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Achieving sustainable disarmament-Pt 1
By Jayantha Dhanapala (United Nations Under-Secretary-General for Disarmament Affairs)  .

The relationship between disarmament and development like the old choice between guns and butter has preoccupied nation states from time immemorial. The world community created both the League of Nations and the United Nations largely to help their members grapple with these fundamental problems on an international dimension. At the founding of these institutions, representatives of all Member States understood that there was some
profoundly important relationship between economic development, social justice, military expenditures and the propensity for conflict, a
perspective found in both the Covenant and the Charter. For many years now, the United Nations has devoted considerable effort to assessing the social and economic impacts of military expenditures. In 1970, at the request of the General Assembly and with the assistance of an international group of experts, Secretary-General U Thant issued a report on the economic and social consequences of disarmament that identified profound economic and social costs of national arms expenditures, costs that were found to be particularly severe for developing countries. Then, in 1987, the General Assembly convened an International Conference on the Relationship between Disarmament and Development that was attended by 150 countries. The Conferences' final document which was adopted by consensus found 

that, The world can either continue to pursue the arms race with characteristic vigour or move consciously and with deliberate speed towards a more stable and balanced social and economic development within a more sustainable international economic and political order. It cannot do both. That statement is as valid today as it was when it was issued over 10 years ago.

http://www.iansa.org/documents/un/un_pub/statements/un11.htm

Jayantha Dhanapala is the United Nations Under-Secretary-General for Disarmament Affairs. This article is an excerpt from a speech delivered by Mr. Dhanapala on behalf of Secretary- General Kofi Annan at the 


International Conference on 
Sustainable Disarmament for Sustainable Development in Brussels, Belgium on 12 October 1998.

Is A World Without Arms Possible?

By Martin Hogbin-Campaign Against the Arms Trade/ARC

The Ideal

Charter of the United Nations: Chapter V

Article 26

In order to promote the establishment and maintenance of international peace and security with the least diversion for armaments of the worlds human and economic resources, the Security Council shall be responsible for formulating, with the assistance of the Military Staff Committee, referred to in Article 47, plans to be submitted to the Members of the United Nations for establishment of a system for the regulation of armaments.

The Reality

Sam Cummings, Head of Interarms, International small arms dealer and CIA small arms funnel.

"It is almost a perpetual motion machine. We all agree that the arms race is a disaster, and we all agree that it could lead to an ultimate conflict which would more or less destroy the civilised world, as we know it. The old problem is, who is going to take the first move to really pull back?"

So in considering the title we have two main questions: 

1. Is this possible - YES 

2. Is this likely - NO 

Let's investigate the negative option of "Is it likely".

With a world dominated by the hegemonic state of America and followed by our U.K. government. Which either resembles the poodle suggested by some or perhaps the little man that follows the big parade with his bucket and spade. And we all know what he collects. The likelihood for the future seems to be grim.

The prospect of a world dominated by might is right, seems to deny the possibility of a world without arms.

Indulge me in my name-dropping.

At a recent meeting with Noam Chomsky I asked his opinion of a hypothesis that the military industry in the U.S. is not only a major player in driving the U.S. economy but also a tool of their foreign policy

His answers were interesting as he agreed on the importance of arms industry to the U.S. economy and foreign policy, but more interesting was his evaluation of the bias the U.S. arms industry has as an overall percentage of the total labour force and budget. This bias has resulted in the U.S. industrial base being so slanted to military production and research, that should there be, a world without arms, a complete reformation and restructuring of U.S. production and research would have to take place to maintain the level of U.S. life style, consumerism and world power.

We have and continue to see the display of U.S. military might in this current conflict. When one considers the cost of the missiles alone at anything up to $1.5 million each, never mind the delivery systems, platforms and personnel that support these weapons, one can rapidly see how a whole economy can be built around this industry.

The first gulf war accounts show the cost of U.S. air delivered munitions alone amounted to $2.2 billion. The current estimates for the U.S. costs in Iraq has had President Bush asking congress for $75 billion.

The importance of this bias has profound implications for the U.S. in a peaceful world. Who needs weapons if there is peace? There are also implications for control of other economies. How can the U.S. influence and compete with the economies of Europe and the Pacific Rim countries with an industrial base biased to military production? One answer could be, and we have all heard the theories, OIL.

