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Thank you, 

Over the past sixty years of the United Nations, various multilateral instruments have been created to promote disarmament and prevent proliferation. This machinery has now been, as the Secretary-General pointed out in his report, In Larger Freedom, “central to the maintenance of international peace and security ever since those instruments were agreed.”  Secretary-General Annan continued to assert correctly that this machinery is “now in danger of erosion.”  He implored that these multilateral instruments “must be revitalized to ensure continued progress on disarmament and to address the growing risk of a cascade of proliferation, especially in the nuclear field.”

Rather than going through each of them one by one, I will instead look at some of the challenges that are pervasive throughout the regime, as many of the challenges that have mired these mechanisms in inefficacy are common throughout the system.  I hope to also provide you with some proposals for supplementary or additional mechanisms as food for thought, and to allow time for a discussion.

Common Problems

Consensus

According to Webster’s dictionary, consensus means “General agreement or accord.”  It does not require, nor is it a simile for, unanimity, as the Secretary-General pointed out in his report.  Most of our most precious multilateral machinery, including the Conference on Disarmament (CD), the United Nations Disarmament Commission (UNDC) as well as the Review Process of the nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT)- the cornerstone of the entire disarmament regime- has been held hostage to the misperception of “consensus.”

 “Consensus” is so intensely desired that it has, in effect, become the goal in itself.  Ironically, the most substantive debates “tend to,” as the Secretary-General pointed out, “focus on process rather than substance and many so-called decisions simply reflect the lowest common denominator of widely different opinions.”
   This is particularly true for the General Assembly (GA), though the most recent NPT Review Conference is also a testament to this fact.

In other fora, such as the Conference on Disarmament, States aren’t even able to reach a lowest common denominator; instead, procedural quibbles bog them down into utter paralysis.  The CD has not been able to agree on a program of work for eight years, a deplorable fact that, while widely known, must be reiterated here for the record. 

The will of a vast majority can no longer be held hostage to the quest for unanimity.  The rules of procedure for the CD, for instance, should revisit the literal and orthodox definition of “consensus”, in order to wrest it away from the debilitating notion of unanimity at all costs. 

Nuclear Bias in the Security Council

Unanimity is made even more difficult when the inequitable distribution of power amongst States is considered.  Five States- concurrently, those with recognized nuclear weapon capability- have the “right” to veto on the most powerful plurilateral body on the planet one that is mandated as the ultimate guarantor of peace and security.  But when security is threatened by the existence of nuclear weapons (as acknowledged in countless GA resolutions, as well as the 1996 International Court of Justice Advisory Opinion on the use and threat of use of nuclear weapons), the Council, led and controlled by those who wrongly believe nuclear weapons bring security, will be unable to help us.

In 2004, the Council took up the issue of weapons of mass destruction on a global scale for the first time.
  The word disarmament was briefly mentioned in a preambular paragraph of Security Council resolution 1540, and was not referenced in the operative text.  So long as veto-wielding members of the Council continue to revere nuclear weapons as the ultimate source of their own national security, the Security Council will remain unable to play a real role in assuring global security, a freedom from fear of nuclear catastrophe.  

Nuclear bias is also implicated in the ongoing debate over the possible expansion of permanent seats on the Security Council.  Some of those most likely to gain permanent membership- Japan, Germany and India, for instance- are themselves either nuclear capable or enjoy perceived protection under nuclear sharing or similar agreements.  To admit further permanent seats to those which continue to view nuclear weapons as a guarantor of security is to further undermine agreed-upon efforts to diminish the role of nuclear weapons in security policy, as unanimously agreed upon at the 2000 Review Conference of the NPT.
  We will never attain global nuclear disarmament so long as some countries continue to associate them with prestige and global might.  

Regional Groupings

Throughout the Cold War, the United Nations was effectively stymied by the polarization between so-called “communist” and “capitalist” countries.  Those not defined necessarily as either were still compelled to choose a side.  In such a polarized world, States formed regional groups, in which they often voted as a bloc.  With the Cold War more than ten years behind us, these regional groupings are now archaic, serving only to threaten the true multilateralism that is desperately needed in today’s globalized world.  

Out of habit, it seems, States continue to deliberate and negotiate within these regional groupings, taking multilateralism and progress hostage in the process.  At the 2005 NPT Review Conference, the vast majority of procedural haggling, which consumed nearly three-quarters of the time allotted to it, took place within regional groupings.  This served to further obfuscate the negotiations- regional meetings are informal and thus closed to the public- and to exculpate those responsible for blocking “consensus.”  

