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Abstract

Multilateral disarmament and non-proliferation treaties such as the CWC, BWC,
CTBT and NPT come with verification regimes that must balance confidentiality
against transparency. While the CWC regime has achieved a great degree of
intergovernmental transparency, civil and private stakeholders, in addition to the news
media and the general public, do not enjoy the same level of access to information.
The public profile of the OPCW is not commensurate with a membership of 188
States and 13 years of effective implementation of the CWC, including over 5,000
chemical demilitarisation and industry inspections. Nearly 60% of the world's
declared stockpiles of approximately 70,000 metric tonnes of chemical weapons agent
have been verified by the OPCW, yet the CWC is significantly less visible than
nuclear treaties such as the NPT, by a factor of one to five, and the CTBT, which has
yet to enter into force. In addition to confidentiality requirements, OPCW’s low
profile is due to issues related to the implementation of the media and public affairs
policy, such as overly rigid clearance procedures, unclear guidelines for the public
availability of official documents, and lack of web governance, including inadequate

IT infrastructure and support for OPCW’s public information requirements.
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Chapter I. Introduction

The United States and the Russian Federation are in the process of destroying 70,000 metric
tonnes of chemical weapons yet this is hardly in the news. Inspectors from the Organisation
for the Prohibition of Chemical Weapons (OPCW) have verified the irreversible elimination
of 50 percent of these weapons yet most people have never heard of the OPCW. The
Chemical Weapons Convention (CWC) is one of the most successful multilateral

disarmament treaties in history and yet the general public is largely unaware of it.

No doubt, when countries sign up for a disarmament and non-proliferation treaty with
intrusive and stringent verification provisions, they expect that sensitive information will be
handled in confidence. States Parties to the CWC are no exception, and this is why they made
confidentiality an integral component of the CWC. Yet there has to be a certain balance
between confidentiality and transparency. The OPCW does a fair job at being transparent to
its governmental stakeholders but falls short of its commitment, under the OPCW Media and
Public Affairs Policy (OMPAP), to being accessible to the news media and the general public,
including private and civil stakeholders such as chemical industry associations, disarmament-

oriented non-governmental organisations (NGOs), and academic institutions.

This paper aims to establish that, in addition to confidentiality requirements, this lack of
openness is due to ambiguities in the OMPAP, unclear guidelines for the public availability of
official documents and lack of web governance, including inadequate information technology

(IT) support for the OPCW’s public communication needs. As a result, the public profile of



the OPCW is not commensurate with 13 years of arguably effective implementation of the
CWC, and the Organisation is less visible than other agencies in the field of nuclear
disarmament and non-proliferation such as the International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA)
and the Preparatory Commission for the Comprehensive Nuclear-Test-Ban Treaty

Organization (CTBTO)?

The regimes covered in this paper are not symmetrically comparable: the CWC, the Treaty on
the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons (NPT) and the Biological Weapons Convention
(BWC) are in force; the Comprehensive Nuclear-Test-Ban Treaty (CTBT) is not. CWC, NPT
and CTBT have verification regimes and implementing organisations behind them while the
BWC lacks an Organisation for the Prohibition of Biological Weapons (OPBW) and its
confidence-building measures are only politically binding. While the focus of this dissertation
is on the intergovernmental organisations OPCW, IAEA, CTBTO and the Implementation
Support Unit for the BWC (ISU) at the United Nations Office at Geneva (UNOG), it should
be noted that non-governmental organisations also play a vital role in these regimes, more so
in the case of BWC and NPT than in the CWC?. One attribute OPCW, CTBTO and IAEA

"% in the context of the United Nations

share is that they are considered “related organisations
(UN) system, although legally independent from the UN. However, whereas CTBTO and
OPCW are more comparable in terms of size, IAEA is much larger and deals with energy, not
just the NPT. The IAEA’s 2010 regular budget is €315,586,861, approximately four times
those of the OPCW and the CTBTO budgets (IAEA, 2009, p. viii). In the absence of an

OPBW, the 3-person ISU is not comparable in size, scope and purpose with the other treaty

2 For the sake of convenience and brevity, the Preparatory Commission for the CTBTO will be referred to simply
as CTBTO.

® In a paper on NGO participation in meetings of global arms control treaties, Guthrie (2007) compared the NPT
(where NGOs can address meetings), BWC (NGOs are active participants at the research end of the advocacy-
research spectrum) and CWC (the lack of international security NGOs based in The Hague is an issue). Guthrie
concluded that “the future vitality of the CWC and the ability of the OPCW and national regulators to interact
with practitioners of the chemical sciences is reliant on how those practitioners perceive the Convention”.
*WTO also falls into this category.



organisations. However, references are made to it in this dissertation to describe ISU’s and its
parent UNOG’s policies regarding the public availability of information and website

governance.

Structure of this paper

This introductory chapter explains why different multilateral disarmament or arms control
treaties require verification systems, and why confidentiality and transparency are essential
for verification to be effective. The OPCW Policy on Confidentiality (OPOC) is introduced

and reviewed in this context.

Having introduced the OPOC, Chapter Il focuses on the OMPAP, whose aim is to make the
OPCW accessible to the news media and the general public. The strengths and weaknesses of
OMPAP are pointed out, along with a critical comparison with the policies in place at the
IAEA, the CTBTO and the ISU. Questions covered include the challenging balance between a
proactive and reactive public profile, the procedures for speaking to the press and clearing

content and an unclear definition of the target audiences.

Clear guidelines and procedures regarding the public availability of official-series documents
are a fundamental requirement for the effective implementation of the OMPAP. Chapter IlI
identifies weaknesses in this respect and provides examples in such areas as the availability of
Scientific Advisory Board (SAB) documents (which are important for outreach to the
scientific community), and the availability of Executive Council (EC) documentation (which

is linked to the transparency of the policy-making process).

A primary vehicle for implementation of the OMPAP and public outreach is the OPCW
website. Chapter IV identifies how web governance, prevalent in most UN system

organisations and related agencies, is absent at the OPCW. Without governance, the structure
3



of people, roles, responsibilities and rules involved in managing the Organisation’s website is
undefined. One important shortcoming relates to the information technology (IT)

infrastructure and support for the OPCW'’s public information requirements.

Having identified the factors that limit or hinder public accessibility to the OPCW, Chapter V
measures the online presence and media coverage of the CWC and the OPCW, in comparison
with related treaties and organisations. Indicators include traffic to the website, presence in
social bookmarking networks, and coverage by mainstream and specialist news media and

select publications.

The concluding chapter offers some practical solutions for redressing gaps or inconsistencies
in the implementation of the OMPAP with the goal of making the OPCW more open and

accessible to the news media and the general public within the boundaries of the OPOC.

Weapons of mass destruction: a threat to mankind

Weapons of mass destruction (WMD, including chemical, biological, radiological and nuclear
weapons) are a threat to mankind and international security®. A tiny drop of nerve agent, no
larger than the head of a pin, can kill an adult human being within minutes after exposure
(OPCW, 2010a). The use of chemical weapons resulted in 90,000 deaths and over one million
casualties during World War | (OPCW, 2009a, p. 7). Bioterrorists can release pathogenic
microbes such as bacteria or viruses which can cause disease in people, animals and plants,
and harm food supplies. The nuclear bombings of Hiroshima and Nagasaki in 1945

immediately killed 120,000 people.

¥ Whether WMD pose a greater threat than conventional weapons such as small arms, light weapons, sea or land
mines is the subject of debate but is outside the scope of this paper.
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The public is concerned in varying degrees about WMD because of their destructive and
harmful power to people, and their use in history for warfare and terrorist purposes. Nuclear
weapons are considered the third greatest danger, after pollution/environment and the
rich/poor gap, and ahead of AIDS and disease and ethnic hatred, according to a poll of 37

countries by the Pew Research Center (2008).

Chemical weapons within and outside the CWC regime

States today place greater emphasis on the threats posed by terrorists and no longer publicly
maintain (or perceive) that engaging in chemical warfare is a viable or morally acceptable
military option, including for retaliatory purposes (SIPRI, 2010b). For this reason, most
countries in the world have signed the CWC, a unique multilateral agreement banning an
entire category of WMD in a non-discriminatory and verifiable manner under strict
international control. States Parties to the CWC automatically become Members of the

OPCW, the intergovernmental organisation in charge of implementing the CWC.

The Russian Federation®, the US’, Libya, Iraq, India, Albania and an unidentified State widely
known to be South Korea®, which are States Parties to the CWC, have declared either present
or past chemical weapons programmes to the OPCW and have an obligation under the CWC

to destroy their stockpiles by 2012. Equipped with an Inspectorate, the OPCW is verifying the

® As at 31 January 2010, the Russian Federation had destroyed 18,241 metric tonnes of Category 1 chemical
weapons, or 46.10%, of the aggregate amount declared (OPCW, 2010b, p. 1).

7 As at 31 January 2010, the United States had destroyed 19,509 metric tonnes of Category 1 chemical weapons,
equivalent to 70.25%, of its declared stockpile. Three destruction facilities—at Tooele, Pine Bluff and Umatilla—
—are currently destroying mustard agent stored in one-ton containers, and one other facility in Anniston is
destroying mustard agent-filled mortar shells. Two new destruction facilities, at Blue Grass and Pueblo, are
under construction (OPCW, 2010b, p. 2).

® The State Party in question asked the OPCW to regard its name as highly protected information. Therefore, it is
referred to by the OPCW as “A State Party”. Information on the inferred identity of the unnamed State Party by
specialised news outlets include the following: “After ratifying the [CWC] in April 1997, South Korea is
reported to have declared its possession of several thousand metric tonnes of chemical warfare agents and one
chemical weapons production facility to the [OPCW]. The South Korean government has maintained a high
level of secrecy regarding its chemical weapons activities making no public announcements and requiring the
OPCW to refer to it in all documents as ‘another state party’ or ‘an unnamed state party’” (CNS, 2009h). A news
article on progress of chemical weapons destruction worldwide referred to the “anonymous state widely known
to be South Korea” (NTI, 2009b). This article, in turn, is cited as a footnote on the Wikipedia entry for the
Chemical Weapons Convention (Wikipedia, 2010).
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destruction process. Albania, India and a State Party presumed to be South Korea® have
completed irreversible destruction of their arsenals under OPCW verification. Libya and Iraq
are preparing to do so. The United States and the Russian Federation still have a ways to go
before the destruction of their stockpiles is complete. According to the US Department of
Defense, destruction of the entire stockpile by April 2012 does not appear feasible®.
Nevertheless, both States have publicly committed themselves to fully destroying their

stockpiles.

Beyond the CWC membership, Egypt, whose armed forces have in the past used chemical
weapons in conflict, reportedly possesses chemical weapons (SIPRI, 2004, p. 6). North Korea
and Syria allegedly have current chemical weapon programmes. While there are allegations
that Israel has an advanced chemical weapons programme, there is no confirmed evidence

(CNS, 2010a).

The CWC does more than require the destruction of chemical weapons. Under its second
pillar, the CWC requires non-proliferation of chemical weapons through industry
verification'!. States Parties must regulate the use of scheduled chemicals by industry within
their borders and prepare them to receive regular OPCW inspections designed to verify that

these toxic chemicals are being utilised solely for peaceful purposes.

%« .. in mid-2008, and in advance of its deadline, South Korea completed the destruction of its entire chemical
weapons stockpile becoming the second CWC member to do so to date” (CNS, 2009h).

% The U.S. Defense Department is still building disposal plants at two installations. “Even with a potential $1.2
billion in supplementary funding that could quicken the pace of work in coming years, operations are expected to
conclude in 2017 at the Pueblo Chemical Depot in Colorado and four years later at the Blue Grass Army Depot
in Kentucky” (NTI, 2009a).

1 Although the text of the CWC does not contain the term “non-proliferation”, a core objective of the OPCW is
the non-proliferation of chemical weapons “through the application of the verification and implementation
measures provided for in the Convention, which also serve to build confidence between States Parties”,
according to the latest programme and budget. The balance between the two major core objectives —non-
proliferation and elimination of chemical weapons— and how many resources to devote to either one of them is
the source of much deliberation among delegations and observers.
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A third pillar of the CWC provides for assistance and protection to States Parties that are
threatened or attacked with chemical weapons. Finally, the fourth main area of work is the
promotion of international cooperation in the peaceful uses of chemistry, a concession? to the
large number of developing countries with no chemical weapons stockpiles to destroy or

advanced chemical industries.

BWC institutional framework

Biological weapons are disease-causing organisms or toxins intentionally used to kill or harm
humans, animals or plants, as well as any devices used to disseminate them. The basis for the
international prohibition against biological warfare is the 1925 Geneva Protocol, which
prohibits use, and the 1972 BWC which prohibits the development, production, stockpiling
and transfer of biological weapons. Infectious as well as non-contagious agents such as
anthrax have been used for development by past State military programmes. Ensuring that
material, equipment and technology are not misused is most difficult in the biological field

because much of it is dual-purpose in nature (SIPRI, 2010a).

Whereas the stockpiles of chemical weapons are known because most States must declare
them under the CWC verification regime, it is more difficult to determine the number of
countries with biological weapons programmes, as nations rarely acknowledge the possession
of these types of weapons. Moreover, it is relatively easy to keep such programmes secret due
to the dual-use nature of biotechnology. The US destroyed its biological weapons stockpile in

the early 1970s (CNS, 2009b). In 1992, Yeltsin acknowledged that the Soviet Union had

12 According to Bauta (2002, p. 343), developing countries, with no chemical weapons stockpiles or developed
chemical industries, yet important by their numbers to the universality of the CWC, saw little incentive in a
treaty which would bind them to a series of verification obligations — including those of challenge inspections —
without these obligations being balanced by the inclusion of certain rights. These countries argued in favour of
the inclusion of language that would ensure that the provisions of the CWC should be implemented in a manner
which avoids hampering the economic or technological development of States Parties.

7



violated the BWC and gave orders to dismantle the programme®. Iraq had a biological
weapon programme prior to 1996, according to the Irag Survey Group’s final report.
Allegations have been made that China*, the Democratic People’s Republic of Korea™,

Iran®, Israel*’ and Syria'® have biological weapons programmes.

In comparison with the CWC, the BWC has little in the way of formal institutions. The lack
of an OPBW equivalent to the OPCW can be attributed to the absence of a BWC verification
regime, and more particularly to the deadlock in the BWC Ad Hoc Group™. An important
achievement of the 6™ Review Conference®® was the creation, effective August 2007, of the
ISU, which was given a narrow mandate to avoid political sensitivities. In Next steps to
strengthen the BWC, Nicholas Sims (2009) argues that although a standing secretariat may be
better placed to adjust priorities, the ISU is a second-best remedy, preferably with an
expanded mandate. He encourages the 7" Review Conference to be held in 2011 to at the very

least renew the mandate of the ISU for a further five years.

¥ However, it is not known whether that order was carried out completely because the Russian Ministry of
Defence forbids foreigners from visiting three military biological research institutes that are known to have
played important roles in the Soviet BW program (CNS, 2009a).

4 China is a party to the BWC. The US has alleged that China maintains “some elements of an offensive
biological weapon capability in violation of its BWC obligations” (CNS, 2009c).

