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Mr Chairman, Excellencies, Distinguished delegates,

1. Back in 1997, when | decided to accept the request of the Brazibaar®@nent to
submit my candidature for the position of Director-General of thHeCW,
| considered it, and | still consider it, an honour to be granted the uoppgetunity
to contribute to the first EVER TRULY global attempt to abolisteatire category of
weapons of mass destruction.

2. But more than anything, | decided to run for the post of Directore(z because the
Chemical Weapons Convention represents the international community’esbigg
ever achievement in the area of disarmament and non-proliferatisthdt first — and
only — truly non-discriminatory multilateral disarmament traatgxistence — it is a
treaty which places equal responsibilities on, and gives equabkrig, all States
Parties.

3. Countries possessing chemical weapons that embraced the Cheneaglon®/
Convention have been divesting themselves of those travesties of bistayse they
are assured that stockpiles of those weapons existing elsewieeraglsa being
destroyed, under a stringent verification regime. The Conventi@ablisstes no
special treatment for countries with a large chemical indudbeveloping countries,
when they declare themselves ready to enhance internationatységujoining the
Organization, have, in their vast majority, little understanaihghemical weapons;
yet, they immediately see the benefit in participating, throbghgreater access to
technology and technical assistance to which they become entitigeed, the
Convention declares itself to be in favour of the broadest possibleraiopeamong
States Parties in respect of peaceful uses of chemisttyheRuore, the Convention
requires us all to make every effort to extend its regime tsallg — with no
exceptions. As a result, during my first five years as BoreGeneral, no Member
State was considered “more equal”’ than others. And | have neverisabdo the
theory that “equality” is proportional to the size of any onde&abudgetary
contribution.
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4. Those were the promises inherent in the Convention — as | saw theenteme, and
as | continue to see them today. That was the basis of therf'vikiat | brought to
the Organisation on my very first day on the job. That was thenvikat was amply
clear to all, and not challenged by anyone, when my term was edtdngde
acclamation in May 2000, one year ahead of schedule. That was the that |
vowed to uphold back in 1997, and that is the vision that | intend to keep astact
long as | remain Director-General. Yet — if | am to &ei the various allegations of
my “ill-conceived initiatives” — that vision is now being rejectsdsome members of
this Organisation.

5. Of course | was always aware that the job of Director-Géredrthe OPCW would
not be an easy one. | knew that | was going to face considerabkumag, and that
my integrity might be put to the test. | realised that irdiately after | was elected
Director-General, when | had to fight in order to put togethéeam of trusted
colleagues, on the basis of their competence and ability, and not g@blikieal
pressures brought to bear upon me. | realised this again shordgftee when one
Member State tried — unsuccessfully — to force me to providetht aoipies of each
and every inspection report. | realise it even more deeply witwn one Member
State is leading the campaign for my immediate depantone the OPCW, allegedly
because of my “management style”. Yet, | am as convinced ndwvas then, that
the Chemical Weapons Convention will survive only if the principles esfume
multilateralism, true fairness, and equal treatment are pexkeAnd those are the
principles that | have been trying to uphold every day of the last five years.

6. | am truly proud of the OPCW'’s achievements in those five yéans. proud of the
staff of the Secretariat. Member States should be gratefuety ene of those 500
hard-working professionals for what the OPCW has been able tonatish. | am
proud of the unprecedented growth in the membership of the Organisatiosh-isvhi
the clearest evidence of the respect for the OPCW amosad3taites Parties, as well
as amongst the ever-dwindling number of States not party. | am firaudie have
established a sound and impartial verification regime, and tharevéortunate to
have inspectors who have placed impartiality, decency, and etiues averything.
Their loyalty is to the Organisation, and not to individual Menfitates. | am proud
of the more than 1,100 inspections we have conducted in more than 50 Member
States; and of the non-discriminatory and unbiased way in which weicteddhem.
| am proud of the proposal which is now before the Executive Councithéor
provision of effective and timely assistance to victims of dbahweapons attacks,
including attacks by terrorists. And | am proud of the modest, ey¢temely
significant, effort we put into our international cooperation pmognes, which, |
firmly believe, are critical to the struggle against the ifaxdtion of chemical
weapons. | have faith that the OPCW will ultimately succeedts mission to
completely destroy the world’s chemical weapons arsenals.hasd stated before,
once its disarmament mission has been accomplished, the OPCW shumiite ben
“organisation for the promotion of chemistry for peaceful purposes”full
accordance with the spirit of the Convention.

