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Since the adoption of the Universal Declaration of Human Rights by the United Nations General Assembly 60 years ago this week, international human rights have traveled along an unhappy trajectory. Two incidents involving the same states -- Pakistan and Saudi Arabia -- usefully illustrate this trend and the resulting threats to international public order.

The first is last month's Bombay massacre, carried out by Lashkar-e-Taiba, an Islamist terror group based in Pakistan and funded in part by Saudi sources. This is the latest in an ongoing series of mass-casualty atrocities committed in the name of political Islam. An increasing number of roads lead to Pakistan, and nearly all the checks are written on the Arabian Peninsula. 

The other incident took place in late 1948, during the final debate before the General Assembly's unanimous adoption of the UDHR. Pakistan squared off against Saudi Arabia on the issue of religious freedom (Article 18). Pakistan favored Article 18 and voted in favor of the UDHR; Saudi Arabia opposed it and consequently abstained.

This memorable and momentous debate offers some bitter ironies for contemporary observers. Speaking for Pakistan was its first foreign minister, Muhammad Zafrullah Khan, a distinguished jurist who later served as president of the International Court of Justice in the Hague. Zafrullah Khan argued powerfully that respecting religious freedom "involved the honor of Islam," citing Koranic passages with the authority of a religious scholar who later translated the Koran into English. But Zufrallah Khan was also a prominent Ahmadi -- a member of a minority Muslim sect whose numerous Pakistani adherents were later criminalized as infidels (kuffar) by the increasingly Islamist and intolerant Pakistani state. They have been savagely persecuted, along with Pakistan's much-larger Shia community and all other religious minorities, right up to this day.

Saudi Arabia, on the other hand, was represented by a foreign hireling, one Jamil Baroody, a Lebanese of mixed Muslim-Christian parentage. (Posterity remembers him as "a slightly stooped, balding man with an appreciative eye for the well-turned leg," thanks to a 1971 Time profile.) Some things never change, least of all the availability of pliant foreigners to carry water for the Saudis.

In this final debate, Syria powerfully seconded Pakistan, arguing that the UDHR "was not the work of a few representatives in the [General] Assembly" but rather "the achievement of generations of human beings who had worked to that end." Joining Pakistan and Syria in voting for the UDHR were all the other Muslim-majority states then represented at the U.N.: Afghanistan, Egypt, Iran, Iraq, and Turkey.

In abstaining -- there were no negative votes cast -- Saudi Arabia was hardly in distinguished company: Only apartheid South Africa and the six-member Soviet bloc (led by Vyacheslav Molotov, Josef Stalin's foreign minister) joined the Kingdom. In total, there were 48 votes in favor, eight abstentions, and two absentees (Honduras and Yemen).

That was then, and this is now. Today, the UDHR survives mainly as the historical artifact of a bygone consensus based on the hard lessons learned in the brutal fight against the Axis Powers. Its core principles, freedom of expression and freedom of religion, are under sustained attack in the name of political Islam by the 56-state Organization of the Islamic Conference. This Saudi-based and -funded outfit has commandeered every available international forum -- from the U.N. General Assembly to the Human Rights Council to the upcoming Durban II hate-fest -- to press for the codification of Islamic blasphemy law as a new international legal norm (see here, for instance). The aim is to prohibit or even criminalize any expression deemed disrespectful to Islam, as defined by Muslims themselves (including analyses like this one, ultimately).

This fact is the proper context for reflecting on this week's anniversary.

#page# It is a fact of life that when states practice religious persecution, they inevitably foster religious extremism and violence that spills over into other countries, as happened most recently in Bombay.

And it's also a fact that Saudi funding and Wahhabi ideology, combined with similarly extremist homegrown ideologies (Deobanism), have radicalized Pakistani society and destabilized the Pakistani state to the point where its civilian authorities merely reign without actually ruling. Extremist groups like al-Qaeda, Lashkar-e-Taiba, and others are filling the power vacuum, operating with impunity. And, of course, there are the innumerable Saudi-funded Pakistani madrassas busily churning out jihadists for the fight next door in Afghanistan -- and beyond.

Last week the respected foreign-policy commentator Robert Kagan raised the following question in response to this abject admission of impotence by Pakistan's hapless civilian leader:

"We don't think the world's great nations and countries can be held hostage by non-state actors," Pakistani President Asif Ali Zardari said yesterday. Fair enough. But what is the world to do when those non-state actors operate from the territory of a state and are the creation of that state's intelligence services?

Kagan raises the grim prospect of armed intervention by the civilized world in the Pakistani badlands. Such intervention may be just one more mass-casualty atrocity away -- especially if such an atrocity takes place in London, New York, or Washington.

Meanwhile, this week's bittersweet anniversary is an opportune moment to reflect on some underlying causes and effects.

-- John F. Cullinan, a regular NRO contributor, is an expert on international religious freedom.
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Sixty years ago, when the United Nations was debating the creation of an international statement on human rights, Eleanor Roosevelt, then serving as head of the Human Rights Commission, delivered a caustic speech at the Sorbonne. "We must not be deluded by the efforts of the forces of reaction to prostitute the great words of our free tradition and thereby to confuse the struggle," she said. "Democracy, freedom, human rights have come to have a definite meaning to the people of the world, which we must not allow to so change that they are made synonymous with suppression and dictatorship."

This week marks the 60th anniversary of the adoption of the Universal Declaration of Human Rights, a document affirming the "inherent dignity" and "equal and inalienable rights" of all people. While U.N. diplomats laud their human-rights achievements, the world's dictators and terrorists are no doubt celebrating the prostitution of human rights--often at the encouragement of U.N. policies and protocols. 

It should be said that the Universal Declaration of Human Rights is a remarkable statement: an attempt to achieve a moral consensus about the demands of human dignity following a world war that obliterated the hopes and lives of millions. The Universal Declaration has been a midwife to dozens of international treaties and covenants. It is cited by scores of domestic constitutions. Human rights organizations around the world look to the document as their Magna Carta.

Nevertheless, the fact remains that Mrs. Roosevelt's fear about the perversion of human rights is on full display in the international community. More than half of the 47 members of the Human Rights Council, the principal U.N. body charged with promoting human rights, fail to uphold basic democratic freedoms in their own countries. Using the canards of anti-colonialism and anti-Americanism, they block resolutions that might embarrass them on the world stage. Thus, some of the most egregious offenders of human rights--including China, Cuba, North Korea, Saudi Arabia, Sudan, and Zimbabwe--typically evade censure. Last week, for example, the Human Rights Council approved a resolution praising the Kinshasa government of the Democratic Republic of Congo, whose military stands accused of mass rape and murder.

Meanwhile, U.N. preparations for a world conference against racism, a follow-up to a controversial 2001 event in Durban, carry the familiar stigmata of moral cynicism. The U.N. planning committee includes nations such as Libya, Iran, Pakistan, and Cuba. What exactly can Iran--which defends policies that criminalize and brutalize its gay community--teach the world about combating racism? Safely inoculated against self-examination, the U.N. committee has produced a draft declaration suggesting that the United States, Western Europe and other liberal democracies are discriminatory against Islam and fundamentally racist.

Strident anti-Israel criticism, of course, remains the norm. Last month the president of the U.N. General Assembly, Miguel d'Escoto Brockmann, called for a global campaign of "boycott, divestment, and sanctions" against Israel for its policies in the Occupied Territories. There was no mention in Brockmann's speech of terrorist attacks against Israel, the wretched fate of political prisoners in the Arab world, or the absence of democratic freedoms in the Middle East.

How did we arrive at this dismal state of affairs? The problem is not simply that human rights have become grossly politicized. The problem is that rights have been profoundly secularized--and severed from their deepest moral foundation, the concept of man as the imago Dei, the image of God.

Under the banner of "multiculturalism," the United Nations has produced a torrent of treaties and conventions, with ever-expanding categories of rights. In the process, the Western idea of rights as transcendent claims against a coercive state has been greatly weakened. Human rights are on the same footing as social benefits and economic aspirations. Thus, we have the spectacle of the U.N. Commission on Sustainable Development inviting North Korea--a regime that sustains itself by starving its people--to become a member in good standing. We have nations such as Iran claiming an "inalienable right" to nuclear technology, language that in fact appears in Article IV of the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty.

Where is Thomas Jefferson when you need him? When human rights are no longer considered the gift of nature and nature's God, human dignity is made more vulnerable to assault. When repressive regimes are rewarded with membership and voting privileges in U.N. bodies, the entire human rights project is debased. The political result is that fundamental rights--the right to life, freedom of speech, freedom of religion--become negotiable. In the end, they become disposable.

A few years ago I attended the Geneva session of the Human Rights Council, just as the extent of the ethnic cleansing in Darfur was first being widely reported. Civilians were being killed by the thousands; entire villages were being burned to the ground. Yet U.N. diplomats said almost nothing about the unfolding human-rights disaster. (China, a member of the Council with oil interests in Sudan, blocked any critical resolutions.) Instead, I heard officials from dictatorial states, cheered on by left-wing activists, denounce the United States for its international "campaign" against human rights. The piece de resistance was a speech by an ex-convict from Alaska, who complained that his "human rights" had been grossly violated: U.S. prison officials had cut his hair too short.

For years I've gotten my hair cut by Mario, a veteran Italian barber in Washington, D.C. If, contrary to all experience, Mario were to give me a lousy haircut, I might say, "Mario, che cosa hai fatto qui?" (What did you do here?). We'd probably shrug it off and that would be the end of it. But thanks to the U.N.'s culture of hypocrisy, bad haircuts can get you a microphone and an international audience.

Sixty years ago, when the death camps still cast a shadow over Europe, world leaders were more sober about the great threats to human freedom. They proclaimed that "contempt for human rights" had produced acts of barbarism that "have outraged the conscience of mankind." The Universal Declaration of Human Rights and, indeed, the United Nations itself, were a response to those acts. The bitter irony is that another form of contempt for human dignity has appeared--and found safe harbor in the multicultural halls of New York and Geneva.

Joseph Loconte is a senior fellow at Pepperdine University's School of Public Policy. His latest book is The End of Illusions: Religious Leaders Confront Hitler's Gathering Storm.
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THREESCORE YEARS AGO, on December 10, 1948, fifty-three nations onthe earth, scarred by a terrible war, brought forth something new inhuman history, a Universal Declaration of Human Rights. The echoes of the American and French revolutions and of Lincoln's universalizingof rights in the Gettysburg Address suggest the context and also the"not-yetness" of this sixty-year-old document. Whereas Thomas Jefferson had used deistic phrasing ("Nature and Nature's God") in the Declaration of Independence, Eleanor Roosevelt and the other members of the commission that drafted the UDHR in 1948 were careful to employ a clearly secular language--recognizing that many persons and countriesvaried enormously in religiosity and secularity, and many assumed that their God intended something different for them than for others.

The preamble not only describes well the entire document but anticipates continuing broadening of details and meanings:

... Whereas the peoples of the United Nations have in the Charter 

reaffirmed their faith in fundamental human rights, in the dignity

and worth of the human person and in the equal rights of men and

women and have determined to promote social progress and better

standards of life in larger freedom ...

The thirty specific articles of the UDHR stress the importance of a rule of law to guarantee people's rights of conscience, assembly, speech, movement, and religion. They also pioneer in asserting rights to health and family and education. The Declaration was not only ahead of its time but remains ahead of most of the 193 nations now comprising the UN.