Many comments have been made on the relevance of oil in the current conflict. Research suggests that though the U.S. has vast interests in the extraction, refining and supply of Middle East oil, it is not for U.S. home use and demand. However by control/influencing, choose the words for yourself, both supply and price the U.S. control/influence international policies.

This all sounds a bit like the U.S. is the root of all evil. But realistically they are such a major player everybody else pales into insignificance.

Conflict also creates the ideal shop window for American goods. Can you imagine any country buying main stream military equipment, post Iraq War, that has not been on shown to be on the winning side. This modern, Hi-tech, hands off killing equipment is however one could argue not the main culprit of casualties throughout the world. If one looks at Africa for instance, the proliferation of small arms has created a culture of conflict and killing beyond many peoples understanding and comprehension.

If we examine Rwanda during the genocide's that took place, a case could be made for a ban on the sale of machetes. This then leaves us with a world order where it is the person, the regime, the thinking behind the weapon that needs to be changed.

So is this world without arms possible? Yes

Is this world without arms likely at present? No

Arms Reduction is somewhere to start.

But if we become complacent or disillusioned and do nothing and continue to tolerate the status quo change will never happen.

'We, the world community, are WAGING peace'-A Report of Robert Muller's speech by Hermann & Marie Müller

 "BE THE CHANGE YOU WANT TO SEE IN THE WORLD." -Mahatma Ghandi 

Dr. Robert Muller, former assistant secretary general of the United Nations, now Chancellor Emeritus of the University of Peace in Costa Rica was one of the people who witnessed the founding of the U.N. and has worked in support of or inside the U.N. ever since. Recently he was in San Francisco to be honoured for his service to the world through the U.N. and through his writings and teachings for peace. At age eighty, Dr. Muller surprised, even stunned, many in the audience that day with his most positive assessment of where the world stands now regarding war and peace. I was there at the gathering and I myself was stunned by his remarks. What he said turned my head around and offered me a new way to see what is going on in the world. My synopsis of his remarks is below "I'm so honoured to be here," he said. "I'm so honoured to be alive at such a miraculous time in history. I'm so moved by what's going on in our world today." 

(I was shocked. I thought -- Where has he been? What has he been reading? Has he seen the newspapers? Is he senile? Has he lost it? What is he talking about?) 

Dr. Muller proceeded to say, "Never before in the history of the world has there been a global, visible, public, viable, open dialogue and conversation about the very legitimacy of war". 

The whole world is in now having this critical and historic dialogue--listening to all kinds of points of view and positions about going to war or not going to war. In a huge global public conversation the world is asking-"Is war legitimate? Is it illegitimate? Is there enough evidence to warrant an attack? Is there not enough evidence to warrant an attack? What will be the consequences? The costs? What will happen after a war? How will this set off other conflicts? What might be peaceful alternatives? What kind of negotiations are we not thinking of? What are the real intentions for declaring war?" 

All of this, he noted, is taking place in the context of the United Nations Security Council, the body that was established in 1949 for exactly this purpose. He pointed out that it has taken us more than fifty years to realise that function, the real function of the U.N. And at this moment in history-- the United Nations is at the center of the stage. It is the place where these conversations are happening, and it has become in these last months and weeks, the most powerful governing body on earth, the most powerful container for the world's effort to wage peace rather than war. Dr. Muller was almost in tears in recognition of the fulfilment of this dream. "We are not at war," he kept saying. We, the world community, are WAGING peace. It is difficult, hard work. It is constant and we must not let up. It is working and it is an historic milestone of immense proportions. It has never happened before-never in human history-and it is happening now-every day every hour-waging peace through a global conversation. He pointed out that the conversation questioning the validity of going to war has gone on for hours, days, weeks, months and now more than a year, and it may go on and on. 

"We're in peacetime," he kept saying. "Yes, troops are being moved. Yes, warheads are being lined up. Yes, the aggressor is angry and upset and spending a billion dollars a day preparing to attack. But not one shot has been fired. Not one life has been lost. There is no war. It's all a conversation." 

