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Peace-making is not getting any easier- says Lakhdar Brahimi.  .
The world's expectations for peace-making processes in countries emerging from war or other crises are becoming more ambitious and less realistic, United Nations Special Adviser Lakhdar Brahimi said in July as he received the Dag Hammarskjöld Medal from the German UN Association. Accepting the medal at a ceremony in Munich, Mr. Brahimi said his experiences over the past 15 years of trying to help resolve conflicts and build stable states around the world showed "that this business of peace-making is not getting any easier." But he said the international community's agendas have changed during the same period - both about what can be achieved and how quickly. "They have become more ambitious and multi-faceted, seeking to promote justice, national reconciliation, human rights, gender equality, the rule of law, sustainable economic development and democracy, all at the same time, from day one, now, immediately, even including in the midst of conflict." Mr. Brahimi said his work as a negotiator and adviser in Lebanon, South Africa, Haiti, Afghanistan and Iraq since 1989 taught him that luck and good timing are invaluable and that establishing peace is always highly risky. Referring to Iraq, where he helped facilitate the formation of the interim Government that took office last month, he said rebuilding the country can succeed, thanks to Iraq's "many talented and educated people, as well as abundant natural resources." But he said the lack of security, the legacy of decades of repression, the destruction of state institutions and deep inter- and intra-sectarian tensions mean any political, social or economic reconstruction will be extremely difficult. Mr. Brahimi urged the world to be realistic about what the UN can achieve, adding that the international community also has to play its part to help post- conflict countries "improve the odds for success." Source UN news service.


'Arms Reduction and Tackling Terror'-by Vijay Mehta ARC-Vice Chairman

An extract taken from the themes explored at the recent ARC Public meeting in June.

A global threat to human security

More than 500 million small arms and light weapons are in circulation around the world — one for about every 12 people. They were the weapons of choice in 46 out of 49 major conflicts since 1990, causing four million deaths — about 90 per cent of them civilians, and 80 per cent women and children. Human security is under increasing threat from the spread of small arms and light weapons and their illegal trade. 

They have devastated many societies and caused incalculable human suffering. 

They continue to pose an enormous humanitarian challenge, particularly in internal conflicts where insurgent militias fight against government forces. In 

these conflicts, a high proportion of the casualties are civilians who are the deliberate targets of violence — a gross violation of international humanitarian law. This has led to millions of deaths and injuries, the displacement of populations, and suffering and insecurity around the world.
Nuclear weapons are the most devastating weapons of mass destruction, nuclear weapons were exploded twice in the 20th century and many other threats to use them have been made. The first bomb, on 6 August 1945, destroyed the Japanese city of Hiroshima and killed about 100,000 people at once. The second, on 9 August, destroyed the city of Nagasaki and killed about 70,000 people. Many more have died since then as a result of the radiation effects of those bombs.

There are 30.000 nuclear warheads in the possession of the declared nuclear weapon states USA, Russia, France, UK and China on top of that there is 

Worldwide proliferation of nuclear weapons and technology which is being deployed by countries such as India, Pakistan, Iran, North Korea and Israel. When so much military hardware is available around the world terrorists can easily create mayhem by indiscriminate mass killing and destruction. Political violence, organised crime and inciting fear in the civilian population are becoming the hallmark of new terrorism.
What are small arms and light weapons?
Small arms are weapons designed for personal use, while light weapons are designed for use by several persons serving as a crew. Examples of small arms include revolvers and self-loading pistols, rifles, sub-machine-gun, assault rifles and light machine-guns. Light weapons include heavy machine-guns, mortars, hand grenades, grenade launchers, portable anti-aircraft and anti-tank guns and portable missile launchers.
While small arms and light weapons are designed for use by armed forces, they have unique characteristics that are of particular advantage for irregular warfare or terrorist and criminal action. Mortars and mounted anti-aircraft guns, for example, allow for highly mobile oper​ations that often cause heavy casualties among civilians if used indiscriminately. The low cost of small arms makes them affordable to actors beyond the State. Small arms require almost no mainte​nance, so they can essentially last forever. They can be hidden easily, and even young children can use them with min​imal training. Small arms and light weapons would not be lethal without their ammunition. Ammunition, explo​sives and explosive devices form an integral part of small arms and light weapons used in conflicts. 

