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Le Désarmement : Regards sur le passé, regards sur le futur. 
24 octobre 1945: La Charte des Nations Unies est adoptée par 56 nations dont le Luxembourg 
24 janvier 1946 : L’Assemblée générale adopte la première résolution qui prévoit 
l’institution d’une Commission sur l’énergie atomique des Nations Unies en indiquant le 
but ultime d’une élimination de toutes les armes relatives à la destruction massive. 
14 décembre 1946: L’Assemblée générale adopte une autre résolution qui formule des  me-
sures pratiques pour une réduction systématique des armements et des  forces armées 
13 février 1947    : Le Conseil de Sécurité établit une Commission relative aux armements 
conventionnels 
11 janvier 1952    : L’Assemblée générale décide de dissoudre la Commission sur l’énergie  
atomique et recommande que le Conseil de Sécurité dissolve la  Commission aux arme-
ments conventionnels, mais recommande  l’institution d’une Commission de désarmement 
qui a pour but : 

a. pour rédiger des traités sur la régulation, la limitation et la réduction de tous les  
armements et de toutes les forces armées 
b. promouvoir l’élimination de toutes les armes relatives à la destruction massive et 
c. promouvoir l’utilisation pacifique de l’énergie nucléaire 

20 novembre 1959 : l’Assemblée générale définit l’objectif final d’un désarmement général 
   et complet sous le contrôle effectif international. 
En résumé, les Nations Unies, depuis leur création en 1945, ont poursuivi dans la 

question du désarmement deux buts parallèles mais de renforcement mutuel à savoir 
l’élimination des armes de destruction massive donc nucléaires, chimiques et biologiques et 
la limitation des armements conventionnels. 

L’objectif final de la communauté mondiale sera donc un désarmement complet et gé-
néral. 

Au fil des années de l’existence d’un très grand nombre de traités et de conventions, 
beaucoup a été accompli mais le but final d’un désarmement général et complet reste loin-
tain et ceci pour de nombreux motifs graves.           

Dans ce contexte, il faut savoir que les arsenaux nucléaires des grandes puissance dis-
posent de 26000 têtes nucléaires. Le nombre exact est une inconnue, due à un grave man-
que de mesures de transparence et de vérification. 

Durant 62 ans, les Nations signataires de traités et de conventions, s’engageant formel-
lement de réduire ou d’éliminer leurs armements dans la bonne foi et à une date rapprochée, 
se sont simplement arrêtées sur leurs promesses.  

Aussi est-il qu’il n’existe pas d’infrastructures pour achever le but d’un désarmement, 
pas de planification opérationnelle, pas de dates limites, pas d’agences nationales de désar-
mement, pas de budgets et de législation nationale détaillée. 

Les doctrines existantes sur la dissuasion nucléaire non seulement persistent, mais ont 
été adoptées par les récentes nouvelles puissances nucléaires. 
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Le traité de non-prolifération nucléaire (TNP) n’a toujours pas d’adhésion universelle. 
Le traité sur les essais nucléaires n’est pas encore entré en vigueur et les négociations sur le 
traité d’interdiction de matière fissile ne figurent plus sur l’ordre du jour, et ceci depuis des 
années, de la Conférence de désarmement dont le siège est à Genève. Les 42 Nations mem-
bres de cette Conférence ne peuvent pas se mettre d’accord depuis l’explosion nucléaire en 
Inde et au Pakistan. 

Le traité sur les missiles balistiques (ABM) signé entre la Russie et les USA en 1972 est 
devenu sans objet par le retrait des USA en 2002. L’espace extraterrestre est parsemé par 
des dizaines de milliers de satellites, mais il n’existe toujours pas de négociations d’un trai-
té sur l’interdiction de stationnement dans cet espace de systèmes d’armement balistique. 

Je ne cite que ces quelques exemples, en vous posant une question. 
Y a-t-il encore un espoir d’une renaissance d’un désarmement en général ? 
La réponse est affirmative sous condition unique que des efforts renouvelés et continus 

soient avancés par des gouvernements politiquement éclairés et la Société Civile aussi doit 
prendre des initiatives.     