The major focus of the Human Rights Commission was on promotion ofthese rights rather than investigation and enforcement. Enlargementswere both charter-based and treaty-based. In 1967, with decolonization and new member nations, interventionism became central. Member nations, many with poor human rights records, were elected by the five regional groups. Human rights concerns were better sustained by a sub-commission and by the office of High Commissioner for Human Rights (created in 1993). Finally, in 2006, the UN General Assembly replaced the commission with the Human Rights Council.

[ILLUSTRATION OMITTED]

At this writing, the council is under sharp criticism from many human rights NGOs for its focus on Israel and for its favoritism of theOrganization of the Islamic Conference. For several years that grouphas argued against provisions for the equal treatment of men and women. It has successfully passed measures against "defamation of religion" and has ruled against criticism of Sharia law and investigation of jihad.

The International Humanist and Ethical Union has taken the position that freedom of religion applies to the right of individuals not tobe forced or oppressed, whereas free expression and conscience allowthe examination and criticism of all beliefs. From this viewpoint, there is no "defamation," however the existence of blasphemy laws in many countries often leads to fatal consequences.

Is the glass half-empty or half full? The status of human rights depends on whether one looks at the commission/ council or the sub-commission and high commissioner. The same holds when one examines the International Court of Justice (created in 1945) and the InternationalCriminal Court created in 2002. Note also that the United States wasvoted out of the commission and has chosen to stay out of the council--and has refused to join the International Criminal Court. Added toour fears that military personnel might be brought before foreign courts, the fear now looms that U.S. politicians who have condoned torture and the death of innocents (the main definition of terrorism) might also be indicted by foreign or international courts. Such intransigencies surely weaken the voices of U.S. humanists in the world community.

UN bodies have meanwhile been expanding world concerns on the meanings of human rights. Children's rights have a new visibility. Disabled persons have new recognition of rights. Indigenous people are morevisible. Societies can no longer ignore rights of non-citizens and refugees. The disappeared are no longer forgotten.

Our strength as humanists is that a) we focus on values, b) we insist that values have consequences that can be known empirically, and c) we put individual human flourishing in tandem with societal flourishing. We need to underscore the Enlightenment role in recognizing the universality of human rights, and the role of reason in expanding those rights. Sustainable democracy depends upon human rights. In addition, we now know that democratic societies are less likely to use violence against other democracies and even somewhat less likely to useviolence against non-democratic societies. We also know that human welfare is more likely to emerge in societies that defend human rights. We know that income disparity destabilizes societies. We know that sexism disadvantages not only girls and women but their entire societies in terms of reduced leadership. We know that new democracies are more stable when they discover the truths about previous authoritarianism than when dictators receive impunity. Nonbelievers and liberal religionists have made enormous progress in recognizing and establishing rights for the range of our sexual orientations, expanding the structures and meanings of family.

We know from research on 117 countries conducted by the Culture Matters Research Project and the Cultural Change Institute that worldviews do make major differences in human progress, and that Protestant societies are more democratic and progressive than Catholic or Orthodox, Muslim, Hindu, or Buddhist societies. We also know that "strong" religions (a more accurate term than fundamentalist) in all traditions reduce human welfare by reducing human rights.

This December 10, let's celebrate the still-young history of the Universal Declaration of Human Rights. Let's keep it in the forefront of the world's attention. And we U.S. humanists need to bring our owncountry fully back into the UN--its councils and courts and deliberations. Our actions could go a long way toward helping to restore the devastated moral standing of this country.

Classic Humanist

25 YEARS AGO ...

November/December 1983

Americans see world events as arenas in which one should interveneand in which actions have results, in which they are the cause of effects, where fatalism has little place, where "God helps those who help themselves." This world view makes failure exceptionally painful. American "credibility" is seen to be established in success and achievement, in steadfastness in achieving the objective. Obviously, this world view has many advantages and well serves the interests of a world in which problem-addressing leadership is a crucial asset. The post-World War II Marshall Plan was so achieved, as was the very creation of the United Nations. Yet some would argue that this outlook can be counterproductive. It lends itself to the short-range strategy noted above or to a tendency to try to resolve problems too superficiallyby seeking technological fixes or by throwing money at internationalmatters that need repair on the assumption that, if enough resourcesare expended, a favorable solution is assured.

--Glen Fisher, "International Negotiation: Cross-Cultural Perception"

50 YEARS AGO ...

November/December 1958

Every time arbitrary "forces" lose some of their grip, humanism comes into its own. Nineteenth-century economists felt they were discovering impersonal, rather hopeless controls. They believed in studyingwhat "is" Like many other twentieth-century students of affairs, Galbraith shows that economics now leads straight into problems of what "ought to be."

The moral choices raised include whether we ought not to allot a larger share of our goods-making ability to social enterprises rather than to private enterprise; how we can reconstruct our thoughts about"work" so that we will not have to overdo consumption of material things in order to provide traditional jobs for everyone; and whether we cannot, by education, develop all men for kinds of work which are apleasure.

The classical laws of economics made it seem necessary to ignore human feelings. From now on we can expect that the affluence of goods will lead to the even more important luxury of good will among men.

--Priscilla Robertson, "The Luxury of Good Will" (review of The Affluent Society by John Kenneth Galbraith)

Robert B. Tapp is professor emeritus of humanities, religious studies, and South Asian studies at the University of Minnesota and Dean Emeritus of the Humanist Institute. In 2005 the American Humanist Association named him the Horace Mann Humanist Educator. For more information visit http://web.me.com/rtapp4.

LOAD-DATE: November 25, 2008

59 of 546 DOCUMENTS

Copyright 2008 The Economist Newspapers Ltd.

All Rights Reserved 

The Economist

April 26, 2008  

U.S. Edition

SECTION: INTERNATIONAL

LENGTH: 1278 words

HEADLINE: A screaming start; 

The UN and human rights

DATELINE: geneva 

HIGHLIGHT: 
Has the UN's human-rights machinery really improved?

BODY:

A new UN institution is struggling to prove that it is doing better than its unloved predecessor. Thanks to an obsession with Israel, it isn't, yet

TWO years ago, the 60-year-old UN Commission on Human Rights was dumped. Kofi Annan, who was then the UN's  secretary-general, gave the reason: the world's worst abusers had used the agency "to protect themselves against criticism or to criticise others". When its successor, the Human Rights Council, started up a couple of months later, he urged it not to "squander" the new opportunity.

Many feel the council has done just that. Dominated by the Organisation of the Islamic Conference and the Non-Aligned Movement, the new body stands accused of being just as politicised, and just as intent on one-sided Israel-bashing, as its predecessor. Most human-rights organisations say privately that they are bitterly disappointed.  

Among the complaints: its inclusion as members of some serial human-rights abusers; its decision to stand down "special rapporteurs" for Cuba, Belarus and Congo; and its failure to protect the integrity of the Office of the High Commissioner on Human Rights. Press-freedom groups were appalled last month when the council's Islamic members, backed by Russia and China, pushed through a resolution saying free speech could be limited out of "respect for religions and beliefs".

 Its defenders say the council should be given a chance to improve. Yes, they say, it replicates many of the former body's failures: with so many of the same states, often represented by the same people, sitting (literally) in the same seats, instant change could not be expected. "It's not yet what I want, and is still far from what we should aim for," says Luis Alfonso de Alba, a Mexican who was the first holder of the council's annually rotating presidency. 

He thinks the council may stand or fall by a new process, known as universal periodic review. This marks the main difference between the council and its predecessor. The commission often focused on just a dozen states, which complained they were singled out because they lacked enough big friends to keep critics at bay. In a way they were right: abuses by weak or friendless countries (Cambodia, Somalia, North Korea, Sudan) were denounced, but similar sins by, say, China, Russia, Saudi Arabia or Pakistan were passed over.

Now, everyone--including the Security Council's permanent five--must submit to a peer review every four years, with hearings held in public and webcast live. Critics fear a charade; defenders say the process should be given a chance to work.

Under the review system, three reports are made: one by the country itself in collaboration with local NGOs; another by the Office of the High Commissioner with input from other UN bodies; and a third by international human-rights groups. After studying these reports, council members get three hours to quiz the country under review. An assessment by three council members, with recommendations, is then presented to the council.

Hearings for the first 16 countries were completed last week. Most states prepared carefully; many fielded big delegations headed by a minister. Next month's second lot of hearings, including Pakistan, may be a tougher test. Some abusers could try to wreck the process by filibustering, but that will be caught on camera. Serial offenders may tell their critics to get lost, but that does not mean that the process isn't being taken seriously--by the accused or by the accusers. The review could sway decisions on multilateral aid, and embolden local activists.

If the council's workings sound arcane, that is because its birth pangs were long. When a panel on UN reform first suggested replacing the "discredited" 53-member commission, it mooted a council of leading human-rights experts from all the UN's 192 member states. This was rejected by Mr Annan, who adopted the American idea of a smaller, more focused body of 20 to 30 members, committed to upholding the "highest standards" of human rights.

 After much haggling there emerged a 47-member group, barely smaller than its predecessor. Elected by a simple majority of the General Assembly (instead of the proposed two-thirds majority), its members faced no prior test other than a "voluntary pledge" on human rights. Many of the worst rights offenders have avoided standing for election. But China, Cuba, Russia and Saudi Arabia are back on. 

A claimed strength of the new council is the fact that it is at work most of the time. The old commission met for a single six-week session once a year; this council sits for at least ten weeks a year in three regular sessions, plus "special" sessions, called by at least one-third of members, as the need arises. No longer are emergencies ignored if they occur at the wrong time.

What few foresaw was the extent to which Islamic states would use this procedure to single out Israel. Four of the six special sessions called so far, and almost all the single-country resolutions, have been devoted to Israel. Two special sessions have been held on Myanmar and Darfur, but nothing has been said about human-rights issues in China, Zimbabwe, Colombia, Iran, Pakistan, Turkmenistan, Saudi Arabia, Egypt, Cuba or Belarus.

Sponsors of the anti-Israel resolutions insist that there is no other forum where they can denounce acts that are widely agreed to violate international law: the use of cluster bombs, the blockade of Gaza, ill-treatment of detainees, "targeted killings" and so on. When they try to raise such matters at the Security Council, they say, they face an American veto. Arguably, however, Israel-bashing simply masks the council's reluctance to tackle other issues. 

The Muslim and non-aligned states often blame the West for focusing on abuses in poor countries while ignoring its own faults. But they rarely take any action in the council over alleged rich-world misdeeds such as the mistreatment of terror suspects. That may be because poor, angry countries hesitate to threaten their relationship with powerful partners and aid donors by taunting them over human rights. Easier to home in on Israel.

Of the council's 47 current members, 23--just one shy of an absolute majority--are ranked by Freedom House, an American think-tank, as "free", compared with only ten described as "not free". Why don't the "free" states form a counterweight to the Islamic and non-aligned blocks? Perhaps because they don't want to tie their hands in the broader trade-offs that are going on all over the UN system, including some 17 bodies in Geneva alone. Deals over "more important" issues, like trade, are constantly being done in Geneva's corridors; civil liberties can easily lose out.

Human rights are one of the three pillars on which the UN is supposed to rest. The Universal Declaration of Human Rights, signed 60 years ago, is seen as a great achievement. But there is huge disagreement about which rights matter most. The rich world says priority should be given to civil and political rights; poorer countries say economic, social and cultural rights matter more. The new council has emerged at a time when such debates are especially sharp. But after barely two years, hopes of a real dialogue are fading in the face of the obsession with Israel. 

