‘Article VIII’ to make sure that the access to the inspection site is possible.

 As a result of this ‘intrusive’ character of the Convention, the implementation of the CWC is hindered by the ‘misjudgment’ of many governmental administrations. Many governments are anxious that the inspections will lead to a ‘loss of confidential business information’ which could be ‘exploited’ by the other countries. 

2.2.4 Global recognition 

Non Member States from the Middle East have been suspected to be possessors of Chemical Weapons (Weapons of Mass Destruction)
. Along with that, it has been reported that some of the have also developed extensive chemical weapons programme.

 In the past, it was stated that some of the states from the Middle East traded their high-developed technologies for financial profit. 
  The military capability to be able to manufacture the technologies was considered as a matter of getting ‘recognition’ in the world. Therefore, no matter how ‘unethical’ it looks, these types of transactions did take place in the past. In this way, the Non Member States can always keep their ‘option’ open by having access to their chemical weapons. 

2.2.5 Domestic political issues

There are some states that are primarily engaged with their own domestic issues which first need to be resolved before they can put their whole hearted commitment towards international treaties and agreements. For example, the recent independence of Montenegro
 reflects that it was primarily involved with their domestic political change which is why the issue of CWC could be less prioritized at that moment.

As far as the chemical overviews of Montenegro are concerned, it has also possessed chemical weapons in the past as a manner of securing threats from the other countries. But, at present Montenegro does not face any such chemical threats since all of its neighboring countries have joined the Chemical Weapons Convention.
Eventually, with the ‘newly’ formed government and its prioritized policies, we can hope that Montenegro becomes a member of the Chemical Weapons Convention soon.

Some states have no stable recognized or central, which could govern the country.
 Due to lack of a stable government, state could have difficulties to take part in international treaties and agreements like a CWC. It is because a government of a state should establish a National Authority for acting as a ‘liaison’ with the OPCW and the other State Parties. In order to undertake national implementation measures as any country that wishes to join the Convention, it has to adopt necessary measures in accordance with its constitutional process to implement its obligations under the Chemical Weapons Convention. 

2.2.6 Threat

There are some countries that want to keep chemical weapons as its resort of military defense or just for the sake of posing threat to the world.
 For example, North Korea is one of the world’s largest chemical weapons possessors in the world. In the past, chemical warfare has been carried out by North Korea against South Korea. North Korea still possesses chemical weapons while its neighboring countries have signed the Chemical Weapons Convention.
 Therefore, North Korea now forms obvious threats for them. North Korea wants to keep chemical weapons for the sake of posing threat to the world and thereby extracting concessions during multilateral negotiation.

2.2.7 Lack of technical knowledge and awareness

There are some countries that lack the knowledge and expertise to implement the Chemical Weapons Convention. This can cause delays with regard to joining the Convention. Thereby, the states can change their priorities to issues that are at that moment the ‘top’ priority of their national and international agenda
. 
 

2.2.8 Interim Conclusion

In this chapter, we try to figure out the mind set and attitude of the Non who still stay outside the Convention.  Since they are outside the Convention, they are not obliged to follow any rules of Convention. Therefore, explanation of why they stay outside the Convention has no direct link with the Convention. 

We covered the factors that influence the policy of the Non Member States. These are its political background, trade and economy, technical knowledge, relations with its neighboring countries and tried to see any connection with these and the reason why these Non Member States decide to keep their chemical weapons. Indirectly, we also tried to figure out the opinions that these Non Member States form with regard to what the Convention demands.

Altogether, it is a very complicated situation since these Non Member States remain the greatest threat to the universality of the Convention. Any moment, any where in the world any of these Non Member States can throw use its chemical weapons towards anyone. This is not acceptable and horrible to imagine. Therefore, it is extremely important that they join the Convention as soon as possible. 

Consecutively, in the third part of chapter 2, I will discuss about the Signatory States that also form an equal threat to the Convention and to explain why they are not wholly committed to the Convention.
2.3 Introduction: Signatory States & reasons for their delays with the ratification of the Convention

There are at the moment 6 signatory states to the Chemical Weapons Convention which are: Bahamas, Congo, Dominican Republic, Guinea- Bissau, Israel and Myanmar. 

These states have signed the Convention but they have not ratified it yet. Due to it, these states are not yet under obligation to implement the Convention. As soon as these states ratify the Convention, they will be obliged to implement the Convention.

