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Thank you Lady Maitland for the honour and privilege of inviting 
me to this dinner of the Defense and Security Forum. It is a 
privilege indeed, but also a challenge to address such a 
distinguished audience.    

There is a well know quotation regarding Ambassadors of your 
countryman Walter Bagehot: an English businessman, essayist, 
and journalist who wrote extensively about literature, 
government, and economic affairs during the 19th century. 

“An ambassador is not simply an agent; he is also a spectacle” 

I hope it is not with that quote in mind that you have invited me 
to entertain you tonight. Because I doubt sincerely whether the 
topic of Disarmament and Arms control or the Dutch 
Disarmament Ambassador for that matter would be able to live 
up to such an expectation. 

Let me also say that my presentation this evening is based on my 
personal views and does not necessarily reflect the position of my 
government.  

You have asked me to say something about: 

Arms Control and Disarmament: How is it done? And to examine 
the formidable challenges facing arms control and disarmament 
dealing with disparate nations and their interests from all 
perspectives, nuclear, chemical and biological. 

It is with great pleasure that will I try to do that. But I thought 
that it may be useful that before we step into the kitchen of 



international diplomacy we look at another question and that is 
why it is done. Why do governments, diplomats, military men and 
women, NGO’s spend time on disarmament and arms control. It 
is important in this regard to keep in mind that disarmament, and 
arms control are not goals in themselves 

There is in my view not one reason, and different people may 
give you different answers, and to complicate matters more there 
may be different answers given the specific situation. 
Nevertheless let us try to identify some of the reasons. 

1) Reason 1 and perhaps the most important one: 
Disarmament an Arms control contribute to greater stability 
and security. Lowering the levels of armaments or even 
getting rid of an entire category of weapons makes the 
world or at least my environment more stable.  That this is 
not an automatic effect of every disarmament or arms 
control measure I hardly have to explain here. It is argued 
for example that achieving the goal of nuclear disarmament 
should not lead to a world that is safer for conventional 
warfare.  It is important to keep in mind that we have other 
means also to achieve these goals. Development 
cooperation, Peace keeping missions that we do in 
Afghanistan for example, but also the anti-Piracy missions, 
Internationals Trade Agreements, and - you will not be 
surprised hearing this from a Dutch diplomat - promotion of 
the Rule of Law just to name a few are also contributing to 
enhanced stability and security. 

2) Closely related is of course national security. If I am willing 
to give up a certain capability knowing that my potential 
opponent or opponents are doing the same, this may 
increase my national security.  

3) There is a moral argument. Some say that development, 
possession and use of chemical biological and also nuclear 
weapons are immoral and a violation of humanitarian 
principles. In its strictest consequence this should lead to a 
unilateral disarmament policy. The moral argument does not 
so much apply to Arms Control, less evil is still evil. 



4) Economy. We all know and realize especially in times of 
austerity that military capabilities are costly. Limiting or 
even getting rid of entire categories can save a lot of money. 

5) New military doctrines or practices. Sometimes weapons 
become obsolete. Because of changing doctrines, because of 
adequate countermeasures, because of innovation, again 
costs can play a role here. Or because they may do more 
harm than good in a military sense. I think this explains to a 
certain extent the success of biological and chemical 
disarmament. 

These reasons are not mutually exclusive and you often see a 
combination of arguments for starting a disarmament or arms 
control process. Different actors within a nation may have 
different motives. Different international participants may have 
different reasons for engaging in the same process. As nations 
are disparate, so are indeed their interests and hence their 
motivations and reasons to engage. The reasons may have an 
impact on the chosen format of that process. I will come to that 
later. 

 

How is it done 

Some of you may have the image in mind, when thinking of 
disarmament negotiations, of very tired men (few women at the 
time), smoking cigars sitting on couches at the League of Nations 
in Geneva, meeting and talking for days and nights, without 
making much progress.  Or you think of protest marches against 
nuclear weapons. Perhaps you think of Reagan and Gorbatsjov in 
a house in Reykjavik.  

 

All of the ingredients play a role in how it is done. The diplomats, 
the public, politicians and of course the military. And let me in 
that respect address right away something what I see as a 
misperception. That is that the military is always against 



disarmament and arms control. To quote another countryman of 
yours, Lord Salisbury   

“If you believe the doctors, nothing is wholesome; if you believe 
the theologians, nothing is innocent; if you believe the military, 

nothing is safe”. 

Or think about the way Stanley Kubrick portrayed some war 
hungry Generals in Dr Strangelove.  

My experience is a different one though and that is that my 
military colleagues are quite often even more interested in 
disarmament and arms control than politicians and diplomats. 
This is certainly my experience in the field of weapons of mass 
destruction.  

But let us get back to the question how it is done. How to 
combine the view of different nations, with different perspectives 
and different histories in one treaty, in one process.  The word 
challenge is an understatement because it has sometimes more 
in common with hoping for a miracle to happen. 

