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ABSTRACT
SYRIA’S CHEMICAL WEAPONS AND UNITED STATES-RUSSIAN
INTERVENTION: DIPLOMACY IN ACTION?

On August 21, 2013, a relatively large-scale chemical weapons attack was executed
in the Ghouta area of Damascus, Syria. This incident was the culmination of a series of
chemical attacks perpetrated by the Assad regime. Syria's use of chemical weapons violated its
treaty commitments and customary international law, especially the 1993 Chemical Weapons
Convention that explicitly bans the use of chemical weapons. The attacks caused tensions
within the United Nations Security Council, especially between the United States and Russia.
The motives and interests of these countries differed to such an extent that it led to a stalemate
in responding to the chemical weapons attacks. While the United States called for limited
military intervention to punish Assad for the use of chemical weapons as well as to deter any
future use of these weapons through a process of degrading, Russia met the United States’ push
for action with fierce opposition. The question therefore is, how did the United States and
Russia manage to finally foster consensus and cooperation in Syria amidst their diverging
positions?
The main aim of this research is to examine the role that diplomacy played in addressing
Syria’s chemical weapons use during its civil war. In order to provide an investigation into the
role of diplomacy, the study will evaluate and review key diplomatic strategies that explain the
diplomatic process through which the United States and Russia dealt with Syria’s use of
chemical weapons. Three possible diplomatic strategies are identified, namely, multilateral
diplomacy, disarmament diplomacy and coercive diplomacy. The thesis will argue that the
strategy eventually adopted by the United States and Russia to get Syria to a state of
compliance was a case of coercive diplomacy. As such, the thesis specifically examines the
concept of coercive diplomacy and how it has been utilised in dealing with Syria’s chemical
weapons stockpile.
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“History will judge harshly those who saw this coming danger but failed to act. In the new
world we have entered, the only path to peace and security is the path of action.”
President George W. Bush, 17 September, 2002
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TIME LINE OF EVENTS

21 August 2013:

Chemical weapons attack in the Damascus suburb of Ghouta on a large
scale.

31 August 2013:

President Obama decided to seek authorization for the use of force from
the United States Congress for a limited military strike in Syria.

4 September 2013:

Authorization for the Use of Military Force against the Government of
Syria to Respond to Use of Chemical Weapons was adopted by the
United States Congress

14 September 2013: Russia and the United States agreement led to the adoption of the
Framework for the Elimination of Chemical Weapons
14 September 2013: Syria acceded to the Chemical Weapons Convention.
27 September 2013: The United Nations Security Council (UNSC) unanimously voted to
adopt UNSC Resolution 2118
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION, LITERATURE REVIEW, THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK AND
METHODOLOGY

1.1

Introduction

The ongoing crisis in Syria was motivated by a revolutionary wave of protests and uprisings –
known as the Arab Spring – against the ruling regimes in the Arab world.1 The main issues that
orchestrated the Arab Spring were the desire for democracy, restrictions upon freedom of
speech, inequality and the demand that human rights be respected.2 The movement originated
in Tunisia in December, 2010, and almost immediately spread to Egypt, Algeria, Morocco,
Libya, Yemen, Saudi Arabia and Jordan.3 These series of uprisings within the Arab world also
had a domino effect in Syria and, what started as a peaceful demonstration in January 2011,
soon evolved into a full scale civil war.4 Although the causal factors behind the Syrian conflict
lack simple explanations because the historical, political and social factors that catalyzed the
unrest in the country are highly complex and inextricably intertwined, it can be said the major
cause of the uprising was predominantly framed as a battle that originated in an attempt to
overthrow the regime of President Bashar al-Assad. Bashar al-Assad’s familial lineage has held
the presidential office since 1971 and his ruling party, the Ba'ath Party, began to rule in 1963.5
As such, with aspirations of toppling the regime, various rebel fractions such as the Free Syrian
Army and the National Coalition for Syrian Revolution and Opposition Forces fought against
the ruling regime. Because of the different social, religious and ethical divisions that these
opposition parties represent, the Syrian conflict has been regarded as sectarian in nature.

1
2
2
3
4
5

The Arab Spring refers to the democratic uprisings that arose independently and spread across the Arab world in 2011.
Dafna H. Rand, Roots of the Arab Spring: Contested Authority and Political Change in the Middle East, (University of
Dafna H. Rand, Roots of the Arab Spring: Contested Authority and Political Change in the Middle East, (University of
Pennsylvania Press, 2013), 1.
Erzsébet N. Rózsa, “The Arab Spring – Its Impact on the Region and on the Middle East Conference,” Academic
Peace Orchestra Middle East Policy Brief 9, no. 10, (2012): 1-20.
Conal Urqhart, “Aleppo Comes Under Air and Ground Assaults from Assad Forces,” The Guardian, (July 28, 2012),
accessed June 20, 2014. http://www.theguardian.com/world/2012/jul/28/aleppo-air-ground-assaults-assad.
“Syria: Mapping the conflict,” BBC News, (July 10, 2015), accessed August 20, 2015.
http://www.bbc.com/news/world-middle-east-22798391.
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Figure 1.1: Map of Syria

Source:

“Map

of

Syrian

Arab

Republic,”

Aletho

News,

(December

1,

2015),

accessed

April

23,

2016.

https://alethonews.files.wordpress.com/2015/12/map-of-syrian-arab-republic.jpg

As violence escalated and the country descended into civil war, Kofi Annan, the former United
Nations (UN) Secretary General who was appointed Joint Special Envoy from the UN and the
Arab League, tabled a six-point peace proposal in early 2012. The proposal called for a
ceasefire, the free flow of humanitarian assistance, the combatants to commit to work towards
an inclusive Syrian-led political process and the government to “respect the freedom of
association and the right to demonstrate peacefully as legally guaranteed.”6 The government of
Syria agreed to accept the plan, then promptly violated its terms, resulting in the country being
engulfed in a bloody civil war that continues to date.

The major turning point of the

international community’s response to the Syrian crisis was however catalyzed by the use of
chemical weapons on 21 August, 2013. The gruesome attack attracted prompt attention and
reaction from the international community, which, after Annan’s efforts, was unable to reach a
6

Rand, Roots of the Arab Spring: Contested Authority and Political Change in the Middle East, 1.
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consensus on decisive action to end the conflict.7 The international outcry that followed the use
of chemical weapons thus precipitated an extraordinary series of events whose mandate was to
deter and degrade Syria’s chemical weapons capabilities. Although it was initially uncertain as
to who used the chemical weapons in Syria, owing to pointing of fingers and accusations
between the government and the opposition forces, evidence finally indicated that chemical
weapons were dropped by helicopters belonging to the Syrian government.8 This study
therefore focuses on the Syrian government as the culprit for using chemical weapons in 2013
during the civil war, and seeks to examine how it was held accountable for its actions by the
international community.
1.2

Unveiling Syria’s chemical weapons program and use

Syria’s weapons of mass destruction (WMD) program was initiated by former President Hafez
al-Assad in the 1970s. This program was in response to the disastrous conventional military
defeats by neighbouring Israel in 1967, 1973 and 1982. Israel was thus perceived as the “scion
of imperialism, an aggressive, expansionist and settler-colonial state,”9 therefore the aim of
Syria’s quest to develop military capabilities was so that it could reach some kind of strategic
parity with Israel.10

Eshel states that Syria’s slim resources ruled out its potential in

developing a nuclear capability,11 hence, although Syria had also made efforts to develop
biological weapons, it became heavily centred on developing chemical weapons. A kick-start
to the development of these weapons was reportedly given through assistance from countries
like Egypt, the USSR and Czechoslovakia, but the strength of evidence supporting these
allegations are disputed by these countries.12 As such, the history of the development of Syria’s
chemical weapons arsenal is not void of contradictions. Moreover, most of the information
about the program comes from official statements and leaks to the media from Israel, the

7
8

9
10
11
12

International Coalition for the Responsibility to Protect, “Syrian Crisis,” (2013), accessed June 24, 2014.
http://responsibilitytoprotect.org/index.php/crises/crisis-in-syria.
Dieter Bednarz and Klaus Brinkbäumer, “Interview with Bashar Assad: 'In the End, a Lie Is a Lie',” Der Spiegel,
(October 7, 2013), accessed September 10, 2014. http://www.spiegel.de/international/world/spiegel-interview-withsyrian-president-bashar-assad-a-926456.html.
Bernd W. Kubbig and Sven-Eric Fikenscher, Arms Control and Missile Proliferation in the Middle East, (London and
New York: Routledge, Taylor and Francis, 2012), 137.
Mary B.D. Nikitin, Paul K. Kerr and Andrew Feickert, “Syria's Chemical Weapons: Issues for Congress,” CRS Report.
Congressional Research Service, (2013). Accessed May 6, 2016. https://www.fas.org/sgp/crs/nuke/R42848.pdf.
David Eshel, “Syria’s Chemical Weapons Proliferation Hydra,” Defense Update, accessed October 27, 2015.
http://defense-update.com/analysis/analysis_230907_syria_cw.htm.
Anthony H. Cordesman, “Weapons of Mass Destruction in the Middle East: Regional Trends, National Forces, War
fighting Capabilities, Delivery Options, and Weapon Effects,” Centre for Strategic and International Studies, 8, no. 31,
(1996): 1-160.
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United States and other Western sources. These countries have traditionally had tense relations
with Syria, therefore possible elements of exaggeration and bias should be taken into account.13
Despite the ambiguities surrounding who assisted Syria in acquiring its chemical weapons, the
country is believed to have possessed the largest chemical weapons arsenal in the world at this
time. It is important, however, to be cognizant of the fact that Syria’s chemical weapons
arsenal was not the largest to be recorded in history. Russia and the United States were once
the two largest chemical weapon holders, respectively in possession of about 40,000 and
31,000 metric tonnes, before relinquishing them for destruction.14 To date, the United States
has destroyed 90% of its chemical weapons with the expected date of completion of
destruction to be in 2023.15 Russia has to date reportedly destroyed 91%, with expectations of
completing the destruction by 2020.16 With regards to Syria, the findings of the Organization
for the Prohibition of Chemical Weapons (OPCW) in October 2013 declared that it possessed
about 1,300 tons of chemical agents in various forms, including mixing precursors. These
chemical agents include mustard gas, sarin and VX and were stored at more than 40 sites,
mostly located in the northern part of the country.17
Much of Syria’s chemical weapons capability only became known after the alleged chemical
weapons attacks on 21 August, 2013. Before this time, Syria was consistent in its stance that it
did not possess any chemical weapons. Ironically, there is no evidence that indicates where and
when al-Assad actually denied possessing any chemical weapons. In fact, in an interview with
Der Spiegel in October 2013, the reporter reminded al-Assad that he had always denied
possessing chemical weapons and only admitted to possessing them after the August 2013
attacks. Assad countered thus: “We never said we didn't have chemical weapons. We always
say “if we had, then….”18 In this case, one can argue that Assad neither confirmed nor denied
ever possessing any chemical weapons. This statement in a way demonstrates the secret
machinations of states, which makes the “anarchic world one of inescapable and universal
13
14
15
16

17
18

Zuhair M. Diab, “Syria's Chemical and Biological Weapons: Assessing Capabilities and Motivations,” The
Nonproliferation Review 5, no. 1, (1997): 104-111.
Centre for Arms Control and Non-Proliferation, “Fact Sheet: Chemical Weapons and their Destruction,” (2014),
accessed November 14, 2015. http://armscontrolcenter.org/fact-sheet-chemical-weapons-and-their-destruction/
Trevor Hughes, “780,000 Chemical Weapons being Destroyed in Colo,” USA Today, (April 25, 2015), accessed
January 23, 2016. http://www.usatoday.com/story/news/nation/2015/04/25/mustard-agent-destruction/25825513/.
Sounak Mukhopadhyay, “Russia Plans to Completely Destroy Chemical Weapons by 2020, to Shut Down Two
Facilities by November,” International Business Times, (October 29, 2015), accessed January 23, 2016.
http://www.ibtimes.com/russia-plans-completely-destroy-chemical-weapons-2020-shut-down-two-facilities-2161434.
Organisation for the Prohibition of Chemical Weapons, “Destruction of Chemical Weapons,” accessed January 23,
2016. https://www.opcw.org/our-work/demilitarisation/destruction-of-chemical-weapons/.
Bednarz and Brinkbäumer, “Interview with Bashar Assad: 'In the End, a Lie Is a Lie'.”
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danger.”19 Such secrecy is misleading because it keeps the international community uncertain
of the true extent of the chemical weapons proliferation and stockpiling in a particular country
– a principle known as ambiguity. Platt, with his main focus on the Middle East, concurs by
arguing that measures to control or eliminate stockpiles of chemical weapons in the region are
very elusive, as several countries in the region such as Egypt, Iraq and Israel refuse to
acknowledge the possession of chemical weapons. This denial has important implications for
arms control in the region, because the discussion of chemical weapons and speculations about
policy alternatives occur under a shadow of inadequate information – so much so that the
extent that the debate within the region about chemical weapons is constricted.20 The use of
chemical weapons in Syria is therefore indicative of the prisms through which the region is
viewed, i.e. a representation of the potentially daunting confluence of the insidious trend of the
proliferation of WMDs.21
Of significance, however, is the fact that the chemical weapons attack in August 2013 was not
the first incident of such an attack. There is hard evidence that suggests that smaller chemical
weapons attacks were previously carried out on multiple occasions.22 The symptoms of the
casualties provided experts with reasonable grounds to believe that toxic chemicals were used
in other Syrian towns such as Homs, Khan al-Assal and Saraqeb:

•

Homs: In December 2012, an attack in Homs province killed seven and wounded more
than 50. The inhalation of poisonous gases was determined to be the cause of the deaths.
According to Dr. Nashwan Abu-Abdo, symptoms included asphyxiation and several
seizures, which led him to suggest the use of BZ nerve gas, also known as Agent 15.23

•

Khan al-Assal: In March 2013, an attack in Khan al-Assal killed 31 people and caused
symptoms in roughly 300 others. Dr. Zaher Sahloul, President of the Syrian-American
Medical Association, stated that the symptoms in these patients were consistent with

19
20
21

22
23

Jack Donnelly, Realism And International Relations, (United Kingdom: Cambridge University Press, 2000), 14.
Alan Platt, Arms Control and Confidence Building in the Middle East, (Washington D.C.: United States Institute of
Peace, 1992), 93.
Brian Finlay, Johan Bergenas and Veronica Tessler, “Beyond Boundaries in the Middle East: Leveraging NonProliferation Assistance to Address Security/Development Needs with Resolution 1540,” Report. Stimson Centre and
the Stanley Foundation, (2011), 4.
Ryan C. Hendrickson, Obama at War: Congress and the Imperial Presidency, (Kentucky: University Press of
Kentucky, 2015), 162.
Rachel Schwartz, Syria’s Chemical Weapons and Biological Weapons Program and the Use of these Weapons in the
Syrian Civil War Today, (Herzliya, Israel: International Institute for Counter Terrorism, 2013), 20.
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cholinergic syndrome, which is a common effect of exposure to nerve gas. The patients had
respiratory and neurologic problems and convulsions. The blood samples from the scene
were also inspected in laboratories in Turkey, the UK and France and it was verified with
some degree of confidence that sarin gas was used against these victims.24
•

Saraqeb: In April 2013, a helicopter dropped at least two containers believed to have
contained poisonous gases on Saraqeb. Victims suffered respiratory problems and
vomiting. According to Hamish de Bretton-Gordon, a former officer at the Joint Chemical
Biological Radiological Nuclear Regiment in the United Kingdom, the symptoms were
likely caused by nerve agents such as organophosphate or sarin.25

The chemical weapons attack that took place in Ghouta on 21 August 2013 is however
believed to have been the deadliest use of chemical weapons since Saddam Hussein’s Iraqi
forces used poison gas against the Kurdish town Halabja in March 1988, and the most lethal
use of WMDs in the 21st century.26 Patients suffered symptoms including convulsions,
excessive saliva, respiratory distress, suffocation, muscle spasms and frothing at the mouth. It
was concluded that the symptoms may have been caused by a dispersal of sarin on a large
scale.27 At a seminar hosted by the Vienna Centre for Disarmament and Non-Proliferation
(VCDNP) in October 2013, Dr. Amy Smithson, a senior fellow at the Centre for NonProliferation Studies (CNS) in Monterey, argued that the previous cases of chemical attacks in
other towns in Syria were performed to “test the waters” for future chemical weapons use.
These earlier attacks were done to see how the weapons perform, as well as to see and evaluate
the international community’s reaction to their deployment. Dr. Smithson further argued that
the attack on August 21, 2013 took place during a period of low temperatures and little to no
winds, which caused the chemical agent to remain in place for a longer period.28 It can thus be
said that the chemical attack in Ghouta was a callous, premeditated attack on defenceless
people, killing an estimated 1,400 people, mostly women and children.29 The attack on Ghouta
24
25
26

27
28
29

Ibid, 20.
Ibid, 23.
“Clear and Convincing’ Evidence of Chemical Weapons in Syria, UN Team Reports,” United Nations News Center,
(September
16,
2013),
accessed
February
24,
2015.
http://www.un.org/apps/news/story.asp?NewsID=45856#.VynT20fz0rQ.
“Syria Gas Attack Symptoms Confirmed by Doctors Group,” The Canadian Press, (August 24, 2013), accessed
February 24, 2015. http://www.cbc.ca/news/world/syria-gas-attack-symptoms-confirmed-by-doctors-group-1.1393410.
Vienna Center for Disarmament and Non-Proliferation, “Chemical Weapons in Syria: A Bumpy Road to Elimination,”
(2013), accessed October 22, 2015. http://vcdnp.org/131022_syria_cw_report.htm.
Kilic B. Kanat, A Tale of Four Augusts: Obama’s Syria Policy, (Ankara, Turkey: SETA Publications, 2015), 117.
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therefore stands as a catalyst that triggered an international outcry against the use of chemical
weapons in Syria, with questions mainly focused on the mechanisms in place pertaining to
controlling the use of chemical weapons in warfare.
It is important to note that while histories are written and the future is sketched out by
numerous individuals and groups, assumptions about what will happen in one situation should
not be based on previous events within a region or the world as a whole.30 This issue is
critically important to keep in mind when one looks at the case of Syria, whose path has taken
a slightly different turn compared to other countries within the Arab Spring, particularly Libya.
For example, in 2011, the United Nations Security Council (UNSC) adopted Resolution 1973,
which formed the legal basis for military intervention in the Libyan civil war. The main
mandate of the Resolution was to demand “an immediate ceasefire” and to authorize the
international community to establish a no-fly zone as well as to use all means necessary short
of foreign occupation to protect civilians.31 Unlike Libya, however, the Syrian crisis was
surrounded by shifting tides of opinions on intervention. While some voices called for military
intervention, strong voices against such action were raised. In particular, it was the United
States and Russia that stood as the two contending parties and whose decisions were most
influential in the response to the chemical weapons crisis in Syria. Attention will therefore be
placed on the reaction and intervention of the United States and Russia vis-à-vis Syria’s use of
chemical weapons.
This study was motivated by the fact that most literature focuses on Syria’s chemical weapons
capabilities and the process of destroying these weapons, while the efforts and strategies that
were implemented by the international community to deal with the crisis remains nearly
unnoticed. Within this context, this study essentially shares, in terms of problem framing and
relevance within the international system, many characteristics pertaining to the areas of nonproliferation, disarmament and diplomatic studies. As a result, this study offers a case study
basis that is centered on describing, interpreting and understanding the diplomatic policies and
actions that were carried out by the United States and Russia following the use of chemical
weapons in 2013 during the civil war in Syria. In examining the role of diplomacy in this
context, it is likely that a specific form, nature, type or a combination of diplomatic
30

31

Alex Ghionis, “Why Have the Libyan and Syrian Arab Spring Experiences Been so Different?” Academia.edu, (2014),
accessed October 22, 2015.
https://www.academia.edu/7062197/Why_have_the_Libyan_and_Syrian_Arab_Spring_experiences_been_so_different
Kristen Boon, Aziz Hug and Douglas C. Lovelace, Jr, The Intersection of Law and War, (United Kingdom: Oxford
University Press, 2012), 164.
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technique(s) is present. As such, attention will be placed on the strategic avenues and
manifestations of diplomacy that the United States and Russia adopted in order to achieve their
objectives in Syria. Thus, three possible types of diplomacy, namely coercive diplomacy,
multilateral diplomacy and disarmament diplomacy, will be analyzed in Chapter Two, before a
selection of the most relevant type of diplomacy to this case study is made.
1.3

Conceptualization of key terms

1.3.1 Weapons of mass destruction (WMDs)
WMD is a term used to describe weapons with the ability and capacity to cause destruction on
a massive scale, whose impact is long-lasting and indiscriminate and effects may persist for an
extended period of time in the environment and in the population.32 Weapons included under
this umbrella term include chemical weapons (defined below in 1.3.2); biological weapons,
which are biological agents designed to cause a fatal or disabling disease in victims, ranging
from acute diseases and plagues; radiological weapons, which are devices that are designed
with the intention to cause explosive disruption through the spread of radioactive material; and
nuclear weapons, which are fission-fusion enhanced radiation explosive devices.33 These
weapons are commonly abbreviated as CBRN weapons, referring to chemical, biological,
radiological and nuclear weapons. Recently, toxin weapons have also been incorporated under
the umbrella of WMDs. Toxin weapons are primarily illness-inducing chemicals formed from
living creatures, such as bacteria, fungi, plants and animals.34
1.3.2 Chemical weapons
The official definition of chemical weapons is provided by the OPCW as “any toxic chemical
or its precursor that can cause death, injury, temporary incapacitation or sensory irritation
through its chemical action.”35 Chemical weapons are therefore produced and used with the
intention to cause harm or loss of life through exposure to the toxicity of chemicals. As a result
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of their destructive and heinous effects, chemical weapons are classified under the umbrella
of WMDs.
Chemical weapons are developed from chemical substances whose toxic properties may be in
gas, liquid or solid form and they can harm the body either through absorption through the
skin, inhalation or ingestion.36 The chemical substances can be classified according to
their persistency, “a measure of the length of time that a chemical agent remains effective after
dissemination.”37 As such, they can be classified as either persistent or non-persistent.
Persistent agents are designed to remain in the area they were used, complicating
decontamination. In contrast, non-persistent agents lose effectiveness quickly because they are
designed to degrade or dissipate after they come in contact with natural elements such as water,
wind and the sun. These chemical agents can also be classified on the basis of their mode of
action, volatility, chemical structure or physiological effects. This study classifies chemical
agents according to the physiological manner in which they affect the human body, and are
thus categorized as harassing agents, incapacitating agents or lethal agents.
§

Harassing agents

These agents are often referred to as Riot Control Agents (RCAs) as they are substances that
are not intended to injure or kill. These agents are basically sensory irritants that have shortlived, concentration-dependent effects.38 They are mostly used in the military for training
purposes and by civilian police forces against rioters and criminals. They are considered
chemical weapons only when used by combatants in a civil or international conflict. These
agents are meant to produce sensory irritants that cause immediate pain to the eyes and
vomiting.
§

Incapacitating agents

These agents, like harassing agents, are often referred to as non-lethal agents that “produc[e]
debilitating effects with limited probability of permanent injury or loss of life.”39 Such

36
37
38
39

Allan B. Cobb, Biological and Chemical Weapons: The Debate over Modern Warfare, (New York: The Rosen
Publishing Group, 2000), 13.
Colin Gray, Another Bloody Century: Future Warfare, (London: Phoenix Paperbacks, 2007), 269.
Kenan Tokgöz, Enhancing Cooperation in Defence Against Terrorism, (Amsterdam: IOS Press, 2012), 59.
Valerie Adams, Chemical Warfare, Chemical Disarmament: Beyond Gethsemane, (London: The MacMillan Press
Ltd, 1989), 7.

22

substances include psychological agents, which are meant to cause mental disturbances such as
hallucination or delirium.
§

Lethal agents

These substances are often produced and used with disregard to the loss of life they cause or
their long-term consequences. They can fall within one of four categories:
-

Blister agents, which are chemical compounds that cause injury to and irritate the skin.
Exposure to blister agents results in blindness and permanent damage to the respiratory
system. Common chemicals used for this purpose are mustard, phosgene oxide and
lewisite chemical compounds.

-

Blood agents, whose substances are metabolic poisons that interfere with the lifesustaining processes of the blood. They effectively cause the body to suffocate.
Cyanide, cyanogen chloride and arsine are some of the examples of blood agents.

-

Choking agents, sometimes referred to as pulmonary agents or lung irritants, which are
meant to cause injury to the respiratory system or a lung-blood barrier that results in
asphyxia. Examples of choking agents include phosgene, chloropicrin, chlorine and
diphosgene.

-

Nerve agents, whose substances work by preventing the nervous system from working
properly, such as VX and sarin gas.

It is believed that the development of most of these chemical agents was enabled by the
industrial revolution, and, in particular, the revolution in the textile industry in the early
1900’s. Along with this revolution came an unprecedented demand for chemical dyes to use in
the textile industry, and it was through this demand and the resultant development of new ways
of producing dyes that the basis for the production of chemical warfare agents began.40 Almost
a decade later, chemical weapons were developed, which is attributed to the German, Fritz
Haber (1868-1934), whose chlorine gas was used at the Second Battle of Ypres in 1915 during
World War One. In spite of chemical warfare being historically considered unethical and in
defiance of The Hague Conventions of 1988 and 1907,41 there was no significant wave of
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international protests that was registered after the German chemical attack. In fact, a chemical
arms race began, as Allied powers scrambled to develop their own forms of chemical weapons
to retaliate in kind.42 The chemical warfare in this period became the first large-scale chemical
warfare in history, with an estimated use of about 113,000 tons of toxic chemical agents. Yet
despite this extensive use, while the casualties of the World War One chemical warfare were
relatively heavy, the number of resultant fatalities from the use of chemical weapons was
relatively lower than it could have been.43 Everts argues that the death toll could have been
higher if not for interventionary measures from both sides to immediately develop protective
gas masks that contained a wide variety of neutralizing agents. Everts further argues that the
strategic power of chemical weapons during this period was therefore not in the number of
soldiers they killed, but in the psychological terror they caused.44 Therefore, as illustrated in
Figure 1.2, it is estimated that the overall casualty toll as a result of chemical weapons attacks
during World War One was over 1,000,000 while the death toll stood at about 90,000.45
Resultantly, the consequences of chemical warfare during this period earned World War One
an infamous moniker: “the Chemists’ War.”46
Figure 1.2: Estimated overall casualty toll of chemical attacks during WWI

Source: Houghton Mifflin Company, “Chemistry and warfare,” (n.d.), accessed May 26, 2015.
http://www2.csudh.edu/nsturm/CHE102/PptLectures/Chem102_Warfare.ppt
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The development and proliferation of chemical weapons is not surprising, considering the fact
that their formulas are widely known and the ingredients for them are readily available. This
reality supports the common view that chemical weapons are the “poor man's atom bomb”,
because they are easier and cheaper to make than other WMDs, especially nuclear weapons.47
Lyell concurs with this notion and asserts that the fabrication of nuclear weapons requires
advanced industrial capabilities and access to tightly controlled resources and materials.
Chemical weapons, however, are cheap and easily manufactured – they can even be
manufactured with equipment that can be used for numerous civilian purposes.48 As such,
chemical weapons have been developed by both poor and rich states. Yet despite the fact that
such weapons can be easily made, incidences of the actual use of chemical weapons in the
history of international affairs are sporadic and minimal.49 Table 1.1 illustrates some of these
incidences in relation to the use of some of the most common chemical warfare agents
throughout history.
1.3.3 Conceptualization of other related terms
In addition to chemical weapons, the predominant terms that the study makes repeated
reference to are: arms control, non-proliferation, disarmament, deterrence and diplomacy. It is
the researcher’s belief that the use of these terms in this study necessitate descriptions of what
they mean and entail in order to understand their use within the overall context of this study.
Arms control: Schmid and Anderlini note that arms control are “efforts to limit or reduce war
making capabilities by restricting the quantity and/or quality of weapons.”50 The specific
objectives of arms control since the Cold War are to manage, regulate and monitor arms races
between states. Arms control therefore involves strong elements of mutual trust, where states
try to minimize the costs and risks of arms competition in an effort to avoid war or to curtail
the scope of violence.51
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Non-proliferation: This term refers to efforts to eliminate the spread of WMDs. In the context
of this study, it would refer to efforts to limit or eliminate the spread of chemical weapon
technology and stockpiles.52
Disarmament: As the term might imply, disarmament refers to the process of controlling,
collecting, documenting and disposing of arms in order to reduce and eliminate or limit their
use.53
Deterrence: In general terms, deterrence is a tool for dissuading an adversary from
developing, acquiring and using WMDs.54 In the context of this study, deterrence would be a
tool for dissuading the further use of chemical weapons in Syria.
Diplomacy: This term refers to the employment of negotiation in international relations.
Diplomacy seeks agreements and other peaceful solutions to issues of possible conflict or
disagreement.55 The concept will be further explored in Chapter Two.
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Table 1.1: The prevalence of chemical weapons use for military purposes
Harassing agents
•
•

1914, between the French and the Germans during World War I.
1982, tear gas, used by Argentine forces during the invasion of the Falkland Islands, which is under British rule.