!> North Korea is a party to the BWC. Open-source information on its biological weapons programme varies
considerably. Perhaps the most authoritative analysis was made in 2006 by the Republic of Korea's Ministry of
National Defence, which estimates that the North Korea possesses between 2,500 and 5,000 metric tonnes of
biological agents including the causative agents of anthrax, smallpox, and cholera (CNS, 2009d).

' Iran, a party to the BWC, is often accused in Western circles of secretly developing an offensive BW
programme, partly because of its strong biotechnology and pharmaceutical infrastructure.

17 Israel has neither signed the BWC nor stated why it refuses to sign it. It is commonly assumed that Israel
maintains a biological weapon programme but its exact nature is unclear (CNS, 2009f).

'8 Syria is not a party to the BWC. The bulk of open-source references to Syrian biological weapon activity are
unclassified statements by US or Israeli government officials, most claiming that there are reasons to believe that
an offensive biological weapon programme exists in Syria. In contrast to discussions of Syrian chemical warfare
capabilities, no details are provided supporting the biological weapons assertions, either due to concern for
protection of sources and methods or, perhaps, due to a simple lack of information (CNS, 2009¢).

% The Ad Hoc Group met a number of times each year in Geneva from 1995 to 2001 to negotiate a legally
binding protocol to strengthen the BWC by adding verification mechanisms to it (Brugger, 2001). The George
W. Bush administration rejected the proposed protocol arguing that it did not suit the national interests of the
U.S. The protocol would have established an OPBW.

20 The 6™ Review Conference, held in late 2006, also adopted a detailed plan for promoting universal adherence
and decided to update and streamline the procedures for submission and distribution of the Confidence-Building
Measures (UNODA, 2010b).
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Another area where the BWC is weaker than the CWC is in the absence of institutionalized
BWC National Authorities. These bodies ensure that governments are implementing the
multilateral treaties at the national level, including enacting legislation, adopting regulations
on imports and exports, etc. In this regard, Sims (2009) claims that “it looks as if governments
are taking the BWC less seriously than the CWC, or are making the mistake of supposing

they can have biological disarmament on the cheap”.

It is perhaps because of this weaker intergovernmental support to the BWC that biological
disarmament is presently championed by non-governmental organisations and other civil
society actors, including those of the medical and scientific professions with a stake in the
health of the BWC. As evidence of this is the fact that it is an academic institution, the
Department of Peace Studies of the University of Bradford which, at the request of the
President of the Sixth Review Conference (Bradford, 1996), is administering a comprehensive
website on the BWC —www.opbw.org— which complements the one maintained by ISU at
www.unog.ch/bwc/. The non-governmental Verification Research, Training and Information
Centre (VERTIC), based in London, has a comprehensive programme to assist States with the
national implementation of the BWC through laws and regulations (www.vertic.org/NIM).
NGOs are also afforded an opportunity to speak from the floor at the current round of annual
meetings of the BWC, give expert presentations as guests of the Chair and during side events,

and freely liaise with government and mission officials.

This is in contrast to the CWC regime, where NGOs play a much more peripheral role, as the
core discussions and decision-making take place in a highly formal intergovernmental setting.
A coalition of NGOs was formed on the margins of the 14™ session of the Conference of the

States Parties of the OPCW in 2009 but it is too early to assess the impact of this initiative®’.

2! Global Security Newswire reported on this event (NTI, 2010a).



Nuclear security

The international community is preparing to commemorate the 65™ anniversary of the atomic
bombings in Hiroshima and Nagasaki in August this year and has now held an NPT Review
Conference?’; nevertheless, complete nuclear disarmament is still a distant reality, with a

global arsenal of approximately 23,000% nuclear warheads.

Except for the US —5,113 in its commissioned nuclear arsenal (NTI, 2010b)— and the
United Kingdom —no more than 225 warheads including up to 160 that are ready for action
(Haynes, 2010)— which recently disclosed the exact number of nuclear weapons, the exact
figures of nuclear weapons each country possesses is not publicly known and estimates range
from most reliable to least reliable depending on how transparent or opaque the possessor
State is. The Russian Federation has an estimated 12,000%*; France has some 300; and China
has about 200. These are the five nuclear weapon States under the 1968 NPT since they all

conducted nuclear tests before 1968.

Of the other nuclear-armed States that are not party to the NPT, Israel has between 100-200%
nuclear warheads; Pakistan, an estimated 60; India approximately 50-60; and North Korea,

less than 10.

The IAEA cannot confirm that all nuclear material in Iran is for peaceful activities because

Iran has not provided the Agency with the necessary cooperation under the relevant

%2 The 2010 Review Conference of the Parties to the NPT is being held from 3 to 28 May 2010 at UN
Headquarters in New York.

2% Of these, nearly 8,000 warheads are considered operational, of which almost 2,000 U.S. and Russian warheads
are on high alert, ready for use on short notice (FAS, 2010).

2% Under the provisions of START and SORT, the Russian strategic nuclear arsenal had been reduced to
approximately 3,909 nuclear warheads as of January 2009. In addition, Russia reportedly has an inventory of as
many as 8,150 nuclear warheads awaiting dismantlement and its stockpile size was further uncertain due to lack
of an accurate count of tactical nuclear weapons (CNS, 2009g).

%5 Based on estimates of the plutonium production capacity of the Dimona reactor, Israel has approximately 100-
200 advanced nuclear explosive devices. Officially, Israel has declared that it will not be the first to introduce
nuclear weapons into the Middle East, but it remains a non-signatory to the NPT (CNS, 2010a).
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Comprehensive Safeguards Agreement (IAEA, 2010b). A 2009 survey found that respondents
in 14 countries were more concerned about Iran’s nuclear programme (median percentage of
66%) than the Taliban controlling Afghanistan (median 48%) or extremists controlling
Pakistan (median 44%) (Pew Research Center, 2009). Paradoxically, while Iran is perceived
as the alleged violator in the IAEA context, the Islamic Republic acts as the accuser in the
CWC regime, availing itself of any opportunity to name and shame the US for its potential
inability to complete the destruction of its stockpiles by the extended deadline of 29 April

2012%.

A CoLD WAR STORY

Unlike chemical and biological weapons, nuclear weapons play a strategic role through their
deterrent factor and convey a certain status on those States that possess them. It is no
coincidence that the five nuclear weapons States under the NPT are also the five permanent
members of the UN Security Council. Although the early 1990s saw the end of the Cold War,
the doctrine of Mutually Assured Destruction has not abated. Both the US and Russia are very
cautiously negotiating reductions of their nuclear arsenals. The new administration in
Washington DC has stated that it intends to rely less on nuclear weapons while at the same
time maintaining strategic deterrence with more sophisticated conventional weapons

(Grossman, 2010).

The successor to the 1991 Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty (START 1) —signed on 8 April
2010 by presidents Obama and Medvedev and pending ratification by the US Senate and

Russia’s State Duma— will require Washington and Moscow to both lower their respective

% For instance, at the 14" session of the Conference of the States Parties, Iran made the following statement:
“With the final extended deadline of 29 April 2012 approaching, the recent alarming indication by the United
States of America that it may not be able to meet the final extended deadline for the complete destruction of its
chemical weapons stockpiles has become a source of serious concern.” The same national paper referred to the
chemical attack Iran suffered in the 80s and complained that more than 20 years after this tragedy “those
individuals and companies from some developed States who helped the former regime of Iraq to commit such
atrocities are yet to be brought to justice”. (OPCW, 2009¢)
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strategic arsenals to 1,550 deployed warheads and to cap their fielded nuclear delivery
vehicles —missiles, submarines and bombers— at 700, with another 100 allowed in reserve

(GSN, 2010; US State Department, 2010b).

An illustration that the nuclear field is more complex than the chemical and biological ones is
the complex overlap of bilateral, regional®” and global efforts to tackle nuclear weapons
issues. Global efforts include the negotiation of a treaty to end the production of fissile
materials for nuclear weapons, in addition to the NPT and the CTBT. As this dissertation
focuses on critically comparing the multilateral intergovernmental institutions operating in the
three fields of WMD, the two organisations that are examined in the field of nuclear security
and non-proliferation are the IAEA, in the context of the NPT, and the Preparatory

Commission for the CTBTO, in the context of the CTBT.

NPT AND IAEA

Whereas the CWC is not discriminatory (every State Party, whether a possessor or not, has
the same rights and obligations), the NPT afforded different statuses to nations with and
without nuclear weapons at the time it was signed in 1968. Under the NPT, signatory nations
without nuclear weapons will not seek to build them and will accept safeguards to prevent
diversion of nuclear material and technology from peaceful uses to a weapons program. On
the other hand, States possessing nuclear weapons at the signing of the NPT agreed not to
help non-nuclear States gain access to nuclear weapons, but to offer them access to peaceful

nuclear technology.

Whereas the CWC established concrete deadlines for the destruction of chemical weapons,

the NPT is vaguer in this respect: “All States agree to work towards the eventual elimination

°" Several nuclear weapon-free zones have been established through regional treaties: Latin America and the
Caribbean (Treaty of Tlatelolco), South Pacific (Treaty of Rarotonga), Southeast Asia (Treaty of Bangkok),
Africa (Treaty of Pelindaba), Central Asia, and Mongolia (UNODA, 2010a).
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of nuclear weapons” (CNS, 2007). A poll of nearly 20,000 respondents across 21 nations
worldwide found that citizens in every country would favour an international agreement for
eliminating all nuclear weapons, similar to the CWC regime. On average, across all countries,
76 percent were for such an accord, with 50 percent favouring it strongly. Sixteen percent

were opposed, with just 7 percent opposing it strongly®.

One important difference between the IAEA and the OPCW is that the OPCW operates under
one treaty only —the Chemical Weapons Convention— whereas the IAEA deals with
different instruments, not only the NPT. The most prominent link between the IAEA and the
NPT is through Article Il (the IAEA has been designated to administer international
safeguards to verify that non-nuclear weapons States fulfil the non-proliferation commitment
they have made) and Article IV (the IAEA has been designated to facilitate further

development of the applications of nuclear energy for peaceful purposes) (IAEA, 2010a).

The IAEA was established in 1957 and currently has 151 Member States, with its
headquarters in Vienna, Austria. The policy-making organs of the IAEA are the General
Conference (which meets once a year), the Board of Governors (composed of 35 Member
States) and the Member States themselves. The IAEA’s mandate stems from a Statute signed
in 1956 and entered into force in 1957. According to the Statute, the objective of the IAEA is
to “accelerate and enlarge the contribution of atomic energy to peace, health and prosperity
throughout the world”. The three main pillars of the IAEA are safety and security, science and

technology, and safeguards and verification.

%8 The poll of 19,142 respondents across 21 countries was conducted between January 10 and August 29, 2008
by WorldPublicOpinion.org, a collaborative research project involving research centers from around the world
and managed by the Program on International Policy Attitudes at the University of Maryland. Margins of error
range from +/- 2 to 4 percentage points. The study included all nations with nuclear weapons (except North
Korea) and the following non-nuclear nations: Argentina, Azerbaijan, Egypt, Indonesia, Iran, Kenya, Mexico,
Nigeria, the Palestinian territories, South Korea, Thailand, Turkey, and Ukraine. The nations included represent
62 percent of the world population (World Public Opinion, 2008).
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CTBT AND THE PREPARATORY COMMISSION OF CTBTO

How does the NPT relate to the 1996 CTBT? The NPT lays the foundation of the
international nuclear non-proliferation regime. When it was being negotiated in the late
1960s, a permanent ban on nuclear testing was seen as an important element of such a non-
proliferation regime. The NPT and the CTBT are complementary when it comes to the control
of nuclear activities. With the NPT as its legal basis, the IAEA monitors the “upstream”
dimension of nuclear weapons development (i.e., uranium enrichment, plutonium
reprocessing and fuel fabrication) while the CTBT is meant to monitor the “downstream”
final proof of a State’s intention to develop nuclear weapons, the nuclear test explosion®®

(CTBTO, 2010).

The CTBT has not yet entered into force. It needs to be ratified by all 44 countries listed in
Annex 2%, a group of countries that possessed nuclear research and/or power reactors at the
time the CTBT was concluded. All but two —China and the US— of the five NPT nuclear
weapon States have ratified the CTBT. The entry into force of the CTBT would have more
positive ramifications for arms control and disarmament than any other single measure

(WMDC, 2009).

The Preparatory Commission for the CTBTO, established on 19 November 1996, is an
international organization in its own right laying the groundwork for the period in the future
when the CTBT enters into force and the CTBTO is established. Its main purpose is to make

the necessary preparations so that the CTBT can be effectively implemented once the treaty

% n the decade 1965-1974 a total of 621 nuclear tests were conducted by the five nuclear weapon States under
the NPT: the United States (366), the Soviet Union (186), France (51), China (15) and the United Kingdom (2).
India conducted one test during that period. The announced nuclear test by North Korea on 9 October 2006
broke an eight-year-long de-facto moratorium. However, it also provided the first real-life test case for the
CTBTO’s global alarm system. All the data and analyses were provided to Signatory States enabling them to
make their own judgements (CTBTO, 2010).

% A compilation from the IAEA’s April 1996 edition of “Nuclear Power Reactors in the World”. These
countries had also participated in the Conference on Disarmament and in CTBT negotiations in 1996.
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enters into force, and to prepare for the first session of the Conference of the States Parties to
the treaty. In this regard, the Preparatory Commission of CTBTO is akin to the Preparatory
Commission of the OPCW that operated from 1993 to 1997 before the CWC entered into

force in 1997, at which time the OPCW was established.

Verification: balancing confidentiality against transparency

As described above, weapons of mass destruction still exist and the international community
is making efforts to control, reduce or destroy these in the context of bilateral or multilateral
treaties. Most of these agreements come with a verification mechanism that allows the other

party or a multilateral agency to verify that each party is in compliance with the agreement.

Verification can be effected by means of comprehensive declarations by the States, data
monitoring to detect whether there are inconsistencies between amounts reported as exported
by country a to country b and vice versa, and on-site monitoring and inspections. As most of
this information is sensitive because it relates to countries’ military (offensive or defensive)
programmes or companies’ proprietary information, the multilateral agencies collecting this

data must treat it with utmost confidentiality.

There is abundant literature on the role of verification in multilateral disarmament treaties.
Andemicael (2006), who compared the challenges facing the treaties in the nuclear and
chemical fields, argued that the verification systems of the OPCW, IAEA and CTBTO aim at
confidence-building and deterrence by assuring members that rigorous verification would
deter or otherwise detect non-compliance. Comparing the OPCW with the IAEA, Walter
Dorn and Rolya (1993) predicted that the OPCW inspections would cover a large variety of
activities and the inspections would be more intrusive than those of the IAEA, given the
different characteristics of chemical and nuclear sciences, their applications, and the structures

of the industries based on them.
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A couple of years before the CWC was concluded, Mullen (1991) urged those working for an
OPCW to look at the lessons learned from the IAEA’s experience, namely how to carry out
verification activities while balancing the desire for transparency, i.e., openness in evaluation
and reporting, against concerns about the potential misuse of sensitive information, and how
to communicate complex technical information on the performance of the verification system
in a way that is understandable and meaningful to a wide range of interested parties, not all of

whom are verification specialists.

