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3. Before discussinE_- the Swedish proposals more in detail, some important
conditions will b,: considered.

(a) Th;; Svedi.sh dclegc.tion is aware that its sugmestioi:s concorn i_iuch more of
purely milit^2_rir mattc:rs usually guarded by strict secrecy measures, than would a
convention banning only d,-velopment, production and stoclcpilint of c:hemica]. weapons.
However, since the ultir.iato Coc ..l. is-'the finel abolition of chemical w.^.rf<c,re, the
Swedish delcCation is convincëd that normal nilito,ry socrecy in relation to specific
measures r::quirc:d for a chcuical wc.rfr^re capo,bility need not be uphold in the long run.

(b) It is. ofton arcued that since a, protectiv,: capability a,^.ainst chenical
weapons would be allowcd, it would in practi ce be possible to disguise ; fforts to
obtain a cap-,bility to use chemicc,l weapons among allowed offorts to acquire or
maintain such a protective capability. There are indaed particular activities ^,rhich
do not fall within the ,^,roa of cenerel protection, such as training of flight
bc:haviour or munition transportation directives (sou i_nncx I). Sw^^den therc:fore
believes that the opportunities offered by thc distinction that can thus be macL:;
should be explored in order to obtain an effective prohibition.

(c) Ln option inherent in Sweden's approach is the. possibility •to incroe.s,:^
si`nificantly the effectiveness of the verificatiori of compliance with the convention.
If agreater nuriuer of activities were covered by a prohibition, this would clearly
incre,"e the possibilities to verify compliance thereof. It would also improve th,::
grounds on which the Parties might adhere to or continue adheranco to the convention.
E;;amples of the activities to be rionitored are given in Annex I.

(d) It is sonc tirr,e s a,rMued tl;c,t the most effective way to sc cure the abolition
of chemical warf^.re would be to prohibit also protective ;:-easuros. It must be
recalled, however, that a very long time would be nceded to inplemcnt provisions
concerning, inter <:.:lia, destruction of existent stockpiles of chemical weapons.
Obviously durinr., such .^ time many States would w,7,nt to roto,in t1lc;ir capacity for
protection o.`ainst chemical wec.pons. If protective ineasures were to be prohibited
from the outset, i!- would irlply a diminish;^d s•:2curity for thc c States for *:rhorn
chemical weapons at prescnt'have a nilitary sijnific<uzc;^ cnd eiiTht cause ther,l not to
c.dherc to ^.trcaty in the forescecblo futurc. This trould obviously detr^.ct from the
value of the conv ;ntion.

To this must be s;,dded that,, certain cah^..ity, milit<^.ry i-"s well as civilian,
will <llways be neccssa,ry to protect cLe,-.inst accidents and catastrophe:; involving
poisonous chemicr,l substances, not intended for use as che:_lice,l we,.pons.

^^.. '_ prohibition of a capability to use chc:mic^.l weapons would require specific
un(Lrtckinlfs to bc, spellcd out in annexes to a convention. The following ara possible
(.xamnlr:ïs of such unclert,l.ings:

1
t
1
r
t
r
i
1

1
I

to d. ca .rc t1i(^ content of, or th--- non-cxistencc of, doctrines, manuals end
chains cd' cOr:1lit'nd for the u:,^<: of chemicc,l weapons.•,

- to dc;clca.rc: schc:ols, tro.inin^m f_-,cilities and curri culc, intended for tec,cl.in,^,f

the use of chrnm.icc.l wce,I+onSÿ

to d[:clcJ.r.; !-TCC.pons T)roduction and training plra.ls. (Itens th-.t in1,r,h't bi,;

inclu .,cî i n such dc:clarations would concern Punition hc,ndlin`: instructions,
ilicludirl lc;b lling ^^r^.cticc;s, c,rtill,:ry firinE tables, air plane flyin^.•

^,n^l. boebin;:; in::tructions, otc. ) .•,