7. Against the backdrop of these achievements, | can only see thk HEiteched
against me as an attack on the OPCW itself, and, in particuldrpsa key principles
which have been guiding my work, and which have become the hallmanky of
“management style”. Indeed, the unprecedented effort that haplieo ensuring
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my dismissal suggests the intention to change much more at the QREWhe
personality of its Director-General, or his “management styfeid this would
explain why my appeals for dialogue and cooperation have been repeajedted.
Contrary to the path of stonewalling and hostility which my «itiave chosen, 1 still
believe that dialogue and cooperation offer the best way out ofray, including
the current one, for the benefit of the Convention and all StatéeP&et me repeat
again that, even at this very late stage, and in spite of the steamyerous remarks
that have been made about me in the course of the last few mostinstand ready
and willing to follow the path of dialogue and cooperation.

No one can disregard the fact that the OPCW works, and worksAmellit has the
respect and support of the vast majority of its 145 States ®afie OPCW has
become too strong to be destroyed from the outside. This may rexpéicurrent
attempt to implode it from within, together with its underlyjrgnciples of fairness
and non-discrimination. The culture of non-discrimination and equal treatimet |
have fought hard to establish in the Secretariat is now undek.afthat culture is
being challenged by one of silent and unquestioning obedience to ondear a
“major contributors”. If this “new culture” is to prevail, then thosembers of staff
who act with integrity and are committed to fairness will htvee the first to go —
starting with the Director-General.

Those of you who have been closely following the work of the OPC\aickr
realise what it is about my management style that appearscaubmg discomfort in
some quarters. | could have been just a figurehead, as some Meatesrvanted.
Instead | have chosen, as the Convention requires, to take my respassibili
seriously, amongst other things by being actively involved in Weeyday work of
the Organisation. | refused to defer to those individuals who somebdteStates
want to be in charge.

Ironically enough, because | have stood in the way of decisionsvthat have
established a double standard in the Organisation, | am now accuseidgbiased.
What is bias for some, is in reality my commitment to “equehtment for all”.
| insist that the scope of access for our inspectors should be the sameimiles. |
also insist that States Parties cannot pick and choose those areas whatbrsspay
or may not verify. | insist that the verification effort, in fatcordance with the
Convention, should be aimed at inspectable facilities, rather thamtainccountries.
| insist on measures that will ensure that OPCW inspectorfy tkease weapons and
equipment which the OPCW must verify, rather than merely thosehwhight be
volunteered by a State Party for verification. In other wordisist, but | also verify,
everywherejn full accordance with the Convention. | do criticise attempteater
down the verification regime. | do criticise the continuing attesngbta small number
of States Parties to stonewall long-awaited solutions to ¢nsisaes out of perceived
national preferences. And | am now facing this current ongoingabtukcause |

should not, perhaps, have drawn the attention of other Member States to these matters,

as the Convention requires.

