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I want to start by saying just a few words about conflict prevention within the context of the CFSP (Common Foreign and Security Policy) within the EU. There is a real and evident tension there, whether you favour having a CFSP or not –as in my own Party’s case. This is demonstrated very clearly by the fact that we have two people with responsibility for different dimensions: Chris Patten, who has responsibility for the humanitarian and civilian side of conflict prevention and management who works with both the Council (the member states governments) and the Parliament and Xavier Solana, from a NATO background, who deals with the more military dimension and deals with the Council only – he is rarely seen in Parliament.





However, to look at the topic in its widest sense and in terms of the current conflict, I would start by saying that there are a variety of levels of response and that what is most needed is a consistent set of values which should underlie any response. If governments had been operating from that standpoint in the past, we would not be starting from here in dealing with conflict and terrorism.





Terrorism itself  (whatever we may mean by that and I’ll return to that later) is virtually impossible to eradicate, whatever means you use. For some, their deeply held beliefs in a cause about which they are totally passionate, provides meaning in their lives and a sense of self-esteem and importance as well as, in some cases, a very comfortable lifestyle when it is linked to the drugs trade and other criminal enterprises. It can also be a way of life which traps people who cannot find a way out even if they want to, as circumstances change. We know from our experience in Northern Ireland that some people will hold on whatever the opportunities for peaceful and democratic change. 





Therefore we have to aim to make the possibility of conflict or terrorism as difficult politically and practically as possible. Our responses have to look to both the long and the short term. In Chris Patten’s words on a recent “Today” programme interview:


“We have to drain the swamp where the mosquitoes breed.”





At the deepest level this means we have to reduce the circumstance where people feel that conflict is the only way out, or where terrorists are passively tolerated if not actively supported – where we find an unhelpful silence that will never give anyone up to the authorities and which allows a climate to develop where the perpetrators can develop a following. 





We have to ensure that people’s basic needs are met – a world of greater equity. This means we have to tackle issues of debt – and I’m pleased that the UK has taken action on this. We also have to deal with the problems of economic restructuring under the International Monetary Fund (the IMF) and Western support for so-called development projects which are no such thing. I have been particularly involved in the campaign around the planned Ilisu Dam in the Kurdish region of South-East Turkey. This is not just a development about electricity supply and water for agriculture – it is viewed by the Kurds of the area as a deliberate attempt to divide the people and wash away their culture, history and identity.





We have also to ensure a fair trading system in the world by replacing the World Trade Organisation (WTO).





It is not just a case of changing the rules but the power structures within these bodies so that they are not dominated by a particular regional or political grouping. Doe we have to continue a system which weights the votes in the IMF, for example, according to the money paid in? We have to move away from the view espoused by Vice-President Cheney in May this year in an interview in the New Yorker:


“the arrangement (for) the twenty-first century is most assuredly being shaped right now… the United States will continue to be the dominant political, economic and military power in the world.”





I prefer the words of the Council statement of September 21st this year, from the EU’s Belgian Presidency (you know each country gets to be President for 6 months at a time and the civil servants have marked in their diary for the day after it ends – bed, holiday or nervous breakdown!). Their statement said:


“The fight against the scourge of terrorism will be all the more effective if it is based on an in-depth political dialogue with those countries and regions of the world in which terrorism comes into being.


The integration of all countries into a fair world system of security, prosperity and improved development is the condition for a strong and sustainable community for combating terrorism.”


I would also add that it would prevent other conflicts and while we could argue about how such a relation ship could be developed, I feel the direction is positive. It will be interesting to see what is contained in the DfID (Department for International Development) paper on the Causes of Conflict in Africa later this month. I know the Pentagon has also been commissioning research in to the causes of conflict.





We also have to look at the values in specific policy positions and frameworks and aim for a similar consistency of approach in our response to conflict. The values we want to see ourselves as holding have been cited a lot recently as those which were attacked in the slaughter of September 11th – democracy, freedom and justice. Any response must uphold those values.





This has implications for our policy on arms sales, which we underwrite through our Export Credit Guarantee Department to the tune of some £1.7 billion in 1999-2000, over half the guarantees put up. Saudi Arabia is the largest market.





