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I am honored to receive the Downey Fellowship and to have the opportunity to speak to you this afternoon. I express my gratitude to Master Thompson for nominating me for this fellowship and for all the generous gestures he has made towards me since I returned to Yale in the summer of 2002. I take this opportunity to pay my modest tribute to Bob for all he has given to Yale, to Timothy Dwight College, and certainly for his impressive contributions in the fields of cultural anthropology and art history. 
When Master Thompson suggested that I address the topic of globalization this afternoon, it occurred to me that perhaps a good starting point would be to look back to what I said on the same issue on October 4th, 2001 at a symposium organized as part of the final day of the university’s Tercentennial Celebrations. 
It is one of those fanciful flukes of life that when Gus Ranis invited me to be part of that symposium, I decided, among many other possible topics, to reflect on some aspects of globalization, and that a few months later I would be given the wonderful opportunity to come back to my Alma Mater as Director of the Center for the Study of Globalization. 
That day, I started my remarks by insisting that the atrocity of 9/11 –which had occurred just a few weeks earlier- had reminded humankind once again that we cannot take anything for granted, not even the phenomenon of modern globalization. I was really taking issue with the then widespread notion that the degree of global interdependence achieved during our generation could not, for better or for worse, possibly be reversed. That notion stemmed from the belief that recent globalization had been driven almost purely by advances in communication technologies and since these technical changes are irreversible so is globalization. I argued that indeed globalization could be reversed and not for the better, but rather for the worse of human progress everywhere. 
I submitted that modern globalization, if undoubtedly riding on the wheels, or the web if you wish, of modern communications, has also been propelled by the policies of nation states to deliberately get rid of the barriers to the movement of goods, capital, ideas and culture, policies which at varying speeds have been adopted since the end of the Second World War. 
Since policies can be changed and, as history shows, sometimes in disastrous directions even when the risk of causing self-inflicted damage is high and evident, I suggested that globalization was vulnerable to folly policies by nation states and warned that this risk was being exacerbated lately by what I called insufficiencies in global governance as well as by a marked economic and social polarization between and within nations -between those that are in the position to take advantage of the opportunities provided by the market economy and globalization at large and those that are being left on the sidelines of this process.
I claimed that failure by the international community to improve the collective action required to address those two insufficiencies would end up jeopardizing the process of increasing interdependence among countries and societies which is so indispensable to defeat the evils of conflict, poverty and underdevelopment in our world. 
Echoing the recommendations provided in June of 2001 by the High-level Panel on Financing for Development appointed by the UN Secretary General which I chaired (and that to some extent were later assimilated into the so-called Monterrey Consensus of March 2002), I made here in my remarks reference to a few tasks that in my judgment should be undertaken by the international community.

I advocated the reinvigoration of the United Nations as an indispensable institution for the pursuit of peace and security. I also pointed to the urgency of adopting new formulas to improve international economic governance. I emphasized the need of launching a new round of trade liberalization. Let’s remember that the celebration of the WTO ministerial meeting in Doha, scheduled to take place the following month, was then very much in doubt for two reasons. 
First, negotiations to define the new round’s agenda had made little progress throughout most of the year. And second, there were very serious questions about how safe it was to hold a ministerial meeting in Qatar -- right on the Persian Gulf. (I sincerely believed that canceling the ministerial meeting altogether would be a great victory for the terrorists. I remember calling Mr. Annan from Prague later in October of 2001 to congratulate him and the UN for their award of the Nobel Peace Prize. I also used that call to tell Mr. Annan that if Doha could not host the WTO meeting for security reasons, then the UN should provide their facilities in NY to hold the meeting on the planned dates, a decision that would not only prevent the conference from being cancelled but that would also carry significant emblematic value).
At the Yale symposium, I also argued in favor of increasing funding for development assistance. I stressed that the primary responsibility for development, and therefore for adopting the necessary policies, lies within the poor countries themselves; but I also emphasized that the support of rich countries was also needed to tackle effectively the problem of extreme poverty and its multiple manifestations in the poorest countries, in consistency with the millennium development goals launched by the international community a year earlier at the Millennium Summit of September 2000. I suggested that it was desirable to recover the Pearson aid target of rich countries’ 0.7% of GDP which had been long lost from the international agenda. I reiterated that it is a big challenge to persuade the politicians and publics of rich countries that aid for development is a vital investment in building a more secure world. 

