3. Before discussing the Swedish proposals more in detail, some important
€ : 3
conditions will be considered.

(a) The Swedish delegation is aware that its suggestions concern much morc of
purely military mattors usually guardad by strict sccrecy measures, than would a
convention banning only davelopment, production and stockpiling of chemical weapons.
However, since the ultimete goal is the finel sbolition of chemicel warfare, the
Swedish delegation is convincéd that normal military s2crecy in rolation to specific
measures raquired for a chemical werfare cepability nced not be upheld in the long run.

(b) It is often argucd that since a protcctive copebility agoinst chemical
weapons would be allowed, it would in practice be possible to disguisc offorts to
obtain a capability to use chemical weapons emong =llowed cfforts to acquire or
maintain such a protcctive capability. There are indzed particular activitics which
do not fall within the arca of general protection, such asg training of flight
behaviour or munition transportation directives (sce Anncx I). Sweden thercfors
believes that the opportunities offered by the distinction that cen thus be made
ghould be explored in oxrder to obtain an cffective prohibition.

(¢) In option inheront in Sweden's approach is the possibility to incrcose
significantly ths effcctivencss of the verification of compliance with the convention.
If a greater number of activities were covered by a prohibition, this would clearly
increase the possibilities to verify compliance therecof. It would also improve the
grounds on which the Parties might adhere to or continue adherence to the convention.
Examples of the activities to be monitored are given in Annex I,

() It is somctimes argued thot the most effective way to sccure the abolition
of chemical warfore would be to prohibit olso protective weasurcs. It must be
recalled, however, that a very long time would be needed to implement provisicons
concerning, inter zlia, decstruction of cxistent stockpiles of chemicel weapons.
Obviously during such a time meny States would want to rotain their capacity for
protection egainst chemical weapons. If protecciive measurcs werc to be prohibited
frowm the outset, it would imply a diminishaod sccurity for these States for whom '
chemical weapons at present have a nilitary significance ond might causc them not to
adhere to o trcaty in the foresecebls future. This would cbvicusly detroct frow the
velue of the convention.

To this must be sdded that ~ cortain capacity, militery as well as civilien,
will alweys be necessary to protect agninst accidents and catastrophes inveolving
poisonous chemical substances, not intended for usc as chemical weapons.

d. L prohibition of a capability to us2 chemical weapons would require specific

undertakings to be spoelled out in anncxes to o convention. The following arc possible

cxamnles of such undertokings:

- to declare the content of, or th: non-existence of, doctrines, menuals and
chaing of command for the use of chemical weapons; '

- - to declare scheols, training foeilities and curricula intended for teaching
the use of chomical weapons;

~  to declare wenpons production and training plans. (Itews thot might Lo
included in such declarations would concern wmunition hendling instructions,.
including lebelling practices, artillery firing tobles, air plene flying
ard borbing inctructions, ete.);
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