Terrorism and weapons of mass destruction – nuclear, biological and chemical, its prevention and future 

Nothing could have anything like the impact of a nuclear explosion, which could be more physically damaging, psychologically shocking, and politically disruptive than any event since World War II. Although the casualties from a single act of nuclear terrorism might not match those of a nuclear war, they would still dwarf other forms of terrorism by many orders of magnitude and could easily exceed those of most conventional wars.' The terrorist attacks on New York and Washington on 11 September 2001 brought home the willingness of a new breed of terrorists, now sometimes called 'new terrorists', to kill as many people as possible and cause the maximum amount of social and economic disruption. To discuss future terrorism it is useful and important to distinguish between the 'old' terrorists, who are likely to continue with 'business as usual', using conventional weapons to 'kill one and frighten thousands', and the 'new terrorists', who aim to 'kill thousands to frighten the hemisphere' with Weapons of Mass Destruction (WMDs). Different types of 'old' terrorism can be identified:

• Political terrorism, usually with separatist or nationalist aims;
• Terrorism by far right- and left-wing political groups;
• Terrorism by single-issue groups, such as right-to-lifers and radical environmentalists; and
• Terrorism by an individual.

Current trends suggest that political terrorism with separatist or nationalist aims is likely to decrease in the future and terrorism by single-issue groups is likely to remain roughly constant, but the other types of terrorism are likely to increase. 
Terrorist actions by the 'new' terrorists - religious fundamentalists, particularly Islamic Fundamentalist groups and American Christian white supremacists - are likely to become increasingly frequent and violent. Whereas secular terrorists are likely to exercise constraint, and to avoid killing many when killing a few suits their purposes, religious fundamentalists are unlikely to feel any moral constraint about killing very large numbers of people
In fact, mass killing by WMDs may fit well into the Armageddon and apocalyptic visions of some religious groups, some of which believe that they are under divine instruction to maximise killing and destruction. The likelihood that terrorist violence by fundamentalist groups will escalate to indiscriminate mass killing is the greatest future terrorist risk, the main consequence of increasing religious terror and decreasing radical political terror.
The best way the new terrorists can achieve their objective is to use a WMD. There is, therefore, clearly a danger, some would say an inevitability that new terrorists will acquire, or develop and fabricate, and use WMDs - chemical, biological or nuclear.
Recent experience - for example, the use of nerve agents by the Aum Shinrikyo in Tokyo and of anthrax in the United States - shows that biological and 

chemical weapons are unpredictable and difficult to use effectively, that is, to cause a large number of casualties. Effective dispersal of both biological and chemical weapons is very difficult, so these weapons may not well serve the purposes of the new terrorists.
To fulfil their aims, therefore, I believe that future new terrorists are more likely to make nuclear attacks; these are not only more likely to succeed, but their Armageddon nature is likely to appeal to fundamentalists. Nuclear terrorism may be the most likely future use of nuclear explosives, replacing the spread of nuclear weapons to countries (nuclear-weapon proliferation) as perhaps the most serious threat to national security. The success of recent attacks against American targets indicates that nuclear weapons do not deter terrorism by protecting countries armed with nuclear weapons. Nuclear deterrence has no role in dealing with the new terrorism.

Report Barcelona 2004 International peace conference

by Ben Mussanzi wa Mussangu

First of all I praise the Lord, who made possible the trip to Barcelona, although I did not have funding for it. In fact, in CRC, our organisation based locally in the Congo but thinkng globally, we have learned since ten years that ‘peace is money’, paraphrasing anglophones who say that ‘time is money’. ‘Peace is money’ means that when you are thirsty of peace, the lack of money will never be a problem for you.  The will to struggle for peace until it comes is the first power we need to have in our hands. Anyone lacking the will to do something can have money but they will never be prepared to spend the money they have for a positive purpose.  Secondly, I am grateful to Emma Leslie, ACTION Asia member, who had early this year the will of forwarding the emaill she got about Barcelona 2004 peace conference. 

Barcelona 2004 was jointly organised by the City Council of Barcelona, the Autonomous Gouvernment of Catalunya and the Government of. It had full support of the UNESCO, whose 186 state-members ratified their support during the 29th general  conference. The epicentre of the gathering was located on the Mediterrannean Sea at the end of the main avenue called  « Avinguda Diagonal » which, as its name says, divides the City in diagonal. It is an extension of a vast project of renewal of the city which began with the Olympic games of 1992. In fact, the city of Barcelona has a long tradition of organisation of  gatherings, as, in 1888 and 1929 Barcelona had organised World Fairs, and in 1992, the Olympic Games. Three languages were considered as conference languages : English, French and Spanish. Interpretors were provided for these three languages by organisers (Fondació per la Pau, International Peace Bureau and Forum Barcelona 2004).

The theme of the conference was more controversial 

From 9th May to 26th September 2004 (for more than 4 months), the City of Barcelona is hosting a big event known as « Forum Barcelona 2004 » and which is bringing from four corners people from all languages, cultures and beliefs to celebrate the summer 2004 in a special way and, in the same time, to attend a series of activities combining summer festivals and reflection about big issues dividing our world today. Barcelona 2004 can be defined shortly as a forum where citizens of the the globe can meet to celebrate their difference in unity. Barcelona 2004 is then a first edition of a gathering which wants to change our world. This is why the theme of the conference was more controversial : « Towards a world without violence ». The first reaction of participants in front of this theme was that it is an utopy to dream about a world without violence, whereas day by day we are watching on TV images of violence and war. This conference focused on 3 topics : sustainable development, unity in cultural diversity and  conditions for peace. 