Les Etats membres de l’ONU doivent faire arrêter cette course perpétuelle aux arme-
ments, car elle cause d’énormes dépenses ruineuses. Ils doivent également interdire la pour-
suite des systèmes de défense missiles et les guerres préventives et la dissuasion nucléaire. 

Les gouvernements engagés et la Société Civile doivent réussir à combiner la priorité 
et la persistance  dans cette affaire. Sous ces conditions, le monde pourrait espérer voir la 
renaissance d’un désarmement général. Il s’agit d’un combat politique pour une grande 
cause et vaut certainement cet effort. 
Arsène H. Millim, Président de l’ALNU, Colonel honoraire, ancien expert en désarmement   

    _____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

‘Does the European Union Support the United Nations?’                         
Conference from Dr. Hans Blix, President of the World Federation of 
United Nations Associations, Brussels, Monday 26 November 2007 

 
Is it an odd title? Does not everybody support the UN?  
Well, not quite.  
Occasionally, we hear the view that only democratic states can have good and meaningful 
cooperation and that only such an organization should be supported. Evidently, ‘democratic 
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states’ – however they choose to select each other – are free to caucus and cooperate as they 
see best fit and may be easier in the absence of non-democratic states. The Council of Eu-
rope was established on precisely this basis and at times members of that Council have 
been suspended when they were not democratic.  
However, viruses do not care whether states are ruled by democratic or undemocratic gov-
ernments and they have to be tackled by all in global cooperation. Radio waves are sent 
from everywhere and must be allocated in an orderly way to all. The atmosphere and the 
climate are in common and need be protected by common efforts.  
The inescapable conclusion is that for global cooperation we must have a variety of organi-
zations of universal membership. The UN system is seen by practically everybody as serv-
ing that need and as deserving general support or, at least acceptance.  
Nevertheless, the degree of support for the UN and specialized agencies varies considera-
bly. Let me contrast the support declared by the European Union with statements by promi-
nent figures in the current US administration.  
EU attitude contrasted with views within current US administration  
In the European Security Strategy of 12 December 2003 I find the following statement:  
“In a world of global threats, global markets and global media, our security and prosperity 
increasingly depend on an effective multilateral system. The development of a stronger in-
ternational society, well functioning international institutions and a rule-based international 
order is our objective.  
“We are committed to upholding and developing International Law. The fundamental 
framework for international relations is the United Nations Charter. The United Nations 
Security Council has the primary responsibility for the maintenance of international peace 
and security. Strengthening the United Nations, equipping it to fulfill its responsibilities and 
to act effectively, is a European priority.”  
For comparison I read the US National Defense Strategy of 2005, stating:  
“The end of the cold war and our capacity to influence global events open the prospects for 
a new and peaceful system in the world.”[p. 5]  
There is no mention of the United Nations in this strategy but a reference to “international 
fora” may have regard to the UN. If so, the organization seems to be seen largely as an ob-
stacle on the way to the desired peaceful system. Let me quote:  
“Our strength as a nation state will continue to be challenged by those who employ a strat-
egy of the weak using international fora, judicial processes, and terrorism.” [p.5]  
There is no doubt that significant political groups in the US seek to downgrade the UN. The 
smear campaign waged against the UN in connection with what was called the ‘oil for food 
scandal’ was a case in point. (………) 
An article about UN reform by the former Speaker of the US House of Representatives, 
Newt Gingrich had the title: “A limited UN is best for America”. The article made clear 
that ‘failure’ was not an option for the US but could be for the UN. [IHT 13 Sept 2005]. I 
take it Mr. Gingrich meant that the UN could disappear.  
While in the past year the current US administration seems to have moved to a somewhat 
less negative attitude to the UN than that expressed by Mr. Gingrich some supporters of the 
administration continue to express disdain. (………) Opinion polls in the US show a more 
positive attitude to the UN among the general public than among the political elite. We 
should be aware, however, of the view of those who see Washington as the center of the 
world and New York as an expendable talk shop.  
The EU and the UN have peace as common basic aim.  
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The European Union is often, and I think rightly, described as a ‘peace project’. The very 
aim of the union was to prevent future conflicts in Europe through accelerated cooperation 
and interdependence. Of course, regardless of the union trade and economic interdepend-
ence in the European region would have increased due to the technical and communications 
