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NPT under "unprecedented stress" says

ElBaradei .
As parties to the Nuclear Weapons Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT) prepare to meet this spring to curb the spread of illicit arms, the United Nations atomic watchdog today (Feb 2) spotlighted a series of steps for speedy action including a moratorium on new facilities that could produce weapons-grade fuel and a clampdown on smuggling.
"It is clear that recent events have placed the NPT and the regime supporting it under unprecedented stress, exposing some of its inherent limitations and pointing to areas that need to be adjusted," International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) Director General Mohamed ElBaradei said.
Over the past two years the IAEA has been particularly busy with undeclared nuclear activities which Iran carried on for nearly two decades, the Democratic People's Republic of Korea's (DPRK) withdrawal from NPT, which Mr. ElBaradei has called a dangerous precedent, and the possibility that nuclear weapons could fall into terrorist hands.
The 2005 Review Conference of the 188 States Parties, meeting from 2 to 27 May at UN Headquarters in New York, is seen to as a turning point in efforts to hammer out priorities to confront the new threats.
Mr. ElBaradei has proposed seven steps to strengthen NPT regime and, with it, world security. "Some of the needed fixes can be made in May, but only if governments are ready to act," he said. 

The steps, which would not require amending the Treaty, include a five-year moratorium on building new facilities for 

Uranium enrichment and plutonium separation, materials that can be used for weapons production. "There is no compelling reason for building more of these proliferation-sensitive facilities, the nuclear industry already has more than enough capacity to fuel its power plants and research facilities," Mr. ElBaradei said.
Other "fixes" are a speed up of efforts to convert research reactors operating with highly enriched uranium (HEU) to 

low enriched uranium and to make HEU unnecessary for all peaceful nuclear applications; increased access for IAEA inspectors nuclear sites; swift Security Council action in the case of any country that withdraws from the NPT; speedy 

action by all countries to prosecute any illicit trading in nuclear materials and technology; accelerated implementation 

by all five nuclear weapon States of their "unequivocal commitment" to nuclear disarmament; and, in light of the volatility of longstanding tensions that give rise to

proliferation in regions like the Middle East and the Korean Peninsula, action to resolve existing security deficits and provide security assurances.
Source: http://www.un.org/news

________________
 

A prerequisite for fruitful relationships among people

An extract from ARC Secretary-Karl Miller's speech 'Stop the arms to Stop the war', at a 2004 European Social Forum workshop last October. For full text of speech contact the ARC. 

We are living in the International decade for a culture of peace and non-violence. Our patron 

Federico Mayor Zaragoza - Head of UNESCO (1987-1999); created the Culture of Peace Program and is now on the Leadership of Fundación Cultura de Paz. The preamble of constitution of UNESCO, states: "That since wars begin in the minds of men, it is in the minds of men that the defenses of peace must be constructed."
About five years ago, when I was new to UNA; I was surprised to learn from a senior UNA member that no department in the UN had a mandate for peace education. UNESCO had taken up that role via the Culture of Peace, but that was almost an extension to its role. At last after 50 years the UN has taken on this essential task. I was pleased to read in Reaching Critical Will's report that last week at the UN " The UN Study on Disarmament and Non-Proliferation Education, a two-year study, was released last year by a group of governmental experts and adopted as a resolution sponsored by Mexico (A/C.1/57/L.7/Rev.2). The study consists mostly of recommendations for governments, UN bodies, academic institutions and civil society. It was prompted by growing concerns of the lack of progress in the field of disarmament, and the belief that education on all levels can help improve the understanding of the close relationship between disarmament and international peace and security. 

New Zealand, a great supporter of the study, has implemented the recommendations in its educational system. In its statement to the First Committee, New Zealand commented that the study "provide[s] a timely reminder of the vital importance of peace education" and added furthermore that "one of our best hopes for a peaceful future is to encourage young people to develop non-confrontational ways of dealing with conflict, starting in their immediate surroundings and extending out to the wider community. By incorporating peace education programmes into all levels of society, we can reflect our joint goal of working towards a more secure and stable future. States parties, international organizations and civil society must work together to make this aspiration a reality." 

Sir Richard Jolly; President of the UNA-UK has said that one of the major challenges we face today is dealing with inequality. He is now a leading exponent of Human Security.

I did not understand why he placed so much significance on inequality at first. But now I understand, gross Inequality leads to violent conflict. People wallowing in poverty and despair will take up the arms the rich have used essential resources to make; and engage in violent conflicts to try to alleviate their sufferings and meet their needs.

Quote "The world military sector is a vast repository of resources -- financial, physical, human and technological. If only a fraction of these resources could be diverted to meet the unmet socioeconomic needs of the developing world, then not only would human welfare be dramatically enhanced, but also many conflicts with their roots in economic deprivation would be averted. In order to realize this 'peace dividend,' however, the over-militarized nations will have to undergo a major restructuring of their forces and a reappraisal of their real military needs. They must accept much more rapid reductions in military spending and make a political commitment to investing what does not need to be retained for the disarmament and decommissioning process itself in development programs to benefit the world's poorest communities. "
Source: Disarmament: The Unfinished Disarmament Agenda, February, 1995. Written and edited by the Special NGO Committee for Disarmament, Geneva, Switzerland. http://www.ncf.carleton.ca/ip/global/coat/24/international/intdevel.txt 

Also Douglas Mattern "At the same time, UN Secretary General Kofi Annan reminds us that half of humanity lives in poverty, existing on an average of $2 a day. The Arias Foundation reports that world military spending increased from $798 billion in 2000 to $839 billion in 2001. Half of the world's governments spend more on the military than for health care. This expenditure is a monumental waste of our wealth, resources, and intellectual talent for the means of destruction and astonishing profits for the armament companies. The war business is the world's ultimate criminal activity. " 

I think Gareth Evans, Former Foreign Minister of Australia, sums it up succinctly.