  As written on the first page of the main programme of BARCELONA 2004, «the conference ‘Towards a world without violence’ came at a crucial moment for Europe following the May 1 accession of the Eastern European states to the EU, and the June 13 EU elecctions. These historic events occur against the backdrop of the ongoing war in Iraq, the worsening crisis in Israel-Palestine, the aftermath of the Madrid train bombings, the intensifying campaign for the November US Presidential elctions, and many other signifcant developments on the world stage».
 

In order to have everyone’s ideas on how to reduce violence, or how to achieve a solution/ exit strategy for Iraq, or how to ensure that governments and decisionmakers put genuine human security at the top of their priorities the conference had five objectives : faciltating debate and sharing of ideas among a wide range of people concerned about peace ; offering a range of opinions and information to the general public ; showcasing the work of creative and  important projects ; helping the world’s many peace movements, old and new, to develop partnerships that can have a real impact on the problems highlighted at the Dialogue ; and finally collecting specific ideas, reports and action proposals for pubication for publication in August in hard and electronic forms.

Different presentations

The opening session was led at the Auditorium by personalities like Federico Mayor Zaragoza, President of Fundación Cultura de Paz of Madrid,  Cora Weiss, President of The Hague Appeal for Peace and International Peace Bureau, Alfons Banda, President of Fondació per la Pau and Jaume Pagès, Chief Executive Officer of the Universal Forum of Cultures of Barcelona. To close the opening session, Frankie Armstrong from the UK and Echoes of peace troupe from Peace Education Centre of Obafemi Awolowo University of Ile-Ife in Nigeria performed in order to set the theme of the conference through sketchs.

The rest of the first day was occupied by different presentations about Preventions and non-violent resolution of armed conflicts (military conflicts in the contemporary world ; Mindanao-Philippines peace process ; European NATO, CFSP, OSCE, EU security perspectives ; Future of peace negotiations in Israel/Palestine ; Colombia peace intiatives proposed by state institutions ; Extremism, Militancy and terrorism : cases of Pakistan and Afghanistan ; Democratization and rebuilding in Iraq ; Civil society responses to armed conflicts in Africa ; Civil society responses to armed conflict in Burma ; Civil society responses to armed conflict in Colombia ; Ethnic conflict and peace process in Sri Lanka ; Non-violent intervention ; Institutionalising early warning and crisis prevention ; war tribunals on Iraq : what do they hope to achieve ; Interview on the past, present and the future of Iraq ; Women, peace and security ; Role play about Engaging Non-State Armed Groups on Human Rights, Disarmament & International Humanitarian Law, Delegitimizing War : what will it take ?)

Different presentations of the second day focused on economy and war (how to move from war economy towards peace economy.  A documentary film ‘Peace under fire’ described Sudan’s Darfour crisis. The performance from the Arab-Hebrew Theatre of Jaffa  showed that it is possible for people in conflict to work together. Other presentations were about challenging military expenditure ; military industry ; Military Bases ; Military Research & Development ; Gender, Economy & Conflict in Pakistan & Afghanistan ; India-Pakistan relations and kashmir conflict ; Privatisation of violence through new mercenaries ; Arms Trade and the UN Registry and Codes of Conduct ; Arms trade in the global economy ; Health & Environmental costs of militarism ; Post-conflict : aid or development ?), Resource wars : Oil fuelling conflicts ; Tourists as agents of peace ). There were also open spaces for peace projects and a worksop was about the project « 1000 Women for the Nobel Peace Prize ».

The focus of the third day was disarmament. Stop the War Brigade, a rap group, opened the day with their performances. Several presentations discussed about it : Civil society & Disarmament ; Dismantling the nuclear threat ; Containing a shadowy threat : reinforcing Biological & Chemical Weapons Treaties ; Building on success : Landmines & Explosive Remnants of War ; Biggest killers : Small Arms and Light Weapons (SALW) ; Small Arms in Cities ; Keeping Weapons out of Space ; Weapons of Mass Destruction (WMD) : threat from states, non-states actors & terrorists ; water : Source of conflict ; Disarmament Education ; How Nuclear Disarmament Activists saved the the worls from Nuclear war ; Abolition of Nuclear Weapons ; Film « The Nuclear Age : A Common Legacy ; Nuclear Weapons Citizen’s Inspections ; Engaging non-state actors in a complementary mine ban process ; International campaign to Ban Landmines (ICBL) Non-State Actors Working Group ; Arms that kill land maim dailly – organizing the networks .