development. However, removing obstacles to the movement of capital, persons and goods 
has given a tremendous momentum to cooperation and interdependence.  
While the ambition of the European Union is not to create a ‘federation’, activities and leg-
islation have gone far beyond the economic and financial sphere and extended to immigra-
tion, crime detection, security, research, energy and environment, culture etc.  
The preamble of the United Nations Charter famously expresses the determination  
‘to save succeeding generations from the scourge of war’…  
One cannot say that the UN Charter seeks world peace by deliberately promoting economic 
or other integration. Yet, here, too, the proximity brought by the evolution in transport and 
communication and in lower tariffs and greater openness of states have led to a steep in-
crease in global interdependence.  
. Europe is dependent upon import of oil and gas from Russia but Russia is dependent upon 
payment from Europe for imports and investments.  
. China is the single biggest holder of US government bonds but is dependent upon the US 
and the rest of the world to buy its products.  
. All states are dependent upon all other states for the global climate and the husbanding of 
natural resources.  
I submit that this new global interdependence, while at a much lower level than the interde-
pendence within the European Unions, has gone so far that armed conflicts are hard to 
imagine any longer between major powers – exception perhaps made for India/Pakistan.  
Wars used to be fought over borders, acquisition of territory or religion/ideology. The Cold 
War is over. Practically all states pursue pragmatic policies and practice various degrees of 
market economy. The Oder-Neisse border that used to be the border between Communist 
and non-Communist Europe is now an internal waterway in the EU.  
There will be no ‘wars of civilizations’ between Islamic and Christian nations, which is not 
to say that groups of non-state actors might not wage ‘assymetric’ warfare through terrorism.  
There will be civil wars and regional armed conflicts, especially in Africa.  
Yet, while after the end of the Cold War the risks of armed world conflict are minimal the 
United Nations does not provide an organized global peace order. If there was an opening 
for agreeing on such an order at the end of the Cold War, it was missed.  
Requirements of a peace order. 
Although we feel confident that that there will be no armed conflicts between European 
states and optimistic that there will be no global armed conflicts, the premises of interna-
tional peace – whether European or global – are evidently different from the premises of 
peace in a state community.  
In a state the condition of peace is built upon several elements that have developed over 
long time. These can be described roughly as follows:  
. A state monopoly on the possession and use of arms. The citizens are disarmed (with vari-
ous exceptions for hunting and sports arms)and arms are in the hands only of police and 
military forces acting under the law and control of the state.  
. Legíslation and taxation are decided by representative assemblies – if need be by majority.  
. Governments exercise extensive executive power under law.  
. Courts and other institutions for third party determination are available for the settlement 
of differences.  
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It is evident that even though we are confident that armed conflicts can no longer take place 
in Europe the peace in our continent is built on an order – under constant development – 
that is more limited than that established in individual states.  
European states – unlike citizens of individual states –  
. retain their separate arms, but at the same time create standing armed forces under com-
mon command and for common use;  
. A good deal of Union legislation is adopted by majority vote, but some require consensus 
among governments of participating states;  
. A good deal of executive power is exercised by the European Commission, but there are 
severe limitations;  
. A court is automatically available to decide on matters falling under Community law. 
When we look at the United Nations, the elements created with a view to securing peace 
are, as in the European Union, under constant development but far less developed than in 
the European Union:  
. Member states retain their separate armed forces and join only ad hoc for common armed 
or peace-keeping operations; there are no standing UN forces. 
. Disarmament and arms control among member states is an aim pursued through subsidiary 
organs of the General Assembly. During the last ten years there has been stagnation in the 
disarmament process.  
. Members are prohibited to use armed force except in self-defense against an armed attack 
or under the authorization of the Security Council;  
. Where the Council determines – with the consent of the P5 ( permanent members of the 
council )– that there is a threat to the peace, breach of the peace or act of aggression it can 
decide on sanctions or other measures and authorize armed action. In such cases the deci-
sions are legally binding on member states;  
. UN organs have no legislative power. The need for common rules is met by treaties that 
bind states only on condition of express individual consent;  
. No court is automatically available to settle differences but ad hoc tribunals for war crimes 