Incapacitating Agents:
1989 - The United States weaponised 3-Quinclidnyl Benzilate, also known as BZ, but they were never used and were
destroyed in 1989.

Lethal Agents (4 categories)
Blood Agents

Blister agents

Chocking agents

Nerve argents

1988: Cyanide was used by
Iraq against the Kurds. The
number of deaths are
estimated to be between
3,200 and 5,000 people.

1935-1936: Mustard gas
was used by Italy against
in Abyssinia (modern day
Ethiopia). It is estimated
that there were about
15,000
deaths
and
injuries.

1915: Chlorine gas was
used by the Germans
against the French at
Ypres.
Approximately
6,000 French and colonial
troops died within 10
minutes.

1961-1972: The United States
sprayed Agent Orange in
Vietnam. About 40,000 people
were killed and injured as a
result. About 3 million people
have suffered illnesses over the
years because of the attack.

1963-1967: Mustard gas
was used by Egypt against
Yemen. At the same time,
Egypt also used Phosgene
gas (which falls under
chocking agents). As a
result, at least 1,400
people were killed.

1915: Chlorine gas was
used by the British
against the Germans at
the battle of Loos.
Unfortunately the release
of gas was not without
mixed results. In places
the wind blew the gas
back into the British
trenches, resulting in
2,632
British
gas
casualties, although only
seven actually died.

1980-1988: Tabun was used by
Iraq during the Iran-Iraq war.
During the war, Iraq also used
mustard gas (which falls under
blister agents). An estimated
4,500 deaths were due to these
chemical attacks

1980-1988: Mustard gas
was used by Iraq during
the Iran-Iraq war. During
the war, Iraq also used
tabun (which falls under
Nerve
agents).
An
estimated 4,500 deaths
resulted
from
these
chemical attacks

1995: Aum Shinrikyo used sarin
in the Tokyo subway, leaving 12
people dead and over 5,000
injured.

1963-1967:
Phosgene
was used by Egypt
against Yemen. At the
same time, Egypt also
used Mustard gas (which
falls
under
Blister
agents). As a result, at
least 1,400 people were
killed.

Information extracted from Ramesh C. Gupta, Handbook of Toxicology of Chemical Warfare Agents, 8-15; Robert Johnston,
“Summary of historical attacks using chemical or biological weapons,” Johnston’s Archive, (2015), accessed March 24, 2016.
http://www.johnstonsarchive.net/terrorism/chembioattacks.html; Ben Stocking, “Vietnam, US still in conflict over Agent
Orange burden,” Associated Press, (June 10, 2010), accessed October 22, 2015,
http://archive.boston.com/news/health/articles/2010/06/13/vietnam_us_still_in_conflict_over_agent_orange_burden/
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1.4

Problem statement and research aims and objectives

After World War One, emphasis was increasingly placed on issues of arms control,
disarmament and non-proliferation of WMD.56 As a result of global discussions, negotiations
and agreements on this matter, a range of bilateral, regional and multilateral agreements were
concluded. With regards to chemical weapons, these efforts and agreements have led to the
reduction and elimination of chemical weapons stockpiles in a number of countries with the
aim of establishing a world free of chemical weapons. As of October 2015, for example, 90%,
or 65,720 metric tonnes, of the world's declared stockpile of 72,525 metric tonnes of chemical
agents have been verifiably destroyed.57 The effective redress to Syria’s use of chemical
weapons and stockpile is therefore imperative for commitment to this mandate. The problem
statement of this study thus echoes the concerns of what current United States Secretary of
State, John Kerry, aired following the 2013 chemical weapons attacks: “if we don't answer
Assad today, we will erode a standard that has existed for those hundred years… In fact... we
will invite even more dangerous tests (and use) down the road.”58
The aim of this study is therefore to investigate the role of United States and Russian
diplomacy in dealing with the chemical weapons crisis in Syria. Diplomacy in this case is
perceived as a tool of strategic intervention used to respond to the use of chemical weapons by
Syria during its civil war. In particular, the study aims to achieve the following objectives:
- Discuss the development of Syria’s chemical weapons program;
- Analyze the different international laws and instruments aimed at the non-proliferation

and disarmament of chemical weapons;
- Examine the impasse and debates of military intervention in Syria; and

- Analyze the role of United States and Russian diplomacy and determine which type of
diplomacy was most instrumental in resolving the issue of chemical weapons stockpiling
and use in Syria.
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1.5

Research questions

In light of the stated research problem, aims and objectives, the research question is formulated
as follows: What role has United States and Russian diplomacy played in disarming Syria’s
chemical weapons stockpile and preventing the further use of such weapons in the Syrian Civil
War?
The exploration of this research question will be guided by a number of subsidiary questions.
These sub-questions are as follows:
-

What does international law stipulate about chemical weapons stockpiling and use?

-

What shaped the development of the chemical weapons program in Syria?

-

What were the motivations for United States’ and Russia’s involvement and
intervention in Syria?

-

What role did diplomacy play in responding to the use of chemical weapons in Syria in
2013?

-

Which type of diplomacy best explains the process through which the United States and
Russia achieved a resolution to the chemical weapons crisis in Syria?

1.6

Significance of study

The use of chemical weapons in Syria suggests that despite the objectives of arms control
regimes, some states fail to comply with the provisions of these treaties. Such a case therefore
has significant international implications in ascertaining whether the existing international
legal framework on chemical weapons is relevant and adequate in promoting non-proliferation
and disarmament and addressing the re-emergence of chemical weapons. Unravelling how
international norms against the use of chemical weapons were relevant and instrumental in
dealing with the chemical weapons situation in Syria is therefore important. It is believed that
the extent to which these international norms were used to effectively and credibly address the
situation in Syria could serve as an example for other cases in assuring total deterrence to the
acquisition, proliferation and use of chemical weapons in the future.
It is also of particular importance and significance to this study to investigate the role of
diplomacy as an instrument in enforcing the international norms vis-à-vis chemical weapons.
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Such an investigation will help give insight into the contributions of diplomacy in ensuring
international peace and security during a period marked by the existence and proliferation of
chemical weapons as well as other forms of WMDs. A positive outcome of the use of
diplomacy will also reveal that conflicts cannot necessarily be resolved through military force
alone, but also through peaceful means.
The researcher believes that this study will give insight to other scholars about the
contemporary dynamics and nature of intervention, especially in issues of arms, arms control,
disarmament and non-proliferation. As such, it is hoped that this study will contribute to the
existing body of literature in this regard.
1.7

Literature review

In this section, a literature review pertaining to chemical weapons will be undertaken in order
to demonstrate that the researcher is acquainted with existing research on the topic being
studied. This review will also help clarify where the study fits into the existing body of
knowledge and determine the gaps within the debates on the subject. Within this section,
seminal texts that examine the main trends of WMDs in general and chemical weapons in
particular will be reviewed. This discussion will be followed by a review of the literature that
focuses specifically on the topic of this study, i.e. in establishing the role that United States and
Russian diplomacy played in disarming Syria’s chemical weapons stockpile and preventing the
further use of such weapons in the Syrian Civil War.
In the book Banning Chemical Weapons: The Scientific Background, Crone argues that the
problem of chemical warfare has not been an issue of major popular concern, yet it has matters
that relate to and impinge on areas that have occupied public debate.59 This lack of debate or
concern on chemical weapons specifically stems from the fact that the most destructive
category of weapons in the WMD classification are nuclear weapons, hence they are
considered to be the “true”60 and “absolute”61 WMDs. This belief has overshadowed efforts to
contextualize the inclusion of chemical weapons in the WMD classification. In agreement with
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Crone’s assertion, Sauer and Pretorius argue that “no other weapon system has the capacity to
create harm on the scale of a full-scale nuclear war between major powers, up to and including
the destruction of the earth for the purpose of human habitability.”62 In other words, these
authors imply that the lethality of chemical weapons cannot be compared to the threat posed by
nuclear weapons. The dominance of nuclear weapons as WMDs is also demonstrated by
Williams and Viotti in Volume 2 of Arms Control – History, Theory and Policy.63 The book is
egregiously dominated by 10 chapters on nuclear weapons issues, and it is the researcher’s
belief that the book’s focus on nuclear security, rather than balancing such a discussion with
other arms control regimes, distorts the readers’ understanding of what WMDs comprise.
Cordesman acknowledges the differences in the lethality of nuclear and chemical weapons, in
his book titled Terrorism, Asymmetric Warfare, and Weapons of Mass Destruction: Defending
the U.S. Homeland, but argues that assuming that the effects of WMDs should be measured in
terms of mass causalities is biased.64 He goes on to state that the psychological and political
aspects of using WMDs cannot be quantified in one form because attackers generally have
political or ideological motives. Therefore, the amount of damage and the number of casualties
may be far less important to the attacker than the impact on the political perceptions of foreign
states. Cordesman’s arguments thus renders all WMDs the same, i.e. as all deserving balanced
attention, with neither one being less “evil” than the other, because they are all used to serve
the same purpose, i.e. to violently further political and ideological motives.
Thus, as this study is primarily concerned with chemical weapons, a key feature that
immediately surfaces from the review of existing literature is the overview and
conceptualization of what actually constitutes chemical weapons. Multiple sources have been
indispensable in this regard. The most useful is the book by Adams titled Chemical Warfare,
Chemical Disarmament: Beyond Gethsemane, which provides a concise overview of the entire
breadth of existing chemical weaponry and delineates the actual chemicals used in warfare
since World War One and over the course of history. Adam’s work has been imperative to this
study because it guides the uninitiated reader through technical definitions that are predominant
in the chemical weapons literature. She devotes Chapter 1 of her book to this useful task and
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also offers a table of main chemical warfare agents that have been used throughout history,
including their technicality, persistence and types. Other literature that have been quite useful
in this regard include Gupta’s Handbook of Toxicology of Chemical Warfare Agents,65 Cobb’s
Biological and Chemical Weapons: The Debate over Modern Warfare66 as well as the
OPCW’s webpage, as it is the main intergovernmental organization specifically dealing with
chemical weapon issues.67 Although these works cover similar ground, they complement each
other rather than simply overlap, as they detail the history of chemical warfare and its uses,
effects and implications since World War One. Together, these works are imperative to this
study because they provide an understanding of the implications of chemical weapons
proliferation and use in the international community. In other words, the historical and
contemporary analyses that these works highlight the continuance of chemical warfare in the
international arena, which makes chemical weapons a relevant subject of study in
contemporary international relations. As such, an analysis of Syria’s use of chemical weapons
in this thesis will also be instrumental for the future researcher who will seek to understand
how the problem of chemical warfare and proliferation has evolved, what it entails and the
implications thereof.
Another key feature that predominantly surfaces from a review of existing literature is the
attitude that is attached to chemical weapons. Thakur and Haru in their book The Chemical
Weapons Convention: Implementation, Challenges, Opportunities argue that chemical
weapons have been successfully stigmatized and have evoked universal revulsion to the extent
that they are not a source of national pride, as is often the case with nuclear weapons.68 Thakur
and Haru, however, fail to give a detailed analysis on why chemical weapons incite such
revulsion. Instead, they focus more on the challenges of controlling the spread and use of
chemical weapons. The most relevant scholarly work that confronts these issues of attitude,
however, is Price’s Chemical Weapons Taboo. The author describes his work as “a meditation
on the relationship between morality and technology, particularly the exercise and restraint of
violence in world politics.”69 To this end, Price’s book explores the development and operation
of the norm that proscribes the use of chemical weapons. It provides a detailed analysis into
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how the particular moral status of chemical weapons have been interpreted, reinterpreted,
constituted and reconstituted over time, and how a normative construct has been built up that
stigmatizes the possession and use of chemical arms.
While Price’s work stands as a significant contemporary scholarly work on this subject, a
handful of other scholars have gone before and after him that have all in some way offered the
same observation regarding the aberration of chemical weapons. These works include “The
Problem with the Chemical Weapons Taboo” by Bentley70 and War of Nerves: Chemical
Warfare from World War 1 to Al-Qaeda by Tucker.71 Other important literature include articles
titled “A Taboo Worth Protecting: Chemical Weapons are Indiscriminate and That’s Why They
Should Be Outlawed” by Hashmi and Western72 and “Name and Shame: Unravelling the
Stigmatization of Weapons of Mass Destruction” by Shamai.73 The most interesting of these
works is by Shamai who, in addition to her contribution to the development of the ethical
stigmatization and taboo of chemical weapons, argues that ethical and moral issues cannot be
distinguished from political issues. She states that “stigmatizing was driven by perceptions of
social, economic, and political power, which elevated the status of these weapons.
Stigmatization then developed as a reaction to the threatened possession and use of WMDs by
antagonistic actors.”74 This observation thus points to the fact that politics has a bearing on the
moral issues surrounding chemical weapons. As a result, the development of the taboo on
chemical weapons is recognized by the international community and political policy makers,
and was the basis for a possible foreign intervention following allegations of the use of
chemical weapons in Syria in 2013.
To substantiate the inherent claim underpinning the taboo, numerous publications look at
efforts of controlling the possession and use of chemical weapons in the international arena.
Zanders’ article, titled “International Norms against Chemical and Biological Warfare: An
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Ambiguous Legacy”,75 Robinson’s article, titled “Chemical Arms Control and The
Assimilation of Chemical Weapons”,76 Blake and Mahmud’s article, titled “A Legal Red Line?
Syria And The Use Of Chemical Weapons in The Civil Conflict”,77 Croddy, Wirtz and
Larsen’s book, titled Weapons of Mass Destruction: An Encyclopedia of Worldwide Policy,
Technology, and History,78 Krutzsch, Myjer and Trapp’s book, titled The Chemical Weapons
Convention: A Commentary79 and Crowley’s report, titled “Dangerous Ambiguities:
Regulation of Riot Control Agents and Incapacitations under the Chemical Weapons
Convention”80 were instrumental in providing an overview of international efforts and policies
aimed at combating the proliferation and use of chemical weapons. Indeed, Krutzsch, Myjer
and Trapp begin their analysis by tracing the efforts to control the spread and use of chemical
weapons. They argue that these efforts initially began just after the Second World War, when
representatives of nations assembled to form the United Nations and agreed in the 1945
Charter to “save succeeding generations from the scourge of war.”81 To ensure that they
succeeded, the international community agreed on a concept of general and complete
disarmament, prohibition and elimination of all types of WMDs under strict and effective
control. Given this background, the general theme emphasized by the literature is how the
chemical weapons regime, as a result, consists of a number of treaties that have helped to
control, reduce and eliminate the risks of chemical weapons over the years, such as the Geneva
Protocol and the Chemical Weapons Conventions (CWC). Much attention is however placed
on the CWC, as it is believed to be the core of the chemical arms control regime in the
contemporary international arena.
Another branch of literature has predominantly focused on the CWC since its adoption in 1993.
Most of the literature here offers commentaries on the Convention, and many authors praise the
treaty rather than criticize it. For example, Krutzch, Myer and Trapp state that the CWC is a
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crucial element in the development of arms control law and international disarmament.82
According to Bothe, Ronzitti and Rosas, the CWC serves as a vivid symbol of the “coming of
age” of arms control. However, the crucial component of the CWC in terms of this study is that
regarding violations, non-compliance and measures of redress. Enforcing compliance with nonproliferation agreements has generally been a long standing challenge, even as it has been
recognised that it is essential to the long-term success of the regimes.83 One of the major
reasons for this challenge, which relates to this study, is that the countries may share the same
assessment over allegations that a state is cheating on its non-proliferation commitments, but
have competing interests or other priorities that mitigate against their banding together to
enforce a group punishment.84 Busch and Joyner, in their Combating Weapons of Mass
Destruction: The Future of International Non-Proliferation Policy, fail to examine how this
problem has been tackled – a task that this study seeks to pursue with specific reference to
Syria. In support of imposing measures of redress in cases of violations and non-compliance,
Busch and Joyner argue that “for players to believe that cheating is not beneficial from a longterm perspective, cheating should be detected quickly and the punishment that follows should
be sufficiently swift, sure and painful.”85 This approach speaks to the aim of this study, which
is to examine the role of United States and Russian diplomacy in dealing with Syria’s use of
chemical weapons. As such, this study devotes considerable space to assessing the
effectiveness of the CWC in imposing measures of redress and non-compliance against the
Syrian regime.
Literature that focuses on the broad overview of why states choose to use WMDs was also
surveyed. In his International Security article “Why Do States Build Nuclear Weapons? Three
Models in Search of a Bomb”, Sagan emphasizes the role of national security, domestic
politics and norms as factors that motivate states to use or acquire WMDs.86 He argues that in
the external security model, states proliferate to increase national security against foreign
threats; in the domestic politics model, states are motivated to proliferate because WMDs are
political tools used to advance parochial domestic and bureaucratic interests; and in the norms
model, decisions for proliferating are made because either acquisition or restraint in weapons
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development provides an important normative symbol of a state’s modernity and identity.
Other works that provide the same arguments include Aydinli and Rosenau’s Globalization,
Security, and the Nation State: Paradigms in Transition,87 Burck and Flowerree’s International
Handbook on Chemical Weapons Proliferation88 and Proliferation of Weapons of Mass
Destruction: Assessing and Risks by the United States Congress Office of Technology
Assessment.89 Together, these works ignore the aspect of domestic threats and norms, and put
more emphasis on the role of external threats as the key variable driving the proliferation and
use of WMDs. In fact, Burck and Flowerree argue that “from a military standpoint, probably
the most compelling consideration leading to a quest for chemical weapons is a perception,
warranted or not, that a rival nation may be moving ahead with the acquisition of modern
weapons that threaten the survival of one’s own country.”90 As a result, non-proliferation
policies have been predicated on the assumption that national security is the primary driver of
every state’s chemical weapons program. Indeed, most of the literature in this regard therefore
overlooks the role that these weapons have played in safeguarding the security of governments
from internal security threats – a crucial element that is relevant to this study.
As the use of chemical weapons in Syria demonstrate, governments lacking political legitimacy
may use these weapons to repress domestic challenges to their rule. Koblentz’ article, “A New
Theory for Understanding the Proliferation of Chemical and Biological Weapons”, offers a
theoretical framework called the regime theory to explain this notion. He argues that “omitting
regime security as a factor in chemical and biological weapons decision-making may lead to
the adoption of inappropriate non-proliferation and deterrent strategies.”91 Koblentz’s argument
is complimented by Keating’s argument in his article “When Chemical Weapons are Smart
Politics”.92 Here, Keating argues that in light of Syrian President Bashar al-Assad’s use of
chemical weapons against his people, developing a deeper understanding of the influence of
regime security on the acquisition and use of chemical weapons is important, because it is a
reminder to the international community that these weapons continue to represent a serious
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threat and should be the subject of closer strategic assessment and higher level action than ever
before.
Having analyzed the main themes surrounding the subject of chemical weapons and WMDs, it
is imperative to provide a brief overview of the type of scholarly contributions that have a
direct bearing on the study, i.e. literature pertaining to the United States and Russia’s
intervention in Syria. Literature in this regard is by no means exhaustive – indeed,
contributions on this specific topic are very limited in number. Considering how recently the
chemical weapons attack in Syria occurred, it can be argued that the subject has not yet been
thoroughly analyzed in academia. The foregoing review has therefore drawn on all the
principal types of available sources, including newspaper reports and research reports
published by institutions and think-tanks such as the Brookings Institute, Council on Foreign
Relations, Der Spiegel, Stockholm International Peace Research Institute, Reuters, The New
York Times, BBC News, The Washington Post and The Guardian in order to garner a
comprehensive understanding on this event.
In order to gather an understanding of Syria’s chemical weapons capabilities prior to the
chemical weapons attack and the resulting diplomatic intervention by the United States and
Syria, Croddy, Wirtz and Larsen’s book, titled Weapons of Mass Destruction: An Encyclopedia
of Worldwide Policy, Technology and History, has proven very helpful in providing an
overview on Syria’s chemical weapons proliferation.93 This book is believed to be the first
accessible reference to cover the history, context and key concepts surrounding nuclear,
biological and chemical weapons. However, as the title of the book reflects, it offers
information on numerous countries with respect to issues of WMD. As such, it fails to give a
comprehensive analysis on Syria’s development and possession of chemical weapons. The
book is also dated, having been published in 2004. It was only after Syria’s use of chemical
weapons in 2013 that most literature on the development of its chemical weapons stockpile
started to emerge, hence this study has used recent journals and articles such as Diab’s “Syria’s
chemical and biological weapons: assessing capabilities and motivations”,94 Eshel’s “Syria’s
chemical weapons proliferation hydra”95 and Nikitin, Kerr and Feickert’s “Syria’s chemical
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weapons: Issues for Congress.”96 These works have been particularly helpful, as they trace the
history of and factors that led to the development of chemical weapons in Syria, from where it
obtained foreign assistance, material and resources to when and how these weapons were used
during the Syrian civil war.
Notable works that have been instrumental in providing an overview of how the international
community, especially the United States and Russia, have responded to Syria’s use of chemical
weapons include Nikitin, Kerr and Feickert’s, “Syria’s Chemical Weapons: Issues for
Congress”,97 Sorenson’s “US Options in Syria”,98 Zimmer’s “The Long History of the Phrase
Red Line”99 and Sherwell, McElroy and Farmer’s “Western Attack to Punish Syria Likely to
Begin with Barrage of More Than 100 Missiles In 48 Hour Blitz”.100 Together, these articles
provide concise details of the motivations of the United States and Russia for their involvement
in Syria as well as the proposed mode of response to Syria’s chemical weapons use. These
articles do, however, fail to provide an overview of the specific type and role of diplomacy in
addressing Syria’s chemical weapons issue – a gap that this study intends to address.
1.8

Theoretical framework

In this section, chosen theories for the study will be discussed. The theories to be examined –
neorealism, liberal institutionalism and just war theory (JTW) – offer significantly diverging
assumptions of how states function and how their behaviour is influenced and constrained in
the international system by moral, legal and political factors. These theoretical frameworks will
be used to clarify and make sense of the interactions between the United States and Russia,
then the section will turn to how these theoretical frameworks can explain national policies
regarding decisions to confront or avoid significant threats in Syria.
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1.8.1 Neorealism
Realism’s main drive in international political theory is to highlight the anarchic nature of
international affairs and politics. This theory relies upon the tradition of thoughts and works
from writers such as Thucydides, Hobbes, Rousseau and Machiavelli.101 The traditional view
of this approach holds that political order and the way states act are influenced by human
nature. Hobbes explains that this human nature is derived from characteristics such as
diffidence, ignorance, competition, ambition, glory and aspiration.102 This nature enables actors
to be egocentric individuals who pursue their own interests and selfish desires. However, in
contemporary literature, the main branch of realism that is considered as the most influential
approach to international politics is neorealism. Kenneth Waltz is seen as the patriarch of this
famous approach to political economy, which holds the assumption that it is the systematic
nature of the world that defines international politics, and not human nature. The anarchic
nature of the world leads to the inexhaustible pursuit of interests and selfish desires by states.
This behaviour arises from under the animus dominandi, that is, the natural human desire for
power and to dominate others.103 As a result, states thrive in maximizing their power in their
ultimate aim to advance their interests and dominate the international system. It is through this
maximization of power that states behave selfishly and disregard international law. This drive
for power is propelled by the fact that states rely on themselves to secure their interests. They
operate in a state of nature where no law exists above them to prevent them from acting
immorally or according to a specified set of rules. As a result, state relations and interactions
occur in a competitive environment that allows for the survival of the fittest.104 Fallacies of
equating a nation’s foreign policies with philosophic (moral and ethical) or political
sympathies are therefore viewed as impractical in the realm of international politics in this
approach.105
Rather, the emphasis of morals and ethics is often understood and interpreted within the
distinction between descriptive and prescriptive realism. Descriptive realism postulates that
states either do not (for reasons of motivation) or cannot (for reasons of competition) behave
morally. Prescriptive realism suggests that states ought to behave amorally in the international
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arena because acting otherwise will lead to exploitation by other ruthless states.106 The
international realm is therefore a descriptive and prescriptive enterprise defined by each state’s
desire for power and promotion of its self-interest, whose main focus is not to be concerned
with what they ought or ought not to do.107 This is not to say that moral principles do not exist
at all, but for a neorealist, morality and justice do not apply and their principles are not bound
to succeed at the cost of national interests, power and security.108
However, Lee disagrees with this notion and asserts that states often act internationally as
morality requires, even when it is against their national interests. He further elucidates his point
stating that states can behave morally for different motives, and sometimes those motives are
prudential rather than moral.109 Lee’s assertion therefore implies that in cases where national
interests are at stake, states take purposive action. Purposive action is often associated with the
concept of rationality, which means that states are rational actors that employ reason to find the
best means of achieving objectives.110 The main facet of this approach is therefore a costbenefit analysis that assumes that actors “opt for the rationally best strategy to maximize their
individual hierarchy of preferences (national interests).”111 Therefore, the key assumption of
neorealism is that when making decisions, states evaluate the cost. Furthermore, the degree of
national interests at stake will determine the state’s involvement and its decisive action in
international politics.112
The neorealist paradigm applies to this study through offering an explanation of how
compromised national interests provoke state action. The relevant argument here is that
interventions in another state’s internal affairs is largely influenced by self-interest.
Furthermore, the neorealist perspective will help explain that Syria’s motivations for
developing chemical weapons were part of maintaining its national interest through the pursuit
of increasing its power and security in the region and in the international arena.
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1.8.2 Institutional liberalism
The institutional liberalist framework puts great emphasis on institutions as a way of
explaining international relations between states. It is argued that institutions have become
significant in world politics, and are indicative of an emphasis on the role that common goals
play in the international system and the ability of international organizations to get states to
interact more transparently and reach settlements, solve problems and credibly commit to
common goals.113 Therefore, although they fall short of world government, these institutions
are capable of ensuring state cooperation.114 In other words, international regimes contribute to
cooperation not by implementing rules that states must follow, but by changing the context
within which states make decisions based on self-interest.115 In this sense, institutional
liberalism acknowledges that states pursue absolute gains but the rules imposed by institutions
constrain the exercise of power (and power-seeking) by governments and, as a result, mitigate
the effects of anarchy and self-help by states.116 Institutions therefore provide “sets of implicit
or explicit principles, norms, rules, and decision-making procedures around which actors’
expectations converge in a given area of international relations.”117 This notion aligns with an
assumption made by Ibrahim, Liman and Abba that:
With certain institutional forms and codes of conduct, the nation state is a selfish, rational
and gain-seeking actor; its aim is absolute gain … interest conflicts exist among nationstates, but they will pursue cooperation for their interest; reciprocal cooperation is the
result of games among nation-states; to realize the aim of absolute gains, nation states
should pursue effective regimes for collective gains, and to set up international regimes
becomes an effective means of international cooperation.118