It is tense, it is tough, it is challenging, AND we are in the most significant and potent global conversation and public dialogue in the history of the world. This has not happened before on this scale ever before-not before WWI or WWII, not before Vietnam or Korea, this is new and it is a stunning new era of Global listening, speaking, and responsibility. In the process, he pointed out, new alliances are being formed. Russia and China on the same side of an issue is an unprecedented outcome. France and Germany working together to wake up the world to a new way of seeing the situation. The largest peace demonstrations in the history of the world are taking place--and we are not at war! Most peace demonstrations in recent history took place when a war was already waging, sometimes for years, as in the case of Vietnam. 

"So this," he said, "is a miracle. This is what "waging peace " looks like." No matter what happens, history will record that this is a new era, and that the 21st century has been initiated with the world in a global dialogue looking deeply, profoundly and responsibly as a global community at the legitimacy of the actions of a nation that is desperate to go to war. 

Through these global peace-waging efforts, the leaders of that nation are being engaged in further dialogue, forcing them to rethink, and allowing all nations to participate in the serious and horrific decision to go to war or not. 

Dr. Muller also made reference to a recent New York Times article that pointed out that up until now there has been just one superpower-the United States, and that that has created a kind of blindness in the vision of the U.S. But now, Dr. Muller asserts, there are two superpowers: the United States and the merging, surging voice of the people of the world. 

All around the world, people are waging peace. To Robert Muller, one of the great advocates of the United Nations, it is nothing short of a miracle and it is working. 

http://www.goodmorningworld.org/peaceplan/ 

OVER 100 STATES REVIEW INTERNATIONAL TREATY ON NUCLEAR WEAPONS CONTROL, UN SAYS,

On May 9th the United Nations said more than 100 States participated in a meeting to review and strengthen the international Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons (NPT), which concluded in Geneva. The second session of The Preparatory Committee for the 2005 Review Conference of the Parties to the NPT brought together representatives from countries around the world to discuss issues focussed on international security through disarmament and nuclear-free zones, according to a UN press release. Discussions also considered the peaceful use of nuclear energy. In addition, time was 

allocated to regional issues including the resolution on the Middle East adopted by the 1995 Review Conference and reaffirmed in the final Document adopted at the 2002 Review Conference. International organisations and representatives of 37 non-governmental organisations (NGOs) also attended the open meetings of the session. One meeting was devoted to 11 presentations by NGOs. The UN serves as the Secretariat for the NPT. http://www.un.org/news 

Report by Vijay Mehta on NGO’s Disarmament committee Meeting 2nd May 2003 and review of NPT (Non-Proliferation Treaty) Conference 

At the Palais Des Nations (Geneva)
The meeting started by discussing NGO’s involvement in the Disarmament process and NPT review conference. How can we make a good contribution? At this moment Disarmament is going backward. We need to act together, incorporate the concerns of civil society and large number of NGO’s to speak as one to make diplomats and governments understand the importance of going forward in implementing the NPT treaty. It is an uphill task but we need to be present wherever there are weapons conferences.

The NPT review conference was on at the same time. It was agreed that it is important to know delegates of different countries attending the conference to discuss strategies. Critical Will website (http://www.reachingcriticalwill.org) and News in Review were placing all the NPT conference reports daily. It was requested that Sir Joseph Rotblat excellent speech be posted on the website. He was given the annual Linus Pauling award. There was a exhibition on the life of Linus Pauling twice Nobel Price winner once for chemistry in 1954 and for Peace in 1962. 

The meeting started with the Ambassador of Hungary, president of the NPT conference telling us of what happened during the week of the conference. He said there were over two hundred presentations by different delegates from state parties to the NPT conference with a question’s and general debate afterwards. The question answer and debate happened for the first time after fierce lobbying from different NGO’s. It was a matter of immense relief that the Nuclear Disarmament Agenda was not hijacked by war on Iraq and status of North Korea. Otherwise the delegates would have spent two weeks just discussing that and not getting on with negotiations of Nuclear Disarmament.

Among the things coming out of NPT review conference were as follows:

3. NPT is still the corner stone of Nuclear Disarmament and international peace and security. State parties were urged to abide by law which will also reduce terrorism. 

4. Strong support for conference on disarmament was advocated. A subcommittee was formed to do that. It was stated it is the CD (Conference on Disarmament) which implements the wishes of NPT. A strong NGO involvement and presence at the CD was desirable. 