"To the extent that money can solve conflicts and potential conflicts, not a huge amount is required compared to what the world is prepared to spend on everything else, including defence."
Gareth Evans, President of The International Crisis Group (www.intl-crisis-group.org); Former Foreign Minister of Australia. - Preventing and responding to deadly conflict in UN2000 The United Nations Millennium Summit (available from UN Information Centre and UNA).
And The Dresden Appeal of the Party of Democratic Socialism, Germany,

"New weapons systems do not bring security. They squander economic resources; they subordinate research and development to military goals. Thinking in military categories deforms intellectual and cultural life. "
"Heavily armed, the world will remain without peace. Disarmament gives peace a chance. One fifth of today's military spending would suffice to ensure everyone a sustained basic supply of food, drinking water, education and public health services." 
The Dresden Appeal of the Party of Democratic Socialism, Germany, adopted at the 2nd Session of the 7th PDS Congress on 7 October 2001 from: http://www.spectrezine.org/war/pds.htm 

Some ARC Analysis Findings
In the context of ARC. I think academia should consider debating how much of its resources are spent on thinking up and researching things to kill people, while teaching the next generation. But perhaps I am being naïve; as it's military so its hush hush in the interests of security. "Like slaves of academic research and sponsorship, who, heedless of their own ethics, use their knowledge to devise things to extinguish others". I think universities should publish the extent of their involvement in arms research and development. Both parents and students should have a right to know if they will be taught by a university and it's teachers who are devising ways to kill people.

On a similar note I am surprised that students do not commit to using their knowledge for the benefit of mankind, the earth and its inhabitants. I am so pleased that the doctors have the Hippocratic oath. Yet those students that have been or will be responsible for the death of millions and the destruction of our environment do not make any promise or pledge to show their unwillingness to use their work for unethical ends.

Lets move on to a role of Amnesty International in the Arms Reduction Coalition's campaign. I view Amnesty as the world's best NGO protector of human rights. I think they can help ARC in three main ways. By setting the standards on how Governments should treat ARC's supporters; by monitoring and reporting Governments abuses of ARC's supporters both before and after the ARC treaty has been ratified. 

On Saturday 30th August 2003, the Stop The War Coalition People's Assembly passed the following resolution:

"The People's Assembly calls upon the states of the UN to honour their pledge made in Article 26 of the UN Charter "to promote the establishment and maintenance of international peace and security with the least diversion for armaments of the worlds human and economic resources", by agreeing and implementing a legally binding instrument, to reduce the amount of resources spent on arms by between 1 and 5 percent for a period of between 10 and 25 years, and to spend the resources saved on programmes that benefit humanity and the earth. "

I look forward to the day when the student, unions, academics and political parties passes such a resolution. Or even just makes a statement like The Dresden Appeal by the German Party of Democratic Socialism 7Th October 2001:

" Heavily armed, the world will remain without peace. Disarmament gives peace a chance. One fifth of today's military spending would suffice to ensure everyone sustains a basic supply of food, drinking water, education and public health services."

The Arms Business
Opposition to ARC will come from some of the most powerful sections of society such as the military (less toys for the boys), the arms companies (less profits), Universities (less research); etc. To quote Richard Falk in 'Peace is Possible' "Millions of people gain profits and fame by selling and using weaponry. Strong networks of such people use their money to influence political leaders, elections, and even TV and newspaper coverage"

To quote ACTUN’s Vice Chair Vijay Mehta "It is for profit, greed, world domination, and control of land space and other resources. It is about protecting interests and investments of the big corporations and powerful governments. It is about creating tensions, upsetting the balance of power among different countries."

As Douglas Mattern observes "this business is spread around the world with over 1,000 companies in some 98 countries involved in the production of small arms and/or ammunition. Small arms kill over 500,000 people a year in conflicts." 

The ARC proposal should include the cumulative sum of all resources spent on all arms. From nuclear weapons to hand guns, from war ships to military air craft, from chemical weapons to biological weapons. As Dwight D Eisenhower puts it "Every gun, every warship, every tank and every military aircraft built". It includes research, development, production, marketing, support, maintenance; all resources (Human, Financial and physical).

Human security
"Human security has emerged as a foreign policy paradigm with the potential to serve as a powerful complement to more traditional security concepts in meeting the range of new threats to people and, ultimately, to governments and multilateral organizations. Human security is best seen as a shift in perspective, which takes people as the principal point of reference in international affairs. The human security agenda seeks to address a range of threats to the safety and security of people. It is fundamentally about putting people first and enhancing our collective ability and capacity to protect human rights, and to ensure the essential peace and stability which is a key pre-requisite for sustainable human development. ...
Human security provides a valuable theoretical basis from which a variety of issues can be dealt with. Its utility and focus may well prove different for a small island state than it will for a large federal nation. For example, the influx of a small number of illegal arms may pose a negligible threat to a large country, yet have much more serious consequences in a smaller nation." From,''HUMAN SECURITY IN THE AMERICAS THIRTIETH REGULAR SESSION OF THE GENERAL ASSEMBLY ORGANIZATION OF AMERICAN STATES' June 4, 2000 Windsor, Canada OAS/SER.P AG/doc.3851/00 April 26, 2000 (Document presented by the Canadian Delegation)

""Human security," defined by the Department of Foreign Affairs as "safety for people from both violent and non-violent threats," is now advanced as one of the fundamental objectives of Canadian foreign policy. Internationally, "human security" is increasingly recognized as the true measure of state security, and yet, in a world of some three dozen armed conflicts, in which civilian casualties far outnumber military casualties, many hundreds of millions of people today have no experience of safety or security. Entrenched economic, social, and political marginalization perpetrate a structural violence that threatens personal safety, well-being, and security and leads with alarming frequency to widespread overt violence. Lives are imperilled by both kinds of violence, a violence that is all too often perpetrated by the very services and institutions charged with the responsibility of protecting them.

Through the UN, other international agencies, and the efforts of certain national governments, the international community is gradually becoming more focussed on the imperative to provide protection to the world’s vulnerable people. The promotion of human security and peacebuilding has spawned a growing variety of concrete non-military governmental and non-governmental efforts to directly address the welfare and safety of people. The serious implementation of human security policies obviously still requires major and long-term peacebuilding efforts, aided by the significant infusion of new resources, but the acceptance of human security as a formal foreign policy objective is a major step forward.