We also need to look at the sort of regime we are supporting. It is common knowledge that the Taliban was a largely Western construct and we have known for a long time just what sort of a regime it is. It is only since the murders on Sept. 11th that we have felt a need to do anything about it and I can’t be the only person who finds that difficult to take.





It is a privilege of my job that we get to meet some amazing people. Earlier this year, 3 women from Kabul were smuggled out of that city to come to Western Europe to explain to us just what their life was like. They appeared in the Foreign Affairs Committee, fully covered by their burquas and spoke of the oppression they suffered, the links between the refugee camps as recruitment grounds for the Taliban through the madrassas of Pakistan etc. They were asked what could the Parliament do to help keep them safe when they returned? The answer was: “Nothing”. Our governments knew what was happening and we are now bombing those people. So, let’s be careful whom we support for what goals.





We also need to ensure that our response upholds international law. I am pleased that our Government has supported the International Criminal Court: I wish the USA had done the same, then we would have somewhere that we could try Osama bin Ladan, should he be apprehended. At the moment we have nothing, because even if the International community rushed to set one up it could not act retrospectively, so we would be looking at an ad-hoc arrangement. Even in the current circumstances, the USA maintains its hostility to the ICC and is currently debating the American Service-Members Protection Act: this would limit the USA providing military support to any country – apart from NATO members and a few other “friends” – which had signed up to the ICC in order to protect American personnel from prosecution!





We also have to ensure that we act within a UN mandate, which is clearly spelled out, in times of conflict – which we conspicuously failed to do in Kosovo.





If governments are also intent on reducing the possibility for terrorists or others to fund their activities, purchase weapons or anything else, then we should be ratifying international agreements such as the UN Treaties dealing with terrorism. The USA has until the end of this year to ratify the Money Laundering Convention. The OECD report on money laundering was blocked this summer because the UK and Spain could not agree on the status of Gibraltar. We have seen only this week, a report from the French Parliament which criticises the UK and the City of London very heavily for being a money-laundering paradise, particularly in relation to tax-havens and off-shore banking. We need to see consistency.





To turn to responses dealing with specific measures, again we have to bear those three key values of democracy, freedom and justice in mind.





But it is really annoying to find that a number of pieces of legislation which have been in preparation are suddenly being rushed through or that new ones are making a sudden appearance – and we are not being given the time to look at the civil liberties issues or you find your motives being questioned if you do.





Let me take a concrete example – the proposed EU Regulation on the freezing of assets of individuals or organisations suspected of being involved in – or supporting- terrorism. Not a bad idea in itself and a useful tool in a range of non-violent methods of reducing the possibilities for terrorism. The European Parliament was presented with this on Wednesday morning, about 10 days ago. We had time to have an emergency meeting of the Civil Liberties Committee, of which I am a deputy member. Our debate raised issues as to why did we have the American list of 27 organisations and individuals, all of which had Arabic or Moslem names – do we have no terrorism in Europe? Why were ETA and the Real IRA not on the list?  There was no definition of terrorism and no criteria for being on the list.





We tabled a number of amendments dealing with issues such as legal redress if you were wrongly on the list, the need for clear identification of individuals etc. which were voted through by the Parliament. However, even before the vote had taken place, we were being told that the Council was likely to change the legal basis of the Regulation, so that Parliament would not have any right to scrutinise future changes. Thus it goes off to that grey area of inter-governmental agreements, where it is not clear whether any Parliament, national or European, will have scrutiny. We have to be aware of this closing down of democracy under the excuse that “the times demand it”. They don’t. We have to maintain respect for our democratic institutions.





So, if we are looking at ways to reduce conflict we could do worse than echo the desire of Sngr. Prodi, the President of the Commission, who on September 12th spoke of the need for: solidarity, the protection of freedom and the safeguarding of peace. 





I don’t believe that the military action in Afghanistan fulfils those criteria. It punishes the innocent and risks greater destabilisation in the area. I am really frightened by the prospects of breakdown in the region and the possibility of a revolutionary regime in Pakistan, facing India over Kashmir, both states with nuclear weapons. We have to find a better way to deal with conflict and terrorism than this.
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