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Mr President, I associate myself and the United Kingdom with the intervention by the distinguished representative of Luxembourg on behalf of the European Union. 

Mr President 

The reports of the Panel and of the Secretary General make two fundamental points about the threats we face as a world community. 

The first point is that there is no hierarchy to these threats. We may feel different threats differently. But poverty or infectious disease or organised crime are just as threatening to someone in the slums of Port-au-Prince as terrorism or anthrax scares are to his cousin in New York. 

The second point is that all threats affect all of us far more than we have hitherto recognised. In a globalised world, what does damage to the security of one can threaten the interests of all. So as the United Nations we all need to address all of them. A terrorist or WMD attack anywhere in the developed world affects the global economy. An attack on the global economy is an attack on the achievement of development goals. A country that is unable to build a sustainable peace is a threat to the development and security of its region and sometimes of the international community as well as of its own people. And SARS spreads at the speed of passenger airplanes. 

If we do nothing else in September, let us at least agree on these two fundamental points. 

But we can – and the United Kingdom believes we will and must – agree on much more. Because the issues in the Freedom from Fear cluster are of direct relevance to us all. Because we support Kofi Annan’s call for a new security consensus. Because the linkages between development, security and human rights are just as true for “Fear” as they are for “Want” and “Dignity”. 

What might we agree on? I want to start with the Peacebuilding Commission. For too long the international community’s approach to countries affected by conflict has been hampered by piecemeal and disconnected approaches on security and transition issues, un-coordinated and insensitive programming, and lack of funding when and where it is most needed. Haiti and Liberia are pertinent examples – these two countries are back on the agenda of the Security Council, after more than a decade of failed peacebuilding. We simply cannot afford to let this “cycle of conflict” continue - from either a moral or a financial or even a security standpoint. 

These thoughts are fresh in my mind, having recently returned from the Security Council Mission to Haiti. I was struck by the complexity of the situation and the difficulties faced by the Interim Government and its international partners. What difference could a Peacebuilding Commission make to Haiti? I believe it could make a difference in at least three key ways: 

- First, the Peacebuilding Commission would bridge the gap that exists between development and security actors. It would provide a forum for sharing of analysis and for developing a more co-ordinated and effective approach - something that simply does not exist at the moment. It would be the means for national authorities, members of the Security Council and of ECOSOC, of other key member states, the UN system, the International Financial Institutions and regional organisations to encourage and sustain mutual dialogue on the major peacebuilding issues in that country. 

- Second, the Peacebuilding Commission would provide a means for mobilising sustained political and financial support for the country until a sustainable peace has truly bedded in. With the current apparatus, countries emerging from conflict can find that the spotlight on their case disappears quickly after the issue leaves the Security Council agenda. But peacebuilding is long-term work, as Haiti shows. 

- Third, the Peacebuilding Commission would provide a safe place for those countries that want to make prevention a central plank of their approach to the peace, security and development of their country. Why should a country have to wait until it is too late – until violent conflict has erupted - before it asks for help? The support of the Peacebuilding Commission should also be available to Member States who want more political attention and financing bought to bear on their needs at an early stage. 

The Peacebuilding Support Office and funding for peacebuilding are two other important parts of the jigsaw. We agree with the Secretary-General that the disparate UN capacities on peacebuilding need to be brought together at headquarters to increase effectiveness and ensure better value for money, particularly as UN operations in the field move towards closer integration. We encourage the Secretary-General to pursue the establishment of the Peacebuilding Support Office. We particularly welcome his intention to establish a Rule of Law Unit, as security and justice are the keys to a peaceful society. We recognise that more predictable funding for peacebuilding activities is crucial, particularly in the early stages of a peace. 

We are extremely grateful to the Secretary General for his excellent advisory note on the Peacebuilding Commission. We are still studying it in detail, but much of it accords with our own thinking. I would like to make now just one general point. We need to approach these important questions from a practical perspective, and not load them with more political sensitivity than necessary. We agree with the Secretary General that both the Security Council and ECOSOC as well as other actors such as UN agencies and the IFIs would have interests in work done by the Peacebuilding Commission, and that this should be reflected in the institutional arrangements. Reports from Commission meetings should be available to all those actors, including both the Security Council and ECOSOC. The Commission’s role should be advisory, but it could make recommendations for action by different actors in their respective areas of responsibility. Specific decisions on such recommendations would be for those actors to take themselves under their own established arrangements. 

Mr President 

Let me now turn to the issue of the use of force. Of course, this is a difficult and emotive issue. But it is one where we believe that Member States should make serious efforts to forge a new consensus as the Secretary-General has urged us to do. Some think the High Level Panel did not interpret Article 51 on self-defence restrictively enough; others that the Panel were too restrictive. That suggests they got it about right. Especially in focussing less on words and more on actions - the realities of how force is to be considered and used responsibly in the interests of strengthened collective security. Very few countries would be prepared to swear that there are no scenarios under which they would use force to defend themselves against imminent attack. After ethnic cleansing in the Balkans and genocide in Rwanda very few of us could credibly say that there are no circumstances in which the Security Council should intervene to protect civilian populations from their own authorities. All of us should be able to agree that UN authorisation increases the political legitimacy of a use of force. And all of us have an interest in strengthening that legitimacy. So we should consider seriously the criteria that the High Level Panel and Secretary-General have put forward for the Security Council to take into account in considering whether to authorise or endorse the use of force. Reference to a transparent set of criteria would assist not only the Council in its decision-making, but also the broader membership in understanding and supporting the underlying reasons for Council decisions. 