In January America denounced a session at which the council condemned Israel's actions in Gaza but refused to criticise Palestinian rocket attacks on Israel. It was right, said Ban Ki-moon, the UN secretary-general, to keep following conditions in Gaza. But "I would also appreciate it," he added, "if the council will be looking with the same level of attention and urgency at all other matters around the world."  
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IF FURTHER PROOF BE needed of the terminal decline of the United Nations as a world body that purports to advance human rights, look no further than the recent appointments of Richard Falk and Jean Ziegler by the UN's Human Rights Council (HRC). Both appointments should be of major concern to U.S. leaders disturbed by the UN's increasing failure in the arena of human rights and the blatant and widespread anti-American and anti-Israeli bias among key UN human rights officials.

Richard Falk, the Emeritus Milbank Professor of International Law and Practice at Princeton, is an outspoken, zealous critic of Israel and American foreign policy who has just been appointed the UN Special Rapporteur on human rights in the Palestinian Territories by unanimous vote. Falk has compared Israeli policy to the actions of Nazi Germany, publicly defended the reputation of former Colorado University Professor Ward Churchill, and wrote the foreword to controversial theologian David Ray Griffin's 2004 conspiracy theory treatise The New Pearl Harbor: Disturbing Questions About the Bush Administration and 9/11. Falk has written of an "American Empire" and a threat of "global fascism," and according to a report in the New York Sun has bizarrely called for an official commission to investigate the imaginary role of neoconservatives in the 9/11 attacks. 

Jean Ziegler, a Swiss sociology professor and UN Special Rapporteur on the Right to Food, has been an apologist for dictators such as Fidel Castro and Robert Mugabe, and once described the West Bank as an Israeli-run "immense concentration camp." As UN Watch revealed, Ziegler even co-founded the Muammar Gaddafi Human Rights Prize in honor of the Libyan dictator. He was elected to the HRC's advisory committee in March with the support of 40 of the Council's 47 members. Ziegler has rarely failed to raise eyebrows with his outspoken views, deriding the United States as an "imperialist dictatorship," rejecting the claim that Hezbollah is a terrorist organization, and praising Zimbabwean tyrant Robert Mugabe by saying he "has history and morality with him." Ziegler opposed the U.S.-led military action against the Taliban regime in Afghanistan, warning it would have "apocalyptic" consequences for the Afghan people, and spell "the end of the Afghan nation," and famously accused the Coalition in Iraq of cutting off food and water for Iraqi civilians in insurgent strongholds in 2005, a claim that was completely false and without foundation.

The highly controversial appointments further underscore why the United States made the right decision to boycott the new UN Human Rights Council for two years in succession, and to deny the organization future funding as well as credibility. The HRC is the successor to the spectacularly discredited UN Commission on Human Rights, an organization so reviled that even then UN Secretary General Kofi Annan, a meek lamb when it came to condemning human rights abuses, somehow mustered the courage to describe it as an embarrassment. Despite inflated expectations that it couldn't be any worse that the Commission, the HRC has been a miserable failure, continuing many of the worst excesses of its predecessor, and firmly fixated upon condemning Israel at every turn.

The current Council includes several of the world's worst human rights violators, including Cuba, China, Russia, Saudi Arabia, and Egypt. Unsurprisingly, the Council has issued numerous resolutions attacking its favorite target, Israel, while largely turning a blind eye to massive human rights violations in dictatorships such as Zimbabwe, North Korea, Burma, Chinese-ruled Tibet, and Sudan. As the watchdog Eye on the UN has documented, in its first year, nearly three quarters of the Human Rights Council's resolutions and decisions were focused exclusively on the human rights record of Israel.

With his highly sensitive position as the UN's voice on Israeli-Palestinian human rights issues, Richard Falk's controversial views demand close scrutiny. Professor Falk has rightly been refused a visa by Israel, which will fortunately reduce his ability to carry out the task of UN adviser, which begins in May. The move by Tel Aviv is in direct response to an astonishing polemic Falk penned in June last year entitled "Slouching Toward A Palestinian Holocaust," published by the Transnational Foundation for Peace and Future Research. In the article, which he refused to disavow in an interview with the BBC, the Princeton Professor begs the question: "Is it an irresponsible overstatement to associate the treatment of Palestinians with this criminalized Nazi record of collective atrocity? I think not. The recent developments in Gaza are especially disturbing because they express so vividly a deliberate intention on the part of Israel and its allies to subject an entire human community to life-endangering conditions of utmost cruelty." In his piece, Falk goes on to compare Israeli actions in Gaza with the Hutu genocide in Rwanda (where 800,000 Tutsis were slaughtered), the Srebrenica massacre by the Serbs of 8,000 Bosnians, and the genocide in Darfur, which has claimed over 200,000 lives at the hands of Sudanese-backed militias, with the caveat that "Gaza is morally far worse, although mass death has not yet resulted." Describing Gaza as a "cauldron of pain and suffering for the entire population" and "the world's largest prison," Falk goes on to describe Israeli policy as imposing "a sub human existence on a people that have been repeatedly and systematically made the target of a variety of severe forms of collective punishment." In Falk's warped view: "To persist with such an approach under present circumstances is indeed genocidal, and risks destroying an entire Palestinian community that is an integral part of an ethnic whole. It is this prospect that makes appropriate the warning of a Palestinian holocaust in the making, and should remind the world of the famous post-Nazi pledge of 'never again.'"

The comparison Falk draws between Israel and Nazi Germany is highly distasteful, insensitive, and insulting, not only to the people of Israel, who include many of the families of the six million victims of the Holocaust, but also to the victims of the Rwanda and Sudan genocides as well as the mass killing in Bosnia. In response to Falk's remarks, Israeli Foreign Ministry spokesman Arye Mekel told the Daily Telegraph: "We take it personally. My grandparents were murdered by the Nazis. How can I react to these comments? They're very painful. This is a personal insult to every Israeli."

The Bush Administration and the three presidential candidates should follow the lead set by Florida Congresswoman Illeana Ros-Lehtinen, ranking Republican on the House Foreign Affairs Committee, who has spoken out against both Ziegler's and Falk's appointments. So far the White House and State Department have been quiet on the matter, but it is time for the silence to be broken. Princeton alumni should also make their voices heard, calling on their alma mater to reject Professor Falk's inflammatory comments on Israel, expressing their displeasure with Princeton's name being associated with such an extreme position.

UN Secretary General Ban Ki-Moon should also speak on the issue, and state that these appointments undermine the credibility (admittedly thin already) and the overall standing of the United Nations. While his predecessor Kofi Annan was as meek as a mouse on human rights issues, Ban should not be afraid to address the UN's failings in this area.

The rise of Falk and Ziegler in the UN's human rights apparatus serve as an important reminder of how the UN has fundamentally lost its way and has largely thrown out its moral compass. It is important that the United States, which hands over more than $5.3 billion a year to the United Nations, demands accountability and takes a stand on the appointment to UN bodies of individuals who are a blot on the organization and whose extremist views are an affront to American values.

Nile Gardiner is the director of the Margaret Thatcher Center for Freedom at the Heritage Foundation.
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UN secretaries-general are infamous for their reform initiatives. Each new secretary-general has paraded plans to change the organization, and follow-on initiatives have continuously cascaded down from his thirty-eighth-floor office, so that by the end of a term it seems asecretary-general must be reforming his own reforms. Kofi Annan was no exception. As a career UN manager, he profoundly believed in the need for reform. He introduced three major waves of measures: at the beginning of his term; when he was reelected for a second term; and then again in his last two years. I was particularly involved in that last round. In between, there was a steady trickle of lesser proposals. Across the road in the UN funds and programs, such as the UN Development Programme (UNDP) (where I was administrator for six years), or at the agencies in Geneva, Rome, and elsewhere, we, the different chiefs, also had reform-prolix. We were all at it.

Probably, the UN is the rare organization where the internal talk seemed to be more about reform than sex. And staff and delegates werelargely fed up with it (reform, that is). Each new initiative led togreater levels of cynicism and reform fatigue. It was often dismissed as being about politics, not real change. 

The critics were half-right. UN reform is about politics in the sense that it is a response to the frustration of governments and the UN's other stakeholders with the organization's capacity to get results. People wanted more from the UN. Unable to deliver, the managers kept on trying to fix the machine. It became an occupational obsession.

This was true for nobody more than a secretary-general who, despite his elevated status, had less management power than many of his underlings. I had certainly much greater management authority at UNDP. There, a relatively harmonious board had demanded results but gave me the space and the say over budgets, staffing, and priorities to achieve them. And at UNDP, reform was better than sex! Staff had seen it work and were, for the most part, themselves enthusiastic agents of change. By contrast, the UN was a political bog. Almost nothing moved.

The last Annan reforms at the UN came after the Oil-for-Food scandal. This sequence posed the reform issue particularly sharply: was this just about politics? Were the proposals we made, after Paul Volcker's investigation into the scandal, an attempt to deflect the allegations of wrongdoing by changing the conversation and talking about reforms, or were they a serious effort to fix something? The US right wing,

who led the charge calling for the resignation of Kofi Annan and fundamental reform of a corrupt institution, were initially wrong-footedby our calls for reform starting in early 2005. How could they not support these calls?

To their chagrin, Volcker did not find a particularly corrupt organization. Only a small handful of UN officials seemed to have been guilty of taking bribes or other unethical behavior. Even one case of corruption is too much, but it was so much less than the UN's fevered critics claimed. Billions of dollars of oil revenues appeared to havebeen directed honestly toward Iraq's immediate needs, which was the purpose of the program. The real corruption, to a fair-minded reader of the Volcker reports, was not that of the UN. The corruption was between companies that were buying Iraq's oil (and selling the country goods) and the Iraqi government, which organized an elaborate kickback scheme with the companies that allowed monies to be skimmed off. And the principal blame for this probably should be laid at the door ofthe governments that either condoned or turned a blind eye to these corporate crimes. That was the big scandal. The UN's fault lay elsewhere. It was not corrupt but incompetent. Its failures were supervisory and operational. There was inadequate auditing and in many cases little to no attempt to rectify the faults that were found in audit. The muddled lines of responsibility and accountability went all the wayto the top.

For me, at UNDP, the disappointment was the way the Oil-for-Food Programme had become a major income source for cash-strapped parts of the UN system that had no business being in Iraq in the first place. Arcane administrative rules required UNDP to find another UN entity to actually implement operationally our program in Iraq. As a result, UNDP was using--to rehabilitate the electricity system in the Kurdishparts of northern Iraq--a UN Secretariat department whose traditional work was drafting reports and servicing conferences. Inevitably, little had happened. The lights and power were still off. I put a stop to this and had UNDP take direct charge under a couple of our strongest field managers. We planted them on-site, and results quickly showed.

Another UN agency eager to grab a share of the action proposed to build a chalk factory to service the country's schools, rather than allowing Iraq to import chalk. Years later, having failed to manufacture chalk that could withstand contact with a blackboard, the factory was closed. How schoolchildren and their teachers got by in the meantime is not clear.

For a manager confronted with such examples, reform becomes not politics or spin, but a necessity and a deeply held conviction. You feel ready to throw yourself against a wall as many times as it takes, and however bruising, in the hope of breaking through and moving reform forward. The world surely could not afford a dysfunctional United Nations, and conscience did not allow any good manager to preside idlyfor long over such a poorly functioning system.

Yet the honest judgment on accumulated decades of these efforts isthat, while different bits of the UN system have been able to move ahead and improve performance, as a whole the gap between capacity anddemand is increasing. The world wants more of the UN, and the organization is only able to deliver less.