Human security should also have major implications for defence policies and practices. When diplomacy and peacebuilding, and other economic, social, and political responses, fail and civilian populations are victimized by widespread violence and humanitarian crises, military forces are increasingly called upon to come to their rescue. But, without adapting and modifying military forces and their operations to conform to human security standards and imperatives, the world will continue to bring fundamentally inappropriate and counterproductive military responses to bear on humanitarian and human security crises – Kosovo, Chechnya, and Sudan are among the examples currently making headlines."
Defence and Human Security Ploughshares Monitor, December 1999 Defence and human security By Ernie Regehr

Jobs 
Let's briefly look at the loss of jobs argument.

1. At the first lecture I attended at the London School of Economics a few years ago, one of the UK's most prominent economists Professor Britain, presented a detailed economic analysis that showed that the UK's arms trade is subsidized by the tax payer. Thus the benefits such as jobs, and arms exports that the Government usually extol are not profitable; and are possible because of your taxpayers being used to subsidize them.

A UN study by Nobel Prize winning economists concluded that diverting spending from arms / military to the supply side of the economy would increase employment four times (7 times for the consumption). So if the resources were not invested in arms, but in the consumption side of the economy; those young people who can only join the military to get training and jobs would have seven times as many jobs to choose from.

ARC is a Challenge: to Economists, Military, Business / investors as well as politicians. I have every confidence that they will be able to make life better of us all by effective planning and implementation of a small percentage year on year reduction in the resources spent on arms. 

2. The buggy makers mentality. I recall a story related to me by a lecturer. During the late 1800’s one of the wealthiest men in the world died. He and his family had made enormous wealth from the horse and cart trade. In his will he stated that none of the family’s wealth should be invested in the (then new) motor car but remain invested in horse based modes of transport. It was beyond his comprehension that the car could overtake the horse based modes of transport. Its like those 200 years ago who could not conceive of the abolition of slavery, or those 100 years ago could not conceive of women having the vote, or those 60 years ago when the UN was formed could not conceive of the independence of the colonies or the empowerment of women or the eradication of polio; or those 30 years ago could not conceive of a computer on every desk; or those 20 years ago who could not conceive that the could be more mobile phones than people in some countries. One aspect of the loss of jobs argument is that it is beyond the comprehension of some that the world could do without so many weapons. I hope many of those involved in the arms industry would choose to do something other make things to kill people given the chance. Another implication is that the only decent work the government can invest in is making and trading in weapons to kill people.

________________

Co-operation between Arms Reduction                   Coalition (ARC) and World Disarmament Campaign (WDC)

It is often said that the peace movement as a whole is fragmented and different organisations with their limited capacity are not able to present a united front to further their causes. 
With that in view, ARC & WDC are considering to join together for working relationship for a trial period of 1 year. The aims of both organisations are similar i.e. disarmament of small arms, nuclear weapons and weapons of mass destruction. During the course of this year, they both hope to have joint newsletters, conferences and campaigns. 
The co-operation, if successful, will start from WDC Spring conference from 12 March 2005, to be held at Friends House, London. Karl Miller, secretary of ARC, will be giving a presentation at the WDC conference to outline the aims of ARC. There will be a stall in which books, CDs and newsletters will be on display. 

It will be a great opportunity from both organisations to grow together. Vijay Mehta-ARC Chair

 1984 again?

ARC Supporter Alex Reid looks at the parallels between Orwells' classic and our society now.

George  Orwell’s  1984 presents  a  political  system  where  reality  is  defined  by  the  State.  Have we reached a time when one nation, because of its military and economic powers, can assert that its concept of World order is right, simply because it says that it's right?  The USA brings to the World the threat of a New World order, one for which I have no longing.

The USA, surely one of the most insular of nations, preaches that democracy and liberty  (valued lifestyles invented by the Americans themselves, by their own account) should be principles followed by all nations of the World, unless  (and this is crucial) such practice is to the disadvantage to the USA, either politically or economically.  Note the number of governments that the USA has assisted in forming abroad, with no thoughts of the practice of the democratic process.

I believe the US foreign policy to be largely governed by financial interests, especially those interests of multi-nationals and by American interest groups.  The US uses examples of terrorism as an excuse to further its political aims, such as the invasion of Iraq.  Note that the US supports the oil-rich Saudi Arabia, even though the former is a known breeding ground for terrorists!

American protectionism is practised to the detriment of the rest of the World, and especially to the detriment of third-World countries, whose very viability lies in their ability to trade in the World markets.

The USA has neither collective conscience nor indeed worries about World pollution and the resources of the World.  Any conservation action which might adversely effect US markets must be avoided at all costs.

No country but America can disregard the United Nations with impunity.  But what is surprising is that the USA can run roughshod over basic ideas of Justice under the Law by their unethical treatment of a freshly invented class of American criminals, the class of  “non-lawful combatants”, who are held without charge on American soil, but out of sight of those of us who agree that a fair trial  (following a charge, of course) should be available to everyone.  And in case you're thinking that Cuba is not America, Guantanamo Bay was granted to the US in 1903 by a treaty that cannot be annulled without the consent of both Cuba and the USA.  So even the trite argument that these prisoners are outside both the American legal system and also America's ideas of common justice because the prisoners are outside the USA does not hold water.

The USA is ruled by greed, a disregard for most other nations, and a twisted morality based on right-wing Christian beliefs and those of the Jewish lobby.  Globalisation is based on the power of the USA to economically control the World.

Monsanto is spearheading the attack of America on the World market of crop production.  Already I hear that a farmer in Canada has been charged by Monsanto for inadvertently growing GM seeds which, according to the farmer, have been carried from other locations by the wind, contaminating his own crops.  Not an excuse, say Monsanto.

I hope that the stranglehold that the USA has on the other nations of the World does not tighten.  I hope that America's plan to build a network of oil pipelines across the World does not lead the USA to protect the proposed network by supporting tyrannical governments over whose land the pipelines run, and by ensuring that those governments remain in power.  For I fear that the USA is only interested in the stability of foreign governments, as far as it's interested in foreign governments at all.  But then I am looking on the black side; perhaps you are more optimistic about our future.

________________

From Article 26 to an institutional link between disarmament and development

A look at ARCs' future prospects by ARC UN/NGO Liaison Officer Fidel Asante.