Transparency

All deliberations at the international level, but in particular those relating to disarmament, peace and security, are hampered by the lack of transparency and openness to members of civil society.  

Despite the continual efforts of some Member States, NGO access to these meetings remains unacceptably limited.  Out of those fora mentioned here already- the CD, the UNDC, the First Committee and the NPT Review Conference- only the deliberations of the First Committee remain entirely open to civil society.  The CD offers us one, at most two open plenary sessions per week; at the UNDC we are able to monitor only the opening and closing debates, the general trend for the NPT process as well.   

The Secretary-General himself acknowledged, in his response to the Cardoso report,
 that, “(m)ore effective engagement with NGOs also increases the likelihood that United Nations decisions will be better understood and supported by a broad and diverse public.”
 In addition, effective engagement with NGOs helps to exert the necessary pressure for governments to act- the missing link toward reaching the much-extolled “critical will” that is too often absent in international fora.  

Food for Thought

As Norwegian Ambassador Wegger Strømmen stated recently at the CD, no amount of “clever procedural drafting exercises” will correct the problems facing the international disarmament machinery.
  The problem lies entirely with the capitals, which have yet to exert the necessary political will to implement agreements already reached or to take steps to reach new agreements to provide true security for the people of the world.

Nevertheless, the exploration of creative procedural solutions remains a pertinent exercise.  Until we break free of the current political climate, one increasingly defined with mistrust of multilateral machinery and a disregard for international law, we must continue to explore possibilities for advancing the disarmament dialogue, so that, when we finally do enter the next political moment, the groundwork will have been laid and real action can begin. 

Permanent Corps 

Over the past few years, the idea of establishing a permanent corps of inspectors has been gaining notoriety and favor.  This idea was further explored in a well-attended panel at the 2005 NPT Review Conference, wherein Dr. Trevor Findlay of the Canadian Centre for Treaty Compliance at Carleton University presented his report, A Standing United Nations WMD Verification Body: Necessary and Feasible, which was submitted to the Independent Commission on Weapons of Mass Destruction (WMDC), chaired by Dr. Hans Blix, based in Stockholm, Sweden. 

The report recommends the establishment of a permanent international body that would draw upon the existing experience and capacities of the UN Monitoring, Verification and Inspection Commission (UNMOVIC) that could be called on to deal with all types of WMD and their delivery systems, including missiles, anywhere in the world. The suggested mandate includes maintaining:

· a general watch on WMD and related developments worldwide 

· data gathering, processing and analytical capacities for all types of WMD 

· a capability to undertake, at short notice, verification operations, including fact-finding missions, on-site inspections, and on-going monitoring and verification at the request of the Security Council and

· keeping abreast of developments and conducting training in verification modalities, techniques and technologies

While the idea of a permanent verification corps has been reviewed several times over the past few decades, many understand today’s world to be the prime political moment to realize such a body; the experiences and necessity of UNMOVIC remain fresh in our collective memory, and, with weapons issues and disarmament making the front pages of the global media almost daily, the need for verification and compliance to agreements is more widely recognized than ever before. 

SSOD IV

The major international disarmament fora were created through the First Special Session on Disarmament of the General Assembly (SSOD I).  The outcome document of that session, held in the middle of the Cold War, is often hailed as the greatest triumph of multilateral disarmament diplomacy to date.

When that document was negotiated, the political climate was entirely different than that of today.  With so much of our machinery deadlocked to the point of paralysis, an increasing number of States are considering the notion of returning to the General Assembly and establishing a Fourth Special Session on Disarmament (SSOD IV).
  

The United States has submitted, over the past two years, proposals to “revitalize the working methods” of the GA First Committee.  While the US should be commended for pushing forth the idea of international institutional reform, they are doing so in a piecemeal approach, whereas real reform should be taken holistically; after all, the machinery of the United Nations is interdependent and interlinked; many of the problems haunting one body are also crippling others.  Likewise, progress on one front has enormous implications for opening up the possibilities of another.  

A more holistic approach, such as the one made possible through an SSOD IV, could altogether address, inter alia:

· the CD stalemate, including the rules of procedure, membership, etc.;

· UNDC, including rules of procedure and mandate;

· Security Council’s role on disarmament and nonproliferation;

· First Committee rules of procedures and mandate;

The General Assembly remains the most equitable forum to discuss these pressing issues of peace and security and should be utilized as such. 

