INTRODUCTION

Half a month ago I participated in a workshop on Science, Religion and Environment, under the auspices of Ecumenical Patriarch Barthelomeus, and attended by Church leaders, scientists, high level policy makers and journalists. It was at that workshop, on a boat in the Adriatic Sea, that Sadruddin Agha Khan asked the question what the notion of sustainable development has done for the world. The dogma sustainable development today, he said, is inherently misleading and deluding our mindsets. He continued that the once noble notion of sustainable development has been diverted:

· by "business" becoming synonymous to "sustainable growth, suggesting that the environmental movement has been hi-jacked by "corporate reality"; 
· by embracement of the term "sustainable use", which has brought us to the point where our natural heritage - for instance whales or elephants - has to pay its way out without forming an impediment to free trade, in order to have a chance to be preserved; 

· by creating the idea of sustainable consumption, which definition is open for interpretation except for the fact that it must be about growth; 

· and by the corporate take over of governance, making the ones who pay the lobbyists the ones who call the tunes. 

It was also on that boat that I heard the cry out for a return to identifiable and more responsible leadership to counter the take over of society by the market, and stop the colonization by the economy of our social, cultural, ethical and environmental heritage. Protecting the environment and respecting nature should not be left to the market, it was stressed. But who is responsible?

I give you these two references as the background of what I am going to say, and as challenge for our discussion afterwards.

THE CONCEPT OF SUSTAINABLE DEVELOPMENT, ITS HISTORY AND DISCIPLINES INVOLVED
The concept of sustainable development may not entirely have originated from the Brundtland Commissions 20 years ago, but certainly was made known by it. It stipulates that we can only safeguard the well being of present and future generations if we combine and fully integrate our efforts in the fields of development (economic sustainability), equity (social sustainability) and environmental protection and management (ecological sustainability). Neglecting one of the fields will sooner or later frustrate progress in the others.

What does this mean, seen from an environmental point of view? We know since long now that the core and undisputed environmental needs, the protection of soil, water and air, cannot met through environmental clean up measures, i.e. introducing and applying end of the pipe technology. Chemical pollution, climate change, ozone depletion, genetic modification impacts on human health and the environment, and desertification are all testimony. End of pipe solutions to counter and mitigate these problems are by far too expensive or come too late. 

We need to prevent these problems from happening in the first place if we want make Brundtland's message to become reality. Prevention however brings with it stepping out of the purely environmental box and discipline and entering and interfering in other sectors and disciplines: agriculture, water management, energy and transport, spatial planning, and ultimately trade, justice, social affairs, and economic development. Preventing desertification for instance requires preventing the poor in need of food and fuel wood from cutting trees. This can only be achieved by alleviating their poverty and securing social justice and equity. All the mentioned areas of discipline have to play a role. 

Prevention also implies introducing and having to take care of elements of uncertainty in day-to-day and longer-term policy and decision-making. Whether or not climate change is real, what its consequences are, and to what extend these will proof to be irreversible, is a well-known matter of debate. The potential effects of genetic manipulation and related biosafety concerns is another issue that divides sectors, Governments and continents. Prevention through the application of the precautionary principle is a disputed issue in the run up to the Summit in Johannesburg. 

Seen against this background it seems logical that it has never been clear who is responsible for what part of sustainable development. Where does the responsibility of one group start and where does it stop? For instance, the international sustainable development debate, including the summits, are dominated by the environment community, despite all efforts to draw in other disciplines. Until DOHA, the trade community did not accept becoming co-responsible for the conservation and sustainable use of nature and natural resources. The focal point for the WSSD differs from country to country.

WSSD'S PREPARATORY PROCESS: WHAT HAPPENED UNTIL NOW
The WSSD is the third Summit of this kind in a row. We started with the Stockholm Conference on the Human Environment 30 years ago. Ten Years after that came a special session and the Brundtland report. The Summit in Rio de Janeiro in 1992 consequently addressed environment in relation to development. Now, in 2002, the Brundtland concept has found its way into the title of the Summit itself: World Summit for Sustainable Development.

It is not clear how many people will actually participate in the WSSD in Johannesburg. What we know is hat the Summit in Rio brought together representatives of 172 nations including 108 Heads of State, and a total of 17.000 activists.

The WSSD was called for by GA res. 55/199 of 20 December 2000. There was to be no rewriting of Agenda 21, but an "identification of accomplishments and areas for further action". Its preparation was given to the CSD which to that end met in April 2001, February 2002, March 2002, and just recently end May/beginning June 2002 at the Ministerial level in Jakarta, Indonesia. Five regional preparatory meetings took place, co-organized by the Regional Economic Commissions and UNEP's Regional Offices, with a meeting in Geneva end September 2001. The USG for Economic and Social Affairs, Mr.Desai, was appointed SG of the WSSD, and Mr. Pronk, former Minister of Environment of the Netherlands, became the SG's Special Envoi.