5. Regular reporting and transparency of state parties on commitment to NPT and status of the stockpile of different types of weapons was needed. It was stated that about twenty reports about the progress of NPT were received from different countries. 

6. The role, understanding and cooperation of Non-Nuclear Countries, Civil society and educating the public at large, were discussed. 

7. It was urged that nuclear free cities and zones need to be formed. 

8. The role of IAEA (International Atomic Energy Agency – Vienna), ICBL (International Campaign to Band Landmines), MPI (Middle Powers Initiative) and many other organisations was commended. 

However there was general dissatisfaction on progress, transparency of national reports by state parties and it was the feeling of the NGO committee that disarmament was a non-issue. It was stated that the reports should be different and standardised approach to reports should be formed keeping in view of the goals of NPT. The differences among the state parties on ways to go forward, how international agreements should be legally binding and enforcement procedures still remain a serious issue. It was urged that NGO should press for more involvement with the NTP and CD conferences as a way forward. A multilateral agreement was seen as a road map for moving forward like the plan in Middle East, but it was an issue, which did not have universal consensus. It was discussed that if a state party disassociate itself with NPT (like North Korea) efforts should be made to bring them back to the club. Proposals for Seminar on nuclear disarmament and non-proliferation, November 2003, Geneva, NPT Prep Comm 2004 and NPT, review conference 2005 in New York were discussed. It was urged that landmines, cluster bombs, small arms, explosive remnants of war, biological, chemical and outer space weapons should also form an important part of the whole process of the disarmament issues.

All the officers for NGO committee for disarmament were elected unopposed except David Hay-Edie replaced David Attwood as president who was in the role for last eight years. Regina Hagen replaced Brain Cooper as vice-president as Brain had resigned earlier. Colin Archer as usual put in tremendous amount of work in preparing all the agenda and other papers to make the committee meeting a success.

The following calendar of events in various disarmament fields was announced:

 Nuclear Weapons: Conference on Disarmament 

 Nuclear Test Ban: CTBTO event, Vienna September

 Small Arms: (26-30 May) (7-11 July, NY) + Geneva action Network on Small Arms 

 Biological weapons: BTWC Convention Review Conference (Geneva, 10-14 November)

 Landmines: Ottawa Convention (May, September)

 Certain Conventional Weapons: Expert group on Explosive Remnants of War (16-27 June, 17-28 November)

 Advisory Board meeting for Disarmament Matters

 Other upcoming events (UNIDIR, Geneva Forum etc.)

There were couple of important anniversaries coming up in 2005 for which ideas for events were invited:

1. 60th anniversary of the A-bomb attack on Hiroshima and Nagasaki. 

2. 50th anniversary of Einstein-Russell manifesto on rejection of nuclear weapons. 

It was urged that strong NGO presence at these events is necessary to take forward disarmament issues and push the lethargic process of NPT conference, which is struggling in the hands of diplomats.

It was a great opportunity to network with various organisations and delegates from different countries of Europe, Japan, North Korea and USA. For more info contact Vijay Mehta-ARC Vice Chair vijay@angloshere.com 

Security cannot be attained through military superiority- Olaf Palme

A timely extract from his book ‘Common Security’, 1982 Pan Books

The renunciation of unilateral advantage includes acceptance that any successful effort to reduce armaments and the risk of war would have to be based on the renunciation of military superiority and, more generally, of threatening military postures. This would include the objective of establishing parity between the major military blocs, as well as establishing it as a guiding principle for several pairs of rivals, or groups of rivals, in other specific regions on a flexible basis. Parity must take into account geographic and strategic circumstances and allow for the disparate histories and military traditions that lead nations to place varying emphases on different kinds of military force; adversaries should not be expected to have armed forces that mirror one another in all aspects. It must also be recognized that parity is as much a perceptual as an objective phenomenon. The basic aim must be to establish security at the lowest possible level of armaments. Negotiations could aid greatly in the establishment of these conditions and could help to avoid the suspicion that one side or the other might threaten to ignore parity once it had been established.   

