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I begin by expressing my appreciation and gratitude to the Government of Poland, the G-8 

Global Partnership, and the Organization for the Prohibition of Chemical Weapons for 

organizing and sponsoring this farsighted and extremely important conference.  It is a conference 

that has the potential to influence the landscape of proliferation and revolutionize the regime that 

has protected the world from CW for more that 15 years. 

 

My purpose today to expound a bold argument.  It is that the time has come to take a page from 

the nuclear field and begin to make preparations for a “Chemical Safety and Security 

Leadership Forum” to be held in 2014.  It is clear that the Nuclear Security Summits of 2010 

and 2012 cannot serve as a model for chemistry, but they are most assuredly a precedent for 

gaining the focus and sustained interest of the international community.  A “Chemical 

Leadership Forum” could be patterned on aspects of the nuclear security summits, but would 

likely be somewhat less ambitious and would reflect the greater role of transparency, industry 

involvement and public opinion in the chemical domain. 

 

But before I make the case for a “Chemical Safety and Security Leadership Forum”—or rather as 

part of making that argument—I want to recognize the critical contributions that the CWC and 

the OPCW have made to eliminate the global menace of chemical weapons.  The CWC today 

remains a central pillar of chemical safety and security.  The OPCW and the states parties to the 

CWC have played a critical role in their long-term mission to make the world free of chemical 

weapons.  This effort has been so successful that the vast majority of CW will soon have been 

accounted for and destroyed.  This essential organization should continue its work until all 

known chemical weapons have been entirely eliminated. 

 

But we must not look to the past accomplishments of the CWC and the OPCW to see their finest 

hour.  Indeed, the march of technology has fashioned new challenges, new branches of 

chemistry, interdisciplinary synergies and even the certainty that new toxic substances will 

inevitably emerge for use in chemical weapons.  We are fortunate, indeed, that the Organization 

for the Prohibition of Chemical Weapons is a remarkable and flexible instrument.  It has the 

institutional knowledge, the global reach, and I would argue the ethical mandate to address new 
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challenges of chemical security and safety, that are certain to characterize the future of the global 

chemical industries, supply chains and strategic trade.  

 

The argument for a Chemical Leadership Forum has two parts.  I have tried to sketch the first—

which is that the basic institutional structure for the elimination of chemical weapons must 

broaden its mandate to include addressing the extraordinary technological advances that have 

come to characterize the chemical disciplines as well as the peaceful use of chemistry.  

 

We are all aware of the degree to which enabling technologies have revolutionized the 

workplace, communications, transportation, education, warfare, and even social relations in just 

one generation. The field of chemistry is no different. Many universities now offer 

multidisciplinary doctoral-level training in chemical biology. The discipline of neuroscience, 

which is the scientific study of the nervous system, was traditionally viewed as a branch of 

biology. Today it has become a multidisciplinary endeavor closely associated with such fields as 

chemistry, computer science, mathematics, medicine and psychology.   

 

Perhaps, even more revolutionary, we are today witnessing the emergence of the field of 

nanochemistry.  It is a relatively new branch of chemistry concerned with the unique properties 

associated with assemblies of atoms or molecules at the nanoscale (~1-100 nm), so that the size 

of nanoparticles lies somewhere between individual atoms or molecules and larger assemblies of 

bulk material with which we are more familiar.  Physical and chemical techniques already exist 

to manipulate atoms to form molecules and nanoscale assemblies. 

 

It does not take much imagination to think of new forms of chemical enterprise as well as 

“chemical weapons” that can emerge from such fields as chemical biology, neuroscience and 

nanochemistry. These advances in our knowledge, as well as their highly educated practitioners, 

are spreading throughout the world. They have the potential to awaken new cures for ancient 

diseases, and to ease the hardships of life in developing nations. But they also hold the keys to 

unlocking chemical weapons of unprecedented power and savagery.  The current situation, it 

would seem, is akin to the ethical and political dilemma of the 20 Century, after the discovery of 

nuclear fission—with both the destructive and peaceful potential that it brought into the world. 

 

To summarize, the time has come to revisit and strengthen the role and mandate of the CWC and 

OPCW in the context of the few examples I have given, and broad advances in the technology of 

chemistry and related fields. The destruction of the old CW stockpiles must not be viewed as an 

ultimate mission, but rather as the first essential step toward a world safe and secure from abuse 

of chemical materials and technologies—regardless of their origins and nature. The question is 

how to accomplish this task, how to make this mode of operation sustainable, and how to add a 

sense of urgency.  

The second part of the argument for a “Chemical Leadership Forum” has to do with the 

increasing penetration of peaceful chemical infrastructure into a host of new countries. As you 

know, the chemical industry is one in which foreign direct investment plays a leading part.  