The fourth day was dedicated to the education and the mobilisation for a culture of peace. « School Experiences », movie and presentation by religious educators from Spain opened the day before the beginning of presentations : Peace movement : origins, analysis & perspectives ; Media & Conflicts : Independent media and Committed Journalism ; Mobilisations against the Iraq war in Spain ; Movements against the war in Iraq ; Grassroots Initiatives in Israel/Palestine ; Is Peace possible in The basque Country ?; Peace Conference in the Basque Country ; Strategies & Initiatives to protect children affected by war ; Peace Education centres around the world ; Peace Education : proposals & experiences from Catalunya ; Peace Education in Greece & Turkey; Peace Museums, Educating Cities ; Culture of peace & Non-Violence ; Presentation of the book ‘Peace is possible’ and the Film ‘War No More’ ; Peace Days Workshop ; Peace Processes ; Teaching Peace ; Neve Shalom – Wahat Al Shalaam : School for peace in IsraeilPalestine ; Mass media as a tool for peacebuilding : a civil society perspective.

The fifth and last day focused on human security. The IRIN film ‘Uganda’s forgotten conflict’ opened the day and Maria/ Henning songs performed the auditorium. After that, it was time for different presentations in different rooms : Human security & Human Rights post- 9/11 ; Globalisation : Incorporating Environmental & Human Rights ; Global governance & future of the UN ; Conscientious objectors to, and within military services ; saying No to war = saying Yes to what ?; A wiser World – An optimistic outlook on international relations. 

The closing plenary was chaired by Alfons Banda of Fundació per la pau, Gopal Krishna Siwhaoti of Inhured International of Napal, Bruce Kent of Movement for Abolition Of War, Colin Archer of Internatioal Peace Bureau (IPB) and Mireia Belil, Director of Dialogues Barcelona 2004. Once again Jaffa Theater, Echoes of Peace troupe from Nigeria and Igor Kvashevich & his Belarus Folk Group performed together. All participants witnessing how it is possile for people from different languages and 

background can sing and dance together left the auditorium in tears of joy. 

Concerts, Expositions and stands

Apart from different presentations, there were also other activivties and events, such as theatre, street performances, circus (like the Giant of the 7 Seas), Games, concerts, traditional sports, cabarets, popular cultures. Concerning expositions, I was moved by two stands :  women and war and refugees. A recounter with the ‘unkown heroines’ of the last decade’s war (the Balkans, Palestine, Afghanistan, Angola, the two Congo's, Colombia, the Philippines, El Salvador,  Rwanda, Cote d’Ivoire etc), women from these countries have had to suffer the ravages of  war from a triple perspective : as fighters, as victims of sexual aggression and as heads of family (survival, resistance and recnostruction). 

Learning & Sharing

I represented, without being mandated, our ‘Bradford Community Broadcasting’ (BCB) local radio where, since January 2004, our ‘Africa On Air’ team agreed to our vision of   including conflict resolution and peace education into the broadcasting programme. I represented also our organisation Conflict Resolution Centre (CRC) and its global partner called Action for Conflict Transformation network (ACTION). Therefore, in private, I had successful contacts with different personalities from different organisations, such as Crssing Borders, Third World Movement Against the Exploitation of Women, Swedish Fellowship of Reconciliation, International Committee of Red Cross etc.  I shared to them the vision of both ACTION and CRC. I got also materials from others. For example, I got didactic materials about ‘Educating Cities programme’ from Prof Alicia Cabezudo of Argentina or ‘Time to Abolish War’ from the Heague Appeal for Peace or ‘Nuclear Age : A new Legacy’. I got new friends among colleagues from Africa, especially those who came from Tanzania, Kenya, DR Congo and also among people from Singapour, Mexico, Israel/Palestine etc.

I took also some actions : for instance I signed, like other participants, important documents like the appeal for a « Human Right to Peace » campaign or the appeal for the World Court Project UK. I signed also a campaign requesting the reform of international institutions. I signed finally the Declaration of Barcelona. I compasssionated with Chernobyl Children’s Project. Some teams from the UK invited us to visit their office in and across the UK. I was also offically invited  to the Accra Aburi Peace Festival planned from 06 to 10 August 2004. The lack of funding and time will prevent me from participating to this event.

Although this theme was ambitious and utopic, I was impressed by the debate about globalisation and how to 

use the mass media for educating communities to the culture of peace. The presentation of Jacob Kellenberger, President of the International Committee of Red Cross (ICRC) in spanish was fantastic entitled : « Is globalisation a factor of war or peace ? ». Although he tried to demonstrate, focusing on the positive aspects of communication, that globalisation is first of all a factor of peace, the debate showed clearly, with what is happening in different war-zones around the world, like Iraq, Colombia or the DR Congo, that globalisation is threatening the population in mineral-rich areas.

