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Il-Minuti tal-laqgħa Nru 40 li saret fis-6 ta’ Mejju 2005, kienu konfermati.

Laqgħa MA' MS kATHLEEN ALLEGRONE mill-istate department fl-istati Uniti
THE CHAIRMAN (Onor. Jason Azzopardi):  L-item li jmiss huwa laqgħa ma’ Ms. Kathleen Allegrone, li hija d-direttur tal-Western European Affairs fl-Istate Department ta’ l-Istati Uniti.  Għaldaqstant ngħaddu mill-ewwel għal din il-laqgħa mas-Sinjura Allegrone.

Ms. Allegrone, it’s my pleasure and privilege to welcome you not just to Malta but to our Parliament and in particular to this committee.  We were really looking forward to your visit which came soon after our very intense but we believe fruitful visit to the US.  And we would like to exchange some points of view which came out from our many meetings in the US.  At the outset I would like to say thank you, not just on my behalf but also on behalf of the committee, and well done for a truly varied and interesting programme.
We had meetings - to name just a few - at the Departments of State, Treasury and Commerce and at the National Security Council.  In about 7 or 8 days we counted of having about 27 meetings.  Mr Eric Holm-Olsen and Mr. Grant were being very mild when they told us that our visit will be low on the window dressing.  But mentioning these Departments - State, Treasury, Commerce and the National Security Council - I would rank them as the highlights of the visit.  
Various points were made by both sides and I think that this served to get closer on many issues, not just bilaterally but also on the international scene.  We discussed Iraq, Middle East, Afghanistan, North Korea and the United Nations reform.  So it was a really varied and colourful programme on that score.  I will give the floor to you, but like I said we would like to thereafter highlight the main points which came out of our meetings.  
MS. KATHLEEN ALLEGRONE:  Thank you so much.  I can’t tell you how delighted I am to be here.  This is my third try to get to Malta and finally I have made it.  I’ve been trying to come here for about four months and I almost didn’t make it this time because the plane delayed in leaving Washington and I’m lucky to be here.  Anyway, if I’m not clear and as coherent as I would like to be, please forgive me and ask me another question.  I am very jet-lagged as I only arrived in Malta just an hour ago, so forgive me.
I can’t tell you how delightful it is to come to this setting and to have a chance to meet with you and to follow up on your visit to Washington.  I’m sorry but we couldn’t do it in as glorious a setting, this is really remarkable, I appreciate it very much.  We wanted to provide as much variety to your visit and to provide as broad a scope as possible.  From the programme that I saw and from the way you’ve described it, it sounds as we provided such a variety because the message that we have been trying to give to Malta - both in our visits here and in your exchanges with our embassy - is that our bilateral relations have been interesting, good and important to both of us.  With Malta’s accession to the European Union, there is just a much larger playing field for the non-bilateral issues. I think these are important for all of us to talk about, for you to understand our views, for us to understand your views and maybe to have a chance to eliminate some of the missed receptions that sometimes happen.
As I was travelling over here today, I was reading an article in one of the newspapers and there was again a statement that the United States doesn’t support the European Unity, which is just as inaccurate as it can possibly be but it keeps coming up and up and up.  I think our relationship with Malta is a good example, not only of our support for the European Unity but of the broader palate that that gives us in our discussions to talk about Iraq, North Korea or China arms embargo, which of course is one that we talk about a lot.  
So I am happy to engage in the discussion.  I love to hear some more details or some other things that you think you need you want us - the embassy as well - to follow up, or that you want to follow up, based on your visit, and then we can talk about broader issues too.  
THE CHAIRMAN:  I’ll immediately mention the Double Taxation Agreement (DTA) which cropped up in almost all of our meetings, or rather the lack of a Double Taxation Agreement with the US.  I will not state the obvious, we discussed it during our meetings, including the one with your good self at the State Department.  
From the many meetings we had on this issue, especially at the Departments of Commerce and Treasury, we were told that this is a technical problem and not a political problem.  We sincerely believe that if this is just a technical problem, there should not be any problem re-activating it, because we showed the benefits especially at the State Department, that US companies will have, not just Maltese entrepreneurs, once this is re-activated. So it is also in the US interest to have this DTA, keeping in mind that Malta is the only EU country not to have a DTA with the United States. We kindly ask you to push forward and solicit your colleagues at the Treasury Department to arrive at a mutually beneficial and satisfactory agreement, because we genuinely believe that it is in both countries’ interest to have this agreement.
We were told that for the US it is much more difficult to reactivate something rather than initiating something.  But keeping in mind the closeness of our bilateral relationship and the very obvious financial benefits the US companies would enjoy, I would take the opportunity of asking you and your offices to plead our case with your colleagues, especially at the Treasury Department.
That’s as far as I will go.  I will leave my colleagues to intervene.  Hon. Leo Brincat.
ONOR. LEO BRINCAT:  I don’t have any questions on the bilateral issues. Perhaps we’ll give a chance to Ms. Allegrone to discuss further issues.
Onor Mario de marco:  I would also like to comment that the visit we had was excellent and totally positive.  Just to add on to the point which Hon. Azzopardi mentioned regarding the DTA, I also had some discussions with people involved in the financial services industry and in the investment industry in Malta.  
More than anything else, it is also a matter of credibility for our own country.  The reason being - as you are aware – that Malta is the only European Union country which does not have double taxation treaty at this moment with the United States.  I’m also aware that the United States is also revising the terms of the double taxation treaties with other countries which have already signed this agreement.
I also understand perhaps the arguments which are being put in place sometimes by American interests as to whether they are advantages or disadvantages, but sometimes the advantages are not only the apparent ones.  We have to understand that the European Union is also a very competitive market in its entirety, and for Malta to remain the only player within the European Union which does not have this DTA with the United States, puts us, perhaps from a credibility point of view, at a competitive disadvantage with the other countries when trying to attract American investment towards us.
We know there are various other agreements being discussed at the moment and fair enough, one should not put one thing in the other level, and we’ll not try to do that.  But we feel it enhances our credibility and our bilateral relations if this issue could be put beyond us and can be carried forward also with so many other things that we have ahead of us.
THE CHAIRMAN:  Hon. George Vella.  For the record, Dr. Vella is the official spokesman of the Opposition for European Affairs.  I’m saying this because he could not accompany us on our visit, and so I wanted to make this introduction for formalities sake.
ONOR. GEORGE VELLA:  I just wanted to ask a question.  I’m not really following this up, but I remember that way back in 1997, when DTA was revoked, we had lots and lots of complaints from Maltese citizens who were in receipt of a US pension.  This is because they were very badly affected with most of them losing something like 25% of what they were receiving.  My question is whether that still exists.  Because at that time we were actually asking to try and make something specific for this small group of people to be compensated, apart from discussing the DTA and all the political and economic implications.  I just wanted to ask whether you still have complaints from Maltese people who are in receipt of this pension, because of this measure.
MR. ERIC HOLM OLSEN:  I’m not a counsellor officer but this is the first time I’ve heard about this.  I have not heard any complaints in the two and a half years that I’ve been here, but obviously, if that remains a problem, that would be another issue to raise.
ONOR. GEORGE VELLA:  Probably by now they’ve grown accustomed to this state of fact and they are not complaining any more.
MR. ERIC HOLM OLSEN:  I do know that we are constantly assisting in dispersing pension payments to Maltese citizens, widows or widowers of American citizens, but this is another problem.
ONOR. GEORGE VELLA:  Can you kindly verify that when DTA was revoked, there was this reduction in the amount received by these pensioners.  And secondly, whether between 1997 and today, this has been changed or whether it is still in force. 
