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Thank you very much for that kind introduction. 


I am very pleased to have the chance to speak today at the 

United Nations University, not only because it brings me to this remarkable campus in this remarkable country, but also because the UNU is the engine of ideas for the United Nations. 


And in the broad sweep of history, ideas matter.  Most of us working within governments, non-governmental organizations or even within the United Nations, are in the policy business.  

We develop policy, we encourage policy, we implement policy and we promote and explain policy. 


We sometimes forget that that it is ideas – the currency of the UNU – that drives policy.  Empires and rulers come and go, but they are often forgotten unless they leave a legacy that contributes to our sense of how the world works, and how it should work – unless they leave a legacy of ideas.


The importance of the UNU’s role, and the fact that -- with strong support from Japan -- it is now fulfilling the mandate for which it was created has been recognized by the international community, as evidenced by recent decisions by a host of countries to dramatically increase the network of UNU institutes around the world. 


And the ideas that the UNU now raises give it a very influential role in the international arena.  I should also add that the UNU’s presence here in Tokyo adds weight to the already prominent role that Japan plays in setting the international agenda, both inside and outside our Organization.


I hope you noticed that I said “our” Organization.  My use of the plural was not a reference to my UNU and UNIC colleagues present here today.  But it was conscious and deliberate. 


I call the UN our Organization because I firmly believe that the UN is your Organization as much as it is mine – the UN Charter belongs to the whole world, and the Organization set up to deliver on the promises of the Charter contributes to the well-being of every person in it.  Of course, not everyone understands this. 

I once asked a distinguished Washingtonian what lay behind all the hostility I heard expressed there towards the UN: didn't our critics understand what we were doing – was it ignorance or was it apathy?  He replied: "I don't know, and I don't care.”  Which rather explains the UN's image problem, at least in the United States.  


Two years ago, in March 2003, as the debates were raging in the Security Council over Iraq, a BBC interviewer rather glibly asked me, "So how does the UN feel about being seen as the 'i' word – irrelevant?"


He was about to go on when I interrupted him.  "As far as we're concerned," I retorted, "the 'i' word is ‘indispensable'”.


It wasn't just a debating point.  Those of us who toil every day at the Headquarters of the United Nations – and even more our colleagues on the front lines in the field – have become a little exasperated at seeing our institutional obituaries in the press.  


The UN system turns 60 this year.  Sixty is the age when people at the UN contemplate retirement.  Is the UN ready to be pensioned off?  Our answer is a resounding “no” -- the world needs the United Nations now, more than ever.  Let me explain why.


And on the principle that the best crystal ball is a rear-view mirror, I will first venture back into history.


The United Nations was founded during a period when the world had known almost nothing but war and strife, bookended by two savage World Wars that began within 25 years of each other.  In the first half of the twentieth century, people in Japan and in most parts of the world scarcely had the luxury of deciding whether they were interested in world politics.  World politics took a thoroughly intrusive interest in them.  


Horror succeeded horror, until, in 1945, the world was brought face to face with the terrible tragedies wrought by war, fascism, attempted genocide and the nuclear bomb.  Had things gone on like that, the future of the human race would have been bleak indeed.



Happily they did not go on like that.  The second half of the twentieth century was far from perfect.  But it was a spectacular improvement on the first half.


I do not deny that tyrannies and civil wars and even international wars continued, and billions of people still live in extreme and degrading poverty.  But the overall record of the second half of the twentieth century is one of amazing advances.  The world economy expanded as never before.  There was astonishing technological progress.  Many in the industrialized world now enjoy a level of prosperity, and have access to a range of experiences, that their grandparents could scarcely have dreamt of; and even in the developing world, there has been spectacular economic growth.  Child mortality has been reduced.  Literacy has spread.  The peoples of the so-called "Third World" threw off the yoke of colonialism, and those of the Soviet bloc won political freedom.  Democracy and human rights are not yet universal, but they are now much more the norm than the exception.


Did all this happen by accident?  


No.  It happened because, in and after 1945, a group of 

far-sighted leaders were determined to make the second half of the twentieth century different from the first.  


So they drew up rules to govern international behaviour, and they founded institutions in which different nations could cooperate for the common good.  That was the idea of “global governance” – to foster international cooperation, for the elaboration of consensual global norms and for the establishment of predictable, universally applicable rules, to the benefit of all.  