In this light, institutional liberalism expects international institutions to constrain states through
a series of injunctions about state behaviour, where certain actions are prescribed and where
others are proscribed. This role of the institution, in turn, makes cooperation possible even
under conditions of anarchy. Institutional liberalism is therefore applicable in this study
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because it offers the argument that through international institutions, states institutionalize
mutual rules and norms through which behaviour that fosters mutual gain is enhanced. In other
words, this framework will help illustrate how state policies for dealing with the chemical
weapons crisis in Syria were influenced by the norms and policies imposed by international
institutions and how such influences played a role in fostering cooperation and coordinating
efforts to prevent the proliferation of chemical weapons in Syria and in the region.
1.8.3 Just War Theory
Paragraphs 2302 to 2317 of the Catechism of the Catholic Church are believed to be the first
writings of the teachings of military ethics by authoritatively justifying the use of force in
defence against an aggressor.119 These ideas were later refined and codified by Thomas
Aquinas in the 13th century, in what has now become known as Just War Theory (JWT). JWT
is a traditional doctrine that outlines ethics in a way that distinguishes between justifiable and
unjustifiable use of force.120 In other words, this doctrine aims to offer a series of principles
that aim to provide a plausible moral framework for potential use of force, which, in turn,
allows the use of force to have a justifiable meaning beyond victory and power. It provides a
guide of moral principles that determine the right way for states to act in potential conflict
situations.121 As such, JWT proposes peace making by use of force, waged neither from
aggrandizement nor cruelty, but with the objective of repressing the evil and supporting the
good. The credibility of JWT’s judgment of conflict in an international setting is premised on
the fact that it was accepted as universally binding by the Charter of the Nuremberg Tribunal
after World War Two.122 As such, this doctrine provides the fundamental rules, applicable to
both historical and present situations, which guide all political leaders in their decision to wage
war (use force) against another nation.
The criteria of the JWT that offers guidance on when to use force fall under “the right to go to
war”, formally known as jus ad bellum.123 The principle of jus ad bellum grants moral
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legitimacy to waging war by ensuring that a set of criteria is consulted first before engaging in
war. These principles include just cause, right intention, last resort, proportional means,
reasonable chance of success and the right authority. The principle of just cause is arguably
the most important condition of jus ad bellum. This principle acknowledges that the use of
force is an extraordinary measure, so for it to be warranted, civilians must be faced with the
threat of serious and irreparable harm such as large-scale loss of life through genocide or ethnic
cleansing. After the just cause of waging war has been identified, the war is thereafter
considered justifiable if it is carried out with the right intention. The principle of right
intention proposes that war must be launched for a legitimate purpose, which is typically
viewed as only for self-defence or humanitarian protection. Thus, force cannot be used for
selfish reasons, but for the purposes of merely responding to the just cause. In addition, war
should be a last resort, where non-military options for the prevention or peaceful resolution of
the crisis should be explored first. Military action can only be carried out on reasonable
grounds after serious efforts at peaceful resolutions have been exhausted or are not believed to
succeed.124
The principle of proportional means is also considered. It asserts that the duration, scale and
intensity of the planned military intervention should be the minimum necessary to secure the
defined objective of protecting people. There must also be a reasonable chance of success in
halting or averting the suffering that has justified the intervention. This principle means that the
consequences of action should not be worse than the consequences of inaction. In most cases,
the principles of proportional means and reasonable chance of success are usually considered
together, as they essentially refer to similar factors. In agreement with this notion, O’Sullivan
argues that a balance between good and harm represents a huge constraint on world leaders and
military commanders.125 This concern stems from whether the proposed action is proportional
to the threat caused, and is necessary to prevent similar future atrocities from taking place. In
other words, action cannot be justified in the absence of reasonable expectations of success.
Finally, the use of force is justified only when prescribed by the right authority,
which suggests that a war is just only if waged by a legitimate authority.

124
125

Deen K. Chatterjee and Don E. Scheid, Ethics and Foreign Intervention, (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press,
2003), 288.
Niamh O'Sullivan, “The Moral Enigma of an Intervention in Syria: A Just War Analysis,” Instituto Affari
Internazionali, Working Paper 1222, (2012): 8.

43

JWT will be applied in this study in the context of justifying the decisions and methods of the
United States-Russian intervention in Syria and to examine if the decision was plausible and
justified under the conditions of JWT.
1.9

Research methodology

Quantitative and qualitative research are the two most common approaches that researchers
choose when conducting their studies. These two approaches differ on how the empirical data
and evidence are analyzed. The quantitative research method examines the empirical material
by systemizing the findings and methodologically expressing them in a numerical way. In
contrast, the qualitative research methods allow the researcher to examine the empirical data in
an interpretive and naturalistic approach to the subject matter. This type of research is mainly
concerned with the investigation of a certain aspect of social life, with the main aim of
obtaining an in-depth understanding of human behaviour and why they engage in such
behavioural patterns. Such an approach is in an attempt to make sense of or interpret
phenomena in terms of the meanings people bring to them.126 As such, the qualitative research
paradigm was used to conduct this study, as it allows for the proper unravelling and
understanding of the behaviour of the United States and Russia and the complexities of the
interventionist strategies and policies that they decided to implement in order to deal with the
chemical weapons crisis in Syria. By taking this qualitative research approach, this study will
be grounded on the interpretivist research paradigm. Because this paradigm allows for both the
interpretation of raw data from natural settings and interpretation of phenomena in terms of the
meaning people ascribe to them,127 it allows the researcher to conduct an in-depth investigation
through exploration, discovery and description.128
The design that this qualitative research method will follow is a case study approach. Neuman
argues that a case study is an empirical inquiry that investigates a contemporary phenomenon
within its real-life context, especially when the boundaries between phenomenon and context
are not clearly evident.129 McNabb also argues that the objective of a case study is to present
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the case as a defining description of an organization, to serve as an example of similar
organizations. This approach is particularly useful for identifying and examining processes and
interactions within an organization as well as how processes and interactions serve as factors in
themselves, and the findings can potentially be applied to similar organizations.130 The aim of a
case study is therefore to present the case under investigation as representative of a broader set
of cases, based upon a set of typical values or characteristics, to provide insight into a broader
phenomenon of similar occurrences. As such, the researcher believes that the use of chemical
weapons in Syria and their implications are a representation of a broader set of cases involving
the use and acquisition of WMDs, especially with regards to the debates surrounding arms
control, disarmament and non-proliferation strategies of chemical weapons and other WMDs.
1.9.1 Data collection methods
As the topic under investigation occurred relatively recently, there are some limitations
regarding availability of sources. Thus, in order to have a more comprehensive approach to the
study, an attempt has been made to select sources for this study while adhering to a principle of
neutrality. As such, an equal balance between the use of primary and secondary sources on the
subject matter will be maintained. Primary sources such as reports, declarations, resolutions,
policy statements and speeches will be sourced from the UN, OPCW and government websites
– the latter especially from the United States State Department and the Russian Foreign
Ministry. Secondary sources include books, journal articles, commentaries, periodicals and
policy briefs that relate to the research question and sub-questions that have been identified.
Most of these secondary sources will be accessed via the comprehensive Monash University
library database as well as from credible internet sources. Consideration is therefore placed on
the nature of sources used to ensure the credibility, validity and trustworthiness of the research.
Overall, the main purpose of the use of these sources in this study is to yield ample amounts of
research material and supply information relevant to this thesis. They will provide a solid
platform for the research questions to be addressed in a clear, consistent and academic manner.
1.10

Scope and limitations of the study

The Syrian crisis attracted the attention of a variety of outside powers, turning the unrest into a
regional proxy war that has engulfed the entire Middle East. External states playing a role in
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the Syrian crisis include, inter alia, the United States of America, Iran, Hezbollah, Israel,
Russia, Egypt, Turkey, Iraq, Saudi Arabia, Israel and the United Kingdom. The focus of this
study however will be limited to two countries: the United States and Russia. These two
countries are believed to be those that have the largest interest and involvement in the Syrian
crisis. More specifically, their motives and interests greatly differed, so much so that a
stalemate in responding to the chemical weapons use by Syria was reached. As such, the scope
of this study is restricted to the efforts and policies adopted by Russia and the United States to
resolve the chemical weapons crises in Syria.
The researcher also acknowledges that interviewing policy makers and other relevant
stakeholders on the issue under investigation would have been ideal in interpreting the meaning
or significance of the United States’ and Russia’s actions or policies with regards to the
chemical weapons crisis in Syria. However, given the international nature of the study and the
continuing volatile situation in Syria, travelling to interview appropriate role-players was not
possible.
Since the researcher has not conducted interviews or questionnaires, ethical approval was not
required.

1.11

Chapter organization

This thesis consists of five chapters. Chapter One introduced the topic of the study. It traced
the history of chemical weapons and their use in Syria, and specified the objectives of the
investigation with reference to the problem statement, research aims and objectives and
significance. Relevant literature of the study was reviewed, and the theoretical frameworks and
chosen methodology were also examined.
Chapter Two examines in greater detail the major themes and approaches within the
scholarship on diplomacy and develops a conceptual and analytical diplomatic framework for
the eventual United States and Russian intervention in Syria following the use of chemical
weapons in August 2013.
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Chapter Three delineates the various international norms and legal frameworks and treaties
centred on chemical weapons. This chapter will help foster an understanding of the
implications of using chemical weapons.
Having provided a detailed analysis of the factors underlying the use of chemical weapons,
Chapter Four bears the central task of the study: examining the actions, policies and debates of
the United States and Russia within the theoretical and conceptual frameworks as set out in
previous chapters.
Chapter Five succinctly concludes the study by revisiting the research questions and ensuring
that they were answered appropriately. It further outlines the gaps in the research and provides
recommendations for further research that can be pursued.
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CHAPTER 2
CONCEPTUALISATION OF DIPLOMACY IN THE CONTEXT OF THE SYRIAN
CHEMICAL WEAPONS CRISIS

2.1

Introduction

Diplomacy is a neglected field of academic study and remains marginal and almost
disconnected to the world.131 Indeed, Steiner points out that “no area of world politics has
reflected a greater gap between experience and theory than diplomatic strategy.”132 Part of the
reason for the academic eschew of diplomacy, according to Neumann, stems from the belief
that new international dynamics and technologies and the proliferation of non-state actors has
prompted some scholars to describe the practice of diplomacy redundant and irrelevant. Their
argument stems from the fact that the advent of information and technology has established
numerous channels for direct and speedy communication, making conventional diplomacy
seem less important, as policies have become multifaceted and implemented through diverse
channels. However, international politics has typically witnessed a “diplomatic inflation”,133
where over the years, diplomacy has witnessed an ever increasing use in all fields of human
activity.
Given this synopsis, this chapter aims to examine the essence of diplomacy and its role in state
interaction and behaviour in the international community. The first part of this chapter will
attempt to conceptualize diplomacy and examine its relationship with foreign policy. It will
conclude that diplomacy has no separate existence from foreign policy – they are intertwined.
The second part of the chapter will look at the different functions of diplomacy. It will
specifically examine how these functions have been practiced, regardless of the changing
virtues of diplomacy over time. The essence of power dynamics in diplomatic activities will
also be outlined. This summary will be followed by an examination of the parameters of
diplomacy that influence the nature through which diplomacy is practiced. Finally, the chapter
will look at three manifestations of diplomacy, namely coercive, multilateral and disarmament
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diplomacy. These manifestations of diplomacy are believed to be most applicable in terms of
the international response to the use of chemical weapons in Syria in 2013.
2.2

Conceptualization of diplomacy

Diplomacy has no definitive meaning that is comprehensive or universal in nature. Describing
what it actually means necessitates a long discussion, as its connotation can change at any
given time based on the context and the specific issue under discussion.134 Nevertheless, as
stated earlier, the operational definition of diplomacy in this study is the employment of
negotiation in international relations, where the aim is to seek agreements and other peaceful
solutions to issues of possible conflict or disagreement.135 In its simplest form, diplomacy is
viewed as an action of complex and delicate matters that reconciles state behaviour in the
international system through building mutual trust and political will.136 In agreement with this
definition, Ghosh asserts that since world politics is identified by an interplay between conflict
and cooperation, diplomacy can be viewed as an instrument that espouses cooperation through
negotiation and dialogue to prevent conflict from spilling over to the use of military force.137
As such, diplomacy is believed to be the “best means devised by civilization for preventing
international relations from being governed by force alone.”138 Thus, diplomacy is a tool that
involves the action of situating state behaviour within a framework that relies on the existence
of international laws, rules and norms to ensure peace and stability in the world.139
The above definitions point to a state-centric emphasis of diplomacy, in that dialogues of
diplomacy are essentially produced through the interaction of sovereign states. However, such
an emphasis is arguably believed to be parochial and does not match the realities of the
pluralistic networks of diplomacy that are blossoming in the 21st century.140 In today’s world,
non-state actors have proliferated in number and in type, ranging from humanitarian interest
groups to economic, resource, criminal, environmental and global governance interests. All
these actors contribute to diplomacy and their inclusion into the practice has directly and
indirectly affected diplomacy’s style, procedures, substance and scope. Above all, the
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institutionalization of diplomatic processes has become an important distinguishing feature of
modern diplomacy. This perception of the plurality of actors prompts one to consider the
definition of diplomacy by Sharp that “it is the way in which relations between groups ought to
be conducted if the principle of living in groups is to be retained as good, and if unnecessary
and unwanted conflict is to have a chance of being avoided.”141 In other words, Sharp
insinuates that diplomacy is no longer exclusively executed by states, but is a concern of
multiple actors for the purposes of peace.
2.3

Foreign policy and diplomacy

Berridge notes that the primary purpose of diplomacy is to ensure that foreign policy objectives
of states are secured without resort to force, law or propaganda.142 In other words, diplomacy is
the agenda through which foreign policy seeks to attain its purpose by use of reason,
cooperation, agreement, conciliation and the exchange of interest. Foreign policy generally
refers to state actions and policies that are directed outside the state’s boundaries in pursuit of
achievement and maintenance vis-à-vis its national interests.143 These actions and policies of
the state are built around its national interests and make reference to goals and values that are
vital for a state’s continued existence and growth. This assumption implies that foreign policy
is circumscribed by the world of high politics, which gives primacy to the state’s interaction
with other self-interested actors in the international system. As a result, diplomacy has been
regarded as a dependable instrument for the pursuit of national interest in contemporary
international relations.
Watson also explains that there is a fusion that exists between the terms diplomacy and foreign
policy. He notes that diplomacy and foreign policy are the two important instruments of state
behaviour in international politics and, in common usage, they are often considered as
synonyms. Nonetheless, it is necessary to bear in mind the distinction that exists between these
two concepts: foreign policy of a state is the substance of foreign relations, whereas diplomacy
is the process by which foreign policy is carried out.144 Nicolson also describes the distinction
by way of the curative methods of diplomacy and the surgical necessities of foreign policy.
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While foreign policy is based on a general conception of national requirements, diplomacy is
not a means but an end, not a purpose but a method. In other words, “foreign policy is what
you do and diplomacy is how you do it.”145 Therefore, once the foreign policy is framed, the
task of execution falls upon diplomacy, as it is the medium for the achievement of the
objectives of foreign policy of nation states. Virupakshiah agrees with this notion, asserting
that diplomacy is a method that provides the “lubricating influence that is essential to the
smothering of foreign affairs and foreign policy.” It “awakens a nation from slumbering
potentialities by giving it the breath of actual power.”146 In other words, diplomacy helps
emphasize, to the maximum, those points that are vital for the safety and welfare of the nation,
thereby increasing the power of the nation. From this assertion, it can be concluded that
although the terms diplomacy and foreign policy are not to be used interchangeably in this
study, they are complementary to each other and one cannot act without the cooperation of the
other.
2.4

Main tasks of diplomacy

The practice of diplomacy has evolved to a great extent, owing to the changing structure of
world politics and the development of new technologies. Many scholars categorize this
evolution as traditional diplomacy, which constitutes an era before the end of the 18th century,
and modern diplomacy, which involves new methods and contemporary manifestations of
diplomacy. Despite this classification, there are some diplomatic practices that have remained,
regardless of the changing nature of politics and the environment. In other words, there are
some diplomatic practices that have remained relevant since the advent of the practice of
diplomacy during the era of the ancient Near East,147 the Greek state system, the ancient
Roman civilization, the Byzantine Empire, Renaissance Italy and the Concert System, which
started in 1815.
Generally, the essential functions that diplomacy has fulfilled throughout history include
communication, representation and negotiation of agreements, minimization of the effects of
friction and gathering of intelligence or information. Barston identifies and explains these
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functions in six broad categories. The first category consists of the ceremonial aspect of
diplomacy and included in this category are representations, protocol and participation in the
diplomatic circuit of an international institution. The second category includes coordination,
lobbying, consultation, adjustment and the agenda of official or private visits. All these aspects
are concerned with the management of short term routine issues in bilateral and multilateral
relations. The main aim here is to promote and manage state interests, especially in the areas of
economic and resource issues. The acquisition of information and assessment is the third
function of diplomacy. This function accentuates that the diplomat’s main goal is to identify
key issues of domestic and external variables and their implications for the interests and goals
of the state. Of particular importance in this category is the monitoring of data from public
media sources such as the radio, television and the press about the reporting on or presentation
of the sending country. The main concern in this regard is the accuracy of media reports on the
policy and actions of the sending country, or how its image is portrayed in the media.148
The function of international negotiation is the fourth function of diplomacy. Negotiation is
defined as a method in which two or more parties settle differences through discussion and
agreements. Cardinal Richelieu, who served French King Louis XIII from 1624 to 1642, was
the first to emphasize the importance of the art of negotiation. He argued that there should be
continuous negotiation in diplomacy, noting that “it is absolutely necessary to the well-being of
the state to negotiate ceaselessly, either openly or secretly, and in all places, even in those from
which no present fruits seem likely.”149 Berridge also asserts that negotiation “can produce the
advantages obtainable from cooperative pursuit of common interests; and it is only this activity
that can prevent violence from being employed to settle arguments over conflicting ones.”150
The fifth function of diplomacy is the duty of protection. With the growing mobility of citizens
and opportunity for international conflicts, a variety of protection methods have continually
been emphasized and implemented in the international realm. Hence, the duty of protection has
continued to be of increased significance in contemporary diplomacy. The sixth function of
diplomacy relates to conflict disputes and international order. Given the juxtaposition of
different political communities, each with its own values, preoccupations, prejudices and
sensibilities, friction in international relations is always present. Such friction is a constant
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source of international tension and discord and it is this function that compels one to consider
the classic language of diplomacy which Thompson describes as a practical art that requires
men who can show restraint and “hold down their emotions.”151 This call for a language of
diplomacy thus amplifies the need for states to handle international political issues by
application of intelligence and tact, which in turn will help states interact with minimal friction
and tension. 152
Morgenthau, a renowned classical realist

however, ignores the functions of diplomacy

imposed by Barston by describing the functions of diplomacy in the context of power. The
underlying assumption by Morgenthau is that diplomacy is included amongst and is dependent
upon a state’s material capabilities, hence it reflects state power. He also cautions that “failure
in any of these tasks may jeopardize the success of foreign policy and with it, the peace of the
world.”153 According to Morgenthau, the tasks of diplomacy are fourfold:
•

The first function is to determine the major objectives and aspirations of one’s own
nation, and the power available to the state to fulfil such objectives. Morgenthau
believes that a state will indulge in inept diplomacy if it sets objectives that it has little
power to achieve. Every nation must therefore set its objectives in accordance to its
national power.154

•

The second function of diplomacy is that it must also assess the objectives of other
states and the power available to them to fulfil such objectives. Although this is a
daunting task that involves guesswork and shrewd calculations of the examination of
the available data and information on other states, it is a vital function of diplomacy.
Diplomacy must therefore not view the power and objectives of other nations at face
value, but, by the same token, it must not overly accredit the powers and objectives of
the other nations.

•

The third function of diplomacy is to assess the extent to which the objectives are
compatible with each other. Thus, there should be a continuous process whereby the
objectives and powers of a nation are compared with the objectives and powers of other
nations.
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•

The fourth function of diplomacy is to employ suitable means to fulfil the objectives of
nations. Different methods can be employed according to the demands of the situation.
Therefore diplomacy may take many forms, such as engaging in persuasion and
negotiation or threatening use of force.

Looking at the functions of diplomacy within the context of power allows for a comprehensive
understanding of the work done by diplomats, especially on how they have constantly found
new meaning and interpretation to the challenges of the world. This notion can be linked to
Lang’s argument, which explains Morgenthau’s context of power by applying the aspect of
phronesis. Phronesis refers to intellectual or moral insight, thus emphasizing the ability to use
one’s own judgement and being wise about situations and opportunities, implications and
intentions, ends and means.155 In other words, if diplomatic vision is blurred and judgement is
defective, a nation will avail little from their resources, even if it has economic or military
prowess. In this context, it is necessary to note that despite the power dynamics of a state, the
common functions of diplomacy identified by Barston, namely representation, negotiation,
reporting and protecting national interests, should be applied through the use of phronesis in
order to effectively and peacefully achieve state objectives.
2.5

Understanding diplomacy and the dynamics of power

While the definition of power depends on the context of inquiry, in the most general sense, it is
defined as the ability of a state to control or influence other states to do something or act in a
particular way for the state’s own benefit.156 It is often executed in different forms and
intensity, depending on what the state possesses in terms of military capacity, economic size
and natural resources. These instruments of power are the means through which states deal
with world politics and pursue their foreign policy goals. Thus, it can be deliberated that power
expresses itself in several ways.
According to Nye, power manifests in terms of hard power and soft power. These two concepts
are regarded as two poles in a continuum of the concept of power in international relations
issues. A state’s approach to power can be placed at any point in this continuum, as these
concepts imply different interactions, ideas and institutions for foreign policy implementation
in the global political world. In international politics, hard power is getting what one wants by
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influencing other nations’ behaviour through the use of tangible resources such as military
force.157 Soft power, in contrast, is described by Nye as indirectly influencing the behaviour of
other actors through intangible resources like cultural, informational or ideological means. He
states that this type of power is “the ability to affect others through co-optive means of framing
the agenda, persuading, and eliciting positive attraction in order to obtain preferred
outcome.”158 In other words, soft power allows a state the time to change its attitude and mind
to the end that it acts voluntarily. This approach is in contrast to hard power, which compels a
state to act in a way that is unusual to its behaviour, thereby acting involuntarily.
Put under the microscope of diplomacy, Nye’s two aspects of power can be employed
according to the demands of the situation, as well as the type of power a nation possesses.
Therefore, diplomacy may be employed through the spectrum of hard power or soft power,
recognizing that although states may prefer to pursue peaceful diplomatic solutions (soft
power), the use of military force (hard power) may be unavoidable as a means to better achieve
state interests and desired goals. Hard power has, however, become widely considered as
traditional and inapplicable in contemporary political affairs. This attitude is a response to
elements of the contemporary world order, especially the growth of democracy, which weaken
and hinder the effectiveness of hard power strategies. As a result, foreign policies based solely
on hard power resources have been deemed insufficient and inappropriate to deal with new
issues of world politics, to the extent that states now opt for soft power rather than hard power
as instrument choices for foreign policy implementation. This however, does not imply the
absence of the use of hard power, as the United States, in particular, is well known for
continuously underwriting its diplomacy with sheer hard power. Diplomacy, therefore, can be
considered as a neutral medium that can be used as a vehicle for hard power as well as soft
power. Yet focusing on either hard power or soft power only is considered as detrimental to
foreign policy, thus a combination of both to fulfil a nation’s objectives is recommended.159
2.6

Parameters of diplomacy

Within the context of diplomacy, the extent to which power is executed in international
relations is often regulated and constrained by various diplomatic mechanisms of the political
world. For this reason, McGowan, Cornelissen and Nel argue that there are parameters that
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provide a basic framework for diplomacy and also regulate, limit or prescribe diplomatic
practice and the use of power.160 These parameters detect the means, techniques and intensity
through which diplomatic practice can be implemented. They can also be adapted to a variety
of situations. However, they are not unequivocally flexible because “they would not contribute
to a systemic approach that distinguishes diplomacy from other disciplines while applicable
across a range of circumstances.”161
There are four parameters of diplomacy that can be applied. These include policy, institutional,
legal and moral parameters.
•

Policy parameters: Policies, in general, are regulations, laws, procedures or administrative
actions used to advance a desired outcome. McGowan et al. state that policy parameters
“refer to the ends and means of foreign policy.”162 In other words, although ends do not
prescribe the means, the principles, goals and objectives of foreign policy most often
involve diplomacy and they provide guidelines for or restrict its use. In other words,
foreign policy commits to use diplomacy as a means to avert conflict situations.

•

Institutional parameters: These parameters determine the locus and procedure of policy
formulation, which inevitably impacts diplomacy as they include bureaucratic institutions
that provide the infrastructure of the implementation of diplomacy in international
relations. These bureaucratic institutions may include governmental organizations that deal
with foreign affairs or intergovernmental organizations like the UN and the OPCW,
amongst others.

•

Legal parameters: These parameters refer to the provision and prescriptions regarding the
use of diplomacy in international law. In other words, the basis of diplomacy is provided by
the UN Charter and constitutive acts of international governmental organizations.