A second part of the judgment is that reform led by managers aloneis a tall order. Governments need to be on board, and powerful ones need to lead. The reforms of 2005 were based on proposals by Kofi Annan to governments that drew on several panels he had commissioned. These were screened and debated by UN diplomats and made the basis of the draft Summit Declaration in the run-up to the Heads of Government meeting at the UN in September 2005.

While a number of reforms covering peacebuilding, human rights, development, humanitarian relief, and management made it through the labored preparatory process of drafting committees, by the eve of the summit the writing was on the wall. Frustrated diplomats still had more than a hundred brackets, as they call them, in the text. That is, language that was not yet agreed. With impeccable timing, the Secretariat produced a compromise text the day before the summit. Key ambassadors were called during the morning in a carefully orchestrated sequence, which included me calling Condoleezza Rice's delegation, alreadyensconced at the Waldorf, to bypass the irascible US ambassador, John Bolton. This effort culminated in a lunchtime release of the text. Ambassadors, alarmed at the imminent arrival of their presidents without a text to show them, fell into line. It was easy to defer to KofiAnnan's compromise. So there was a summit and a declaration.

But as soon as the presidents were gone, battle was joined again. Impassioned divisions between North and South reopened. The North wanted more on security, including an unambiguous definition of terrorism. The South wanted more on development, choosing to treat the huge aid pledges made at Gleneagles in advance of the UN summit as old newsand less important than having a few extra officials to service UN meetings on development. On management reform, even more damagingly, developing countries chose to view a stronger secretary-general with greater authority, but also greater accountability, as a plot to increase US and Western control over the organization.

The series of reforms aimed to fix the basics. Personnel reforms would allow mobility and better quality of staff. Greater flexibility meant that every single post would not require approval by a committee of 192 member states. Increasing field salaries and contract terms would overcome high vacancy rates and rapid staff turnover in our peacekeeping operations. A new outside audit committee would ensure realcompliance in correcting financial control problems. And proper terms of reference for the deputy secretary-general would make him or hera real chief operating officer for this sprawling under-managed organization. Despite the summit leaders' endorsement, pretty much all ofthe management reforms either went down in flames at once or disappeared through less dramatic, but no less lethal, attrition over time. What was let through was hollow and silly. Our proposals were blockedby diplomats who cared little about management but a lot about politics.

Despite the finding of Volcker that the secretary-general and his then deputy did not know who was in charge of Oil-for-Food, I served my time as deputy without a terms of reference. The secretary-generaland I concluded that it would be too controversial to commit anything to paper. It would be opposed on principle as an attempted Western coup. More power for a British deputy would mean less power for an African secretary-general. In truth, however, nothing disempowers a chief more than having a deputy without clearly delegated responsibilities. The political stubbornness was management folly.

There was, though, provocation. Paul Volcker himself, a US chair of the Oil-for-Food investigation, was seen by many ambassadors to be adding fuel to trumped-up Washington charges. Therefore, much of the membership had already made up its mind about his report before it was received. It was dead on arrival. Few wanted to be seen to embrace reform that had resulted from a US neoconservative witch hunt againstKofi Annan and the UN. This was to miss Paul Volcker's own disquiet with the allegations and the political namecalling. His calm investigation into the facts took the air out of the five congressional investigations and the almost daily tirades of Fox News and the opinion pages of the Wall Street Journal. Volcker's investigations established the truth and arguably saved the UN. But his argument about the need for major management reform was lost in the hubbub.

The greater provocation came, though, from the accidental US ambassador to the United Nations, John Bolton. He had arrived in July 2005, banished from the State Department but needing a prominent position, with a well-advertised anti-UN record. The Wall Street Journal, in trumpeting his credentials, several times in editorials referred to my imprudent partial endorsement. Seeking a silver lining, I had told them that if Bolton became a champion of reforms at the UN, he would be better placed than anyone else to sell them to Washington. No one would suspect him of going soft on the UN.

By the time Bolton arrived in New York, the drumbeat of reform wasloud, as the delegates plowed on with their negotiations of a reformtext for the summit. Indeed, my main fear was that Bolton might try to trump our proposals with something even more far-reaching and therefore less likely to succeed. However, he adopted our proposals without ever quite saying so. It was quickly evident he did not have the knowledge of management in general or the workings of the UN in particular to come up with anything of his own. Nor was it ever clear whether his real intent was to reform or wreck the UN.

With antagonism toward John Bolton running high, the consent of the world leaders was a hollow victory. As soon as the heads of government had left New York, the ambassadors fell on each other again, fullof recrimination and score settling. Dumisani Kumalo, South Africa'sambassador and chair of the G-77, led the developing countries in their growing opposition to any more talk of Western reforms. Bolton threatened to block the new biennial budget, due to start in January 2006, to force agreement to the reforms. Developing country counterparts, who seemed almost as keen to provoke a shutdown, convinced themselves that closing down the UN would backfire on Bolton in the same waythat Newt Gingrich's similar budgetary action--closing down the US federal government--had boomeranged a decade earlier in Washington. Annan and I considered this a real conceit. Many, not just on the right, would have seen the UN's shuttered headquarters on Manhattan's First Avenue as a victory, and the world was unlikely to launch into a crisis as a result. The field operations, which by contrast would have been quickly missed because they kept the peace and saved lives, would for an odd budgetary quirk have carried on much as before. So, instead we brokered a deal to put the budget on a six-month installment while negotiations on reform acrimoniously continued.

The mood just got worse. By the middle of 2006, the reformers essentially threw in the towel. The budget cap was lifted and face was saved with a few positive remarks by all sides, including pious comments from Dumisani Kumalo about the G-77's commitment to reform. Then, it was back to business as dysfunctional usual.

A couple of important new institutions had been squeezed through: the Human Rights Council and the Peacebuilding Commission. To have failed to follow through on the leaders' summit commitment to those twoinstitutions would have been too public an act of insubordination byambassadors to their political masters. Other than that, though, reform was now reduced to what we could press through under our limited executive powers. Where later intergovernmental approval was necessary, we gambled on the intergovernmental mood improving. We focused on personnel reform. First, we tried to tackle a running sore of the UN,the backroom deals that surrounded the top appointments. We began topublish short lists of candidates for the most senior jobs, along with job descriptions and criteria for the selection. We also reached out widely for candidates not only to governments but also to NGOs, and conducted our own parallel search efforts. We began to use headhunters.

This was quickly noticed. One of the first of these new processes yielded Kemal Dervis, a Turkish economist and governmental reformer with decades of developmental experience, as the new head of UNDP. At the same time, the World Bank Board was loyally rubber-stamping the closed selection by the White House of Paul Wolfowitz, the Defense Department deputy and neoconservative architect of the Iraq war. The contrast could not have been more marked.

Soon, we had similarly good outcomes for, among others, the selection of the new High Commissioner for Refugees, the under-secretary-general for oversight and for children in armed conflict, and the head of the UN Environment Programme (UNEP). We also put senior people onto a much more accountable contract. Previously they had become almostimpossible to remove. Now we added a clause reminding them that theyserved at the pleasure of the secretary-general and that he reservedthe right to remove them with three months' notice.

Reflecting on our rocky path, I had concluded by the middle of 2006 that, while a secretary-general could drive reform with smart proposals that governments could rally around in a way they never would ifan individual country proposed them, there was no alternative to a real commitment by member states to a better UN. If they remained outside, lobbing grenades at reform, we could not progress.

By mid-2006, I had had enough. My frustration went much deeper than John Bolton. It seemed to me that the United States had to be the indispensable partner in UN reform. It was the architect of the institution, and no major innovations had occurred without its sponsorship and, usually, leadership. Perversely, although US motives and positions often evoked the most suspicion and hostility, countries liked to be able to fall in with Washington. They deferred to US leadership and had done so repeatedly over sixty years. The speed with which the new US ambassador, Zal Khalilzad, has been able to turn around the mood in New York indicates this. Diplomats want to get on with the United States.

The United States, long before John Bolton or the Bush administration, had treated its UN role as a casual seignorial right rather thanas a unique diplomatic authority to be cultivated. The United Stateswould use the UN when it suited it but did little or nothing to speak up for it or support it in between. And when the UN was not convenient, the United States equally casually discarded it. I would grumblethat we were like a menu from which the United States ordered sparingly on an a la carte basis. There was no recognition that, to make the UN function effectively, it was necessary to buy all the courses. We were a prix fixe deal!

By June 2006, with reform failing, it seemed the time had come to try to appeal directly to the American people. A forum presented itself in a conference on US foreign policy by the Century Foundation andthe Center for American Progress. While the speakers were bipartisan, the organizers had a distinct Democratic Party hue. But I chose notto wait for a more neutral forum. The speech, or at least the speaker, could not wait.

Carefully, with no mention of Bolton and no direct criticism of President Bush, I laid out the complaint: the United States took the UNfor granted. Presidents and their administrations had lost the habitof standing up for the UN against its critics and of educating Americans about the UN's usefulness to US foreign policy objectives.

The location, the speaker, and the theme were too much for Bolton,who was quickly at his microphone outside the Security Council. He demanded that the secretary-general disown the remarks and that I apologize. Neither happened, and indeed in his closing weeks in office, Kofi Annan gave a similar speech from the Truman Library, where he wasable to gently compare US leadership sixty years ago and now. What Bolton's outburst did do, however, was allow my speech to become defining in terms of the US-UN relationship. In perhaps the best barometerof impact, the Bolton-Malloch Brown spat made it onto the Jon Stewart Daily Show, where Bolton was portrayed as a walrus, and was debatedin editorials and blogs across the country.

A lot of Americans and others around the world had clearly hankered for some kind of correction to the hectoring and bullying the United Nations had suffered at the hands of its US critics. The White House had allowed the attacks to proceed largely unchallenged, even as itturned to the UN for vital strategic assistance in Iraq and elsewhere in the Middle East. It was too much for many fair-minded people to stomach.

In an unanticipated reaction, the professionals in the State Department and elsewhere in Washington, while irritated at having to navigate yet another small tsunami in a fraught relationship, were inclined to discount my words as an inevitable corrective in the light of the assault from the US right. What could a pro-American senior UN official do to preserve his perceived objectivity with other states, wenttheir thinking. For them, the incident was further evidence that Bolton must be doing terrible damage to so provoke a friend of the United States!

The underlying point that my speech sought to confront, though, was that reform in the UN was impossible without the United States. Snarling from the sidelines was a deeply damaging substitute for honest engagement. The United States had to patiently build a widening coalition of the like-minded if it was to press through the changes that the organization so badly needed. In 1945, when the United States led,the UN was established, an astonishing diplomatic achievement by anystandard.

The question for the future is: how can reform be set up for real action? A new secretary-general, Ban Ki-moon, is following the path of his predecessors and proposing to move bits and pieces of the structure around. Nothing yet indicates that he understands the scale of change required. It is easy to imagine reform slumping into a long period of tinkering with the UN machinery in a way that allows gaps between performance and growing needs to increase.

Events are, however, likely to bring matters to a head. First, that growing gap between UN performance and the scale of global problemswill prompt a renewal of calls to address UN weakness more systematically. When politicians reach for a solution for climate change or a war and cannot find it, this absence will build the case for a betterUN. And if the direction of global events leads, as it inevitably must, to more such demands on the UN, the call for reform is likely to grow steadily. In that sense, a fresh try at reform remains inevitable and the question remains when, not if.