Therefore, the world is also waiting to see when actually these signatory states ratify and implement the Convention.  Otherwise, these signatory states will have the advantage of still keeping chemical weapons in their possession. This is however not very fair in contrast to the Member States who are struggling very hard to get rid of Chemical Weapons. Also in contrast to Non Member States, the Signatory States pose threat as they have chemical weapons.

2.3.1 Threat perception

The non participation to the Convention by the Non Signatory States can rouse insecure feelings for the Signatory States. Israel is one of the states from the Middle East that has signed the Chemical Weapons Convention in 1993. However, Israel has still not ratified the Convention.
 One of the reasons is due to the ‘non-participation’ of other remaining states from the Middle East in the Chemical Weapons Convention.
 We read in the earlier chapter, that Israel has seen the use of CW in its neighborhood.
 
2.3.2 Lack of technical knowledge 

There are ‘developing’ countries which neither possess a ‘developed’ chemical industry nor is their trades based on chemical products.
 For example, Bahamas (situated in the West Indies) and Dominican Republic is situated in the ‘Caribbean’ with its economy dependent on agriculture, services and tourism.  Therefore, many developing countries of the world are not very aware of the ‘immediate’ need of joining the Convention as early as possible. 
 

Some states also lack the knowledge and expertise to implement the Chemical Weapons Convention.
  These reasons cause delays with regard to the ratification of the Convention. Thereby, the states can change their priorities to issues that are at that moment the ‘top priority’ of their national and international agenda.

2.3.3 Major source of income  

There are some countries whose economic developments are based on products for which chemicals are largely used for commercial purposes. As the Chemical Weapons Convention has some restrictions on the production and consumption of the Scheduled Chemicals, this raises some concerns on the impact that it might have on its trade.
 

For example, the main industries of Angola are petroleum, iron ore, phosphates, bauxite, and uranium. Angola’s export commodities include crude oil, petroleum products. Therefore, Angola’s economy is largely based on products for which chemicals are largely used for commercial purposes. 
 Simultaneously, the industrial sector of the Republic of Congo is also largely based on petroleum extraction and it is the major ‘revenue’ earner. 
 

2.3.4 Interim Conclusion

We can conclude here that the factors that are responsible for the delay with these Signatory States to ratify the Convention are related both to the Convention and factors outside the Convention. Most of the Signatory States lack the knowledge and expertise of how and what they should do ‘after’ they ratify the Convention. These are very vital because, the Signatory States have to prepare themselves with the procedures of the Convention in order to implement it properly.  We do not want to see the repetition of similar problems that the Member States face with the implementation of Convention. Otherwise, all the efforts to ratify the Convention would be in vain. 

Similarly, the Signatory States also seems to be concerned about the position of the Non Member States and also their own national problems. Therefore, it seems that these Signatory States are waiting to see what happens in the future. 

My next chapter is a Case Study on the Member State Russia so as to be able to examine the obstacles that we discussed earlier in Chapter 2, which is vastly applicable for this Member State. 
3. Case Studies

Introduction

This chapter will present a case study on two different states to illustrate some of the obstacles mentioned earlier in chapter 2. With the help of these two countries I will present the obstacles once more to see how they could be applied to each other. I have picked up Russia and Iraq to present this case study.

Russia is a member to the Chemical Weapons Convention.  As it is a member state to the Convention, it is responsible for implementing the Convention. However, the implementation of the Convention, proved to be a problem for Russia from the beginning.

Iraq is a non-member state to the Convention; I would like to illustrate the reasons to why this country is a non-member to the Convention and what it could to join the Convention.

3.1 Member State Russia & the implementation of the Convention

Russia is one of the Member States of the Chemical Weapons Convention. Like other nations who fought the World Wars, Russia also used chemical weapons as a defense against its opponents and saw Chemical Weapons as a national security issue
. However, with the emergence of the Chemical Weapons Convention and the break up of the Soviet Union, Russia signed the treaty in 1993 and ratified it in 1997. 
 

Russia has the world’s largest chemical weapons stockpile, which consists of 40,000 metric tons of agent. The seven sites where Russian chemical weapons were located are: Gorny, Kambarka, Kizner, Leonidovka, Maradikovsky, Pochep and Shchuch’ye.