Confidentiality is key for effective verification. This is clearly stated in the preface of the
opPoC*:

A policy for confidential information is essential to the work of the
Organisation because of the intrusive verification measures which are aimed
at promoting confidence in compliance with the Convention while respecting
States Parties' legitimate concerns about the possible disclosure of sensitive
information. (OPCW, 2006, p. 1)

Part V of the OPOC establishes three categories of confidential information: restricted,
protected, and highly protected. These categories are based on the level of sensitivity of an

item of information, which is assessed according to the following two factors:

(a) the degree of potential damage which its disclosure could cause to a State
Party, any other body of a State Party, including a commercial firm, or to
any national of a State Party, or to the Convention or the Organisation; and

(b) the degree of potential particular or selective advantage its disclosure
could offer to an individual, a State, or any other body, including a
commercial firm. (OPCW, 2006, p. 13)

On the one hand, States are concerned about the misuse of confidential information and are
reluctant to see verification details widely disseminated. On the other hand, excessive
confidentiality makes it difficult for outside observers to assess the performance of the system

independently. Obviously, an international organisation must respect a State’s legitimate

3! The oPCW Policy on Confidentiality was adopted in 1997 by the first session of the Conference of the States
Parties. It was revised in 2006.

16



concern for confidentiality. However, some confidentiality requirements make the task of
communicating the work of the OPCW to the public more difficult. One such criticism was
made by McLaughlin (2004, p. 3): “A significant problem that the OPCW is facing is the
tendency of States to over-classify information that they provide to the organization. The
height of absurdity in this respect is South Korea’s attempt to classify its own name: it
requires the OPCW to refer to ‘A State Party’ when mentioning the country’s declared
chemical weapon stockpile—even though this is the worst kept secret in international

diplomacy”.

The OPCW provides a yearly report on how the regime governing the handling of
confidential information is implemented. According to the latest report (see table below),
from entry into force of the CWC in April 1997 through 31 December 2009, the OPCW
Technical Secretariat received 12,486 verification-related documents, of which 35.5% were
classified. Translated into document pages, 276,417 pages were received, of which 77.08%

were classified (OPCW, 2010d, p. 5).

Table 1. Breakdown, by classification, of the total number of verification-related documents received by
the Secretariat between entry into force of the CWC and 31 December 2009

Classification No. of No. of Pages Percentage of | Percentage of
Documents Documents Pages
Highly Protected 1,773 112,281 14.2 40.62
Protected 1,249 67,656 10.0 24.48
Restricted 1,410 33,101 11.3 11.98
Unclassified 8,054 63,379 64.5 22.92
Total 12,486 276,417

It is worthwhile mentioning that in the OPCW’s annual report on OPOC implementation, the
Director-General acknowledged the efforts made by States Parties in recent years to reduce
the number of classified documents to the Secretariat and requested all States Parties to
continue to work towards further reductions in this area. The report further stated: “Given that

the handling and protection of confidential documents consume considerable resources,
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minimising the number of such documents enhances the Secretariat’s efficiency” (OPCW,

2010d, p. 5).

In addition to stipulating what information is confidential, the OPOC establishes what
information is not confidential and can be made publicly available. The OPOC authorises the
Director-General to publicly release non-confidential or declassified information provided

that it falls into one of three categories.

(a) general information on the course of the implementation of the
Convention which does not contain material relating specifically to any State
Party. This excludes specific information about inspection activities being
conducted in or planned for a State Party. The types of information which
may be released publicly under this provision will be set out in a list
approved by the Conference; this list could include details of declaration
requirements and forms, generic or model documentation, summary
information about the overall verification programme, and verification
technology and methodology applied in on-site inspections;

(b) factual organisational information about the Organisation, except for
information that relates to the security of the Organisation, or to personnel
matters and the privacy of staff of the Secretariat; or

(c) information referring to a State Party, which is unclassified and which
that State Party has specifically requested or consented to be publicly
released. (OPCW, 2006, p. 39-40)

These three categories provide the basis for the OMPAP, which includes an indicative list of
areas in which information may be routinely provided by the OPCW to the news media and

the general public. The OMPAP is examined in detail in Chapter II.
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Chapter Il. Policy and strategy issues regarding media and

public outreach

The key roles that confidentiality and transparency play in the effective verification of
disarmament and non-proliferation regimes have been highlighted in Chapter I. The next step
is to analyze the policies and strategies concerning media and public outreach. Each
organization has a legal or normative framework that governs the public release of
information. A critical analysis of the relevant policies and rules should help determine

whether these encourage or discourage public transparency.

At the OPCW, the normative framework governing public information includes, in addition to
the OPOC seen earlier, the OMPAP, dated 16 May 1997. The principles and objectives of the

OMPAP are as follows:

To the extent needed to facilitate the achievement of the object and the purpose of the Convention,
the implementation of the Media Policy shall assist the news media and the general public in
understanding the tasks and the activities of the Organisation. It shall promote the image of the
OPCW as an accessible international organisation which provides balanced, timely and objective
information. It will not be overly promotional and active, but will avoid being merely reactive.
(OPCW, 19974, p. 3)

This policy has not been revised since then. The OMPAP is supposed to apply to all the
organs of the OPCW, including the Conference of the States Parties, the EC and the Technical
Secretariat. The Director-General of the Technical Secretariat is responsible for ensuring the
implementation of OMPAP and the Media and Public Affairs Branch (MPB) administers it.
Different Heads of MPB have struggled to find the right balance between proactiveness and

reactivity. Peter Kaiser, Head of MPB from 2001 to 2007,
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formulated an educational rather than advocacy-focused media strategy®” arguing that certain
media campaigns or promotion could easily be confused with advocacy of a particular
political position, which could easily create counter-productive responses or may not reliably

convey the consensual agreement of the States Parties regarding the OMPAP.

One important difference between the OMPAP and the media policies used by other
organisations is that OMPAP is a formal policy, in the sense that it was adopted by all
Member States at the very first session of the Conference of the States Parties. In contrast, the
policies at IAEA, CTBTO and ISU are more informal and independent from the policy-

making bodies.

The CTBTO Preparatory Commission does not have a formal policy on media and public
affairs. According to CTBTO’s spokesperson, the Provisional Technical Secretariat is using
internal procedures that may be formalised once the CTBT enters into force. The absence of a
formal media policy is no impediment, however, to the CTBTO operating a six-person Public
Information Section that, according to its Chief, attracted 1,200 articles in the reputable news
media in 2009. It should be noted that, as the CTBT has yet to enter into force pending two
important ratifications, advocacy and public outreach are more a necessity for the CTBTO
than for the OPCW, which is close to full quantitative universality®* and more concerned

about the technical implementation of the treaty than advocacy.

%2 The Secretariat submitted a strategic plan on the OMPAP to the 14" session of the Advisory Board on
Administrative and Financial Matters (ABAF) of the OPCW (9-13 June 2003). The strategy stated the following
goals: create recognition for the need for chemical disarmament and a chemical weapons ban; foster
understanding of the security and the developmental relevance of the CWC; and provide information on
implementation (OPCW, 2003).

% Quantitative universality refers to the status of participation in the CWC in terms of numbers. Only 7 States
are not members of the OPCW: five non-signatories —Angola, Egypt, North Korea, Somalia and Syria— and
two States that have signed but not ratified the CWC —Israel and Myanmar. Qualitative universality refers to the
degree of national implementation each State Party has effected by adopting CWC national implementing
legislation and concomitant regulations.
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In connection with promotion and public outreach, the IAEA has set ambitious goals for the
period 2006-2011.:

(i) Explain complex, technical subjects clearly to the general public and
media; (ii) Expand outreach and promotional activities with governments,
non-governmental organizations, media and the general public, particularly
through the use of Internet connections; (iii) Seek continually to improve the
quality and timely availability of information on the Agency’s work and the
results achieved in the peaceful uses of nuclear technologies, safety, security
and verification; and (iv) Promote communications with the public through
all Agency programmes. (IAEA, 2006)

The Nuclear Communicator’s Toolbox available to IAEA staff members and other individuals
reporting on nuclear issues states the following: “It is in our interest to work with the media
quickly and honestly and to develop a coherent communications strategy based on those same

principles” (IAEA, 2007).

According to Piers Millet, Political Affairs Officer at the ISU, the ISU does not have a formal
policy on media and public affairs given its size—three staff members, all of whom regularly
give briefings at public meetings and take part in public affairs. According to Millet, the ISU
tries to be as open and transparent as possible and the only information they do not regularly
release is that which is either confidential (such as State-to-State communications under the
annual exchanges of information) or privileged (such as details of agendas or programmes of
work during their development). All formal communications between the Chair and the States
Parties (including attendant annexes and attachments) are posted online as soon as is feasible,
including speaking notes from meetings and regional group meetings (as soon as the Chair
has met with all the groups). Press releases are usually only issued immediately prior to or

following formal BWC meetings, unless a significant event has taken place.

Historical determinants of the OPCW'’s public profile

The historical context may help explain OPCW?’s conservative approach to public outreach. In
Organizational culture of the OPCW Secretariat, Barbeschi (2002) describes the trying

circumstances the OPCW encountered at the turn of the millennium: a battle over who had the
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authority to decide on the reclassification of Secretariat posts which divided the three
principal organs of the OPCW?*, a financial famine that forced a reduction of the Secretariat’s
activities across the board®, and the April 2002 decision to remove the Director-General Jose
Bustani from office by a vote of forty-eight to seven, with forty-three delegations
abstaining®. According to Barbeschi (2002), “Aftershocks of this power struggle shook the
Secretariat to its foundations. A large number of personnel, including some of the ‘founders’,
left the OPCW, thereby depriving it of a significant amount of institutional knowledge. This
experience has raised concerns about how any multilateral organizations —and the OPCW in

particular— can fulfil its mandate in an independent way.”

The dismissal of the first OPCW Director-General was widely covered by the news media,
triggering headlines such as Chemical weapons body sacks head (BBC News, 22 April 2002),
Disarmament Agency Director Is Ousted; U.S. Assails Record on Chemical Arms (The
Washington Post, 23 April 2002) or US campaign forces out chief of weapons inspections
organisation (The Independent, 23 April 2002). A number of news sources reported that the
US objected to Bustani’s plans to encourage Iraq to join the OPCW as Washington considered

that the inspections envisaged by the Brazilian Director-General would be “too lenient”

3 At the request of the Director-General, in the beginning of 1998 an external consultant undertook a
reassessment of a number of secretariat posts. The consultant recommended reclassifying certain posts upwards.
The Director-General informed the Secretariat of the results of the reassessment in 1998 and announced his
decision to apply the reassessment effective 1 January 1999. The Executive Council and the Conference stated
that reclassifying posts was not within the power of the Director-General and decided to postpone action. The
ensuing battle over who had the authority to make such a decision divided the three organs of the OPCW. A
group of 89 Secretariat personnel took their grievance to the Administrative Tribunal of the ILO in mid-1999,
which ruled in their favour in 2000. By late 2000, the Tribunal’s judgement was implemented in the Secretariat,
the costs being partially offset through a reorganization of the planned activities for the end of 2000 and 2001
(Barbeschi, 2002).

% «Although the OPCW’s budget grew from less than US$9 million in 1993 to more than US$50 million in
2001, its inadequacies became impossible to ignore. By far the largest share of the budget was staff costs. These
costs included the salaries of inspectors verifying the destruction of chemical weapons. According to the CWC,
inspection costs associated with verification of chemical weapon-related facilities are to be paid by the possessor
state. The significant delays before reimbursement meant that the OPCW was operating on ‘fictitious income’
and constant budget shortfalls” (Barbeschi, 2002).

%« despite ... administrative, financial and political problems, the states parties decided unanimously in May
2000 to renew the appointment [of] Director-General Bustani for a second four-year term. By early 2002, the
United States made it clear that it wanted a new Director-General, citing a ‘steady decline in Bustani’s
performance’. The American-led initiative ... used covert and overt manoeuvres to lobby states parties (and
Secretariat staff) for his removal...” (Barbeschi, 2002).
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(BBC, 2002). The Associated Press reported in 2005 that “Bustani's inspectors would have
found nothing, because Irag's chemical weapons were destroyed in the early 1990s. That
would have undercut the US rationale for war because the Bush administration by early 2002
was claiming, without hard evidence, that Baghdad still had such an arms program” (Hanley,

2005).

Given the political climate in 2002, it is not surprising that the new Director-General, Rogelio
Pfirter, and his spokesperson decided to apply very stringent clearing procedures for the
release of information, especially concerning Member States, in order to prevent further

aggravation between the Secretariat and Member States.

Procedures for clearing information related to Member States

The OMPAP imposes restrictions on the type of information that can be published related to a
specific country and who has the authority to publish it. The indicative list, annexed to the
OMPAP, of areas in which information may be routinely provided by the OPCW to the news
media and the general public excludes information related to a specific State Party or site.
Further, the “Director-General may release to the news media or the general public
information specifically related to a State Party only at the request of or with the express

consent of the State Party to which this information refers” (OPCW, 1997a) .

While this policy, which has been rigorously applied, has reduced if not entirely eliminated
the risk of the Secretariat inadvertently offending any Member State, it has imposed very rigid
procedures for clearing the public release of information. All press releases and news items
must be cleared with the Office of the Director-General, even if they refer to activities not
related to verification such as workshops and meetings organised by the Secretariat for

National Authorities. Any news item that refers to a State specifically, even protocol activities
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such as visits by dignitaries to the OPCW must be cleared not only by the front office but also

by the relevant Permanent Representation.

These very strict clearance procedures have slowed down the process of issuing news releases
to the point where in a number of cases it is too late for most mainstream news media to
acknowledge the story and relay it. Thus, the requirement under the OMPAP to provide

“timely” information is compromised.

In contrast, at the CTBTO the Executive Secretary has entrusted the authority to approve
press releases and other public information materials to the Head of the Public Information
Section, who routinely disseminates public information independently and only occasionally
consults with the Executive Secretary when in doubt. States are only contacted when the press
release or announcement is a joint undertaking between the Provisional Technical Secretariat

and a Member State (Thunborg, 2010).

Procedures for engaging in public relations activities

The staff rules of the organisations contain provisions on what staff members can or cannot
do regarding disseminating information externally or engaging with the media. As Table 2
below shows, one semantic but important difference between the rules of the IAEA and the
OPCW is that the IAEA allows its staff members to engage in public affairs activities with
certain restrictions (“Subject to ... staff members may...”) whereas the OPCW explicitly

prohibits them (“Staff members shall not ... exceptin ...”).

24



Table 2: Comparison of staff rules at IAEA and OPCW regarding engaging in public relations activities.