•

Moral parameters: These parameters incorporate the ethical guidelines and norms of
international conduct that have a bearing on diplomatic practice. They provide a moral
framework and basis for diplomacy, and also contribute to its efficiency and, therefore, its
effectiveness as a foreign policy instrument. The main ethical tradition and norms that
specifically relate to diplomacy are the sovereignty norms, the rule of non-intervention and
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the recognition of the institution of diplomacy as a means of communication to secure the
standing of states.163
Overall, these diplomatic parameters provide boundaries that control and define the scope of
diplomatic activity, which allow states to coexist peacefully and interact in a rule-bound
environment that enhances the functions of diplomacy. This notion demonstrates that although
states are the primary agents of international relations, they are also part of a legal, moral,
procedural realm that binds them to interact in a highly elaborate system of rules and
institutions.164 In other words, it can be argued that the parameters that diplomacy impose are a
constraint on the sovereignty and independence of states to behave as they please.
2.7

Diplomacy and chemical weapons in Syria

The term nuclear diplomacy has become associated with the commitment to the principles of
disarmament, non-proliferation and the use of nuclear technology for peaceful purposes.165
Since this study’s main focus is on chemical weapons, the term “chemical diplomacy” will
therefore be used. This term, however, unlike nuclear diplomacy, is rarely used by authors. The
only notable instance where it was used was by Pirseyedi in his book, Arms Control and
Iranian Foreign Policy: Diplomacy and Content, in which he analyzes the Islamic Republic of
Iran’s chemical diplomacy.166 However, Pirseyedi fails to define what chemical diplomacy
entails. In this study, this term will be defined as the area of diplomacy that focuses on various
aspects of controlling chemical weapons, hence it comprises issues of non-proliferation,
disarmament, arms control and deterrence of chemical weapons.
It is important to note that different diplomatic strategies and manifestations can be employed
as derivatives that contribute to the machinations of chemical diplomacy. Given this context,
there are three manifestations of diplomacy that the researcher believes were most relevant in
trying to achieve chemical diplomacy in Syria. These techniques include coercive diplomacy,
multilateral diplomacy and disarmament diplomacy. It is the researcher’s belief that one or
more of these forms of diplomacy was applicable in attempting to examine how the United
States and Russia responded to Syria’s use of chemical weapons.
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2.7.1 Multilateral diplomacy
Multilateral diplomacy is defined as a practice that involves more than two nations or parties
collaborating to achieve diplomatic solutions to multinational problems. The dynamics of
multilateral diplomacy are considered complex and challenging because of the multiple players
involved. In a bilateral negotiation, which involves two actors in its activities, one can quickly
determine where the sticking points are and what needs to be worked out to finalize a deal,
whereas in multilateral bargaining, varied national interests may overshadow the parties’
interests, making negotiation difficult.167 However, criticizing multilateral diplomacy in this
context is to defeat its purpose, which is to oppose bilateral, discriminatory arrangements that
enhance the leverage of the powerful states over the weak states.168 Avoidance of bilateral
negotiation is particularly of benefit to small- and medium-sized states, as it gives all
participating states a voice in addressing issues that affect their interests. This multilateral rulebased system is therefore the main counterbalance to unilateral claims undertaken by big and
powerful states, which tend to exclude small- and medium-sized states. Multilateralism is
therefore the key that ensures equal state participation in the management of world affairs. It
guarantees democracy and legitimacy, especially in matters regarding the establishment of
universal norms or the use of force.169
Contemporary international affairs has therefore witnessed a wane in the role of bilateral
diplomacy and an increase in multilateral diplomacy. This movement has been facilitated
through the existence of international organizations and conventions of various forms.
According to Spyridakis, this shift proves the realization of the need of finding global solutions
in problems with a universal nature.170 In this light, multilateral diplomacy is an appropriate
instrument for dealing with the processes of solving global problems and of assuring global
peace and governance. Indeed, in the domain of chemical weapons non-proliferation and
disarmament, there is a crucial need for united efforts of all international actors to enforce these
mandates. Given the conceptualization of multilateral diplomacy, this study will examine
whether it was instrumental at all in dealing with Syria’s chemical weapon use in Chapter
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Four. If it was, the study will delineate other multilateral players – besides Russia and the
United States – that were involved in dealing with the chemical weapons issue in Syria. It will
also examine these players’ motives for getting involved and whether a multilateralism
approach was a success or not.
2.7.2 Disarmament diplomacy
There is no prescribed definition of disarmament diplomacy, but from the given
conceptualization of diplomacy and disarmament above, one can deduct that disarmament
diplomacy involves diplomatic activities that work towards peaceful settlement of the
reduction or total elimination of armaments. In essence, because the reduction or elimination of
weapons constitutes a conscious effort to reduce the offensive capabilities of a state,
disarmament diplomacy most often involves a principal multilateral negotiating body on
disarmament.171 This process therefore generally makes reference to international law
pertaining to arms control or the conclusion of treaties and agreements with respect to arms
control. For instance, after the catastrophic effects of World War One, serious thought was
given to disarmament after it was recognized that the maintenance of peace requires the
reduction of national armaments.172 This realization prompted the establishment of the
Versailles Treaty, which effectively disarmed Germany. A clause was also inserted in the
treaty that called on all the great powers to likewise progressively disarm over a period of
time.173
With regards to the disarmament of WMDs, numerous treaties have been adopted. These
treaties include the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT), the Chemical and Biological
Weapons Conventions and the Nuclear Partial Test Ban Treaty, amongst others. Each in some
way prohibits the development of WMDs and calls for the reduction or the elimination of
either nuclear, biological or chemical weapons. The researcher will attempt in Chapter Four to
apply disarmament diplomacy by analyzing whether international law in the form of treaties
was able to achieve the effective disarmament of chemical weapons in Syria.
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2.7.3 Coercive diplomacy
Coercive diplomacy is a diplomatic strategy that relies on the threat of the use of force in order
to convince or change the behaviour of states or non-state actors. Should force be used, it will
be employed in controlled and discrete increments just to demonstrate the possibility of an
escalation to high levels of military action if necessary.174 This description compliments
Jentleson’s interpretation that “coercive diplomacy applies pressure in a manner and magnitude
that seeks to persuade an opponent to cease aggression rather than bludgeon him into
stopping… just enough force of an appropriate kind to demonstrate resolution and to give
credibility to the threat that greater force will be used if necessary.”175 Force used in a coercive
manner is therefore not a component of a larger military strategy, but of a larger politicaldiplomatic strategy.176 Nonetheless, it is often believed that coercive diplomacy is difficult and
has a relatively low success rate. Furthermore, while coercive diplomacy is a low-cost strategy
when it succeeds, failure is unfortunately very costly, as the coercer then faces the choice of
backing down or executing his threat. Failure may have negative consequences for the
threatening state as well. Thus, Art and Cronin in Sauer recommend that states must not “resort
to coercive diplomacy unless, should it fail, they are prepared to go down the path of war or
you have prepared a suitable escape hatch.”177
The main aim of coercive diplomacy is however to produce positive inducements for the
adversary to comply with another’s demands, while simultaneously managing the crisis to
prevent military escalation. In essence, coercive diplomacy is constituted by diplomatic
demands and negotiations combined with threats of, or the actual use of, limited military force
as a way of backing the demand. Coercive diplomacy is therefore characterized by three
elements:178
i.

A demand: a specific demand has to be formulated against the opponent. The objective
of the demand is to stop or to reverse an action that the opponent has started. Success or
failure of coercive diplomacy depends on whether the demand will be fulfilled;
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ii.

A threat: the demand has to be supported by a threat. As George points out: “the
general idea of coercive diplomacy is to back one’s demand on an adversary with a
threat of punishment for non-compliance that he will consider credible and potent
enough to persuade him to comply with the demand”;179 and

iii.

Time pressure/deadline: Imposing a deadline for compliance will make the adversary
perceive the threat of force as credible.

These three elements (the demand, threat and time pressure/deadline) can be articulated by
what George calls the four variants of the strategy of coercive diplomacy. These four strategies
are distinct in nature, but entail all or some of the three basic elements. It is also possible to
move from one category to another during the conflict. The first strategy is called the explicit
ultimatum, which George describes as the starkest kind of strategy, including all three
elements discussed above (the demand, threat and time pressure/deadline). The second is the
tacit ultimatum, which is similar to the explicit ultimatum, except that the coercer implicitly
relies on ambiguity to instil fear in the opponent and not on threat of punishment or a specific
time limit. The tension of uncertainty will then hopefully trigger a positive response from the
threatened actor. The third strategy is the try-and-see approach, which involves making
demands without a set time limit or a conveyed sense of urgency for compliance. Instead, the
coercer takes on limited coercive threats or actions and waits to see if the measures are potent
enough to persuade the adversary before going further. Finally, the gradual turning of the
screw is a strategy that involves making explicit at the outset the coercer’s intention by
applying increasing degrees of pressure until the adversary complies with the demands.180
With this understanding, the researcher will attempt to use the tenants and variants of coercive
diplomacy in Chapter Four to examine whether the United States and Russia’s attempt to
persuade Syria to get rid of its chemical weapons was a case of coercive diplomacy.
2.8

Conclusion

The main aim of this chapter was to provide an overview and understanding of diplomacy that
could be used in the overall analysis of the study. As this chapter pointed out, diplomacy in its
present configuration contributes to shaping the international community. It illustrated that
although diplomacy can carry out certain functions that have been practiced since medieval
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times, it also has to adapt to new conditions. Only the continuous adaption will enable
diplomacy to remain successful in a different environment, and in fulfilling any state’s interests
and security policies.181 In reviewing the functions of diplomacy, it became apparent that these
functions, in addition to their identified purposes, can also serve as a symbol of a state’s power,
prestige and influence. However, the dictates and machinations of diplomacy have also come
to be widely understood as involving a path towards peace. As such, no matter how much
power a state possesses (hard power or soft power), diplomacy tries to control how much of it
can be used.
Regarding the chemical weapons use in Syria in 2013, the dictates and machinations of
diplomacy can also be applied to evaluate how Russia and the United States responded to the
situation. In this context, this chapter identified that the possible forms of diplomacy that could
have contributed to the accomplishment of their objectives are coercive diplomacy, multilateral
diplomacy and disarmament diplomacy. The different forms identified here represent how
diplomacy can be modified to make it suitable for approaching complex situations by assuming
a certain form or technique. Given this attribute of diplomacy, it is safe to assume that it can be
viewed as an essential arms control and non-proliferation tool for chemical weapons.
In order to further examine how the aspect of diplomacy fits in the overall analysis of this
study, the following chapter seeks to examine chemical weapons through the prism of
international law. The aim of Chapter Three is therefore to determine whether the use of
chemical weapons by the Syrian regime warranted intervention in order to hold it accountable
for its actions.
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CHAPTER 3
INTERNATIONAL LEGALISTICS OF CHEMICAL WEAPONS AND THE
PROSPECT OF INTERVENTION IN SYRIA

3.1

Introduction

As stated in Chapter One, the use of chemical weapons on 21 August 2013 in Syria was a
catastrophic blow to the peace and stability of the international community – so much so that,
after letting the civil war rage for almost two years, the world suddenly became involved only
after the use of these WMDs. This international attention prompts one to question why the use
of chemical weapons justifies such reaction in a way that the death of innocent civilians
through the use of conventional weapons, which occurred since the onset of the civil war, did
not. The question therefore is: what is it about chemical weapons that caused a tipping point in
the international community and required immediate response in Syria? In an attempt to
answer this question, an examination on the legal mechanisms pertaining to the use of chemical
weapons is required.
The first section of this chapter will trace the emergence of the prohibition of the development
and use of chemical weapons. This history is expressed through moral and political arguments,
which eventually led to a global consensus to work towards the non-proliferation and
disarming of chemical weapons. This section is followed by an examination of the chemical
weapons regime – a framework of international treaties and agreements designed to regulate
the development, possession, use and disarmament of chemical weapons. This section argues
that the existing arms control tools have given robust interdiction authority for the non-use and
complete elimination of all types of chemical weapons, which was done in order to ensure a
global “quarantine” against the production and use of chemical weapons. In other words, this
chapter intends to examine the extent to which Syria violated international law by using
chemical weapons, and the implications thereof. Such confirmation will fundamentally
determine the prospect of holding Syria accountable for the use of chemical weapons. This
chapter therefore also offers an institutional liberalist interpretation of how international
institutions and legal frameworks play a role in combating lawlessness by addressing issues of
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non-compliance and working to ensure the prevalence of peace and stability in international
affairs.
3.2

Tracing the emergence of a framework to determine the legality of chemical

weapons
Despite – or perhas owing to – the infrequent use of chemical weapons, as stated in Chapter
One, perceptions of their inhumanity was not an issue of consensual resentment in the 20th
Century. For instance, in 1921, Senator James Wadsworth, during the hearing of the United
States Senate on the ratification of the Washington Treaty, took issue with claims that chemical
weapons were inhumane. He lamented: “which is more cruel, a high-explosive shell which
tears off a man’s arm … or a gas wound which mutilates not at all…? If we are to draw the line
of demarcation between a more cruel weapon and a less cruel weapon, frankly I cannot see
why it should be drawn in favour of the high-explosive shell and against the gas.”182 Margaret
Thatcher, the former Prime Minister of Britain, in advocacy for chemical warfare in the 1980s
condemned the British government for being negligent in not acquiring chemical weapons as a
retaliatory capability in response to the Soviet Union’s chemical arsenal and capability.183
Likewise, the Reagan Administration (1981-1989) also expressed that the Soviet Union’s
chemical weapons stockpile opened a “nerve gas gap” between the United States and the
Soviet Union,184 thus implying that a disparity or lack of chemical weapons caused a major
threat to the United States. These comments by Thatcher and the Reagan Administration
highlight a conviction regarding the deterrent and retaliatory capabilities of chemical
weapons.185 This notion takes on the tenet of the doctrine of Mutually Assured Destruction
(MAD),186 an evolutionary defence strategy based on the concept that by stockpiling WMDs,
neither side has anything to gain by initiating a first strike because of the retaliatory capability
of both parties to cause total destruction on both sides.187 Although the term was specifically
used in reference to nuclear weapons during the Cold War, the same ideology can be applied to
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chemical weapons because the threat of using these weapons against the enemy prevents the
enemy's use of those same weapons by virtue that the use thereof can have disastrous effects
for both the attacker and the defender.
Perhaps the best example of states that opted to develop their chemical weapons program for
the purpose of deterring an adversary is provided by Israel and Egypt. It is argued that Egypt
was the first Arab country to develop and deploy chemical weapons in the Middle East.
Therefore, during the mid 1950’s when it became clear that war against Egypt was inevitable,
Israel started its own chemical weapons program to counter Egypt, in case it used chemical
weapons against the civilian population of Israel or on the battlefield.188 As a result, Egypt did
not resort to chemical warfare because it feared Israeli retaliation in kind.189 This example
therefore highlights the need for the development of chemical weapons capabilities in order to
provide a defensive readiness and a foothold for states to refrain from attacking one another in
fear of retaliatory consequences.190
Yet regardless of these supporting arguments for chemical weapons, a certain level of stigma
has always been attached to chemical weapons. This stigma arose in the aftermath of World
War One, where the use of chemical weapons had adverse effects for both combatants and noncombatants. Schulte denotes that the aftermath of World War One chemical warfare left many
people blind, permanently disabled or with long-term psychiatric consequences, which are
impossible to calculate.191 This example illustrates the inhumane nature of these weapons, and
because of this, states that possess chemical weapons have, de facto, refrained from using
them.192 The reproach against chemical weapons has, however, been criticized by Sinclair, who
associates chemical weapons with other conventional weapons. He argues that other weapons
offend and share the same lethal effects as chemical weapons and should be similarly regarded
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as inhumane.193 However, there are a number of reasons that offer plausible explanations as to
why chemical weapons have received such aberration within the international community and
other weapons have not.
Firstly, chemical weapons fall under the umbrella of WMDs because of their potential to kill
and injure large numbers of people in a very short space of time, as compared to conventional
weapons. The August 2013 sarin gas attack in Ghouta, for example, killed about 1,400 people
while injuring countless others within a space of 90 minutes. This incident was therefore
classified as the single most devastating assault since the start of the civil war in Syria194
Secondly, chemical weapons are primarily weapons of indiscriminate destruction. Like other
WMDs, chemical weapons make discrimination, where the protection of non-combatants from
harm – which is the basis for nearly all traditions and principles of international law – virtually
impossible.195 The use of chemical weapons therefore defeats the principles of the protection of
non-combatants during war because they cannot be used on clearly defined battlefields and
thus kill without discrimination.
Thirdly, the general abhorrence and stigmatization of chemical weapons is also based on the
escalation of unintended consequences, which continue even after the war has ended. Chemical
weapons have the exceptional ability to manifest themselves over a time period, as a result of a
prolonged duration or a delayed onset and a dependence on weather or other environmental
conditions. Depending on atmospheric conditions, for instance, sarin can stay lethal for 30
minutes to 24 hours once engaged as a weapon, while VX is lethal for up to a month. These
unintended consequences were, for example, discovered in Iraq when the chemical weapons
attack on a Kurdish town in 1988 contributed to increase rates of birth defects, miscarriages
and severe respiratory ailments, because some of the buildings and most of the land remained
contaminated after the attack. In Syria, it was reported that even after the 2013 attack, a
number of paramedics became ill or died as a result of the exposure they suffered while
providing aid to the victims of the attacks. Chemical warfare is therefore not generally
considered a strategically decisive option because they have little controllability in battlefield
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operations and this limits predictability and hinders efficiency. These complicated operational
capabilities and practical difficulties provide a significant disadvantage that reinforces the fact
that restriction should be placed on the use of chemical weapons.196
Finally, chemical weapons have been widely denounced because their proliferation prompts a
risky chain of security dilemmas between states. Such an example is the perception of a
pronounced security dilemma in the Middle East, which the international community has
attempted to resolve over the years.197 Booth and Wheeler argue that weapons are the material
reality that set up a security dilemma because they are inherently ambiguous symbols. Even
when those weapons are only intended for self-protection, the existence of such weapons in the
hands of one state can provoke uncertainty and possibly fear in others, which will, in turn, lead
to the states starting their own WMD programs.198 The possession of weapons might also lead
to the risk of unwanted escalation to war and, eventually, the use of these weapons.199 Along
this line of thought, one is inclined to argue that the proliferation of chemical weapons acts as a
powerful stimulus for their use, thus making the abhorrence against chemical weapons an
indispensable move, and one worth protecting.
Overall, the repugnance against the use of chemical weapons reinforces the notion that
chemical warfare is a cruel, unfair and improper use of science that demoralizes the better
instincts of humanity.
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More importantly, these concerns have managed to perpetuate a

worldwide taboo against the use of chemical weapons and, as a result, their unlawfulness is
prescribed in a number of arms control treaties that deem chemical weapons an unacceptable
means of warfare.
3.3

The chemical weapons regime: international legal frameworks

The earliest recorded prohibition on the use of poisons and poisoned weapons were unilateral
expressions contained in the Manu Smrti (the Tradition of Manu) recorded during the first or
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second century B.C. in India.201 The rule was “when the king fights with his foes in battle, let
him not strike with weapons concealed in wood, nor with such as are barbed, poisoned, or the
points of which are blazing with fire.”202 Ancient Rome also forbade the use of poison in war
under an adage Armis bella non venenis geri, which meant “war is waged with weapons, not
with poison.”203 It is understood that countries during this period had the discretion of issuing
autonomous rules to govern and seek understanding with an adversary about their conduct
within a war.204 However, the first official international agreement banning the use of chemical
weapons was the Strasbourg Agreement adopted in 1675, which prohibited the firing of
poisoned bullets in any war between the French and German forces. There was no other
comprehensive agreements on the conduct of chemical warfare that existed between states until
the 19th century.
With the advancement of technological innovation, the 19th century was characterized by
significant developments in the fields of biology, chemistry and physics, which led to rapid
acceleration of scientific inventions that laid the groundwork for technological advances. This
advancement of technology inevitably led to the development of sophisticated technological
weapons in the form of WMDs, especially CBRN weapons.205 Consequently, this era
witnessed a rise in the possession and use of WMDs being codified in the laws of war and the
law of disarmament. Concerning the chemical weapons regime, the bilateral Lieber's Code of
1863 represented the first attempt to codify the laws of war in the 19th century. Named after its
drafter, Dr. Francis Lieber, the Lieber Code is primarily a German-American agreement that
contains provisions completely prohibiting the use of poison in warfare. The United StatesSoviet Chemical Weapons Accord of 1990, officially known as the US-USSR Bilateral
Agreement on Destruction and Non-Production of Chemical Weapons and on Measures to
Facilitate a Multilateral Convention on Banning Chemical Weapons, was another bilateral
agreement that called for the destruction of the vast bulk of the chemical weapons stockpiles of
these two countries.
Although these bilateral agreements have no direct bearing on the current chemical weapons
regime, it is argued they played a large role in reinforcing the contemporary chemical weapons
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regime in restraining the use of chemicals for warfare purposes. In fact, it is believed that the
Lieber Code influenced subsequent multilateral agreements, such as those concluded at The
Hague Peace Conferences in 1899 and 1907.206 These early efforts to prohibit chemical
weapons were however largely considered as unsatisfactory, as they were believed to be “more
amorphous with each successive agreement as previous treaty terms were modified or
ignored.”207 Nevertheless, the end of World War One saw the renewal and re-emergence of a
number of arms control efforts that strengthened the chemical weapons regime, of which the
CWC is considered as the main framework. Other frameworks such as the Geneva Protocol of
1925, and international customary law (ICL) are also considered as pertinent arms control
instruments within the contemporary chemical weapons regime.
3.3.1 The Geneva Protocol
The Geneva Protocol was the first successful international agreement to ban the use of
chemical weapons. It is officially known as the Geneva Protocol Prohibiting the Use in War of
Asphyxiating, Poisonous or Other Gases and of Bacteriological Methods of Warfare. It was
signed in 1925 by 133 nations and came into force in February 1928. The Protocol prohibits
the “use in war of asphyxiating, poisonous or other gases, and of all analogous liquids, material
or devices.”208 For this reason, the 1925 Geneva Protocol is to be highly credited for its role in
preventing gas warfare in World War Two.
Several resolutions were then adopted by the United Nations General Assembly (UNGA) to
reinforce the provisions of the Protocol and to ensure strict observance of its principles and
objectives by state parties. For example, Resolution 2603 (A) of the UNGA, which was
adopted in 1969, reaffirmed the comprehensive nature of the provisions covered by the Geneva
Protocol by prohibiting the use in international armed conflicts of:
(a) Any chemical agents of warfare – chemical substances, whether gaseous, liquid or
solid – which might be employed because of their direct toxic effects on man, animals
or plants; and
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(b) Any biological agents of warfare – living organisms, whatever their nature, or
infective material derived from them – which are intended to cause disease or death in
man, animals or plants, and which depend for their effects on their ability to multiply in
the person, animal or plant attacked.209
Syria signed the Protocol in 1968 and thus can be held liable to the norms and procedures
stipulated in the treaty. Sadly, the Geneva Protocol is considered by many as a defunct and
flawed instrument with a limited scope.210 Syria exploited the loopholes of the Protocol to its
own benefit. The Protocol, for example, does not cover internal or civil conflicts. The
argument that the conflict in Syria took the form of a Non-International Armed Conflict
(NIAC) is strong, and have been verified by organizations such as the Rule of Law in Armed
Conflict Project (RULAC), the International Committee of the Red Cross (ICRC) and the
Independent International Commission of Inquiry on Syria.211 Furthermore, the treaty
prohibition applies to state parties only. Therefore, because only states are party to the
Protocol, there is no legal obligation on Syria to refrain from chemical attacks against rebel
forces in a civil war.212 As such, the provisions of the protocol can not be applied to Syria.
The Protocol is furthermore weakened by its permissibility of reservations by states. At
present, 21 states have placed reservations on the Protocol on the condition that they will cease
to be bound by the provisions of the Protocol if an adverse party does not respect the Protocol
or when the prohibited weapons are used against them.213 In this regard, the Protocol was
consequently considered as a no-first-use agreement among state parties. In addition, an
analysis of the Protocol suggests that in its attempt to represent the principal legal restraint on
the use of chemical weapons, its most glaring flaw is its failure to prohibit the production,
possession or stockpiling of chemical weapons.214 It also fails to address the issue of verifying,
monitoring or enforcing instances of noncompliance, even with respect to the future use of
chemical weapons. The latter has been a huge loophole that nations interested in chemical
weapons have used to further their programs of chemical weapons development without being
held accountable. This failure left a legal vacuum, which made the chemical arms race in the
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20th century possible. As such, uneasiness and doubt about the Protocol emanated in continued
chemical weapons proliferation and use during the 1980’s and early 1990’s. At the same time,
however, nations started negotiating terms for a possible chemical weapons ban that was far
more comprehensive in scope and application than any prior international agreement on
chemical weapons. The CWC was therefore adopted in earnest.
3.3.2 The Chemical Weapons Convention (CWC)
Officially known as the Convention on the Prohibition of the Development, Production,
Stockpiling and Use of Chemical Weapons and on their Destruction and adopted in 1993, the
CWC is believed to provide the most comprehensive and intrusive verification system of any
global treaty in history. The provisions of the CWC have been widely accepted by the
international community as it currently holds the highest number of member states of any
comparable arms control treaty. The CWC is thus the most effective treaty and bulwark of the
chemical weapons regime. The number of state parties that have signed and ratified the
Convention is 192, with Syria, Myanmar and Angola being the latest to accede to it in
September 2013, January 2015 and April 2015 respectively.215 With these latest developments,
the scope of the CWC is fast approaching universality because Egypt, North Korea and South
Sudan are the only remaining countries that have not yet signed or acceded to the Convention,
while only Israel has signed but not ratified the Convention.216 Apart from South Sudan that
only came into existence in 2011, what is most discomforting is the fact that Egypt and North
Korea allegedly possess large chemical weapons stockpiles.217 If these remaining countries
were to sign and ratify the CWC, the Convention’s main objective would be achieved, i.e. the
universal implementation of the treaty provisions for the sake of all mankind.218
The CWC, in essence, prohibits the development, production, stockpiling, transfer and use of
chemical weapons and requires their destruction within a specified time period.219 Under
Article 1, state parties agree never to, directly or indirectly, produce, develop, stockpile,
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acquire and retain chemical weapons or to transfer them to anyone. Most importantly, the
Convention prohibits the use of chemical weapons under any circumstance as well as engaging
in any military preparations to use chemical weapons.220 The phrase “under any circumstance”
contained in the CWC applies to both inter- and intra-state armed conflicts. The provisions
therefore exclude any justification for violating the prohibited activities as they cover all
purposes and intents for such activities, whether or not the conflict is that of a civil strife.221
Of significance is Article III of the CWC, which imposes obligations that call for the
submission of detailed declarations of chemical weapons stockpiles, production facilities and
other related facilities by member states. To ensure compliance, the OPCW was established as
the implementation and verification agency of Article III. Its headquarters are located in The
Hague, Netherlands, and it became operational in 1997 when the CWC came into force. Now
in its 19th year of operation, the OPCW has a record of successfully inspecting and verifying
the destruction of chemical agents and munitions in many countries, including Russia and the
United States. The OPCW is also obliged under Article XII of the Convention to implement
measures to redress and remedy any situation that contravenes the provisions of the CWC.222
Therefore, bearing in mind that Syria had neither signed nor ratified the CWC before it used
chemical weapons, one can argue that this delay would have proven to be an obstacle to the
OPCW and the international community with regards to determining the legal action to take
against Syria. However, when Syria signed the Convention in September 2013, it meant that
there was no need for a specially mandated ad-hoc arrangement to oversee the removal and
destruction process. The extensive provisions of the Convention were more than ample for
achieving Syria’s chemical demilitarization.223 Moreover, Syria’s acceding to the Convention
not only delegitimized chemical weapons but gave a legal basis for action against it for the
possession and use of chemical weapons.224 The OPCW was thus legitimately prompted to
fulfil its obligations and to curtail, together with the international community, the horrors of
chemical weapons proliferation and use in Syria.
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3.3.3 International customary law
The illegality of using chemical weapons is not only limited to treaty law but is also found in
international customary law (ICL). ICL has legal existence separate from treaty laws and is
typically defined as the collection of international behavioural regularities that nations over
time came to view as binding on them as a matter of law.225 Opinio juris is the central concept
of ICL, and it asserts that a state’s practice of physical and verbal conduct builds customary
law and, although not written or codified, the state observes it, out of legal obligation.226 This
stance implies that ICL is developed by the social knowledge and behaviour that individuals
and communities get accustomed to, and is applied in legal and institutional arrangements. In
the social contract framework, customary rules are regarded as an implied and often nonverbalized exercise of direct legislation by the members of society. This exercise involves an
unintentional and unconscious law-making scenario that arises from a collateral effect of the
conduct of states in their international relations, rather than from a deliberate legislative
process.227 The reality of customary law formation therefore relies on a voluntary process
through which members of a community develop rules that govern their social interaction by
voluntarily adhering to emerging behavioural standards.228 ICL therefore amounts to a
spontaneous norm that is embraced and viewed as requisite to the collective wellbeing of
individuals and is granted enforcement as a proper legal rule.
Thus, the general abhorrence and widespread renunciation, together with the sporadic use, of
chemical weapons over the years are instances that led to the formation of a rule of ICL
prohibiting the use of chemical weapons.229 The behaviour of most states is consistently in
compliance with this “norm”, a fact that also led the ICRC in its compendium published in
2005 on ICL governing armed conflicts, to further reinforce the prohibition of the use of
chemical weapons in both international and non-international armed conflicts.230
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3.4