Despite its ratification of the CWC, Russia faces lot of obstacles in complying with the Convention’s demand to destroy the chemical weapons.
 I have previously discussed about the obstacles that a Member State faces with the implementation of the Chemical Weapons Convention in Chapter 2. Now, I will try to guide the reader on the obstacles as a Member State, Russia faces with the implementation of the Chemical Weapons Convention.

3.1.1 Technical knowledge and the administration of the National Authority

The Russian Government at the preliminary stage was not very transparent with the submission of a detailed destruction plan.
 ‘Ratification was followed by three years of inaction on chemical weapons destruction because of the August 1998 financial crisis that led to the devaluation of the ruble and bureaucratic infighting among the three governmental bodies responsible for the program: the Ministry of Defense, the Ministry of Finance, and the President’s Committee on Convention-Related Issues of Chemical and Biological Weapons.’ 

It was reported that Russia’s destruction plan was based on ‘inaccurate assumptions’ and lacked’ detailed information on how the destruction of chemical weapons would take place at each site.
 In order to accelerate the plan process, it was reported that the government of the Russian Federation adopted its ‘revised’ chemical weapons destruction programme. 
 Russia was also reported not to have provided credible information on its destruction plans to countries that were providing international assistance. This also resulted in the impediment of the whole destruction process at the early stage.

3.1.2 Missing deadlines
When Russia has ratified the Convention in 1997, it was obliged to destroy its stockpiles of chemical weapons according to a certain set by the Chemical Weapons Convention. 

Phase 1- 1% chemical weapons has to be destroyed within 3 years of its entry to the Convention; Phase 2- 20% of chemical weapons has to be destroyed within 5 years. Phase 3 – 45%chemical weapons have to be destroyed within 7 years and Phase 4- all chemical weapons have to be destroyed within 10 years of its entry into the Convention. Therefore the final year was supposed to be 2007 for Russia’s destruction of all CW stockpiles.

But Russia at the early stage started to face problems with the destruction of 1% of its Category 1 chemical weapons. At first, Russia requested for an extension of its obligation to meet an intermediate deadline for the destruction of its Category 1 chemical weapon stockpiles due in 2000.
 An extension to the Russian Federation’s obligation to meet an intermediate deadline for the destruction of 1 percent of its Category 1 chemical weapons stockpiles was granted.
 Besides that, Russia was also obligated to destroy it 20% of Category CW also in 2002. Russia has however destroyed its 1% of chemical weapons stockpile in 2002 accordingly.
 Besides, Russia has also destroyed all its Category 3 Chemical Weapons.
 The European Union and Germany support the construction of Chemical Weapons Destruction Facility in Kambarka.

Due to lack of technical knowledge and expertise, bureaucracies of the Russian Government and destruction facilities and proper planning details, Russia had to ask for the next extension.
 ‘In 2002, Russia requested an extension of the ‘intermediate and final deadline’ for the destruction of all its Category 1 chemical weapons.
’ ‘The CWC allows such a one-time extension under exceptional circumstances with the authorization of the OPCW’.
 The request was taken into consideration and a new extended destruction timeline has been set up which now at the moment looks like this:

Phase 1: 1% chemical weapons-destroyed in 2003

Phase 2: 20% chemical weapons- to be destroyed in -2007

Phase 3- 45% chemical weapons- to be destroyed in -2008

Phase 4- 100% chemical weapons- to be destroyed in- 2012. 

3.1.3 Financial deficiency, lack of destruction facilities and environmental concern

Russia is a state with a less developed economy. Due to lack of financial sources, the destruction of chemical weapons has become tremendously difficult for Russia.
 Russia needs monetary help to build Chemical Weapons Destruction Facilities (CWDF) due to the limited availability of destruction facilities. The Netherlands contributed, under the bilateral agreement with the Russian Federation, 11.4 million Euros for the destruction of chemical weapons stockpiles in Russia. It has also contributed 2 million Euros to finance installation of a power plant at the destruction facility in Gorny.
The European Union and Germany support the construction of Chemical Weapons Destruction Facility in Kambarka.
 

With the help of foreign assistance, Russia can also afford to procure equipments to operate facilities for destruction of chemical weapons. Ireland has increased its initial contribution of Euro 50,000 by a further of 30,000 to procure equipment required to bring destruction facility into operation. New Zealand contributed NZ 1.2 million Dollars to the construction of electric substation.