IAEA Staff rule 1.05.1(D) - Outside activities and
interests

OPCW Staff Rule 1.5.01 - Incompatible activities

(1) Subject to Staff Regulation 1.05, staff
members may, within their area of competence
and responsibility and provided they avoid
sensitive issues, and after giving reasonable notice
to the Director, Division of Public Information, of
the nature, timing and subject matter of the
activity:

(a) be interviewed by the press, radio and other
public information media on matters falling
within their direct field of activity;

(b) accept and keep speaking engagements;

(c) submit articles, books or other material for
outside publication; and

(d) take part in film, theatrical or television

Staff members shall not, except in the normal
course of official duties and with the prior
approval of the Director-General or other officer
duly authorised by the Director-General, perform
any one of the following acts, if such an act
relates to the purpose, activities or interests of the
Organisation:

(a) issue statements to the press, radio or other
agencies of public information;

(b) accept speaking engagements;

(c) take part in film, photo, theatre, radio or
television productions;

(d) submit articles, books or other material for
publication. (OPCW, 2008b)

productions or presentations

(2) In pursuing any of the activities referred to in
subparagraphs (a) through (d) above, staff
members shall make it clear that they are
engaging in the activity in question in a personal
capacity and not on behalf of the Agency or the
Director General. (IAEA, 2007)

According to the OPCW’s procedures for engaging in public relations (OPCW, 1998), the
only officials who are expected to engage in public relations, as a matter of course and under
the authorisation of the Director-General, are the Deputy Director-General, the Director of the
External Relations Division and the Head of MPB. The directive further states that, on an ad-
hoc basis and again under the authorisation of the Director-General, any other director or head

of branch can also engage in such tasks®’.

On the other hand, at the IAEA potentially any staff member may speak to the press unless

they are discussing sensitive issues. The IAEA policy states the following:

As a matter of principle, every member of the Secretariat may speak to the press,
within limits:

% The directive reinforces what the staff rule says, namely that any other staff member who receives a request
for an interview or an invitation to speak at a public event, or to participate in a seminar, symposium or
conference of relevance to the OPCW and the CWC must first obtain clearance from the Director of the External
Relations Division, who, in consultation with MPB, will decide whether to approve it or not. The Director-
General or the Deputy Director-General must then be informed about all such decisions. It further provides that
any staff member who intends to submit for publication and general circulation any material must obtain the
prior authorisation of the Director of the External Relations Division and the director of his division.
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e speak only with your area of competence and responsibility;

e provide facts, not opinions or comment;

o |eave sensitive issues to officials who are specifically authorized to
speak on them

The number of officials speaking on sensitive issues is necessarily limited to:
e the Spokesperson, on the basis of guidance;

e designated members of the Director General's staff and Heads of Department, within
their areas of competence;

o staff authorized by their Heads of Department, on the basis of guidance (IAEA,
2007).

At the OPCW, the tight control over who can disclose information has the merit that
confidential or sensitive information is less likely to be leaked inadvertently or contradictory
messages given by different officers of the OPCW. However, compared with the IAEA media
policy, it limits the OPCW’s responsiveness to requests from the news media. This constraint
Is becoming more apparent as the demand for information increases significantly in the digital

and social networking age.

Defining the target audiences

Any media and public affairs policy, and strategy based on it, should clearly define who the
target audiences are. There is usually more than one audience, each with different information
requirements. Read literally, the OMPAP regulates the contacts that OPCW personnel may
have with the news media and the general public. Further, the OMPAP defines “general
public” as any individual who is not an employee or a contractor of the OPCW nor someone

authorised by a State Party in relation to implementation of the CWC (OPCW, 1997a).

This is a very broad and vague definition of general public in the sense that it does not
differentiate between private and civil stakeholders —such as CWC-relevant industry or arms
control NGOs— and the rest of the public at large. A literal reading of the OMPAP suggests
that either there are no stakeholders outside government contacts or, if there are, their access
to OPCW’s unclassified official information should be more restricted, as OMPAP would

apply to them.
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A media and public relations strategy that the Secretariat developed in 2003 made an effort to

identify a number of audience groups:

0 The largest audience of readers and viewers searching for basic information on international
security and disarmament issues.

0 A much smaller audience of active learners seeking introductory information specifically on
the CWC/OPCW. This would include individuals preparing for, or who have just begun, a
career in international law, international relations, such as personnel from National
Authorities or the foreign service.

0 The stakeholders and implementers: the numerically smallest, but by far most influential,
audience in shaping CWC-relevant policy and broadcasting the CWC message. “Key
audiences” encompass Permanent Representations, National Authorities, chemical industry,
the United Nations and related agencies, international organisations, parliamentarians,
academics, NGOs and the media. (OPCW, 2003)

However, given resources available, the few information products or services that have been
made available in print or online have tended to target Permanent Representations, National

Authorities and a limited number of civil society organisations.

Multilingualism to reach a global audience

Although English is the working language of the OPCW, Arabic, Chinese, French, Russian
and Spanish are also official languages. However, given limited resources, no news releases

and very few publication materials are being published in languages other than English.

This is an impediment to global outreach. Although most Internet users are English-speaking
(27.7%), this figure is closely followed by Chinese speakers (22.6%), and Arabic and Russian
Internet users have grown the most (2,297% and 1,359%, respectively) in the period 2000-

2009 (Internet World Stats, 2010).

While the Conference of the States Parties requested the Secretariat to “ensure respect for
equal treatment of the six official languages of the OPCW, as well as to promote the
appropriate linguistic balance in the dissemination of information within the Organisation”

(OPCW, 2010Db), this applies largely to official-series documents only.
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The availability of public information materials such as press releases, publications and other
web content in all six official languages would contribute to a higher profile of the OPCW
worldwide. However, this may not happen until the OPCW expands the Secretariat’s

language services to include public information releases.

Specific audiences require specific messages

Certain audiences, such as communities located near chemical weapons destruction facilities,

have not been targeted at all through outreach campaigns.

The Russian Federation, a major possessor State, has been faced with the problem of local
communities opposing the existence of chemical weapons destruction facilities (CWDFs) in
their backyards. Some local communities have criticised the official authorities for not
keeping them informed about the possible risks and dangers emerging from a nearby CWDF.
According to Leonov (2004) of the NGO Green Cross Russia, the public thinks these facilities
are dangerous for local residents and that local authorities get money for accepting these sites

to the detriment of the health and well-being of the local residents (see Figure below).

Figure 1: Slide depicting public perceptions on the construction of a CWDF in Russia, presented by Green
Cross Russia in April 2005
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According to Leonov (2004), some obstacles to public outreach have included the limited
information provided by the Russian Federation and the OPCW as well as suspicion and lack
of trust by the public. Some of Green Cross Russia’s accomplishments have included
decreasing social tension stemming from chemical weapons stockpile destruction,
implementing a system for informing local communities about destruction developments, a
transition to more productive levels of public engagement on issues of personal responsibility,
safety and rights of residents in emergency planning zones, the inclusion of representatives
from all stakeholder groups, and growing awareness in Russian government agencies of the

critical importance of public outreach.

Towards a multistakeholder model

The case of the Russian CWDF above illustrates the relevance of the multistakeholder model
in the context of civil society organisations filling the gaps left by, or joining the efforts of,

governmental actors in reaching out to specific publics affected by CWC activities.

Subsequent policy at the OPCW has acknowledged the increasing relevance of a
multistakeholder approach to the implementation of the CWC. For instance, the Second
Review Conference, held in 2008, reaffirmed that raising the awareness of all stakeholders
about the prohibitions and requirements of the CWC would benefit national implementation.

The Conference encouraged the OPCW:

to continue to develop relations and partnerships as appropriate with relevant
regional and international organisations including international organisations
related to chemical safety, chemical industry associations, the private sector
and civil society, in order to promote universality and awareness of the
objectives and purposes of the Convention. (OPCW, 2008c, p. 26)

However, non-governmental stakeholders continue to be at a disadvantage in terms of access
to online information from the OPCW. Specifically, access to official-series documentation
and other specialist content available on the Extranet is restricted to government officials

only, as explained in Chapter 111 below.
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Chapter Ill. Public availability of official documents

The link to media and public outreach

The OPCW?’s principal organs (Conference of the States Parties, Executive Council and
Technical Secretariat) and subsidiary bodies (Advisory Board on Administrative and
Financial Matters, the Scientific Advisory Board and the Confidentiality Commission) are
mandated to produce many reports on their activities throughout the year. In 2009 alone, the
OPCW generated 409 official-series documents®, including the annual report of the OPCW,
the programme and budget of the OPCW, the verification implementation report, and the

annual report of the EC on its own activities.

The large majority of these documents are unclassified and contain information that may be of
interest to the general public and the news media too, if delivered in a format, level of detail
and timeliness that is appropriate for each audience. In fact, the OMPAP allows for the public
release of materials based on non-confidential reports or parts of reports of the OPCW with
the following limitation: “taking into account possible decisions of the Conference, the EC or
the Director-General not to make such reports or certain parts of them public” (OPCW,

1997a).

An example of content based on official-series documents includes the online calendar of

OPCW events which is made up of entries that originate from invitation notes by the

% This figure refers to the English-language documents issued for, or emanating from, the principal organs and
the subsidiary bodies of the OPCW and includes addenda, corrigenda and revisions to documents and documents
reissued for technical reasons.
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Secretariat. Another example is a quarterly update on the status of implementation of the
CWC, based on the opening statement the Director-General delivers at each session of the
EC. Excerpts of this quarterly statement have been published by the OPCW in issues of the

Chemical Disarmament quarterly.

Furthermore, for a number of years (1993-2005), the non-governmental organisation Harvard
Sussex Program on CBW Armament and Arms Limitation (Harvard Sussex Program), which
had an implant at the OPCW during that period, contributed the section ‘Progress in The
Hague’ for the CBW Conventions Bulletin®*. This informative quarterly report was based
primarily on unclassified documentation from the EC, to which the Harvard Sussex Program
Researcher had full access. The disruption of this reporting in the CBW Conventions Bulletin
represented a loss of public reporting about the policy-making process of the OPCW, which

has yet to be met by the Secretariat.

An additional advantage of relying on official-series documents for the production of
information materials for the public is that these contain language agreed on by the States
themselves, in the case of the documents pertaining to the EC and the Conference. This
entails that the procedures described in Chapter Il about the clearance of content for public
release do not have to be followed as the content is already officially approved. Furthermore,

it diminishes the risk of offending any Member State over any sensitivity.

In addition to publishing content based on publicly available official-series documents, the
actual documents are uploaded on the OPCW public website. This process relies on the

procedures regarding processing of official-series documents.

% An index of all issues of the Bulletin from 1988 to the present is available online (Harvard Sussex Program,
2010).
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Guidelines and procedures regarding public availability of official-

series documents

It follows from the above that in order for OMPAP to be implemented effectively there must
be clear guidelines and procedures for establishing which documents can be made publicly

available.

A note by the Director-General to the EC in 1999 outlined the approach which the Secretariat
was going to take in relation to making official documents publicly available on the Internet,

as follows (OPCW, 1999):

(@  Publicly available documents:
. Conference (C series) documents, except for /CRP* documents, /NAT* documents
requested by the originator not to be included, and other documents as decided by the Director-
General in accordance with the OPCW Policy on Confidentiality and the OPCW Media and
Public Affairs Policy;

. certain Executive Council (EC series) documents, e.g. agendas, decisions and reports;
. Scientific Advisory Board (SAB series) documents; and
. Technical Secretariat (S series) documents, except for documents as decided by the

Director-General in accordance with the OPCW Policy on Confidentiality and the OPCW
Media and Public Affairs Policy.

(b)  Documents in the “restricted area” under username/password protection:
. /CRP documents in the C series, except for those issued during an ongoing session;
. documents in the EC series not made publicly available, except for /CRP documents
issued during an ongoing session or meeting, and /NAT documents requested by the originator
not to be included,
o documents in the C and S series not made publicly available; and
. documents in the ABAF series.

(c)  Documents not available in any form on the OPCW website:

. /CRP documents issued during an ongoing session or meeting;

. INAT documents requested by the originator not to be included;

. documents as decided by the Director-General; and

. any document or part of a document classified as OPCW Protected or OPCW Highly
Protected.

The responsibility for issuing official-series documents and distributing them to Member

States lies in the Secretariat of the Policy-Making Organs (PMO), a division within the

0 Conference Room Papers (CRPs) are proposals for action or decision submitted to a principal organ or
subsidiary body, by a Member State or by the Director-General on behalf of the Secretariat. Draft
decisions/reports whose document symbols contain “CRP”, once approved or adopted by the relevant policy-
making organs, need to be reissued with new document symbols (OPCW, 2008a, pp. 4-6).

* National papers (/NAT designator) are documents authored by the Member States and issued within the
official-document series, at their request.
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OPCW Technical Secretariat. PMO distributes the official documents to Member States in
different ways: through a Documentation Counter at Headquarters, by mail, and electronically
through the External Server (which presently contains the categories of documents listed
under (a), (b) and part of (c) above, and to which only registered users from Member States

have access).

All other members of the public, including non-signatory States, other international
organisations, NGOs, the media, and the general public rely on the subset of official-series
documents published on the OPCW public website. The action to upload a document is
triggered by the recommendation indicated by an officer in the document-processing form. In
recommending inclusion on the website, the substantive officer relies on guidelines,

established practice, his or her own judgment or clarification from PMO.

There are currently two main weaknesses in this system. The first one is the fact that
frequently the officer fails to indicate in the form whether a document should be made public
or not. For instance, a spot check of documentation pertaining to the 59™ session of the EC
(EC-59) reveals that 28 out 61 forms were incomplete.*? The second weakness has to do with
the guidelines, or absence thereof, that officers must rely on to recommend public release of
documents. A number of guidelines are ambiguous or vague and have been interpreted
inconsistently throughout the years. As a result, the public availability of certain documents,
often of a technical nature, and which are useful for specific audiences, including the
scientific community and private and civil stakeholders, is compromised. Some examples are

provided.

*2 In connection with EC-59 documentation, MPB received 61 official-series document-processing forms (DPFs)
from PMO. Only 7 of the 61 documents were published on the OPCW website. Out of the 61 DPFs, 28 were
incomplete in the sense that the substantive officer failed to recommend action regarding inclusion on the
website. Undefined DPFs included the opening statement by the DG and the session report, which have been
made publicly available in the past.
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Scientific Advisory Board documents and outreach to the scientific community

Contrary to what the 1999 Director-General’s Note to the EC stipulates, no single SAB

document has been made publicly available on the OPCW website®.

However, as acknowledged by the OPCW Director-General, the scientific community plays
an important role in ensuring that the CWC remains relevant as science develops:

e Scientific developments led to the use of poisonous compounds as chemical weapons at
the beginning of the 20th century;

e Scientific knowledge helped in developing the means of protection against chemical
weapons;

e Scientific discoveries helped in developing technologies to destroy these horrendous
weapons; and

e Scientific knowledge and technological advances help us to reliably verify their
destruction and non-proliferation. (Pfirter, 2006, p. 6)

Yet, awareness in the scientific and technological communities in all countries about the
CWC and its norms, prohibitions, and implementation requirements “remains poor” and
“calls for increased outreach by States Parties and the OPCW?”, according to an OPCW-
International Union of Pure and Applied Chemistry (IUPAC) workshop (Balali-Mood, Steyn,

Sydnes, Trapp, 2008 p. 181).

Among several actions the OPCW could take to pursue CWC outreach and education, Trapp
(2007) suggested letting SAB act as interlocutor between the scientific world and OPCW.
Moreover, in order to enhance interaction of SAB with States Parties and policy-making
organs, the Director-General recommended that the Secretariat could “further develop the
pages dedicated to the SAB on the OPCW website to include, as an example, information
related to the main topics on which the SAB is currently working and to the schedule of future

sessions of the SAB as well as its temporary working groups” (OPCW, 2009f).