The keystone of the arch was the United Nations itself.  The UN was seen by world leaders as the only possible alternative to the disastrous experiences of the first half of the century.  It stood for a world in which people of different nations and cultures looked on each other, not as subjects of fear and suspicion but as potential partners, able to exchange goods and ideas to their mutual benefit. 


The US President who presided at the birth of the UN, Harry Truman, put it clearly: "You have created a great instrument for peace and security and human progress in the world," he declared to the assembled signatories of the United Nations Charter in San Francisco on June 26, 1945.  "... If we fail to use it, we shall betray all those who have died in order that we might meet here in freedom and safety to create it.  If we seek to use it selfishly – for the advantage of any one nation or any small group of nations – 

we shall be equally guilty of that betrayal".


Despite those promising beginnings, it is in the United States, above all, that the Organization has suffered most. 


Perhaps part of the problem lies in the expectations that many Americans have had for the world Organization.  "If the UN was good for anything," declared one Republican legislator after the debates on Iraq, "it would be [for] something like this.  Since the UN was no good for this, maybe they're good for nothing".


There is, of course, a more fundamental American critique of the place of the United Nations in today's world.  The notion gained ground in the first years of this century, particularly in the wake of Robert Kagan's book Of Paradise and Power, that the elemental issue in world affairs today is the incompatibility of the American and "European" diagnoses of our contemporary geopolitical condition. 


In this view, the US sees a Hobbesian world, rife with menace and disorder, that requires the imposition of order and stability by a Leviathan, while Europe (and much of the rest of the world) imagines a Kantian world of peace and rationality which can be managed by reasonable-minded leaders coming to sensible arrangements through institutions like the United Nations. 


Since the latter view is a fantasy, such analysts suggest, the institutions underpinning it are equally impractical and ineffectual.  In the real world, a Hobbesian Leviathan could not possibly function if he were to be tied down by a system of rules designed to serve smaller states. 


Hence their answer lies in disregarding the United Nations and -- as US academic Michael J. Glennon argued in Foreign Affairs, restoring might to its rightful place in world affairs.


There are many flaws in this argument, but the key one lies in its central premise.  For the United Nations was not created by starry-eyed Kantians; it was established as a response to a Hobbesian world.


Japan, with its justified annoyance at the so-called enemy clauses in the UN Charter – clauses that have long since lost any utility or purpose – will have no trouble remembering that the UN Charter was not the work of starry-eyed idealists, but rather of the leaders of the coalition of States that won the Second World War, and what they were seeking to do was convert their wartime alliance into a peacetime organization. 


They saw the Hobbesian world of the preceding three decades, which had inflicted upon humanity two savage world wars, several brutal civil wars, the atrocities perpetrated by totalitarianism and the horrors of the Holocaust and of Hiroshima and Nagasaki, and vowed "never again." 


But the Leviathan imagined by the visionary statesmen of that era was not a single power; it was a system of laws that would ensure that the world of the second half of the 20th century would be a better place than the one that had barely survived the first half. 


So great was the perceived American stake in such a system that the US became its principal financial contributor, paying as much as 50% of the United Nations' regular budget in the first years of the Organization (a figure astonishing to recall at a time when so much American diplomatic energy was recently invested in reducing its current share from 25% to 22%).  


And the world for which they and all of the Allies had fought was a world of increasing openness; of imperial contraction making way for the expansion of freedom; of growing mutual confidence; above all, a world of hope.


That hope seemed to have dimmed around the world in 2003.  A Pew Poll taken in 20 countries in the middle of that year showed that the UN had suffered a great deal of collateral damage over Iraq.  The UN's credibility was down in the US because it did not support the US Administration on the war, and in 19 other countries because it did not prevent the war.  So we got hit from both sides of the debate.  And we are aware that Iraq is not the only source of frustration with the international system.  Indeed, We, Japan has expressed its disappointment that talks on reforming the UN Security Council have not so far translated into substantial action – a disappointment that Secretary-General Annan shares.


But there can be no weakening of our efforts to make the world a better place in larger freedom.  On the contrary, we are seizing on our 60th anniversary to contemplate renewal, not retirement.  Recently we saw the release of the report of the Secretary-General's High-level Panel on Threats, Challenges and Change, which examines the entire architecture of the international system built up since 1945.  And very soon—and certainly before the end of the month, Secretary-General will release his ideas for refocusing the international system.  This year, the UN will also review the Millennium Development Goals established five years ago by the largest single gathering of Heads of State and Government in human history.  So our 60th Anniversary year is a crucial one.  But that is not all.  