Financial assistance can be utilized for constructing transportation systems for transporting chemicals weapons from its storage to destruction facilities.
 Canada has contributed 100 million Canadian Dollar to the CWDF at Shchuchye. From this 100 million, 55 million was spent for procuring equipments for CWDF. 33 million was contributed to construct secure railway system for the transportation of the munitions from the CW storage to destruction sites. 15 million was contributed to support projects on infrastructure.
 UK provides 25 million Pounds in the financial assistance to complete the construction of CWDF at Shchuchye.
 Belgium is contributing to UK a grant of Euro 84,646 to assist in bringing the CWDF at Shchuchye.

In order to carry out all these operations, Russia also has to be aware of the harmful effects of the toxic chemical weapons. Simultaneously, Russia has to be cautious about how it destroys its chemical weapons in order to protect the environment and secure safety of its citizens. Therefore, the need for financial assistance from the foreign countries is highly emphasized.

3.1.4 Interim Conclusion

Russia being the world’s largest possessor of chemical weapons has put itself in a complicated situation. Since the early stage, Russia faced difficulties with the destruction of its chemical weapons stockpiles. It was not very promising to see then when it could not meet its first phase of deadline which then comprised of 1 % destruction of its CW stockpiles. This led to request extension of both of its intermediary and final deadlines to destroy its chemical weapons. 

The obstacles focused primarily at its national bureaucracy and financial deficiency. The National Authority of Russia has to produce a revised destruction plan to show its all round plan of what, when, where and how the destruction of its chemical weapons should take place. International Assistance is provided in the form of finance mainly with which Russia could speed up its destruction of Chemical Weapons Stockpiles. Since then, ongoing efforts are provided internationally to help Russia in the implementation of the Chemical Weapons Convention. 

Simultaneously, Russia also has to make sure that it properly utilizes the funding to meet the demands of the Convention. Therefore, Russia has to also keep on up dating all of its developments in the field of destruction. Along with that, Russia has to also make sure that it regularly provides all its information over the destruction facilities. Otherwise, miscommunication and non transparency can slow down financial assistance.

At the moment, Russia is focusing destruction of 20% of its chemical weapons stockpile by the year 2007. After which the next stage of 45% of chemical weapons will start. It is very difficult to say, if Russia actually would be able to meet its final deadline by 2012. Different predictions are in the air. Since the amount of stockpile that will be left to be destroyed after 2007 is massive. As far as all the 7 sites are concerned, we still have to wait and see the destruction facilities at the sites, which are not yet mentioned, to how and when the destruction would take place. Russia with the largest stockpiles and big number of sites will need accurate planning, money, equipment and other facilities to meet the deadline by 2012. 

At present, time can only tell when and how the further destruction of chemical weapons in Russia will take place. One thing is certain, without the international assistance Russia would not even have come this far. Therefore, we will have to wait and see what happens in the near future. 

In the next part of Chapter 3 I will illustrate a case study on the Non Member State Iraq and try to find out what Iraq should do to join the Chemical Weapons Convention. As it is a Non Member State, it is vital that this state joins the Convention soon to reduce threat to the Convention.

3.2 Iraq: A Non Signatory State and the reasons why Iraq has not yet signed the Convention

Iraq is a Non Member State to the Chemical Weapons Convention. This chapter will focus in short on Iraq’s past development of chemical weapons and conduction of chemical warfare. After that it will lead the reader to its present political situation which will explain further how and what Iraq could do to accede to the Convention.

Iraq is so far the only non-member country that has showed its intention to join the Convention as early as possible. However, Iraq also has some obstacles, which it is now tackling to get a step closer to accession to the Convention.

Finally, this chapter will also observe the initiatives that Iraq is taking in order to accede to the Convention. The reason why I chose this country is to first point out the necessity of a non member state to join the Convention in order to support the Convention’s goal. Secondly, I also want to mention it is significant that it has the ‘intention’ to accede to the Convention.
3.2.1 Threat, global recognition and, lack of trust with the neighboring countries

Iraq had extensively used Chemical Weapons in its war with Iran from 1980 to 1989 and soon afterwards in the Gulf War in 1992. In these last decades Iraq had also developed its chemical weapons programme under the regime of Saddam Hussein. As a result, Iraq was put under pressure from the international community to stop developing and using Chemical Weapons. 

