3
)

===}
5

(i-..m-u-.il

o
| —
e e e

LAY
T Y
e
e
A @ ~——wm 1 - v . 1 = . o N |
£ s e | uy .y 1l l+w14nnA winfFimre 1 1V
o u S ain A A /TR Ll | WaALIvIIEYy 5l 1l
v |u min 11 FF N
iyl BR | /min Iy 22— — :
AS) SN ¥ 11 VBN Y S I U Ay
Al e —F |y A 1 Rl TTR A INIETIl 'Y
E T —— | —— Ll - A & v LA A A S s AR R e B W s B

Briefing on Current Developmentsin
Disar mament and the Regulation of Armaments:
A United Nations Per spective

By

Virginia Gamba

Director of the Office for Disarmament Affairs
and Deputy to the High Representative for Disarnraméfairs
United Nations

¢ \
(&)
NS

Semi-Annual International Seminar for Security Policy
Of the Federal Academy for Security Policy

Hosted by
Permanent Mission of Germany to the United Nations

New York, NY
1 April 2014



| am pleased to speak with you today on disarmaimssuogs at the United Nations. |
thank Ambassador Braun and his staff not just fganizing this event but also for the many
contributions of this Permanent Mission to the §dmut of United Nations issues.

| am sure that some of you here today are awatewo of these issues—disarmament
and the regulation of armaments—are among the dN&st mandates. They both appear in the
Charter and were elaborated by the General Asseimil946 to clarify that “disarmament”
means the elimination of nuclear weapons and atkapons “adaptable to mass destruction”,
while the “regulation of armaments” refers to timeitation and reduction of conventional arms.

The distinction is significant, because sometithese goals have become confused in
various speeches and commentaries. Rest assueddnited Nations is not seeking to eliminate
all conventional arms nor merely to “regulate” reaziweapons. Even our work on nuclear non-
proliferation and in countering nuclear terrorisrundertaken within the context of nuclear
disarmament. We are, in short, seeking a securle wathout any nuclear weapons.

Our Member States pursue these goals here bettayseecognize the need for standards
and norms in these fields that apply to all coestrand what better place to pursue universal
norms than in the world’s largest and most inclesnternational organisation? This
indispensable role of the United Nations represenitsh of what might be called our “value
added” to global disarmament efforts. The speentede here, the resolutions adopted here, the
reports generated here, and the multilateral gea@dopted here are unique in this respect.

This leads me to the question of how we—the Saded¢tand the Member States—
pursue these goals. We do so through the “UN mhgarent machinery”—which consists of
various components that work together in accordanttea well-understood division of labour.
| know that many of you have some interest in th&chinery—machinery that in the last several
years has been suffering from rust, bad maintenamtemisuse.

The way this system is supposed to work is thattN Disarmament Commission is to
serve a deliberative role in fostering the develeptof multilateral disarmament guidelines or
recommendations. Its last successful substangisgien was in 1999 when it adopted guidelines
on establishing regional nuclear-weapon-free zamelson conventional arms control.

The next layer of this process involves the adwoptf non-binding resolutions in the
General Assembly’s First Committee. Here too weehaitnessed significant differences
among the Member States, especially over the priand urgency of nuclear disarmament.

The apex of this norm-building process is the @ogrice on Disarmament in Geneva,
which is officially designated as the world’s “siagnultilateral disarmament negotiating
forum.” Its products are legally-binding treatieget it too has been deeply divided over
priorities and, given its consensus rule, “unlessrghing is agreed, nothing is agreed.” So we
have witnessed a stalemate since 1996 in the Clibmainy States seeking a fissile material
treaty, many States seeking to commence negotsatiomuclear disarmament, and many States
pursuing a treaty to prevent an arms race in agace—to name only a few of such differences.



Frankly, this status quo is simply unacceptabMhat is missing is a shared commitment
among Member States to seek common ground, to s@kpromises, and to concede that a
wide range of means can be usefully explored teemehagreed ends. There has been a shortage
of imaginative diplomatic responses to this chaenThere are too few bridge builders, too few
firemen, and too many promoters of exclusive naigolicy preferences, with too little
attention to the impact of this upon disarmameuxtiaternational peace and security overall.