The error of the media at this time of globalisation was unanimously recognised by participants. In fact, media are giving large spaces for broadcasting images of violence and war from any part of the globe without saying one word about good things happening in the world. Nobody is talking about peace initiatives from the grassroots emerging in Middle East, but most of time it is only suicide bombs which are shown on TV. As a result, children, women, men of our time are thinking in terms of violence and develop the culture of violence. In order to change this mistake, it was suggested that the press has to convert itself to the new philosophy of education-that of the culture of peace. 

A video showed how in Sierra Leone, living today in post-conflict stage, ex-child soldiers have been converted to ‘new journalism’ in order to train their ex-colleagues of street/militia or their current fellow students to the culture of peace. The second video showed how in post-conflict Macedonia, the media is helping youngsters to deal positively with their conflict and to celebrate their ethnic difference, instead of hatred their parents have been orientingg them to during the war. You can guess how I was so delighted when I discovered that in Bradford Community Broadcasting (BCB), we were at the frontline of the peloton, as we have planned peace education through radio six month before Barcelona conference. 
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European Security Perspectives

By UK peace activist Lesley Docksey who also attended the Barcelona Dialogue
This (Dialogue) session produced much food for thought, and highlighted an area where all those in Europe who are seeking to rid the world of weapons could campaign.  The panel of speakers consisted of Rae Street of CND and IPB, Patricia McKenna, former Green MEP from Ireland, Ems Guelcher from the Green/EFA Political Group in the European Parliament, and Arto Nokkala, a Doctor of Social Sciences from Finland.  They started by looking at the military situation in Europe as a whole, and as it is viewed within the Commission of the European Union.  The first fact to be noted is that military spending within the EU has gone up by 18% in the last three years (remember that this is our money they are spending, without having sought our approval).  The distinction between peace keeping, crisis management and war has blurred.  It is, as I am sure you will agree, very close to the point where we, the public, could be told that we have to wage war in order to keep the peace.  This loss of distinction has led to such departments as the European Arms Agency (promoting the arms trade) and the Military Office in Brussels being accepted as part of the Common Security policy (my italics).  Money earmarked for general Research & Development within the EU’s budget is being channelled into the European Arms Agency.  This is to allow Europe ‘to compete with the USA’!  I ask myself, what kind of competitor of the US does Europe want to be?  Even more importantly, do we need to compete?  To compete breeds competition, and having finally got rid of the arms race between the Soviet Union and the USA, we are now gearing up for something similar between Europe and the USA.  Have we learnt nothing over the last 50 years?  The minds behind this attitude appear to think that ‘Peace at home, and War abroad’ is good for business.  This is all tied in with the proposal to create a European military force.  One document in support of this proposal that was quoted said that Europe having its own military would ‘ensure supply’.  What does that actually mean?  It means that Europe, in order to maintain its way of life needs an ensured supply of energy and raw materials, and having an army would give it the power to exploit developing countries.

The focus then shifted to the proposed European Constitution.  The United Kingdom and some other (but not all) European nations will be holding referenda about this, but as there has been a lack of any genuine public debate about the Constitution, and particularly about the military direction of the EU, any vote would be meaningless. First and foremost, the important thing that people need to know is that a constitution should not formulate policy of any kind.  The proposed EU Constitution, as it stands, has policy written in, and that includes the military policy.  If accepted, it would commit Europe to the policies of a few men for the foreseeable future.  It would enshrine human rights (good).  But it would also enshrine a military policy (not good).  So, would you vote ‘Yes’ and find you had committed Europe to an unwanted military direction, or ‘No’ and lose protection for human rights?  Some people want the UK to get out of Europe.  Many think that co-operating with our neighbours is a good thing, and so wish to remain a part of the EU.  The rightwing sceptics have the monopoly of the ‘anti EU’ debate.  The leftwing sceptics who desire a real reform of the EU are not making their voices heard.  And this is where the peace movement can make a difference.  Any referendum about the Constitution will simply ask us to say ‘Yes’ or ‘No’.  We need to inform ourselves about what the Constitution actually says, and what it means in terms of effect on all our lives and futures.  We need to spread that knowledge far and wide.  We need to start campaigning now to get all military policy removed from the Constitution.  I would go even further.  It is never any good just saying ‘No’ to something, without having something positive to replace what is being refused.  So, let’s think big.  Why don’t the citizens of Europe write their own Constitution, and why can’t we in the peace movement start the ball rolling?  The network is there, and greatly strengthened by our fight against ‘the war on terror’.  At the end of this session it was suggested and agreed by all there, that we could make a start on tackling this problem at the European Social Forum being held in London this autumn.  Be there!   

Persuading America
By Karl Miller-ARC Secretary

Persuading America is perhaps one of the greatest weaknesses in whole Arms Reduction campaign. "Like slaves to power and profit, who heedless of their own significance seek to waste the world's resources on weapons to destroy the earth and its peoples."
The USA has most to gain but is one of hardest to persuade. Here are a few considerations.