Syria’s use of chemical weapons and the prospect of intervention

Given the international treaties and customary law discussed above, it is safe to assume that
Syria’s use of chemical weapons was a violation of international law, especially the CWC and
ICL. However, unlike the ICL, the CWC clarifies enforcement issues that involve routine
monitoring to ensure that states do not continue to engage in activities prohibited under the
Convention. As such, the CWC will be considered in this study as the most applicable
international legal framework that holds Syria accountable for its actions. The provisions and
standards of the CWC gives justification for intervention to deter and degrade the future use of
chemical weapons by eliminating Syria’s chemical weapons stockpile.
The issue of intervening in the internal affairs of another state has, however, been criticized
because it is directly opposed to the principle of non-intervention and the doctrine of state
sovereignty. The notion of sovereignty was founded in 1648 at the Peace of Westphalia on the
premise that each state has a supremacy of sovereignty and is therefore immune to external
intervention.231 The principle of the sovereign equality of states is enshrined in Article 2(1) of
the UN Charter of 1945, and the corresponding norm of non-intervention is enshrined in
Article 2(7), which prescribes that a sovereign state is empowered by international law to
exercise exclusive and total jurisdiction within its territorial borders, and other states have the
corresponding duty not to intervene in its internal affairs. 232 Sovereignty, in other words, is
regarded as a functional principle of international relations that protects the unique identities
and national freedom of states and affirms their right to determine and shape their own destiny.
The prohibition of intervention is therefore “a corollary of every state's right to sovereignty,
territorial integrity and political independence.”233
The power of a state’s sovereignty is limited, however. It was the actions of Hitler, ruler of
Nazi Germany, which revealed a violation of sovereign power, as he brutally carried out
methods of extermination on minority groups such as the Gypsies, homosexuals and Jews in
1933 to 1945.234 This turn of events led to the belief that state sovereignty does not include
claims of unlimited power of states to do whatever they wish to their citizens. Instead, a state
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has a dual responsibility, which is both external and internal. The external responsibility is that
of respecting the sovereignty of other states and the internal responsibility is to respect the
basic rights and dignity of all citizens within the state.235 Many states have therefore worked
against the standards of Article 2(1) and Article 2(7) in defending the latter, bringing a shift
from a culture of sovereign impunity to one of national and international accountability.236
This stance was reinforced by former Secretary-General Kofi Annan in his Millennium Report
of 2000. He recalled the failures of the UNSC to act in a decisive manner in Somalia in 1993,
Rwanda in 1994 and Bosnia in 1995, and declared that if individual sovereignty is violated, the
state in turn loses its territorial integrity.237 This statement was subsequently reinforced by the
Commission on Intervention and State Sovereignty (CISS) in 2001, when it called for the
establishment of the Responsibility to Protect doctrine (R2P), which was eventually endorsed
by UN member states in 2005 at the World Summit.238 In the World Summit Outcome
Document that was adopted as a resolution at the end of the World Summit, the R2P doctrine
was recognised as a principle that should be applied in situations where there is compelling
need for human protection in cases where the country in question is unwilling or unable to step
in. In other words, a state loses its territorial integrity if it fails to adhere to the respect for
human rights norms in its state as other states have a duty to intervene and to act decisively,
and, as a last resort, do so through the use of force. Therefore, it is believed that the purpose of
the R2P is to serve as a call for action and a response to future inaction by repressive
governments.239 The deportment of the R2P doctrine therefore emphasizes the limits of state
sovereignty and also heightens the debate of intervention through the exertion of the JWT,
since it has not been fully institutionalised in the inter-state level.
The phenomenon of intervention is therefore frequent in contemporary international affairs, but
the means through which it is carried out has given rise to some contention. Much of this
debate rests on the role of force and threats of violence as intervention techniques. In fact, most
definitions and understandings of intervention have been carried out along this line of thought.
Farer, for instance, contextualizes the term as a nation’s use of force across its borders with the
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aim of preventing or ending grave violations of the rights of the citizens in another country,
without permission of the government or the state in that country.240 Von Hippel in turn defines
intervention as “an act that consists of military involvement or the encouragement of the use of
force by an outside power in a domestic conflict.”241
A closer look at these definitions reveals an overly restrictive nature of intervention, as much
emphasis is placed on the use of military force as a technique of intervention. Conceptualizing
the term in this manner, however, ignores the many instances where intervention, in most
contemporary cases, is carried out without resorting to the use of force. Ramsbotham and
Woodhouse argue that the manner in which intervention is implemented has consequently
changed. It is no longer by means of warfare, but mainly a case of trying to understand how
non-military options could be brought into play in response to crises. In fact, as Figure 3.1
illustrates, military force as a technique of intervention has gradually declined over the years as
more peaceful means of intervention, such as diplomacy, have become widely considered in
contemporary international affairs.242 Therefore, because of the variety of intervention
techniques that are now being widely used, the definition of intervention can no longer remain
limited by reference to the type of technique employed. Beloff’s definition broadly puts these
concerns into perspective by defining intervention as an attempt by one state aimed at affecting
the structure and behaviour of other states through various degrees of coercion.243
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Figure 3.1: Different forms of intervention

Source: Patrick M. Regan, Richard Frank and Aysegul Aydin, “Diplomatic Interventions and Civil Wars: A New
Dataset,” Journal of Peace Research 46, 1 (2009): 143.

3.5

Conclusion

The effectiveness of legal approaches in controlling chemical weapons so far in history is
commendable, as they have proven resilient in ensuring total elimination of these weapons in
spite of the many challenges faced in the contemporary international sphere. The use of
chemical weapons in Syria, however, represented a serious challenge that tested the strength
and reliability of the existing chemical weapons regime. Indeed, international law and its
institutional form, i.e. organizations overseeing compliance and verification of the law and
treaties, are mechanisms by which states are instructed and are held accountable with respect to
their behaviour in international affairs.

As such, the compliance of the provisions of

international law depends on the fear of the repercussions of non-compliance and also on the
willingness and the ability of the international community to enforce their desire for a world
free from the use and acquisition of chemical weapons. Therefore, failure to control the
chemical weapons situation in Syria would inevitably have strong repercussions for the
chemical weapons regime, as its inability to deal with the situation in Syria could lead to its
efficiency being doubted and its effectiveness questioned. This chapter has therefore outlined
that because of the violation of international law prohibiting the use of chemical weapons,
states have a prima facie duty to tackle violations and issues of non-compliance in this regard
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as a way of contributing to the relevant global norm of non-use and complete elimination of
chemical weapons.
The following chapter will examine the debate surrounding United States’ and Russia’s
proposed methods of intervention in Syria, and the role that their diplomacy ultimately played
in responding to the chemical weapons crisis in Syria.
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CHAPTER 4
THE ROLE OF RUSSIAN AND UNITED STATES DIPLOMACY IN RESPONSE TO
SYRIA’S USE OF CHEMICAL WEAPONS
4.1

Introduction

Taking into consideration the foundations of international law presented in Chapter Three,
specifically with regards to Syria’s violation of the chemical weapons regime, this chapter will
proceed with an analysis that seeks to provide answers to the research question: what role did
diplomacy by the United States and Russia play in disarming Syria’s chemical weapons
stockpile and preventing the further use of such weapons in the Syrian Civil War?
The first part of this chapter will provide an overview of the motivations and interests of key
diplomatic actors (the United States and Russia) in involving themselves in Syria’s internal
affairs. Analyzing the motives of the United States and Russia’s involvement in Syria is crucial
for understanding how a state’s interests affects its decisions and strategies of intervention.
Against this background, the section that will follow will examine how the two countries
arrived at a decision to collaborate and intervene diplomatically in order to deal with the
chemical weapons crisis. The section will answer the question: why did they choose to act
through diplomatic means and not intervention by force? Here, Zartman’s notion of “ripeness
of time”244 will be applied, as it describes the forces and dynamics that might contribute to a
diplomatic outcome. The researcher will argue that the legal and moral frameworks that
advocate against intervention and the use of force in the internal affairs of another state
somehow created a stalemate between the United States and Russia regarding how to deal with
the chemical weapons situation in Syria. It is argued that because of the existence of this
stalemate, “ripeness of time” eventually prompted diplomatic intervention instead.
The chapter will also discuss the nature and forms of diplomatic intervention that were
employed by the United States and Russia. The selection of the type of diplomacy that applies
is selected from the manifestations of diplomacy discussed in Chapter Two, namely
multilateral diplomacy, disarmament diplomacy and coercive diplomacy. These manifestations
of diplomacy were identified as possibly being most instrumental in dealing with Syria’s
possession and use of chemical weapons. An attempt will be made to select the type of
244

William I. Zartman, Ripeness: The Hurting Stalemate and Beyond, (Washington: National Academy Press, 2000), 226.

79

diplomacy that adequately describes the mechanisms and processes that were employed in
order to effectively deal with the chemical weapons issue in Syria.
4.2

United States and Russian motives for intervention in Syria

Just like any other incident pertaining to the use of WMDs, the use of chemical weapons in
Syria was met with a number of vociferous and contending outside voices. A number of state
actors, namely the United States, Iran, Israel, Russia, Egypt, Turkey, Iraq, Saudi Arabia and the
United Kingdom, responded to the chemical weapons catastrophe. This is not to say that the
international community was not already involved in the Syrian civil war prior to the use of
chemical weapons – indeed, since the onset of the civil war, both the Syrian government and
the opposition forces received support from outside actors. The major state parties supporting
the Syrian opposition during the time frame of this study were the United States, France, the
United Kingdom, Turkey, France and Saudi Arabia. The Syrian regime under President Bashar
Al-Assad was, in turn, supported by Russia, Iran and China. These countries provided their
allies with political, logistic and military support. This division led international experts to
describe the conflict in Syria as a proxy war in which international actors with competing
interests carried out their squabble.245 One can argue that the actions of the international
community emulated a tug of war, which Sayes opines as revealing flaws in the way the
international community deals with atrocities, international law violations and humanitarian
disasters.246
The primary focus placed on the United States and Russia is not only meant as a means of
limiting the scope of this study, but it is mainly because of the fact that they have the most
significant involvement in Syria. These two countries, former superpowers of the Cold War,
represented divergent points of view on how to deal with the chemical weapons catastrophe.
However, before outlining the different motives of these two countries, it is necessary to first
trace the nature and calibre of United States-Russian relations in order to provide a better
understanding of where their polarised policies in crisis resolution emanate from.
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4.2.1 Contemporary United States-Russian relations
In 2007, the President of the Nixon Centre and expert of Russian foreign policy, Dmitri Simes,
claimed: “Putin and his advisors accept that the United States is the most powerful nation in
the world and that provoking it needlessly makes little sense. But they are no longer willing to
adjust their behaviour to fit U.S. preferences, particularly at the expense of their own
interests.”247 Russia’s stance proves predictable if one traces the history of events between the
two countries since the collapse of the Soviet Union. Although there are instances of
cooperation, especially in cases where they have common strategic interests including global
terrorism, national security, arms control and nuclear non-proliferation, there are numerous
international crises that have set Russia and the United States on opposing sides. It is argued
that tensions exist between these countries because their worldviews are grounded in opposing
political cultures,248 which has been the case since the beginning of the 21st century. The
leaders of each country have been constrained in their understanding of world events
principally by their country’s political culture. In other words, it is their political culture that
dictates their behaviour, more than any other concern or interest. Within this perspective,
Greenfield argues that the Cold War was not a confrontation between the embodiments of two
ideologies. Rather, it was “of two nations whose ideologies are to this day defined by the two
contradictory types of nationalism.”249
Given this background, Russia’s political culture has been consistently guided by a foreign
policy that is largely about power and respect. In 2007, Putin predicted: “by 2020, Russia
would not only be among the richest and most powerful states but also one of the most
progressive and dynamic.”250 Putin’s claim points to Russia’s real ambitions to regain its lost
superpower status. The United States foreign policy, in contrast, has traditionally been more
focused on values such as capitalism, human rights and freedom. Given these diverging
policies, the behaviour of these states is more than just the occasional desire to frustrate each
other,251 but rather to live up to their culture. In regard to Russia, for example, it is suggested
that to regain its lost superpower status, its main goal is often to undermine the power of the
United States, to dislodge it from its leading position in the world and to establish an anti247
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Western global power structure.252 To achieve these goals, Russia has implemented numerous
foreign policy objectives that aim to frustrate the interests of the United States. Russia’s
foreign policy objectives has therefore redirected Russia to consolidate and expand territorial
claims in their sphere of influence in order to gain more power and parity with the United
States. This move has strained their relations to such an extent that it began to be characterized
as assuming an adversarial nature, or pointing towards the advent of a new Cold War,
especially in relation to their recent confrontations during the Ukrainian crisis that began on 21
November 2013, and the on-going Syrian civil war.253
4.2.2 Russian-Syrian relations
Russia has been Syria’s strongest ally since 1956. The relationship between Russia and Syria is
rooted in the significant strategic position of the Syrian port of Tartus. The port was established
in 1971 to provide for the activities of the Soviet Mediterranean squadron. After the collapse of
the Soviet Union, Russia managed to maintain a presence in Tartus, having realized the
strategic position of the port. The port serves Russia’s geopolitical and strategic interests
because it allows its navy to expand its presence into the Mediterranean. It also hosts a naval
supply and maintenance station for Russia, which allows its warships to refuel without having
to return to their Black Sea bases.254 It is reported that the station currently houses about 50
Russian servicemen and consists of a floating workshop, three floating docks, barracks and
storage facilities. This station is the only remaining naval base outside post-Soviet space that is
of strategic importance to Russia. Recent reports, around February 2015, however state that
Russia has been attempting to establish other naval bases in the Mediterranean in order to
increase its presence there. As such, it managed to secure a deal with Cyprus, giving the
Russian Navy access to another Mediterranean port as an alternative to Tartus. Nevertheless,
Tartus remains an important base to Russia for maintaining a permanent presence in the
Mediterranean and extending its influence in the Middle East and the world.255 As such,
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Russia’s strong support of the Syrian regime is a bid to secure continued rights of using the
port at Tartus and thus to further its interests.
Beyond the naval base, Russia’s interest in the Assad regime also lies in its various extensive
economic endeavours in the country. For instance, it is believed that Russia’s current contract
for sales of military equipment to Syria is worth approximately 2.5 billion pounds (about 3.6
billion US dollars) while the total value of unfulfilled contracts stands at 4 billion US dollars.
In addition to the sale of arms, Russian companies have other economic interests with a total
investment value of approximately 20 billion US dollars. These interests include extensive
investments in energy and nuclear energy projects and gas and oil exploration and production
in Syria. Given these factors, Russia has supported Assad’s regime in fear that a regime change
would lead to the loss of contracts, as new rulers would pursue economic ties with their patrons
in the United States. This fear is based on the experience of a similar occurrence when Russia
was hit with an economic downturn in its arms sales after the overthrow of the Libyan
government in 2011. Gorenburg asserts that between 2005 and 2010, Libya purchased over 2
billion dollars’ worth of weapons from Russia and it was in the advanced stage of negotiations
for an additional 2 billion dollars’ worth of contracts for a full range of weapons when the
government was overthrown. The new government cancelled the contracts and has recently
concluded an agreement for military trade with France, which was in support of the overthrow
of the Gaddafi regime.256 From this perspective, Russia believes that its economic interests in
Syria can be maintained only if the current regime remains in power.

The events that unfolded in Libya in 2011 also heavily reinforced Russia’s strong stand behind
the Syrian government for other reasons. After its abstention on UNSC Resolution 1976
authorizing a no-fly zone over Libya, Russia felt that its position of non-interference was
undermined by Western countries, as they went on to support a change in the Libyan regime
and oust Gaddafi. The move to condemn the Syrian government by the United States was seen
as an attempt to implement another Libyan scenario and Russia was determined not make the
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same mistake again with Syria.257 As such, Russia vehemently opposed any firm and/or
intrusive action against the Syrian regime
4.2.3 United States-Syrian relations
Relations between Syria and the United States have known ups and downs but, generally
speaking, the negative issues overshadow the positive ones. Unlike with Russia, the foundation
of the United States’ relationship with Syria is not that of economic ties. Rather, the economic
relations between these two countries are believed to be non-essential for either side, which is
mostly the result of ongoing economic sanctions against Syria. As such, the United States has
been a vivid advocate of firm action against the Syrian regime for using chemical weapons.
This stance by the United States was motivated by the history, geopolitics and geo-economics
of the region, from which the United States was benefiting.

In turn, Syria became an

intrinsically valuable place for the United States to focus its concerns because its use of
chemical weapons was a threat to its broad interests in the region.
To maintain its regional foreign policy objectives, the United States became acutely involved
in the Syrian civil war on the side of the rebels in order to ensure peace and stability in the
region. Generally, the region is well known for its instability, which poses serious security
challenges to the United States and its allies. For instance, the Sunni-Shia Muslim divide is
believed to be the chief factor that threatens the stability of the Middle East. The tensions
between the Sunni and the Shia began in the early history of Islam, with a dispute over
leadership for the Muslim community following the death of the Prophet Mohammad in the
year 632. The Sunni-Shia tensions are rooted in theology and deep religious differences. As a
result, the states of the Middle East have been divided between Sunni-dominated and Shiadominated states. Over the years, these tensions have intensified sectarian warfare within the
region. Stability in the region is therefore very volatile – to the extent that an issue such as the
use of chemical weapons could easily catalyze further instability.258
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The region is furthermore well known as the “axis of evil”, as labelled by former United States
President, George W. Bush, in 2002. The term was used to describe governments accused of
helping terrorism and seeking weapons of mass destruction. The term also refers to states
including Iraq, Iran, Cuba, Libya and North Korea.259 Syria is similarly well known as a haven
for terrorist groups such as Al-Qaeda, al-Nusra Front, Islamic State of Iran and Syria (ISIS),
Hezbollah and Hamas, which are all potent adversaries to the United States. It has been
reported that the civil war in Syria carved out extensive sanctuaries where these terrorist groups
are training militants from a wide variety of other Arab countries, Europe and even the United
States.260 Because of this, there is an ever-prevalent fear of potential use or transfer of chemical
weapons to these groups. Currently, the concern is especially regarding to ISIS, which is very
active in the Syrian war. The chances of ISIS seizing and acquiring chemical weapons
production facilities within Syria seems more likely than with any other insurgent group,
because of its control over a large area in Syria, with as many as 10 million people under its
control.261 Therefore, the misplacement of chemical weapons into the hands of terrorist groups
has the potential not only to destabilize the entire region, but the United States and the world at
large.262
It is also believed that the United States’ involvement in Syria is part of its strategic plan for
controlling the region’s vast oil and gas resources.263 Although Syria has less oil reserves than
its neighbouring countries, its importance lies in the fact that many oil and gas pipelines from
these countries pass through Syria (see Figure 4.1). A conflict in Syria would therefore disturb
the oil trade, which could cause a rise in oil prices, which, in turn, would be undesirable for the
United States,264 as oil is a fungible commodity and the United States economy remains
vulnerable to sudden spikes in world oil prices. Indeed, because the United States is the biggest
oil consumer in the world, it has a vested interest in maintaining a free flow of oil and gas from
the region.265 This reality gives credibility to the speculation that the United States’ motivation
for its involvement in Syria is actually oil-based, and not over the concern of the use of
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chemical weapons, nor the thousands of innocent people who were affected by their use.266
Kubbig and Fikenscher have also noted that the United States’ interest in assuring its access to
the Middle East oil and gas reserves is one of the major reasons contributing to its constant
military presence in the region. In fact, the United States has strong military, security,
intelligence and diplomatic ties with multiple Middle Eastern nations, including Israel, Egypt,
Jordan, Lebanon and Yemen.267 It is because of this presence in various forms and degrees in
most of the Middle Eastern region that the United States is no longer viewed as an external
actor in the region, but a regional player.268 Its continued military presence is therefore aimed
at confronting any significant threats to its interests and to meet its commitments to its allies in
the region. The United States’ call against Syria’s use of chemical weapons thus arguably
discharges a façade of managing and containing the potential consequences of the Syrian civil
war in order to protect its interests in the region.
Figure 4.1: Oil and gas fields and pipelines in Syria

Source: Davide Galzoni. “Oil and Gas Fields in Syria and Iraq Controlled by ISIS,” Geopolitical Atlas, (2015), accessed 12
December 2015. http://www.geopoliticalatlas.org/oil-and-gas-fields-in-syria-and-iraq-controlled-by-isis/
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4.3

An analysis of the use of force in Syria and reaching a stalemate

When rumours of possible use of chemical weapons in Syria started to emerge in 2012, United
States President Barack Obama stated that the use thereof use would cross a “red line”, which
would come with consequences.269 He clearly asserted:
We have been very clear to the Assad government, but also to other players on the
ground that a red line for us is when we start seeing a whole bunch of chemical weapons
moving around or being utilized. That would change my calculus. That would change
my equation.270

Obama’s “red line” falls under a specific deterrence strategy that was aimed at persuading the
adversary (Syria) to avoid taking specific, well defined actions, i.e. not using chemical
weapons. Crossing the “red line” therefore meant that a military response would be initiated
against Syria.271 Consequently, following the use of chemical weapons in August 2013, Obama
signalled his willingness to impose forceful military intervention without the approval of the
UNSC in order to uphold his commitment to hold Assad accountable for using chemical
weapons.272 Nonetheless, to gather some kind of legitimacy for this proposed military action,
he announced that he would seek authorization to use force from the United States Congress.
On 4 September 2013, the Authorization for the Use of Military Force against the Government
of Syria to Respond to the Use of Chemical Weapons was adopted by the United States
Congress. The Resolution gave Obama 90 days of military action by means of armed force in a
limited and specified manner against legitimate military targets in Syria, in order to achieve
four goals:
1. Respond to the use of chemical weapons by the Syrian government in the conflict;
2. Degrade Syria’s capacity to use such weapons in future;
3. Deter Syria’s use of such weapons in order to protect the national security interests of
the United States and its allies against the use of such weapons; and
4. Prevent the transfer of these weapons to non-state actors and terrorist groups within
Syria.
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The Congressional agreement further directed Obama to confirm the determination that the use
of military force as a response to Syria’s use of chemical weapons is actually necessary and
that it was consistent with and furthers the goals of the United States in Syria. More
importantly, they specified that Assad had to conduct one or more significant chemical
weapons attacks before the United States could use the military force and that all appropriate
diplomatic and other peaceful means should have been used to prevent the deployment and use
of WMDs by Syria.273 Yet, the question still remains: was military intervention the right course
of action? This question calls for a debate on the legitimacy and justification of military
intervention – in other words, the predilection for the use of force in Syria instigates a legal and
moral enigma that aims to discover and resolve what, in a legal and moral sense, justified the
threat or use of armed military force against Syria.
Intervention in the domestic affairs of another state, as discussed in Chapter Three, is
theoretically illegal, according to the UN Charter of 1945, and is principally cemented by
Article 2(1) and Article 2(7) of the Charter, which emphasize the need to respect the national
autonomy of a state through the principle of non-intervention. Constructed to strongly
substantiate these provisions is Article 2(4), which forbids member states to intervene and use
armed force against the territorial integrity of another state.274 Article 2(4) unequivocally
stipulates:
All Members shall refrain in their international relations from the threat or use of force
against the territorial integrity or political independence of another state, or in any other
manner inconsistent with the purposes of the United Nations.