Mr President 

We cannot ignore the threat posed by terrorism today. Member States of the UN have been the victims of terrorist attacks, in every part of the world. We should all unite behind the Secretary General’s call for a comprehensive UN strategy, and for agreement on the Comprehensive Convention. There is no justification for terrorism. As the Secretary General has said, it is a direct attack on the core values the United Nations stands for: the rule of law; the protection of civilians; mutual respect between people of different faiths and cultures; and peaceful resolution of conflict. There are no two sides to this debate. We must all endorse the simple statement made by the Secretary General in Madrid: Terrorism is unacceptable under any circumstances, and in any culture. The September Summit should say this loud and clear. 

Mr President 

One of the greatest fears of many of our peoples is the risk of WMD falling into terrorist hands. Addressing the threat posed by the proliferation of WMD and related technology is an urgent matter. The first strand of this fight is through the treaty-based regimes. The UK remains committed to the Non-Proliferation Treaty, the Biological and Toxin Weapons Convention, the Chemical Weapons Convention, the Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty, and wants to see an early start to negotiations of a Fissile Material Cut-Off Treaty. Our Summit in September ought to call on all States to adopt an Additional Protocol with the IAEA as the standard for the modern safeguards regime. 

There are two threats to the Treaty regimes; those who would not sign up, and those who would abuse them, by using their provisions as cover to develop WMD programmes. We must continue to call for universality of the Treaties. Equally, we cannot ignore current threats to compliance. 

Those who have signed the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty have entitlements as well as obligations. Not least an entitlement to nuclear energy for peaceful purposes. But these entitlements dovetail with related obligations neither to acquire, nor assist others to acquire, nuclear weapons. It is for this reason that NPT states parties have established mechanisms by which to ensure that obligations are met as well as entitlements exercised. It is right that as circumstances require, the means of ensuring compliance should be developed in ways appropriate to the new challenges. For if proliferation is not constrained and instances of non-compliance not acknowledged and faced up to, we will all be the losers. 

Secondly we continue to support the evolution of complementary approaches to the threat. The Summit needs to call on all States to implement fully Security Council Resolution 1540. I would also like to reiterate here the UK’s offer to assist States who need help with that implementation. We also welcome the Secretary General’s acknowledgement of the positive contribution of the Proliferation Security Initiative. It must surely be right for as many states as possible to come together by sovereign decision to agree arrangements to discourage international proliferation of WMD-related materials. Surely that must be good for collective security. So we hope the September Summit will support the principles of the Proliferation Security Initiative. The UK is also active in the Global Threat Reduction Initiative and, as chair of the G8, in the G8-led Global Partnership. As part of our concern to stop the spread of WMD, in particular to terrorists, we need to address key challenges, such as the safety and security of WMD material. We look forward to early conclusion of agreement on an amended Convention on the Physical Protection of Nuclear Materials. The UK is promoting discussion of all these issues as part of our Presidency of the G8. 

Mr President 

On the question of proliferation I would like to draw attention to the proliferation of small arms and light weapons, particularly in Africa. These weapons are an ever-present, immediate threat in conflict and post-conflict areas. We hope that the international community will agree on a legally binding instrument on Marking and Tracing in the third session of the Open-Ended Working Group this June and we support the Secretary General’s call for a legally binding treaty against the illicit trafficking and brokering of Small Arms. The UK also hopes that the international community will agree minimum standards for transfer controls of Small Arms and Light Weapons. We should give momentum to all these steps this September. 

Mr President 

These have been challenging months for UN peacekeeping. There have been many successes. The UK, in particular, agrees with the Secretary-General’s assessment that the time is ripe to establish, more formally, how the UN’s peacekeeping capacities interlock with other peacekeeping and crisis management capacities world-wide, and particularly those in regional organisations. One only has to look at the co-operation between the UN, the AU and the EU in Sudan to see how real and effective these partnerships have become. We strongly support further strengthening and deepening of such partnerships. We strongly support proposals for the development of strategic reserves and a standing police planning capacity. 

But there have also been failures. The scandal of UN peacekeeping personnel being involved in sexual abuse and exploitation of the local population in Congo has reinforced the need for better prevention, monitoring and investigative capacities within the UN-system. The Secretary-General has taken a lead to counter these abuses. All of us with personnel on the ground need to ensure that we reinforce his zero-tolerance policy. 

Mr President 

The Secretary-General has put bold proposals before us in this cluster of issues. The UK hopes that we the Member States can over the next few months step up to the charge we have received and take bold decisions together to deliver the reforms that are badly needed if we are to have a world free from fear. 