I will dwell mostly upon, multilateral disarmament. That’s is 
where this challenge is most present. But you have of course 
other forms of disarmament and arms control. In a nutshell: 
unilateral disarmament: a country gives up a capability or 
reduces that capability without similar steps by its potential 
opponent or opponents. Examples are South Africa on the nuclear 
side and Landmines. In most cases based on economic or moral 
arguments. Bilateral steps, two opponents agree on steps. The 
best examples are the START and INF agreements between 
Russia and the United States. Regional disarmament: a well know 
example is the CSE process in Europe.  

Let me now turn to multilateral disarmament in the field of 
weapons of mass destruction (WMD). What is happening, what 
may happen. I will discuss  the three categories of WMD one by 
one, starting with biological weapons.  

 



BWC 

 

In the 1970’s of the last century the international community 
decided to conclude a treaty that should outlaw the production, 
development and possession of biological weapons: The Biological 
Weapons Convention (BWC or BTWC).  First use was already 
prohibited by the Geneva Protocol of 1925. The reasons why the 
international community decided on this ban were: it had become 
clear that the military benefits of this weapon of mass destruction 
were limited, the moral argument, it was and is considered widely 
morally inacceptable to use life sciences as a weapon. Please 
remember that Bioterrorism was unknown at the time. Whether 
the Treaty worked is doubtable at least in the first 20 years of its 
existence, according to open literature and undoubtedly in non 
open literature there were till the 1990’s covert programs aimed 
at research and development of an offensive BW capability. The 
former Soviet Union and Iraq are mentioned in this regard. The 
ban does not have verification provisions so there is no 
independent body that can establish whether a country is 
violating the Treaty. An attempt to have such a verification 
system was blocked in the early 2000. Because the US believed 
and believes that it is not possible –because of the nature of this 
weapon system - to adequately verify compliance. Nowadays the 
focus has shifted somewhat to Bioterrorism. We have witnessed 
the attacks with Anthrax letters in the US. It is clear that the fast 
pace of bioscience, the globalization of know-how and technology, 
decreasing costs,  increased vulnerability of society’s make 
bioweapons an interesting weapon of Mass disruption, rather than 
mass destruction,  for terrorists.  With a limited capability one 
can create a maximum of chaos.  It is our task to make sure the 
treaty regime is as up to date as possible. We do that trough 
yearly regular meetings and through 5 yearly review 
Conferences. The last one has just taken place under my 
Presidency. We agreed among others at the RevCon to have a 
more regular review of the risks of the fast developments in 



bioscience. The recent discussion on Avian Flu mutations is a case 
in point.  

With the growing threat of bioterrorism the International 
Community has also looked at other ways to prevent proliferation 
of biological weapons. Resolution 1540 of the Security Council is 
important in this regard. 

Although the pace of developments in the life sciences and the 
danger posed by bioterrorism require constant alertness the 
international community seems to be determined to keep the ban 
on biological weapons upright. There are different thoughts 
however about the nature of the BW non proliferation regime. 
Should this be a classical state led process as advocated by 
countries like India, Russia, China or should there be more room 
for actors from science and industry as most Western countries 
advocate. Another challenge is that still a number of countries 
have not joined the treaty. Of special concern are states in the 
Middle East that stay outside the BWC and the CWC related to the 
nuclear issue. 

 

CWC 

 

Like biological weapons, the idea of banning chemical weapons is 
quite old in Disarmament terms. The Geneva protocol of 1925, 
the horrors of the First World War fresh in mind, also banned the 
first use of Chemical weapons. Yet many countries continued to 
develop more powerful chemical weapons, like nerve gasses and 
later so called binary weapons. The last time they were used in 
warfare was in the Iran Iraq war and as weapon of terror against 
the Kurds in Halabja. Mid 1980’s the talks in Geneva on a ban 
started to gain momentum. In the early nineties they were 
concluded and the Chemical Weapons Convention (CWC) entered 
into force. Other than the BWC the CWC has quite intrusive 
verification provisions to inspect destruction but also the chemical 
industry. It also has an independent inspectorate the OPCW 



located in The Hague. Not all stocks of CW are destroyed. The US 
and Russia still have to destroy large quantities of CW. A process 
that is quite costly also because of environmental requirements. 
Not all countries are party to this treaty, also some countries in 
volatile regions like the Middle East. As with biological weapons, 
there is an emerging threat of use of chemical weapons by 
terrorist groups. You probably remember the sarin attacks in the 
metro of Tokyo.  

To prevent terrorists from acquiring cw. the international 
community has also taken additional steps like Security Council 
resolution 1540. CW are certainly interesting for terrorists but in 
my view can serve less than BW as a weapon of mass disruption. 

 

Nuclear 

 

As you hear, I have kept the most difficult and most controversial 
issue in this field for the last. Let me start again with a quote  

“I call upon the scientific community in our country, those who 

gave us nuclear weapons, to turn their great talents now to the 
cause of mankind and world peace: to give us the means of 

rendering these nuclear weapons impotent and obsolete.”  

These are not the words of a radical protester but of the former 
President of the US, Ronald Reagan. 