The Security Council might have failed to agree over Iraq in 2003, but Iraq was back in the Security Council soon after the invasion, in May, when the international community gave its blessing to the occupation, by unanimously adopted resolution 1483.  In August 2003, the Council passed resolution 1500, giving the United Nations significant tasks in post-war reconstruction. 


The very submission of these resolutions by the US to the 

Security Council was an acknowledgment by Washington that there is, in Secretary-General Kofi Annan's words, no substitute for the unique legitimacy provided by the United Nations.  Without Resolution 1483, the US-led coalition could not have sold a single drop of oil.  There would have been nothing to prevent, say, a Russian company from filing suit at the International Court of Arbitration in Paris, saying they had a prior contract on that oil with the legal Government of Iraq, that of Saddam Hussein.  It was the Security Council resolution that allowed the new authorities in Iraq to conduct normal commerce.  


And the acceptance of the two resolutions by other Council Members – even those who led the demarche against the US intervention – demonstrated their understanding of the importance of collective action.  


Secondly, the authorization (or not) of war in Iraq is not the only gauge of the Security Council's relevance.  Just five years ago, the NATO alliance bombed Yugoslavia over its Government's conduct in Kosovo, without the approval of, or even reference to, the Security Council.  My interviewer's "i" word was heard widely in those days – Kosovo, it was said, had demonstrated the UN's irrelevance. 


But the issue of Kosovo returned to the Security Council when arrangements had to be found to administer the territory after the war.  Only the Security Council could confer international legitimacy on these arrangements and encourage all nations to extend support and resources to the enterprise.  And only one body could be entrusted with the responsibility to run the civilian administration of Kosovo: the United Nations.  Once again, the United Nations may have been irrelevant to a war, but was vital to the ensuing peace. 


And in January of this year, despite some grumbling that the UN was not playing a big enough role, it was the UN that trained the 6000 Iraqi electoral staff, drafted the electoral law, and devised the structures that made the Iraqi election possible.  Our problem has not been that the UN is irreverent to Iraq but rather that there has been pressure on the UN to play a greater role than security conditions currently allow. 



Indeed Japan’s very welcome contribution to the UN Trust Fund for a "distinct entity” force under the MNF command that is to protect UN staff in Iraq will help us make great strides towards overcoming even this problem.  This contribution, together with $8.3 million contributed by other UN Member States, will allow for enhanced security arrangements in Baghdad and will mean we can re-establish a UN presence in Erbil and Basrah. 

Washington has rediscovered in Iraq that the US is better able to win wars alone than to construct peace: military strength has its limitations in the area of nation-building (as Talleyrand said, the one thing you cannot do with a bayonet is to sit on it).  


And whatever happens in Iraq, let us also not forget that the relevance of the United Nations does not stand or fall on its conduct on one issue alone.  When this crisis has passed, the world will still be facing (to use Secretary-General Kofi Annan's phrase) innumerable "problems without passports" – problems that cross all frontiers uninvited, problems of the proliferation of weapons of mass destruction, of the degradation of our common environment, of contagious disease and chronic starvation, of human rights and human wrongs, of mass illiteracy and massive displacement. 


Japan commitment to multilateralism, its willingness to listen and to consider the needs and desires of others, its dedication to peace and development, and its ongoing engagement in global efforts to address the problems of our times, has cemented Japan’s role as a global leader – and the forum for these actions has been the United Nations.


Of course, the UN is not perfect.  It has sometimes acted unwisely and sometimes been too divided to succeed.  And all too often, Member States have passed resolutions they themselves had no intention of implementing.  The United Nations is, at its best, a mirror of the world: it reflects our divisions and disagreements as well as our hopes and convictions. 


And the United Nations is both a stage and an actor.  It is a stage on which the Member States play their parts, declaiming their differences and their convergences, and it is an actor (particularly in the form of the Secretary-General, his staff, agencies, and operations) executing the policies made on that stage.  


The general public usually fails to see this distinction, and governments have at times seen advantage in blaming their sins of omission or commission on the Organization.  When US officials blame the United Nations for failing to prevent genocide in Rwanda, overlooking the United States' own role in ensuring the Security Council took no action on that issue, the point could not be clearer.