‘The United Nations Special Commission (UNSCOM) later replaced by the United Nations Monitoring, Verification and Inspection Commission (UNMOVIC) became responsible for verifying Iraq Weapons of Mass Destruction which also included chemical weapons.
’
 However, there were still suspicions from the international community. The US invasion in 2003 was the ultimate ‘outburst’ for clearing its suspicion of Iraq’s secret development and possession of chemical weapons.
 No chemical weapons were reported to be found in 2004 by the ‘Iraq Survey Group’ which was then appointed by the US after its invasion of Iraq.
  Later, there were still some uncertainties to the remaining of some amounts of chemical weapons in Iraq.

3.2.2 Unstable domestic political situation

With the fall of the regime of Saddam Hussein and after the US invasion (2003-2004), the ‘Iraqi Interim Government’ (June 2005-May 2005) was created by the United States and its allies. The ‘Iraqi Interim Government’ was acting as a ‘caretaker’ government.
 Soon afterwards, there was the Iraqi National Assembly election which took place on 30th January 2005 which led to the formation of ‘Iraqi Transitional Government’ on 3rd May 2005.
 Finally, on 20th May 2006, Iraqi Transitional Government was replaced by the ‘First Permanent Government’ of Iraq. Therefore, the current government of Iraq took its office on May 20th 2006.
 

Due to this transitional period, Iraq was not yet nationally stable to take part in international treaties. Besides, Iraq’s domestic situation is also unstable due sectarian violence in Iraq itself which first needs to be solved. Along with that, Iraq has to secure peace by developing friendly relations with its neighboring countries in the Middle East to develop trust and confidence among each other.

3.2.3 Steps that Iraq should take to join the Chemical Weapons Convention

The signature to the Chemical Weapons Convention is open for ‘all’ states. Therefore, Iraq as a Non-Member State should first sign the Convention which it can when it wants to. There onwards. Iraq can get the status of the ‘Signatory State’ to the Convention. 

Once Iraq becomes a Signatory State, it should then ratify the Convention. Iraq can ratify the Convention when it thinks that it is ready to hand in the instruments of ratification to the Organisation for the Prohibition of Chemical Weapons. 

Iraq has ‘recently’ formed its new Government which will probably soon try to establish a National Authority as that is one of the vital aspects of the Convention in relation with a state. Earlier to this, Iraq could not take any such measures since it was busy with its own domestic political situation as mentioned earlier. However, earlier in 2004, when the ‘Iraqi Interim Government’ was in rule, it made a statement on “Iraq’s intention to adhere to all applicable non proliferation treaties and regimes, including the provisions of the Chemical Weapons Convention (CWC), once an elected Iraqi government will come into office with the authority to adopt legally binding obligations and commitments”.
 

3.2.4. Initiatives

Iraq has shown its intention to join the Chemical Weapons Convention.
 But before it is able to join the Convention, Iraq should also be prepared with the ‘implementation procedures’ of the Chemical Weapons Convention. As reported, ‘The Conference of State Parties’ took a ‘decision’ to extend Iraq, the ‘observer status’ to attend the respective ‘Conference of State Parties’.

Iraq can therefore take part in different training and workshops at the OPCW where the Iraqi officials were met to provide Iraqi Government the support which is necessary to advance the process of Iraq’s accession to the Chemical Weapons Convention. The training course has provided the representatives of the Iraqi Government “the expert guidance needed to prepare obligatory declarations, establish and efficiently operate a National Authority, enact national implementing legislation and put in place the required regulatory measures to eliminate chemical weapons and to prevent their spread in accordance with the CWC.”

3.2.5 Interim conclusion
Iraq with its disastrous background of chemical warfare lead to immediate calls from the international community to make it stop using and producing chemical weapons. We saw the repeated international efforts to control Iraq’s chemical weapons in the past till this day. In between, we also saw the invasion of the US to justify its suspicion for Iraqi possession of chemical weapons. We also saw the regime change and a transitional period which lasted for approximately 2 years till this year when Iraq got its new government for a of fixed term.