are set up, and an international criminal court has been established and courts and other 
mechanisms exist under specific treaties, like the Conventions on the Law of the Sea.  
. There is no executive organ in the UN like the Commission in the EU, but a great many 
executive functions are laid upon the UN Secretariat in the field of peace keeping opera-
tions, assistance, humanitarian operations etc.  
EU actual and potential support for the development of the UN.  
From the texts I quoted at the outset it is clear that the EU aims to support the UN and seek 
its development on several fronts:  
. It supports generally the development of the multilateral system;  
. It seeks to uphold and develop international law  
. It sees the UN as the fundamental framework for international relations;  
. It places the primary responsibility for the maintenance of international peace and security 
on the Security Council;  
. It sees a strengthening of the UN and equipping it to fulfill its responsibilities as European 
priorities. 
Evidently, the European document I cited shows a markedly greater ambition to support 
and develop the UN than the reluctant acceptance expressed by the current US administra-
tion and its adherents, whom I cited.  
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One should be aware, however, that the two supporters I quoted are on the administration’s 
right wing and that in the last year the administration has moved to be somewhat more posi-
tive in its view of the UN.  
Now let me examine some specific issues.  
Restriction on the use of armed force.  
I noted that the Charter allows individual members to use armed force in self-defense 
against an armed attack. This is generally interpreted also to allow armed force against an 
attack that is ‘imminent’. You do not have to wait until the bombers have crossed your ter-
ritorial border.  
However, in 2002 a US National Security Strategy was published that stated flatly that a limi-
tation of the right to use armed force in self-defense to cases where “armed attacks” were oc-
curring or were “imminent” would be insufficient in the era of missiles and terrorists.  
As I see it, the 2002 strategy and the 2003 war in Iraq show that the US administration said 
good bye to the legal restrictions that the US had helped to formulate in San Fransisco on 
the threat or use of force – at any rate as regards actions to stop the development of weap-
ons of mass destruction.  
How damaging to the UN legal restrictions on the use of armed force is the unauthorized 
2003 invasion of Iraq? It is hard to say. The Charter restrictions that were ignored have 
been disregarded by others, especially during the Cold War. However, such actions have 
not been preceded by national doctrines amounting to a renunciation of the restrictions.  
I should note, further, that European states, including those that have supported and taken 
part in the war in Iraq, like the UK, do not appear to have supported the US renunciation of 
the Charter restrictions.  
It may be queried whether the US position of 2002 and 2003 – probably still maintained 
vis-à-vis Iran – emerged from any pressing need.  
In 2001 President Bush the elder obtained an authorization from the Security Council for a 
grand coalition of states to stop Iraq’s aggression against Kuwait. He commented that this 
action reflected a new international order. That order was unceremoniously dumped in 2003, 
when the Security Council was said to be relevant only if it supported the invasion of Iraq.  
Subsequently, the ignoring of Council authorization has proved to carry cost in reduced le-
gitimacy.  
Licensing preventive war would certainly a big step back from San Fransisco. If the UN 
Charter were to be reinterpreted to allow preventive war by the US this reading would also 
be open to others. It is not hard to see that this would be worrisome.  
One might add that after the end of the Cold War there are strongly convergent interests 
among the P 5 on matters of nuclear proliferation and terrorism. There is no longer an auto-
matic veto in the Security Council. Building on the common interests and gaining legiti-
macy by staying within the Charter rules would seem to be the wiser course. I would hope 
that the European Union would take that view. 
Disarmament.  
The period at the end of and immediately after the Cold War was productive in terms of 
arms control and disarmament.  
. The CFE treaty introducing restrictions, inspections and transparency between the Soviet 
Union and European states was of vast importance.  
. The CWC treaty was concluded after some 20 years negotiations.  
. The NPT was prolonged without any final date.  
. The Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty was adopted, and  
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. The outlines of a Treaty providing a verified ban on the production of enriched uranium 
and plutonium for weapons seemed within reach.  
The situation today is much less hopeful. Kofi Annan said over a year ago that the world 
was ‘sleep-walking’ into new arms races. Today, it is worse.  
We need to wake up to a second inconvenient truth – new tensions and build-ups of arms. It 
is this challenge that the Weapons of Mass Destruction Commission discusses in its report: 
“Weapons of Terror. Freeing theWorld of Nuclear, Biological and ChemicalWeapons”. 