Companies are investing in increasingly sophisticated chemical infrastructure, and introducing it 

more deeply into the developing world.  In many areas, the introduction of new chemical 

facilities coincides with varying degrees of political instability, local conflict and even terrorist 
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activity. Under such circumstances, chemical safety cannot exist in the absence of chemical 

security and chemical security culture. As we have seen of late in the nuclear field, it proved 

possible for an 82-year-old woman to breach the security of the Y-12 nuclear weapons complex 

at Oak Ridge; and for some 70 Greenpeace activists to enter restricted areas in two power plants 

in Sweden and remain there undetected for hours. The cause of these incidents was a breakdown 

in the human factor, and a lack of security culture; if the perpetrators had been terrorists armed 

with C-4, the consequences might have been catastrophic.  

 

Last year the Center for International Trade and Security held a workshop on the development of 

“Sustainable CBRN Security Culture”. The participants came from very different disciplines and 

industries and they talked about very different kinds of security challenges. In some cases, the 

received ‘vocabulary’ was difficult to translate from one stovepipe to another. Nevertheless, the 

workshop showed that some concepts can be elevated above existing C, B, R and N divides. 

Experts concluded that to achieve real and sustainable security and safety in their respective 

areas, it is necessary to inculcate an appropriate culture within the minds of the people who 

operate and work in very different kinds of facilities.  As we discussed disparate security 

challenges, the only common element—the only fungible concept to emerge—was that of 

developing and maintaining a rigorous security culture at the level of the facility.   

 

As applied to chemistry, this means creating and reinforcing a set of shared values and 

characteristics to promote safety and security for the protection of human lives, society and the 

environment. The development of chemical safety and security culture must also take place in 

the context of comprehensive strategic trade legislation and regulations. Let me give a brief 

illustration:  it is the likely introduction of chemical infrastructure to Kenya. 

 

As you know, the Port of Mombasa is in many respects the gateway to East Africa. You are also 

aware of the historical presence of Al Qaeda, Al Shabbab and like organizations in the region. 

The potential exists at any time for violence or sabotage, perhaps perpetrated by sub-state groups 

located near the borders with Somalia or Ethiopia. Just a month ago, Kenya launched a 

significant military operation, landing hundreds of troops on a Somali beach to drive Al-Shabaab 

from one of its last local strongholds. My Center—CITS/UGA—is very aware of this context 

because we have been working in Kenya, working to put in place comprehensive strategic trade 

legislation and regulations, and contribute to a new architecture of CBRN nonproliferation and 

security. We also applaud the efforts of the Governments of Kenya and Poland, the OPCW, the 

Global Partnership and the chemical industry to develop and sustain a Program on Chemical 

Safety and Security for chemical activities in Kenya. This is an example of proactive 

engagement to create security and safety in advance of the introduction of new chemical 

infrastructure. The involvement of governments, industry, NGOs, public opinion and other 

stakeholders is essential. 

 

To summarize the second part of the movement toward a “Chemical Leadership Forum” in 2014:  

It is time to take the next steps beyond the prohibition and destruction of traditional CW.  That is, 

to provide for the security and safety of all chemical infrastructure, and particularly chemical 

facilities operating or being introduced to potentially volatile political environments.  
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We had a big success story in the nuclear field when some 50 countries of the world realized that 

the status, enforcement and legal framework were vulnerable to emerging threats posed by sub-

state actors. They agreed to extraordinary measures, that is, to hold a series of nuclear security 

summits. Why not emulate this successful endeavor—to deal with a variety of chemical risks in a 

wide disciplinary context? 

 

There will certainly be differences.  In the nuclear field government is the principal and key 

player.  And as I indicated earlier, while the Nuclear Security Summit is an excellent precedent, 

it is by no means a model.  In the chemical field government, industry and the public are all 

deeply invested.  Indeed, in the creation of the Chemical Weapons Convention, industry played a 

seminal role, just as it plays a key role today, and just as it must be centrally involved as we 

reach for greater chemical safety and security in the future.  The Responsible Care program and 

its achievements are an excellent example of the maturity and social responsibility of the 

chemical industry. 

 

In approaching the concept and organization of a “Chemical Leadership Forum”, we know for 

certain that it is necessary to have a champion.  In the nuclear field, that champion was the 

United States.  President Barack Obama became personally engaged, taking on the challenge of 

leadership.  And yes, the US will go down in history for bringing the challenge of nuclear 

security to the sustained attention of the international community. 

 

When I think of these two major ideas, the incubation—perhaps right here in Tarnów—of the 

idea for a “Chemical Leadership Forum” and an expanded future role for the OCPW, it is 

entirely possible that what we are doing here in Tarnów today and tomorrow can help to lead the 

way.  Indeed, it is an opportunity that we must not miss.  The establishment of the International 

Center for Chemical Safety and Security (ICCSS) can become the venue where these ideas are 

formulated and brought to fruition over time.  Because of this conference and because it has a 

highly developed chemical industry, Poland is especially qualified to take on this challenge in 

the chemical field. The wisdom and support of the Government of Poland can become its 

platform. 

 

My organization, the Center for International Trade and Security at the University of Georgia, is 

prepared to partner with the new International Center here in Tarnów.  Perhaps a next tentative 

step would be to create a High Level Study Group on Chemical Safety and Security with an 

explicit mandate to explore the feasibility of holding a chemical safety and security summit in 

2014. 

 

Thank you for your attention to these remarks. 