All these factors were essential to understand Iraq’s position when it comes to the question of how and when Iraq would accede to the Convention. Since Iraq has already shown its intention, attempts are being taken from both the side op the international community, the Organization and Iraq to make to accede to the Convention as early as possible. Now with the ‘new’ government and Iraq’s effort to learn from the different workshop we can hope that Iraq would be able to join the Convention in the near future.

Last but not the least; Iraq is still a Non Member State to the Convention. Therefore, it is under no obligation towards the Convention yet.  Although it is reported that there might not be any chemical weapons left in Iraq, it is still important that Iraq joins the Convention. It is because, there is no such guarantee that Iraq might not want to acquire any chemical weapons in the future, especially seen the situation in comparison to other Non Member States as discussed in Chapter 2. But if Iraq signs and ratifies the Convention, then it would be under obligation not to acquire, develop, use, possess, retain or transfer chemical weapons according to the Convention- (Article 1)

4. Conclusion
The ban on toxic chemical weapons should be carried out by ‘all’ the states. There should not be any state that stays outside the Convention or delays with the ratification of the Convention. All the states should take active participation to implement the Chemical Weapons Convention universally. However it is unfortunately, not yet the case.

The central question for this research is:
What are the obstacles to the achievement of the universality of the Chemical Weapons Convention?

By answering the three sub questions earlier, it is possible to formulate an answer to the main question above. 

The Member States have problems with the ‘implementation’ of the Chemical Weapons Convention in practice. Theoretically, it seems a lot easier to say what and how implementation of the CWC should be done. But the practical implementation needs lots of attention to details in the field of ‘financial resources’, ‘technical knowledge’, ‘destruction facilities’, and ‘proper administration’ by each Member State. When all these issues are dealt with properly, a state can then fulfill the goal of eliminating chemical weapons within a definite ‘time-period’. At present, the problems with regard to the ‘implementation’ of the Chemical Weapons Convention seem to be ‘short term’ issues. 

The financial resources of any country differ from one state to another. Whether a state is rich or poor, each Member State has to destroy its chemical weapons. But even a less developed country can ask for international assistance in the form of voluntary funds to finance the destruction of chemical weapons. Although we have seen obstacles with regard to finance, with the help of joint international assistance by all the other Member States, the problem of financing can be solved.

The issues concerning technical know-how and expertise with regard to how the Chemical Weapons Convention should be implemented are also a serious issue. There are countries that lack knowledge of how to set up complete planning of destruction facilities. There is no doubt that each state has to hire field experts in order to carry out smooth functioning with regard to provision of correct information on chemical weapon details of that state. The proper administration of any state is that states’ national concern. The Convention can only set a rule stating the importance of the establishment of a state’s National Authority to implement a national legislation in order not to violate the Convention’s goal. Yet again, if a state has a problem with the establishment of National Authority, there are also workshops which a state can attend to learn more. 

The technical know-how, environmental friendly destruction facilities and equipments required to destroy chemical weapons are also of huge concern. We read earlier about these problems and also how other  Member States can provide assistance to help each other to destroy chemical weapons. Besides, if there is a problem in the field of knowledge and expertise, the OPCW has an implementation support programme. Member States can attend different workshops for training on the implementation of the CWC with the help which they can speed up the implementation process. We also read how some Member States are procuring equipment with financial assistance to destroy Chemical Weapons as well other destruction facilities.

These initiatives from the Member States to help each other are a positive development. The obstacles in implementing the Chemical Weapons Convention could be resolved with the joint functioning and the support of all the Member States to support the long lasting existence of the Convention. The Chemical Weapons Convention is one of the means to support the elimination of chemical weapons from this world. The Convention provides the rules and regulations on how the destruction of chemical weapons should take place and what a state should do to implement the Convention. But it is ‘the’ responsibility of a Member State to see in practice how it carries out the implementation process. If states face obstacles, they can ask for assistance and protection, in the end however, it still remains the responsibility of that state not to violate the Convention. Therefore, at present, it seems that these obstacles must be solved to meet its goal within a specified time period, if necessary, with the help of other Member States.

The issues that are raised by the Signatory and the Non Signatory States are with regard to delays or unwillingness of countries to join the Convention. Although the Signatory States signed the Convention, some of them form a threat to the Convention by not ratifying it. The Non Signatory States have neither signed nor ratified, therefore they have also no obligation towards the Convention.