Recently at the Conference on Disarmament, the Netherlands’ Ambassador Chris Sanders proposed that the CD and UNDC be scrapped altogether, and replaced with “one single universal body that would perform all the necessary functions we need on disarmament”.  He further suggested that “the First Committee (could) fulfill such a role”, since “some other Committees (of the GA) seem capable of negotiating treaties”.  

Expanding The Role Of The First Committee

In addressing the deadlock of the CD and UNDC, it is pertinent to revisit the power of the General Assembly.  As Ambassador Sanders noted, there is no reason that the GA cannot negotiate treaties.  There are no consensus-based rules of procedure, votes can be taken when needed, and every Member State has an opportunity to participate. 

Attempting to negotiate a treaty in the First Committee would be rather unwieldy, which suggests the possibility of establishing one or several subsidiary bodies, to focus the negotiations. The First Committee could, for example, establish a Group of Governmental Experts to generate a set of definitions relating to the Prevention of an Arms Race in Outer Space.  An open-ended working group could be created to tackle the issues related to verification of a Fissile Materials Cutoff treaty.  A subsidiary body could be mandated to examine and create an action plan on military expenditures, linking disarmament and development.  

In essence, the Committee would be able to carry on the work that the consensus-based rules of procedure have prevented the CD from undertaking.

Conclusion

The United Nations, in accordance with its Charter, has a central role and primary responsibility in the sphere of disarmament.  In order to discharge its functions effectively, the United Nations should facilitate and encourage all disarmament measures whether unilateral, bilateral, regional or multilateral-and be kept duly informed through the General Assembly.

The world is watching as UN Reform takes center stage in the media, national dialogues and international politicking.  This is the moment we must seize to break down the barriers in disarmament machinery to bring about action.  We must also use this opportunity, when reviewing the Millennium Development Goals, to act on Namibia’s suggestion at the 59th General Assembly to “insist, in this process of dialogue, on a realistic balance between the total world spending on war and weapons technology, on the one hand, and the implementation of the Millennium Development Goals and Targets, on the other.”

While the Millennium+5 Summit is indeed one of the greater opportunities that we have in the coming phase, we strongly advise against pinning all our collective hopes on one meeting, especially one taking place under the current political climate.  

It is a unique opportunity, however, to recognize the interconnected relationship between issues of security and development, to pledge further concrete action on the agreements already made and to reassert the United Nations, and its network of multilateral machinery, as the primary harbinger of a true international peace, based on the security of all.

Thank you.
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� Report of the Secretary General, “In Larger Freedom, Toward Development, Security and Human Rights for All” (A/59/2005, paragraph 85)


� Report of the Secretary General, “In Larger Freedom, Toward Development, Security and Human Rights for All” (A/50/2005, paragraph 159)


� Except when dealing with single states, (Israel, India, Pakistan, Iraq) the Council had never dealt with the broader issues connected to WMD prior to the adoption of Security Council resolution 1540, April,2004. 


� Under step 9d of the 13 Practical Steps to disarmament, as contained in the Final Document of the 2000 Review Conference of the NPT, States parties agreed to undertake “a diminishing role for nuclear weapons in security policies to minimize the risk that these weapons ever be used and to facilitate the process of their total elimination.” 


� Report of the Panel of Eminent Persons on United Nations-Civil Society Relations (the Cardoso Report), (A/58/817).


� Report of the Secretary-General in response to the report of the Panel of Eminent Persons on United Nations-Civil Society Relations (the Cardoso Report), (A/59/354).


� Ambassador Strømmen’s statement upon his resumption of the CD Presidency can be found at: � HYPERLINK "http://www.reachingcriticalwill.org/political/cd/speeches05/June16Norway.pdf" ��http://www.reachingcriticalwill.org/political/cd/speeches05/June16Norway.pdf�.  


� For access to the full report, see: � HYPERLINK "http://www.carleton.ca/npsia/research_centres/cctc.htm" �http://www.carleton.ca/npsia/research_centres/docs/wmd_press.pdf�


� GA resolution A/RES/59/71 established, for instance, an open-ended working group on the issue of an SSOD IV.


� H.E. Mr. Sam Nujoma, September 22, 2004