Real reforms will require major concessions from powerful and weakcountries alike. The intergovernmental gridlock between the big contributors and the rest of the membership concerning governance and voting is the core dysfunction. To overcome it, both sides would have torise above their own current sense of entrenched rights and privileges and find a grand bargain to allow a new, more realistic governancemodel for the UN.

That may take a crisis. Indeed, if 1945 created a moment of malleability and vision because of war, there sadly now may need to be somesimilar spur--for example, from environmental catastrophe, terroristattack, global recession, or a major breakdown of peace. One wishes for none of these scenarios, but it may be that we will obtain the necessary galvanization of reform only when such a crisis is viewed as having been caused in some major part by the absence of the international means to manage it. With crisis, then, reform is likely to move from a UN management worthily trying to keep up with what it is askedto do, to a real restructuring. Such a storm, where events drive reform, seems likely sooner rather than later.

I had thought early in 2005 that we might at the September summit reach something significant. Kofi Annan and I both used the term "a San Francisco Moment" for what we hoped would be some kind of renewal of vows by member states to the organization. Yet what seemed the strong pillars for such a recommitment--fighting poverty, addressing security, and promoting human rights and democracy--were not enough to lift us above the fray between the United States and its critics.

Understanding what real reform entails may explain why it seems delegates will fall on almost any excuse not to discuss it. Scrapping in the committee rooms and ignoring reform can look like a good optionfor diplomats scared of being drawn into major concessions of rightsand privileges that have been the bread and butter of member state representatives.

The bar is so high for UN reform because the most powerful and theweakest member states both need to give ground in order to make additional space for the emerging new major players. But, equally, small countries will have to allow these same new regional powers a preferred status. The pretense of equality will recede further.

The veto rights of the United States, China, Russia, Britain, and France have become the outward symbol of a system still skewed towardthe victors of 1945. An irreverent Italian ambassador in New York, when challenging the notion that Germany and Japan--but not Italy--might now get permanent seats on the Security Council, wondered why, given that the privilege was now apparently being extended from those who won to those who lost in 1945.

In 2005 and 2006, two reform options were considered. The first was to add new permanent members but without the veto. The candidates would be Japan, Germany, Brazil, India, and two undetermined countriesfrom Africa. The second option was to create an intermediate class of membership where countries would be elected to six-year renewable terms rather than being given permanent membership. It was hoped that this would lead to greater accountability and be more democratic thanpermanent membership.

Both options probably fell short of the overall change required. This was largely because of a little-challenged assumption that the current Permanent Five would never give up the privileged terms of their own membership. However, the same was said about the European Union, where similarly Britain and others clung to the veto until it threatened to invalidate the institution as a whole. There comes a moment in diplomatic calculation when preserving power inside an organization is more than offset by the consequent loss of that organization's own power. What is the privilege worth if it is power in an increasingly powerless organization? Holding more of less needs to be weighed against holding less of more. That negotiator's tipping point will be arrived at in the UN, regrettably only perhaps when it is in the throes of crisis and its legitimacy and representativeness are under assault.

The reform that emerges will need, however, to have a built-in flexibility that will self-adjust representation arrangements as power shifts. The mistake of 1945 was to set a particular order and certain privileges in stone. As the last decades have shown, countries can rise or fall very fast. The need is to be able to correct their representation in a low-key semimechanical, self-adjusting way that avoids apolitical showdown.

My successor as administrator of UNDP, Kemal Dervis, has proposed a weighted voting system for the Security Council, similar to that ofthe World Bank. Unlike the World Bank, countries would not formally vote on behalf of their region or constituency on security matters. Nevertheless, one can imagine a country's weighting being determined by gross domestic product, population, UN financial contributions, andpeacekeeping and aid levels. We slipped in the latter three conditions of global good citizenship to the election criteria for the new Peacebuilding Commission. There are early signs that this new procedureis creating a little bit of healthy competitive pressure between candidates as they seek to prove their eligibility.

Reform of the Security Council can easily lead one to sound like an institutional chiropractor. If only this critical piece of the organization's spine is properly aligned around members that are thought to represent the world as it is today, so goes the hope, then the alignment will fall down through the lower spine, arms, and legs as the whole UN body politic recalibrates itself.

The resuscitation of the developing countries' opposition lobby, the G-77, certainly owes a lot to this fight for a more representativeSecurity Council. The G-77 had become a club for hard-liners like Cuba, Venezuela, and Syria until India, Brazil, South Africa, and others revived it as a means of confronting the West on UN reform and thereby ultimately obtaining membership in the Security Council.

Perhaps effecting such a change, even more than adjusting vertebrae, could draw the poison from discussion. Each intergovernmental forum exhibits the same distorted behavior patterns, including the Human Rights Council, the management and budget committees, the Economic and Social Council, the Committee for the Inalienable Rights of the Palestinians, and the rest of the alphabetic cacophony of committees, councils, and governing boards. Each venue has become about politics and point-scoring. The proper work has too often been jettisoned.

One could hope, therefore, to see the fever receding. The Human Rights Council could become a serious deliberative place where delegates of real stature debate countries' performance and behavior against objective human rights criteria rather than crude political targets. The Fifth Committee, which covers budget and administrative matters, might recognize that a group of almost 200 generally junior diplomats(one from each country) with little management experience is not thebest way to manage the affairs of the institution. The committee could begin by reforming itself, either by creating small professional subcommittees or by promoting external control mechanisms like an audit and oversight committee whose membership would be of the highest professional standards. The Economic and Social Council could end its interminable discussions of abstract development objectives and policies and become a very practical interministerial committee for the Millennium Development Goals by tracking progress, identifying problems,and building agreement between donors and poor countries for corrective solutions. In other words, the UN could become an intergovernmental system that works to make the world a better place.

The World Bank has been similarly struggling with the composition of its board. Too easily in this situation, vital issues like corruption, universal primary education, or economic reform become hopelessly politicized by both sides. Then, lending slows up, projects become ever more timid in their scope, and political support from donors andrecipient countries alike starts to slip away. Paul Wolfowitz becameengulfed in the kind of leadership crisis that this lack of legitimacy and acceptance engenders.

Getting a stable intergovernmental platform, where all have a voice but one weighted to power and contribution, is a vital foundation step to a more stable international system. Good can only flow from it, not least if empowered governments leads to empowered UN management.

Taking a demotion to come over from running UNDP to be Kofi Annan's chief of staff was a much bigger step down than I had anticipated. Rather than a man in charge of my own show, I was to be chief of staff, albeit to the man who was nominally the most powerful person in the UN system. Yet I found when it came to management and budgetary matters that the secretary-general was less influential than I had been as administrator of UNDP. Whereas I had had a cooperative board that was not infected by bitter political confrontation, he was hostage tointergovernmental warfare.

What we could do at UNDP on our longer leash was remarkable. UNDP had doubled its resources as a reward for reform. In several performance assessments by donors, it moved to the top of the league in termsof client satisfaction ratings and business efficiency. Annual internal staff surveys showed UNDP to be a highly motivated place with a staff who felt they were making a difference, enjoyed their work, and for the most part respected their managers.

The personnel reforms that struggled at the UN because of continuous political interference had sailed through UNDP. We had put in tough rules of mobility, forcing people to go to the field to win furtherpromotions. We were able to establish schemes to recruit and developbright, diverse younger staff and to retain and support our women colleagues as they balanced careers, which often included difficult travel and hardship assignments, with families.

Early on we had reduced the headquarters staff by 20 percent, dramatically simplified our focus, and then required all of our field offices to eliminate functions and activities that no longer fitted withthe new priorities. The savings allowed us to expand staff around our new key areas, such as democracy building and postconflict reconstruction. We were able to refit the organization for what our developing countries wanted from us. In the process, we got faster and better at what we did. Clearly, when I left, there was still a lot to be done. For example, although proper audit and controls had become much stronger than in the UN, they needed further strengthening. As I did later in the UN, I had help from McKinsey and Company. At UNDP we all were anxious to learn from the consultants, to weigh what worked in the private sector and determine whether it was transferable to the public sector. In contrast, at the UN, McKinsey was, predictably, taggedas a US Trojan horse before the company had given any advice. It wasthe enemy, not the consultant.

The contrast was remarkable and the lesson perhaps obvious. Until the sense of crisis at the UN is strong enough to make governments let go of their own agendas, there cannot be the kind of cathartic recommitment and renewal of the UN proper that is required. Until then, satellites like UNDP or the World Food Programme (WFP) will continue to do well, while at the center the tinkering will go on, but without real reform.

The roadblock to reform is intergovernmental gridlock. A good secretary-general, like Kofi Annan, and a dedicated committed UN staff alone cannot overcome this obstacle. Nor is it right to single out the United States, the G-77, or for that matter Europe or others. And it is certainly not right to lay the blame at the door of any individualambassador.

All of these problems are symptoms of a system imprisoned in a 1945 structure that sets everyone at each other's throats in a 2007 world. The UN will continue to disappoint until statespersons are willingto step forward and negotiate a new structure that gives everybody significant confidence of ownership. The member states must stop acting like dissident shareholders using any means or device to stop the show. Rather, they must be willing to allow an empowered accountable management to lead a modern UN under the strategic direction of governments.

The world has never in human history been more integrated but lessgoverned. Problems from terrorism to climate change, crime, poverty,migration, public health, security, and trade have escaped national control, and the UN is in no state to catch them. How long can we allow such global dysfunction to endure?

Note

Mark Malloch Brown previously served as deputy secretary-general, chef de cabinet to the secretary-general, and for six years administrator of the UN Development Programme. This has provided him with a unique perspective of the challenges of reform the UN faces. Since giving this lecture, he has joined UK prime minister Gordon Brown's cabinet as minister for Africa, Asia, and the UN. This lecture was delivered before Lord Malloch-Brown joined the UK government and represents his personal views, not those of the government.
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Israeli officials would welcome a conference dealing seriously with racism, xenophobia and anti-Semitism, but are not keen to be party to an anti-Israel slugfest

In late August, a United Nations committee chaired by Libya began preparing another "World Conference against Racism" (WCAR), a follow-up to the infamous 2001 parley in Durban, which singled out Israel as the world's only racist state and singularly failed to confront contemporary anti-Semitism. All signs are that the conference, which is to be held in 2009 at an as yet undesignated location, will turn out to be a repeat performance.

The atmosphere around the new WCAR preparations did not augur well. On their way to room XVII at the Palais des Nations, the European headquarters of the U.N. in Geneva, delegates to the preparatory committee passed through a corridor displaying ten larger-than-life panels devoted to the Palestinian cause. In the opening session, Egypt and Pakistan urged that the follow-up conference focus once again on the plight of the Palestinians. 

Other delegates proposed two new issues, in the wake of the radical Islamist attack on America which occurred just three days after the Durban conference closed on September 8: not the danger to world peace posed by Islamic terror, but rather discrimination against Muslims and defamation of Islam. They argued that since 9/11, Muslims have been singled out by Western security services and Islam defamed in Western media. "It is as if the main takeaway from 9/11 is that Muslims and Islam are the victims," says Hillel Neuer, director of U.N. Watch, a Geneva-based human rights NGO that monitors the U.N.

Besides Libya in the chair, the preparatory committee, or "prepcom," in U.N. parlance, had several other members with dubious human rights records: Iran, Indonesia, Pakistan - and Cuba as deputy chair. The United States was not part of the 20-member prepcom, and, like Israel, had only observer status during the deliberations. In the four days of wrangling over procedure and substance, the Islamic and African countries completely outmaneuvered the Europeans, getting their way at every turn.