* The very first report of the SAB was published on the website as C-l1I/DG.6 (available at
http://www.opcw.org/index.php?elD=dam_frontend push&doclD=3950), the SAB’s report to RC-2 was also
published as RC-2/DG.1, available at http://www.opcw.org/index.php?elD=dam_frontend_push&docID=1871.
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To date, this recommendation remains to be implemented as the SAB-related pages on the
website are outdated or do not reflect current issues under consideration. SAB members are
now using the OPCW'’s secure extranet to share files with the Secretariat privately. However,
the SAB will only become an interlocutor between the scientific world and the OPCW if a

more public online network is established.

Executive Council documentation and transparency of the policy-making

process

The Executive Council meets four times a year to note important reports on Secretariat
outputs and OPCW outcomes. Making certain EC documentation available to the public
contributes to assisting the news media and the general public to better understand the work
of the OPCW. Furthermore, it makes the policy-making process of the OPCW more
transparent to the public, given that participation in sessions of the EC is generally reserved to
Member States and that only in very specific cases can an NGO or an individual attend,

according to Rule 50 of the Rules of Procedure of the EC (OPCW, 1997b).

Despite the guideline that “certain EC documents, e.g. agendas, decisions and reports” can be
made publicly available (OPCW, 1999), the OPCW did not make any EC documents
available for a number of years, with very few exceptions. For instance, the privileges and
immunities agreements between the OPCW and States Parties, which are generally issued as
EC documents, have been posted on the legal affairs pages of the website. The other
exception has been publications of the annual report of the OPCW in draft form after the
summer session of the Executive Council has considered it, without having to wait for the
formal approval by the Conference of the States Parties at the end of the year. Finally, the
quarterly opening statements by the Director-General to the EC were excerpted and included
in the Chemical Disarmament newsletter published by the OPCW. For a number of years, the

above-mentioned CBW Conventions Bulletin produced by the NGO Harvard Sussex
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Programme provided more detailed quarterly updates on the activities of the Executive

Council than any other official OPCW publication.

This practice changed in 2008 with the arrival of a new Head of MPB. Since then, certain
documents of the EC are being published but, in the absence of clear guidelines, in an

inconsistent manner.

For instance, three important Director-General Notes were submitted to the 59" session of the
Executive Council (EC-59). One had to do with the status of the OPCW’s contribution to
global anti-terrorism efforts*, but was not to be posted. The second was on the status of
implementation of Article X of the CWC*, which was to be posted. The third document on

the status of implementation of Article X1

was to be posted.

All three reports provided useful summaries of activities —such as courses organised and
contacts made— carried out by the Secretariat in support of these programmes strictly within
the mandate given by the policy-making organs. As such, they can be useful sources of
information for updates to the OPCW website or publications in order to inform the public,
who has a right to know about the deliverables and outputs from the Technical Secretariat and
the progress the OPCW is making. At the end of the day, all these activities are carried out

with taxpayer money. This is all the more imperative in the era of results-based budgeting and

* The purpose of that document (EC-59/DG.11, dated 8 February 2010) was to update Member States on the
OPCW’s contribution to global anti-terrorism efforts, including information on relevant decisions by the
OPCW’s policy-making organs and activities of the Open-Ended Working Group on Terrorism.

** The document in question is EC-59/DG.12, dated 9 February 2010. Article X of the CWC provides for
assistance and protection to a State Party if it is attacked or threatened with attack by chemical weapons. Under
Article X, each State Party must inform the OPCW of the type(s) of support it can give to assistance and
protection efforts (OPCW, 20093, p. 17).

* The document in question is EC-59/DG.13, dated 11 February 2010. Article XI provides for international
cooperation on the economic and technological development of States Parties. Article XI promotes trade in
chemicals for peaceful purposes and the development of chemistry in all States Parties for purposes not
prohibited under the Convention (OPCW, 20093, p. 16).
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management, which both the OPCW and CTBTO have adopted, which binds the Organisation

to transparently report on outcomes and outputs.

A counterargument to this position might be that some of these reports should not be made
available to the public until the relevant policy-making organ has specifically noted the
document. In the OPCW policy-making process, “noting” signifies that the EC has received
and is aware of the document, which normally concludes the consideration of a document. It
also implies that the EC does not consider it necessary to take any action on the document
(OPCW, 2010c, pp. 2-3). While the three reports in question were not confidential, they were
submitted to the EC for a certain course of action, consideration and noting. According to the
session report, EC-59 only noted the report on implementation of Article X1 and delayed

further consideration of the other two reports.

In drafting guidelines for the public availability of EC documentation, the OPCW should
determine whether reports whose consideration by the EC has not concluded should be

published or not. The substance of the document may be another determining factor.

On certain issues, EC members do not reach consensus easily. For instance, the EC has
deferred consideration of two documents on the selection of Other Chemical Production
Facilities (OCPF)*’ for inspection eight times, an issue that should have been resolved ten
years ago according to the CWC. The US, a member of the EC, made a reference to this in a

statement to the latest session of the Executive Council:

*" The documents in question are respectively EC-53/S/5, dated 17 June 2008; and EC-53/DG.11, dated 17 June
2008. The report of the EC-60 session refers to the importance of these issues in the following terms: “Taking
into account that the methodology being used by the Secretariat for the selection of OCPF sites for inspection is
an interim methodology in the absence of a Council decision relating to paragraph 25 of Part IX of the
Verification Annex to the Convention, the Council recognised the need for industry verification to be directed
towards those sites of most relevance to the object and purpose of the Convention, in particular to improve the
effectiveness of the verification regime.”
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Perhaps the most critical outstanding industry-related issue is the methodology for selecting OCPF
plant sites for inspection. According to the Convention, the basis for incorporating States Parties’
proposals into the methodology should have been decided by the year 2000. However, ten years
later we still have only an interim site selection methodology. We believe that the Council should
quickly reactivate this important facilitation so that the site selection methodology finally can be
fully implemented in accordance with the requirements of the Convention. (US Department of
State, 2010c)

At the request of the US delegation, this statement was issued by the OPCW as an official-

series document. The US Department of State also publicized this document on their website.

National papers and the voices of the OPCW

National papers (/NAT designator) are documents authored by the Member States and issued
within the official-document series, at their request. These papers may contain information,

recommendations, statements or points of view.

According to the guidelines on public availability of official documentation, documents of the
Conference that have a /INAT designator can be made publicly available unless the originator
requests that it not be included. Delegations also submit national papers to EC sessions, as
seen above. Member States rarely object to national papers being publicized with the

exception of papers providing details about verification-related activities.

Yet, the availability of this type of documents on the OPCW website is inconsistent from
session to session. Also, certain national papers are not made available on the OPCW website
but they are published on the websites of individual governments. This is in contradiction to

the stipulation that the OMPAP should apply to all organs of the OPCW.

For instance, while the US statement to the EC-59 has not been made available on the OPCW
website, perhaps due to an oversight, it was published on the US Department of State website
within hours of being delivered. The statement in question reflected the view of the US,

shared by other delegations, on what the role for the OPCW should be in the coming years:
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This year and next will mark the peak of chemical weapons destruction and after 2011, the
remaining stocks will be relatively small and the resources required for inspection and verification
at destruction facilities will decrease significantly. Over the next few years, Member States will
need to consider how best to allocate available resources, particularly to strengthen non-
proliferation activities. (US Department of State, 2010a)

Other delegations such as Iran or the Non-Aligned Movement stress the importance of the
destruction deadlines under the CWC and play down or omit any references to non-

proliferation efforts:

As 42% of chemical weapons stockpiles are still to be destroyed and the destruction of a
significant number of abandoned chemical weapons is yet to start, the NAM CWC States Parties
and China reiterate their serious concern about the pace of destruction of chemical weapons, as
well as the destruction of abandoned chemical weapons, in light of the fast-approaching final
deadline of 29 April 2012, as extended by the Eleventh Session of the Conference of the States
Parties and the Forty-Sixth Session of the Executive Council respectively. (OPCW, 2010f, p.2)

National papers and statements are newsworthy voices of the OPCW because they reflect the
different points of view on the implementation of a multilateral treaty. As such, they should
be made available to non-governmental stakeholders, the news media and the general public
in a consistent manner. Nevertheless, the OPCW has yet to institute clearer procedures for

seeking the consent by Member States to have their national papers publicized.

Inconsistent public reporting on updates to the OPCW Central Analytical

Database

In order to facilitate the identification of chemicals during sampling-and-analysis inspections,
the OPCW maintains a dataset of chemicals, known as the OPCW Central Analytical
Database (OCAD). A great deal of documents are issued in the different series regarding
OCAD, including the addition of new spectra to the database, the release of a new DVD to

Member States, or recommendations by the SAB regarding OCAD.

From the very first session of the Conference, when Member States adopted the OCAD, this

information has been made available to the public®®. As new validated data is submitted by

*8 The document with symbol C-1/DEC.64 and its Corrigendum are available on the OPCW website.
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the Secretariat’s Verification Division to the EC for inclusion in the OCAD, updates to the
OCAD have been released and the Secretariat Notes announcing new releases have been
made public for a number of years*. More recently, however, the latest document on the

release of the OCAD (S/803/2010, dated 14 January 2010) was not made available.

With regard to the reports of the meetings of the Validation Group for updating OCAD there
are also inconsistencies: the substantive division requested the publishing of the report of the
29" meeting (S/747/2009, dated 17 March 2009) but recommended against publishing the
report of the 30" meeting (S/796/2009, dated 20 October 2009). Similarly, while the
procedures for the evaluation of data to be included in the OCAD (S/799/2009, dated 13
November 2009) have not been made available, the rules for naming compounds in the

OCAD remain online (OPCW, 2009b).

It seems logical that when the EC approves inclusion of new validated data in the OCAD, this
information should be made publicly available so that users can rely on a version that includes
complete and up-to-date information. That is not the case. The Verification Division
instructed MPB not to make EC-59/DEC.1, dated 23 February 2010, publicly available. In
practical terms, this means that a user of the website is relying on an outdated version of the

OCAD.

Summary

In Chapters | and 11, the two main policies that inform the public release of information at the
OPCW were analysed: the OPOC and the OMPAP. While under these two policies there are
limits to what can be said to the public about the OPCW and by whom, the indicative list of

areas in which information may be routinely provided to the news media and the general

* For instance, documents with symbols S$/729/2009, S/672/2008, S/603/2006, and S/276/2001.
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public establishes enough latitude for the OPCW to build a broad public profile and report on
multiple issues. Beyond the information that is classified as confidential, there is a great

wealth of official information, some of which is made publicly available.

Therefore, the issue of the OPCW not promoting greater visibility has less to do with
confidentiality concerns than with how the OPCW is implementing and interpreting the
OMPAP and any related directives. As documented in Chapter Ill, the public availability of
certain official-series documents has been inconsistent, thereby compromising the ability of
those stakeholders that do not have access to the Extranet to search the full repository of

documents.

The next chapter examines another important factor that explains why the OPCW is having
difficulties in raising its public profile: the lack of web governance, including a strategy,
policies and guidelines, in order to effectively reach out to and connect with the different

stakeholders (public, private and civil) and the news media and the general public online.
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Chapter IV. Web governance and IT infrastructure

Websites have been established by UN system organisations and related agencies such as the
OPCW, CTBTO and IAEA for two main purposes: the dissemination of information, and as a
platform for e-business applications. A prerequisite for an excellent website is effective
website governance with a functioning decision-making mechanism enabling efficient

interaction among key stakeholders.

Effective governance arrangements should include direct participation by senior management
in oversight and decision-making; representative participation by key functions and units
within the organization; clear guidance on responsibility and accountability for website
content management; and follow-up mechanisms for ensuring that decisions taken are

respected and implemented. (UN, 2008, p. 5)

Public transparency and websites

The link between public transparency and a website is clear. A perusal of the current
programmes and budgets for the IAEA, CTBTO and OPCW shows that the public
information programmes of these organisations attach great importance to their corporate

websites, at least in theory.
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The IAEA, which claims a monthly average of 14 million hits to its website (IAEA, 2010c),
defines the number of visits to www.iaea.org as one of two™ performance indicators for its
programme on public information and communications, whose objective is strong public

support for the Agency’s work, its mandate and independence (IAEA, 2009).

Web visibility looms large among the key performance indicators for the CTBTO’s
programme on public information and information distribution, whose objective is to ensure a
broad understanding of, and international support for, the objectives of the CTBT and the
activities of the Commission. The table below provides expected results for 2010 and 2011

(CTBTO, 2009a).

Table 3. Key performance indicators for Public Information and Information Distribution as reflected in
the programme and budget for 2010 of the CTBTO Preparatory Commission.

Key performance indicator Baseline .2010 2011 target
milestone

830 (documents, articles, reports and

Sustain/Increase. An increase
statements at the end of 2008) L :
References to the CTBT or The achievement (baseline) is already at a Is desirable but, given the

. . limitations on resources in the
CTBTO in well-reputed media high level because much effort was invested project, could be difficult to
in the last two years on the CTBT/CTBTO ' achieve
receiving attention in well-reputed media. '

Visits to the public website

(monthly average) 600,000 per month Increase

Number of subscriptions to the
CTBTO Newsletter (electronic) )
It is distributed bimonthly and contains 1,900 per issue Increase
links to news articles from the public
website as well as external media.

Number of distributed copies of
CTBTO Spectrum (print)

4,000 per issue Increase

The OPCW’s medium-term plan for the period 2010-2012 calls for further development of
the OPCW website®" to provide more focused and helpful information to States Parties and

States not Party about the current agenda and future challenges to the CWC regime, while

%0 The other indicator is the number of media requests, reports and articles regarding the IAEA’s activities. The
expected outcome for this programme is “broader awareness of the Agency’s efforts to accelerate and enlarge
the contribution of nuclear energy to peace, health and prosperity throughout the world, while preventing nuclear
proliferation” (IAEA, 2009, p. 230).

> According to Google Analytics, for the period 1 November 2008 through 31 March 2010, there were a total of
509,082 visits, or 986.59 visits/day. The number of absolute unique visitors was 268,446. The number of page
views was 1,779,919, for a monthly average of 105,882.
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recognising the limitations of some States Parties with regard to access to the website

(OPCW, 2009d, p. 12).

The table below, adapted from the OPCW’s programme and budget for 2010, illustrates that

the public website is considered a performance indicator for the External Relations

programme only, as has been the case for the past decade. Certain activities performed by the

Information Services Branch also have an impact on the website more broadly speaking,

through such dynamic applications available on the Internet as the recruitment pages and

chemicals database, and services available on the Extranet and the Intranet (OPCW, 2009c,

pp. 22, 55-56, 93-94).

Table 4: OPCW’s programme and budget for 2010:

alignment of website-relevant programmes with

OPCW core objectives.
OPCW Core OPCW Programme Key Performance Indicators
Objectives Objectives y
Core objective 5: External Relations | —expanded requests for information on the

Universal adherence to
the Convention. é:';»

Core objective 7: Full, 1
effective, and non-
discriminatory
implementation of all

Programme: To increase the
international profile of the
OPCW and the Convention,
particularly in the context of
multilateralism and global
security.