MS. KATHLEEN ALLEGRONE:  You have me at a disadvantage here because I’m neither a treasury person, nor a taxation person.  This is an issue that we do take very seriously and we’ve tried very hard - together with the embassy - to make the best case for Malta with the treasury.  I think nothing speaks louder for Malta than a visit like your own, where you can present the facts and spare the people who are responsible for this, to take another look at it.  I suspect that some of what we have is exactly what they told you. When the treaty has been taken out of working order - as this one was in 1997 - you have to jump a higher hurdle to reinstate it.  It shouldn’t be that way. It’s not if there’s a presumption that Malta is not obeying the rules, but you almost have to work that much harder to prove that it’s worth what is a lot of bureaucratic red tape to reinstate it.
And I know that your visit helped to jump start that a little bit, with the discussions that the individual is undertaking with the petroleum industry and perhaps some others.  Since your visit, we have got back to her a couple of times, just to have a follow-up, but we will continue to do that.
On the other hand I also got misled.  I don’t know whether we will be successful.  I think it’s going to be really a question of, can the case be made, that there are benefits that outweigh the downsides.  We certainly appreciate that Malta is the only country of the EU member states that doesn’t have this. Malta seems to have a couple of niches where makes it an unusual EU member state.  So certainly this isn’t anything that is totally unique in the Malta case.  We will certainly do what we can, I just don’t want to promise and we’ll certainly look into whether there is any lingering problem on the case of Maltese pensioners, because that will be a shame on the human side of this. They shouldn’t be hindered.
THE CHAIRMAN:  Hon. Brincat.
ONOR. LEO BRINCAT:  With your permission, I would like to ask you two questions on broader issues, not bilateral ones; first of all, the aftermath of British elections.  The British election was to a considerable extent - in my opinion at least and in the opinion of many - a referendum on Tony Blair’s Iraq policy.  The results speak for themselves.  Does the US think that this will or could have an impact on other coalition members from Europe who have troops in Iraq itself?  
And secondly, in a broader outline, what could be the main thrust of the US General Assembly and Security Council reforms that the US would be advocating?  I tried to research some material on the subject but the only two specific items I could come up with were one on reservations of whether the Human Rights Committee is working, and secondly the public support for a permanent seat for Japan on the Security Council.  But I don’t know whether any other specifics have seen the light of day so far.
MS. KATHLEEN ALLEGRONE:  I think the dust is still settling on the impact of the Blair victory, smaller than before, but still a very sizeable victory in the third term. It is the first time Labour has done that.  Yes, he lost support and there is no question about it. There seems to have been a great deal of clashes in the UK towards his policy on Iraq.  There is still continuing dialogue almost in every country on both sides on that issue.
I think Tony Blair has been a very apt politician in saying that he’s heard what people have been saying and he is going to look at domestic and foreign policy issues.  I don’t think it’s going to change anything about his views on Iraq and it certainly doesn’t change ours.  And we hope it doesn’t change other coalition members because from our perspective, whatever one thinks about why we went into Iraq or how we went into Iraq, we did.  And the Iraqis, in the aftermath of their election, are trying to do something that they haven’t been able to do in many many years and that is to set up a government to begin to deliver services and to re-establish their own security forces.  
It’s going to take the concerted effort of all of us, whether it is people with troops on the ground, as the UK, Italy and others have, or whether it is moral support for the new Iraqi government and the Iraqi people, or whether it is financial contributions or even the offered financial contributions that will help Iraq. And by example, hopefully, other areas see the positive benefit of a government that is run by the rule of law and by democratically elected means. So there is nothing we would rather do more than be able to take all of our troops home, ours, the UK's, everyone else’s.  
The truth of the matter is that it’s going to take time before that can happen.  because it’s going to take time before the Iraqis both as a government and a military or security force, are going to be able to make sure that they can defend themselves and their society.  We need everyone to help.  So yes, there have been a number of coalition countries who have made it out from Iraq, starting unfortunately with the Spanish, who did it in a spectacular way.  But even the Italians, even Berlusconi talks about having a reduction in troops in September.  Everyone hopes that when the next elections occur in Iraq, in winter, that will lead to more stability and the ability for many of us to look again at what the commitment has to be.  We won’t leave until there is something that is solid and that is there.  I believe that’s what we have to do, because we helped to create the opportunity for them to survive.  
We really need a lot of support in doing that, so I don’t see Tony Blair walking away from it and I don’t see that his election will have an impact on others.  On the contrary, with a lot of the decisions that are being taken at NATO, for the NATO training mission and the establishment of this training centre in Ar Rustamiyah in Iraq, what we’re seeing, even on the part of the Germans and the French, is a recognition that notwithstanding there are no troops on the ground to fight, everyone has to contribute to the building of this society.  And it sounds a little strange that an oil rich society needs this kind of help, but it does after the brutality that it has suffered.  So, I would take it that way.
The second question was on UN reform.  You’ve hit the nail on the head.  We have been very clear about our support for Japan getting a permanent seat.  That does not mean necessarily a support for what’s called the big four. We’re still in the process of consulting with current Security Council members, all those who are interested in it, the different blocks and groups, looking at different people’s views and attitudes and so shaping our own, because this is an evolving topic.  The report came out about a month ago from the UN itself with certain proposals, and so now everyone is in a stage of jockeying for what makes the most sense.
There are some very strong views in the US, as you know very well, about the need for reform of the UN ... (Interruption)  I certainly know that we are working on, just as I assume that your own government is, whether we would have it crystallised before the assembly, whether it’s something we’ll roll out at the assembly or whether it's something that we will continue consulting during the session.  I just don’t know.  I don’t think that a decision has been made, at least I don’t know that it has.  But there are a lot of entities that we talk about that may be reformed, and we need to look at whether they make sense the way they are now.  If Libya can be one of the elected key members of the human rights, it calls into question what the committee is doing and I think our own views will also crystallise as we discover what the congress does with Mr. Bolton.  In fact I can’t imagine that will happen.
THE CHAIRMAN:  Mentioning Iraq, how much is the US worried - if worried is the right word to use - about civil war breaking out in Iraq?  Is it a danger, is it a threat, is it a real worry or is it something far fetched?
MS. KATHLEEN ALLEGRONE:  It’s an interesting question.  There were so many people who said - even before we went into Iraq - that the immediate aftermath would be some kind of total breakdown and a civil war.  Instead what we’ve seen is restraint on the part of the leadership, and even in a lot of the followers, particularly of the Shia, who had been so badly brutalised by Saddam’s regime.  In fact one wonders that didn’t happen.  I think that gets back to the other thing that we are talking about, which is a really deep seeded Iraqi nationalism, which I think many people didn’t give Iraq credit for.  It’s not a made-up state, it’s a state that exists, that has a history and a cultural identity.
The other is the positive impact of the opportunity to make decisions for and by themselves about how things move forward.  That’s why I think it’s so essential that regardless of what people thought before the war - even now as it continues - we have to continue to give the Iraqis a sense that there is a better future for them, and that better future cannot come through internal violence. 
There has been a lot of news stories about our military looking for people who are coming in from the outside and to go after them rather than emphasize on hardline Ba’athists who really don’t have a lot of support. They are troublemakers, but they are not able to impose their will.  So it’s such an evolutionary cauldron and the information is so fragmented.  Two and a half years after the invasion and liberation, what you have is a country that’s hanging together.  Obviously the Sunni’s are very nervous about the Shia leadership and the Shia election majority, but that’s only natural.  Democrats and Republicans are still hashing out for the new Head of States and tempers flare. I suspect they do here too from time to time.