The outcome was an agenda including new elements - like persecution of Muslims and defamation of Islam - even though it was supposed to be confined to following-up on issues raised in Durban. Moreover, despite European efforts to limit the focus, the flexible rules of procedure will allow the built-in pro-Muslim majority to do as they please on the substance and the inclusion of NGOs hostile to Israel. Bottom line: Early signs are that the next world conference against racism, already being dubbed "Durban 2," is likely to degenerate into another Muslim-led slugfest against Israel and the West. "It is," says Neuer, "a fiasco in the making."

Still, Israel has been monitoring the "Durban 2" developments with a degree of ambivalence. On the one hand, officials say, they would welcome a conference dealing seriously with racism, xenophobia and anti-Semitism. But they do not want to be party in any way to an Arab-driven campaign, which, under the guise of combating racism, seeks to delegitimize the Jewish state and justify the use of terror against it. "We are looking at where it is going very carefully, and we are not very optimistic. But we do not want to boycott the conference until we are sure that it really has no chance of dealing with the issues in a fair and serious way," a senior Foreign Ministry official in Jerusalem told The Report.

The initiative for a second Durban came from the African bloc during last year's U.N. General Assembly session: Resolution 61/149, passed on December 19, calls for a review of Durban 1 to be held at a yet to be decided venue in 2009. With the excesses of Durban 1 still resonating, most Western countries opposed the move, but to no avail. The newly established U.N. Human Rights Council (successor to the Commission on Human Rights, discredited partly by its failure to control events in Durban) was charged with making the preparations.

Israel, with its long history of discriminatory treatment by the U.N. and its agencies, has more to fear than any other country from a second Durban. In the main conference in Durban 1, Israel was singled out time and again by repressive non-democratic governments as the world's most racist state and worst violator of human rights. The parallel NGO conference was even harsher. Its final declaration found Israel a "racist, apartheid state," guilty of "genocide." Virulent anti-Israel NGO propaganda abounded: One poster had a picture of Hitler asking "What if I had won?" and answering: "The good things: There would be no Israel and no Palestinian's blood shed. The bad things: I wouldn't have allowed the making of the new beetle."

The main conference's final declaration was heavily weighted against Israel and Jews, deleting all references to Holocaust-denial. According to NewYork- and Toronto-based human rights activist Prof. Anne Bayefsky, editor of the pro-Israel website www.Eyeon-theU.N.org: "The vestiges of Jewish victimhood were to be systematically removed... and displaced by the Palestinian victim living under racist, Nazi-like oppression... while inside the drafting committees, states such as Syria and Iran objected to the inclusion of anti-Semitism or the Holocaust on the grounds that anti-Semitism was a 'complicated,' 'curious' and 'bizarre' concept, and reference to the Holocaust would be imbalanced or 'favoritism.'"

Israel and the United States pulled out of the conference in protest at the Israel-bashing and anti-Semitism. Australia and Canada stayed to accuse the delegates and organizers of hypocrisy. Ireland's Mary Robinson, in charge of proceedings in her then capacity as U.N. High Commissioner for Human Rights, did nothing to check the NGOs. But she was appalled at their final declaration and refused to allow it to be presented in the main conference.

Indeed, the anti-Israel NGOs may have gone too far for their own good. In Durban, over 80 NGOs from 35 countries in Europe, the former Soviet Union, North America and South Asia disavowed the final NGO declaration, arguing that they had not been consulted and objecting specifically to the chapters on "Palestine and the Palestinians," and anti-Semitism. Moreover, governments and pro-Israel NGOs, taken by surprise by the ferocity of the Israel-bashing in Durban, will be on their guard this time. "Hopefully the European governments and some of the wiser and more professional elements in the U.N. will have learned the lesson and will prevent these radical NGOs from again becoming the dominant factor or perhaps from participating at all," says Prof. Gerald Steinberg, Bar Ilan University conflict resolution expert and director of NGO Monitor, an organization he founded to scrutinize radical NGOs in the wake of Durban 1.

One of the problems Israel faces in the run-up to Durban 2 is the inherent bias of the U.N. Human Rights Council, which is preparing the conference. The HRC was established in March 2006 to replace the Commission on Human Rights, which fell into disrepute after allowing some of the world's worst human rights violators to adopt a steady stream of condemnations of Israel. The new council has 47 members, 17 of whom are members of the Organization of Islamic Conference, and, as far as Israel is concerned, it has proved to be even more one-sided than its predecessor. In the first 15 months of its operation, the HRC passed 11 condemnatory resolutions, all of them focusing on one country, Israel.

There has never been a U.N. Human Rights Commission or Council resolution on China, Syria, Saudi Arabia or Zimbabwe. A few months ago, commenting on a draft resolution condemning Sudan, Pakistan objected to a reference to cross-amputation of the right hand and left foot for robbery as "an offense to all Muslim countries." The resolution was defeated. The Darfur issue was addressed but the council failed to pass any resolutions condemning Sudan. According to Neuer, in the transition from commission to council, the Western presence was reduced to such an extent as to leave the HRC "with insufficient votes to condemn anyone but Israel."

The council's almost exclusive focus on Israel prompted then outgoing U.N. Secretary General Kofi Annan to remark last November: "There are surely other situations, besides the one in the Middle East, which would merit scrutiny at a special session." Seven months later, after another Israel-bashing session in Geneva, Annan's successor Ban Ki-moon said he was "disappointed at the council's decision to single out only one specific regional item given the range and scope of allegations of human rights violations throughout the world."

The council in its 5th session in Geneva in June put only one country-specific item on its permanent agenda: "The human rights situation in Palestine and other occupied Arab territories." Israel complained that, in doing so, it was failing to live up to its own fundamental guiding principles - "universality, impartiality, objectivity and non-selectivity." In a letter to her European counterparts and some other council members, Foreign Minister Tzipi Livni complained that the council's obsession with Israel was preventing it from dealing with serious human rights violations in other parts of the world. "I am turning to you to express my request and expectation that our partners in Europe voice a firm and resolute stand against discrimination and ongoing marginalization in the work of the Human Rights Council... and work to ensure that the council accords equal and fair treatment to all country situations [all] over the world," she continued.

Livni argued that this kind of discrimination is an "existential issue" for Israel, but she warned that the council's bias could end up fatally discrediting the council itself. "In view of the alarming developments of politicization and selectivity in the council, which cast a dark shadow on its credibility and reputation, I would strongly encourage you not to downplay the dire outcome of such developments where the singling-out of Israel serves as a tolling bell for the legitimacy of this institution in its entirety," she declared.

The fact that the prepcom for Durban 2 is made up of 20 of the 47 members of the Human Rights Committee seems a priori to rule out the possibility of fair treatment for Israel. In an ideal world this would disqualify much of the criticism. Neuer, however, is concerned that despite its murky origins, the effort to delegitimize Israel seems to be spreading far beyond the confines of the U.N. and its blatantly biased committees. "It's getting much more tangible, like in the case of the British boycott," he says, referring to moves by British academics to boycott Israeli researchers and institutions. "Once it was the preserve of the Arab states and the Soviet Union in resolutions that never went anywhere. Now it seeps down to European intellectual elites and gets converted into concrete boycott action."

Neuer is also pessimistic about the U.N.'s internal checks and balances. And he does not think the new U.N. Human Rights head, former Canadian Supreme Court Judge Louise Arbour, will be any better for Israel at Durban 2 than Mary Robinson was at Durban 1. "She goes around the world describing the HRC as the dawn of a new era and says nothing about its extreme bias against Israel. Israel is not in the council nor is it in any regional grouping which would give it equitable standing. That's a basic due process issue and she has never said anything about that either. She should be speaking out for justice, and she is not," he avers.

More than the U.N. itself, though, Neuer believes Israel should try to contain the NGOs. "We should focus on the major NGOs, the heavy hitters like Amnesty International and Human Rights Watch, who were largely silent in the face of the anti-Semitic outrages we saw in Durban 1," he says. According to Neuer, several of the smaller NGOs were phonies, jumped up specially for Durban 1 by Arab governments, Cuba and others. And he sees a parallel between countries with moral weight and well-known and respected NGOs. "The Arabs can pass resolutions in the U.N., but if they don't have Europe on their side, they lose the legitimacy battle. Similarly, if the major NGOs were to step away at Durban 2 and condemn things, that would be of major significance," he maintains, adding that "there are efforts under way to reach out to these groups, and we are already hearing voices saying they don't want to see a repeat of Durban 1."

Steinberg advocates a more pro-active approach. NGOs that distort the truth should be "named and shamed;" the U.N. should be prevailed upon to vet would-be participatory NGOs; and governments and grant-giving foundations should be badgered or shamed into withholding funding from NGOs that breach their trust.

Steinberg argues that major media outlets tend to believe every word some major NGOs say just because they deal with human rights. He calls this the "halo effect," and says it is crucial that organizations like his own NGO Monitor expose errors, bias, political agendas and dubious sources of finance. "It's a process of transparency and accountability. When a light is shined on them, the halo effect is reduced," he says.

According to Steinberg, Human Rights Watch is now adopting a more evenhanded approach toward Israel, precisely because analyses of its one-sided criticism of Israel in the Second Lebanon War hurt its credibility. In similar fashion, the NGO monitor is about to publish a report on the Ford Foundation's continued funding of anti-Israel NGOs despite promises after Durban to stop. "A lot depends on the money," says Steinberg. "Durban 1 resonated the way it did because it was the West, Ford, the European governments and Canada, who brought in 5,000 NGO delegates and gave them a platform. Iran, Libya and Cuba may want to do the same thing this time, but if they don't have the money, it won't happen."

Some pro-Israeli NGOs are already taking action to prevent a recurrence of Durban 1. In early September, Magenta, an Amsterdam-based human rights group, initiated a "Statement of Core Principles" for the Durban review. Signed so far by Magenta and 13 other Jewish and non-Jewish human rights organizations, mainly Europe and North America based, it states, inter alia, that "the U.N. and its human rights forums must not serve as a vehicle for any form of racism, including anti-Semitism, and must bar incitement to hatred against any group in the guise of criticism of a particular government. We pledge to prevent this from happening again."

The next Libyan-chaired prepcom will be in April next year. In the run-up, the Foreign Ministry plans to convene a meeting of relevant Israeli government agencies and NGOs to get a better idea of the direction Durban 2 is taking. "We will look at the papers they are starting to circulate and the items they are putting on the agenda. And then we'll decide whether or not to participate," the senior official said.

Whether it attends or not, Israel will almost certainly find itself center stage. This time, though, it should be much better prepared for the solicited role.
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COMMON SECURITY FOR OUR COMMON HUMANITY

At moments of great peril in the last century, American leaders such as Franklin Roosevelt, Harry Truman, and John F. Kennedy managed both to protect the American people and to expand opportunity for the next generation. What is more, they ensured that America, by deed and example, led and lifted the world -- that we stood for and fought for the freedoms sought by billions of people beyond our borders.

As Roosevelt built the most formidable military the world had ever seen, his Four Freedoms gave purpose to our struggle against fascism. Truman championed a bold new architecture to respond to the Soviet threat -- one that paired military strength with the Marshall Plan and helped secure the peace and well-being of nations around the world. As colonialism crumbled and the Soviet Union achieved effective nuclear parity, Kennedy modernized our military doctrine, strengthened our conventional forces, and created the Peace Corps and the Alliance for Progress. They used our strengths to show people everywhere America at its best. 

