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			Foreword

			Antonio Patriota has been my friend and a companion of journey for more than three decades. His qualities are so remarkable that it is difficult to summarize them in an introduction that, by definition, must be brief.

			The collection A Humanist Foreign Policy for a Multipolar World reflects his intellectual depth and ethical commitment. The work encompasses the diplomatic thought of the former Brazilian Foreign Minister, echoing the values that have always guided him in his career—the defense of multilateralism and dialogue, the promotion of peace, and the respect for human dignity.

			Antonio Patriota has never limited himself to the cold pragmatism that often characterizes diplomacy. In addition to his analytical rigor, Antonio possesses a profound human sensitivity and a rare openness to innovative ideas, which prove to be essential in this historical moment. His substantive contributions to the reflections of the Leaders pour la Paix, gathered in this work, as well as his advocacy for the concept of “responsibility while protecting” during Brazil’s participation in the United Nations Security Council in 2010–2011, testify to his unique intellectual capabilities.

			A Humanist Foreign Policy for a Multipolar World offers us a lucid analysis of an international order undergoing accelerated transition and the opportunities that can arise when states prioritize cooperation over hegemonic competition and the imposition of ideas and objectives through the use of force.

			In the face of the triple challenge represented by the emergence of new threats to peace and security, climate change, and disruptive technologies, Patriota proposes a model of multipolarity that prioritizes cooperation and negotiation.

			For Antonio Patriota, multipolarity is not only an unavoidable reality but also an opportunity to build a fairer and more balanced international system, one capable of considering the voices of the most vulnerable in major global decisions. This transition to a multipolar world demands efforts to democratize and reform international governance institutions so that they reflect the diversity and aspirations of the peoples they represent.

			The diplomacy he advocates serves as an instrument for promoting the common good without neglecting national interests. In this context, Antonio offers valuable reflections on Brazil’s historical contributions to multilateralism and possible paths for the country to regain its position of moral and strategic leadership, drawing on its peaceful diplomatic tradition, grounded in international law and the United Nations Charter, committed to sustainable development, and enriched by its cultural and social diversity.

			Antonio Patriota’s response to the dilemmas of contemporary diplomatic action aligns fully with the vision of President Luiz Inácio Lula da Silva. In his speech at the G20 Summit in Rio de Janeiro, President Lula stated that the solution to the crisis of multilateralism is more multilateralism.

			In times of great uncertainty and change, Antonio revisits essential principles applied throughout a life dedicated to diplomacy and humanism. His brilliant career is a testament to the values that unite humanity. They must serve as an inspiration for our collective action.

			A Humanist Foreign Policy for a Multipolar World is essential reading for all those concerned with the future of international relations.

			Enjoy your reading.

			Celso Amorim

		

		

		
			Introduction

			The articles included in this book were written following my tenure as Foreign Minister of Brazil. They supplement two volumes of speeches, interviews and articles published by FUNAG, chronicling the period when I stood at the helm of Itamaraty, from January 2011 to August 2013. 
I chose to publish this series of texts in English, given the relatively scant material available to non-Portuguese-speaking audiences interested in Brazilian foreign policy. Several pieces were originally written in English; others were translated by Miguel Cooper Patriota, whose attentive editorial assistance I wish to acknowledge.

			After the impeachment of Dilma Rousseff and the Michel Temer presidency, Jair Bolsonaro was elected with an extremist agenda that attempted to redefine Brazilian diplomacy. This marked a significant shift in the country’s external relations, particularly during his first two years in office. However, the return of President Lula to the Planalto Palace, on January 2023, has swiftly and effectively redressed course, drawing renewed strength from the professionalism of the Brazilian diplomatic corps. ‘Brazil is back’ is the slogan that encapsulates the enthusiasm with which the country has engaged anew with its region and the rest of the world as a beacon of democracy, sustainability and peace. 

			Over the past decade, I have held the positions of Permanent Representative of Brazil to the United Nations and Brazilian Ambassador to Italy, Egypt, and the United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland. The adoption of the Sustainable Development Goals and the Paris Agreement on climate, in 2015, seemed to herald a post-unipolar world in which multilateralism would play a central role in fostering international cooperation. Subsequently, the COVID-19 pandemic disrupted our daily lives and challenged patterns of economic interaction, even as tension among the major military powers built up. War in Ukraine and Gaza exposed inconsistencies in their adherence to international law, with dire systemic implications. 

			

			These texts reflect a steadfast commitment to an international order based on respect for the UN Charter and international law, which has become a hallmark of Brazilian diplomacy. The articles also attempt to examine the emergence of multipolarity as a geopolitical phenomenon that can and should be placed at the service of a more democratic international order. Cooperative multipolarity, however, cannot be considered a foregone conclusion. It requires persistent, enlightened leadership, engaged civil societies, and a reliable media. Academia and the private sector can provide valuable support, as the world confronts the triple challenges of rising security threats, climate change and potentially disruptive new technologies.     