What else about my management style is not liked that mightreecjuanging? Let
us examine the list of my “ill-conceived initiatives”.
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| am blamed for seeking Iraq’s membership of the CWC, even thbigykffort is in
full accordance with the decisions of the UN Security Council, atidthe mandate
issued to me by all of you, to ensure the Convention’s universaliifH@UT
EXCEPTION. Does dissatisfaction with my actions mean thattineersality of the
Convention should include some countries, but not others, not Iraq, for example?

| am blamed for seeking to establish, in full accordance witticlar X of the
Convention, a credible system to protect States Parties froattack, including a
terrorist attack, with chemical weapons. Should as many ashivds tof Member
States remain defenceless against such a threat, while liheaita small number of
other States to protect themselves and their allies remains robust?

| am blamed for holding out the OPCW'’s hand to the international conynaniis
fight against terrorism, simply because the OPCW has uniguertese in chemical
weapons to offer in this regard. Is that a crime? Or idmapassionate and rational
offer, on the basis of my assessment of the very real contribukimh whe OPCW, in
close consultation with other international organisations, will haweake in the post
September 11 context?

| am now reproached for fully funding in 2001 one single internatiooaperation
programme which amounted to just 0.4 percent of the OPCW budget fgetrayet
which meant a great deal to the many developing countries. Thisapnogr
represents the vital link between disarmament and development thabebkas
recognised and endorsed by the United Nations. Do Member Sgategosfurther
reduce the international cooperation and assistance programthesCGR2CW, which
at present account for a meagre 6% of its budget?

Finally, | am blamed for wishing to keep all States Pantissmed of progress in the
destruction of Russia’s chemical weapons, and for suggesting thaa’Bussisation
of international assistance be scrutinised by the internationahoaity. If those are
my ill-conceived initiatives, then | plead guilty as charged.

| believe that any abandonment of such sound policies will havenesly serious
consequences for the Organisation and for you, the Member Statesis Many |
insisted that my fate should be decided by all of you, the Startied? and not by
one, or a few “major contributors”, which, in supporting the US drafist®n, appear
to share the US perception of my “errors of judgement”.

Mr Chairman,

| will be frank — a major blow is being struck against the OP@Wd the perpetrators
would have preferred it to take place behind closed doors. They weraitalysol
confident that they could move any piece on the global chessad&kitum, without
consultation or explanation to the rest of the world and, in partjdol#éine rest of the
Organisation’s membership. This is why, in flagrant violation of [#t&er, not to
mention the spirit, of the Chemical Weapons Convention, the Brazilianr@oeat
was unilaterally approached with the demand that | resign anagassigned”. Much
later, | was approached unilaterally with ultimatums tp skewn. And the campaign
did not stop, even when a clear majority of the 41 members of #haufixe Council
declined to support the US “no-confidence motion” requesting me to stand down.
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As | wrote to your Foreign Ministers, there is a more imporat fundamental point
to consider. Much more than the person of the Director-General — aaske plerget
Jose Bustani now — or even the OPCW itself, is at stake hereiréidd-General, of
any international organisation in history, has ever been disindiseng his or her
term of office. Moreover, no Director-General should be dismissedout due
process, without any evidence of malfeasance being produced bydieea and
without, at the very least, an open discussion and an independentgatiestof the
allegations. Those of you who have been following developments at the OPCW know
that | have committed no crime. You know that the so-called albegatgainst me
are trumped up charges. You know that there is no mismanagement@P@i&/’s
budget, and that every cent has been spent on activities that werdypboiigeted
for. The latest report by the External Auditor — on the 2001 finkgear — is the
clearest possible indication of this. It will be formally issuethe next few days, but
has already given us a perfectly clean bill of health, oncenafpai 2001. You know
that my offer of a full and independent inquiry into my performansethe
Director-General was rejected because such an inquiry wouldysiexplose the
allegations as absolutely unfounded, and confirm that there has nexerabg
wrongdoing. The US draft decision, in fact, establishes a precedentby the
Director-General or Secretary-General of any internatiarglnisation can be
removed from office at any time during his or her tenure, simply because onlegvie
State, with or without other “major contributors”, doesn’t like his@r “management
style”, or has “lost confidence” in him or her, whatever this miglkean. And to
establish such a precedent within an organisation such as the QRN ,is not in
the public eye of the international community as are some ablisIts, is easy. This
is what this Conference is about. These are the choices you face.