Today, we are again called to provide visionary leadership. This century's threats are at least as dangerous as and in some ways more complex than those we have confronted in the past. They come from weapons that can kill on a mass scale and from global terrorists who respond to alienation or perceived injustice with murderous nihilism. They come from rogue states allied to terrorists and from rising powers that could challenge both America and the international foundation of liberal democracy. They come from weak states that cannot control their territory or provide for their people. And they come from a warming planet that will spur new diseases, spawn more devastating natural disasters, and catalyze deadly conflicts.

To recognize the number and complexity of these threats is not to give way to pessimism. Rather, it is a call to action. These threats demand a new vision of leadership in the twenty-first century -- a vision that draws from the past but is not bound by outdated thinking. The Bush administration responded to the unconventional attacks of 9/11 with conventional thinking of the past, largely viewing problems as state-based and principally amenable to military solutions. It was this tragically misguided view that led us into a war in Iraq that never should have been authorized and never should have been waged. In the wake of Iraq and Abu Ghraib, the world has lost trust in our purposes and our principles.

After thousands of lives lost and billions of dollars spent, many Americans may be tempted to turn inward and cede our leadership in world affairs. But this is a mistake we must not make. America cannot meet the threats of this century alone, and the world cannot meet them without America. We can neither retreat from the world nor try to bully it into submission. We must lead the world, by deed and by example.

Such leadership demands that we retrieve a fundamental insight of Roosevelt, Truman, and Kennedy -- one that is truer now than ever before: the security and well-being of each and every American depend on the security and well-being of those who live beyond our borders. The mission of the United States is to provide global leadership grounded in the understanding that the world shares a common security and a common humanity.

The American moment is not over, but it must be seized anew. To see American power in terminal decline is to ignore America's great promise and historic purpose in the world. If elected president, I will start renewing that promise and purpose the day I take office.

MOVING BEYOND IRAQ

To renew American leadership in the world, we must first bring the Iraq war to a responsible end and refocus our attention on the broader Middle East. Iraq was a diversion from the fight against the terrorists who struck us on 9/11, and incompetent prosecution of the war by America's civilian leaders compounded the strategic blunder of choosing to wage it in the first place. We have now lost over 3,300 American lives, and thousands more suffer wounds both seen and unseen.

Our servicemen and servicewomen have performed admirably while sacrificing immeasurably. But it is time for our civilian leaders to acknowledge a painful truth: we cannot impose a military solution on a civil war between Sunni and Shiite factions. The best chance we have to leave Iraq a better place is to pressure these warring parties to find a lasting political solution. And the only effective way to apply this pressure is to begin a phased withdrawal of U.S. forces, with the goal of removing all combat brigades from Iraq by March 31, 2008 -- a date consistent with the goal set by the bipartisan Iraq Study Group. This redeployment could be temporarily suspended if the Iraqi government meets the security, political, and economic benchmarks to which it has committed. But we must recognize that, in the end, only Iraqi leaders can bring real peace and stability to their country.

At the same time, we must launch a comprehensive regional and international diplomatic initiative to help broker an end to the civil war in Iraq, prevent its spread, and limit the suffering of the Iraqi people. To gain credibility in this effort, we must make clear that we seek no permanent bases in Iraq. We should leave behind only a minimal over-the-horizon military force in the region to protect American personnel and facilities, continue training Iraqi security forces, and root out al Qaeda.

The morass in Iraq has made it immeasurably harder to confront and work through the many other problems in the region -- and it has made many of those problems considerably more dangerous. Changing the dynamic in Iraq will allow us to focus our attention and influence on resolving the festering conflict between the Israelis and the Palestinians -- a task that the Bush administration neglected for years.

For more than three decades, Israelis, Palestinians, Arab leaders, and the rest of the world have looked to America to lead the effort to build the road to a lasting peace. In recent years, they have all too often looked in vain. Our starting point must always be a clear and strong commitment to the security of Israel, our strongest ally in the region and its only established democracy. That commitment is all the more important as we contend with growing threats in the region -- a strengthened Iran, a chaotic Iraq, the resurgence of al Qaeda, the reinvigoration of Hamas and Hezbollah. Now more than ever, we must strive to secure a lasting settlement of the conflict with two states living side by side in peace and security. To do so, we must help the Israelis identify and strengthen those partners who are truly committed to peace, while isolating those who seek conflict and instability. Sustained American leadership for peace and security will require patient effort and the personal commitment of the president of the United States. That is a commitment I will make.

Throughout the Middle East, we must harness American power to reinvigorate American diplomacy. Tough-minded diplomacy, backed by the whole range of instruments of American power -- political, economic, and military -- could bring success even when dealing with long-standing adversaries such as Iran and Syria. Our policy of issuing threats and relying on intermediaries to curb Iran's nuclear program, sponsorship of terrorism, and regional aggression is failing. Although we must not rule out using military force, we should not hesitate to talk directly to Iran. Our diplomacy should aim to raise the cost for Iran of continuing its nuclear program by applying tougher sanctions and increasing pressure from its key trading partners. The world must work to stop Iran's uranium-enrichment program and prevent Iran from acquiring nuclear weapons. It is far too dangerous to have nuclear weapons in the hands of a radical theocracy. At the same time, we must show Iran -- and especially the Iranian people -- what could be gained from fundamental change: economic engagement, security assurances, and diplomatic relations. Diplomacy combined with pressure could also reorient Syria away from its radical agenda to a more moderate stance -- which could, in turn, help stabilize Iraq, isolate Iran, free Lebanon from Damascus' grip, and better secure Israel.

REVITALIZING THE MILITARY

To renew American leadership in the world, we must immediately begin working to revitalize our military. A strong military is, more than anything, necessary to sustain peace. Unfortunately, the U.S. Army and the Marine Corps, according to our military leaders, are facing a crisis. The Pentagon cannot certify a single army unit within the United States as fully ready to respond in the event of a new crisis or emergency beyond Iraq; 88 percent of the National Guard is not ready to deploy overseas.

We must use this moment both to rebuild our military and to prepare it for the missions of the future. We must retain the capacity to swiftly defeat any conventional threat to our country and our vital interests. But we must also become better prepared to put boots on the ground in order to take on foes that fight asymmetrical and highly adaptive campaigns on a global scale.

We should expand our ground forces by adding 65,000 soldiers to the army and 27,000 marines. Bolstering these forces is about more than meeting quotas. We must recruit the very best and invest in their capacity to succeed. That means providing our servicemen and servicewomen with first-rate equipment, armor, incentives, and training -- including in foreign languages and other critical skills. Each major defense program should be reevaluated in light of current needs, gaps in the field, and likely future threat scenarios. Our military will have to rebuild some capabilities and transform others. At the same time, we need to commit sufficient funding to enable the National Guard to regain a state of readiness.

Enhancing our military will not be enough. As commander in chief, I would also use our armed forces wisely. When we send our men and women into harm's way, I will clearly define the mission, seek out the advice of our military commanders, objectively evaluate intelligence, and ensure that our troops have the resources and the support they need. I will not hesitate to use force, unilaterally if necessary, to protect the American people or our vital interests whenever we are attacked or imminently threatened.

We must also consider using military force in circumstances beyond self-defense in order to provide for the common security that underpins global stability -- to support friends, participate in stability and reconstruction operations, or confront mass atrocities. But when we do use force in situations other than self-defense, we should make every effort to garner the clear support and participation of others -- as President George H. W. Bush did when we led the effort to oust Saddam Hussein from Kuwait in 1991. The consequences of forgetting that lesson in the context of the current conflict in Iraq have been grave.

HALTING THE SPREAD OF NUCLEAR WEAPONS

To renew American leadership in the world, we must confront the most urgent threat to the security of America and the world -- the spread of nuclear weapons, material, and technology and the risk that a nuclear device will fall into the hands of terrorists. The explosion of one such device would bring catastrophe, dwarfing the devastation of 9/11 and shaking every corner of the globe.

As George Shultz, William Perry, Henry Kissinger, and Sam Nunn have warned, our current measures are not sufficient to meet the nuclear threat. The nonproliferation regime is being challenged, and new civilian nuclear programs could spread the means to make nuclear weapons. Al Qaeda has made it a goal to bring a "Hiroshima" to the United States. Terrorists need not build a nuclear weapon from scratch; they need only steal or buy a weapon or the material to assemble one. There is now highly enriched uranium -- some of it poorly secured -- sitting in civilian nuclear facilities in over 40 countries around the world. In the former Soviet Union, there are approximately 15,000-16,000 nuclear weapons and stockpiles of uranium and plutonium capable of making another 40,000 weapons -- all scattered across 11 time zones. People have already been caught trying to smuggle nuclear material to sell on the black market.

As president, I will work with other nations to secure, destroy, and stop the spread of these weapons in order to dramatically reduce the nuclear dangers for our nation and the world. America must lead a global effort to secure all nuclear weapons and material at vulnerable sites within four years -- the most effective way to prevent terrorists from acquiring a bomb.

This will require the active cooperation of Russia. Although we must not shy away from pushing for more democracy and accountability in Russia, we must work with the country in areas of common interest -- above all, in making sure that nuclear weapons and material are secure. We must also work with Russia to update and scale back our dangerously outdated Cold War nuclear postures and de-emphasize the role of nuclear weapons. America must not rush to produce a new generation of nuclear warheads. And we should take advantage of recent technological advances to build bipartisan consensus behind ratification of the Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty. All of this can be done while maintaining a strong nuclear deterrent. These steps will ultimately strengthen, not weaken, our security.

As we lock down existing nuclear stockpiles, I will work to negotiate a verifiable global ban on the production of new nuclear weapons material. We must also stop the spread of nuclear weapons technology and ensure that countries cannot build -- or come to the brink of building -- a weapons program under the auspices of developing peaceful nuclear power. That is why my administration will immediately provide $50 million to jump-start the creation of an International Atomic Energy Agency-controlled nuclear fuel bank and work to update the Nuclear Nonproliferation Treaty. We must also fully implement the law Senator Richard Lugar and I passed to help the United States and our allies detect and stop the smuggling of weapons of mass destruction throughout the world.

Finally, we must develop a strong international coalition to prevent Iran from acquiring nuclear weapons and eliminate North Korea's nuclear weapons program. Iran and North Korea could trigger regional arms races, creating dangerous nuclear flashpoints in the Middle East and East Asia. In confronting these threats, I will not take the military option off the table. But our first measure must be sustained, direct, and aggressive diplomacy -- the kind that the Bush administration has been unable and unwilling to use.

COMBATING GLOBAL TERRORISM

To renew American leadership in the world, we must forge a more effective global response to the terrorism that came to our shores on an unprecedented scale on 9/11. From Bali to London, Baghdad to Algiers, Mumbai to Mombasa to Madrid, terrorists who reject modernity, oppose America, and distort Islam have killed and mutilated tens of thousands of people just this decade. Because this enemy operates globally, it must be confronted globally.

We must refocus our efforts on Afghanistan and Pakistan -- the central front in our war against al Qaeda -- so that we are confronting terrorists where their roots run deepest. Success in Afghanistan is still possible, but only if we act quickly, judiciously, and decisively. We should pursue an integrated strategy that reinforces our troops in Afghanistan and works to remove the limitations placed by some NATO allies on their forces. Our strategy must also include sustained diplomacy to isolate the Taliban and more effective development programs that target aid to areas where the Taliban are making inroads.