So given where they were, I think the good news story is that it has been worse than it is.
ONOR. MARIO DE MARCO:  What were the US-EU relations over the past couple of months?  I would also like to have your view point on developments or lack of developments regarding Russia, how you’re seeing the state of things going on there.
MS. KATHLEEN ALLEGRONE: On the EU I think overall it has been overall a very positive series of developments on the practical-technical side in US-EU relations.  The President in his second administration has made it very clear, that it is really time to put a little bit of muscle into this European relationship.  Here we always have to stop a minute because for us, the major security compounding with the transatlantic relationship is obviously NATO, but that isn’t competitive with US-EU relations, nor is it exclusionary, quite the contrary.  There’s a tremendous synergy and a growing synergy between the two institutions.  
I think what we’ve seen in the EU and the US under this administration, we have been able to work out issues that we could barely talk about two or three years ago.  It’s really quite remarkable. The first of them is Iran, where there was a very clear dialogue with the EU3, therefore with the EU, to recognise what the EU is trying to achieve and to support it.  That was a very tough decision, but there are still a lot of sceptics who doubt the EU would be able to really achieve anything. We hope that you will, but we are not sure, the recent reports are a little alarming.
Another major step forward in the US-EU relations was the discussion and the final decision at the UN on the ICC and Darfour, and the compromise that was reached.  As we know, we’ve talked about our Article 98, that’s an article of faith for us, it’s something that we think is legitimate under the ICC. The fact that we were able to achieve a compromise on that also is a good indication on the way ahead and through greater dialogue.  The President’s first trip in February, the secretary’s trip and deputy secretaries to Europe are good indication. The administration spent more time in Europe than we’ve seen in a long time.  And now the fact of having the President again visiting EU member states, NATO member states, Georgia and Russia, puts this seal of the importance as we see it on the transatlantic relationship to resolving issues on Europe’s borders and outside of Europe.
For us, the fact that we’ve been able to take these concrete steps together is very positive.  We’ve got to make sure that we continue to do it.  The biggest stumbling block there - the one that I hope the EU is not underestimating - is the China arms embargo lift.  That is something the US just doesn’t understand.  We think we’ve been pretty clear about it, and we think that a lot of European governments understand that more and more. Some of the steps that China has taken, have only underlined the reasons for our concerns.  An Under-Secretary of Political Affairs said it best he said that the US provides a security guarantee in Asia, and this has been since 1945, just as it has been in the transatlantic relationship.  But in Asia, unlike in Europe, there is no alternative mechanism. There’s nothing that is growing up.  Asia is not the EU.  There isn’t that integration, there isn’t that dialogue, there isn’t that spread of democracy, human rights and rule of law kind of issues across the board. So when the EU thinks about lifting an arms embargo that could lead to European arms being used potentially by troops against our own forces, it’s something we can’t possibly tolerate, and we have to react very very strongly against it.
I think that this is an issue that you’re playing and you know what the stakes are. I hope we can resolve this because as we get to the US-EU summit, the G8 Summit, etc, any radical change on the EU is going to have a very negative impact.  On the other hand, if we can work together in Sudan, if we can work together on the nearer broad, on the southern Mediterranean states, where I think there is a lot of opportunity for them, where Malta can play a role, then I think the more concrete steps that we can take together, the better.  And we’re open to it.
THE CHAIRMAN:  If I may conclude on a positive bilateral note, it was very nice that during our visit we got the confirmation of the fact that the next US ambassador should be in Malta by the end of summer, hopefully.  So it was good news, something we were very much looking forward to.  
We hope our visit in Washington was the first in a series.  We believe in personal contact and that when somebody meets, it’s much better than exchanging e-mails or having a telephone conversation. Definitely, the visit we have had in Washington, at the State Department, has helped tremendously in understanding each other better and being able to come across and put across any outstanding issues and basically getting closer.  So thanks once again and hope to see you soon in Washington.
MS. KATHLEEN ALLEGRONE:  I think that there’s nothing like a visit, and hopefully we can get you a little bit outside of the Washington area because it’s a big country with a lot of diversity.  I hope that we can get more and more people to visit Malta, because I agree, it’s the best way to share things. 
We too are absolutely looking forward to the arrival of the new ambassador.  Not that we don’t think the team here has done an absolutely terrific job, but it’s always nice to get an ambassador in place, and the name came forward very quickly, which I think is another good sign of the importance that the administration attaches to our friends in Malta.  So I’m looking forward to that and again, thank you so much for giving me some minutes of your time.  Thank you.
THE CHAIRMAN:  Qabel ma ngħaddu għat-tielet item, il-preżentazzjoni ta’ Dr. Michael Bartolo dwar ir-riformi fil-Ġnus Magħquda, xtaqt ngħid żewġ affarijiet, kif il-bieraħ wegħedt li kelli nagħmel, imma peress li l-kumitat kellu jiġi pospost, dan ma stajtx nagħmlu.

Il-Ġimgħa wara nofsinhar kellna kumitat u fit-tmiem ta' dan il-kumitat l-Onor. Leo Brincat issolleva l-punt tal-Forum għall-Ewropa, u jekk niftakar tajjeb ikkummenta dwar il-fatt li hu, għan-nom ta’ l-Oppożizzjoni – ikkoreġini jekk qiegħed ngħid ħażin – xtaq ikollu iktar informazzjoni.
ONOR. LEO BRINCAT:  Qajjimt il-punt l-iktar għax kemm sieħbi l-Onor. George Vella, li huwa spokesman għall-Affarijiet Ewropej u anke l-Onor. Evarist Bartolo meta kien għadu spokesman ta' l-European Affairs, kienu saħqu dwar il-ħtieġa li jekk se jkun hemm struttura ġdida tal-MEUSAC, tal-MIC or whatever, għandna niġu kkonsultati.  Jien tkellimt in the absence ta’ l-oħrajn, imma tkellimt l-iktar għax smajtha personalment fuq l-istazzjon ta' Radju 101, u rajtha f’xi gazzetta li l-Ministru qal li kien hemm anke a cabinet decision dwarha, u allura ħassejt li speċi dan il-kumitat ma ġie kkonsultat xejn.  Għallinqas jien ma kontx ġejt ikkonsultat.

THE CHAIRMAN:  Wara dawk il-kummenti kont wegħedt - kemm lilek kif ukoll lill-kumitat - li se ngħaddi dak il-kumment lill-Ministru ta’ l-Affarijiet Barranin, ħaġa li jien għamilt.  Il-Ministru llum m’huwiex preżenti minħabba li jinsab imsiefer fuq xogħol ministerjali, però nista’ ngħidlek li l-informazzjoni illi ngħatajt hija din.