As part of the preparatory process many meetings and other events took place. Important parts of the Summits subject matter were addressed and advanced by the Climate Change Conference in Marrakech, the 4th Ministerial Conference of the WTO in Doha, Qatar, November 2001, the GMEF/Seventh Special session of the UNEP GC, in Cartagena, Colombia, 13-15 February 2002, COP's of MEA's including CBD-COP6, in the Hague, Netherlands, April 2002, and the Financing for Development Conference in Monterrey, Mexico, 21-22 March 2002. The number of Eminent Persons Round Tables and issue oriented stakeholders meetings is already uncountable.

The agencies and organizations of the UN system, coordinated by UN/DESA in the IACSD, collaborated in the preparation of reports on the implementation of Agenda 21.

WSSD'S FOCUS AND OUTPUTS: WHERE DO WE STAND?
Foreseen are 3 layers of output from Johannesburg: 

· a political document with a few innovative and concrete proposals; 
· a global implementation plan which takes Agenda 21 forward; 

· an inventory of new and/or innovative regional/bilateral/sectoral agreements and partnerships; 

Everybody agrees that the WSSD must focus on poverty eradication and changing unsustainable patterns of production and consumption. Today 800 mln suffer from hunger; half of the world live on less than $2 per day; 10% receives 70% of the income; the richest 3 men have assets equal to the annual output of 48 poorest nations, etc. 

Chairman Emil Salim formulated 7 other areas of attention: protecting and managing the natural resource base of economic and social development; sustainable development in a globalizing world; health and sustainable development; sustainable development of SIDS, sustainable development for Africa; governance and means of implementation (finance, etc). 

The Political Declaration was meant to be put together in draft form at the last meeting of the PrepCom in Bali, Indonesia. The PrepCom did not succeed in doing so, but through a High level interactive dialogue identified a number of possible elements for the declaration which in everybody's view should be short and focused. Reaffirmation the RIO principles and reference to the outcome of major recent meetings were among them. Chairman Salim has now been mandated to prepare the elements for a political declaration, which then will be posted on the UN's official Johannesburg website end June 2002.

The core document of the WSSD, the implementation plan or so-called list of "deliverables" has grown to become very large and at present fills a document of already .... pages. Also this document was supposed to be finalized during the WSSD preparatory process, but no consensus could be reached. Now, the Plan will be transmitted "as it is" to Johannesburg for further negotiations.

The discussions on partnerships, the so called type 2 outcomes of the Summit, focused up till now on trying to clarify and establish guiding principles and options for formalizing such partnerships. Amongst the principles identified figure: voluntary nature; respect for fundamental principles and values; link with globally agreed outcomes; integrated approach to sustainable development; multi stakeholder approach; transparency and accountability; tangible results; funding arrangements; new/value added partnerships; local involvement and international impact; and follow up process. Also in this area, quite some work lies ahead before the Summit can select and list an "acceptable" number of initiatives.

WSSD'S SUBSTANCE: WHAT ARE THE MAJOR ISSUES AT STAKE?
The developing countries, gathered in the so-called G77, started to ask full attention for and financing of (sustainable) development. Rio requested implementation of Agenda 21 linked to an increase in financial assistance, in particular ODA. Aid spending in 2000 was $53 billion down from $69 billion in 1992 The EU Common Agricultural Policy absorbs 0.6% of the Community's GDP, whereas development aid in the EU averaged 0.33% in 2000. Today, only 5 OECD countries (Norway, Denmark, Luxemburg, Netherlands, Sweden) have reached the agreed target of 0.7%, the average is now at 0.23%. Development aid by the EU countries averages 0.33% of their GDP whereas the EU's Common Agricultural Policy, seen as protectionism by most of the G77, absorbs already around 0.6% of the Communities GDP. The G77 furthermore fear increasing import restrictions for environmental reasons, see no change in consumption in the developed world, and complain about an increased use of developing countries as a cheap dumping place for "rich men's waste".

The "Monterrey Consensus", on financing for development, brought small envelopes of relieve through an EU commitment top increase their ODA to an overall percentage of 0.39 by 2006, and an American pledge to increase its aid package with $5 billion over the next 3 years. This, however, is far from enough to meet the demands and needs identified by the G77.

US and also Canada have from the beginning stressed the importance of good governance at the national level (respect for human rights; rule of law; democracy including transparency and public participation in decision making; combating corruption) and local capacity building. As the US delegate stated "our challenge is to leverage the ingenuity and resources of the private sector - which has 10 times the capital investment capacity of Governments -, especially in the developing world". Both countries see a need for increased scientific research instead of a reliance on the precautionary principle. Concrete target setting beyond the UN Millennium targets is problematic for them as it may well remain wishful thinking, which infringes on their national sovereignty. 