Indeed, one of the more unpleasant, if convenient, uses to which the United Nations has regularly been put has been to serve as a pliant scapegoat for the failures of its member states.  Kofi Annan has often joked, and well before the current foolishness, that the acronym by which he is known inside the Organization – "SG" – in fact stands for "Scape Goat".  There is, sadly, some considerable utility to an institution that can safely be blamed for errors to which those who committed them cannot afford – politically – to admit.  


But when it is all said and done, the simple truth is the world needs laws and norms that countries negotiate together, and agree to uphold as the “rules of the road.”  And it needs a forum where sovereign states can come together to share burdens, address common problems and seize common opportunities.  That forum is the United Nations.


Global challenges, like terrorism, demand global solutions.  Our security here in Tokyo is a function of the world – not just the city, and the “problems without passports” I mentioned previously cannot be solved by one country, however powerful.  


One convincing example.  Immediately after the tragic horror of the 11 September terrorist attacks on the US, the UN Security Council passed two vital resolutions, which provided the international framework for the global battle against terrorism.  Resolution 1373 required nations to interdict arms flows and financial transfers to suspected terrorist groups, report on the movements of terrorists and update national legislation.  Without the legal authority that comes from a UN Security Council resolution under Chapter VII of the Charter – which is binding on all Member States – the US would have been hard pressed to obtain such cooperation “retail” from 191 individual states.  


This is why I am proud to use the other "i" word – and to affirm the UN's indispensability, as the only effective instrument the world has available to confront the challenges that will remain when Iraq has passed from the headlines.


Indeed I think we can readily say that the challenges we face are not the same as they were in 1945, and the UN needs to change with them.  Regrettably, we are still some way from a similar consensus on how to make the world more secure. 


I am sure you have heard the recent rounds of questions.  ‘When is the use of force permissible and who should decide?’  ‘Is “preventive war” sometimes justified, or is it simply aggression under another name?’  And even, in a world that has become somewhat “unipolar”, what role should the United Nations play?


It is the answers to these, and other, questions that the 

Secretary-General was seeking from the High-level Panel 

he established last year to report on threats, challenges and change.


That Panel’s report was delivered on 2 December, and the Secretary-General has described its 101 recommendations as “the most comprehensive and coherent set of proposals for forging a common response to common threats” he has ever seen.  It offers a clear explanation and reaffirmation of the right of self-defence; guidelines on the use of force to help the Security Council deal more decisively and proactively with both mass atrocities inside states and “nightmare scenarios” (such as those combining terrorists and weapons of mass destruction); agreement on a definition of terrorism (which has eluded the international community until now); and proposals to prevent a cascade of nuclear proliferation and improve bio-security.  It also contains a welter of practical proposals to update UN bodies – including the Security Council – and make the Organization more effective, notably in prevention and peacebuilding.


As I mentioned earlier, before the end of this month, the Secretary-General will produce his own report, which will outline proposals that will help us to continue to work together for a better world.  Let me tell you right now that I am in no position to predict what this report will have to say on some of the most vexing issues, like the question of membership of the Security Council.  However Secretary-General Annan has made his views clear that the Security Council is an institution that should reflect the geopolitical realities of 2005, not those of 1945. 


But let us also not focus on one issue alone as the litmus test by which change should be judged.  As Japan’s technological genius has taught the world, things do not need to be huge to be important.  The report will contain ideas that can make our world a better place for everyone, and that can make our Organization – your Organization – more efficient and better able to serve you in the twenty-first century. 


When that report is released I want to ask you to give serious consideration to the ideas it contains about many issues, to ask yourselves where you can make a difference, and to be open to how you, and the world, will benefit if they are put into practice.  It is only with guidance and support from leading Member States, like Japan, and from opinion-makers, that we will succeed. 


Dag Hammarskjöld once described the United Nations as an adventure, a new "Santa Maria", to use the name of Christopher Columbus' ship, battling its way through storms and uncharted waters to a new world.  

  
If we continue to be guided by the compass of our determination to live in a world governed by common rules and shared values, and to steer together in the multilateral institutions that the enlightened leaders of the last century have bequeathed to us, then indeed we can explore the hopes of the UN's founding fathers, and fulfil the continuing adventure of making this century better than the last.


But let me offer you one final story.  (Adam and Eve)


Thank you. 
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