Dear Colleagues,

Ladies and Gentlemen:

I am pleased and thankful for the opportunity to address this distinguished audience. Let me express my satisfaction with the results achieved at the 23rd Plenary Meeting of the Interaction Council which concluded this afternoon. This is the first time that I have been engaged in the Council’s deliberations and I can assure you that the occasion has proved to be a most stimulating and illuminating experience. I confess that I have learnt a great deal during the past two days and the topics have been, without question, of crucial geopolitical importance. I salute with respect and affection all of the Council’s members who have participated in this plenary meeting and pay my modest tribute to Chairman Fraser and our co-chairmen for all the hard work and talent they have put into this and many previous meetings of the IC. I also extend my best wishes for the success of the World Leaders Summit that will start tomorrow under the auspices of the Saga Foundation, as well as for the celebrations on Sunday of the 60th Anniversary of the Signing of the UN Charter.
Together, the three gatherings taking place over these days in Palo Alto and San Francisco are providing us with opportunities to reflect on some critical challenges faced nowadays by our world.  Of special relevance are our reflections on the kind of leadership that is needed to update the institutions and instruments that our generation has inherited or created to confront those challenges. 
One doesn’t need to be an incurable alarmist to admit that, five years into this Century, our collective mood is gloomier than it was when we bade the past millennium farewell and this despite the economic expansion that has continued practically worldwide in recent years. 

For good reason – the traumatism of terrorism, conflict and war endured since 2001- we collectively feel less secure and exposed to the risks of violence; despite pledges not to let it happen again, massive violations of essential human rights, including the abuse and even the killing of innocent civilians, continue to shame us all; given the slow progress of containing old pandemics in many places as well as the expanding risks of new ones developing, we also are justifiably concerned that our health is more vulnerable to communicable diseases and other major public health disasters; we are equally concerned about the fragility of our environment and the reluctance observed in many quarters to act more decisively to mitigate such fragility; and apart from some remarkable exceptions, the fight against poverty in the developing world is progressing too slowly and in some places, housing many millions of people, it frequently looks to be a lost battle. I could go on listing the facts that today make us feel less optimistic about the future than we did when we welcomed the new Millennium. But that is not really necessary to make the point I want to make, which is this: the lack of international coordination and cooperation in tackling problems whose effects cannot be contained within the borders of individual countries is making it much harder to cope with not only the reality but also the perception of those problems. 
The sentiment that we live in a highly divided and polarized world is not decreasing, but rather has increased during the short lifespan of this century.  This is ironic considering not only how deep the Cold War has been buried, but also - and more importantly - how much more interdependent and interconnected – globalized, some would say - many countries and societies have become over the course of a few years –and as a consequence, by the way, acquired enormous benefits. 
It is my conviction that this sentiment of increasing polarization would be greatly tempered, and at the same time the benefits of interdependence would be enormously enhanced, if countries more proactively addressed in a coordinated and collective fashion those challenges that by nature cannot be confronted, at least not efficiently, in isolation. 
In fancy terminology: global public goods are in short supply and this insufficiency undermines each country’s individual efforts to ensure the wellbeing of its citizens. The means to provide international peace and security, prevention and control of communicable diseases, sound management of global commons including climate, financial stability and open markets are just a few examples of public goods whose supply would be perennially insufficient if left to be generated by countries’ individual and uncoordinated efforts alone. 
The reason for this outcome is somewhat subtle but a crucial point to grasp. It is intrinsic to the nature of those international public goods that once they are available it is hard to exclude a single country from enjoying them. Therefore, each country individually may be tempted to wait for all the others to provide them. But, taken to the extreme, if every country were to think and behave this way, none of those goods would be made available.  In practice, of course, there is always some unilateral, bilateral or regional provision of those goods, but the bottom line is that, in the absence of collective action, the tendency to undersupply global public goods is ever present. 
Free riding is not the only, and sometimes not even the most important reason why countries fail to act collectively to generate global public goods. The other major reason is political. Coordinating with others usually necessitates surrendering some degree of autonomy or sovereignty as traditionally understood. Politicians of all persuasions and geographical origins, unless they are utterly visionary and act responsibly towards their countries’ long term interests, hate, under any circumstances, to be accused of indulging in any cession of sovereignty. 
Consequently, the task of setting in place global solutions to global problems is not an easy one. In some instances, adopting coordinated schemes has been possible only through small incremental steps; in others, it has taken major human tragedies before countries have been willing to cooperate with each other. In most cases, however, leadership by one or several key players has been the indispensable component in getting countries to work together toward a common endeavor.
This being the experience, the question then must be asked: where do we stand at the present juncture when so many challenges await collective action. For one thing, it is clear that this is not the brightest moment for multilateralism, to say the least. In fact, some would claim that it is going through its darkest moment during our generation. I dissent from this overly pessimistic view. Despite the difficulties recently encountered, many components of the international system have continued to work and deliver. More importantly, despite the skeptical views towards multilateralism held in some important circles, a number of important initiatives to strengthen international cooperation are now, hopefully, under serious consideration.
Significantly, many of these initiatives have been spearheaded by the United Nations. The Millennium Declaration, adopted by the members’ heads of State and Government in the Fifty-fifth Session of the General Assembly in September of 2000, put back at the top of the international agenda some crucial issues of peace and security, as well as poverty eradication. It is fair to say that many of the initiatives now under discussion have some significant background in the Millennium Declaration. 