In short, in my Yale address of October 2001, I wanted to reflect my strong belief that global interdependence, to be viable in the long term as a force for peace and prosperity, needs a multilateral system with sound rules and good institutions. I was, however, somewhat pessimistic that the political will and leadership needed to build such a better multilateral system would emerge in the relevant places any time soon.
My pessimism was tempered, unfortunately only for a short while, by some positive events in the following months. The WTO Doha meeting took place against all the odds in mid-November of 2001 and launched a new round of trade liberalization. The UN conference on financing for development took place in March of  2002 and concluded with the so-called Monterrey Consensus which abandoned the traditional language of North-South confrontation, got developing countries to recognize in a major international conference their own responsibility to overcome their self-made obstacles to development and committed rich countries to increase international cooperation including significantly larger amounts of foreign aid. In fact, the 0.7 % of GDP aid target was returned to the agenda (admittedly with some ambiguous wording requested by the US government) and the US and the EU advanced some specific and significant aid commitments. (The US pledged to fund nearly 10 billion dollars over three years until 2004, followed by a permanent increase of 5 billion dollars a year thereafter. And the European Union announced that by 2006 its ODA will reach 0.39 percent of the EU gross national product. This initiative would mean an extra 7 billion dollars a year in EU aid by 2006). 
Given these outcomes, when addressing my colleagues at the Trilateral Commission in March of 2002, I went so far as to say that we could now speak of a real possibility that multilateralism and international cooperation might be reborn after many years of neglect and disgrace. I cautioned, however, that this possibility was still elusive and fragile as, unfortunately, events over the last three years have repeatedly proven it to be.

Then there was, of course, the acrimonious debate and breakdown of diplomacy that preceded the war in Iraq. The failure to prevent it deepened the perception of ineffectiveness, bordering on irrelevance, of the United Nations and, in particular, the Security Council. Those who would like to see the UN totally marginalized-or even extinguished-rejoiced in pointing to that war and all the other failures of the United Nations to prevent or quickly resolve many serious conflicts that have occurred since the organization was created. These critics speak as if the UN had power of its own with which to address and solve the crucial issues of peace and security. They overlook the fact that it is solely up to the member countries' leaders to make the key decisions. In fulfilling its core mandates the UN can be only as good or as bad as its members make it.  And the truth is that, for too long, agreement among members to reform the UN in order to make of it a more effective institution in the pursuit of peace and security has proven to be very elusive.
Progress has also been elusive for the Doha Round of Trade liberalization. Needless to say, I do not intend to make here a chronicle of how agitated and poor in results the negotiations have been so far. Suffice it to say that, for the most part, the story of the Doha round has been one of missed deadlines and recurrent frustration. 
The original intent was to conclude the round by the beginning of this year which, of course, did not happen. The WTO Cancun ministerial meeting of September 2003 concluded in total failure. This should not have come as a surprise considering that not a single point of the negotiating agenda that was supposed to be solved well before the Cancun meeting was settled satisfactorily beforehand. 
At the heart of the collapse lay the resistance of the European countries, the US and Japan to reform seriously their agricultural protectionism which not only cost those nations’ tax payers and consumers dearly but also cause great damage in developing countries. Many of these countries suffer from high import barriers for their products in rich countries’ markets as well as from the dumping of farm products in international markets which result from the insidious subsidy policies practiced by the rich countries. Negotiations were supposed to be back on track after a last minute deal on July 31st, 2004 on a framework to discuss the critical issues but have failed to make any significant progress since then.  
Neither is progress on the development assistance front quite satisfactory, although there has been some good news. The best is that the declining trend in aid from developed to poor countries has now been reversed -although not to the extent committed at the Monterrey conference. The US, whose ODA had reached 9.9 billion dollars in 2000, gave 16.2 billion dollars in 2003. The bad news is that a substantial part of that aid still continues to be granted for purposes other than poverty alleviation and development. Rather, some strategic interests continue to guide the allocation of aid so that countries like Iraq, Russia, Egypt, Israel, Colombia and Jordan –none of them among the poorest on Earth- appear among the 10 most important recipients of ODA from the USA. Of course, there is nothing wrong with supporting countries that have security value for donors. The problem arises when such aid is given to the detriment of the amounts needed as real development assistance for impoverished nations, as now and traditionally has been the case. 