Now let me say a few words to those who are concerned abouPB&/@ survival,
should one very important Member State not pay its budgetary contriliatitire
Organisation. | fundamentally disagree with those who may thinkttisabetter to
surrender the OPCW to that Member State, than to maintain ya rtrultilateral
OPCW at minimal additional cost. | will never agree that theade of
multilateralism is more important than its substance. This woulti&at compromise
— it would be capitulation. Why? | will explain. This Member 8wicontribution to
this year's OPCW budget is 12 million euros, six million of whictiehalready been
paid. Is six million euros too high a price to pay for ensuring tdependence and
effectiveness of the Organisation? Is six million euros ef@n 10 or 12 million
euros, should other like-minded Member States also refuse to pagiuksjrtoo high
a price to pay to avoid ousting the sitting head of an internatiorganisation,
something never yet attempted in international law? Is theVO®@dependence
this cheap?

Now, let me say a few words about the immediate future. Those Vikuebthat, if |

leave, the Organisation will be flooded with money, are sadly kestaThe OPCW
has already suffered three years of underbudgeting. As a res2@038, just to keep
up with the significant increase in the verification workload edatned by
yourselves, we will have to recruit 47 staff. To pay for,tthe 2003 budget will
have to be increased by more than 20 percent. This increase ig sonpghegotiable.
In full knowledge of this, major contributors have already made#rahat they will
not agree to more than a 10 percent increase in 2003, which is hohenangto pay



C-SS-1/DG.7
page 6

22.

23.

24,

25.

the salaries of existing staff. As a consequence, next year, eggodlithe identity of
the Director-General, you will see a shrinking, not an expanding, VOQPd an
unavoidable reduction in its staff. And this will be the next stepatdsv the
Organisation’s demise, because funding is being determined by polgeradas, and,
in a few capitals at least, the OPCW seems to be a very low priority.

Yes, there is too much at stake here — for the OPCW, for othenatimnal
organisations, and for the international community. It is time &otashe challenge.
It is time to set priorities as they are perceived Ibyflou, and not just by a few
so-called “ major players”. This is why | refused to resign updessure from a small
handful of Member States. | did so in order to give you all the oppaorttminake
your choice — to determine what future, if any, multilatergianisations have in this
increasingly dangerous, complex, and unstable world.

You may be surprised to hear that, had | resigned and agreedki@away, then my
executioners would have granted me a “dignified” departure, and rthat
accomplishments over five years of stewardship would even have pplEwuded.
However, let me tell you: | do not need a hero’s departure. Bdbifgo — something
that is now in the hands of all of you — it will be with honour. Il \wdve been
faithful to the principles of integrity by which | have triedlitee my professional and
personal lives — principles which are shared by my family,angidn service and my
country’s foreign policy. Please understand that, in refusing tgnrek chose the
most arduous of the two paths. One that brought threats, risks, atre@sssecurity,
but which I chose to follow. First of all, because that is thié af my conscience.
Secondly, because the bulk of my 36 years in the Foreign Servieebban devoted
to the elaboration and strengthening of multilateral instrumeritepwt which, |
firmly believe, peace and harmony among nations will not besaetli | therefore
refuse to resign, NOT because | want to cling to my position; btduse, in not
resigning, | will be preserving the right of each one of you —vehehe smallest
Member State amongst you — to publicly state your position on thisseeious issue
and to conscientiously take responsibility for your decision. | congidey duty to
give you all, and not only the most powerful amongst you, the right to oust me.

Although this unprecedented, ruthless and arbitrary procedure is takiog qlvay
from the public limelight, beneath the low skies of the subdued cithefHague, the
decisions to be taken here over the next few days will leauadatible mark on the
history of international relations. | hope that all of you, the Mentbates, will
confront this historic challenge in full awareness of the imptinatof your decision.
The choices that you make during this session of the Conferenceletgfrmine
whether genuine multilateralism will survive, or whether itlviie replaced by
unilateralism in a multilateral disguise.

Excellencies, the responsibility for this decision rests with you.

Thank you.