L-ewwelnett il-Kabinett approva fil-prinċipju l-istruttura fl-outline tagħha tal-forum għall-Ewropa madwar ġimgħatejn ilu. Din għadha at the very early administrative set-up stage. Il-ħsieb huwa li l-forum għall-Ewropa jkun jinkorpora fih il-MEUSAC, il-MIC u t-tielet pilastru, l-EU funding support għall-private enterprise f’pajjiżna.  Però tant għadu kmieni, li m’hemmx iktar dettalji at this stage.  Ġaladarba jkun hemm sustanza akbar għal dan il-ħsieb, jien ġejt aċċertat mill-Ministru ta' l-Affarijiet Barranin li se jinvolvi lil dan il-kumitat qabel ma l-istruttura nnifisha titwaqqaf. Din ridt ngħidha għax wegħidtek li ninforma lill-ministeru b’dak il-kumment, u jien fid-dmir li ninforma lill-kumitat bl-informazzjoni li ngħatajt.

It-tieni ħaġa, irrid ninforma lil dan il-kumitat li l-Ħadd li għadda, jien ġejt mistieden biex nagħti lecture fl-Academy of Graduate Studies ġewwa Tripli, fil-Libja, dwar il-politika barranija ta’ pajjiżna.  Id-diskors li għamilt - ovvjament bħala chairman tal-Kumitat, u għalhekk allura ridt nagħti rendikont lill-kumitat - kien dwar il-politika Mediterranja ta’ pajjiżna, f’diversi fora, inkluż l-Unjoni Ewropea.  Però mhux biss, imma anke fil-Ġnus Magħquda, l-OSCE u l-proċess Ewro-Mediterranju.  Kienet xi ħaġa pożittiva ħafna, kien hemm udjenza ta’ kważi 200 PhD graduate jew under-graduates, għax hija akkademja li tikkejterja għall-post-graduate studies.  Wara l-lecture li ngħatat prominenza anke fuq il-media tal-Libja - qbilna, kemm l-Akkademja u jiena - li jkun hemm skambju ta’ lecturers regolari bejn l-Università ta’ Malta u din l-Akkademja.  Id-diskors ħareġ through id-DOI, però se nqiegħdu formalment fuq il-Mejda wkoll għall-benefiċċju ta’ dan il-Kumitat.

PREŻENTAZZJONI MINN
DR MICHAEL BARTOLO DWAR RIFORMI FIL-ĠNUS MAGĦQUDA

THE CHAIRMAN: Issa ngħaddu għat-tielet item.  Dr. Michael Bartolo, mill-ġdid grazzi talli toqgħod tiġi minn barra pajjiżna biex tiltaqa’ magħna.  Sinċerament huwa ta’ unur u ta’ pjaċir għalina.  The floor is yours.  Naf li għandek power point presentation.
DR. MICHAEL BARTOLO:  Good evening. Thank you very much. Since we met last February to discuss the panel’s report “A More Secure World”, quite a lot happened on the UN front. The highlight though had to be the Secretary-General’s own report: “In larger freedom”, which more or less endorsed most of the recommendations of the panel, just referred to.  But I will let the Secretary-General of the United Nations himself to introduce the report “In larger freedom: “Towards development, security and human rights for all.”
Bil-permess tal-Kumitat, se jintwera video presentation tad-diskors li Kofi Annan għamel fil-21 ta’ Marzu, 2005

Mr. President,

Excellencies,
 

Thank you for allowing me to present to you, in person, the five-year progress report that you requested from me, on the implementation of the Millennium Declaration.

The main message of that report is that the aims of the Declaration can be achieved, but only if you, the member states, are willing to adopt a package of specific, concrete decisions this year.  

Some of those decisions are so important that they need to be taken at the level of heads of state and government.  It is therefore very fortunate that your heads of state and government have agreed to come here for a summit meeting in September.  I am giving you my report six months ahead of that meeting, so that your governments have ample time to consider it.  My hope is that world leaders, when they arrive here in September, will be ready to take the decisions that are needed.

And I hope they will adopt them as a package.

In any such list of proposals, there are items which seem more important to some than to others, and items about which some have reservations, while others consider them essential.  The temptation is to treat the list as an à la carte menu, and select only those that you especially fancy.

In this case, that approach will not work.  What I am proposing amounts to a comprehensive strategy.  It gives equal weight and attention to the three great purposes of this Organization: development, security and human rights, all of which must be underpinned by the rule of law.  Some states may think that we should give priority to one of those purposes over the others; and within each of them, many states will have their particular preferences.

But I do not need to remind you that this is an Organization of 191 member states.  We all know that global problems can best be solved if all states work together.  We must also accept that that will only happen if, within the common strategy, all states see their specific concerns addressed.

I argue in the report, and I am profoundly convinced, that the threats which face us are of equal concern to all.  I have called the report “In Larger Freedom”, because I believe those words from our Charter convey the idea that development, security and human rights go hand in hand.  In a world of inter-connected threats and opportunities, it is in each country's self-interest that all of these challenges are addressed effectively.  The cause of larger freedom can only be advanced if nations work together; and the United Nations can only help if it is remoulded as an effective instrument of their common purpose.

You may or may not find my argument convincing.  But please remember, in any event, that if you need the help of other states to achieve your objectives, you must also be willing to help them achieve their objectives.  That is why I urge you to treat my proposals as a single package.
 

Excellencies,

Let me now briefly describe what I propose.

The report is divided into four main sections.  The first three set out priorities for action in the fields of development, security and human rights, respectively, while the last deals with global institutions – mainly the United Nations itself, which must be, as the Millennium Declaration says, “a more effective instrument” for pursuing those priorities.

The first part, entitled “Freedom from Want”, proposes specific decisions for implementing the bargain struck three years ago, in Monterrey, between developed and developing countries. 

I ask every developing country to adopt and begin to implement, by next year, a comprehensive national strategy bold enough to achieve the Millennium Development Goals by 2015; and to mobilise all its resources behind that strategy.   

Specifically, I ask developing countries to improve their governance, uphold the rule of law, combat corruption and adopt an inclusive approach to development, making space for civil society and the private sector to play their full part.  The challenge of development is too big for governments to face it alone.
And I ask every developed country to support these strategies, by increasing the amount it spends on development and debt relief, and doing whatever it can to level the playing-field for world trade.

Specifically, I ask developed countries to commit themselves, this year, to complete the Doha round of trade negotiations no later than 2006, and as a first step to give immediate duty-free and quota-free market access to all exports from the Least Developed Countries.  

I also ask them to commit themselves to reach, by 2015, the target of spending 0.7 per cent of their gross domestic product on official development assistance.  This increase must be “front-loaded” through an international finance facility, since if we are to reach the Goals by 2015 we need the increased spending right away.  For the longer term, other innovative sources of finance must be considered.

All governments must be accountable for fulfilling their part of this bargain, both to their own peoples and to each other.
I stress that development must be sustainable.  All our efforts will be in vain if their results are reversed by continued degradation of the environment and depletion of our natural resources.  

I am glad that the Kyoto Protocol has now entered into force, albeit three years after the deadline set by the Millennium Declaration, but I also note that it extends only until 2012, and that some major emitters of carbon remain outside it.  I ask all states to agree that scientific advances and technological innovation must be mobilised now to develop tools for mitigating climate change, and that a more inclusive international framework must be developed for stabilising greenhouse gas emissions beyond 2012, with broader participation by all major emitters and both developed and developing countries. 

And I recommend that member states consider building on one of this Organization’s clear strengths, by setting up a $1 billion voluntary fund to allow us to bring rapid and effective relief to the victims of sudden disasters, whether natural or man-made.  We were able to do this after the recent tsunami thanks to the rapid response from donors, but we should be ready to do it whenever and wherever an emergency occurs.
In the second part of the report, entitled “Freedom from Fear”, I ask all states to agree on a new security consensus, by which they commit themselves to treat any threat to one of them as a threat to all, and to work together to prevent catastrophic terrorism, stop the proliferation of deadly weapons, end civil wars, and build lasting peace in war-torn countries.