'We should recall Article 26 of the Charter of the United Nations, which envisages a an international system based on the "least diversion for armaments of the worlds human and economic resources".'

Secretary-General Kofi Annan in the foreword to the 2004 Report of the Group of Governmental Experts on the relationship between Disarmament and Development. 

Looking back over the past 3 years since the inception of the ARC campaign, there is much to be pleased about, whilst at the same time much to take stock of, if not actually lament. 

We have been modestly successful in raising awareness of the billions annually squandered on arms and the military and we have managed to strike a chord with people from all walks of life. Yet in the policy of the wealthier governments little has actually changed, and if statistics are to be believed there has been a year on year increase in global military expenditure of about 5% .1
In the field of overseas aid an incremental increase in governmental spending has still left 30,000 a day dying of hunger whilst each year six million children die from malnutrition before their fifth birthday.2 

Yet amidst all this we still found the energy to affirm and press for the implementation of Article 26, an aim that is lost on many a 'peace-seeking' diplomat and one that rarely makes the headlines.

The crux of the problem was, and to a degree still is, how we might best promote the aims of disarmament whilst also emphasising the need for disarmament to lead and secure development.

Would we simply call for a treaty like many others settling for some written commitment to scale down arms spending? Or perhaps we should settle for a one-off reduction of say, 1-5% of global military spending, with the savings diverted to UN humanitarian programmes? Or we could be really ambitious and push for nothing short of a global arms amnesty!

In time I have settled on the view that the principles underlying the ARC Resolution must be 'born' in some UN multi-agency programme to which nations could add and draw resources for the creation of an international culture of peace. 

The creation of what could be a global security fund or facility seems most in keeping with the spirit of the ARC Resolution while paving the way for the political 'revelation' that arms and underdevelopment are more inclined to threaten security than protect it.

One can then imagine how encouraged we were to come upon one of the few remaining copies of the United Nations Institute for Disarmament Research (UNIDIR) model for the 'Establishment of an International Disarmament Fund for Development'.3  

Compiled in 1984 as decided by the 1982 UN General Assembly Resolution 37/84, and having been researched and produced by a cross-cultural seven-person steering group including and chaired by ex-French PM Edgar Faure, the book gives a comprehensive and concise history on the discussion of mechanisms to release resources spent on the military for development, as the issue has been discussed in the UN since the mid 50's. It adequately explores in sufficient detail the various aspects of such discussions and the many points that need to be ironed out before any distinct 'relationship between disarmament and development' (RDD) can be agreed upon for subsequent institutionalisation. The publication is a must for anyone interested in the link between disarmament and development.    

The history of these discussions is one full of stops and starts, as way back in 1955 the French Prime Minister Edgar Faure tabled a plan at a meeting of the UN Disarmament Commission4, proposing the "progressive reduction of military expenditures and the potential reallocation of the resources thus released to tasks of 'development' and 'mutual assistance' in order to improve the standard of living of the developing countries"5. He also proposed establishing a uniform definition of what 'military expenditure' is and a standardised terminology of the items that 'take up' the military budget of each country. Ambitious as it was for the time it was followed in 1956 by a Soviet Union plan for the creation of a UN fund to assist developing countries, financed by military budget restrictions. A similar proposal was made by the Soviets in 1958 outlining 10-15% reductions of the military budgets of the Soviet Union, UK, France and the US with a part of those reductions to be allocated to the fund. Neither France's nor the Soviets' proposals made any impact at the time. 

This may have been something to do with the cold war, or related concerns about 'trust' in the Security Council at the time, but to focus on the 'political motives' behind such moves might blind one to the deeper significance of the humanitarian breakthrough, which however modest, these essentially military considerations symbolise. 

In 1964 Brazil submitted to the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament plans for the creation of an "industrial conversion and economic development fund"6 enabled and maintained by a pro-rata contribution of 20% of global military spending, yet this went no further than the Conference itself.

Still ambitious and undeterred, the Soviet Union came back in 1973 with the proposal of a 10% reduction of the P-5's (permanent five members of the Security Council) military budgets, with 10% those reductions going to assisting developing countries. Plans were under way to set up a special committee to "distribute the resources"7 on top of existing flows of Official Development Aid. The General Assembly in 1973 even adopted this proposal as Resolution 3093.

Though as encouraging as these proceedings were, no tangible steps were taken to establish any such 'disarmament for development' mechanism. At the time it was uncertain whether a mechanism of this kind would rely on funds from year on year reductions in military spending, as this proposal, along with the 1964 Brazilian proposal, did not make this clear. What must be clear though, is that to remain functional such a mechanism necessarily depends on annual reductions of military spending, not only to supplement a 'Fund', but also to verifiably guarantee the material development of its beneficiaries.

Other proposals by Romania (1975,1977) and Senegal (1978)8 were equally unsuccessful, until in the 1978 the French President Vale'ry Giscard d'Estaing proposed an 'institutional link' (IL) between disarmament and development in the form of an 'International Disarmament Fund for Development' (IDFD) at the first UN Special Session on Disarmament.9
Mexico endorsed this proposal and took it further by suggesting opening a special ad-hoc account under the administration of UNDP (United Nations Development Programme). 

This signified at least a willingness on the part of the international community to take up this issue in more earnest as also that year both Secretary-General Kurt Waldheim and a Group of Government Experts on the Relationship between Disarmament and Development (GGERDD) were asked to produce reports10 on the RDD, which they duly did.11 It was this willingness that led to the more serious General Assembly Resolution 37/84 which led to the and the creation of the UNIDIR publication. 

At the 1983 General Assembly French President Francois Mitterand proposed the holding of a preparatory conference with a view to establishing an IDFD12. The 1987 'International Conference on the Relationship between Disarmament and Development' was the belated outcome of this proposal, convened at a period when the cold war was coming to a close, and it was thought that the extraordinary military spending of the time 13 was good enough reason to take practical steps to initiate a disarmament led development programme.