Consider the CD for example. Yes, it is diffictdtcommence negotiations in that arena
for all the familiar reasons, of which the consengue is but one. Yet surely there is merit in
encouraging on-going efforts to explore a dualkragproach that would allow some forward
progress. On one track would be efforts by thésGiformal Working Group to develop a
programme of work. On the other track would bewéotis aimed at formulating proposals that
could be put to use once the political environmeroves to enable full-fledged negotiations.

Most of the CD supports negotiating a fissile matdreaty and | hope that the Group of
Governmental Experts, which just began its worteeneva, will find a way to facilitate early
negotiations on such a treaty. Yet progress & m@®ded in nuclear disarmament, an issue that
has been on the agenda of the CD and its predesdssover 60 years.

What is needed now is more “give” and less “takebuighout this machinery—more
efforts to expand common ground and less evidehaed@logue of the deaf. This machinery
would benefit from more light, less heat, and megular maintenance.

One factor that will make a fundamental differemcow this machinery operates would
be a general improvement of international relationgolitical and strategic levels. A climate of
détente and rapprochement can work wonders inirgyihis machinery. Yet it is also true that
progress in disarmament offers its own contribugionstrengthening international peace and
security, through confidence-building, and lessgtire likelihood (or consequences) or deadly
armed conflicts. There is riGnbahnstrasse between peace and disarmament.

| suspect that the problems in this machinery aweerof a reflection of a lingering
malaise in the overall state of international iielad today than a fundamental problem in the
design, structure, or functioning of the machini&sglf. When it comes to passing judgments,
let’'s not curse our thermometers when they are lgitefling us that our rooms are hot.

Of course, not all disarmament and non-proliferatirk takes place in this UN
disarmament machinery. This Organisation alsoshih&t periodic meetings of the States Parties
to the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty—both itsvikev Conferences and the various sessions
of their Preparatory Committees. The UN Office lasarmament Affairs is the de facto
secretariat of the NPT, since the treaty did ntaldish any institutions to monitor or assist m it
implementation. So let me now summarize wherdréay stands today.

Parties to the treaty will soon meet here in NewKyfor the third session of the
Preparatory Committee for the 2015 Review Confezenc



The discussions in the first two sessions genefatlysed on implementing the
conclusions and recommendations of the 64-poinibAd®elan agreed at the 2010 Review
Conference. While acknowledging some positive staksn by the nuclear-weapon States, with
respect to nuclear disarmament, States partienceak to call for greater progress. These
included deeper reductions in all types of nucleaapons regardless of location, greater
transparency and agreement on a standard repéotimg and reductions in the operational
status of nuclear weapons and in the role of nueleapons in security doctrines. Many States
also expressed increased concern over ongoingsttbomodernize existing nuclear arsenals.

The issue of establishing a Middle East zone ffaaiolear weapons and other weapons
of mass destruction remains a major focus of NRiteStParties, as the facilitator, conveners and
States of the region have so far failed to agrea common approach to enable the relevant
Conference to take place. The goal of establisbualp a zone was part of the “package deal”
leading to the indefinite extension of the NPT 9% and was strongly reaffirmed at both the
2000 and 2010 NPT Review Conferences. It willaiaty remain high on the NPT agenda.

In the run up to the next session of the Prepar&ommittee, to be held at the end of
April beginning May, we expect that the same issuiéidbe prominent: the Middle East issue
and the lack of progress in the field of disarmantgrthe NWS. Again, the humanitarian
approach will also be central in the discussions.

Another issue receiving close attention both insidé outside the NPT review process
concerns the humanitarian consequences of nuckespans—and their implications under
international humanitarian law. These concern®lgrewn largely thanks to the combined
activities of a coalition of States, various ing@vernmental organizations (especially the
International Red Cross and Red Crescent Movenrehttee Inter-Parliamentary Union), and
civil society. Building on the Conference on therkanitarian Impact of Nuclear Weapons
convened in Oslo in 2013, and a companion civiledgevent, the humanitarian approach has
continued to gain momentum.