Reductions and qualitative limitations of armaments are necessary for common security

With parity and the absence of threats established as guiding principles for military relationships, it is equally important that the nations of the world act in concert to reduce armaments substantially. In making such reductions, particular attention should be paid to those types of weapons which raise the greatest concern on either side, as these carry the greatest danger of leading to war. The larger military powers must assume the major responsibility for initiating and sustaining efforts to reduce armaments, but all nations should share in, and would benefit from, significant progress towards this end. The benefits of reducing armaments in terms of alleviating the economic and social burdens of the arms race are obvious. Of even greater importance would be the creation of a political atmosphere in which peaceful relations among nations could flourish, and in which there would be a lesser risk of war.

 Words With Weight ………

" The reasonable conduct of politics is the only rational one if the goal of intercourse among states is the survival of all, common prosperity, and the sparing of the peoples blood"

Raymond Aron (sociologist)-from his book 'Peace and War', 1962 Pan Books.

"The struggle against the arms race, against the danger of a Third World War which would annihilate everything (or almost everything), together with the struggle against world hunger and underdevelopment remains the top priority. However the struggle for freedom and equality of nations is not a contradiction to that."

Willy Brandt (Nobel peace prize winner)-from his book 'World Armament & World Hunger', 1985 Gollancz Books

"Today not only thousands but millions are saying "No" to war. Humanity is aware of the fact that another great struggle would mean oblivion, and there are enough people saying that instead of civilisation going out, the nation or individual declaring war is going out instead."

Baird T Spalding (scientist)-from 'Mind magazine', 1935-1937

"It is very unlikely that disarmament will ever take place if it must wait for the initiatives of governments and experts. It will only come about as the expression of the political will of people in many parts of the world."

Olaf Palme (Ex-Swedish Premier)-from his book 'Common Security', 1982 Pan Books

Forthcoming Events

Campaign Against the Arms Trade

Disarm DSEi

 6 - 12 September 2003 

A week of protest, meetings and resistance to shut down the DSEi (Defence Systems Equipment International) - Europe's biggest arms fair.

Contact CAAT 0781 7652 029

 Email: disarm@dsei.org Web:dsei.org 

For more events see

Network For Peace 

http://www.networkforpeace.org.uk/events.htm 

*Arms Reduction Coalition Conference*
To be held in the Spring exact date and venue to be announced                        

Watch this space!

The ARC Resolution
The Arms Reduction Coalition (ARC):

Concerned by the obstacles, threats and difficulties that the large amounts of arms in circulation pose to the maintenance of peace and security and to Non-Governmental Organisations and UN departments in carrying out their work;

Concerned by the disproportionately large amount of the world’s human and economic resources being expended on arms;

Recalling that Article 26 of the United Nations (UN) Charter calls for "the least diversion for Armaments of the world’s human and economic resources";

Calls upon the United Nations General assembly, to agree, and for all signatory States of the United Nations to ratify, a legally binding instrument:

a) For reducing the diversion for Armaments of their State’s human and economic resources by between one and five percent per year;

b) To establish and maintain systems that enable annual independent verification and auditing of their States compliance;

c) To establish a United Nations mechanism to facilitate implementation; dealing with such matters as non-compliance, concessions, reporting and auditing standards, and the publication of targets and achievements annually;

d) That specifies how amounts diverted from Armaments are to be used on State and UN programmes such as poverty reduction, sustainable development, conflict prevention, peaceful resolution of conflict, protecting the vulnerable, maintaining the environment; and effective and efficient implementation of the legally binding Instrument;

e) That gives full opportunities to non-governmental organisations and other non state actors to make their contributions in implementation, compliance and allocation of resources;

f) That requires review and re-commitment by the States to the legally binding Instrument after a period of between 10 and 25 years.


                                          Set up a Local ARC.

ARC is an international campaign. Please contact us for details of

similar organisations in your country or if you are interested in setting up

 a national or local Arms Reduction Coalition.

THE ARMS REDUCTION COALITION (ARC)


PO BOX, 42567


London E1 2WP


Tel: 07903 967 355 / 07776 231 018 


E-Mail: �HYPERLINK "mailto:actun@btinternet.com;%20jadding37@aol.com?subject=WEB LETTER:"��info@arcuk.org�


Web: � HYPERLINK "www.arcuk.org" ��www.arcuk.org� �Newsletter 2. June 2003








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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