The report of the conference14 reflected the regular concerns outlined in previous reports on the RDD. Upon acknowledging Article 26,15 the delegates jointly contended that the arms race absorbed "too great a proportion of the world's human, financial, natural and technological resources",16 and that "The allocation of massive resources for armaments impedes the pursuit of development to its optimal level"17. In noting the ecological effects of war, they contended that "the production and stockpiling of armaments, particularly of nuclear and chemical weapons poses a significant threat to the environment",18 and that the use of resources for the military "provides little basis for future industrial civilian production"19 and that the high military spending of developing countries is a significant factor in deflecting investment away from their development activities.

Planned activities to follow the conference were to be the promotion of multilateralism as a means of  "providing the international framework for shaping the relationship between disarmament, development and security",20 to "asses the nature and volume of resources that may be released through arms limitation and disarmament measures"21, and to request the Secretary-General to "foster and co-ordinate the incorporation of disarmament and development perspective in the activities of the United Nations system"22.

As military spending fell in the following years from its historic height of $1.1trillion dollars, and the Cold War ended, the sense of political urgency on the issue of disarmament for development subsided. In the subsequent years proposals for the creation of some mechanism to steward the release of resources from the military uses to those of development by interested states have generally been sidelined. 

Indeed, apart from these national observations and the subsequent annual reports by the Secretary-general on the issue, little or no ground has been made on the establishment of some IL between disarmament and development.

In 2002 UN General Assembly Resolution 57/65, it was requested that the Secretary-General with a group of governmental experts, "reappraise the relationship between disarmament and development" In June 2004 a report was subsequently completed and submitted.23 

The report is surprisingly relaxed in tone amidst an annual 5% increase in arms spending 24 and the onset of the 'war on terror'. Whilst going over the same ground as previous reports it noted the inseparability of security, disarmament and development. It concluded by encouraging member states to take steps towards the "universalisation and implementation"25, of internationally negotiated arms agreements and to implement with "transparency and accuracy their 1987 commitments to asses their political and security requirements and levels of militaryspending"26.

Most encouraging from an ARC perspective was the recommendation that the Secretary-general might consider taking steps to "encourage relevant departments and agencies… to share best practises, seek shared understanding and increase co-operation, co-ordination and joint programming"27 on the RDD. 

Going back to the 1982 General Assembly resolution 37/84 which produced the UNIDIR study on an IL referred to earlier, it is sad and perhaps surprising that the notion of an IL has not gained more ground or even been 'grounded' already in some actual UN agency.

It would be idealistic but not foolish to think that the P-5 would have submitted themselves to such a mechanism, as it was they who first proposed it.

The UNIDIR study documents how an initial obstacle to the simple establishing of such an agency could be the concept of an innate link between disarmament and development,28 as for some their relation is self-evident, whilst for others, very tenuous if linked at all.

Not at all surprised at this, I fear that no amount of reports by groups of governmental experts will reveal the link, but rather it may be that some worst case scenario like a military-inspired disaster; economic, environmental or otherwise, will sufficiently disclose the hidden principle of cause and effect.

That aside, other differences noted by the study centre on identifying the best method of diverting resources from military to development programmes.29 There were 3 approaches investigated; a disarmament dividend approach; which like the ARC resolution would result in savings from disarmament to be transferred to a fund for development aims. An arms levy approach; in which contributions to the fund would be in proportion to military expenditure on weapons, human resources, research, exports etc. A voluntary approach; where contributions are given at the discretion of the donor country in no predetermined measure or regularity.

For practical purposes, the ARC, along with those cognisant of the security threats posed by the present high level of global military spending could not accept either an arms levy approach or simple voluntary contributions. If for no other reasons than a levy on armaments would allow certain countries 

to spend as much on armaments as they could afford, to legitimise high arms spending and then to use the diverted sums to top-up (not compliment) their ODA commitments.

Voluntary contributions in themselves can do no harm, but in order to underscore the intent of the fund (which is to symbolise the acknowledged link between disarmament and development) a set percentage year on year contribution, at the least must be the minimum requirement, if the fund is to command any international political credibility or effectively represent the effort towards the establishment of international peace and security.

It is clear that some of the major powers are in principle cognisant of the obligations to implement Article 26, as well as the rest of the Charter, yet what may not be so clear is how they will mobilise or can be mobilised to establish this cognition in the form of a UN mechanism. 

It should be mentioned that one of the more productive initiatives on the RDD was the creation by Kofi Annan of a 'High Level Steering Group on Disarmament and Development' 30. Established in 1999 it was to be an interdepartmental taskforce composed of the Under-Secretary-General for Disarmament Affairs, the Under-Secretary-General for Economic and Social Affairs, the administrator of UNDP and the Under-Secretary-General for Peacekeeping Operations. Under the overall co-ordination of the Department for Disarmament Affairs, to jointly cooperate on the RDD in the UN system. Sadly from our perspective, it has been sidelined due to, wait for it…'lack of resources'!31 

The successes of campaigns such as the Jubilee 2000,32 World Court Project33 along with all other great peoples movements in history show us that when activists and those concerned come together on an issue, they are strongest when they can channel their concerns in a co-ordinated manner at those who make or would make the pivotal decisions affecting them.

The attacks of September 11th 2001, the Rwandan genocide and many other events show that we can't afford to wait for things to reach crisis point before we take vital actions.

In our favour, were both the upbeat discussions by the UN first committee last autumn34, producing many encouraging observations on the RDD, and the proposal for an International Finance Facility by Gordon Brown which, even if not 'sold' to the major industrial countries, represents a move on the part of the UK to mobilise international institutional support for the fulfilment of what are more and more seen as international responsibilities. 

The worldwide response to the immediate requirements of those affected by the Tsunami also show that the people of the world realise the ongoing emergency surrounding the provision of resources in line with development goals. 

In the immediate future the ARC is looking at; the reinvigoration of the UN High-Level Steering Group on Disarmament and Development; how an International Disarmament Fund for Development could be taken up with a minimum condition of 1-5% reduction in military spending with the savings devoted to humanitarian priorities decided by the UN General assembly; how the peaceful use of natural resources, can be institutionalised at the highest levels of national governments; and how the public can be more informed and involved on the issue of human security as the link between disarmament and development. 