Hardest to persuade
1 Voting record / political will
In the United Nations the USA has a record for voting the most against resolutions on arms control and disarmament. In some cases only them against.
"The ineffectiveness of these resolutions is often attributed to the lack of political will. Yet as the records of voting show, whose political will is lacking? Those States with the largest armies, the highest military expenditures, with the most dangerous and truly evil weapons in their arsenals consistently vote in opposition to the most important disarmament measures. How can we expect political will to arise from those most powerful States that uniquely benefit from the status quo? Why would they muster political will to reduce arms, when its grotesque expenditures and unprecedented arsenals are precisely one of the ways in which they rose to the top of the global totem pole of power?" -Rhianna Tyson, Reaching Critical Will - Report on 2003's UN General Assembly Debates

2 A Nightmare Scenario
One Nightmare scenario that is becoming increasingly closer is that the whole world might become like Israel and Palestine; but with the United States (US) and it's allies against the rest. This scenario implies that the world faces a future in which the infrastructure, human environment and all cultural monuments of those countries that the US sees as enemies (some of whom may be friends now) are destroyed with many civilian casualties
US arms expenditure is greater than next 27 countries combined.
The continued and increased huge expenditure by the US on arms; over US$400 billion per year. This means the US will be driven to either seek ways to use these weapons; or sell them to the rest of the world - killing people to finance future arms development. The exporting of the American philosophy that everyone should have a gun to defend (???) themselves and light weapons to many impoverished countries can only make our bad situation worse. Guns kill people. During the 20th century guns in the US killed more Americans, than All-American soldiers killed in all wars.

The propensity for the US to use force (e.g. Iraq, Afghanistan, and over 20 countries the US has bombed since world war 2) and not fully explore or invest in non-violent means of conflict resolution. If only 1% of the spending on the US military was diverted to finding non-violent means of conflict resolution we would have effective solutions. The genius and ability of the American people to solve complex problems is extraordinary. It a shame that many of their best minds are employed making things to kill people.

As Douglas Mattern puts it 
"Today the war business is in full swing with thousands of scientists and engineers going to work daily with the task of building or developing new weapons, including space-based weapons that would turn the heavens above into a new source of terrorism for humanity below. " 

In this scenario the US may be seen as Darth Vader's master in Star Wars films; with their star wars system targeting earth; while the rest of the world hopes for a Luke Skywalker who can use the force of good to defeat the empire. I love the American people; I always seem to meet nice ones, but some of their government's policies sucks.

3 Gun Lobby strong.
Too many people, corporations and educational institutions in USA profiting from arms trade. Heck they can live a good life style and feed and educate their kids well from the lucrative blood money that comes from working in the arms trade. If it takes spending their lives on earth making and selling things to kill people, heck, they don't mind they are alright.
" It also amazes me how some very religious and moral people fight against contraception yet support and even invest in the arms industry. It is as if the investment in arms is so profitable that it overrides their beliefs, and the extra people are needed as cannon fodder or test subjects for the arms to be used to kill them." 

Most To Gain
1. Maintain Power
Less resources on arms by all means they remain number 1.

2. Arms Customers Have Power
People will soon wake up to the fact that buying US weapons is impoverishing them and making the US more powerful. The resources spent on US arms in Africa is helping to fund star wars and more advanced technology. To finance its arsenal US has to sell arms to other countries. People may even stop buying US films and TV shows that export the culture of violence around the world.

The customers of US arms have an important role to play. If they stop buying US weapons; then the US would have difficulty funding their high tec arms programmes. They have given the US the power to control them. Lets face it the US is only going to sell them weapons it can destroy (e.g. Iraq). Once you buy from them you have to keep going back to them. 

OK this is very risky. Countries suggesting giving up their armies or reducing arms are likely to have their leaders assassinated, or overthrown in military coups, or aid withheld, or be flooded with arms, or have external forces inciting groups into conflict. Its not going to be popular with the $800 bn a year arms industry, or with countries that make and sell arms such as the Veto 5 or their armies. I remember in 2002 when it seemed as if India and Pakistan were about to start a war against each other. Then I found out that there was a big arms deal in the offing and the US wanted the lions share. Russia's Vladimir Putin gives us a clue (18 Jan 01) "When they tell us that we are apparently working towards the rearming of Iran, here it is necessary to clarify terms. We believe that the political theses that are sometimes used to squeeze Russia out of arms markets, including the Iranian arms market, are simply an instrument of unscrupulous competition." It will certainly be interesting the find out what role arms deals has in many of the crisis that occur.

But let's face it. What good or benefits have the armies and the resources spent on arms bought to many African or developing countries? What can small armies equipped with redundant technology do? We all watched with shock and awe the waste of resources and terrible use of technology in the bombardment of Baghdad during the war on Iraq. Can your army provide real security in such an environment? Are you going to condemn your peoples to a life of poverty by using essential resources to acquire such technology?