The obstacles that are faced by the Signatory States are a combination of some obstacles that are faced by the Member States (above) and the Non Signatory States.  The Signatory States do not seem to have enough trust when it comes to the threats that are posed by the Non Signatory States. Therefore, the Signatory Countries have to develop  confidence towards the Convention in order to be able to destroy the CW without any doubts that it might not be able to protect itself if it did not.. Above all, this is again an issue where actually all countries have to cooperate and support each other for one common goal of ‘eliminating chemical weapons’. This Convention is a tool to realize that goal but it is ‘the’ responsibility of the states to see whether it wants to join it or not.

Similarly, the issue of impact on trade and economy due to the restriction on transfer of chemicals for some states could be a problem as well. At least, that seems to be a problem, because the Signatory States have not implemented the Convention yet. The concern on trade and economy is more what they might ‘think’ will take place. There are always fluctuations in the economy and it is supposed to be also the states’ policy to see how it can develop its trade and commerce without any hindrance and yet follow the rules and regulations of the Convention if it wants to implement it. The restrictions on the transfer of chemicals could be important because then at least it could be controlled to avoid any clash between states’ imports and exports with other states. Moreover, ‘Article XI’ from the CWC states that all States Parties can sell chemicals for commercial purposes that are necessary for states’ scientific and economic development.

The issue of lack of know-how and expertise is also a problem that is faced by the Signatory States. Earlier, we also read that this is still an issue for some Member States as well. However, there have been ongoing workshops which Signatory States also can attend to gain knowledge to how the implementation of CWC should take place once it ratifies the Convention. The Signatory States have to see exactly when they are ready to implement the Convention. I also mentioned earlier that some Member States have problems with the expertise and knowledge. International assistance could be provided to them in order to speed up the implementation process. The OPCW does provide as much assistance as possible but it is also the states responsibility (whether Signatory or Member States) to make it work.

The Non Signatory States form an absolute threat to the Convention. As they neither shows any intention of signing the Convention officially nor ratifying it. Therefore there is absolutely no question of implementation from their side. But as I earlier mentioned, the problems that they (Non Signatories) might have due which they do not want to join the Convention are primarily based on political issues. 

The Non Signatories, in the first place want to keep their chemical weapons. The reasons are primarily to secure their own national interests of their state and threaten other states. This shows that the Non Signatory States have to solve their own international relations with other states in order to secure peace and stability. The domestic issue of a country is that of its own national concern and is its responsibility to secure internal peace and stability.  The Convention is one of the means to secure and stabilize issue of ‘banning chemical weapons’ and not use it against other states’. It is these Non Signatory States’ that have to come forward to support this Convention and work in collaboration with the other states. 

Besides, the Non Signatory States’ also have to trust the Convention if they want to implement it. It has been discussed earlier that some Non Signatories are concerned about the ‘intrusive’ character of the Convention. The Convention needs details of chemicals of the state in order to verify their destruction. The Convention is only a tool to assure that the chemical weapons have actually been destroyed by the states’ that declare these and are ‘obliged’ to destroy. Moreover, the Convention also respects the confidential information and therefore, the states do not have to worry about any loss of business information. 

The issue of the global recognition of possessing chemical weapons or technologies to produce chemical weapons is also not positively recognized. The question is how much worth it is to use and attack other countries with chemical weapons? We read earlier, about chemical warfare, it brought only retaliation. Superficially, no matter how powerful a chemical weapon could be, it will remain as one of the Weapons of Mass Destruction.

The Convention is trying to spread the message of eliminating chemical weapons. It has its sets of rules and regulations by which it asks ‘all’ the states to join and implement it. But the Convention cannot work by itself. All the states have to also work with the Convention and make a commitment to make this world free of chemical weapons. Although there are some obstacles with the implementation of the Convention by some of the Member States, it is still trying to solve those problems. Most of the problems are solved in cooperation with the other Member States and the Organization. Similarly, the Signatory States and the Non Signatory States also have to come forward when they think they are ready to implement the CWC. 

The basic issue is that there has to be a compromise between the haves and have-nots and this compromise should lead to a situation where one does not feel threatened by the other. Sooner or later, all the states will have to come forward and work in cooperation with each other despite the obstacles. Obstacles will be there, but it could be solved. The Convention can only be successful when all the states take the responsibility to eliminate chemical weapons. 
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