The language surrounding the concept of force has however been criticized, as the term “force”
is neither defined nor qualified. The prevailing view is that the notion “force” does not extend
to all kinds of force, such as political and economic coercion, but signifies armed force only.
This concern is addressed by the Declaration on the Principles of International Law
Concerning Friendly Relations and Co-operation among States in Accordance with the Charter
of the United Nations, which was adopted in 1970. This Declaration is considered an
authoritative statement regarding the implementation of certain provisions of the UN Charter.
273

274

U.S. Library of Congress, “S.J.Res.21- Authorization for the Use of Military Force against the Government of Syria to
Respond
to
Use
of
Chemical
Weapons,”
(2013).
Accessed
August
7,
2015.
https://www.congress.gov/113/bills/sjres21/BILLS-113sjres21pcs.pdf
United
Nations.
“Charter
of
the
United
Nations,”
(1945),
accessed
August
7,
2016.
https://treaties.un.org/doc/publication/ctc/uncharter.pdf

88

It prohibits direct and indirect intervention and the use of all kinds of force in the internal or
external affairs of any state. The prohibition of the use of force is therefore regarded as an
authoritative principle with a jus cogens character, which makes the prohibition of the use of
force a peremptory norm of international law to which no derogation is permitted.275 In other
words, the principle does not have to be signed in order to be considered as binding and the
principles of the prohibition of the use of force are to be observed by members and nonmembers alike. In the light of the above, it can therefore be argued that Article 2(4) is the
foundation of the UN Charter and serves as the backbone of the envisaged system of collective
security and peaceful relations among states.276 Hence, the Charter demands that all member
states “settle their international disputes by peaceful means in such a manner that international
peace and security, and justice, are not endangered.”277
Yet, as discussed above, the question of military intervention also forms part of the broader
question of the morality of war and the moral justification thereof – factors that are taken into
account by the framework of the JWT. As discussed in Chapter One, the JWT emphasizes that
no matter how often war has been an instrument of state power and policy, any means that
resort to it demands the discharge of a heavy burden of justification.278 The principle of jus ad
bellum (just cause, right intention, last resort, proportionality, reasonable chance of success and
right authority) will therefore be examined to determine the legitimacy and justification of the
use of force in Syria. The researcher will turn to these principles in an attempt to offer insight
into the arguments regarding the morality of the use of force by the United States.
Just cause: When one analyzes the reasons for the legality of chemical weapons mentioned in
Chapter Three, one is inclined to argue that the use of chemical weapons can be regarded as
mala in se by their very nature. Thus, the use of chemical weapons can be classified as an act
that is morally wrong in itself, which can be used to justify the use of force. Reese however
disagrees with this notion and argues that there was no moral justification for military
intervention in Syria because Syria was not attacking the United States.279 This statement
implies that self-defence stands as the only justification for the use of force. Yet most moralists
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also recognize a responsibility to protect innocent people, and they support their argument by
pointing to the R2P doctrine. As explained in Chapter Three, the R2P doctrine insists on the
obligation of states to protect their own populations from gross and widespread human rights
abuses. Failure in this regard results in the delegitimization of such governments, and, as a
result, their responsibility is passed on to outside forces, which become morally bound to act –
and unilaterally if necessary, if UN Security Council resolutions are obstructed.280 According to
this understanding of the R2P doctrine, it can be said that Syria lost its respect and territorial
integrity when it used chemical weapons against civilians. These reasons provide a just cause
for intervention in Syria and, indeed, according to Goldberg, the strong sentiment inside the
Obama Administration was that Assad’s use of chemical weapons earned him dire punishment.
Obama reinforced these sentiments in a public statement:
It’s important for us to recognize that when over 1,000 people are killed, including
hundreds of innocent children, through the use of a weapon that 98 or 99 percent of
humanity says should not be used even in war, and there is no action, then we’re
sending a signal that that international norm doesn’t mean much.281

Right intention: One is forced to consider whether Obama’s push for military action in Syria
was solely a result of his proclamation of the crossing of the “red line”, i.e. if chemical
weapons were to be used in Syria. Mwenda, concerned with Obama’s proclamation of the “red
line” argued:
In international relations, power is both a myth and reality. But the myth is always more
important than the reality. When others perceive you to be strong, they shape their
behaviour towards you in line with that perception. Should you exhibit weakness, it will
be a signal for them to disregard your demands.282

From this perspective, the United States’ invasion of Syria would have been an act of
protecting the country’s credibility so as not to appear weak. Indeed, Secretary of State, John
Kerry, commented:
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They are watching. They want to see whether the United States and our friends mean
what they say. It is directly related to our credibility and whether countries still believe
the United States when it says something. They are watching to see if Syria can get
away with it, because then maybe they too can put the world at great risk.283

United States Senators John McCain and Lindsey Graham in turn stated:
The credibility of the United States is on the line, not just with Syria, but with Iran,
North Korea, and all of our enemies and friends who are watching closely to see
whether the president backs up his words with action.284

Such proclamations can be referred to as illustrative of “the Washington playbook”, which
prescribes responses to different events, which tend to be militarized responses such as in the
cases of Afghanistan (2001), Iraq (2003) and Libya (2011).285 Given this precedent, one can
therefore conclude that the United States’ motive for military action against the Syrian regime
was largely based on the fact that its national interests would benefit from the destruction of
Assad’s regime, perhaps, according to O’Sullivan, also to engineer and seize the opportunity to
sneak its “imperial desires” into Syria.286 As such, taking military action in Syria based on
such an intention would not have been justifiable.
Proportionality and reasonable chance of success: In an interview with the Associated Press
and Russia's Channel 1 television on 4 September 2013, Putin warned against military action in
Syria:
We have our ideas about what we will do and how we will do it in case the situation
develops toward the use of force or otherwise. We have our plans.287

Considering this warning, one is forced to conclude that from the perspective of proportionality
and reasonable chance of success, military intervention was highly likely to intensify the
conflict, deepen the civil war and accelerate a spillover into the wider region.288 Lybia stands
as the most relevant example that portrays this concern. The 2011 NATO intervention,
although highly disputed, clearly exceeded proportionality but it was also an act that
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exacerbated the crisis. Given this scenario, large-scale military intervention in Syria would
have defeated the purpose of protecting civilians from further human rights violations.
Last resort: O’Sullivan argued that military intervention in Syria was premature as other
options had not been fully exhausted. He suggested:
We must work with all parties involved to try to come to a creative diplomatic solution.
We must examine our broader policies and the role played by our allies in the region in
this conflict. It's been done before and can be done again.289

President Putin also affirmed:
If we can avoid force against Syria, this will improve the atmosphere in international
politics and open the door to cooperation on other critical issues.290

These proclamations highlight avenues of possible non-military strategies in Syria, thus
rendering the use of force unjustifiable. This stance confronts the idea of the use of military
force and views measures short of it as more appropriate and more applicable. It is a dichotomy
that supports actions such as the imposition of sanctions and the use of diplomacy. It is
however imperative to note that these alternative measures may not always be a success.
Diplomacy for example, although widely hailed, has got a poor track record that will be
examined under coercive diplomacy later in this chapter. Regardless, this does not disqualify
the fact that such benign measures should be considered first before resorting to the use of
military force.
Right authority: Fisher argues that in the absence of UN approval, intervention can still be
justified by a competent authority. This approval however depends on the degree of
international consensus and the nature of the impending crisis. Perhaps NATO’s operation in
Kosovo in 1999 is the most widely renowned and respected of such cases, where grave and
immediate threats to Kosovar Albanians and strong international support made a just
intervention plausible, even without explicit UN authorization.291 According to Reese,
however, intervention without the clear authority of an international institution fails both the
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moral and legal tests, because any intervention that circumvents this structure only serves to
weaken the ability of the international community to respond to humanitarian issues.292
The absence of a UNSC decision was in fact owing to Russia, who strongly contested any
suggestion of intervention in Syria through the use of force since the onset of the civil war.
While Russia’s stance was cemented by its ties to Syria, it also demonstrated its long-standing
normative position of non-intervention. Occasions where Russia blocked intervention and the
use of force in Syria were on 4 October 2011,293 4 February 2012294 and 19 July 2012.295
Russia’s actions were backed by China, which also vetoed all the resolutions. It can be said
that China used its veto power as part of its aversion to international isolation and its
preference of abstention on issues that do not directly affect China’s interests.296 However, just
like Russia, it is argued that China acted in this way because safeguarding states’ sovereignty
and the non-interference in countries’ internal affairs have been the key principles in the
lexicon of its foreign policy.297 It is also argued that because the traditional non-interference
argument forms part and parcel of the full scope of Russia’s calculations and interests in Syria,
Russia reserved the right to veto any future action by the UN against the Syrian regime. As a
result, after the use of chemical weapons in August 2013, it was predicted that Russia might
continue to use its veto power to thwart any UN action that would be proposed in response to
the phenomenon.298 In this case, it can be argued that because Russia continually vetoed draft
resolutions against Syria, a veto on any proposal for action against Syria’s use of chemical
weapons seemed more likely.
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Putin thus asserted that decisions affecting war and peace should happen only by consensus:
No one wants the United Nations to suffer the fate of the League of Nations, which
collapsed because it lacked real leverage. This is possible if influential countries bypass
the United Nations and take military action without Security Council authorization.299

Hence, because the United States was willing to use force in Syria in the absence of a UNSC
decision, it would be an act of aggression, a gross violation of international law,300 and
therefore be unjustified.
Based on what has been argued above, the use of political and military muscle in the internal
affairs of other states is not a novel phenomenon and is fraught with moral and political
ambiguities. Such an intervention is exacerbated by the anarchic nature of the world, where
national interest determines the response to aggression and conflict and not the “misguided
notions of morality.”301 This argument can be applied to this study, as it seems apparent that
the United States’ appeal to deter and degrade Syrian chemical weapons capabilities through
the use of force was bedevilled with legal and moral paradoxes that did not provide sufficient
grounds to justify the use of force in Syria. Perhaps, if one analyzes Obama’s interview with
Jeffery Goldberg on Syria, it can be argued that this was why Obama found himself ready for
the idea of an attack that was sanctioned at least by Congress. According to Goldberg, Obama
had grown queasy about the idea of attacking Syria.302 His reticence toward military force is
also described by Steinmeier as a presentation of how keenly aware he was of the fact that the
planned strike may not have improved the situation in Syria.303 What followed, therefore, was a
stalemate.
4.4

From stalemate to diplomacy: ripeness of time

Zartman asserts that while most peaceful settlements of disputes see the substance of the
proposals for a solution as key to a successful resolution of conflict, it is also equally necessary
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to focus on the timing of efforts for a resolution.304 This notion is derived from the concepts of
the ripening of the conflict and a political stalemate, taking into consideration the damages that
may be caused to the parties involved. According to Rupiya, the factor to be taken into account
in looking for the ripe time for a resolution to a conflict is when the conflict begins to hurt the
resources and the interests of the parties involved in the conflict, and when unilateral means of
dealing with the conflict are blocked.305 Zartman describes this situation as the demonstration
of a mutually hurting stalemate, where the contending parties feel that they are in a costly,
deadlocked predicament, where neither can prevail over the other, as neither party is able to
move forward because they are constrained from doing so.306 The underlying concept is that
states are rational actors who take on a cost-benefit analysis. When their unilateral pursuit of
satisfactory results are blocked and there is increasing “pain”, they seek an alternative way out
of the impasse. Therefore, once parties recognize that they have reached a stalemate and cannot
achieve their objectives, they become more willing to opt for alternative actions that can
cultivate the means of a way forward.307 The ripe moment is therefore a condition that is seized
upon, either through the persuasion of a skilful mediator or directly by the parties involved in
the conflict. If a mediator is used, s/he must have the ability to highlight the ripeness and the
stalemate and alert the parties of the “hurt” that this is causing them and their surroundings.308
In this light, in order to move forward, Russia and the United States had to be realistic about
the consequences of not acting in Syria because inaction in the face of serious external
aggression or mass atrocities is morally problematic.309 In particular, the United States had to
realize that military intervention could not be implemented without first looking to diplomacy,
i.e it had to take into consideration of the weight of legal and moral parameters, particularly
because of the lack of international support for its proposal of forceful military intervention.
Barnes-Dacey and Levy argue that the only choice to be made in order to dissolve the impasse
in responding to the chemical weapons crisis in Syria was to make compromises, subject to
negotiation and through the promotion of diplomacy, in a way that would establish dialogue
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and reconciliation between the United States and Russia.310 Thus, the stalemate regarding Syria
instigated a readiness of the parties to make hard choices and mutual concessions. In this
situation, the ripeness of time principle predicted and identified diplomacy, not military action,
as the necessary tool for dealing with the chemical weapons crisis.
Ripeness of time, however, did not ensure the successful settlement of the chemical weapons
crisis in Syria. As Zartman cautioned, ripeness of time is only a condition, not a result.311
Therefore, although diplomacy was pursued owing the presence of a ripe moment, its success
was not guaranteed. To ensure success, Codevilla argues that the first task that diplomats
should determine is whether agreement is possible on the basis of the available terms or,
simply put, whether the objectives of both sides, although different, can be compatible. It is
only when they are compatible that negotiations can proceed with a willingness to compromise
and make concessions.312 With regards to the use of chemical weapons in Syria, the main
objectives of the United States and Russia were compatible, as their common goal was to
protect civilians from future chemical weapons attacks through degrading the Assad
government’s capability to use chemical weapons.313 Therefore, despite their tactical positions
being diametrically opposed to one another, the United States and Russia found common
ground through bilateral diplomacy (discussed below in 4.5.1) and thus reached a compromise.
In other words, diplomacy became an integral tool to foster an amicable resolution to the
chemical weapons crisis in Syria.
Overall, the use of diplomacy in Syria was implemented in order to assume a peace process
role that navigated “a series of reciprocal and self-reinforcing actions that [were] taken to
steadily move a conflict away from violence toward regularized, consensual non-violent rules
of interaction.”314 Thus, diplomacy in Syria became a strategic technique to diffuse the
opposing viewpoints of the United States and Russia. By pursuing a diplomatic outcome, the
United States and Russia were taking on a solution that would increase positive payoffs for
both parties. Diplomacy therefore became an important instrument in dealing with the chemical
weapons crisis in Syria in two ways:
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1. It became a plausible and preferable alternative to other means for addressing the
chemical weapons crisis in Syria; and
2. It also became a plausible and preferable alternative to the inaction that was induced by
a stalemate.
4.5

Postulation and analysis of the diplomatic strategy

Diplomacy was instrumental in bringing the United States and Russia together at the
negotiating table. Once they reached this point, they had to pursue a particular diplomatic
strategy in order to address the Syrian chemical weapons crisis. Revisiting the three
manifestations of diplomacy discussed in Chapter Two – coercive diplomacy, multilateral
diplomacy and disarmament diplomacy – the researcher believes that coercive diplomacy in
particular played a prominent role for ultimately addressing the chemical weapons crisis in
Syria.
The use of coercive diplomacy is not new. A well-known incident where coercive diplomacy
was employed was during the Cuban Missile Crisis in 1962, when a major military and
political tension occurred between the Soviet Union and the United States. To support Fidel
Castro's regime, Soviet President Nikita Khrushchev secretly installed ballistic missiles in
Cuba to which United States President, John F. Kennedy responded by publicly denouncing the
Soviet’s actions. In an attempt to coerce Khrushchev into reverting his actions, Kennedy
imposed a naval blockade on Cuba and declared that any missile launched from Cuba would
warrant a full-scale retaliatory attack by the United States.315 In this incident, coercive
diplomacy managed to avert a full-scale nuclear war and the crisis ended as suddenly as it had
begun. This event was one of the few instances where the use of coercive diplomacy was
successful, since, for the past two decades, it has usually failed dismally. For example, efforts
at coercive diplomacy against Saddam Hussein’s Iraq failed on multiple occasions, as they had
against Afghanistan under the Taliban, and, more recently, in the case of Muammar Gadhafi in
Libya. 316 Another case can be made that coercive diplomacy also repeatedly failed against Kim

315
316

Sheldon Stern, The Cuban Missile Crisis in America’s Memory: Myths versus Reality, (USA: Stanford University
Press, 2012), 2.
Sam Brannen, “The Return of Coercive Diplomacy,” Defense One, (Septemeber 23, 2013), accessed 23 March 2016,
http://www.defenseone.com/ideas/2013/09/return-coercive-diplomacy/70284/

97

Jong-Il’s North Korea, which has provoked the international community by its nuclear
weapons program and repeated nuclear tests in 2006, 2009, 2013 and 2016.317
Despite this failure rate, the overall implementation of coercive diplomacy in the political
realm is usually undertaken for the purposes of engaging in an offensive diplomatic strategy,
where the goal is to force the opponent to give up what it already possessed or face
consequences for non-compliance.318 This diplomatic strategy takes on the development of
procedures and policies for conciliation in which disputes and disagreements are identified,
options are developed, alternatives considered and a resolution by agreement is reached. In
other words, it can be argued that both Russia and the United States resorted to normal,
traditional bilateral diplomacy and agreed to apply coercive diplomacy in order to dissolve the
stalemate and deal with the crisis.
4.5.1 An analysis of the role of coercive diplomacy against Syria’s chemical weapons
The ripe moment for the use of diplomacy in Syria was catalyzed when United States Secretary
of State, John Kerry, in a compromise statement, suggested that should Syria hand over its
chemical weapons to the international community for destruction, the imminent military attack
by the United States would be diffused. Following this announcement, Russian Foreign
Minister Sergei Lavrov appealed to the Syrian government on 9 September 2013 to not only
allow their chemical weapons storage places to fall under international control, but also to
further their destruction as well as accede to the CWC in full in a bid to avert military
intervention.319 The proposal led the United States and Russia to negotiate a landmark joint
framework titled the Framework for the Elimination of Syrian Chemical Weapons on 14
September 2013. The main mandate of the Framework was to ensure the destruction of Syria’s
chemical weapons capabilities in the quickest and safest manner. It also expressed its
commitment to gaining immediate international control over chemical weapons and their
components in Syria. For this purpose, a decision setting down special procedures for the
expeditious destruction of Syria’s stockpile was accepted by the Executive Council of the
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OPCW on 27 September 2013. As expressed in the Framework, the United States and Russia
committed to work together towards prompt adoption of a UNSC resolution that would
reinforce the decision of the OPCW Executive Council.320 Of significance here was the
agreement between the two states that such a resolution should impose measures under Chapter
VII of the UN Charter in the event of non-compliance on the part of Syria, including
unauthorized transfer or any use of chemical weapons.321
Following the signing of the Framework, Syria, on the same day (14 September 2013),
promptly announced its willingness to place its chemical weapons under international control,
publicly admitting for the first time that it had such weapons. It also acceded to
the CWC, provisionally applying it directly, until it formally took effect on 14 October 2013.
Following Syria’s acceding to the requirements of the CWC, the United States and Russia
unanimously adopted UNSC Resolution 2118 on 27 September 2013 and agreed to an OPCWUN Joint Mission, whose task was to ensure the destruction of Syria’s chemical weapons
stockpile in a verifiable manner. This scenario is illustrative of how the United States and
Russia came together at the negotiating table and initiated a process of coercive diplomacy.
According to Art and Greenhill, it was Putin and Assad’s fear of the United States’ threat of
use of force that played a huge role in formulating a collaborative initiative between the United
States and Russia.322 In other words, the Resolution adopted by the United States Congress, i.e.
the Authorization for the Use of Military Force against the Government of Syria to Respond to
Use of Chemical Weapons, compelled Russia to propose a possible escape route from military
intervention by urging Syria to hand its chemical weapons arsenal to the international
community.323 They argue that this scenario was a repeat of what had happened in the Kosovo
war in 1999, when NATO’s attempt to stop Serbia from using force in Kosovo failed. NATO
then began to threaten a ground invasion of Serbia and Russia, who was Serbia’s only ally at
the time, pressuring former Serbian President Slobidan Milosevic to come to the negotiating

320
321
322
323

U.S Department of State. “Framework for Elimination of Syrian Chemical Weapons,” (2013), accessed 14 March
2013. http://www.state.gov/r/pa/prs/ps/2013/09/214247.htm
Ibid
Robert J. Art and Kelly M. Greenhill. The Use of Force: Military Power and International Politics, 8th edition, (United
Kingdom: Rowman and Littlefield, 2015), 107.
Amos Harel, “Analysis: Russian Proposal on Chemical Weapons Just Might Resolve Syria Face-off,” Haaretz Daily
Newspaper, (September 10, 2013), accessed November 5, 2015. http://www.haaretz.com/news/middle-east/.premium1.546084

99

table.324 It was thus the threat of a NATO ground invasion that coerced Russia to bring
Milosevic around, with the same mechanism recently at work in Syria.
To demonstrate that the United States and Russia’s response to Syria’s use of chemical
weapons was an issue of coercive diplomacy, reference to the three basic tenents (the demand,
threat and time pressure) and variables of coercive diplomacy identified in Chapter Two will be
applied below.
i.

The demand

UNSC Resolution 2118 was adopted with the aim of backing the United States-Russia
Framework for the Elimination of Syrian Chemical Weapons. The Resolution was welcomed
by many countries across the globe, including China, England and France. China's Foreign
Minister, Wang Yi, for example, applauded the unanimous resolution and welcomed the peace
initiatives for the conflict:
This is the first time that the Security Council has taken a joint major action on the
Syrian issue in more than one year. In dealing with the Syrian issue, the Security
Council must bear in mind the purposes and principles of the UN Charter, act with a
sense of responsibility to the Syrian people, the world and history, and ensure that any
decision it takes can stand the test of history. We hope that the relevant parties will stay
in close cooperation, fulfil their respective responsibilities and implement the OPCW
decision and Security Council resolution in a comprehensive and accurate manner so as
to eventually achieve a proper settlement of the issue of chemical weapons in Syria.325

UNSC Resolution 2118 welcomed the decision of the Executive Council of the OPCW on 27
September 2013 to establish special procedures and timelines (and threats for non-compliance,
as will be discussed in the next section) for expeditious destruction of the Syrian chemical
weapons program and the verification thereof. In other words, the OPCW was given a leading
role pertaining to the supervision of the destruction or removal of chemical weapons in Syria.
Subsequently, the OPCW decisions were incorperated in the UNSC Resolution 2118 and on 16
October 2013, the task of destroying or removing chemical weapons in Syria was named The
OPCW-UN Joint Mission in Syria.326
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According to the UNSC Resolution 2118 (see addendum 1), the OPCW-UN Joint Mission was
tasked with ensuring that Syria cooperated fully with the OPCW in accordance with Paragraph
8 of Article IV and Paragraph 10 of Article V of the CWC. Syria was to destroy its chemical
weapons and production facilities as soon as possible. This agreement obligated Syria to
provide the UN personnel with immediate and unfettered access to and the right to inspect the
chemical weapons, and to discharge their functions at any and all sites.327 Thus, as stipulated in
Resolution 2118, the following demands and timelines were imposed on Syria:
a) To provide information, not later than seven days, of its chemical weapons stockpile, in
particular, the names and military designator of each chemical, including toxins,
precursors and quantities thereof; the specific type of devices, munitions and submunitions including the specific quantities of each type whether filled or unfilled; and
the location of all of its chemical weapons. The latter includes storage facilities and
production, development and research facilities.
b) To complete the destruction of chemical weapons production and mixing/filling
equipment no later than 1 November 2013.
c) To complete the elimination of all chemical weapons material and equipment in the
first half of 2014, i.e. by 30 June 2014.
The principles and methods for the destruction of Syria’s chemical weapons stockpile program
were to strictly follow the obligations of Paragraph 12 of Chapter IV (A) of the CWC’s
Verification Annex. This Paragraph denotes that chemical weapons have to be converted in an
irreversible way to a form unsuitable for reproduction and in a manner that renders munitions
and other devices unusable. In addition, the destruction process needed to guarantee that no
harm would come to the people and the environment. A safe technology was therefore to be
used for the destruction of the chemical weapons stockpile. The bulk agent and precursors of
Syria’s stockpile were to be destroyed somewhere else than on Syrian soil. This decision did
not emanate from the provisions of the CWC but from Articles 24 and 103 of the UN Charter,
which allowed for this descision to be reconciled with the prohibition on chemical weapons
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transfer under Article I of the CWC.328 Although some members of the OPCW Executive
Council expressed their reservation in this regard, the decision was considered prudent as it
would avoid the future obstruction of decision-making owing to the time-consuming legal
debates that may arise.329 It was therefore arranged for Syria’s most dangerous chemical
weapons to be loaded at the port city of Latakia onto a Danish cargo vessel, which would then
set sail for the Italian container port of Gioia Tauro. This ship was to be accompanied by a
naval escort from China, Russia, Norway and Denmark. The less toxic chemical weapons were
to be loaded on a Norwegian vessel en route to the same destination.330 Upon arrival at Gioia
Tauro, the weapons would be loaded onto a United States ship, the MV Cape Ray, for
destruction of the weapons in the international waters of the Mediterranean through a process
of hydrolysis.331
ii.

The threat

UNSC Resolution 2118 refers to Chapter VII of the UN Charter, which provides the
framework within which the Security Council may take enforcement action in the case of noncompliance. The chapter allowed the UNSC to “determine the existence of any threat to the
peace, breach of the peace, or act of aggression” and to make recommendations or to resort to
non-military and military action to maintain or restore international peace and security.332 Nonmilitary measures are described in Article 41 of Chapter VII, where measures such as sanctions
are described, which range from comprehensive trade and economic sanctions to more targeted
measures such as travel bans, arms embargoes or diplomatic or financial restrictions. Article 43
of Chapter VII then outlines measures that permit the use of armed force in cases where nonmilitary measures are considered to be or have been proven to be inadequate.333 Article 43 has
been used numerous times in history to authorize military operations, for example, during the
Korean War in 1950, the Gulf War in 1991 and in Somalia in 1992.334
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It is however imperative to note that Syria, prior to its use of chemical weapons, was already
subjected to some United States sanctions in response to a series of rogue activities by the
regime over previous years. Since the beginning of the civil war in 2011, the United States had
pursued calibrated sanctions against the Syrian government. These include Executive Orders
13572, 13573 and 13582. These Executive Orders imposed and extended sanctions that
blocked all assets of persons responsible for, complicit in or supporting the commission of
human rights abuses in Syria. Specifically, these Executive Orders pressed for the freezing of
all property of the Syrian government, its agencies, senior officials, instrumentalists,
individuals or entities responsible for human rights abuses. The orders also prohibited all new
investment in Syria by any citizen from the United States and any transaction in or related to
petroleum products of Syrian origin.335 Syria was not, however, subjected to any sanctions by
Russia, owing to their close ties. It was also not subjected to any UN sanctions, because of a reemphasis by Russia that the UN should not be involved in Syria’s internal affairs. As a result,
Russia refused to back any UN proposal that would include sanctions as a solution.336 Despite
Russia’s efforts to block any means of force in Syria, however, talk of Chapter VII in
Resolution 2118 essentially implied the use of military force in Syria should it fail to comply
with the requirements for disarmament of its chemical weapons, albeit only after the adoption
of a second resolution.337 Therefore, if Syria failed to comply with the demands, the use of
force would be deemed legal and legitimate because the provisions of Resolution 2118 were
binding and enforceable, which made the threat credible.
iii)

The time limit/deadline

One can argue that given the alleged magnitude of the Syrian chemical arsenal, its
dismantlement would take years because of the constraints posed by the ongoing civil war.
Nevertheless, the mandate of the OPCW-UN Joint Mission was to oversee the timely
elimination of Syria’s chemical weapons program according to a set timetable. Step-by-step
deadlines, albeit highly compressed and stringent, for elimination procedures were articulated.
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By comparison, Libya, which had a sizable chemical weapons stockpile as Syria,338 began its
destruction programme in 2004 and only finished destruction in 2014.339 Although the
operation was stopped for almost a year during the civil war, there has been 10 years of effort
to rid Libya of its chemical weapons, compared with the nine month goal for Syria.
However, considering that a significant amount of time has lapsed following the demand for
Syria to hand over all its chemical weapons to the international community for destruction, it is
not difficult to determine if the time limits that were set, were met. Indeed, Table 4.1 illustrates
that the deadlines imposed by the OPCW were in fact all met. It can be argued that the
destruction of Syria’s chemical weapons stockpile was a smooth process and was ahead of
schedule.340
Table 4.1:

The demands and time limits imposed on Syria to eliminate its chemical
weapons stockpile

The demand

a)

Syria to hand over its chemical weapons information

b) The destruction of equipment for producing, mixing and filling

Imposed deadline

Met

Within 1 week

√

1 November 2013

√

30 June 2014

√

chemical weapons
c)

Complete elimination of Syria’s chemical weapons

Source: information retrieved from Paul F. Walker. “Syrian Chemical Weapons Destruction: Taking Stock and Looking
Ahead,” Arms Control Association, (2014), accessed 5 May 2016. http://www.armscontrol.org/ACT/2014_12/Features/SyrianChemical-Weapons-Destruction-Taking-Stock-And-Looking-Ahead

Bearing in mind the four variants of coercive diplomacy, namely explicit ultimatum, tacit
ultimatum, try-and-see approach and the gradual turning of the screw discussed in Chapter
Two, it can be argued that the strategy that was applied to rid Syria of its chemical weapons
resembles the strategy of the explicit ultimatum. In accordance with the explicit ultimatum,
direct commands and threats were imposed upon Syria, together with a sense of urgency,
which led to Syria joining the CWC, submitting its chemical weapons inventory according to a
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stipulated deadline and surrendering and destroying its chemical weapons by a stipulated
deadline. This implementation of the explicit ultimatum also reinforced the credibility of the
imposed deadline for Syria, where a strong sense of urgency was articulated from the outset of
the diplomatic process in order to resolve the chemical weapons crisis.
4.5.2