Undeterred by the less than progressive sounds that have come out of the present US administration, the ARC is sufficiently encouraged that in coming years the sway of world public opinion, along with government policy behind it, will move towards concerted actions enabling the establishment of lasting international peace and security.

1.) From '2004 Report of the Group of Governmental Experts on the Relationship between Disarmament and Development' p9, para 5, (A/59/119). 2.) See http://www.unmillenniumproject.org/facts/index.htm. 3.) 'EIDFD' Document: UNIDIR /84/08. 4.) Doc: DC/71,annex16. 5.) 'EIDFD', p119. 6.) 'EIDFD', p14. 

7.) 'EIDFD', p14. 8.) Docs: a/c.1/1066,a/ac/187/78 and a/s-10/ac.1/37, para. 101. 9.) Doc: a/s-10/ac.1/28. 10.) UNGA resolution 33/71.11.) Doc: 36/356. 12.) UNGA Resolution38/71. 13.) Doc: A/59/119, p9, para5. 14.) Doc: A/conf.130/139.15.) Doc: A/conf.130/139, p14, para1. 16.) Doc: A/conf.130/139, p14, para3. 17.) Doc: A/conf.130/139,p15, para10. 18.) Doc: A/conf.130/139, p17, para 22. 19.) Doc: A/conf.130/139, p18, para25.  

20.) Doc: A/conf.130/139, p19, para35b. 21.) Doc: A/conf.130/139,p21, para7b. 22.) Doc: A/conf.130/139, p21, para9b. 23.) Doc: A/59/119. 24. Doc: A/59/119 p9, para7. 25.) Doc: A/59/119 p23, para79. 26.) Doc: A/59/119 p23, para81.

27.) Doc: para78, p23. 28.) 'EIDFD' p36, section2. 29.) 'EIDFD' p76, para37. 

30.) Doc: A/59/119p21.31 A/59/119, p22, para68.

32.) See: http://www.jubilee2000uk.org/. 

33.) See: http://wcp.gn.apc.org/home.html. 34.) Contact the ARC for short transcripts of short transcripts of the 2004 UN 1st Comm RDD sessions.

________________

General Assembly laments High-Level Panels report as "too narrow" in dealing with development

  
In a wide-ranging critique of a high-level panel's report on the challenges facing the United Nations, members of the General Assembly have questioned what they see as the panel's inadequate treatment of the role that economic development plays in safeguarding collective security, according to Assembly President Jean Ping of Gabon.
Among the 97 speakers, mainly ambassadors, who took the floor in six informal sessions recently, many also expressed concern about the emphasis by the <"http://www.un.org/secureworld/">High-level Panel on Threats, Challenges and Change on limiting weapons proliferation at the expense of promoting disarmament, he said in his summary of the debate.
The Assembly talks were part of a series of discussions leading to a meeting of Heads of State and government at the 60th session of the General Assembly in September.
The High-level Panel was appointed by UN Secretary-General Kofi "to assess current threats to international peace and security; to evaluate how our existing policies and institutions have done in addressing those threats; and to make recommendations for strengthening the United Nations so that it can provide collective security for all in the twenty-first century."
At present, five of the 15 Security Council members - China, France, the Russian Federation, the United Kingdom and the United States - are permanent, their interests are protected by vetoes and they are expected to carry extra responsibilities for international security.
On the changing role of the Security Council since the UN was established at the end of World War II, the Panel says decisions can no longer be implemented by the members of the Security Council only, "but require extensive military, financial and political involvement by other States."
Mr. Ping's summary of the Assembly's discussion said reforms to make the Council more representative, efficient and transparent would mean not only adding more members, but also improving its methods of work and its decision-making mechanisms.
On another security consideration, many delegations said that while they recognized the threat that weapons of mass destruction posed for international peace and security, they disagreed that the emphasis should be on stopping proliferation at the expense of undertaking negotiations for disarmament, he said.
Similarly, they regretted that the Panel had failed to examine the dangers of the flood of small arms around the world, he added.
On the question of socio-economic development of the poorer Member States, many speakers "deplored the fact that the report, while recognizing the central place of development in the system of collective security did not examine this more extensively," Mr. Ping said.
"In addition, some speakers said they were concerned that the report tended to present the question of development only from a security angle that was too narrow."
The report says: "By the 1980s, many of (the) new States faced crises of State capacity and legitimacy, reflected in the rise of internal wars as the dominant form of warfare in the second half of the twentieth century."
Many delegates felt that consultations on the reform and restructuring of the United Nations should not be limited solely to the recommendations contained in the High-level Panel's report and its focus on the Security Council should not alter even further the role and authority of the General Assembly as the principal deliberative body of the United Nations, Mr. Ping said.
Source: http://www.un.org/news

  ________________

The way forward for a holistic approach to peace

An extract from ARC-Chair Vijay Mehta's speech at the debate between the ARC and The Socialist Party earlier this year in January. For full text of speech contact the ARC.

· There are two different ways of viewing disarmament – unilateral/voluntary and bilateral/multilateral agreements. Both arrangements are often overlapping initiatives. Unilateral disarmament is often an effort to encourage others to follow suit. For instance, during the 1990s, South Africa voluntarily disclosed and dismantled its nuclear weapons and long-range missile programs, which led to a region-wide moratorium on atomic weapons and led to the African Nuclear Weapons Free Zone. 

· There is a need to galvanise civil society and grass-root movements to act as a catalyst for change in society, industry and global institutions, which can bring arms reduction, justice, equity and ecological integrity against the prevailing culture of violence, profit, and greed. Jayantha Dhanapala (former ambassador at UN Department of Disarmament Affairs) aptly points out the obstacles to progress: "Complacency and apathy are widespread in society "almost all societies" as there always appear to be more important problems to worry about than catastrophes that could lead to the end of the world."
· To pursue disarmament, Arms Reduction Coalition (ARC) have launched an initiative by using the implementation of Article 26 of the UN Charter, which states: ‘The establishment of an effective system to regulate armaments.” “..to promote the establishment and maintenance of international peace and security with the least diversion for armament of the world’s human and economic resources.’
ARC believes that, during the first 50 years of the UN, the five permanent members of the United Nations, the United States, Britain, France, Russia and China have flooded the world with weapons bringing untold misery to the world. Despite Article 26, little has been done to end this obscene trade. Every member of the UN General Assemble should demand that the pledge in Article 26 be honoured.