I hope that greater transparency in arms dealings, and effective implementation of the recent convention on corruption will enable us to monitor and possibly reduce their activities.
You can sucker some of the people some of the time; but sooner or later they will learn to avoid being suckered. I hope the days of such a huge arms industry are coming to an end.

3. US people will benefit
As US spends the most on weapons, if half of resources save spent on state's own programmes then US people will benefit, 
To quote Michael Moore "Spending all this tax money on a bunch of useless warheads we hoped to never use, we let our schools go to hell, we failed to provide health care for our citizens, and more than half our scientists ended up working on projects for the military instead of discovering the cure for cancer or the next great invention to improve our quality of life.
The $250 billion the Pentagon plans to spend to build 2,800 new Joint Strike Fighter Planes is more than enough to pay the tuition of every college student in America.
The combined budgets for the Pentagon over the next 5 years is $1.6 Trillion. The amount the General Accounting Office says is needed to renovate and upgrade every school in America is £112 billion." Page 170 - Stupid White Men

5. The US will gain the most Profit - selling non-lethal weapons. 
They are world leaders in that technology, that will replace the present murderous armaments. Remember, Guns kill people; they do not bring security. During the 20th century guns in the US killed more Americans, than All-American soldiers killed in all wars.

6. The US will gain something their influence, power and wealth cannot give them.
The gratitude and respect of the world's people, who they help to develop, free from poverty and provide true human security for; by spending resources on humanitarian programs rather than weapons. They have an opportunity to truly make a positive difference to the earth and its peoples.
The UK position on the Nuclear Issue proves less than stable
The amendments to the UK-US Mutual Defence Agreement were signed on 14th June 2004. Yet the agreement as it presently stands enables the transfer of information and materials between the UK and US for the purpose of augmenting nuclear capabilities. Such an agreement explicitly compromises those commitments made in the Non-proliferation treaty that both countries have signed. ARC Patron Lord Archer of Sandwell has brought forward (below) an exchange he initiated in the House of Lords this June.

UK-US Mutual Defence Agreement
3.5 p.m.

Lord Archer of  Sandwell asked Her majesty's Government:

Whether the negotiations with the United States for the renewal of the mutual defence agreement have been concluded; and whether there will be an opportunity for Parliament to debate its terms.

The Parliamentary Under-Secretary of State, Ministry of Defence (Lord Bach): My Lords, the amendments to the mutual defence agreement were signed on 14 of June by US and UK representatives. Yesterday these amendments, along with an explanatory memorandum, were laid before parliament in accordance with normal procedures for amendments to such treaties. The amendments have been put before congress, where they will lie for 60 days.

At present, I cannot undertake to find government time for a debate. In accordance with their undertaking in 2000 to the Procedure Committee of another place, the Government will give due consideration to any request from the House of Commons Defence Committee and the Liaison Committee for a debate. A debate in your Lordships' House will, of course, be a matter for the usual channels.

Lord Archer of Sandwell: My lords, while I thank my noble friend for that somewhat startling Answer, can he confirm that under the nuclear non-proliferation treaty the nuclear powers have undertaken to negotiate in good faith for the total elimination of nuclear weapons? Given that the mutual defence agreement is specifically intended to facilitate transfer of information and materials between the United States and the United Kingdom in order to augment their nuclear capabilities, would it be suprising if the rest of the world perceived our position as, at best, schizophrenic-or is proliferation what other countries do?

Lord Bach: My lords, it would be suprising. The United Kingdom remains fully committed to the nuclear non-proliferation treaty in its entirety. Movements under the MDA do not involve nuclear weapons or nuclear explosion devices; hence they do not contravene the treaty. So far as concerns the United Kingdom's record, we are committed to working towards a safer world in which there is no requirement for nuclear weapons. Indeed, we can claim to lead the world in our commitment to neutral, balanced and verifiable reductions. Since 1992, the UK has given up the Lance nuclear missile in artillery roles, our maritime tactical nuclear capability and all our air-launched nuclear weapons. Trident is now Britain's only nuclear system and we maintain fewer than200 operationally available nuclear warheads. We are the only nuclear power that has so far been prepared to take such an important step on the route to nuclear disarmament.

Lord Redesdale: My Lords, will the government undertake in future to produce in advance a full list of agreements with the United States in the defence field?

That will enable this House, if the government are not prepared to give the time, to bring forward debates to discuss these issues. Can the minister say whether the treaty has been changed to deal with the issues raised by national missile defence?

Lord Bach: My Lords, to the last question, the answer is no. So far as concerns the first question, if the suggestion is that the government are trying to avoid proper scrutiny, I refute it emphatically. This is a long-standing agreement and its renewal does not involve any consequential change to UK legislation. The Government have laid amendments before Parliament in accordance with the Ponsonby rule-that is, they are laid before both Houses of Parliament for 21 days.