OPCW.
—10% increase in media coverage.
—20% increase in use of website.

provisions of the

Administration Programme

Convention by the‘;\/lnformation Services Branch

OPCW.

To provide reliable and
Administration secure IS and
infrastructure.

Illustrative detailed activities:

—Provision of reliable and secure
information systems and infrastructure,
including 99% uptime of networks.
—Development and management of
projects to implement new technology and
enhance information support, including
continuation of dynamic content for the
OPCW website.

—Expansion of knowledge management
and sharing throughout the Secretariat and
with Member States, including support for
internet and extranet websites.

Website governance and strategy across the UN system

When evaluating website governance, the role and level of the website manager is an

indicator of how an organization views the importance of a website in its overall business
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strategy. Another indicator is whether there is sufficient, effective and coordinated interaction
among various teams, i.e. the website team, the IT support team, the communication
management team, and the various organizational units which publish information on the

website (UN, 2008, p. 5).

A survey by the UN Joint Inspection Unit inquired about the level of the most senior website
manager and reporting line in different United Nations system organizations and related
agencies. The surveyors concluded that “while it seems that most website managers have
access to senior management, one wonders whether they are given sufficient authority to
coordinate various organizational units involved in the website operation” (UN, 2008, pp. 5,
18). In the case of IAEA, the Section Head, News and Information Section, reports to the
Director, Division of Public Information. In the case of the CTBTO Preparatory Commission,
the most senior website manager is the Chief of the Public Information Section, who reports
to the Director of the Legal and External Relations Division. In the case of the OPCW, the
Head of MPB, who reports to the Director of External Relations, is nominally responsible for
the OPCW public website. However, this function has been largely delegated to a

subordinate, the Media Designer.

Some UN system organizations have established website governance procedures, for example
UNOG, where the ISU website (www.unog.ch/bwc) is hosted. The operation of the UNOG
website is coordinated by a Website Governance Group (WGG) which comprises
approximately twenty officers, led by a webmaster and a web coordinator from the Library.
The WGG comprises twelve content managers representing the different divisions at UNOG:
Administration, Conference Management, UN Information Service, Library, Marketing, Sales
and Services, UN Office of Disarmament Affairs (UNODA), and Office of the Director-

General. The WGG is assisted by five website administrators for issues related to the
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functioning of the content management system as well as for issues related to further
development and enhancement of the website (UNOG, 2009, pp. 2-3). Piers Millet of the
BWC ISU acts as an alternate representative from UNODA to the WGG, which meets about

once a month (Millet, 2010).

By adopting a WGG, there is a clear understanding of which units are responsible for
maintaining each part of the UNOG website, and how further development of it will be
implemented. The Office of the Director-General is directly involved in the WGG, with both
a content manager and website administrator representing that Office. This is in sharp contrast
with the OPCW, where there is no website governance, no direct involvement by the Office

of the Director-General, and the only formal guidelines on the website date back to 1996.

Web guidelines from the OPCW Preparatory Commission

When the OPCW website was first established in 1996 at the time of the Preparatory
Commission, there were website guidelines for the Provisional Technical Secretariat,
including a statement of the objectives of the website and the establishment of a Website
Review Group®. These guidelines were prominently advertised on the very first version of

the OPCW website as follows:

(a) to provide governments, in particular National Authorities, as well as other national bodies
involved in the national implementation of the CWC, with a source of timely and correct
information to assist them in their work; and

(b) to act as a source of readily available information on the CWC and the work of the Preparatory
Commission for mass media, international organisations and institutions in this or related fields,
and for the general public. The website should also help to strengthen the public’s awareness of
the CWC and the Commission, and should act as an important tool for the Commission’s outreach
and recruitment activities. (OPCW Preparatory Commission, 1996a, Annex)

52 The 13™ Session of the Preparatory Commission, held 18-22 March 1996, approved the Guidelines for the
Secretariat’s Internet website and authorised the Secretariat to make the website permanent (OPCW Preparatory
Commission, 1996b, paragraph 7.3). The Guidelines had been discussed and finalised by the Expert Group on
Technical Cooperation and Assistance and presented on 9 February 1996 in its tenth report (OPCW Preparatory
Commission, 1996a, paragraphs 2 and Annex).
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The website guidelines also laid out the criteria for selecting material for inclusion on the
website. Not surprisingly, the material had to be consistent with the policies on confidentiality
and media and public affairs, which at that point in time, were still in draft form as the OPCW
had not been established. The guidelines also gave the Executive Secretary (the Preparatory
Commission predecessor to the Director-General) the responsibility and authority, normally
delegated, for reviewing the website material, along with the discretion to establish a Website
Review Group which could include one specialist on each of the two policies mentioned

above, together with the person responsible for the maintenance of the website.

On 29 April 1997 the CWC entered into force, and thus the Provisional Technical Secretariat
of the Preparatory Commission for the OPCW ceased to exist and became the Technical
Secretariat of the OPCW. Yet no formal guidelines were approved for the website. A version
of the OPCW website from 29 April 1997 stated the following: “No formal guidelines have
yet been approved for the OPCW website. Meanwhile, the website will be maintained in
accordance, mutatis mutandis, with the guidelines which were developed and approved for its
predecessor, the Provision Technical Secretariat website” (OPCW, 1997). This notice

remained on the website for at least six years.

From 1999 the editorial responsibility for the website was transferred formally from the
International Cooperation and Assistance Division to the MPB in the External Relations

Division, with Johan Santesson®® retaining the webmaster role until his death in May 2001.

53 Johan Santesson, Head of the International Cooperation Branch of the OPCW, was recognised worldwide as
an expert in the field of chemical weapons in general and chemical disarmament in particular. He had a varied
professional career, including research on pharmaceutical products, work with the National Defense Research
Establishment in Sweden on protection against chemical weapons, consulting for the World Health Organisation,
and planning and conducting UNSCOM inspections in Irag. (OPCW, 2001a)

48



While the media and public relations strategy the Secretariat submitted to ABAF in 2003
referred to some online information products™, the OPCW has yet to formally institutionalise
the structure of positions, authorities, roles, responsibilities, relationships, and rules involved
in managing the OPCW'’s website, which could be extended to cover the Extranet. The
implementation of a web content management system in 2008 was primarily driven by MPB

with little involvement from other units across the Secretariat.

Segregation of networks hinders public access to information

Perhaps as a consequence of the lack of governance and a clear strategy for the website, the
OPCW faces the problem of not having a unified, enterprise-wide platform for disseminating
information. As shown in Figure 2 below, the OPCW operates three main networks for
information exchange and interaction with users: the Internet website, opcw.org, which is
open to everyone; the Extranet, external.opcw.org, which is password-protected and available
to government officials only, and who must register via a note verbale; and the Intranet, or

Port@l, which is available from staff member workstations only.

> The Head of MPB reported that website modules have been produced providing information on specific
topics, such as the benefits of OPCW membership, advice to National Authorities, a library of introductory
literature, the text of the CWC in all six official languages and the Declarations Handbook. The strategy also
mentioned the planned production of online educational videos. Concerning financial implications for website
maintenance and updating, the strategy stated that “The website can distribute an ever-growing archive of
documents at a fixed cost to an ever-growing audience. The website does require technical updates and personnel
require training to be able to sustain their technical proficiency.” (OPCW, 2003, pp. 103, 105-106).
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Figure 2: The three main information platforms of the OPCW and overlap of information products and
services.
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Because the three systems are not coordinated or integrated, there are inefficient duplicate
processes and confusion about roles and responsibilities. It should be technically possible to
more closely integrate the information products and services residing on these three networks

by instituting a strict access level control.

An important area of duplication lies in the OPCW’s maintenance of two separate repositories

of official-series documentation: the full set maintained by PMO, which is available on the
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External Server, and a subset, maintained by MPB, of documents publicly available on the

Internet website.

Certain information services such as the daily press review (currently available on the Intranet
only) could be made available on the Internet website, thereby generating more traffic to the
OPCW website. The Organisation’s database of contacts, some of which are already available
as static PDFs on the public website could be better integrated with the dynamic database

available on the Intranet.

Inadequate IT support for the OPCW website

The UN Joint Inspection Unit’s survey of websites found that one of the most frequently cited

governance issues is the tension between the website function and the IT support function:

In many organizations, the website team does not have its own IT experts, or even if they do, they
still have to interact with the general IT team, as they have to work with the latter’s infrastructure,
i.e., network, server maintenance, etc., which are managed and operated by them. This dependency
on IT may create antipathy, as their strategy may be different from the website’s requirements.
(UN, 2008b, p. 5)

Historically the IT infrastructure and support for the OPCW public website was provided by
ISB, which looked after maintaining the server and provided minimum software development

support as the website was chiefly static.

As the requirements for the OPCW website grew in complexity, it became obvious that a web
content management system (CMS) had to be established to power the website. The CMS was
rolled out in 2008, largely at the initiative of MPB. Currently the participation of ISB in
providing technical support for the public website, such as providing server maintenance or
software development, is negligible. This is despite the stipulation in the programme and
budget that ISB must “provide reliable and secure information systems and infrastructure,

including 99% uptime of networks” and “expand knowledge management and sharing
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throughout the Secretariat and with Member States, including support for internet and

extranet websites” (OPCW, 2009c).

The consequence of ISB’s scant support for the website is that the unit in charge of content,
MPB, spends a significant amount of time and resources on administrative and technical
activities rather than public information and outreach. This organisational problem has had an
impact on the ability of the OPCW to conduct an effective media and public affairs

programme.

This situation is in contrast with the practice at other intergovernmental organisations. For
instance, at the CTBTO it is the Network and System Support Section that provides the
technical maintenance of the website while the Public Information Section is responsible for
the informative content of the website. At the UNOG, where the ISU website is hosted, the
WGG is assisted by five website administrators for issues related to the functioning of the
content management system as well as for issues related to further development and

enhancement of the website (UNOG, 2009, pp. 2-3).

Separate official-series documentation repositories

As described in Chapter Ill, the OPCW maintains a full set of documents dating from the
Preparatory Commission to the most recent documents®. Since 2004, all documents are
available in PDF on the Extranet for registered users, that is, representatives from Member
States who must send a note verbale to the Secretariat requesting access to this service

(OPCW, 2004).

% This full set comprises approximately 7,500 documents in English. Most documents are available in the six
official languages of the OPCW. Assuming that 80 percent of documents are issued in Arabic, Chinese, French,
Russian and Spanish, this brings the full set of official documents to approximately 37,500 documents.
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However, anyone who is not a representative from a Member State relies on a separate
repository available on the Internet containing a subset of documents that have been approved
for public release®®. Because these documents for the public reside on a separate IT
infrastructure, separate processes are required for publishing and indexing®’ these documents.
This is an inefficient use of resources as two parallel repositories must be maintained. Again,
the fact that MPB needs to look after maintaining a separate repository detracts it from
spending more resources on producing information products and services with more added

value for the news media and general public.

The OPCW should explore the possibility to institute an access level control mechanism to
the full repository on the Extranet which would dictate whether a document can be retrieved
by an unregistered guest (anyone in the public) or not. Links could then be established from
the Internet website to documents stored on the Extranet that have been tagged as publicly

available.

The single document repository is the practice used at the UNOG, where the ISU
disseminates BWC-related documents. Electronic distribution of sensitive documents takes
place via the restricted access section of the website. The files themselves are also encrypted.
Some States opt to make part or all of this information publicly available, in which case ISU
makes an unencrypted version of the file available on the public pages of the website (Millet,

2010).

Equally, the CTBTO website has a Documents section which provides access to the reports

from all 34 sessions the Preparatory Commission has held so far. Unlike the OPCW, it is not

% Chapter 111 identified shortcomings with the process of recommending website inclusion of certain official-
series documents.
%" Indexing of documents refers to the assignment of metadata describing the document so that it can be more
easily searchable.
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the Public Information Section that is in charge of maintaining this section but rather the

Policy-Making Organs Secretariat Support (Thunborg, 2010).

Web traffic and reach

Perhaps as a consequence of the shortcomings identified in this chapter, the OPCW website is
lagging behind its peers in terms of website traffic and reach. The OPCW website averages

105,882 visits a month compared to CTBTO’s 600,000 and IAEA’s 14 million.

According to Alexa Internet (2010), a web traffic measuring service, the OPCW website has a
traffic rank®® of 1,054,788, which is nearly half the traffic for the CTBTO site (rank 619,298).
Table 5 below includes several indicators of the online impact of the OPCW, CTBTO and
IAEA websites. A comparison with the UN and the most popular site —Google— is

provided.

Table 5: Web impact indicators

opcw.org ctbto.org iaea.org un.org Google
Traffic rank 1,054,788 619,298 73,533 3,996 1
Reach* 0.00011% 0.00022% 0.00218% 0.0364% | 41.81%
Sites linking in 486 459 3,272 33,020 727,036
Traffic rank in top | Netherlands | Italy: 33,618. | India: U.S. (host | US.: 1
country® (host Austria (host | 59,143. country):

country): country): Austria (host | 5,706

47,081 24,239, country):

4,375 rank

Daily pageviews per | 4.2 3.2 3.5 3.07 12.32
user®

% The traffic rank is based on three months of aggregated historical traffic data from millions of Alexa Toolbar
users and data obtained from other, diverse traffic data sources, and is a combined measure of page views and
users (reach). As a first step, Alexa computes the reach and number of page views for all sites on the Web on a
daily basis. The main Alexa traffic rank is based on a value derived from these two quantities averaged over time
(so that the rank of a site reflects both the number of users who visit that site as well as the number of pages on
the site viewed by those users). Figures reflect the last 3-month average. The more traffic the more reliable data
is. Traffic information for the OPCW and CTBTO websites has lower confidence than the other sites in this table
(Alexa, 2010)

> Reach measures the number of users. Reach is typically expressed as the percentage of all Internet users who
visit a given site. So, for example, if a site like yahoo.com has a reach of 28%, this means that of all global
Internet users measured by Alexa, 28% of them visit yahoo.com. Figures reflect the last 3-month average.
(Alexa, 2010)

% The traffic Rank in a country is a measure of a website's popularity in a specific country. The rank by country
is calculated using a combination of average daily visitors and pageviews from users from that country over the
past 3 months. The site with the highest combination of visitors and pageviews is ranked #1 in that country.
(Alexa, 2010)

54



Time on site (minutes) 5.18 1.99 3.27 3.22 12.06

Percentage of visits to | 28.8% 8.4% 30.6% 33.7% 3.1%
website that came from a
search engine

Social media and wikis

Naturally, the online presence of an organisation is not made up solely of the websites run by
them. Web 2.0 applications, such as social media or wikis, encourage interactive information

sharing and collaboration, and are an effective tool for publicizing an organisation.

Social media usage and monitoring can assist organisations in the planning and execution of
their public communication campaigns. For instance, social media monitoring can help
identify influencers who can subsequently be targeted as part of a public relations campaign
or improve crisis communications preparedness; and sites such as LinkedIn and Twitter
provide for polling features that facilitate pre-campaign research (Burke, Cahil, Strance,

Sullivan, 2009).