As you know, much of the work done under the UN Secretary General’s auspices to foster international cooperation since the Millennium Summit has been recently condensed in the report In Larger Freedom, where Mr. Annan put forward an agenda for reform organized into the three clusters of development, security and human rights.   Among others, the In Larger Freedom agenda comprises proposals for poor countries to adopt national strategies to achieve the Millennium Development Goals; for rich countries to increase significantly their ODA; for attending to the special needs of Africa; for concluding the Doha round; for negotiating a more inclusive international framework beyond 2012 to mitigate climate change; for a comprehensive convention on terrorism; for the control of weapons of mass destruction; for adopting explicit principles for the use of force; for embracing the responsibility to protect notion; for creating a Human Rights Council instead of the discredited Commission; for expanding the Security Council; and for strengthening the United Nations Organization itself. 

Mr. Annan hopes UN members will be ready to take action on most of these topics by the time the Heads of State and Government attend the Millennium Review Summit in September. 

Despite a rather unpropitious environment, most of the issues advanced in the In Larger Freedom report are now under discussion at various fora. At the UN itself, diplomatic activity is almost frantic. A draft for decisions to be taken at the September Summit is already being considered by members although much of the attention has been focused so far on the question of Security Council reform, somehow to the detriment of the consideration that other UN reform issues deserve.  

On the topic of aid for development, the report card is also mixed. ODA has grown again since the Monterrey Consensus was adopted in 2002. The EU members have committed a time frame to achieve the ODA targets adopted in the Monterrey Consensus. The finance ministers of the G-8 have agreed on a new and massive package of debt relief for the poorest countries.  Questions remain about the extent of additional ODA from the biggest donors, The United States and Japan, as well as the true development impact of the existing allocation of aid.

To put it mildly, the Doha round is again in serious trouble. In the absence of a special effort to tackle boldly the agricultural question, the WTO will be taken head on by its members into another failure at the Hong Kong ministerial meeting. And afterwards, who knows… 

In short, dear friends, we do not know yet whether we are witnessing the beginning of a serious process for strengthening the multilateral system and consequently the delivery of global public goods, or a journey that will end again in frustration. The pertinent leaders’ true willingness to confront collectively the scourges of poverty and conflict in our world will be crucially tested in what remains of 2005. In a few months we should know if leaders will continue to gamble on a strategy of business as usual or at last will embark on a bolder, certainly harder in the short term but more promising in the long haul, strategy for the pursuit of international prosperity, peace and security. 

Ladies and Gentlemen:

In reference to a topic common to the plenary of the Interaction Council and the World Leaders conference that will start tomorrow morning, please allow me a reflection on the founding of the UN, 60 years ago.
Let me remind us of a few of the things that were going at that time.  The conference opened in this city on April.
The organization was born out of the Second World War, and it is to this war, costing some fifty million human lives, that the Charter refers to above all when it announces the intention of freeing human kind from “the scourge of war.”  
At the end of the month, Hitler killed himself in his bunker.  A week later, the war in Europe ended, when the armies of D-day coming from the West met the armies of the Soviet Union coming from the East, at the river Elbe.  
But the war in the Pacific was to continue for two more months, and this was to be important for the newborn international organization for a reason few suspected at the time.  I’ll return to this point in a moment.
In mid-July, the so-called Big Three of the allied power—Joseph Stalin, Winston Churchill, and Roosevelt’s successor Harry Truman met at Potsdam.
And so scarcely a month after the San Francisco conference, there was this other meeting, this one less inclusive, including as it did only three nations.
And yet those great powers, as we know, had also been given a special role at the San Francisco conference, for they along with China and France, were of course made permanent members, armed with the veto power.
The victorious allied powers had been mindful of the sad fate of the United Nations’ predecessor, the League of Nations, and had thought that by building the greatest powers into the structure of the UN in this special way, they could head a repeat of the League’s tragic history.
We know now, however, that their expedient was unsuccessful.  In fact, it was just this arrangement that would paralyze the UN in years to come, for it was these great, victorious powers, dividing themselves into East and West that soon became irreconcilable antagonists, taking their positions on either side of the Cold War.  
Under the surface of events, the Cold War was in fact already brewing.  In May, shortly after Roosevelt’s death president Truman had had a sharp confrontation with the Foreign Minister of the Soviet Union, Vyacheslav Molotov, over the political future of Poland, at the time under occupation by the Soviet armies.
That schism widened steadily for the next five years, when the Cold War became hot, in Korea.  By then it was clear that the Security counsel had no chance of being the force for world unity that it had been designed to. 
But the Cold War was in fact only one of two immense new challenges that were looming in the shadows when the U.N. was being formed sixty years ago.  The other, the even more unsuspected one I mentioned a moment ago, was the birth of the atomic bomb, which was a far greater and more sudden shock than the Cold War’s onset.  You will appreciate what I am saying when I remind you that not even Truman know of the advent of this world-shaking device when he became president, on April 12.  Curiously, Stalin, whose system of atomic espionage turned out to be outstanding, knew of the American atomic bomb project before Truman, the American president, did.
The relationship of this invention to the United Nations is what I would like to discuss today, as a way of reflecting on the contemporary role of the international organization.
The chronology of the UN’s birth and the opening of the nuclear age is worth recalling.
Having been founded here in April, the UN formally came into existence in October.
In between came the first test of a nuclear weapon, at Alamagordo, New Mexico, on July 16, and then, of course, the destruction of Hiroshima on the morning of August 6, announcing the beginning of the nuclear age to the world.

In other words, the UN was conceived in the pre-nuclear age, but then born into the nuclear age.
As a result, nuclear arms are mentioned nowhere in the UN Charter.  And yet nuclear arms threatened a “scourge” incomparably greater even than the devastation of the Second World War.  Indeed, it would be the very existence of the human species at risk.
And yet there is profound consonance between the nuclear challenge, which threatens all humankind, and this organizational solution embodied in the UN, which based on the insight that in our time, the deepest problems require global solutions.
For both this challenge and the UN are based on universal principles.  The nuclear dilemma is a product of science, specifically of the great revolution in physics brought by the theory of relativity and quantum mechanics.  It is the very nature of science that its discoveries, once made, are available to all and can spread to all.  That is true of radios and television sets, and it is true of the bomb.   We speak of interdependence as the condition of our time.  The nuclear dilemma exhibits the feature in it purest form.  
Thus nuclear danger is global in two senses—first,it threatens everyone, and, second, it can arise at any point of the compass:  not just from Washington or Moscow or Beijing, but from Pyong Yang, or Teheran, or Tel Aviv.  

In the words of Albert Einstein in 1947, "This basic power of the universe cannot be fitted into the outdated concept of narrow nationalisms. For there is no secret and there is no defense; there is no possibility of control except through the aroused understanding and insistence of the peoples of the world."
Consider his points:  

--“there is no secret”.  So it is, and so it must be eventually for every scientific invention.  


The implication is equally clear:  over the long run any competent person can do it, and therefore over the long run the problem is and must be global, which is the first of the two aspects of indivisibility just mentioned.

--“There is no defense.”  There is no defense because it will always be possible for people to move objects from point A to point B.    Just a few nuclear weapons can destroy any country.  Once these are available, no country can keep them out, not matter how efficient its “Homeland Security” is.

--“There is no possibility of control except through the aroused understanding and insistence of the peoples of the world.”


This follows from the first two.  If defense is impossible, then you have to remove from the face of the earth the thing against which there is no defense, and you must do so on a global basis.


Sometimes this idea is called visionary, but from a scientific point of view it is absolutely the coldest realism, rooted in the nature of nuclear arms in particular and of science in general.
The United Nations is universal in a different way.  It is based not on science but on a recognition of common humanity, including the universality of basic human needs of human rights.