I will join with our allies in insisting -- not simply requesting -- that Pakistan crack down on the Taliban, pursue Osama bin Laden and his lieutenants, and end its relationship with all terrorist groups. At the same time, I will encourage dialogue between Pakistan and India to work toward resolving their dispute over Kashmir and between Afghanistan and Pakistan to resolve their historic differences and develop the Pashtun border region. If Pakistan can look toward the east with greater confidence, it will be less likely to believe that its interests are best advanced through cooperation with the Taliban.

Although vigorous action in South Asia and Central Asia should be a starting point, our efforts must be broader. There must be no safe haven for those who plot to kill Americans. To defeat al Qaeda, I will build a twenty-first-century military and twenty-first-century partnerships as strong as the anticommunist alliance that won the Cold War to stay on the offense everywhere from Djibouti to Kandahar.

Here at home, we must strengthen our homeland security and protect the critical infrastructure on which the entire world depends. We can start by spending homeland security dollars on the basis of risk. This means investing more resources to defend mass transit, closing the gaps in our aviation security by screening all cargo on passenger airliners and checking all passengers against a comprehensive watch list, and upgrading port security by ensuring that cargo is screened for radiation.

To succeed, our homeland security and counterterrorism actions must be linked to an intelligence community that deals effectively with the threats we face. Today, we rely largely on the same institutions and practices that were in place before 9/11. We need to revisit intelligence reform, going beyond rearranging boxes on an organizational chart. To keep pace with highly adaptable enemies, we need technologies and practices that enable us to efficiently collect and share information within and across our intelligence agencies. We must invest still more in human intelligence and deploy additional trained operatives and diplomats with specialized knowledge of local cultures and languages. And we should institutionalize the practice of developing competitive assessments of critical threats and strengthen our methodologies of analysis.

Finally, we need a comprehensive strategy to defeat global terrorists -- one that draws on the full range of American power, not just our military might. As a senior U.S. military commander put it, when people have dignity and opportunity, "the chance of extremism being welcomed greatly, if not completely, diminishes." It is for this reason that we need to invest with our allies in strengthening weak states and helping to rebuild failed ones.

In the Islamic world and beyond, combating the terrorists' prophets of fear will require more than lectures on democracy. We need to deepen our knowledge of the circumstances and beliefs that underpin extremism. A crucial debate is occurring within Islam. Some believe in a future of peace, tolerance, development, and democratization. Others embrace a rigid and violent intolerance of personal liberty and the world at large. To empower forces of moderation, America must make every effort to export opportunity -- access to education and health care, trade and investment -- and provide the kind of steady support for political reformers and civil society that enabled our victory in the Cold War. Our beliefs rest on hope; the extremists' rest on fear. That is why we can -- and will -- win this struggle.

REBUILDING OUR PARTNERSHIPS

To renew American leadership in the world, I intend to rebuild the alliances, partnerships, and institutions necessary to confront common threats and enhance common security. Needed reform of these alliances and institutions will not come by bullying other countries to ratify changes we hatch in isolation. It will come when we convince other governments and peoples that they, too, have a stake in effective partnerships.

Too often we have sent the opposite signal to our international partners. In the case of Europe, we dismissed European reservations about the wisdom and necessity of the Iraq war. In Asia, we belittled South Korean efforts to improve relations with the North. In Latin America, from Mexico to Argentina, we failed to adequately address concerns about immigration and equity and economic growth. In Africa, we have allowed genocide to persist for over four years in Darfur and have not done nearly enough to answer the African Union's call for more support to stop the killing. I will rebuild our ties to our allies in Europe and Asia and strengthen our partnerships throughout the Americas and Africa.

Our alliances require constant cooperation and revision if they are to remain effective and relevant. NATO has made tremendous strides over the last 15 years, transforming itself from a Cold War security structure into a partnership for peace. But today, NATO's challenge in Afghanistan has exposed, as Senator Lugar has put it, "the growing discrepancy between NATO's expanding missions and its lagging capabilities." To close this gap, I will rally our NATO allies to contribute more troops to collective security operations and to invest more in reconstruction and stabilization capabilities.

And as we strengthen NATO, we must build new alliances and partnerships in other vital regions. As China rises and Japan and South Korea assert themselves, I will work to forge a more effective framework in Asia that goes beyond bilateral agreements, occasional summits, and ad hoc arrangements, such as the six-party talks on North Korea. We need an inclusive infrastructure with the countries in East Asia that can promote stability and prosperity and help confront transnational threats, from terrorist cells in the Philippines to avian flu in Indonesia. I will also encourage China to play a responsible role as a growing power -- to help lead in addressing the common problems of the twenty-first century. We will compete with China in some areas and cooperate in others. Our essential challenge is to build a relationship that broadens cooperation while strengthening our ability to compete.

In addition, we need effective collaboration on pressing global issues among all the major powers -- including such newly emerging ones as Brazil, India, Nigeria, and South Africa. We need to give all of them a stake in upholding the international order. To that end, the United Nations requires far-reaching reform. The UN Secretariat's management practices remain weak. Peacekeeping operations are overextended. The new UN Human Rights Council has passed eight resolutions condemning Israel -- but not a single resolution condemning the genocide in Darfur or human rights abuses in Zimbabwe. Yet none of these problems will be solved unless America rededicates itself to the organization and its mission.

Strengthened institutions and invigorated alliances and partnerships are especially crucial if we are to defeat the epochal, man-made threat to the planet: climate change. Without dramatic changes, rising sea levels will flood coastal regions around the world, including much of the eastern seaboard. Warmer temperatures and declining rainfall will reduce crop yields, increasing conflict, famine, disease, and poverty. By 2050, famine could displace more than 250 million people worldwide. That means increased instability in some of the most volatile parts of the world.

As the world's largest producer of greenhouse gases, America has the responsibility to lead. While many of our industrial partners are working hard to reduce their emissions, we are increasing ours at a steady clip -- by more than ten percent per decade. As president, I intend to enact a cap-and-trade system that will dramatically reduce our carbon emissions. And I will work to finally free America of its dependence on foreign oil -- by using energy more efficiently in our cars, factories, and homes, relying more on renewable sources of electricity, and harnessing the potential of biofuels.

Getting our own house in order is only a first step. China will soon replace America as the world's largest emitter of greenhouse gases. Clean energy development must be a central focus in our relationships with major countries in Europe and Asia. I will invest in efficient and clean technologies at home while using our assistance policies and export promotions to help developing countries leapfrog the carbon-energy-intensive stage of development. We need a global response to climate change that includes binding and enforceable commitments to reducing emissions, especially for those that pollute the most: the United States, China, India, the European Union, and Russia. This challenge is massive, but rising to it will also bring new benefits to America. By 2050, global demand for low-carbon energy could create an annual market worth $500 billion. Meeting that demand would open new frontiers for American entrepreneurs and workers.

BUILDING JUST, SECURE, DEMOCRATIC SOCIETIES

Finally, to renew American leadership in the world, I will strengthen our common security by investing in our common humanity. Our global engagement cannot be defined by what we are against; it must be guided by a clear sense of what we stand for. We have a significant stake in ensuring that those who live in fear and want today can live with dignity and opportunity tomorrow.

People around the world have heard a great deal of late about freedom on the march. Tragically, many have come to associate this with war, torture, and forcibly imposed regime change. To build a better, freer world, we must first behave in ways that reflect the decency and aspirations of the American people. This means ending the practices of shipping away prisoners in the dead of night to be tortured in far-off countries, of detaining thousands without charge or trial, of maintaining a network of secret prisons to jail people beyond the reach of the law.

Citizens everywhere should be able to choose their leaders in climates free of fear. America must commit to strengthening the pillars of a just society. We can help build accountable institutions that deliver services and opportunity: strong legislatures, independent judiciaries, honest police forces, free presses, vibrant civil societies. In countries wracked by poverty and conflict, citizens long to enjoy freedom from want. And since extremely poor societies and weak states provide optimal breeding grounds for disease, terrorism, and conflict, the United States has a direct national security interest in dramatically reducing global poverty and joining with our allies in sharing more of our riches to help those most in need. We need to invest in building capable, democratic states that can establish healthy and educated communities, develop markets, and generate wealth. Such states would also have greater institutional capacities to fight terrorism, halt the spread of deadly weapons, and build health-care infrastructures to prevent, detect, and treat deadly diseases such as HIV/AIDS, malaria, and avian flu.

As president, I will double our annual investment in meeting these challenges to $50 billion by 2012 and ensure that those new resources are directed toward worthwhile goals. For the last 20 years, U.S. foreign assistance funding has done little more than keep pace with inflation. It is in our national security interest to do better. But if America is going to help others build more just and secure societies, our trade deals, debt relief, and foreign aid must not come as blank checks. I will couple our support with an insistent call for reform, to combat the corruption that rots societies and governments from within. I will do so not in the spirit of a patron but in the spirit of a partner -- a partner mindful of his own imperfections.

Our rapidly growing international AIDS programs have demonstrated that increased foreign assistance can make a real difference. As part of this new funding, I will capitalize a $2 billion Global Education Fund that will bring the world together in eliminating the global education deficit, much as the 9/11 Commission proposed. We cannot hope to shape a world where opportunity outweighs danger unless we ensure that every child everywhere is taught to build and not to destroy.

There are compelling moral reasons and compelling security reasons for renewed American leadership that recognizes the inherent equality and worth of all people. As President Kennedy said in his 1961 inaugural address, "To those people in the huts and villages of half the globe struggling to break the bonds of mass misery, we pledge our best efforts to help them help themselves, for whatever period is required -- not because the communists may be doing it, not because we seek their votes, but because it is right. If a free society cannot help the many who are poor, it cannot save the few who are rich." I will show the world that America remains true to its founding values. We lead not only for ourselves but also for the common good.

RESTORING AMERICA'S TRUST

Confronted by Hitler, Roosevelt said that our power would be "directed toward ultimate good as well as against immediate evil. We Americans are not destroyers; we are builders." It is time for a president who can build consensus here at home for an equally ambitious course.

Ultimately, no foreign policy can succeed unless the American people understand it and feel they have a stake in its success -- unless they trust that their government hears their concerns as well. We will not be able to increase foreign aid if we fail to invest in security and opportunity for our own people. We cannot negotiate trade agreements to help spur development in poor countries so long as we provide no meaningful help to working Americans burdened by the dislocations of a global economy. We cannot reduce our dependence on foreign oil or defeat global warming unless Americans are willing to innovate and conserve. We cannot expect Americans to support placing our men and women in harm's way if we cannot show that we will use force wisely and judiciously. But if the next president can restore the American people's trust -- if they know that he or she is acting with their best interests at heart, with prudence and wisdom and some measure of humility -- then I believe the American people will be eager to see America lead again.

I believe they will also agree that it is time for a new generation to tell the next great American story. If we act with boldness and foresight, we will be able to tell our grandchildren that this was the time when we helped forge peace in the Middle East. This was the time we confronted climate change and secured the weapons that could destroy the human race. This was the time we defeated global terrorists and brought opportunity to forgotten corners of the world. And this was the time when we renewed the America that has led generations of weary travelers from all over the world to find opportunity and liberty and hope on our doorstep.

It was not all that long ago that farmers in Venezuela and Indonesia welcomed American doctors to their villages and hung pictures of JFK on their living room walls, when millions, like my father, waited every day for a letter in the mail that would grant them the privilege to come to America to study, work, live, or just be free.

We can be this America again. This is our moment to renew the trust and faith of our people -- and all people -- in an America that battles immediate evils, promotes an ultimate good, and leads the world once more.
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