The EU is ready for a renewed commitment to the achievement of the international development targets and the commitments of the Millennium Declaration. They want the developed countries to demonstrate their commitment to sustainable development by ensuring decoupling of economic growth from environmental degradation, through removing trade-distorting and environmentally harmful subsidies, use of policy instruments for internalization of external costs, promotion of environmental management systems and eco-procurement - green purchasing -, law enforcement and promotion of renewable energy. The developed countries should reduce their ecological footprint and improve the environmental and social impacts of their economic growth, both within and outside their borders. The EU wants a strengthening of free trade and better market access for developing countries combined with international standards for environment and labor. They want strengthened enforcement and compliance with MEA's, full application of the precautionary and polluters pays principles, and increased development assistance (0.7% GNP target). They want more equitable wealth distribution and good governance as a prerequisite for private sector participation in sustainable development. They also make a plea for better access to information, public participation in decision-making and access to justice, in line with the Aarhus Convention. The EU remains willing to negotiate this package as a global deal.

On 14 may 2002, in a speech at the American Museum of Natural History, the SG outlines 5 areas where concrete progress can and must be made:

· Water: provide access to at least 1 bln people who lack clean drinking water and 2 bln who lack proper sanitation; 

· Energy: provide access to over 2 bln people who lack modern energy services; promote renewable energy: reduce over-consumption; ratify the Kyoto Protocol; 

· Health: address effects of toxic and hazardous materials; reduce air pollution, which kills 3 mln people each year; lower incidence of malaria and African Guinean worm, which are linked with polluted water and poor sanitation; 

· Agricultural productivity: work to reverse land degradation which affects around 2/3 of the world's agricultural lands; 

· Biodiversity and ecosystem management: reverse the processes that have destroyed around half of the world's tropical rainforests and mangroves, and are threatening 70% of the world's coral reefs and decimating the world's fisheries. 

One who wants to summarize can capture the outstanding problems into two categories. The first and perhaps fundamental set of issues that remains to be resolved, concern finance, terms of trade and globalization, and the Rio principle of common but differentiated responsibilities. These are the elements determining the measure of trust, participation and cooperation of the developing countries before and in the WSSD. The second set of issues concern the development of a meaningful Plan of implementation, with a series of time bound targets. Progress on these issues entirely depends on political will and leadership.

SUSTAINABLE DEVELOPMENT INSTITUTIONS; THE WSSD DEBATE ON GOVERNANCE

The debate on how to improve sustainable development governance started in UNEP, in February 2001. By its decision 21/21 of 9 February 2001, the UNEP GC established an open-ended group of Ministers or their representatives, to prepare proposals for International Environmental Governance, including the financing of UNEP. The group met 6 times and reported to the GMEF/7th Special session of the UNEP GC in Cartagena, 13 - 15 February 2002. The GMEF devoted most of its time to prepare a message on IEG.

This message highlights and underlines UNEP's role and mandate as follows:

· The GC/GMEF should promote better international co-operation in the field of the environment, provide broad policy advice and guidance, identify global environmental priorities, and make recommendations to Governments and the UN system; 

· Universal participation in the work of the GC/GMEF should be ensured; the GC/GMEF should meet every year; 

· Good GC/GMEF decision making requires a stronger scientific capacity of UNEP; the establishment of an intergovernmental Panel on global environmental change should be considered; 

· The financial situation of UNEP should be improved through introducing a voluntary indicative scale of contributions; 

· The strategic partnership between UNEP and the GEF as envisaged in the UNEP/GEF Action Plan on Complementarity, should be further pursued; 

· UNEP could play a useful role in collaborating with MEA Secretariats to enhance synergies and linkages between the work and activities under the MEA's, and to ensure a more co-ordinated approach in areas of common interest; 

· Capacity building and technical assistance, in particular with respect to institutional strengthening in developing countries, should remain an important component of UNEP's work. An intergovernmental strategic plan in this area should be developed; 

· The EMG should meet at senior level, follow an issue-oriented approach, and focus on enhancing policy co-ordination across the environmental activities of the UN system, and on mainstreaming the environment in the systems work. 

In short the GMEF proposes for itself a strong and authoritative global environmental policy advisory role and for its Secretariat, UNEP, a strengthened role in environmental assessment, capacity building and advisory services to Governments, as well as in promoting co-operation and co-ordination of environmental work in the UN system as a whole; for all UNEP needs stable and predictable funding.

UNEP's wish list has remained intact in the debate on sustainable development governance. This debate has led to a similar set of recommendations, aimed at strengthening the role of the CSD in monitoring and reviewing the implementation of the outcomes of the WSSD, and making its membership universal.

A number of paragraphs address the need to strengthen the overall coordinating role of the ECOSOC, and paying more attention to regional implementation structures and the participation of non Government actors, in particular the private sector and NGO's. 

Most of the recommendations for strengthened governance are undisputed and not drastically changing or affecting institutions and mandates, which already exist. The only really controversial part concerns the recommendations for improved governance at the national level, with the strong emphasis of the US and some other countries on the inclusion of their views of what constitutes good governance. 

CONCLUDING PARAGRAPH
With this I want to end my somewhat lengthy speech on the WSSD. Even in a presentation of this length a number of issues remain unaddressed. I hope and expect that our discussion will be able to take care of this. 
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