Admittedly, increased aid from the US has come with increased support to some of the neediest countries and the introduction of some innovative instruments such as the Millennium Challenge Account and the Emergency Plan for Aids Relief. Unfortunately, as a consequence of the mounting budgetary pressures, the prospects for enhancing significantly the portion of true development assistance from the US in the near term, despite the political will shown so far by the Administration,  are not very favorable. For example, for FY2005 the Executive Branch requested 1 billion dollars more than the 1.5 billion dollars ultimately appropriated for the Millennium Challenge Account.  Similar adverse circumstances could affect President Bush’s request of 3 billion dollars for the MCA for FY2006.  
The European countries have also boosted their aid allocations but they will probably fall similarly short of their Monterrey commitment. They pledged to increase their ODA from 0.33 percent of GDP in 2002 to 0.39 percent in 2006. This target can only be met if there is an extraordinary effort made in 2005 and 2006 which, again, does not seem very likely in light of the fiscal problems confronted by the major European countries. For the same reason of fiscal tightness, Japan, far from increasing its official development assistance, has instead continued to scale it back, a trend which started in 1997.
Shortage of aid is, of course, only one of the many factors that will determine the extent to which the Millennium Development Goals for 2015 can be achieved. Deficient domestic policies and institutions will continue to be the strongest limitation for poor countries’ development. But the bottom line is that excluding the impressive results of China, India and a few other developing countries, progress towards achieving the Goals is falling markedly behind schedule and there is only one decade to go. As recently reported by the United Nations Millennium Project, of which the Yale Center for the Study of Globalization has been part, many countries, and even full regions, are far off track to meet the Goals. 

Regions such as Latin America, the transition economies, North Africa and the Middle East are moving very slowly or even losing ground by some indicators. But the worst situation is to be found in Sub-Saharan Africa where conditions are for the most part desperate:  extreme poverty (the proportion of people living on less than one dollar a day) is rising; child and maternal mortality is incredibly high; gender disparity is barely improving; undernourishment is widespread; HIV-AIDS and malaria are pandemic in many countries of the region at the same time as the incidence of tuberculosis is increasing; access to safe drinking water and sanitation is advancing far too slowly; as much as 70 percent of the urban population in most cities is living in slums; and environmental degradation is getting worse, not to speak of the many violent conflicts in several countries that continue to kill thousands of people every year and deepen the poverty in the conflict ridden regions. 
It is clear that the urgency for action to improve international cooperation on all fronts, far from being subdued, has increased since the United Nations Millennium Summit of 2000. This explains, perhaps, why this year we are seeing a flurry of diplomatic activity to re-launch some key initiatives. 2005 is supposed to provide some special political opportunities to facilitate this endeavor. There will be emblematic value in celebrating the 60th anniversary of the United Nations in June, and a Summit meeting at the level of heads of state and government has been programmed for September.
 There is also the perception that both the British presidency of the EU and the chairmanship of the G-8 later in the year will translate into a meaningful activism for international cooperation that will have a better chance to get Washington’s attention. And there is the hope that a new term in the American Administration could eventually bring about more of an appetite for multilateral approaches to US foreign policies. To be frank, I am not really sure that conditions are more propitious now than before but I believe that the attempt to improve things must be made at any rate.
A starting point for this endeavor could well consist of the agenda articulated on March 21st by the United Nations Secretary General in his In Larger Freedom report. The agenda proposed by Mr. Annan stems to some extent from the Millennium Summit’s Declaration, the United Nations conferences that followed it and the work of independent task forces that he has appointed to tackle some of the key issues. He has presented his proposals on development, security and human rights as a package. Although he does not use the term, the Secretary General seems to be posing a “grand bargain” to be struck between those countries that are more interested in issues of security and human rights and those that attach a higher priority to the issues of development. 