ARC believes in demilitarising the economy and building an alternative security. Regions of conflict must be at the centre of efforts to build peace regionally. Peace building includes conflict prevention through early warning and the presence of mediators and facilitators as well as post conflict peace building. Today, peace making is at the centre of political attention. This narrow view of security, while sometimes creating political and diplomatic breathing spaces to search for political solutions for conflicts, is not sufficient.

Most conflicts have deep-rooted causes that can only be addressed by civilian means of mediation and facilitation between the different needs of the people involved. Post-conflict peace building must be an integral part of efforts to secure human security in areas of conflict and tension. Unless societies and economies are demilitarised, there will be no lasting peace. 

Most nations have economies geared towards preparation for war as well as industrial infrastructures geared to meeting these and not other needs. The true peace dividend is not simply the amount of money saved in the military budgets or in shifting it from one pocket to another. Rather, it is the opportunity to reallocate substantial resources to other productive activities. Like the establishment of the current permanent war economy, conversion will require large and long-term investment. Internationally, all states should commit themselves to a thirty-year Global Action Plan to Prevent War by reducing military budgets. A 5% reduction over 5 years would be a first step and would make available one half billion dollars a day. In all these efforts, non-governmental organisations and other civil actors must be directly involved.

· We have to see disarmament from a holistic point of view as the concept of security has expanded vastly. It is no longer possible to regard national or international security in purely military terms. We have a wider view which embraces political elements, economic and environmental factors and social and cultural aspects. The Security Council has recognised this by considering women's rights, AIDS and other non-conventional issues as security issues. Clearly more needs to be done to link the Security Council more closely with the Economic and Social Council and other principal organs, with the work of the specialised agencies and regional economic commissions and by calling for action oriented reports on particular aspects of security related issues where the authority of the Security Council could ensure the attainment of goals such as the Millennium Development Goals (MDG). 

·  Peace and Human Security in this new, young century will depend on eliminating the egregious root causes of violent conflict including racism, violations of our precious and only home called Earth, religious intolerance and misunderstanding, and contempt for the rule of law. We continue to ignore the rights of indigenous and unrepresented peoples while we militarise their lives and lands. Violent conflicts are fuelled by economic greed and the grab for raw materials. Billions and increasingly more billions are spent on the arms trade and forms of militarization. Peace and Security will depend on preventing children from being kidnapped to be slaves in war.

· Finally the role of peace education in schools, universities and public at large cannot be underestimated. There is a need for wider awareness of the problems and solutions. The issues are:

(a) Large and growing military budgets in the face of   ravaged   health and education services in most of the West, 

       as well as many developing countries;

(b) Refusal by the USA, the world’s most powerful 

       nation, to uphold important disarmament treaties such 

       as Anti Ballistic Missile treaty and Start II, or to 

       sign international treaties such as Kyoto and 

        the International Criminal Court;

(c)  Some 30,000 nuclear weapons still in the world’s arsenal;

(d)  The profitable and prolific trade in small arms;

(e)  Billions of dollars already being spent in the USA 

        (and probably Britain) on missile production; the USA’s 

        so-called Missile Defence Shield, and the possibility 

       that Canada and Japan may also join.

The solutions are:

(a) Diverting the $950 billion military budget routinely spent could be used instead to feed, house and educate all the peoples of this world.

(b) Seek justice and settle disputes in a non-violent way, through dialogue, the UN, the ICC and the ICJ.

(c) Peace education in schools is essential and through a national database, can be used as a way of networking and informing the general public. At a global level, the role of UNESCO is important to spread its message of a culture of peace to overcome violence and conflicts.

(d) Peace education should be linked to the wider expression of ideas. Such ideas need to be exciting to the younger generation. Peace hero’s, rather then military hero’s, should be made more visible in our cities, monuments 

  and museums. We should glorify acts of

  humanitarianism and not acts of war. 

(e) Peace Education is a set of human values and not simply a subject. It is a life time endeavour which doesn’t always bear immediate results but rather requires perseverance.

 Conclusion  

The challenges of security, poverty and environmental crisis can only be met successfully through multilateral efforts based on the rule of law. All nations must strictly fulfil their treaty obligations and reaffirm the indispensable role of the United Nations and its primary responsibility for maintaining peace.

There are various approaches to disarmament as there are indeed various ways to achieve peace. But after long and hard thinking, I’ve come to the conclusion that the best way to general and total disarmament can only be achieved through a holistic, multilateral and universal approach based upon collective security combined with a set of ethics - freedom, equality, and solidarity. The process of disarmament should go hand in hand of building a viable social and sustainable development along with economic justice, poverty reduction, respect for human rights and a better environment. 

Peace is not a dream. It is hard work. In today’s society, violence has been glamorised and wars have become a common occurrence. How do we counter this trend? We must deligitimised war as a way of solving disputes. Our leaders must support their rhetoric of peace with laws. For example, every country should pass a law which prevents its military budget from exceeding its spending on education and health care.

We must choose to work and persevere even when prospects for success look dim and believe in our capacity to achieve our objectives. If we can prepare and wage wars, we can also prepare and work towards peace. From kindergarten to schools, universities to global institutions we need to infuse a culture of peace. 

To take forward the disarmament agenda, here are some action plans for major events in the coming year:
· Preparing for NPT Review Conference in May 2005 (New York)

· G8 summit, 6-8th July 2005 in Scotland

· 60th commemoration of bombing of Hiroshima & Nagasaki, August 2005 

· 60th anniversary of United Nations, 2005

Thank you for listening.


 International Criminal Court (ICC), International Court of Justice (ICJ)

________________
POINTS ON PEACE
 "Those who make peaceful change impossible Make violent revolution inevitable."

President John F. Kennedy


"Many of the wars in Africa are fought over natural resources. Ensuring they are not destroyed is a way of ensuring there is no conflict. In managing our resources… we plant the seeds of peace."* 

Nobel Peace Prize Winner-Wangarai Maaithai
"The path of peace is the path of guarantees for the rights of peoples and the peoples' readiness to defend those rights."