Among my specific proposals in this area, I ask all states to complete, sign and implement the comprehensive convention on terrorism, based on a clear and agreed definition, as well as the convention on nuclear terrorism, and the fissile material cut-off treaty.  I also ask member states to agree to establish a Peacebuilding Commission, within the United Nations, to help countries make the transition from war to lasting peace.

In the third part of the report, entitled “Freedom to Live in Dignity”, I urge all states to agree to strengthen the rule of law, human rights and democracy in concrete ways.

In particular, I ask them to embrace the principle of the “Responsibility to Protect”, as a basis for collective action against genocide, ethnic cleansing and crimes against humanity – recognising that this responsibility lies first and foremost with each individual state, but also that, if national authorities are unable or unwilling to protect their citizens, the responsibility then shifts to the international community; and that, in the last resort, the United Nations Security Council may take enforcement action according to the Charter.

Among other measures, I also ask all states to ratify, and implement, all treaties relating to the protection of civilians; and to agree to, and within their means contribute to, a Democracy Fund at the United Nations, which would provide funding and technical assistance to countries seeking to establish or strengthen their democracy.

In the final part of the report, on “Strengthening the United Nations”, I set out proposals for making this Organization the instrument through which all its member states can agree on the strategies outlined in the first three parts, and help each other to implement them.  This reflects my long-held view that, in order to do its job, the United Nations must be brought fully into line with today’s realities.  It can and must be a representative and efficient world organization, open and accountable to the public as well as to governments.

I start with proposals for the revitalisation of this Assembly – to which the Millennium Declaration rightly assigned a central position as the chief deliberative, policy-making and representative organ of the United Nations, but which in recent times has suffered from declining prestige, and has not made the contribution that it should to our activities.  I am asking your heads of state and government to reverse this by instructing you to adopt, at your 60th session, a comprehensive package of reforms; by resolving to focus your agenda on major substantive issues of the day; and by establishing mechanisms through which you can engage fully and systematically with civil society, as recommended in the Cardoso Report.

I then recommend a system of three Councils, covering respectively, (a) international peace and security, (b) economic and social issues, and (c) human rights.  This reflects the priorities set out in the earlier parts of the report, on which I believe there is broad consensus.  

The first two of these Councils already exist, of course,  but need to be strengthened. The third requires a far-reaching overhaul and upgrading of our human rights machinery.

First, I urge member states to make the Security Council more broadly representative of the international community as a whole, as well as of the geopolitical realities of today.  

This important issue has been discussed for too long.  I believe member states should agree to take a decision on it – preferably by consensus, but in any case before the summit – making use of one or other of the options presented in the report of the High-Level Panel. 

And I suggest that the renewed Security Council should make clear, in a resolution, the principles by which it intends to be guided when deciding whether to authorize or mandate the use of force.
Secondly, I make proposals for enabling the Economic and Social Council, whose functions are clearly relevant to our all-important development agenda, to play the leading role that should be expected of it, in making and implementing coherent United Nations policies for development.

And thirdly, I ask member states to create a new Council to fulfil one of the primary purposes of the Organization, which clearly now requires more effective operational structures – the promotion of human rights.  This would replace the present Commission on Human Rights, whose capacity to perform its tasks has been undermined by its declining credibility and professionalism.  The Human Rights Council, I suggest, should be smaller than the Commission, and elected directly by a two-thirds majority of this Assembly.

I also make far-reaching proposals for the reform of the Secretariat, which must be more flexible, transparent and accountable in serving the priorities of member states, and the interests of the world’s peoples; and for introducing greater coherence into the work of the United Nations system as a whole, especially its response to humanitarian emergencies and its handling of environmental issues.

Excellencies,

I make no apology for the detailed, matter-of-fact nature of this presentation.  As far as detail goes, I assure you it is merely the tip of the iceberg.  I trust that you will read my report in full.  You will find in it many more proposals than I have had time to describe here.

As for being matter-of-fact, I have deliberately spared you any flights of rhetoric.  This hall has heard enough high-sounding declarations to last us for some decades to come.  We all know what the problems are, and we all know what we have promised to achieve.  What is needed now is not more declarations or promises, but action to fulfil the promises already made.  

I believe my report provides a clear programme of actions that are fully within the power of your governments to take.  I urge you once again to study it.  And I urge your heads of state and government to be ready to take those decisions when they come here in September. 

Thank you very much.
DR. MICHAEL BARTOLO:  All roads now lead to the summit.  The main thrust of the Summit must be the consideration of the two reports referred to above.  The Millennium Development Goals, the MDGs for short, will however be the central theme of the Summit. The Secretary General’s report reminds governments of their previous commitments made, including the MDGs, and presents the United Nations as a vehicle through which states can meet the challenges of today and tomorrow.
We had the opportunity to discuss the panel’s report the last time we met, and therefore one can go straight to the SG’s report, which anyway, as already stated, endorses most of the panel’s views, including those of the security council.  You heard the highlights in the video and therefore I can also be brief on the report of the SG.  However, one striking difference concerns the machinery for Human Rights.  
The Panel recommended open-ended membership for the present Human Rights Commission, while the SG recommends a more restricted Human Rights Council, as explained in the note circulated, possibly to weed out states that ignore and defy human rights and use the present Human Rights Commission as a form of international legitimacy to cover charges against them.  The election of Zimbabwe last week to the Human Rights Commission, is a case in point.  It will be more difficult to become a member of the proposed Council, if a country is accused of human rights violations.
During our last session we also had the opportunity to discuss the establishment of a Peace-Building Commission, the flagship of the panel, and we compared it to Malta’s earlier proposed reform of the Trusteeship Council. The Secretary General modified the Panel’s proposal and explained it further.  I also circulated a copy of the explanatory note of the Secretary General on this.
In an annex to the report, the Secretary General gives the points that he would like Governments to consider during the summit.  The Secretary General makes the point we discussed at our last session that governments must not be selective and choose only those recommendations that will suit them.  In addition, as we concluded, the Secretary General foresees a stalemate in the reform of the Security Council and warns against this being used as an excuse to postpone action.
We have dealt with this topic during our two sessions, and except for the proposed Human Rights Council, there is not much new.  The Secretary General endorsed the major part of the recommendations of the panel on UN reform, he calls for the revitalisation of the General Assembly, proposes reform of the Economic and Social Council and the Secretariat, and finally proposes better system-wide coherence and stronger relationship to regional organisations and some changes to the Charter of the United Nations, including the elimination of the Trusteeship Council.
I think it is fair to say that a large part of the UN coverage by the International media since we met last in February 2005, had been rather negative.  This was mainly due to the extensive publicity given to the Oil for Food scandal, various staff problems like the sexual harassment charges against a Head of a major agency and UN peace keepers, and other mismanagement charges against UN and agencies’ staff.  All this led to calls for the resignation of the Secretary General of the United Nations.  This is not over yet and more investigations, especially on the Oil for Food scandal are continuing and the Secretary General’s personal position may still be affected by this.  Kofi Annan stated that the Volcker report cleared him of any wrong doing, but as reported by Reuters on 22 April 2005, the US still had doubts about his future, saying that the SG had been too hasty to claim that he had been exonerated in the oil for food scandal and would not rule out his eventual resignation.  
A final twist in this episode had been the resignation of two of Volcker’s investigators, because according to them, the conclusions were too soft on Kofi Annan.  This is rather unfortunate, since the fact that the SG’s leadership is being questioned a few months before the summit, has to affect the decisions that need to be taken, especially on UN reform.  The confirmation hearings of John Bolton as President Bush’s choice for UN ambassador in the last few days have also been an occasion to continue the UN bashing in the international media.  The moral of the story here is that 'Yes, John Bolton is not that great, but the UN does not deserve any better!’
One must however point out that the media also reflected the on-going debate on UN reform.  The following is just a sample.  The Wall Street Journal of 8 January 2005:

“Right now the UN is beset by two great crisis.  The first is efficacy.  Over the past few years, the world has seen a depressing series of demonstrations that the UN can’t do.  It cannot prevent mass killing in Rwanda, Bosnia and now Darfur.  It cannot competently (never mind ethically) administer an Oil for Food program.  It cannot speedily deliver assistance to victims of natural catastrophes.  It cannot enforce its own Security Council resolutions.  It cannot stop the proliferation of weapons of mass destruction.  It cannot even define terrorism.  Secondly, it is also beset by a moral crisis.”
And this is what The New York Times said on 28 February 2005:
“The UN is transforming itself, but into what is unclear.  A senior official said ‘We fear that you’re going to get a much more modest UN, not politically aggressive, not making strong statements about what is legal and what is not, a much weaker secretary general after this one is gone.”
The Financial Times on 21 February 2005 said:
“The UN must plot a new course.  The real challenge is defining the UN’s role in a post cold war, post 9/11 world.  Should it be a servicing secretariat along the lines of the African Union? 
The Financial Times on 28 February 2005:
To a certain extent, the SG can reform how the United Nations does its day to day work, but only member states can make it more relevant.”
Now I will quote from the editorial of The International Herald Tribune:
“The United Nations heal thyself.  Large organisations like the United Nations are notoriously resistant to change.  But if the UN is to recover from its recent serial batterings and re-emerge as a vital force for promoting economic and social development, fighting nuclear proliferation and nurturing democracy, bold reforms are needed right away.”.
The Times of Malta on 17 April 2005 said:
“One thing that the UN cannot do is heal itself as implied sometimes in the international media.  The Secretary General’s report goes as far as it can heal the UN, but the critical medicine needs to be administered at the September summit.”
There is the view that if the United Nations could not be reformed in 60 years, it should be laid to rest and another form of international governance established.  On the other hand there is also the view that if the United Nations did not exist, it had to be invented.
So where do we go from here?  One thing is certain.  A decision of this magnitude is never going to come down to the wire and be taken during the Summit in September 2005.  The Summit will be given its due importance, since so many personalities will gather under one roof.  
From now until September, governments have time to devise a face saving formula that would take decisions that would not jeopardise the status quo, both at the geo-political level and at the institutional level.  So it appears that the final countdown will again be aborted in order to give more time for consideration of last minute configurations.  Distractions like the oil for food embarrassment and possibly new developments or revelations, may be sufficient to shift the emphasis elsewhere.  Thank you.
THE CHAIRMAN:  Interessanti ħafna, Dr. Bartolo.  Issa nistieden il-membri għal-xi kummenti.  L-Onor. Michael Asciak.

ONOR. MICHAEL ASCIAK:  Ma nafx tistax tirrispondini Dr. Bartolo, għalkemm naħseb anke l-Onor. Vella ukoll jaf dwar dan is-suġġett.  Nassumi li aħna ffirmajna l-Kyoto protocol u naf li hemm programm ta' l-Unjoni Ewropea dwar id-development aid mal-United Nations fejn suppost qegħdin nagħtu xi persentaġġ - jidhirli ta' madwar 0.2% jew 0.3% - mid-dħul tagħna. Aħna x'qegħdin nikkontribwixxu bħala pajjiż f'dak li għandu x'jaqsam mal-United Nations development aid programme?
THE CHAIRMAN:  L-Onor. Brincat ukoll jixtieq jagħmel xi domandi.  Forsi tkun tista’ tirrispondihom kollha flimkien?

ONOR. LEO BRINCAT:  Fil-fatt kelli żewġ mistoqsijiet żgħar.  Waħda minnhom għamel riferenza għaliha Dr. Bartolo u anke fil-video presentation ta’ Kofi Annan, li hija l-ECOSOC.  Fil-fehma tiegħek, meta qegħdin nitkellmu dwar ir-riforma ta’ l-ECOSOC, qegħdin nitkellmu dwar riforma strutturali jew anke dwar riforma ta’ l-aġenda tagħha?  

Kemm Kofi Annan kif ukoll diversi gvernijiet, fosthom il-gvern Amerikan, qegħdin jenfasizzaw il-ħtieġa li jkun hemm riforma tas-segretarjat, li aċċennajt għaliha fil-power point presentation.  On a practical level, x’taħseb li huwa mistenni minn din it-tip ta’ riforma?  U mill-esperjenza tiegħek, x'se tkun ir-riforma li tista’ titwettaq fiċ-ċirkostanzi preżenti?

THE CHAIRMAN:  Dr. Bartolo.

DR. MICHAEL BARTOLO:  Ħalli nibda biex nirrispondi l-mistoqsija ta' l-Onor. Asciak.  Jiena spiċċajt minn mal-UN xi sena u nofs ilu.  Sa dak iż-żmien, as far as aid was concerned, aħna  - naħseb li din kienet l-istess anke meta l-Onor. Vella kien Ministru - ma konniex net contributors imma konna dejjem recipients of aid from the United Nations.  Naħseb li sakemm dħalna fl-Unjoni Ewropea, l-istatus baqa’ hekk. (Interruzzjonijiet)  Eżattament, we were still a developing country.  We were recipients, and this was acceptable.  
Forsi anke l-Onor. Vella jiftakar, meta kont Ambaxxatur dejjem kont ta' l-opinjoni li nistgħu nippruvaw nagħtu xi affarijiet, but whatever we did, we gave things in kind.  Organizzajna workshops, seminars, eċċ.  (Interruzzjonijiet)  Dak basically li kelli xi ngħid.
Dwar l-ewwel mistoqsija ta' l-Onor. Brincat fuq l-ECOSOC.  Ir-riforma suppost se ssir fl-aġenda, l-istruttura m'huma se jmissuha xejn.  In my opinion if I can say this, structurally m'huma se jagħmlu xejn, to change the agenda.  Għaliex?  Aħna dejjem konna ngħidu li l-ECOSOC was pre-empted by the Bretton Woods Organisation.  Għax l-ECOSOC dejjem baqa’ more or less a talk-fest, nothing really comes out of it.  