. The disarmament process has stagnated. The UN disarmamene conference has failed to 
adopt a work program for over ten years.  
. The Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty that was signed by the Clinton administration in 
1996 was rejected by the US Senate and the moratorium that has been respected by the P 5 
was ignored by North Korea which tested a nuclear device;  
. The 2005 Review conference of the Non Proliferation Treaty ended in bitterness with non-
nuclear weapon states saying that they had accepted an unrestricted prolongation of their 
commitment to the treaty, while the nuclear weapon states had not taken significant steps 
toward disarmament.  
. The UK has decided on a continuation of the nuclear Trident submarine program.  
. The US administration proposes to develop a new standard nuclear weapon (RRW) and is 
seeking to expand its missile shield by placing elements of it in Poland and the Czech Re-
public, claiming a need to defend against missiles that might be sent from Iran in the future.  
. China is modernizing its armed forces and has shot down a weather satellite of its own, 
demonstrating a capability for military action in space.  
. Russia has resumed routine long distance flights with nuclear armed planes and has sus-
pended the CFE treaty.  
. Iran is developing a uranium enrichment capability that could be used to produce material 
for nuclear weapons; and the US has three air craft carriers to the Persian Gulf.  
. Non state actors are planning for further terrorism. 
Is the European Union supportive of disarmament?  
The multilateral disarmament process falls in large part under the UN. What can the Euro-
pean Union do to revive it?  
. All members of the EU – including the two nuclear weapon states -- favour the entry into 
force of the comprehensive test ban treaty (CTBT). They should strongly urge a new US 
administration to ask the US Senate to reconsider its rejection of the treaty. No other meas-
ure could send a stronger signal in the international community that disarmament is moved 
back on the global agenda.  
. With the backing of all members of EU France and the UK as European nuclear weapon 
states should urge the US and Russia, who have the largest stocks of nuclear weapons, to 
take the initiative to a real reduction – and not just redeployment – of nuclear weapons.  
So long as NWS work on time tables for future nuclear arsenals rather than time tables for 
the phasing out of these arsenals, their moral standing is weakened in urging others to stay 
away or walk away from nuclear weapons.  
. A step by step march out of the nuclear weapons era by P5 might well attract the adher-
ence of India, Pakistan and Israel.  
. EU should urge that talks to be started under the UN to ensure that no weapons be placed 
in space. There is a current risk of a race in space.  
. EU should urge that nuclear weapons be taken off hair trigger alert to avoid war by acci-
dents or misunderstandings. Regrettably, alone with the US, the UK and France voted 
against a UN resolution on this subject.  
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. The European Union should have an interest in avoiding that new tensions arise between 
Europe and Russia. Removal of NATO nuclear weapons from Western Europe and Russian 
nuclear weapons from Western Russia would be a desirable step toward renewed détente.  
. The US missile shield is at the root of much of the renewed tension between Russia and 
China on the one hand and the US on the other and affects the whole international climate. 
Similarly, new ‘containment policies’ built on NATO expansion to former states members 
of the Soviet Union and on alliances and other strategic relations with India, Australia, Ja-
pan and South Korea are causing new tensions in the world and possible countermeasures. 
It would be in the interest of the European Union to work with the US and within the UN 
for renewed detente and engagement by all in global institutions.  
. EU should support a verified treaty ban on the production of enriched uranium and pluto-
nium for weapons. Such a treaty seemed to be within reach in the second half of the 1990s 
but a draft circulated by the current US administration omits any international verification. 
In the past all European states – like the US – favoured such verification and they should 
maintain that position. If the projected US-India agreement on nuclear cooperation were to 
be finalized a verified ‘cut-off treaty’ would be of crucial importance. Without verification 
in India, Pakistan and China, these states might suspect each other of producing more fis-
sionable material. The result could be a stockpiling race.  
I turn to legislation.  
While the matters that can be the subject of legislation through EU institutions is growing, 
this is not the case in the United Nations. Should the EU support such a development? Could 
the General Assembly be authorized to adopt laws within limited areas? No. Why not?  
We need to understand what ‘legislation’ means and under what conditions ‘legislation’ is 
possible. We talk about national law, community law and international law as if they were 
off springs of the same legal tree. In one sense they are. ‘Laws’ are rules binding on sub-
jects. However, such rules emerge in different ways. International law is not adopted by 
majority vote in legislatures but nowadays normally through treaties expressly accepted by 