The Oslo Conference was followed by the 2014 Nayawnference hosted by Mexico,
which produced a statement aimed to deepen “ougrstehding of the effects of nuclear
weapons, by approaching the global and long-tems@guences of a nuclear detonation,
accidental or deliberate, from the perspective\ardhbles of the 21st Century society”. The
Austrian Foreign Minister has announced a follow&gnference to occur later this year.

Clearly, humanitarian perspectives are changingvidnethe world looks at nuclear
weapons. Yet while 146 States attended the Na@anference—including India and Pakistan—
the nuclear-weapon States shied away from bothecentes. So this is still unfinished business.

Of course, global concerns about humanitarian apreseces of weaponry are by no
means limited to nuclear weapons, as best illesiray the global reaction to the use of



chemical weapons in Syria. The UN has respondedorracks to this tragic development.
First, we have led an international investigatioto ithe allegations of use and second we are
participating in activities to destroy Syria’s chieal weapons and related capabilities.

The Secretary-General established a United Natfiasion to investigate these claims
shortly after a request in March 2013 by the Sy@amvernment, which claimed that such
weapons were used near Aleppo. This was followeeports from other Member States on
this and other alleged uses, including the 21 Augtiack in Ghouta near Damascus.

The Secretary-General has a mandate to conductrsuestigations under a General
Assembly resolution, which has been reaffirmedigyS$ecurity Council. The General Assembly
has also approved guidelines that establish thengi®for conducting such investigations. This
is called the “Secretary-General’s mechanism’s thie primary tool of the UN to uphold the
prohibition against using chemical or biologicalapens. These investigations are to determine
the nature and extent of any use and to reporethondings to all Member States.

In September 2013, the Secretary-General presémddN Mission’s report on the 21
August incident in the Ghouta area, which concluttied chemical weapons were used on a
relatively large scale, resulting in numerous clmsa particularly amongst civilians and children.
He concluded that this constituted a war crimeagdave violation of the 1925 Geneva Protocol and
other rules of customary international law.

The Mission’s final report covering all alleged siseas submitted to the Secretary-General
in December 2013. The UN Mission confirmed tihat ise of chemical weapons in Syria was a
deplorable offense against the universal valugriofankind. It also stressed that the international
community has a moral and political responsibilitydeter future incidents and to ensure that
chemical weapons can never re-emerge as an insttwhearfare.

The ability of the United Nations to carry outimsndate in Syria highlighted the role of
international institutions in solving intractabkat-world problems. The United Nations, the
Organisation for the Prohibition of Chemical Weap@@PCW), and the World Health
Organization (WHO) performed work that no natiogavernment alone could accomplish.

In November 2013, the OPCW Executive Council datioke the detailed requirements
for the elimination of Syria’s chemical weapons @hémical weapons production facilities.
This decision set out the timeline through whiclke@®#y Council resolution 2118 (2013) would
be implemented.

The plan sought to remove all declared chemicaéras no later than 5 February 2014,
with the “most critical” chemicals to be removedrfr Syria by 31 December 2013. Syria’s
declared chemical weapons production facilitiesenterhave been destroyed by 15 March 2014.

The ongoing efforts by the OPCW-UN Joint Missioretioninate Syria’s chemical
weapons programme is a complicated undertakingjniag the resources of both the OPCW
and the United Nations as well as active suppattcamtribution by Member States and other
bodies such as the World Health Organization.

The first phase included initial inspections toifyethe preliminary declarations



submitted by Syria of its chemical weapons, relaeghitions, as well as its storage and
production facilities. During the second phaseicWwhasted through early November 2013,
Syria was required to complete the destructionlafteemical weapon production and
mixing/filling equipment. It was also required tabsnit its full declaration of chemical weapons
and production facilities, as required under the@ical Weapons Convention (CWC). During
this phase, the OPCW was required to completaitialiinspection of all Syrian chemical
weapons facilities. The third and most complicgibdse required the removal of all chemical
weapons, agents and precursors from Syria by 3g&rDieer 2013 and their final elimination by
30 June 2014. Syria was also required to destsoghiémical weapons production facilities in
four stages, beginning in mid-December 2013. Afilled chemical weapon munitions were to
be destroyed by 31 January 2014.