Jien ippreparajt xi ħaġa li ma nafx meta se tiġi printed, but I criticize this area very very much for the simple reason - din naħseb li semmejtha anke fl-aħħar session li kellna - that this was a very superficial effort by Kofi Annan to restructure ECOSOC.  
Rigward it-tieni domanda ta' l-Onor. Brincat, meta fl-1968 jiena dħalt fil-UN, kien hemm riforma kbira tas-secretariat.  Ir-riforma kompliet u meta tlaqt fl-1994 kien hemm ukoll riforma tas-secretariat.  Jiġifieri naħseb li ma jista' jagħmel xejn iżjed biex is-segretarjat jiġi reformed iżjed.  Issa x’għamel hu?  Hu - u l-istaff ħaduha kontrih immens - talab lill-gvernijiet, min qara r-rapport, biex jagħtuh special budget and authority ħalli jħallas ħafna mill-istaff, so that he will buy them out, u jkollu l-opportunità to recruit better staff.  Biex ma jirċevix kritika mingħand l-Amerikani, l-Ingliżi u mingħand dawk li jħallsu l-biċċa l-kbira tal-budget, l-iktar raġuni importanti biex ikollu staff aħjar ma qalhiex, mhux għax ma jafhiex, imma għax ma setax jgħidha.  Għax biex ikollok staff aħjar trid tħallas comparatively bħalma l-World Bank, l-IMF u anke l-Commission iħallsu l-istaff tagħhom.  

Skond l-aħħar studju li sar, l-istaff tal-UN - jien kont interessat fih għax kont hemmhekk - qiegħed jitħallas 30% inqas mill-istaff tal-Commission u mill-istaff tal-Bretton Woods.  U for that reason, naħseb tiftakar inti, ma nafx jekk hux fi żmienek jew ftit wara, l-istaff tad-WTO li kienu parti mill-common system tal-United Nations, riedu jinqatgħu mill-United Nations għax ma setgħux jieħdu l-istess conditions li għandhom tal-Commission u tal-World Bank.  

L-argument l-ieħor hu li s-secretariat reform irid jirriforma l-audit area, jiġifieri l-UN kienet ikkritikata li l-oil for food kien imissu qabadha qabel, kellu n-nies hemmhekk, kien jaf li kien hemm xi flus li ma kenux qegħdin imorru fejn għandhom imorru, u li the secretariat should have a machinery biex taqbad dik il-ħaġa qabel ma jaqbduha l-gvernijiet.  In my humble opinion, dawn iż-żewġ punti prinċipali li semma fir-riforma tas-segretarjat m’humiex suġġerimenti li se jbiddlu wisq l-affarijiet.

THE CHAIRMAN:  L-Onor. Vella.
ONOR. GEORGE VELLA:  Jien ħassejt li lejn l-aħħar tal-presentation tiegħek kont negattiv ħafna dwar il-prospetti u l-futur li hemm għall-UN.  Kemm taħseb li din il-problema ġiet aktar akuta wara 9/11, u pjuttost iktar u iktar minn mindu ikkollassat l-Unjoni Sovjetika, meta l-Amerika saret allura global policeman?  Nafu li għal żmien twil l-Amerika lanqas riedet tħallas il-kontribuzzjoni tagħha lill-UN.  Allura kemm taħseb li dan jista' jkun iġġenerat minn interessi - forsi se nkun provokattiv - li għalihom ikun hemm jew ma jkunx hemm UN, its either here or there, iktar u iktar jekk ma jkunx hemm security council?  Fis-snin riċenti rajna li ġew jaqgħu u jqumu mis-Security Council u għamlu li kellhom jagħmlu, irrispettivament mill-obbligi li seta' kellhom taħt il-United Nations.  Kemm taħseb li hemm skop warajh? 

Dan apparti l-fatt li dawn kienu nies li ma kinux kuntenti b’Boutros Boutros-Ghali fit-tieni round tiegħu, u ma tantx kienu kuntenti b’Kofi Annan mill-bidu.  Illum il-ġurnata qiegħed joħroġ kollox.  Għax tajjeb li nitkellmu fuq l-amministrazzjoni u l-abbużi u affarijiet li jiġru f'kull amministrazzjoni kbira, imma kemm taħseb li kien hemm skop pożittiv wara din l-imbottatura?  Forsi jekk ma tridx tirrispondi, tirrispondix.
THE CHAIRMAN:  Dr. Bartolo.
DR. MICHAEL BARTOLO:  Mhux ma rridx nirrispondik, imma jien għamilt 26 sena fil-UN u ma qbiltx ħafna ma Kofi Annan, għax tani l-impressjoni li qisu qabel ġie hu on the stage, ma sar xejn.  Issa r-riforma tal-UN kienet fuq l-aġenda ta’ l-ewwel general assembly, u kompliet.  Jiġifieri ilha 60 sena fuq l-aġenda u saru ħafna affarijiet.  Min-natura tiegħi jien iktar ottimist milli pessimist u l-affarijiet li kkwotajt mill-press kienu ħaġa żgħira - kien hemm ħafna affarijiet, fil-fatt għandi l-file miegħi u jekk trid nista' nħallih hawnhekk - imma l-public perception hi that the UN is gone.  Kellha 60 sena ċans, ir-riformi dejjem saru, u dejjem jibqgħu jikkritikawha.
Issa to tie it to what you said, jien naħseb li if we are realistic, l-Amerikani ma jriduhiex iktar effiċjenti.  L-Unjoni Ewropea ma naħsibx li jriduha iktar effiċjenti, speċjalment jekk issemmi lill-Franċiżi u lill-Ingliżi.  Għax kif tista’ tagħmilha iktar effiċjenti? Tista’ tagħmilha iktar effiċjenti jekk tneħħi l-power kollu minn idejn dawk il-ħamsa li hemm bħalissa tal-veto.  Dawk żgur ma jridux iċedu.

Wieħed mill-kummenti li għoġobni u għalhekk niżżiltu hawnhekk - ma nafx f'liema gazzetta kien - issuġġerixxa li forsi l-UN m’għandhiex tkun as powerful as Kofi Annan is trying to make it, għax in the end jaf li l-Amerikani mhux se jisimgħuh li kieku qalilhom - bħalma qalilhom - biex ma jmorrux l-Iraq.  Il-policy tagħhom kienet hekk u se jmorru, irrespective minn dak li tgħid l-UN.  Jiġifieri naħseb li dik hi d-dilemma.  

U, again - it’s always in my humble opinion and I feel that I know you well and that I should never be quoted out of context - il-UN ..... (Interruzzjonijiet)  Kif jiena ħriġt minn hawnhekk kien hemm TV reporter, beda jkellimni u wara rrealizzajt, għax staqsieni xi domandi. Imbagħad I realized that I don’t have a job to lose. (Interruzzjonijiet) Forsi jkun aħjar jekk tfakkarni x'kien eżattament l-argument li kont qed nagħmel.

ONOR. GEORGE VELLA:  L-argument kien li l-UN has been ages hoping to reform itself.  Kofi Annan, bħalma għedt, ta l-impressjoni li meta ġie hu speċi telgħet ix-xemx, pero’ l-Amerika - biex nagħmel riferenza għaliha kif semmejtha inti - ma jinteressahiex li jkollha a governing body li jista’ jindaħlilha fil-foreign policy tagħha u jfixkilha.  U int qed tagħmel l-istess argument fis-sens li l-ħames veto holders li ġew hemmhekk mix-xenarju ta’ wara t-tieni gwerra dinjija, għalihom l-istatus quo huwa l-aħjar.