Popular websites such as Wikipedia have an important influence on how an organisation is
perceived or reported on. As part of its public outreach strategy, an organisation should
monitor websites that can be edited by different contributors in order to corroborate or
challenge statements submitted by others. This also applies to blogs and social bookmarking
sites where users can post comments. One challenge the OPCW faces is that the Wikipedia
entry for the OPCW is subject to frequent editing activity by contributors who wish to

highlight the dismissal of Director-General Bustani in 2002.

%1 The page views per user numbers are the average numbers of unique pages viewed per user per day by the
visitors to the site. Figures reflect last 3-month average. (Alexa, 2010)

55



In the absence of a formal policy, the OPCW does not currently maintain profiles on social
media. A limited number of videos related to the OPCW have been posted on YouTube by
individuals or organisations outside the Secretariat. The public service announcement on the
OPCW produced by the NGO Global Green USA is perhaps the most popular one, having
been viewed 3,339 times over the course of at least 2 years (YouTube, 2010). OPCW’s

absence on social media is in sharp contrast to the practice at CTBTO and IAEA.

On the CTBTO website, links to the Organisation’s profiles on Facebook, Twitter, Flickr and
YouTube appear prominently. CTBTO’s Facebook profile, founded March 2009, has been
liked®® by 860 people, and features nine videos and some one hundred photos of seismic,
radionuclide, infrasound and hydroacoustic monitoring systems. The wall features updates on
new publications, press releases, videos, even a link to a recent report of Pugwash

consultations on the entry into force of the CTBT.

CTBTOQO’s Twitter profile, with 434 followers, has 144 tweets with links to videos and press
releases (Twitter, 2010a). These numbers are still humble compared to the United Nations’
verified Twitter profile (31,567 followers, in 2,958 lists, 3,864 tweets (Twitter, 2010b)) or the
World Health Organization (WHO)’s (50,558 followers, 809 tweets (Twitter, 2010c)).
CTBTO’s Flickr account, established July 2009, features more than 500 photos, taken from
2000 to the present. The photo album of the conference for the entry into force of the CTBT
held at the UN in New York in September 2009, which was attended by the US Secretary of

State Hillary Clinton, has been viewed 513 times (Flickr, 2010a).

%2 The Like option on Facebook allows a user to acknowledge someone else’s news feed item in a positive way
without needing to add actual commentary (internet.com, 2010).
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IAEA’s Facebook profile is liked by 1,671 people, contains some 60 photos, and provides
links to videos (Facebook, 2010). The IAEA Twitter profile has 1,746 followers, and 442
tweets, including links to vacancy notices, videos, press releases, etc. (Twitter, 2010d). IAEA
imagebank has a Flickr profile with nearly 2,300 photos covering the period from 2004 to the

present (Flickr, 2010b).

Table 6 below compares the presence on YouTube of the IAEA, the CTBTO and the OPCW,
as measured on 20 April 2010 and 14 February 2010. The latter figures, where available,
appear in parentheses. For the sake of comparison, information about the WHQO’s presence on

YouTube is included.

Table 6: Presence on YouTube by the IAEA, CTBTO, OPCW, BWC ISU and WHO.

Organisation Channel | Total Joined Subscribers | Number Recent
views upload of videos | activity
views
IAEA 21,592 87,999 4 July 2008 | 553 (471) 98 (94) 1 week
(up from | (76,700) ago
18,809) (same)
CTBTO 3,477 4,246 17 October | 24 (19) 24 (21) 5 days ago
(2,669) (3,070) 2008 (last video
uploaded
5 months
ago)
OPCW 86 (68) 1,130 4 September | 1 1(2) Not active
(1,120) 2009
BWC ISU No presence
WHO 25,021 58,609 25 Oct 2005 | 482 39 1 week
ago

The absence of an OPCW profile maintained by Secretariat staff entails the risk that the
image of the Organisation may be supplanted by what other individuals or organisations are
publishing on social media about the OPCW, and that it is a closed and inaccessible

organisation.

Social bookmarking

The ability to share information among friends, colleagues and network members is enhanced

when websites provide user-friendly ways to do so. It is common nowadays to see “Share
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this” links accompanying a news article or web page. In the past, the majority of websites
provided a link to email a page to a friend. Currently, sites like the CTBTO’s allow a user to
share an official press release via social bookmarking networks such as Delicious, Stumble,
Digg It and Reddit, in addition to Facebook and Twitter. The OPCW website is currently
lacking such a feature, which makes content from its website less likely to be bookmarked or

shared with others.

According to an analysis of twenty social bookmarking sites, the IAEA and the NPT appear
prominently, the CTBT is next and then follow the BWC and the CWC. Across the board,
references to the CTBT are more plentiful than to the CWC: Delicious (80 references to the
CTBTO and 48 to the CTBT as opposed to 15 to the OPCW and 30 to the CWC), Reddit (64
to 12), Slashdot (33 to 3), Mixx (30 to 7), Technorati (15 to 1) and Newsvine (11 to 3). There
are more citations to the BWC than to the CWC on sites like Metafilter (42 to 18), Delicious
(24 to 15), Newsvine (10 to 3), Stumbleupon (9 to 5) and Slashdot (5 to 3). There are more
references to the CWC than the BWC on sites like Digg It (30 to 5), Reddit (12 to 4) and

Mixx (7 to 1).

Figure 3 below identifies the social bookmarking networks with the most references to the

CWC, BWC, CTBT and NPT regimes and compares the number of references to the treaties

and organisations for each social network.
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Figure 3: References to the CWC, BWC, CTBT and NPT regimes on online social bookmarking sites
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As part of their web and public outreach strategies, organisations such as the OPCW should
monitor the topics and articles shared on these networks. The information published on them
is sometimes not thoroughly researched, or the sites allow comments from users that may be
biased. A story published by Wikileaks (2007) alleging that the US was in violation of the
CWC because of the usage of riot control agents in Irag has generated some social
bookmarking activity, including a post on Reddit with 536 comments. The OPCW should

have an official say on this topic.

Organisations can also create momentum for certain stories by bookmarking their own web
pages and creating new tags such as “chemical weapons convention” to help other users
search for content by keyword. Additionally, networks such as Squidoo are useful for

promoting publications.
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This chapter has described how the lack of web governance, including inadequate IT
infrastructure and support, is detrimental to the OPCW’s capacity to fully utilize the Web to
engage different stakeholders, the news media and the general public. The next Chapter
measures the coverage by mainstream and specialist media of the OPCW, compared to that of

related organisations.
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Chapter V. Measuring public impact

Media interest in weapons of mass destruction

As described in Chapter I, the public is concerned about WMD in varying degrees. The term
“weapons of mass destruction” was voted 2002 Word of the Year by the American Dialect
Society (2003). According to Google (see Figure below), the term was most used in the
English-language news media around February 2003 (11,300 references) as the US was

preparing to invade Irag on the pretext that Saddam Hussein was hiding WMD.

Figure 4: Trend of appearance of the term “weapons of mass destruction” in the news, according to
Google News Archives.

1950 1582 1584 19086 1968 2000 2002 2004 2006 2008 2010

Organisations confer great importance to references by the news media. The CTBTO, for
instance, hopes to sustain or increase this year and next the baseline of 830 articles it tracked
in 2008 (CTBTO, 2009). The IAEA claims the public looks to the Agency as the source of
authoritative information on nuclear matters and believes that proactive communication with
the media, opinion leaders and policy makers is essential to sustaining public support for the
Agency (IAEA, 2009). The OPCW has set a goal of a ten percent increase in media coverage

for 2010 (OPCW, 2009¢).
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In order to quantify the coverage by news media of the different weapons regimes, for the
purposes of this chapter, a selection of relevant keywords and search queries have been
identified and submitted to major news aggregators such as HighBeam Research, Google

News Archives, Yahoo!News and Google News.

Of the three categories of weapons of mass destruction, nuclear weapons (234,553 articles)
are by far a more popular topic than chemical weapons (48,722) or biological weapons

(46,671), as can be seen in Figure 5 below®.

Figure 5: Number of news items matching the terms “nuclear weapons”, “chemical weapons” and
“biological weapons”.
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While literal references to “chemical weapons” and “biological weapons” are similar in
number, a refined search for more specific terms shows that certain BWC-relevant words are
more prevalent than CWC-relevant ones. For instance, news reporting on the BWC-relevant
anthrax (75,069) is significantly higher than on the CWC-relevant mustard gas (9,640) or
blister agent (3,404). The term bioterrorism is 3,436% more prevalent than chemical terrorism

in news reports.

% Figure 5 shows the number of news articles published on any date and available through the HighBeam
Research library, which includes almanacs, books, dictionaries, encyclopaedias, magazines, maps, news wires,
newspapers, pictures/images, press releases, thesauruses, transcripts and white papers.
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Another indicator of popularity is how much news coverage the head of each implementing
organisation receives. The former Director-General of the IAEA Mohamed ElBaradei
(18,636) and his successor Yukiya Amano (2,589) are the most popular, compared to

OPCW'’s Rogelio Pfirter (653) or Tibor Toth (277%).

The figures above reflect the aggregate totals for news articles published on any date. Another
dimension is the freshness of the news references; the dominance of nuclear weapons is clear.
Nuclear weapon-related terms rank® in the top eleven positions, followed by anthrax (rank
12), biological warfare (rank 13) and chemical weapons (rank 14). Concerning recent
references to the weapons treaties, the NPT appears prominently (6,829 recent news
references), as opposed to 602 for the CTBT®, 213 for the CWC®’ and 100 for the BWC®. In
terms of references to intergovernmental institutions, the IAEA (5,015 references) is 295

times more popular than the OPCW (17 references) or the CTBTO (16 references)®.

Coverage of weapons versus treaties

While there are many articles on the different types of weapons, there are fewer describing the
international agreements to eliminate or reduce the use of these WMD. In general, references

to the nuclear treaties (NPT and CTBT) are more prevalent than mentions of the BWC and the

% It should be noted that Tibor Toth is cited in both the BWC (he served as chairman of the Ad Hoc Group
charged with drafting a Protocol to the BWC) and the CTBTO contexts (he is currently the Executive Secretary
of the CTBTO Preparatory Commission).

% Based on author’s analysis of references by the news media to some 60 terms and phrases relevant to the
CWC, BWC, NPT and CTBT regimes, using Google News (up to 1 month old) and Yahoo!News (up to 1 week
old).

% The search query “nuclear test and treaty” yields 602 references (rank 17) while “nuclear test ban” yields 216
(rank 23).

®" The search query “chemical weapons convention” yields 213 references (rank 24), “chemical weapons
destruction convention” yields 123 (rank 26), and “CWC and chemical”: 21 (rank 33).

% The search query “biological weapons’ and convention” yields 100 results (rank 29), “biological weapons
convention”: 70 (rank 31), “BWC and biological”: 9 (rank 44), “BTWC and biological”: 3 (rank 53).

% The search query “international atomic energy agency” yields 5,015 results (rank 5), “IAEA”: 1,934 (rank 8),
“lAEA nuclear”: 1,871 (9), “NPT and IAEA”: 1,776 (10). The search query “OPCW?” yields 17 results (rank 35),
“organization for the prohibition of chemical weapons”: 15 (rank 37), “‘chemical weapons’ and OPCW”; 11
(rank 39). The search query “CTBTO” vyields 16 results (rank 36), whereas “comprehensive test ban treaty
organization” yields 4 (rank 50).
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CWC. As shown in Figure 6 below, 38% of articles describing non-proliferation of nuclear
weapons referred to the NPT. 21% of articles referring to nuclear tests mentioned the CTBT.
In the case of chemical and biological weapons, references to the treaties prohibiting them are

lower: 10 percent for the CWC and 6 percent for the BWC.

Figure 6: News references to treaties as opposed to weapons.
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Trends in coverage of the treaties

Media coverage about the different weapons regimes has varied over the recent years, as can

be seen in Figure 7 below, driven by specific events or controversies relating to each treaty.

Figure 7: Trends in media coverage of the BWC, CWC, CTBT and NPT regimes (1992-present)
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The BWC experienced significant media attention around December 2001, when US
Undersecretary of State John Bolton “deliberately wrecked” the 5™ Review Conference of the
BWC on account of the negotiations for a new enhancement mechanism for the treaty and
“forced” a suspension of the Review Conference until November 2002 (US Newswire,

2001)".

The CTBT experienced more news reporting than usual around the second half of 1998 and
during 1999 because of the debate in the US Senate about ratification of the CTBT, which
eventually failed. Due to the NPT Review Conference in 2010 and CTBTO’s efforts to
encourage States to ratify the treaty, including the US and China, CTBT coverage has

increased significantly in the past two years.

The 2005 review of the NPT caused a surge in news coverage from 555 articles in 2004 to
1,310 in 2005. So did the crisis over Iran and the NPT, which contributed to the 1,614 news
references in 2006. The reporting decreased after 2006 but picked up again in 2010 as the

Eighth Review Conference in May 2010 approached.

Coverage of the CWC regime

The most significant spike in references to the CWC refers to the entry into force of the CWC
in 1997. The highest point in coverage about the OPCW (and indirectly the CWC) was the
reporting around April 2002 of the ousting of Director-General Bustani, an event some linked
to the US intention to invade Irag. References to the OPCW skyrocketed from a yearly
average of 9.5 (during the period 1992-2001) to 96 references in the year 2002, of which 45

directly cited the event. Another important wave in media coverage took place around the first

7 News coverage about the BWC, which had averaged 28.4 articles a year from 1992 to 2000, jumped to 281
articles in 2001 and 167 in 2002. After 2002 news coverage declined every year: 97 (year 2003), 75, 72, 69, 28,
22,18, and 9 (from 1 January until 13 May 2010).
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quarter of 2004, when the CWC entered into force for Libya, which declared its chemical
weapons stockpiles and opened the country to OPCW inspectors. Of the 91 news articles
published in 2004, 61 referred to Libya. After 2004, media coverage of the OPCW and the
CWC started to decline, with a slight peak around April 2007 related to the tenth anniversary

of the CWC.

In the chemical weapons regime, there is more reporting on the treaty than on the
implementing agency. Thus, references to the CWC (7,051) considerably outweigh those to
the OPCW (1,555™%). The figure below shows a comparison of references to the CWC and the
OPCW from 1992 to the present by newspapers, news agencies, magazines and other

information sources, as aggregated by HighBeam Research.

Figure 8: Trends in media coverage of the CWC and the OPCW from 1992 to the present
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A similar phenomenon occurs with “nuclear test ban” (18,272) or “*nuclear test” and treaty”
(8,791) compared with CTBTO (849). The organisation that is cited more frequently in news

articles is the IAEA (44,300), while the least cited is the BWC ISU (32).

™ The search query “Organization for the Prohibition of Chemical Weapons” yields 1,555 results. “OPCW”:
813. “Organisation for the Prohibition of Chemical Weapons™: 358.
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Coverage of organisations

The figure below provides a comparison of the news coverage of the three intergovernmental
agencies that are implementing disarmament and non-proliferation treaties. The prevalence of
the IAEA (with a total of 40,542 references) over the OPCW (544) and the CTBTO (251) is
sharp. It should be noted that the CTBTO’s public profile, compared to the OPCW’s is
streadily increasing. This is a remarkable feat considering that the CTBT has not yet entered

into force whereas the CWC has been in force since 1997.