Evaluating the success of coercive diplomacy in Syria

In The Dynamics of Coercion, Byman and Waxman argue about the uncertain meaning of
success in coercive diplomacy. They claim that classifying a case as a success or failure
depends on the ultimate goal the coercer seeks. In most cases, there is confusion and debate
when different analyses of the same event are compared. Such an example would be the 1991
Operation Desert Storm, when the behaviour sought from Iraq’s Saddam Husain was believed
to be for him to peacefully retreat from Kuwait. One may deduce that the air campaign was a
coercive success, because Iraq was willing to withdraw by the time the bombings ended.
However, one could also argue that coercion in this case was a failure because the coalition
objective was mainly to induce Iraq to withdraw without having to forcefully expel it through
the use of force.341 This latter argument is sound and valid when looking through the lenses of
George and Simons’ view of coercive diplomacy, where a success is when the adversary gives
in to the demands without use of extensive force.342 This contention surrounding the evaluation
of the success of coercive diplomacy conveys what Byman and Waxman proclaim as the
uncertain meaning of success. They therefore argue that when assessing the impact of coercion,
one is required to establish a baseline that provides a binary metric of success, in which a
coercive strategy is seen as either working or failing.343 As such, in this study, the baseline for
assessment of the success and/or failure of coercive diplomacy would be particularly derived
from a set of objectives of the agreements and resolutions that the United States and Russia
adopted to deal with the chemical weapons in Syria, i.e UNSC Resolution 2118.
The fundamental objective of Russia and the United State’s agreement was the rapid
destruction of Syria’s chemical production facilities, equipment and weapons. The aim was to
place Syria’s chemical weapons stockpile and capabilities under a stringent and irreversible
disarmament process that sought the abolition of the use and existence of chemical weapons
341
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altogether.344 The question to be asked now is whether their intervention was successful
according to the articulated demands. In this regard, Syria’s disclosure of its chemical weapons
inventory on 21 September 2013, within the seven-day deadline, revealed that Assad had 41
chemical weapons facilities at 23 sites. According to the OPCW Director General Ahmet
Uzümcü, when the actual destruction began on 6 October 2013, cooperation of the Syrian
government was quite constructive,345 to the extent that by 18 August 2014, it was reported that
Syria’s declared chemical weapons had been successfully destroyed, well ahead of schedule.346
The above success conveys the following proclamation by Tamerlani: “in the world of nonproliferation, an uneventful year is ideal… in the world of disarmament, a year full of events
means progress.”347 Therefore, from the reports about Syria’s destruction of chemical weapons,
one can argue that cooperation between the United States and Russia can be viewed as a
corollary of both theoretical and practical aspects of the chemical weapons regime, illustrating
a practical approach to chemical diplomacy. In other words, chemical diplomacy in Syria,
resulting from joint United States-Russian coercive diplomacy, gave a positive reflection of the
relevance and effectiveness of the numerous international legal and arms control frameworks
that prohibit their production and use and promote their total destruction altogether, i.e the
chemical weapons regime. In fact, the destruction of Syria’s stockpile can be regarded as an
exemplary effort that will help the arms control and non-proliferation regime edge closer to
eliminating all declared chemical weapons in the world and to focus on preventing the
(re)emergence of these weapons. Moreover, this diplomatic momentum also created a new
dynamic example in terms of the disarmament of Syria’s chemical weapons, as it might bring
other states such as North Korea into negotiations about their WMDs and disarming them. This
model of disarmament may also become an example for other rogue regimes and non-state
actors against initiating a chemical arms race in the region. It is therefore fair to say that the
chemical weapons regime has proven its worth, by merely highlighting its continued
importance and, although sometimes slow, its effectiveness in the international community.
In April 2014, however, growing allegations surfaced of a renewed chemical weapons attack in
Syria, in particular the use of chlorine gas and mustard gas. To verify these allegations, the
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OPCW set up a Fact Finding Mission (FFM), whose role was to determine whether chemical
weapons were still being used. The FFM reported that it had compelling evidence that toxic
chemicals had been used as a weapon.348 In its report dated 18 December 2014, the FFM
concluded that chlorine was used in the villages of Kafr Zeita, Al-Tamana’a and Tal Minnis in
eight incidents within a ten-day period in April. Although the FFM did not assign blame
because it was not empowered to attribute responsibility to one or more parties to the
conflict,349 witnesses claimed that they heard a helicopter overhead, which placed blame on the
government as it is the only force with helicopters in Syria.350 The Syrian government
vehemently denied these allegations, stating that its entire chemical weapons arsenal was
handed over for destruction by the international community.
Subsequently, the UNSC unanimously adopted Resolution 2235 on 7 August 2015, which
established an investigation mechanism that allowed the UN together with the OPCW to
identify the perpetrators responsible for the renewed use of chemical weapons in Syria. Its
mandate was “to identify to the greatest extent feasible, individuals, entities, groups or
governments who were perpetrators, organizers, sponsors or otherwise involved in the use of
chemicals as weapons, including chlorine or any other toxic chemical.”351 Resolution 2235 also
reaffirmed it would impose measures under Chapter VII of the UN Charter in response to
violations of Resolution 2118. The first report of this joint investigative mechanism came in
on 12 February 2016. It identified 23 renewed incidences of chemical attacks in Syria (see
Table 4.2).
The report however did not point out the perpetrators. Instead, the report stated:
The process of identifying those involved in the use of chemicals as weapons is a complex
task for which the Mechanism will require the continued support and cooperation of all
states and other sources, in particular so that the Mechanism can access and obtain
information that will assist in its investigation.352
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Given the renewed attacks and the lack of confirmation as to who the perpetrators were, it can
be said that considering that the underlying goal of the overall chemical diplomacy was to deter
Assad’s use of chemical weapons and to degrade Syria’s capacity to use such weapons in the
future, the success of the United States-Russian coercive diplomacy for ridding Syria of its
chemical weapons could now be questionable. Given the possibility that the perpetrators of
these renewed attacks could be insurgency groups, particularly ISIS,353 it raises the following
question: how did ISIS acquire chemical weapons, if the stockpile was indeed destroyed as
claimed by the Assad regime?
Table 4.2: Incidences of renewed chemical attacks in Syria
Town

Date of attack

Kafr Zita

10-11 April 2014

Al-Tamanah
Al-Tamanah
Kafr Zita
Talmenes
Al-Tamanah
Al-Tamanah
Al-Tamanah
Qmenas
Sarmin
Binnish
Sarmin
Sarmin
Idlib
Kurin
Idlib
Al-Nerab
Al-Nerab
Al-Nerab
Saraqib
Sarmin
Idlib
Marea

12 April 2014
18 April 2014
18 April 2014
21 April 2014
29-30 April 2014
22 May 2014
25-26 May 2014
16 March 2015
16 March 2015
23 March 2015
23 March 2015
26 March 2015
31 March 2015
mid-April 2015
16 April 2015
27 April 2015
1 May 2015
2 May 2015
2 May 2015
16 May 2015
20 May 2015
21 August 2015

Source: United Nations, “Letter dated 12 February 2016 from the
Secretary-General addressed to the President of the Security Council,”
(2016), accessed March 12, 2016.
http://www.un.org/ga/search/view_doc.asp?symbol=S/2016/142
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A plausible explanation is that the chemical weapons may have come from the stockpiles of the
Syrian government, which may have been the case because there have been an increasing
number of statements expressing concern about the veracity of Syria’s initial chemical
weapons declaration.354 Therefore, ISIS may have taken control of chemical weapons at any of
the undeclared sites. It is also believed that ISIS controls large areas of Iraq, which could
contain remnants of Saddam Hussein’s old chemical weapons program, but experts reject these
sentiments because of the belief that those stockpiles would be significantly degraded by
now.355 There is also evidence to suggest that ISIS has the know-how of manufacturing the
chemical weapons it might be using in Syria,356 which, if true, poses a security danger not only
to the Middle East, but the international community at large.
Until there is concrete confirmation as to who is behind the recent chemical weapons attacks in
Syria, one can thus argue against the success of the United States-Russian coercive diplomacy
in ridding Syria of its chemical weapons. In other words, if measuring the success of coercive
diplomacy is understood to be for the goal of deterring any further use of chemical weapons in
Syria, it can be assumed as a failure. If the objective was to degrade Syria’s capacity to use
such weapons in the future, it can also be assumed a failure. Lastly, if it was to prevent the
transfer of chemical weapons to terrorist groups or other non-state actors within Syria, it also
qualifies as a failure.
4.5.3 Analysis of multilateral diplomacy in resolving the Syrian chemical weapons crisis
The whole issue of multilateral diplomacy and its role in contemporary international politics
raises several questions. Sileo argues that multilateral initiatives in intervention issues have
undergone a renaissance since the end of the Cold War as contemporary politics have tempered
the easy pursuing of multilateral objectives in a non-polarized and cohesive international
community.357 This situation is noticeable in the UNSC, where there have been huge
constraints in obtaining unanimity among states with competing interests. A closer look at the
manifestations of negotiations pertaining to this matter therefore prompts one to argue that it is
through bilateral diplomacy that multilateral negotiations are initiated and supported. In the
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case of the Syrian chemical weapons crisis, this was demonstrated by effective initial bilateral
talks and agreements between the United States and Russia, which later gave birth to a
multilateral diplomatic approach to the chemical weapons crisis in Syria. Their mutual
agreement in turn fostered conducive collective participation from various countries and
international organizations, which directly and indirectly supported the push for collective
action to destroy Syria’s chemical weapons. Indeed, these countries even contributed monetary
funds for the destruction of the chemical weapons stockpile, as shown in Figure 4.2
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Figure 4.2:

Contributions to the OPCW Syria trust fund for the destruction of
chemical weapons

Source: Organisation for the Prohibition of Chemical Weapons, “OPCW/UN Joint Mission,” (2013), accessed December 12,
2015. http://opcw.unmissions.org/LinkClick.aspx?fileticket=Yw0vVMzJwvw=&tabid=205

4.5.4 Analysis of disarmament diplomacy
Taking note of the provisions of the CWC stated in Chapter Three – that it seeks to eliminate
the possibility of developing, producing, using, stockpiling or transferring chemical weapons –
the use of these weapons in Syria afforded the international community an opportunity to
transform their solemn pledge to renounce chemical weapons into a verifiable reality, i.e. by
completely disarming and eliminating Syria’s chemical weapons stockpile. However, given the
polarized nature of the United States’ and Russia’s objectives and interests in Syria as
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discussed, forceful disarmament would not have succeeded. Moreover, given the geopolitical
context at the time, finding, dismantling and eliminating Syria’s chemical weapons would have
been a very daunting task that required consent and cooperation with the Syrian government
and a United States-Russian collaboration. This situation emphasized the need for the United
States and Russia to establish a collaborative approach of cooperation first, in order to
effectively engage in discussion about disarmament of Syria’s chemical weapons.
4.6

Conclusion

This chapter presented the argument that the intervention of the United States and Russia in
order to deal with Syria’s chemical weapons use and stockpile was a case of diplomacy in
action. Diplomacy in this case became the principal substitute for the use of force and a tool for
peaceful settlement of differences between the United States and Russia to reach a common
goal, i.e. ridding Syria of its chemical weapons. The chapter also outlined that the way in
which a crisis is dealt with is related to the political will of the interested parties. In this case,
this will was interwoven with the notion of threats and demands. Coercive diplomacy therefore
became a strategic diplomatic tool for the United States and Russia, which was used to pursue
their objectives of punishing, deterring and ridding Syria of the acquisition, stockpiling and use
of chemical weapons. Given the very specific political and strategic context of the coercive
diplomacy and the chemical disarmament that eventually occurred, it can be strongly argued
that the conditions that made it possible may less likely be reproducible in future cases where
the international community has to deal with states in possession of chemical weapons.
Nevertheless, it can be concluded from the analysis on the success of diplomacy and/or
coercive diplomacy that the role of diplomacy in the settlement of crises is not always
successful. However, it is noteworthy that the use of coercive diplomacy managed to cultivate
a process that resulted in Syria agreeing to destroy its sophisticated chemical weapons arsenal,
thus proving that, despite the shortcomings of diplomacy and its methods, there is no other
basis for the settlement of differences that can replace diplomacy. Other methods like the use
of force, for example, can only lead to an impasse, as shown in the initial sections of the
chapter. After the impasse has been reached, diplomacy is always called upon to resolve the
crisis. It is necessary therefore to consider diplomacy as the “art of the feasible, because it
embodies the elements of understanding, convention and compromise, which are the only
elements normally leading to the finding of solutions and ensure for people the much desired
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peace, via the conjunction of common interests and away from inopportune publicity and
chauvinistic loud tones and rivalries that surely lead to conflicts.”358
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CHAPTER 5
EVALUATION AND CONCLUSION
5.1

Introduction

This study sought to investigate the United States’ and Russia’s intervention in Syria,
following the use of chemical weapons in 2013 during the Syrian civil war. The main aim was
to establish and describe the role of diplomacy in dealing with the chemical weapons crisis in
Syria. To achieve this aim, Chapter One of this study set out how the use of chemical weapons
in Syria was rejected by the international community. It highlighted that chemical weapons fall
under the umbrella of WMDs and have the ability and capacity to cause destruction on a
massive scale. Furthermore, their impact is long-lasting and indiscriminate, and the effects may
persist for an extended period of time in the environment and in the population.359 The use of
chemical weapons in Syria was therefore not only a threat to international peace but also a
threat to global arms control and the non-proliferation of chemical weapons, which seeks a
world free of chemical weapons. As such, the international community had to respond to
Syria’s use of chemical weapons in order to deter it from using chemical weapons in future.
Chapter Two then outlined the conceptualization and theoretical aspects of diplomacy. The
researcher emphasized that states are endowed differently with different potentials (soft power
and hard power) and the exertion of these endowed potentials can be controlled through the art
of diplomacy. The chapter uses the term “chemical diplomacy” to elaborate efforts of arms
control, non-proliferation, disarmament and deterrence of chemical weapons. Under the
auspices of chemical diplomacy, its objectives can be achieved through the use of different
manifestations of diplomacy such as multilateral diplomacy, disarmament diplomacy and
coercive diplomacy.
The major contributions of this work were presented in Chapters Three and Four. The third
chapter examined the international legal foundations of the chemical weapons arms control
regime. The arguments espoused in the chapter fostered an understanding as to why the use,
production and acquisition of chemical weapons are outlawed by a number of international
legal frameworks. In order to enforce the provisions of non-compliance and violation of the
treaties, the use of chemical weapons is regarded as a legal basis for intervention by the
359
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international community. The fourth chapter analyzed how state interests affect its decisions
and strategies of intervention. This analysis was followed by an examination of political and
moral dynamics that influenced the United States and Russia to use diplomacy in Syria, instead
of intervening through the use of military force
Against this background, this concluding chapter seeks to present the key findings of the study,
in an attempt to illustrate how this study provided a satisfactory answer to the research problem
and the main research question. In this chapter, the findings are discussed in relation to the
research questions and the theoretical background of the study. The research question of this
study was: what role has United States and Russian diplomacy played in disarming Syria’s
chemical weapons stockpile and preventing the further use of such weapons in the Syrian Civil
War? In order to answer this main question, this study was guided by five sub-questions:
1. What does international law stipulate about chemical weapons stockpiling and use?
2. What were the motivations for United States and Russian involvement and intervention in
Syria, and what were the implications of intervening in Syria?
3. What role did diplomacy play in ensuring United States and Russian cooperation in
responding to the chemical weapons crisis in Syria?
4. Which type of diplomacy best explains the process through which a resolution to the
chemical weapons crisis was achieved?
5.2

Discussion of findings

The first question related to international law regarding chemical weapons stockpiling and use.
This study highlighted that the subject of chemical weapons is an issue that provoked protest
upon their introduction as a novel technology of warfare. As a result, there is a worldwide
taboo against chemical weapons and this stigma has been ascribed to the human revulsion
against poisons, the indiscriminatory nature of chemical weapons, the unintended and
prolonged consequences of chemical weapons and the notion that they are ineffective in the
battlefield. The Geneva Gas Protocol, the CWC and international customary law are believed
to be the most relevant contemporary legal frameworks that prohibit the use of chemical
weapons. Syria’s use of chemical weapons during its civil war was therefore a violation of
these legal frameworks, but a closer look at the provisions of some of these frameworks render
them inapplicable and unenforceable to the Syrian crisis. The Geneva Gas Protocol, for
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example, has a number of significant shortcomings that made it a non-applicable framework in
Syria. What is problematic about the Protocol is that it does not cover internal or civil conflicts
and its prohibition applies to state parties only. It does not prohibit the development,
production or stockpiling of chemical weapons. Also problematic is the fact that member states
reserve the right to use chemical weapons against other states in retaliation if these weapons
were used against them. Moreover, the Geneva Gas Protocol, together with international
customary law, have deficiencies in that they only prohibit the use of chemical weapons and do
not stipulate measures for violations and non-compliance. This omission leaves the CWC as
the most applicable legal framework, as it also outlines enforcement measures. It is because of
these factors that the CWC is viewed as the first disarmament agreement negotiated within a
multilateral framework that provides for the elimination of an entire category of WMDs. As
such, in accordance to the provisions of the CWC, Syria had to be held accountable for its use
of chemical weapons.
In answer to the question regarding the reasons behind the United States’ and Russia’s interests
and involvement in Syria, the study illustrated that the two countries had different motivations
and interests in Syria. With regards to Russia, it is believed that its relations with Syria are
strong, hence Putin has stood steadfast with the Syrian regime and supported Assad’s regime
during the civil war. The foundation of Russia’s solid relationship with Syria lies in its military
and economic ties. Unlike Russia, the United States’ relations with Syria are sour, with no
bilateral military or economic interests. As such, the United States has supported the opposition
parties against Assad and has also called for the removal of the Syrian regime. It is through
these different interests that diverging opinions on how the international community should
react in Syria were based. In other words, the polarized nature of the United States and Russia
weighed heavily in the decision-making process, as each had different strategies of intervention
that they sought to implement in line with their interests or objectives in Syria.
The second part of question two sought to analyze the implications of intervening in Syria.
Perhaps most importantly was that the UNSC could not reach a unanimous decision for using
force in Syria. The United States was proposing a resolution for military intervention in Syria,
while Russia vetoed it. Another problem was the argument on intervention and the use of
force. The study highlighted that intervention and the use of force in the affairs of another state
is generally prohibited in international legal frameworks. The UN Charter specifically forbids
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the use of force in another state. It also emphasizes sovereignty and territorial integrity. As
such, the prohibition of the use of force is regarded as a jus congens character, i.e. the use of
force is prohibited for all states, whether they are members or non-members of the Charter. The
use of force is also controlled by the JWT. This study used the jus ad bellum principles to
investigate the legitimacy of intervention through the use of force in Syria. However, the
potential use of force against Syria for the use of chemical weapons failed to meet all the
criteria of jus ad bellum and as such, it was concluded that although preventing the use of
chemical weapons is necessary, it was not a sufficient condition for forcefully intervening in
Syria. The result of the polarized nature of the UNSC, dominated by the United States’ stance
of forceful intervention versus Russia’s stance against forceful intervention, was therefore a
stalemate, which almost led to inaction against Syria’s use of chemical weapons.
The last two questions of the study further examined how the stalemate between the United
States and Russia created the ripe moment for these actors to come to the negotiating table.
Thus, diplomacy became a viable instrument to deal with the chemical weapons crisis.
Diplomacy in this case became a plausible and preferable alternative to the inaction that was
induced by the stalemate. It also became a plausible and preferable alternative to other means
for addressing the chemical weapons issue in Syria. In essence, it became an alternative to the
traditional use of armed force that had features of unilateralism, self-help and zero-sum
thinking.
Having concluded that diplomacy was a viable tool to respond to the chemical weapons in
Syria, the study then outlined that the diplomatic strategy of achieving the objectives of
chemical diplomacy was a case of coercive diplomacy. This manifestation of diplomacy was
selected from the three that were explained in Chapter Two, namely multilateral diplomacy,
disarmament diplomacy and coercive diplomacy. It was concluded that although disarmament
diplomacy and multilateral diplomacy played a role in ridding Syria of its chemical weapons,
they were not adequate in explaining the processes and the conditions that were imposed to rid
Syria of its chemical weapons. Because the study viewed coercive diplomacy as a strategy
where the goal is to force the opponent to give up what it possessed already it was deemed
applicable to this situation. Furthermore, this diplomatic strategy relies neither on negotiation
nor the actual use of force; instead, it relies on the threat of the use of force. The overall goal of
the threat or the limited use of force was to back one’s demand on an adversary with the threat
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of punishment for non-compliance. In this case, a situation was presented where the United
States and Russia sought to persuade Syria to get rid its chemical weapons stockpile through
the threat of use of force. There existed a demand in which there was no ambiguity about what
exactly was required from Syria in regards of its chemical weapons stockpile. There was a
threat that strove to create in Syria an expectation of impeding costs, which were enough to
erode its motivations to refuse to adhere to the demands. There was also a time pressure
involved, which created a sense of urgency for compliance. The combination of the demand,
the threat and the time pressure in turn created an explicit ultimatum. To this end, coercive
diplomacy was successful to a large extent, as it led to the elimination of Syria’s chemical
weapons stockpile.
In light of these arguments, the overall key findings of the study are as follows:
i.

The acquisition and use of chemical weapons is a violation of international law that
warrants perpetrators to be held accountable. However, chemical weapons do not only
become a threat once they are used, but their production and acquisition also constitute
a threat and a violation of international law.

ii.

The decision to intervene emanates when national interests are at stake.

iii.

The method of intervention is dictated by the interests of the parties involved.

iv.

The use of military use of force is constrained by a mixture of legal and moral
arguments, leaving diplomacy as a viable instrument for ensuring arms control, nonproliferation, deterrence and disarmament of chemical weapons.

5.3

Theoretical conclusions

The theoretical conclusions will be drawn in line with the United States’ and Russia’s
cooperation and use of diplomacy in dealing with the chemical weapons situation in Syria. This
study was based on three theoretical frameworks, namely the neorealist theory, liberal
institutionalism and the JWT.
Neo-realists argue that states are the principal actors in the international arena. They present
states as self-centred entities that are mainly driven by issues of their own security and struggle
for power, and act in pursuit of their own national interests.360 Since neo-realists assume that
360
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states think and act in terms of interests defined as power, it can be argued that the United
States and Russia plausibly saw collective action and a Syrian compromise as being in their
power-related interests. With that in mind, it is important to consider the factors that brokered
this collective action and Syrian compromise. For the United States, it can be argued that, had
the use of force been employed, there would have been a menacing spectre of unintended
consequences for the United States, which would be imposed by Syrian allies and the world.
The capacities, limitations and interests of Syria’s allies thus severely constrained this move.
As such, the only way out was to find a compromise that did not require the use of force. For
Russia, the main reason for a compromise was that it did not want to risk activating the
military power of the United States in Syria, thus the only way out was to form a mutually
collaborative understanding with the United States. In retrospect, Russia would gain more from
stopping military strikes against its ally than from protesting them after they occur.
Against this backdrop, it can be concluded that in the case of Syria, the neo-realist framework
regards chemical diplomacy as a technique for managing the balance of power between states.
In this case, the neorealist emphasis of balance of power was not in terms of maintaining
military equilibrium or competition. Instead, it was in the form of diplomatic cooperation
between contending states in order to constrain them from exerting their military advantage
over weaker states and inhibiting their exertion of power and dominance.
The liberal institutionalist theory, in contrast, posits that international cooperation is the most
desirable approach for achieving absolute gains or benefits for all states. These gains can only
be achieved through institutions as they promote negotiations with transparency by dealing
with a series of issues over many years and under similar rules. As such, with regards to the
liberal institutionalist theory, one can contend that in light of its emphasis on state cooperation
in international politics, the use of diplomacy by the United States and Russia is a
demonstration of the kind of international collaboration espoused by the neoliberalist
perspective. This observation is based on the fact the power and unilateral action of the United
States was limited and constrained. Furthermore, in the international arena, it evident that
although anarchic, states act rationally and these rule-based international regimes allow them to
benefit over time through cooperation. Overall, the liberal institutionalist approach can be
viewed as a theory that could help shape political perceptions of states, remove their security
dilemma and contribute to conflict prevention and resolution.
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The JWT focuses around the just causes for going to war. The overall aim of the jus ad bellum
is to try and minimize the potential of resorting to force in the first place. In essence, JWT
acknowledges that the use of force is sometimes necessary but can only be implemented when
the principles of jus ad bellum are met. These principles include just cause, right intention, last
resort, right authority, proportionality and a reasonable chance of success. Indeed the scenario
presented in this study failed to meet the tenants of all these principles, making the use of force
in Syria unjustifiable and immoral. The philosophical attempts at elucidating the theoretical
intricacies and moral complexities of the use of force in Syria had no weight or significance.
The philosophical attempt was confronted by the realities of the anarchic nature of the system –
that states are not guided by morals if they are guided by impudent motives. As such, national
interest and survival still prevail over the morals and ethics – a situation that does not adhere to
the requirements of jus ad bellum.
5.4

Recommendations for a ‘world free of chemical weapons’

From the arguments posed in this study, it is evident that this study stands in support of the
non-proliferation of chemical weapons, the demilitarization of chemical weapons stockpiles
and destruction of chemical weapons manufacturing and storage facilities. As such, the
recommendations that will be given forthwith are done in an effort to combat the development
and use of chemical weapons in order to ensure a world free of chemical weapons.
From the arguments and conclusion of the study, it is apparent that the best defence is a
cooperative approach in which states mutually complement and enhance each other. Perhaps
most importantly, one of the benefits of state cooperation against the use and acquisition of
chemical weapons is that it renders such weapons programs less attractive. Therefore, states
should take the elimination of chemical weapons seriously and pursue this aim in a transparent
and collaborative manner. This approach would discourage the use of chemical weapons, thus
supporting deterrence. Parties intervening in the affairs of another state should also comply
fully with the obligations and commitments they have undertaken. It is the researcher’s belief
that compliance with agreements or commitments freely negotiated or undertaken by parties is
a fundamental cornerstone of building trust and a solid relationship with other states involved.
Given the stalemate that almost led to inaction in Syria, it is necessary to call for the presence
of timely and decisive action by the UNSC. The delay in responding to the crisis in Syria, and
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states vetoing proposed measures on the basis of protecting their own interests, demonstrates a
crucial weakness of the UNSC. Enhancing the UNSC’s effectiveness and credibility is crucial
going forward. Most importantly, a timeous and effective response to issues of non-compliance
and violations of international legal frameworks on chemical weapons is an essential element
to deterring the proliferation and use of chemical weapons.
With reference to the success of diplomacy in ridding Syria of it chemical weapons, it is
important to note that diplomacy, as a procedure for countering chemical weapons use and
proliferation can be viewed as an efficient and effective tool. Diplomacy brings about consent
and mutual understanding between states and this has positive implications for long-term
results, i.e. the non-proliferation and use of chemical weapons not only in Syria but in the
region and the world. As such, the use of diplomacy must be strengthened as a means for
solving issues of chemical weapons control, deterrence, non-proliferation and disarmament.
Finally, given the increasing activities of terrorist groups in the region, the possession and
increased likelihood of the use of chemical weapons by these non-state groups appears more
likely than ever. The international community must therefore undertake every effort to prevent
terrorists from acquiring these weapons. Although UNSC Resolution 1540 was unanimously
adopted on 28 April 2004 to limit and dissuade non-state groups from acquiring and using
WMDs,361 more stringent enforcement and verification measures must be used in order to
dissuade or impede such states and terrorist networks, as well as to slow and make more costly
their access to sensitive technologies, material and expertise.
5.5

Suggestions for further research

The findings of this study revealed important areas of concern that can potentially be remedied
by future research. Since this study mainly focuses on diplomacy as a strategic tool of
intervention for ridding Syria of its chemical weapons, an analysis on whether Syria’s action
and outcomes bear any influence in the future of the arms control and disarmament of chemical
weapons as well as other WMDs is important.