each state.  
How is it that we accept legislation by majority in our states and in EU?  
And commit ourselves to respect majority voted laws that we perhaps personally oppose?  
You may say: because we have no choice… Ok, but how did we get there?  
First, we have an assembly that fairly represents the people that will be subject to the law. 
They have had a chance to influence the composition of the assembly through their votes in 
elections. What is regarded as ‘fair’ representation varies with time. Assemblies selected by 
an electorate excluding women or people without real estate etc. would not be seen as  
representative by most of us.  
Second, we accept to be bound by the laws accepted by a majority because we know that 
having rules is a necessity and consensus will be impossible to attain in many areas. We do 
so, however, in the awareness that the majority will not abuse the power we give it and op-
press us. It will show respect for the minority opposed.  
Looking at EU we find an effort to make legislating bodies fairly representative of people 
in the EU. It is not one state one vote. And we have confidence that the majority will not 
abuse its power. There will be respect paid to those in minority.  
Looking at the UN we can immediately see that neither the General Assembly nor the Secu-
rity Council is anywhere nearly representing the people of the earth. Ministates would eas-
ily have a majority in the GA as it is now constituted.  
If the composition of the Assembly were to be changed and states were to have votes pro-
portionate to the size of their populations, majorities would easily be formed by China, In-
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dia, Indonesia, Pakistan and a few other states. Clearly this would not be acceptable to other 
states. Nor would there be any confidence that such majorities would show ‘respect’ to the 
rich world.  
We are therefore without a global legislature that can adopt international laws by majority 
in the UN. To achieve laws for the international community we must go the long and some-
times intractable way of seeking the acceptance of each state to treaties that are to bind it.  
A few concessions are made to practicality: the budget is in principle adopted by qualified 
majority, elections are by majority votes. Resolutions can be adopted on a wide variety of 
subjects but they are not binding. They are recommendations.  
Now to the Security Council. 
It has been given great power to decide on economic sanctions and military action in the 
face of threats to the peace, breaches of the peace or acts of aggression. However, each of 
the P5 have a veto and during the Cold War this practically paralyzed the Council. This is 
no longer the case.  
Yet, the representativity of the Security Council is questioned. Great powers dominate and 
the rest of the world resents what it feels is not fairly represented. Decisions may be seen as 
not legitimate.  
There has been much discussion about a modified composition of the Council. The mem-
bers of the EU do not have a common position that they can push.  
Members of the European Union consult routinely – some would say ad nauseam – to come 
to joint positions in most questions before UN bodies. Increasingly often they succeed. One 
speech is then given on behalf of the Union– by the country that at the time holds the chair-
manship in the Union.  
Other EU countries may make statements in support amplifying or adding one point or an-
other.  
But there is not always a unified EU line. Not even on important issues and not even in the 
Security Council – as I was able to watch at a close distance in 2003, when in the case of 
Iraq the UK and Spain were on one line and France and Germany on another.  
Through intensified internal discussion EU should seek joint positions in the UN and else-
where. Through such positions EU can have more influence.  
However, so long as there is not an absolute necessity to land on the same line, diverging 
interests or diverging historical affinities may lead to different positions. This may not al-
ways be a disaster. We see that political parties sometimes relent on party discipline and al-
low representatives to vote as their conscience tells them.  
In the Security Council it will almost certainly be deplorable if EU members land on differ-
ent positions. How can it be avoided? A single European seat in the Council would be a 
healthy if somewhat strong-handed way of assuring joint positions.  
Privileges are often difficult to abandon and – as a result –become anachronisms. In the 
case of the Security Council, the privilege of a permanent seat and a veto was awarded 
some 60 years ago to five states. It is unthinkable that in today’s world it would have been 
offered to two European states and unthinkable that such arrangement would have been ac-
cepted by the EU.  
An important advantage of accepting a single permanent seat for the EU would be that it 
would allow the inclusion of three further members in the Council while maintaining the 
Council small, which is of importance to make it workable.  
Hans Blix, President of the World Federation of United Nations Associations, former   
                  Director general of the International Atomic Energy Agency  
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Convention relative aux droits des personnes handicapées et son Protocole 
facultatif. 
  