DR. MICHAEL BARTOLO:  Kont se ngħid, u grazzi għall-advice, li kien hemm żewġ riferenzi fil-press.  Waħda minnhom kienet fil-Financial Times fejn intqal li forsi l-UN għandha tkun as a secretariat, bħall-African Union, rather than Kofi Annan will take the initiative at the level of international policy.  Ir-riferenza l-oħra kienet dwar li l-UN 'il quddiem - kif semmejna l-aħħar darba fil-każ ta' Kosovo, Iraq u issa Darfur – li the chances are that there will be a more mallow UN.  Li s-secretary general ma jgħidx li din hija legali u mhux illegali but, he would give advice and whoever wants to take it, will take it.  (Interruzzjonijiet)  

Il-risposta tiegħi hija straightforward ukoll.  Jien mhux ma rridx nirrispondi, imma ma nistax nirrispondi għax ir-risposta ma nafhiex.  Basically, naħseb li dik hi d-dilemma tal-UN, mhux li m’hijiex effiċjenti, imma m'hijiex kif iridha kulħadd.  Għandu jkun hemm UN kif iridha kulħadd jew għandu jkun hemm UN kif iridha min iħallas 80% mill-budget?
THE CHAIRMAN:  Grazzi.  L-Onor. de Marco u wara l-Onor. Brincat.

ONOR. MARIO DE MARCO:  X'inhi r-reazzjoni li kien hemm s’issa fuq il-proposta tal-Human Rights Council, speċjalment minn dawk il-pajjiżi li llum il-ġurnata huma membri tal-Kummissjoni tad-Drittijiet tal-Bniedem u li forsi ma tantx igawdu l-aħjar reputazzjoni għall-ħarsien tad-drittijiet tal-bniedem?  

It-tieni, meta konna New York iltqajna mad-Deputat Kummissarju Ingliż għan-Nazzjonijiet Uniti u l-kummenti tiegħu fuq il-proposti kienu pożittivi, mhux biss fuq il-Kunsill imma b'mod ġenerali fuq il-proposti ta’ l-emendi li qegħdin isiru minn Kofi Annan, u anke hu kien fiduċjuż li fi ħdan l-Unjoni Ewropea dawn il-proposti qegħdin jiġu diskussi biex jinstab common stand dwarhom, u kien fiduċjuż li dan il-common stand jista’ jiġi ottenut.  Ikkonfermawli jekk iniex sejjer żbaljat jew le, imma din hi l-impressjoni li ħadt jiena.

Min-naħa ta’ l-għaqdiet reġjonali l-oħra, tista' tinfurmana wkoll x’inhuma l-pożizzjonijiet li s’issa ħarġu dwar il-proposti?

ONOR. LEO BRINCAT: Meta konna l-Istati Uniti smajna spekulazzjoni minn diversi postijiet li flok Kofi Annan, tista' tilħaq persuna li hija meqjusa bħala a world figure, u ssemma anke l-isem ta’ Clinton.  Issa l-media Ingliża qiegħda tispekula li jekk Tony Blair ikollu a short premiership, jista’ jiġi kkunsidrat hu.  Jien m’iniex se ngħidlek jekk hux se jkun Clinton jew Blair, ovvjament, imma inti, bl-esperjenza tiegħek, you envisage li jkun hemm a former world leader f’kariga bħal din, at this given point in time?

THE CHAIRMAN:  Can I just let on to that.  I stand to be corrected, però safejn naf jien l-arranġament hu li s-segretarju ġenerali li jmiss għandu jkun mill-Asja.  There’s a sort of gentleman's agreement.  Naf dan għaliex apparti li ġieli tissemma li jkun hemm dan is-sort of roster, hemm membru parlamentari Ewropew, li hu Ingliż, però of Sri Lankan origin - kumbinazzjoni ltqajt miegħu meta konna fil-United Nations u waqaft inkellmu - li qiegħed substitute member fil-foreign affairs committee tal-Parlament Ewropew, fi Brussels u li qiegħed jippromwovi lilu nnifsu bħala kandidat għal secretary general.  Fil-fatt urieni diskors li kien għadu kemm għamel fil-UN li fih qal li peress li issa s-segretarju ġenerali li jmiss irid jiġi mill-Asja, eċċ……..  Biex inżid ma’ dak li qal l-Onor. Brincat, nistaqsi:  Kemm huwa minnu dan jew kemm hu probabbli li jkun hemm wieħed minn dawk in-naħat?

DR. MICHAEL BARTOLO:  Jekk ma jimpurtax nibda minn ta' l-aħħar peress li huma mistoqsijiet li nista' nirrispondihom minnufih u m'għandix għalfejn noqgħod indur mal-lewża.  Ir-raġuni li Clinton u Blair ma jistgħux ikunu secretary general mhux għax kienu former head of state imma għax they are nationals of a permanent member of the security council, which disqualifies them automatically, from becoming secretary general. The question of Asia, as you said, was a gentleman’s agreement and if there is a candidate - nispera li the person you mentioned has not changed his Sri Lankan nationality - because as a UK national, he would be also disqualified automatically.  So that is, I think, one question that could really be answered very clearly.  

Hon. De Marco’s questions have no answers.  As far as the Human Rights Council is concerned, countries that have a background of alleged violations, certainly do not want the proposals to be implemented, for the simple reason that it is going to be very difficult for country "X", one country that I have already mentioned, to get a three-fourths majority in the General Assembly to be in this limited council.   Li huwa interessanti hu li l-panel went the other way.  They wanted an open-ended Human Rights Council, but Kofi Annan certainly wanted to close it.

Regarding the question of other proposals - Kofi Annan says that this is not an a la carte menu, you cannot pick and choose - if you remember, either in the last session or in the session before, we discussed the question that the panel’s report - not the secretary general’s report - had something for everyone, before the secretary general came to this conclusion.  

Regarding regional organisation - if you mean regional organisations like the European Union - the only reactions I’ve heard and the only  comments that they have made, are that in principle they are in favour of most of the panel’s recommendation and also in favour of most of the secretary general’s recommendation.  But then there was again a twist by the European Union.  The Foreign Representative of the Commission, Commissioner Ferrero-Waldner more or less, made the general statement and then the specific statement was made by the commissioner for development, where he said they agree with the secretary general and he promised that the EU and all the countries - and that probably will include us - by 2015 will reach 0.7% of the gross national income.

I have not heard of other regional organisations. Perhaps that is why the impression that I gave is that I am a little pessimistic. I think I’m trying to be realistic.  In this case, I don’t think that affairs on the security council will go beyond where we are now.  And if they won’t go beyond where we are now on the Security Council, the rest will have to be the MDGs.  The EU will live up to their world that they will recommit themselves that they will reach the commitments by 2005, and the other developing countries, also may be they would.  But the crux of the matter, the reform of the security council, I think, is the abortion of the countdown.  That is what I meant.
THE CHAIRMAN:  Grazzi ħafna, Dr. Bartolo.  Għalkemm dan is-suġġett huwa interessanti ħafna, imma peress li sar il-ħin se jikkostrinġina li nieqfu hawnhekk.  Inti ta' l-idea li nerġgħu niltaqgħu some time in October biex nagħmlu follow-up tas-summit ta’ Settembru?

DR. MICHAEL BARTOLO:  Jien kull xahrejn inkun Malta, jiġifieri I will be in touch.  Nirringrazzjak for the invitation.  Din hi l-ewwel darba li għamilt power point.  Nirringrazzja wkoll lill-istaff tal-Parlament għax kienu veru ta’ għajnuna speċjalment biex ndaħħal l-ispeech ta’ Kofi Annan fil-power point.  Thank you.
THE CHAIRMAN:  Grazzi ħafna.  Dan il-kumitat huwa aġġornat għal għada fis-7.00 p.m.

Fid-9.00 p.m. il-Kumitat aġġorna għal nhar L-Erbgħa, 11 ta’ Mejju 2005 fis-7.00 p.m.
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