On development, In Larger Freedom basically endorses the recommendations made by the Millennium Project which calls for substantial support to the poorest countries to accomplish the Millennium Development Goals. He challenges developed countries to commit a time table to achieve the 0.7 percent of GNI as ODA and supports the launching of the International Financing Facility proposed by the British Government by which donor countries would borrow in international credit markets against future ODA commitments, this in order to front-load their aid  flows.
 As in the Millennium Project, Mr. Annan urges each poor developing country to adopt national strategies consistent with the achievement of the Millennium Development Goals but, interestingly, he puts much more emphasis than does the Millennium Project on the developing countries’ own responsibility to implement policies conducive to sustained economic growth including institutional reform, as recommended by other UN appointed task forces. It is encouraging that in contrast to traditional UN positions he highlights the importance of the private sector to foster economic growth along the lines recommended by the Commission on the Private Sector and Development in which our Center was actively involved.

  It is also interesting that Mr. Annan endorses the idea that an open and equitable trading system can be a powerful driver of economic growth and poverty reduction. He urges the conclusion of the Doha Round inclusive of a time table for dismantling rich countries’ agricultural protectionism. Regrettably, he does not urge developing countries to get rid of their own trade barriers as was strongly recommended in the Trade for Development Report of the Millennium Project that was co-coordinated by the Yale Center for the Study of Globalization.
On the topics of security and human rights, the Secretary General goes for some, but not all, of the recommendations he received from the High-level Panel on Threats, Challenges and Change that issued its A More Secure World Report: Our Shared Responsibility report last December. 
Among several key points, the UNSG calls for a comprehensive convention on terrorism based on a clear and agreed definition of terrorism along the lines proposed by the High-level Panel in an attempt to resolve the long standing disagreement among UN members on what constitutes terrorism. (Any action, in addition to those already proscribed by existing conventions, that is intended to cause death or serious bodily harm to civilians or non-combatants with the purpose of intimidating a population or compelling a Government or an international organization to do or abstain from doing any act). The definition very clearly does not allow for the freedom-fighter exception that some countries incredibly still endorse! 
He also advances some ideas to strengthen the non-proliferation regime as well as to control nuclear technology and materials, like empowering the International Atomic Energy Agency to act as a guarantor for the supply of fissile materials, as an incentive for States to voluntarily forego the development of domestic uranium enrichment and plutonium separation capacities, while guaranteeing their supply of the fuel necessary to develop peaceful uses.
The SG proposes the creation of a Peace Building Commission to support the recovery of the affected countries in the aftermath of conflict, a task traditionally under-planned, under-managed and under-funded at the United Nations with serious human and security consequences. (It has been estimated that if the Bicesse Accords in Angola and the Arusha Accords in Rwanda had been successfully implemented in the early 1990’s, the deaths of almost three million people could have been prevented). 
Mr. Annan is also trying to move the UN into scarcely explored territory by endorsing the notion of the responsibility to protect, according to which, when sovereign governments fail to protect their own citizens from catastrophes such as mass murder and ethnic cleansing, that responsibility should be taken up by the wider international community. This notion – which is gathering growing acceptance in some circles but viewed with strong suspicion in others -- is clearly a departure from the traditional Westphalian notion of State sovereignty. He also asks the Security Council to adopt five explicit principles for the use of force when it decides to use it, even preventively, to preserve international peace and security, and asks them to enforce the collective responsibility to protect. (The principles are: seriousness of threat, proper purpose, last resort, proportional means and balance of consequences).
On human rights, the High-level panel had proposed to make membership of the Commission on Human Rights universal, arguably as a way to reduce its politicization. Instead, the Secretary General wants the discredited Commission on Human Rights to be replaced with a smaller Human Rights Council which would be a standing body (unlike the Commission which meets six weeks a year) and whose members would be elected by a two-thirds majority of the General Assembly. The rationale of this proposal is that by being elected by the entire membership of the General Assembly -- rather than by regional groupings as is now the case with the Commission -- the Council would be more representative and its members more accountable. It is also hoped that it would have more credibility with its authority deriving directly from the General Assembly. The Secretary General has not proposed any other standards for Council membership, but probably those standards would emerge from the Council itself overtime.