On estime à 600 millions au moins le nombre de personnes handicapées vivant à travers le 
monde, soit environ 10% de la population mondiale, dont à peu près 80% dans les pays en 
développement. 
La majorité des personnes handicapées continuent de vivre à l’écart du développement et 
d’être privées de leurs droits fondamentaux du fait d’une discrimination constante, de la sé-
grégation dont elles sont victimes de la part des membres de la société, de leur marginalisa-
tion économique et de leur non-participation aux processus de prise de décisions sociales, 
politiques et économiques. 
« Le système actuel des droits de l’homme était censé protéger et promouvoir les droits des 
personnes handicapées, explique la Commissaire aux droits de l’homme de l’ONU Louise 
Arbour, mais les normes et mécanismes en place n’ont pas réussi à fournir une protection 
adéquate dans le cas particulier des personnes handicapées.  Il est manifestement temps que 
l’ONU remédie à cette lacune. » 
L’Ambassadeur de la Nouvelle-Zélande M. Don MacKay, Président du Comité Ad Hoc 
chargé de négocier le texte, a ajouté « ce que la convention ambitionne de faire, c’est dé-
crire en détail les droits des personnes handicapées et d’élaborer des modalités 
d’application ». 
La Convention a été adoptée à l’unanimité au mois de décembre 2006 à l’occasion de 
l’Assemblée Générale ordinaire des Nations Unies.  Ouvert à la signature le 30 mars 2007, 
la Convention et son Protocole facultatif ont été signés le même jour par le Grand-Duché de 
Luxembourg et la majorité des membres de l’Organisation des Nations Unies. La Conven-
tion internationale relative aux droits des personnes handicapées et son Protocole facultatif 
sont entrés en vigueur le 2 mai 2008. Le Secrétaire général de l’ONU Ban Ki Moon a quali-
fié la mise en vigueur comme « moment historique ». 
Voici un résumé de  quelques clauses pincipales de la Convention : 
Les pays adhérant à la convention s’engagent à élaborer et appliquer des politiques, une lé-
gislation et des mesures administratives visant à concrétiser les droits reconnus par celle-ci 
et à abolir les lois, règlements, coutumes et pratiques qui constituent une discrimination. 
Un changement de perception étant essentiel pour améliorer la situation des personnes han-
dicapées, les pays qui ratifient la convention devront combattre les stéréotypes et les préju-
gés et sensibiliser le public aux capacités des personnes handicapées et à leurs contributions 
à la société. 
Les pays devront garantir aux personnes handicapées la pleine jouissance de la vie, sur un 
pied d’égalité avec d’autres, garantir l’égalité des droits et l’avancement des femmes et des 
filles handicapées et protéger les enfants handicapés. 
Les enfants handicapés jouiront de droits égaux, ne seront pas séparés de leurs parents 
contre leur volonté, sauf si les autorités déterminent que c’est dans le meilleur intérêt de 
l’enfant, et ne seront en aucun cas séparés de leurs parents au motif de leur handicap ou de 
celui des parents. 
Les pays devront reconnaître que tous sont égaux devant la loi, interdire la discrimination 
sur base du handicap et garantir une protection égale aux personnes handicapées. 
Les lois et les dispositions administratives doivent mettre les personnes handicapées à l’abri 
de l’exploitation, de la violence et de la maltraitance.  Dans ce dernier cas, les pays encou-
rageront la guérison physique et psychologique, ainsi que la réadaptation et la réinsertion de 
la victime, et ils enquêteront sur les abus. 