A copy of the command paper and the accompanying explanatory memorandum will be sent to the relevant Select Committee, in this case the House of Commons Defence Committee. As I said in my original Answer, in accordance with our undertaking made in 2000 to the House of Commons Procedure Committee, due consideration will be given to any requests for a debate from the Defence committee or from the Liaison Committee.

Lord Astor of Hever: My Lords, following on from the Minister's reply the confidential intelligence contents o the MDA have never been disclosed to Parliament. Does the Minister agree that this long-established practise should continue?

Lord Bach: My Lords, I agree that this practise should continue because of the necessity for great confidentiality and because of the use that such information would be to other would-be nuclear states. In other words, it might well assist proliferation.  


Words Of Wisdom…

"It isn't enough to talk about peace. One must believe in it. And it isn't enough to believe in it. One must work at it."

-Eleanor Roosevelt

"Its not the violence of the few that scares me it is the silence of the many."

-Martin Luther King JR

"A comprehensive and integrated approach towards certain practical disarmament measures often is a prerequisite to maintaining and consolidating peace and security and thus provides a basis for effective post-conflict peace-building"

From the 2001 First committee UN General Assembly Resolution UNGA 56/24E (L.20) 

"The network of support from organized groups for disarmament must also be wide and deep - it should include both business and labour, groups that support the rights of women and children, groups that seek a cleaner environment, religious groups, and groups from the professional sector (law and medicine have their own unique contributions to make). This network should include groups and individuals everywhere who sincerely believe they have a stake in the success of disarmament."-Jayantha Dhanapala-from his 2001 speech at the 20th Anniversary of the Lawyers' Committee on Nuclear Policy

"States must unite in defense of the principles of the Charter and international law, while working to find ways to make the United Nations a more effective instrument for producing collective responses to the threats of our age."

Kofi Annan's message to the Third Forum for Debate Salamanca 2004 on "The Role of the United Nations in the 21st Century and the Primacy of International Law"

" If survival is the top priority-and I can think of nothing else on which we could more easily agree among religions, ideologies and scientific viewpoints-then the preservation of world peace is our most important objective, dominating all others." Willy Brandt -taken from his acceptance speech after winning the Third world Prize in 1985


Upcoming Events

Saturday, 4 September 2004

Iraq War Fat Cat Tour in London 
from 12:00 to 15:00, Shell Centre nr Waterloo Stn.
Join a colourful, theatrical tour of corporate war profiteers' offices in Central London: Discover the British oil giant with plans to establish a material and enduring presence in Iraq, which British bank is trying to claw back $100m of Saddams' debts, which British mercenary firm recently won a $293m "security" contract. Organised by the D10 group, Iraq Occupation Focus, the London Hotel & Catering Branch of the GMB Union, No Sweat, Rhythms of Resistance, Surrey CodePink & Voices UK.Organised by Voices, voices@voicesuk

11 - 12 September
LONDON. CND Annual Conference. City Hall, The Queen's Walk, SE1. www.cnduk.org 020 7700 2393.

14 - 17 October 2004 European Social Forum 2004 - 'another world is possible'

Tens of Thousands of Activists from Europe and Beyond. Social movements, trade unions, anti-racist movements, environmental movements, networks of the excluded and community campaigns.
Email: ukesfcommittee@gn.apc.org
Web: www.fse-esf.org 

10-17 October

EVERYWHERE. Week of Prayer for World Peace.

Saturday 23 October

CAMBRIDGE. Fellowship of Reconciliation's 90th Anniversary Celebration, including Alex Wood Lecture to be given by Andrew Bradstock. Cambridge. Details from office@for.org.uk or 01832 720257

Saturday 6 November

LONDON. The fourth Treaties Day School organised by Abolition 2000 UK and Christian Campaign for Nuclear Disarmament. London School of Economics, 10am - 4.30pm. Invited speakers include Prof. John Simpson, Director, Department of Politics, Mountbatten Centre for International Studies, University of Southampton; and Regina Hagen, co-ordinator of INESAP (International Network of Engineers and Scientists Against Proliferation), Germany. Chair: Bruce Kent. 

Saturday 13 November

LONDON. World Disarmament Annual Conference. Key Themes: Terrorism - Disarmament - International Law. Speakers to include Janet Bloomfield, Bruce Kent and Dr Vassilis Fouskas (author of Zones of Conflict). Bloomsbury Baptist Church, Holborn. 10.30am - 5.00pm. Contact: World Disarmament Campaign UK, PO Box 28209, Edinburgh Eh9 1zr, UK; Tel/Fax: +44 (0)131 447 4004. 

Web: http: www.world-disarm.org.uk




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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