Whether these and other reforms which could be undertaken will prove useful in the end will depend crucially on what happens, also as part of the reform process, with the Security Council.
We all know that norms of conduct are only as good as the capacity of the pertinent institutions to enforce them. Norms and strategies to pursue collective security will only be effective to the extent that they are enforceable and practicable. Or at least, if you wish, the design of those norms and strategies should be responsive to the acknowledged capacity of institutions to apply them effectively. 
The Security Council can either be the Gordian knot that impedes the functioning of the international system in its most sensitive aspect or it can be the lever to make of the world a less turbulent and violent place. The way in which the Security Council is engineered determines the credibility and efficacy of all the other instruments agreed by the international community to overcome the old and the new threats to peace and security.
At the creation of the United Nations, the Security Council -by virtue of being, in principle, empowered to impose sanctions and approve the use of force- was conceived as the ultimate enforcement instrument of the organization.
But more often than not, the Security Council has in practice failed to play its role effectively. During most of the Cold War it was virtually paralyzed. Since the end of the Cold War, the Council has been much more active than before, but, a few remarkable successes apart, it has continued to be deadlocked when trying to prevent or solve serious crises. Not surprisingly, Security Council reform, which last took place some 40 years ago, has been an outstanding issue for a long time. Various attempts to adapt the Council to the world situation have failed due to strong disagreements among UN members, particularly on the issue of enlargement. 
To address the issue of enlargement, and purportedly to increase both the effectiveness and credibility of the Council, Mr. Annan asks member countries to consider two options, model A and B, suggested by the High-level Panel, or any other viable proposal derived from either model. Both models would enlarge the Council from 15 to 24 members. In Model A, there would be six new permanent seats with no veto power, whereas in Model B there would be no new permanent seats, but eight four-year renewable-term seats. 

Of course, I will not try to assess the relative value of these or other Security Council reform proposals today. (Those interested in the subject can get our recent publication, Reforming the United Nations for Peace and Security). I will simply insist that, without neglecting the enormous difficulty involved, it is urgent that reform must be attempted on the grounds that the present arrangement is simply unsustainable. I want to add, however, that enlargement alone will not bring about better resolutions, and without better resolutions the Security Council will not prove effective, and without effectiveness whatever legitimacy is provided at first by enlargement will eventually be lost.
To be sure, I recognize that in the near future a reform consisting solely of enlargement will be the only thing that will be politically achievable, if indeed anything at all is. But perhaps the heads of state and government who will gather at the 60th General Assembly should establish now in general terms some ideals to be pursued actively only in the long term. They could—at least at the declarative level—endorse some notions for bolder reform to be undertaken in the sufficiently distant future. In this respect a commitment to work, beyond enlargement reform, for a Security Council that improves its representation of the peoples of the world over time, while reflecting more effectively the changes in the world’s economic and geopolitical circumstances, would provide a useful criterion for future undertakings.
Let me finish by going back to my starting point of October of 2001: We should not take the continuation of globalization for granted. Globalization will be put increasingly at risk if the failure to address both the insufficiencies in global governance and the polarization between the haves and the have-nots continues. Allowing globalization to falter -- or even worse to collapse -- would prove disastrous for both developed and developing countries. 
The recovery and unprecedented prosperity that today’s rich countries have achieved since the end of the Second World War would not have been possible without their progressive mutual integration. In the developing world, globalization, in those countries that have embraced it, has been a vital force in reducing poverty. But, I insist, globalization should be seen not only as an engine of prosperity but also as a powerful means to peace and security. When economic interdependence proves mutually beneficial, and historically this has been the case, it gives each party a stake in the well being of the other. Furthermore, contacts generated by trade, investment, and migration encourage a convergence of values that reduces the risk of violent conflict among interdependent countries.
In the coming months we will see whether this prescriptive lesson from history is capable of influencing the will of the pertinent political leaders and whether they apply themselves to initiate the reforms that would move the world away from a disastrous scenario and closer to a lasting international regime in which people with different cultures, identities and beliefs can coexist in peace.
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