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En ce qui concerne la question fondamentale de l’accessibilité, la convention exige des 
pays qu’ils identifient et éliminent les obstacles et barrières et garantissent aux personnes 
handicapées l’accès à leur environnement, aux transports, aux bâtiments et services publics, 
à l’information et aux communications. 
Les pays devront promouvoir l’accès à l’information en fournissant les renseignements des-
tinés à la population générale dans des formats et avec des technologies accessibles, comme 
le Braille, le langage gestuel et d’autres formes de communication et en encourageant les 
médias et les fournisseurs d’accès à internet à présenter les informations disponibles en li-
gne dans des formats accessibles. 
Pour permettre aux personnes handicapées d’acquérir un minimum d’indépendance et 
d’atteindre leur plein potentiel physique, mental, social et professionnel, les pays doivent 
fournir des services complets d’intégration ou de réintégration dans les domaines de la san-
té, de l’emploi et de l’éducation.  Les pays interdiront la discrimination dans les matières 
touchant à l’emploi, encourageront les activités indépendantes, l’entrepreneuriat et la créa-
tion d’entreprises, engageront des personnes handicapées dans le secteur public, encourage-
ront leur recrutement dans le secteur privé et garantiront que les lieux de travail soient amé-
nagés dans la mesure du raisonnable. 
Les pays garantiront l’égalité en matière de participation à la vie publique ou politique, y 
compris le droit de vote, de poser sa candidature et d’exercer une charge. 
Les pays devront encourager la participation à la vie culturelle, aux loisirs et au sport en 
veillant à la diffusion de programmes télévisés, de films, de pièces de théâtre et de matériel 
culturel dans des formats accessibles, en rendant accessibles les théâtres, les musées, les ci-
némas et les bibliothèques, et en garantissant aux personnes handicapées la possibilité de 
développer et d’utiliser leur potentiel créatif non seulement pour leur propre plaisir mais 
aussi pour l’enrichissement de la société. 
Enfin les pays devront désigner un point focal au sein de leur gouvernement et créer un mé-
canisme national indépendant pour assurer la promotion et le suivi de la Convention. 
Le texte intégral de la Convention se trouve à : 
http://www.un.org/esa/socdev/enable/rights/ahc7report-f.htm 
Source : Département de l’information publique de l’ONU                             Anny Bastian 

_________________________________________________________________________________ 
  
Les Nations Unies dans le monde: Sélection de quelques sites Internet. 

 
Page d’accueil de l’ONU :        www.un.org 
Centre Régional d'Information des Nations Unies pour  
 l'Europe Occidentale:       www.unric.org 
Fonds des Nations Unies pour l’enfance UNICEF :  www.unicef.org 
Programme des Nations Unies pour l’environnement : www.unep.org 
Programme de l’ONU pour le développement PNUD :  www.undp.org  
Bureau des Nations Unies à Genève :       www.unorg.ch 
Bureau du Haut Commissaire de l’ONU pour les droits 
  de l’homme/Centre pour les droits de l’homme :    www.ohchr.org 
Bureau du Haut Commissaire de l’ONU pour les réfugiés: www.unhcr.ch   
Millennium Ecosystem Assessment :           www.millenniumassessment.org 
Année internationale polaire 2007-2009      www.ipy.org 
Année international de l’assainissement 2008-05-24 esa.un.org/iys  
Décennie internationale 'Eau, source de vie' 2005-2014 www.un.org/waterforlifedecade     