Figure 9: Comparison of media coverage of IAEA, CTBTO and OPCW from 1992 to 2009
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One important variation introduced by the OPCW in 2008 to the media strategy was the
separation of news releases by the OPCW into two types: press releases (to be distributed to
the news media, in addition to a distribution list containing registered individuals and
government officials) and OPCW News (not distributed to the news media). OPCW’s
rationale for this was to limit the usage of press releases to information that is more likely to
attract the interest of mainstream news media, while OPCW News items would be for more
routine activities such as official visits by the Director-General or workshops. Figure 10
below shows an evolution of the number of press releases issued by the OPCW Secretariat

from 1997.
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Figure 10: Number of press releases distributed by the OPCW Technical Secretariat from 1997 to 2009.
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Roger Cohen, the columnist from The New York Times, was invited to the OPCW’s 2008
annual conference. He described the OPCW as bringing together 185 nations “working in
near total obscurity toward an April 29, 2012, deadline for the final elimination of the scourge
that has brought death and agony from the fields of Flanders in World War | to the Tokyo
subway in 1995 (Cohen, 2008). In light of the decline in media coverage over the last two
years, the OPCW may wish to reconsider this change of strategy in order not to lose further

visibility.

Referencing by specialist publications

While coverage by the mainstream media contributes to the public profile of a treaty and an
implementing organisation, specific audiences are best reached through specialised channels,
including the publications published by civil society organisations and relevant industry

associations.

According to an analysis conducted by the author of 70 specialist sources in disarmament and
non-proliferation, the United Nations, including its publication UN Chronicle, is a major
source of referencing (rank 1, 4,235 references to all regimes). Informaworld, which publishes

specialist information for the global academic and scientific communities, including Taylor &

68



4500 7

4000

3500

3000

2500

2000

1500

1000

Francis journals and Routledge ebooks, contributes 4,053 references. This is followed by

Nuclear Threat Initiative, whose Global Security Newswire reports on a daily basis on arms

control and disarmament.

Figure 11 identifies the top 24 specialist sources (by aggregate totals of references across all
four regimes) based on the analysis of 70 organisations or publications that provide
information on international security, including disarmament and non-proliferation. Among
the specialist sources that report on all regimes, there is more reporting on the IAEA and the
NPT (22,978 references) than the CWC (about half, in comparison), CTBT (about one third)
and BWC (about one fifth). In certain widely-circulated publications such as Foreign Policy

(108,479 copies) or Foreign Affairs (155,000 copies), the CWC is more absent than the other

regimes.

Figure 11: Number of online references to the CWC, BWC, CTBT and NPT from a selection of specialised
sources.
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and civil society associations dealing with disarmament and non-proliferation— are being
effectively targeted. Referencing by publications and websites that cater to these groups is an
indication of whether these audiences are being reached. Figure 12 below, which builds on the
previous data, shows the top 26 sources that refer to the OPCW and the CWC. The remaining

44 are grouped as “Other”.

Figure 12: Top 26 specialised sources referencing the OPCW and CWC
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The 1,045 references to the OPCW from the Federation of American Scientists website
contribute to outreach to scientists. However, references to the CWC are modest or scarce in
other industry-specific publications, such as New Scientist (circulation of over 150,000 copies
and a global readership of over 800,000, 75 references to the CWC), Chemical Engineering
(65,000 copies circulated, 14 references to the CWC and 2 to the OPCW), Chemical
Engineering Progress (monthly, 47,500 copies circulated, 2 references to the CWC), and TCE

Today (monthly circulation of 24,000 copies, 2 references to the CWC).
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The OPCW is under-represented in publications from prestigious organisations such as the
Brookings Institution (30 references to the OPCW and CWC as opposed to 106 for the CTBT,
142 for the NPT and 122 for the IAEA), the International Network of Engineers and Scientists
for Global Responsibility (11 references to the CWC as opposed to 9 to the BWC, 25 to the
CTBT and 146 to the NPT) or UNESCO (31 references to OPCW, compared to 153 to the

CTBTO and 695 to the IAEA).

The need to raise awareness about the OPCW is obvious. Director-General-elect Ahmet
Uzuimcii referred to this issue in his address to the 14" session of the Conference of the States

Parties, which elected him to replace Rogelio Pfirter effective 25 July 2010.

In an article entitled The Next Director-General of the OPCWhat?, Cindy Vestergaard of the
Danish Institute for International Studies wrote: “Many in government and industry across
member countries are still unaware of the OPCW and CWC. After 12 years of the treaty’s
existence, there is even more of a need for outreach by the OPCW and national authorities to
fully entrench the norm against chemical weapons at the national and local level. As the treaty
nears its mandated destruction deadlines, the OPCW’s importance and relevance are critical to

maintaining a world free of chemical weapons” (Vestergaard, 2009).

The data and trends shown in this chapter confirm that the nuclear regimes —NPT, IAEA and
CTBT— are more publicly visible than the biological and chemical weapons regimes. The
number of references to the OPCW and CWC decreased in the past three years, once media
outreach efforts related to the tenth anniversary of the CWC faded out. It is apparent that the

OPCW should reconsider the way it distributes information in order to boost visibility.
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Chapter VI. Conclusions and recommendations

Public interest in weapons of mass destruction, especially nuclear weapons, is strong. Recent
events such as the review of the US nuclear posture, with less reliance on these weapons for
strategic deterrence, and the disclosure of the exact number of US nuclear stockpiles by
President Barack Obama at the start of the NPT Review Conference, have been widely
reported by the mainstream and specialist media. As momentum builds for ratification of the
CTBT by the US, which would prompt China to follow, media reporting on the CTBTO has
caught up with, and may now be solidly exceeding, references to the CWC and its
implementing organisation OPCW. Similar to the chemical regime, references to biological
weapons and the BWC are more prevalent in specialist journals than in the news, although

anthrax became a popular topic after the letter attacks in the US days after 9/11.

Although the OPCW has achieved a number of successes worldwide, its public profile in
terms of online presence and media coverage is not commensurate with 13 years of effective
implementation of the CWC, including over 5,000 inspections of chemical demilitarisation
and industrial sites, and near universality. In contrast, the CTBT has yet to enter into force but
this regime already attracts twice as many web visitors, more news coverage and nearly as

many references from specialist publications than the OPCW/CWC.

The Second Review Conference of the CWC (held in 2008) set ambitious goals for the

OPCW in the years to come, including tackling issues related to anti-terrorism, safety and
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security at chemical plants, and a greater focus on non-proliferation. These objectives require
raising the awareness of all stakeholders, nobly the chemical industry, about the prohibitions
and requirements of the CWC. This is all the more reason why the OPCW should raise its

public profile and become more accessible to all stakeholders.

Shortly after taking over as the new OPCW'’s spokesperson, Luhan (2008) recognised that the
CWC is “among the most significant multilateral achievements of the past 15 years — and one
of the least known or appreciated by the public at large”. He added that “Outside of a few
specialised journals, scant attention has been paid by media” to the OPCW and “even many in
the chemical industry remain unaware of its own key role in concluding the Convention and

monitoring the production and trade of scheduled chemicals”.

While periodical reporting by the different organs of the OPCW enhances multilateral and
intergovernmental transparency, an important part of these activities is not shared with non-
governmental stakeholders, the news media and the general public. This has more to do with
the way the OMPAP is being implemented rather than with confidentiality constraints. The
OPCW is making less information available to the public than what the OMPAP calls for. For
instance, for a number of years the EC and SAB series of official documents have not been
made publicly available. Publicizing these documents in a format, level of detail and
timeliness appropriate for the different audiences relevant to the OMPAP would contribute to

raising the public profile of the OPCW and the CWC.
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OPCW'’s public information activities are occasionally constrained by confidentiality. The
most obvious example is the requirement by a State Party not to be identified as possessing
chemical weapons. However, as established in Chapter Il, the ability of the OPCW to
disseminate information in a timely manner to the news media and the general public is often
impaired by clearance procedures that are either too rigid or too strict. As seen in Chapter IV,
the lack of website governance has had an adverse impact on the effective online

dissemination of information on the CWC.

Below are some recommendations aimed at enhancing the ability of the OPCW to raise its

public profile and become more accessible to all stakeholders.

Redefine OPCW’s media and public affairs strategy

An update to the media strategy the Secretariat prepared in 2004 is necessary. The revised
strategy should propose new information products and services or changes to existing ones.
Before making new proposals, the Secretariat should survey the audience groups to be

targeted in order to better understand what their information requirements are.

The new strategy should more clearly delimit the role and responsibilities of MPB, the
OMPAP administrator, as producer and publisher of information, and how it should
coordinate these efforts with other Secretariat units and external stakeholders. For instance, a
service level agreement could be established between MPB and ISB to ensure adequate IT
support and infrastructure for public information requirements, which the OPCW’s budget

and programme calls for anyway.

The availability of public information in multiple languages would contribute to a higher
profile of the OPCW worldwide. Currently, there is an imbalance between content in English

and in the other official languages of the OPCW. The Secretariat’s language services should
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be expanded to provide support for disseminating public information releases in Arabic,
Chinese, French, Russian and Spanish. Currently the in-house linguists are only concerned

with official-series documentation.

There should be closer coordination with substantive units in order to ensure that publications
and web content are maintained and enhanced effectively. MPB should be more concerned
about the editorial content of the website and OPCW publications, not the operational
requirements of hosting a website, maintaining software and maintaining a separate repository
of official-series documents. As described in detail in Chapter Ill, the processing and
distribution of official-series documents by MPB adds little value to the creation of public
information for the news media and general public. At the same time, it consumes valuable
staff time and resources. At CTBTO and IAEA, it is the responsibility of their respective
policy-making-organ secretariats to publish documents for all publics using infrastructure

provided by the IT department.

For accountability and transparency purposes, the OPCW should consider instituting a yearly
report on implementation of the OMPAP, similar to the one in place for OPOC. This report
should also cover the efforts made by individual Member States in promoting the image of the

OPCW and the CWC at home.

Clarify procedures for the public release of information

The clearance procedures for the public release of information should be revised to expedite
the approval of certain information items, such as press releases about official visits by
dignitaries to the OPCW or workshops for National Authorities. Certain content is boilerplate
and does not need to be resubmitted to the Office of the Director-General for clearance time
repeatedly if it is not controversial or sensitive, or is based on reports already issued as

official documents.
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More content planning is required in order to have press releases reviewed and approved
ahead of the event or activity. News releases and media advisories could be sent in advance of
the events to generate more media attention. The requirement for advance planning and
approval is especially relevant to news releases about States, which require the explicit

approval by the Permanent Representation.

The Secretariat should establish and enforce a requirement for any Member State that submits
a national statement or paper at any session of the policy-making organs to specify whether
they wish to make it publicly available. PMO, the Division in charge of processing official-
series documents, should enforce this requirement using the form already available to this

effect.

The different organs of the OPCW produce many reports throughout the year that contain
useful information for the general public and the news media, if presented in a format and
level of detail that is meaningful to these audiences, and in a timely fashion. Therefore, the
public availability of official documents or content extracted from these is very relevant. For
this reason, it is essential that the procedures concerning the availability of such content be
clear and uniformly applied, which they currently are not, as described in Chapter Ill. The
Secretariat should create an inventory of the different types of documents that are periodically
issued by the principal organs and subsidiary bodies and determine the access level for each
document type. This inventory should be circulated to all substantive officers involved in
initiating official-series documents so that they can recommend public release of documents

based on uniform guidelines. New staff members should be made aware of this procedure.

Introducing the recommendations above into the clearance procedures would enable the

dissemination of information to the public in a more timely manner. Currently, certain
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information on State visits or workshops is released days or even a whole week after the event
takes place. As the events are no longer news, they stand fewer chances to be picked up by the
news media. This is detrimental to the public profile and visibility of the OPCW and the

CWC, and thereby to the transparency of its activities.

Establish website governance and adequate IT support

The public website is the most efficient vehicle for communicating about the OPCW to the
general public and news media, in addition to providing information and services to its staff
members and stakeholders, and yet it is facing serious challenges and threats. To begin with,
no formal website guidelines have been instituted to update the ones adopted in 1996 by the
Preparatory Commission. Those guidelines should be reviewed to clarify essential web
governance issues such as the structure of people, positions, authorities, roles, responsibilities,

relationships and rules involved in managing the OPCW’s website.

The Website Review Group mentioned in the Preparatory Commission guidelines should be
formally re-established. The requirement, under the 1996 guidelines, for the executive head of
the OPCW to report periodically to the policy-making organs on the status of the website and
its material, should be enforced and possibly integrated into a yearly report on the

implementation of OMPAP, as recommended above.

The recommendations reported by the United Nations Joint Inspection Team on web
governance, strategy and policies, described in Chapter 1V, should be considered. The OPCW
should more clearly define the objectives and target audiences of the Internet website and how
these should interrelate with the Extranet and the Intranet in order to avoid duplication, or fill
information gaps such as secure access to CWC implementation-related materials for non-

governmental stakeholders or public access to the OPCW Library for researchers
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An understanding between the public information (MPB) and information services (ISB)
departments of the Secretariat should be instituted that defines the IT support and
infrastructure required for public outreach efforts. This would be consistent with the OPCW’s
Programme and Budget. ISB should handle administrative services such as the hosting and
server administration of the Internet website, and the maintenance and further development of

the Web content management system.

The OPCW should consider achieving better integration of information services currently
residing on separate networks: the Intranet (staff members only), Extranet (for registered
users from governments) and the Internet website (public). Information services such as
official-series documents, the journal of meetings, and contact details are duplicated across
networks. If the OPCW were to integrate the three services in a technically feasible way,
resources could be better allocated. This is particularly relevant in the context of zero-growth

budgets, which has been the case at OPCW for the last several years.

Emulate best practices and experiences from other multilateral

institutions

The OPCW is lagging behind other related organisations in terms of exploiting the potential
of online communications. No multimedia content or daily press review of CWC-related
information is available on the OPCW website, in contrast with the practice of the IAEA, the
CTBTO and most other multilateral organisations. The OPCW should consider adopting web
guidelines similar to the ones used by UNOG, which describe down to each section of the
website who is responsible for maintenance and further development and how decisions are

collectively taken by the website governance group.

The CWC is absent in social media and bookmarking sites, in contrast with the majority of

intergovernmental and non-governmental organisations. Here the OPCW can learn from the
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experiences of its sister organisations IAEA and CTBTO and establish an official and
professional social media presence. Otherwise, other individuals or organisations, who are
already covering the OPCW directly or indirectly, are usurping this presence and setting the

terms for the Organisation’s public profile.

Online publishing and distribution of information is becoming the default medium. The
ability of OPCW to assert its online presence is currently compromised by the lack of up-to-
date strategies and policies. As seen above, the web guidelines date back to 1996 and the
media policy was adopted in 1997. The World Wide Web has changed significantly since
then. The OPCW should revise its policies and reconsider the resources required in order to
ensure that it will continue to connect with a global population which is increasingly

switching on to Web 2.0 applications such as social networks.

The practice of diplomacy, including international organisations working on international
security issues, has evolved in the past years from a government-centric to a multistakeholder
model where networking among public, private and civil actors is key. In order for the CWC
to maintain its relevance and weight in the international security arena, the OPCW should
strengthen its information and outreach efforts towards the different publics it is mandated to

Serve.
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