And so the United Nations and the nuclear dilemma would seem to have been made for one another:  an organization that is universal is precisely fitted to a challenge that is universal.  
And yet as the historical timing I mentioned indicates, it has not been so.
It is true that in the summer of 1946, after terrible truth of Hiroshima had sunk in, the United States proposed the Baruch plan, which would have internationalized all nuclear technology and abolished the weaponry.  The Soviet Union had a plan of its own, but the two great powers, one possessing the bomb, the other on its way to possessing it, could not agree. 

Thereafter, the nuclear question was removed from United Nations and became the preserve of the two great nuclear powers who, after building up arsenals that had the potential actually to destroy the human species, entered upon arms control negotiations.
In that period of bi-polar competition, Einstein’s wisdom was forgotten.  It came to seem that nuclear arms were something that belonged only to great powers.  
That’s a mistake that, in our day of accelerating proliferation, with the Cold War over, no one can possibly make.
Events have forced us to recognize the truths that Einstein taught.  
The idea that some nations can have these weapons while the rest may not is untenable over the long run.  A double standard cannot be the solution to a problem whose intrinsic nature is indivisible and global.
So the hour for truly multi-lateral—I would say omni-lateral, for in this case all  nations without exception must ultimately be involved—has come again.
How are we doing?  Very honestly, not very well.  In the first place, multilateralism, and the international treaties and laws that undergird it, are under severe stress in almost every area, from the environmental to the economic.


But in no area is the failure more evident than in area of nuclear arms, and, with them, the other weapons of mass destruction.

Consider:  Recently:

--North Korea has declared itself a nuclear power.  The six-party talks that have been underway, on and off, for year, have not produced a solution.

--Talks between the European nations and Iran over its nuclear power program have not reached any agreement.

--It has been disclosed that Mr. A.Q. Kahn, the “father” of Pakistan’s nuclear arsenal, was running what the head of the IAEA, Mohammed El Baradei has called “a nuclear Wal-mart.”

--Most important and most disturbing, the recent review conference of the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty has ended without any new agreements between the existing nuclear powers and the non-nuclear powers under the treaty.


That treaty of course embodies within itself the principle of universality that is most needed and that is represented by the United Nations itself.


The Treaty is, indeed, a grand bargain, in which the 182 signatories who lack nuclear weapons agree to do without them permanently while the five who temporarily possess them agree to dismantle their arsenals over time.


It is this bargain that is now in serious danger of breaking down.  If it does, then what the Secretary General’s High-Level panel called a “cascade” of proliferation may occur.


Rarely have the principles of universality and equity embodied in the United Nations been so desperately needed, and rarely have they been so tragically rejected.

At the opening of the NPT review conference,  Secretary General Anan made an appeal to the delegates.  They could not, he said, address only one aspect of nuclear danger.  The nature of the problem did not permit such an approach, which must fail.  He invited the delegates to reflect on how they might feel the day after a nuclear weapon had been detonated in one of the world’s great cities.  “As shock gave way to anger and despair,” he said, “the leaders of every nation represented here at this conference - as well as those who are not here - would have to ask: How did it come to this? Is my conscience clear? Could I have done more to reduce the risk by strengthening the regime designed to do so?”

The Secretary General pointed out that the delegates would be hearing “many truths” at the conference—the truth proliferation is a “grave threat” as well as the truth that “existing nuclear arsenals are a deadly danger.”

To which we can only add that these truths are in fact tightly linked to one another, in an inseparable whole.  They are, so to speak, interdependent among themselves, so that those who want to stop proliferation cannot hope to do so unless they address the reality of their own arsenals, while those who fear those arsenals cannot hope for relief unless they agree to forego proliferation.

We might wish things were otherwise, we might wish that they were easier, but they are as they are, thanks to the nature of science, the nature of information, and the nature of the world we live in.
I have concentrated on the nuclear question not only because it is the most dramatic threat the world faces because it shows illustrates with the greatest clarity some broader.

It will be as vain to suppose that global poverty, or global warming, or global trade can be addressed on a unilateral basis as to imagine that nuclear danger can be addressed in this way.   In these arenas, too, it is not only our ideals but also the coldest realism that must force us to realize that multilateralism, based on universal principles, is not a luxury but an absolute necessity of our time.

Those who to address poverty and development and those who want to save the environment, and those who want security from weapons of mass destruction sometimes argue among themselves, but in fact they share an overriding common interest.  None of these goals can be reached if the world does not proceed down the path of cooperation and multilateralism.  
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