361

United Nations, “Security Council Decides All States Shall Act to Prevent Proliferation of Mass Destruction Weapons,”
(2004), accessed May 30, 2016. http://www,un.og/[ress/en/2004/sc8076.doc.htm

121

The findings of this study also revealed that there was renewed use of chemical weapons in
Syria in 2014. Although it was concluded, at the time of writing, that the international
community was uncertain if the Syrian government or a non-state actor was not responsible for
it, one is prompted to question the effectiveness of diplomacy as a tool of punishment and
deterrence against the use of chemical weapons. This concern comes from the perception that
diplomacy, as revealed in the study, is specifically an interstate activity. Therefore, could it be
a viable tool to use against non-state actors? Future research could offer more insight.
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United Nations

Security Council

Distr.: General
27 September 2013

Resolution 2118 (2013)
Adopted by the Security Council at its 7038th meeting, on
27 September 2013
The Security Council,
Recalling the Statements of its President of 3 August 2011, 21 March 2012,
5 April 2012, and its resolutions 1540 (2004), 2042 (2012) and 2043 (2012),
Reaffirming its strong commitment to the sovereignty, independence and
territorial integrity of the Syrian Arab Republic,
Reaffirming that the proliferation of chemical weapons, as well as their means
of delivery, constitutes a threat to international peace and security,
Recalling that the Syrian Arab Republic on 22 November 1968 acceded to the
Protocol for the Prohibition of the Use in War of Asphyxiating, Poisonous or Other
Gases and of Bacteriological Methods of Warfare, signed at Geneva on 17 June
1925,
Noting that on 14 September 2013, the Syrian Arab Republic deposited with
the Secretary-General its instrument of accession to the Convention on the
Prohibition of the Development, Production, Stockpiling and Use of Chemical
Weapons and on their Destruction (Convention) and declared that it shall comply
with its stipulations and observe them faithfully and sincerely, applying the
Convention provisionally pending its entry into force for the Syrian Arab Republic,
Welcoming the establishment by the Secretary-General of the United Nations
Mission to Investigate Allegations of the Use of Chemical Weapons in the Syrian
Arab Republic (the Mission) pursuant to General Assembly resolution 42/37 C
(1987) of 30 November 1987, and reaffirmed by resolution 620 (1988) of 26 August
1988, and expressing appreciation for the work of the Mission,
Acknowledging the report of 16 September 2013 (S/2013/553) by the Mission,
underscoring the need for the Mission to fulfil its mandate, and emphasizing that
future credible allegations of chemical weapons use in the Syrian Arab Republic
should be investigated,
Deeply outraged by the use of chemical weapons on 21 August 2013 in Rif
Damascus, as concluded in the Mission’s report, condemning the killing of civilians
that resulted from it, affirming that the use of chemical weapons constitutes a
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serious violation of international law, and stressing that those responsible for any
use of chemical weapons must be held accountable,
Recalling the obligation under resolution 1540 (2004) that all States shall
refrain from providing any form of support to non-State actors that attempt to
develop, acquire, manufacture, possess, transport, transfer or use weapons of mass
destruction, including chemical weapons, and their means of delivery,
Welcoming the Framework for Elimination of Syrian Chemical Weapons dated
14 September 2013, in Geneva, between the Russian Federation and the United
States of America (S/2013/565), with a view to ensuring the destruction of the
Syrian Arab Republic’s chemical weapons program in the soonest and safest
manner, and expressing its commitment to the immediate international control over
chemical weapons and their components in the Syrian Arab Republic,
Welcoming the decision of the Executive Council of the Organization for the
Prohibition of Chemical Weapons (OPCW) of 27 September 2013 establishing
special procedures for the expeditious destruction of the Syrian Arab Republic’s
chemical weapons program and stringent verification thereof, and expressing its
determination to ensure the destruction of the Syrian Arab Republic’s chemical
weapons program according to the timetable contained in the OPCW Executive
Council decision of 27 September 2013,
Stressing that the only solution to the current crisis in the Syrian Arab
Republic is through an inclusive and Syrian-led political process based on the
Geneva Communiqué of 30 June 2012, and emphasising the need to convene the
international conference on Syria as soon as possible,
Determining that the use of chemical weapons in the Syrian Arab Republic
constitutes a threat to international peace and security,
Underscoring that Member States are obligated under Article 25 of the Charter
of the United Nations to accept and carry out the Council's decisions,
1.
Determines that the use of chemical weapons anywhere constitutes a
threat to international peace and security;
2.
Condemns in the strongest terms any use of chemical weapons in the
Syrian Arab Republic, in particular the attack on 21 August 2013, in violation of
international law;
Endorses the decision of the OPCW Executive Council 27 September
3.
2013, which contains special procedures for the expeditious destruction of the
Syrian Arab Republic’s chemical weapons program and stringent verification
thereof and calls for its full implementation in the most expedient and safest
manner;
Decides that the Syrian Arab Republic shall not use, develop, produce,
4.
otherwise acquire, stockpile or retain chemical weapons, or transfer, directly or
indirectly, chemical weapons to other States or non-State actors;
Underscores that no party in Syria should use, develop, produce, acquire,
5.
stockpile, retain, or transfer chemical weapons;
6.
Decides that the Syrian Arab Republic shall comply with all aspects of
the decision of the OPCW Executive Council of 27 September 2013 (Annex I);
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7.
Decides that the Syrian Arab Republic shall cooperate fully with the
OPCW and the United Nations, including by complying with their relevant
recommendations, by accepting personnel designated by the OPCW or the United
Nations, by providing for and ensuring the security of activities undertaken by these
personnel, by providing these personnel with immediate and unfettered access to
and the right to inspect, in discharging their functions, any and all sites, and by
allowing immediate and unfettered access to individuals that the OPCW has grounds
to believe to be of importance for the purpose of its mandate, and decides that all
parties in Syria shall cooperate fully in this regard;
8.
Decides to authorize an advance team of United Nations personnel to
provide early assistance to OPCW activities in Syria, requests the Director-General
of the OPCW and the Secretary-General to closely cooperate in the implementation
of the Executive Council decision of 27 September 2013 and this resolution,
including through their operational activities on the ground, and further requests the
Secretary-General, in consultation with the Director-General of the OPCW and,
where appropriate, the Director-General of the World Health Organization, to submit
to the Council within 10 days of the adoption of this resolution recommendations
regarding the role of the United Nations in eliminating the Syrian Arab Republic’s
chemical weapons program;
Notes that the Syrian Arab Republic is a party to the Convention on the
9.
Privileges and Immunities of the United Nations, decides that OPCW-designated
personnel undertaking activities provided for in this resolution or the decision of the
OPCW Executive Council of 27 September 2013 shall enjoy the privileges and
immunities contained in the Verification Annex, Part II(B) of the Chemical Weapons
Convention, and calls on the Syrian Arab Republic to conclude modalities
agreements with the United Nations and the OPCW;
10. Encourages Member States to provide support, including personnel,
technical expertise, information, equipment, and financial and other resources and
assistance, in coordination with the Director-General of the OPCW and the
Secretary-General, to enable the OPCW and the United Nations to implement the
elimination of the Syrian Arab Republic’s chemical weapons program, and decides
to authorize Member States to acquire, control, transport, transfer and destroy
chemical weapons identified by the Director-General of the OPCW, consistent with
the objective of the Chemical Weapons Convention, to ensure the elimination of the
Syrian Arab Republic’s chemical weapons program in the soonest and safest
manner;
11. Urges all Syrian parties and interested Member States with relevant
capabilities to work closely together and with the OPCW and the United Nations to
arrange for the security of the monitoring and destruction mission, recognizing the
primary responsibility of the Syrian government in this regard;
12. Decides to review on a regular basis the implementation in the Syrian
Arab Republic of the decision of the OPCW Executive Council of 27 September
2013 and this resolution, and requests the Director-General of the OPCW to report
to the Security Council, through the Secretary-General, who shall include relevant
information on United Nations activities related to the implementation of this
resolution, within 30 days and every month thereafter, and requests further the
Director-General of the OPCW and the Secretary-General to report in a coordinated
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manner, as needed, to the Security Council, non-compliance with this resolution or
the OPCW Executive Council decision of 27 September 2013;
13. Reaffirms its readiness to consider promptly any reports of the OPCW
under Article VIII of the Chemical Weapons Convention, which provides for the
referral of cases of non-compliance to the United Nations Security Council;
14. Decides that Member States shall inform immediately the Security Council
of any violation of resolution 1540 (2004), including acquisition by non-State actors
of chemical weapons, their means of delivery and related materials in order to take
necessary measures therefore;
15. Expresses its strong conviction that those individuals responsible for the
use of chemical weapons in the Syrian Arab Republic should be held accountable;
16. Endorses fully the Geneva Communiqué of 30 June 2012 (Annex II),
which sets out a number of key steps beginning with the establishment of a
transitional governing body exercising full executive powers, which could include
members of the present Government and the opposition and other groups and shall
be formed on the basis of mutual consent;
17. Calls for the convening, as soon as possible, of an international
conference on Syria to implement the Geneva Communiqué, and calls upon all
Syrian parties to engage seriously and constructively at the Geneva Conference on
Syria, and underscores that they should be fully representative of the Syrian people
and committed to the implementation of the Geneva Communiqué and to the
achievement of stability and reconciliation;
18. Reaffirms that all Member States shall refrain from providing any form of
support to non-State actors that attempt to develop, acquire, manufacture, possess,
transport, transfer or use nuclear, chemical or biological weapons and their means of
delivery, and calls upon all Member States, in particular Member States
neighbouring the Syrian Arab Republic, to report any violations of this paragraph to
the Security Council immediately;
19. Demands that non-State actors not develop, acquire, manufacture,
possess, transport, transfer, or use nuclear, chemical or biological weapons and their
means of delivery, and calls upon all Member States, in particular Member States
neighbouring the Syrian Arab Republic, to report any actions inconsistent with this
paragraph to the Security Council immediately;
20. Decides that all Member States shall prohibit the procurement of
chemical weapons, related equipment, goods and technology or assistance from the
Syrian Arab Republic by their nationals, or using their flagged vessels or aircraft,
whether or not originating in the territory of the Syrian Arab Republic;
21. Decides, in the event of non-compliance with this resolution, including
unauthorized transfer of chemical weapons, or any use of chemical weapons by
anyone in the Syrian Arab Republic, to impose measures under Chapter VII of the
United Nations Charter;
22.
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Annex I
OPCW Executive Council Decision
Decision on destruction of Syrian chemical weapons
The Executive Council,
Recalling that following its Thirty-Second Meeting, 27 March 2013, the
Chairperson of the Executive Council (hereinafter “the Council”) issued a statement
(EC-M-32/2/Rev. 1, dated 27 March 2013) expressing “deep concern that chemical
weapons may have been used in the Syrian Arab Republic,” and underlining that
“the use of chemical weapons by anyone under any circumstances would be
reprehensible and completely contrary to the legal norms and standards of the
international community”;
Recalling also that the Third Review Conference (RC-3/3*, 19 April 2013)
expressed “deep concern that chemical weapons may have been used in the Syrian
Arab Republic and underlined that use of chemical weapons by anyone under any
circumstances would be reprehensible and completely contrary to the legal norms
and standards of the international community”;
Noting the “Report on the Alleged Use of Chemical Weapons in the Ghouta area of
Damascus on 21 August 2013,” (S/2013/553, dated 16 September 2013) prepared by
the United Nations Mission to Investigate Allegations of the Use of Chemical
Weapons in the Syrian Arab Republic, dated 16 September 2013, which concludes
that “chemical weapons have been used in the ongoing conflict between the parties
in the Syrian Arab Republic, also against civilians, including children, on a
relatively large scale”;
Condemning in the strongest possible terms the use of chemical weapons;
Welcoming the Framework for Elimination of Syrian Chemical Weapons agreed
upon by the United States and the Russian Federation on 14 September 2013
(EC-M-33/NAT.1, dated 17 September 2013);
Noting also that on 12 September 2013, in its communication to the SecretaryGeneral of the United Nations, the Syrian Arab Republic notified its intention to
apply the Convention on the Prohibition of the Development, Production,
Stockpiling, and Use of Chemical Weapons and on their Destruction (hereinafter
“the Convention”) provisionally;
Noting further that on 14 September 2013, the Syrian Arab Republic deposited with
the Secretary-General of the United Nations its instrument of accession to the
Convention and declared that it shall comply with its stipulations and observe them
faithfully and sincerely, applying the Convention provisionally pending its entry
into force for the Syrian Arab Republic, which was notified to all States Parties by
the depositary on the same date (C.N.592.2013.TREATIES-XXVI.3), and taking
into account that the depositary received no communications to the contrary from
the States Parties with regard to this declaration;
Noting further that the Convention enters into force for the Syrian Arab Republic on
14 October 2013;
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Recognising the extraordinary character of the situation posed by Syrian chemical
weapons and determined to ensure that the activities necessary for the destruction of
the Syrian chemical weapons programme start immediately pending the formal entry
into force of the Convention with respect to the Syrian Arab Republic, and are
conducted in the most rapid and safe manner;
Recognising also the invitation of the Government of the Syrian Arab Republic to
receive immediately a technical delegation from the OPCW and to cooperate with
the OPCW in accordance with the provisional application of the Convention prior to
its entry into force for the Syrian Arab Republic, and noting the designation by the
Syrian Arab Republic to the Technical Secretariat (hereinafter “the Secretariat”) of
its National Authority;
Emphasising that the provisional application of the Convention gives immediate
effect to its provisions with respect to the Syrian Arab Republic;
Noting further that the Syrian Arab Republic submitted on 19 September 2013 the
detailed information, including names, types, and quantities of its chemical weapons
agents, types of munitions, and location and form of storage, production, and
research and development facilities;
Noting further that pursuant to paragraph 36 of Article VIII of the Convention, the
Council, following its consideration of doubts or concerns regarding compliance and
cases of non-compliance, shall, in cases of particular gravity and urgency, bring the
issue or matter, including relevant information and conclusions, directly to the
attention of the United Nations General Assembly and the United Nations Security
Council;
Taking into account the Agreement Concerning the Relationship between the United
Nations and the Organisation for the Prohibition of Chemical Weapons of
17 October 2000;
Strongly urging all remaining States not Party to the Convention to ratify or accede
to it as a matter of urgency and without preconditions, in the interests of enhancing
their own national security as well as contributing to global peace and security; and
Recalling that, pursuant to paragraph 8 of Article IV and paragraph 10 of Article V
of the Convention, a State acceding to the Convention after 2007 shall destroy its
chemical weapons and its chemical weapons production facilities as soon as
possible, and the Council shall determine the “order of destruction and procedures
for stringent verification” of such destruction;
Hereby:
1.

Decides that the Syrian Arab Republic shall:

(a) not later than 7 days after the adoption of this decision, submit to
the Secretariat further information, to supplement that provided on
19 September 2013, on the chemical weapons as defined in paragraph 1 of
Article II of the Convention that the Syrian Arab Republic owns or possesses,
or has under its jurisdiction or control, in particular:
(i) the chemical name and military designator of each chemical in its
chemical weapons stockpile, including precursors and toxins, and
quantities thereof;
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(ii) the specific type of munitions, sub-munitions and devices in its
chemical weapons stockpile, including specific quantities of each type
that are filled and unfilled; and
(iii) the location of all of its chemical weapons, chemical weapons
storage facilities, chemical weapons production facilities, including
mixing and filling facilities, and chemical weapons research and
development facilities, providing specific geographic coordinates;
(b) not later than 30 days after the adoption of this decision, submit to
the Secretariat the declaration required by Article III of the Convention;
(c) complete the elimination of all chemical weapons material and
equipment in the first half of 2014, subject to the detailed requirements,
including intermediate destruction milestones, to be decided by the Council
not later than 15 November 2013;
(d) complete as soon as possible and in any case not later than
1 November 2013, the destruction of chemical weapons production and
mixing/filling equipment;
(e) cooperate fully with all aspects of the implementation of this
decision, including by providing the OPCW personnel with the immediate and
unfettered right to inspect any and all sites in the Syrian Arab Republic;
(f) designate an official as the main point of contact for the Secretariat
and provide him or her with the authority necessary to ensure that this decision
is fully implemented.
2.

Decides further that the Secretariat shall:

(a) make available to all States Parties, within five days of its receipt,
any information or declaration referred to in this decision, which shall be
handled in accordance with the Annex to the Convention on the Protection of
Confidential Information;
(b) as soon as possible and in any case not later than 1 October 2013,
initiate inspections in the Syrian Arab Republic pursuant to this decision;
(c) inspect not later than 30 days after the adoption of this decision, all
facilities contained in the list referred to in paragraph 1 (a) above;
(d) inspect as soon as possible any other site identified by a State Party
as having been involved in the Syrian chemical weapons programme, unless
deemed unwarranted by the Director-General, or the matter resolved through
the process of consultations and cooperation;
(e) be authorised to hire, on a short-term basis, qualified inspectors and
other technical experts and to rehire, on a short-term basis, inspectors, other
technical experts, and such other personnel as may be required whose term of
service has recently expired, in order to ensure efficient and effective
implementation of this decision in accordance with paragraph 44 of Article
VIII of the Convention; and
(f) report to the Council on a monthly basis on implementation of this
decision including progress achieved by the Syrian Arab Republic in meeting
the requirements of this decision and the Convention, activities carried out by
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the Secretariat with respect to the Syrian Arab Republic, and its needs for any
supplementary resources, particularly technical and personnel resources.
3.

Decides further:

(a)
activities
Republic,
voluntary
decision;

to consider, on an urgent basis, the funding mechanisms for
carried out by the Secretariat with respect to the Syrian Arab
and to call upon all States Parties in a position to do so to provide
contributions for activities carried out in the implementation of this

(b) to meet within 24 hours if the Director-General reports delay by the
Syrian Arab Republic in meeting the requirements of this decision or the
Convention, including, inter alia, the cases referred to in paragraph 7 of Part II
of the Annex to the Convention on Implementation and Verification, or a lack
of cooperation in the Syrian Arab Republic or another problem that has arisen
with regard to the implementation of this decision and at that meeting to
consider whether to bring the matter, including relevant information and
conclusions, to the attention of the United Nations Security Council in
accordance with paragraph 36 of Article VIII of the Convention;
(c)

to remain seized of the matter and

(d) to recognise that this decision is made due to the extraordinary
character of the situation posed by Syrian chemical weapons and does not
create any precedent for the future.
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Annex II
Action Group for Syria Final Communiqué
30 June 2012
1.
On 30 June 2012, the Secretaries-General of the United Nations and the
League of Arab States, the Ministers for Foreign Affairs of China, France, the
Russian Federation, the United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland, the
United States of America, Turkey, Iraq (Chair of the Summit of the League of Arab
States), Kuwait (Chair of the Council of Foreign Ministers of the League of Arab
States) and Qatar (Chair of the Arab Follow-up Committee on Syria of the League
of Arab States) and the High Representative of the European Union for Foreign
Affairs and Security Policy met at the United Nations Office at Geneva as the
Action Group for Syria, chaired by the Joint Special Envoy of the United Nations
and the League of Arab States to Syria.
2.
The members of the Action Group came together out of grave alarm at the
situation in the Syrian Arab Republic. They strongly condemn the continued and
escalating killing, destruction and human rights abuses. They are deeply concerned
at the failure to protect civilians, the intensification of the violence, the potential for
even deeper conflict in the country and the regional dimensions of the problem. The
unacceptable nature and magnitude of the crisis demands a common position and
joint international action.
3.
The members of the Action Group are committed to the sovereignty,
independence, national unity and territorial integrity of the Syrian Arab Republic.
They are determined to work urgently and intensively to bring about an end to the
violence and human rights abuses, and to facilitate the launch of a Syrian-led
political process leading to a transition that meets the legitimate aspirations of the
Syrian people and enables them independently and democratically to determine their
own future.
4.
In order to secure these common objectives, the members of the Action Group
(a) identified steps and measures by the parties to secure the full implementation of
the six-point plan and Security Council resolutions 2042 (2012) and 2043 (2012),
including an immediate cessation of violence in all its forms; (b) agreed on
principles and guidelines for a political transition that meets the legitimate
aspirations of the Syrian people; and (c) agreed on actions that they would take to
implement the objectives in support of the Joint Special Envoy’s efforts to facilitate
a Syrian-led political process. They are convinced that this can encourage and
support progress on the ground and will help to facilitate and support a Syrian-led
transition.
Identified steps and measures by the parties to secure the full implementation of
the six-point plan and Security Council resolutions 2042 (2012) and 2043 (2012),
including an immediate cessation of violence in all its forms
5.
The parties must fully implement the six-point plan and Security Council
resolutions 2042 (2012) and 2043 (2012). To that end:
(a) All parties must recommit to a sustained cessation of armed violence in
all its forms and to the implementation of the six-point plan immediately and
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without waiting for the actions of others. The Government and armed opposition
groups must cooperate with the United Nations Supervision Mission in the Syrian
Arab Republic (UNSMIS), with a view to furthering the implementation of the plan
in accordance with the Mission’s mandate;
(b) A cessation of armed violence must be sustained, with immediate,
credible and visible actions by the Government of the Syrian Arab Republic to
implement the other items of the six-point plan, including:
(i) Intensification of the pace and scale of release of arbitrarily detained
persons, including especially vulnerable categories of persons, and persons
involved in peaceful political activities; the provision, without delay and
through appropriate channels, of a list of all places in which such persons are
being detained; the immediate organization of access to such locations; and the
provision, through appropriate channels, of prompt responses to all written
requests for information, access or release regarding such persons;
(ii) Ensuring freedom of movement throughout the country for journalists
and a non-discriminatory visa policy for them;
(iii) Respecting freedom of association and the right to demonstrate
peacefully, as legally guaranteed;
(c) In all circumstances, all parties must show full respect for the safety and
security of UNSMIS and fully cooperate with and facilitate the Mission in all
respects;
(d) In all circumstances, the Government must allow immediate and full
humanitarian access by humanitarian organizations to all areas affected by the
fighting. The Government and all parties must enable the evacuation of the
wounded, and all civilians who wish to leave must be enabled to do so. All parties
must fully adhere to their obligations under international law, including in relation
to the protection of civilians.
Agreed principles and guidelines for a Syrian-led transition
6.
The members of the Action Group agreed on the principles and guidelines for
a Syrian-led transition set out below.
7.
Any political settlement must deliver to the people of the Syrian Arab
Republic a transition that:
(a) Offers a perspective for the future that can be shared by all in the Syrian
Arab Republic;
(b) Establishes clear steps according to a firm timetable towards the
realization of that perspective;
(c)

Can be implemented in a climate of safety for all and of stability and

(d)

Is reached rapidly without further bloodshed and violence and is credible.

calm;

8.
Perspective for the future. The aspirations of the people of the Syrian Arab
Republic have been clearly expressed by the wide range of Syrians consulted. There
is an overwhelming wish for a State that:
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(a) Is genuinely democratic and pluralistic, giving space to established and
newly emerging political actors to compete fairly and equally in elections. This also
means that the commitment to multiparty democracy must be a lasting one, going
beyond an initial round of elections;
(b) Complies with international standards on human rights, the independence
of the judiciary, accountability of those in Government and the rule of law. It is not
enough just to enunciate such a commitment. There must be mechanisms available
to the people to ensure that these commitments are kept by those in authority;
(c) Offers equal opportunities and chances for all. There is no room for
sectarianism or discrimination on ethnic, religious, linguistic or any other grounds.
Numerically smaller communities must be assured that their rights will be respected.
Clear steps in the transition. The conflict in the Syrian Arab Republic will
9.
end only when all sides are assured that there is a peaceful way towards a common
future for all in the country. It is therefore essential that any settlement provide for
clear and irreversible steps in the transition according to a fixed time frame. The key
steps in any transition include:
(a) The establishment of a transitional governing body that can establish a
neutral environment in which the transition can take place, with the transitional
governing body exercising full executive powers. It could include members of the
present Government and the opposition and other groups and shall be formed on the
basis of mutual consent;
(b) It is for the Syrian people to determine the future of the country. All
groups and segments of society in the Syrian Arab Republic must be enabled to
participate in a national dialogue process. That process must be not only inclusive
but also meaningful. In other words, its key outcomes must be implemented;
(c) On that basis, there can be a review of the constitutional order and the
legal system. The result of constitutional drafting would be subject to popular
approval;
(d) Upon establishment of the new constitutional order, it will be necessary
to prepare for and conduct free and fair multiparty elections for the new institutions
and offices that have been established;
(e)

Women must be fully represented in all aspects of the transition.

10. Safety, stability and calm. Any transition involves change. However, it is
essential to ensure that the transition can be implemented in a way that ensures the
safety of all in an atmosphere of stability and calm. This requires:
(a) Consolidation of full calm and stability. All parties must cooperate with
the transitional governing body to ensure the permanent cessation of violence. This
includes completion of withdrawals and addressing the issue of the disarmament,
demobilization and reintegration of armed groups;
(b) Effective steps to ensure that vulnerable groups are protected and that
immediate action is taken to address humanitarian issues in areas of need. It is also
necessary to ensure that the release of the detained is completed rapidly;
(c) Continuity of governmental institutions and qualified staff. Public
services must be preserved or restored. This includes the military forces and security
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services. However, all governmental institutions, including the intelligence services,
have to perform according to human rights and professional standards and operate
under a leadership that inspires public confidence, under the control of the
transitional governing body;
(d) Commitment
to
accountability
and
national
reconciliation.
Accountability for acts committed during the present conflict must be addressed.
There also needs to be a comprehensive package for transitional justice, including
compensation or rehabilitation for victims of the present conflict, steps towards
national reconciliation and forgiveness.
11. Rapid steps to come to a credible political agreement. It is for the people of
the Syrian Arab Republic to come to a political agreement, but time is running out.
It is clear that:
(a) The sovereignty, independence, unity and territorial integrity of the
Syrian Arab Republic must be respected;
(b) The conflict must be resolved through peaceful dialogue and negotiation
alone. Conditions conducive to a political settlement must now be put in place;
(c) There must be an end to the bloodshed. All parties must recommit
themselves credibly to the six-point plan. This must include a cessation of armed
violence in all its forms and immediate, credible and visible actions to implement
points 2 to 6 of the six-point plan;
(d) All parties must now engage genuinely with the Joint Special Envoy. The
parties must be prepared to put forward effective interlocutors to work expeditiously
towards a Syrian-led settlement that meets the legitimate aspirations of the people.
The process must be fully inclusive in order to ensure that the views of all segments
of Syrian society are heard in shaping the political settlement for the transition;
(e) The organized international community, including the members of the
Action Group, stands ready to offer significant support for the implementation of an
agreement reached by the parties. This may include an international assistance
presence under a United Nations mandate if requested. Significant funds will be
available to support reconstruction and rehabilitation.
Agreed actions
12. Agreed actions that the members of the Group will take to implement the
above in support of the Joint Special Envoy’s efforts to facilitate a Syrian-led
political process are as follows:
(a) Action Group members will engage as appropriate, and apply joint and
sustained pressure on, the parties in the Syrian Arab Republic to take the steps and
measures outlined in paragraph 5 above;
(b)
conflict;

Action Group members are opposed to any further militarization of the

(c) Action Group members emphasize to the Government of the Syrian Arab
Republic the importance of the appointment of an effective empowered interlocutor,
when requested by the Joint Special Envoy to do so, to work on the basis of the six
point plan and the present communiqué;
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(d) Action Group members urge the opposition to increase cohesion and to
be in a position to ensure effective representative interlocutors to work on the basis
of the six-point plan and the present communiqué;
(e) Action Group members will give full support to the Joint Special Envoy
and his team as they immediately engage the Government and the opposition, and
will consult widely with Syrian society, as well as other international actors, to
further develop the way forward;
(f) Action Group members would welcome the further convening by the
Joint Special Envoy of a meeting of the Action Group, should he deem it necessary
to review the concrete progress taken on all points agreed in the present
communiqué and to determine what further and additional steps and actions are
needed from the Action Group to address the crisis. The Joint Special Envoy will
also keep the United Nations and the League of Arab States informed.
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