More than any other type of weapon, nuclear weapons have been 
the object of protest and controversy since they were developed 
and first used. Since the explosions in Hiroshima and Nagasaki 
there have been attempts to ban nuclear weapons or to prevent 
their proliferation.  The most important multilateral efforts are the 
Partial Test Ban Treaty (PTBT), The Comprehensive Test Ban 
Treaty (CTBT) and the Non Proliferation Treaty (NPT).  

The big difference between nuclear weapons and the other WMD 
from a disarmament point of view is that some countries are 



allowed to have them while others are not. This is the basis of the 
Non Proliferation regime that recognizes 5 nuclear weapon states. 
These States have a treaty obligation to disarm while the other 
states have the obligation not to acquire a military capability. This 
NPT treaty that entered into force in the 1970’s has been quite 
successful. In contrast to prophecies in the 50’s that we would 
have over 50 states with offensive nuclear capabilities the 
number is 9 at the moment. The 5 and India, Pakistan, Israel and 
North Korea. Whether we will see a number 10 in the next years, 
we do not know for sure, but let us hope this will not be the case. 

The challenges in this area are many. First there is the fear for 
proliferation despite the NPT provisions. Iran and Syria are 
causes for very serious concerns.   The papers and magazines are 
filled with scenarios about what would happen if Iran acquired the 
bomb. None of them makes you very happy and none of them 
would strengthen the NPT regime if it would not completely 
collapse. I am not going to dwell about what is done in this 
regard. Most of these efforts are taking place outside the 
disarmament arena. 

Another challenge is North Korea: the only country that withdrew 
from the NPT. Not only is the nuclear capability a cause for great 
concern by itself, but also the proliferation history of this country 
is reason for alarm. Again most of the efforts to denuclearize 
North Korea are taking place in different fora. 

India, Pakistan and Israel have decided to stay outside the treaty. 
India and Pakistan have a nuclear capability. Israel is thought to 
have one although it has not admitted it. Although we all call on 
these states to join the NPT as non nuclear weapons states, it is 
not likely that we will see that happen. As to India and Pakistan, 
their nuclear policies do remind me a bit of the cold war. Mutual 
Assured Destruction (MAD), flexible response even Fulda Gap 
equivalents are all there.  There are talks between the two 
countries on nuclear confidence building measures, there may be 
even a hotline now. The international community tries to tie these 
countries in an NPT regime through efforts like the Nuclear 
security summit. There are some talks about India joining the 



Nuclear Suppliers Group (NSG). A special point of concern is of 
course the internal security in Pakistan related to its military 
nuclear installations. 

 

There are few things more often discussed than the nuclear 
capability of Israel. This issue perhaps even more than other 
things determines the position taken by especially Arab countries 
in the NPT debate. They see a tacit approval by the West of 
Israel’s capability which they consider to be discriminatory. For 
them progress in the Non Proliferation regime can only be made if 
progress is made regarding this point. In 2010 the NPT decided to 
organize a conference this year on a zone free of all Weapons of 
Mass destruction in the Middle east. To most of you it will sound 
like a wild fantasy. But we really decided it. The challenges to this 
conference are so many, will it take place, who will participate, 
what is the agenda, can there be an outcome etc and it would 
take to much time to go into them here.  

Within the NPT there is an ongoing debate on responsibilities. The 
non nuclear weapon states, especially the more radical ones, 
accuse the nuclear weapons states (NWS) of not fulfilling their 
disarmament obligations, while the nuclear weapon states and 
some more moderate Non NWS urge all Non NWS to fulfill their 
non proliferation obligations like signing additional protocols for 
inspection with the IAEA. This controversy that is more or less 
built into the treaty will probably not end in the foreseeable 
future. But it is my hope that the fabric of the NPT regime will 
nevertheless hold.  

Let me also mention that the international community for years 
has tried to start negotiations on a treaty that should lead to a 
stop on production of fissile material for nuclear weapons. The 
idea behind this treaty as well as behind the CTBT is that the road 
towards disarmament is a long one and consists of many stages. 
Unfortunately there is no consensus to start these negotiations 
yet. Some more radical countries see it as another non-
proliferation instrument and Pakistan feels - rightly or wrongly - 



that a stop on production would negatively affect its security 
situation vis-à-vis India. 

The Comprehensive test ban that was negotiated at the end of 
the nineteen nineties and that prohibits all testing has not yet 
entered into force. Whether that will happen soon is not sure. The 
US congress that turned ratification down earlier may have 
another go at it in the next years. That will be determining for the 
chances of this treaty ever to see the legal daylight. 

 

Let me conclude 

I very well understand that you may have lost track hearing 
about all these treaties, negotiations etc. But perhaps so as not 
to let you go home completely lost and with a great level of 
distrust in multilateral diplomacy, let me use an expression of 
your great Shakespeare that I think is not a bad description of 
my field of work 

“Though this be madness yet there is a method to it” (Hamlet)  

Thank you very much. 

 