Fidel Castro to UN Secretary-General U Thant over the Bay of Pigs Crisis in 1962.

"It may make people realise that the UN needs to be well-equipped and funded. If people diverted money from weapons and war, we have the technology and money to be able to help if we decide to do that."+

Tony Benn-On how the Boxing Day Tsunami opened many peoples eyes to the lack of resources existing in the world.

"Adequate guarantees given and taken that national armaments will be reduced to the lowest points consistent with domestic safety"

Point 4 of President Woodrow Wilson's 'Peace Programme', which he insisted, form the basis of the 1918 post-war Armistice.

"Peace is not a signed agreement between individuals-it is reconciliation between peoples". *

Yasser Arafat


"The cause of development and the cause of peace are one."

 Louis Fréchette-UN Deputy Secretary-General

  

"True union is a union of harmony which causes all parties, however hostile they may seem to be, to contribute to the general good of the society, as dissonances in music contribute to the harmony of the whole. There may be union in a state where we seem to see nothing but dissension, that is, a harmony which produces happiness, which alone is true peace." 

Montesquieu


*Taken from 'Share International' magazine, December 2004 edition. + Taken from 'Share International' magazine, January 2005 edition.

*                               *                                  *

UPCOMING EVENTS
21ST February. 

LONDON. Day of Action on global trade rules fair trade, with praying and lobbying MPs' at Westminster. It also features the launch Speak's Big Dress campaign, which is a giant creative petition. For more information, call our office: 0207 249 4309

Wednesday 9th March

LONDON. Annual Lobby of Parliament. This years lobby includes a strand on the NPT so CCND supporters are encouraged to come along. Organised by UNA-UK and Action for UN Renewal. E-mail info@una-uk.org Phone: +44(0) 20 7766 3444 Fax: +44(0) 7930 5893

Saturday 12th March

LONDON. World Disarmament Campaign AGM & spring Conference. Theme: Militarisation of the European Union. Friends House, Euston Road. World Disarmament Campaign: PO Box 28209, Edinburgh EH9 1ZR, UK; Tel/Fax:  +44 (0) 131 447 4004. Web: http//world-disarm.org.uk/     

19 March

LONDON. National Demo: "End the Occupation of Iraq, Bring the Troops Home". www.stopthewar.org.uk office@stopthewar.org.uk 020 7278 6694 or 07951 593 525 Stop the War Coalition, 27 Britannia St, London WC1X 9JP.

19 March-15 April 2005

INTERNATIONAL. 'Counter Terror: Build Justice2005'. An International month of peace action. Initiated by 'Voices in the Wilderness US' and 'Justice Not Vengeance'.

1 May

NEW YORK. Cities of the World Peace fair in Central Park. The Great Lawn of Central Park will be turned into a huge map of the world upon which hundreds of cities, large and small, will display their culture of music, dance, art, cuisine, and Peace. Mayors for Peace will link up participating cities with neighbourhoods throughout greater New York to make it both a truly international and a truly New York event. There will be "regional" stages and a "global" stage that features major performing artists. With the International Law Wall winding through the Peace Fair, the unifying theme will be a nuclear- weapon free future. Http//www.abolition2000.org/now/mayors.html

2-28 May

NEW YORK. Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty Review Conference. Come along and lobby the Nuclear Weapons States, asking them to abide by their "unequivocal undertaking" to accomplish "the total elimination of their nuclear arsenals leading to nuclear disarmament" as committed to by the final document at the 2000 Review Conference of the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT). SEE:http://www.reachingcriticalwill.org/legal/npt/nptindex1.html for more on the NPT. Or Nuclear Disarmament are working on a prayer campaign at the NPT: http://ccnd.gn.apc.org/prayer%20campaign.htm. Also see Abolition Now! www.abolitionnow.org.  

      *                                        *                                            *

THE ARMS REDUCTION COALITION (ARC)
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Dennis Haliday

Bruce Kent 
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Federico Mayor Zaragoza

Alice Mahon MP

Linda Melvern

Supporting organisations:
Action For UN Renewal, Arkadas (Turkey), ATAP (Mozambique), European Youth Forest Action (Netherlands), Forum voor Vredesactie (Belgium), Glencree Centre for Reconciliation (Ireland), Ground Zero centre for Nonviolent Action (USA), London Region CND, Methodist Peace Fellowship, National Consultative Committee on Disarmament (New Zealand), Pax Christi (Denmark), People’s Forum for Human Rights – Bhutan (Nepal), Rettet den Regenwald (Germany), Save the World (Nepal), Stichting Vredesburo Eindhoven (Netherlands), Sussex Peace Alliance, World Disarmament Campaign, Women's International League for Peace and Freedom.

Fundacion para una Cultura de Paz (Spain)

 Scientists for Global Responsibility (SGR)

Association for World Citizens (AWC) 


 Support us

I/We support and endorse __ * the Arms Reduction Coalition

(ARC) Resolution and wish to become a member __* of ARC

(*Please tick to endorse and /or become a member)

Name  

Organisation representing (if applicable)

   
Signature

Date 

Address 


Postcode 

Phone 

E-mail 

Website 

I/We Enclose:

    Subscription**      £                             
    Donation               £         
**Individuals: £5 (or what you can afford):

ARC promises not to pass any of your details on to other organisations or third parties without your expressed permission.

 **Organisations:£20 (or what you can afford):

 ARC promises not to pass any of your email details on to other organisations or third parties without your expressed permission. ARC will automatically include a link to your website on ARC's website unless you state otherwise.

Please link to ARC's website www.arcuk.org  

Please make cheques payable to: ARMS REDUCTION COALITION, and send to ARC Treasurer, POBox 42567, London, E1 2WP



The Arms Reduction Coalition (ARC) is campaigning for the states of the UN to agree and implement a legally binding instrument, to reduce the amount of resources spent on arms by between 1 and 5 percent for a period of between 10 and 25 years, and to spend the resources saved on programmes that benefit humanity and the earth. This reasonable proposal is based on Implementing Article 26 of the UN Charter, which the states of the UN have committed “to promote the establishment and maintenance of international peace and security with the least diversion for armaments of the worlds human and economic resources”. 
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