Concerns over the security situation have impattiedctivities of the Joint Mission. To
help mitigate these concerns, the Joint Missionaandmber of States have provided Syria with
material and equipment necessary for it to underitskobligations. Despite this assistance,
Syria was unable to complete the transport ofhtgical weapons to Latakia by the 31
December 2013 deadline. It has, however, shippet: smnsignments of these materials, which
have been removed on ships provided by DenmarkNanday. These materials will be
neutralized on a US ship with the residual toxieraftals to be disposed commercially.

Now, while | have already covered a lot of grounday, | do wish to address some
recent developments at the United Nations in thle ©f conventional arms—especially given
the importance we have long attached to the clgglef the “regulation of armaments”.

While we have many activities underway in thisdiglwo of our most important concern
efforts to improve transparency. We have our ahdbdbareport on military expenditure, which
is based on data voluntarily submitted by our Men8tates using a standardized format. And
we have the UN Register of Conventional Arms, wigekhers statistics on the production,
stockpiles, and international trade in seven categ@f major conventional armaments. We are
trying to expand the use of these transparency unessbecause they help in confidence-
building.

Let me now pause for a moment to recognize Germnsamwh determined efforts to
improve transparency in armaments, as is apparets iegular sponsorship of the biennial
General Assembly resolution requesting countriesxfmand their reporting on military
expenditures by using the UN reporting instrument.

With respect to arms exports, the UN hosted in I&43 the successful conclusion of
the Arms Trade Treaty (ATT), a historic advancéostering peace and security by putting a
stop to destabilizing arms flows to conflict regsofhe Treaty will prevent human rights abusers
and violators of the law of war from being supplieith arms. And it will help keep warlords,
pirates, and gangs from acquiring these deadlygtddlis Treaty has now been signed by 118
states, and has been ratified by 13—it will entiéo force 90 days after 50 countries have
ratified it. Aside from achieving its entry intorte, Treaty supporters are focused now on
organizing the first Conference of States Partresestablishing an ATT secretariat.

For its part, Germany has long been a championdf a treaty. It has also been a



driving force behind the new UN trust fund (callelSCAR) that is now helping countries to
implement the adequate regulations and procedaresgponsible arms trade management.
And tomorrow, Germany will be co-organizing an everthe Trusteeship Council to
commemorate the first anniversary of the adopticihe ATT. At that event 15 Member States
of the European Union will deposit their instrungeat ratification to the Treaty. This is an
impressive record.

While this treaty is advancing the rule of law e regulation of armaments, the UN has
also long been working on political measures ta tied illicit trade in small arms and light
weapons. The Programme of Action adopted he2®@1i is more than a collection of
regulatory principles—it recognizes the need faistance in enabling States to improve their
ability to curb this illicit trade. The Office fddisarmament Affairs has been helping to provide
such assistance—especially through the work otlnee regional centres for peace and
disarmament—and has also established an on-liretieg system that will both enhance
transparency while also improving the standardiratif the reporting on implementation of the
PoA.

There are many other international activities unaerin this field, including the
implementation and universalization of the Mine Baomvention and the Convention on Cluster
Munitions, as well as the Convention on Certain ¥&mmional Weapons. Not coincidentally, all
three of these legal instruments were concludeditiess and alleviate humanitarian
consequences of these indiscriminate and inhumaapans.

So | have now addressed some of key issues onthegenda relating to weapons of
mass destruction and to the regulation of convaatiarmaments. My intention was not to
address all issues, but merely to provide an oeendaf what is going on at the UN.

| know that many of you here today have workechist areas or will do so in the future.
| hope you will regard the UN’s Office for Disarmant Affairs as a partner in your work, for
we share many common goals. We understand howgs®@ disarmament and arms
regulation advances the interests of all countatgeoples, and potentially future generations.
There is time to discuss these challenges—but et get on with the work of meeting them.

Thank you.