			During the past three years, I was entrusted with the role of rapporteur for the Leaders for Peace (LPP) group. This platform was created by former French Prime Minister Jean-Pierre Raffarin, who brought together a distinguished group of practitioners and experts representing a broad geographic and political spectrum for an action-oriented dialogue on the pressing issues of our times. While the three LPP reports in this compendium were not written in my capacity as a government official, they reflect concerns, expectations and policy recommendations aligned with the thrust of Brazilian diplomacy. I include them in this publication to illustrate how the Brazilian commitment to peace is in harmony with like-minded voices from all parts of the world. 

			As I state in the article on the foreign policy of the Dilma Rousseff presidency, I have witnessed and participated in a Brazilian trajectory of increased global influence, marked by a diplomacy anchored in humanist values. While this has been a rewarding experience in itself, there are a number of troubling recent trends in world affairs which call for vigilance and enhanced countervailing efforts. We seem to be approaching dangerous tipping points not only as regards the environment but also with respect to the sustainability of an international order based on universal respect for the UN Charter and other key documents. If the international community is to avoid an erosion of the basis upon which an imperfect but still indispensable order was built, I am convinced that the humanism inherent in Brazil’s commitment to peace and social justice can help us to evolve into more civilized international relations in the emerging multipolar world.

			Finally, I wish to thank those involved in organizing this publication, especially Patrick Luna and FUNAG, under both Marcia Loureiro and Raphael Azeredo and their abel team, in particular Henrique Sardinha P. Filho, without whom this project would not have materialized.

			Antonio de Aguiar Patriota

		

	
		

		
			Chapter 1

			Brazil and the New Multilateralism1

			A shift on the global balance of power is underway. Emerging countries are increasingly playing significant roles on issues of global interest, such as global economy, trade, investment, as well as in diplomacy and in multilateral decision-making.

			In a few years, we will witness a historically rare phenomenon, when a new country will hold the position of the world’s largest economy. China’s GDP will soon become the largest in the world, overtaking the United States. The last time the world’s number one economy changed was in the nineteenth century, when the US economy surpassed the United Kingdom’s.

			Another remarkable trait of contemporary international relations is the unprecedented reduction of poverty on a global scale—and Brazil has experienced a steep decline of social inequality over the past years as no other country—and making the eradication of extreme poverty an attainable goal worldwide. It is possible that, by 2030, a majority of the world’s population will be able to enjoy a middle-class standard of living, an achievement unparalleled in human history.

			However, this will not eliminate the significant gap in living standards that will continue to exist between developed and developing countries, such as China and India, even though both will probably become the first and second largest world economies in terms of GDP by 2050.

			As emerging countries are increasingly more able to tilt the balance, the so-called “established powers” still play a major role globally. These countries will continue to have diversified economies, formidable technological capacity and, in the case of the US, the ability to hold, for decades to come, a far superior military power. Nevertheless, there is no question that the relative power of the G7 countries has declined and, with it, their capacity to lead.

			The Loss of Economic and Political Leadership

			The shift in relative power among states is the result not only of measurable, long-term structural elements, such as the size of the economy, military power or demographic projections, but also of specific events, such as the invasion of Iraq in 2003. The absence of weapons of mass destruction in Iraq, as revealed afterwards, on the one hand, and the aftermath of military intervention, which caused large-scale destabilization, on the other, have proven the irrationality of the entire endeavor. The episode has come to be viewed very critically not only by the international community but even by the current US president, whose election in 2008 was a result, in part, of his criticism of the war.

			A second sign of erosion in the leadership capacity of developed countries can be traced to the financial crisis in 2008-2009. Later developments have spread skepticism with respect to their capacity to lead the resumption of global economic growth and to their capacity of displaying wisdom and ethics in managing capitalism.

			This is a time in which we begin to turn the page on what has been referred to as “unipolarity”—the period after the fall of the Berlin Wall when a single power was so economically and militarily superior to other countries that it was able to act unilaterally based on a self-proclaimed “exceptionalism.” Today, world public opinion is becoming increasingly aware of the fact that international law cannot coexist with such exceptions and is incompatible with such mindsets.

			A defining feature of multipolarity is that no pole can impose outcomes on its own in the international arena. For the international system to be effective—from the economy to the environment, from peace and security to human rights—it will have to be the work of many, the product of negotiations, dialogue and diplomacy. Unless we move toward enhanced and improved multilateralism, therefore, humanity will face a state of gridlock that could drive us back into situations of systemic failure.

			Toward Collaboration

			What will be the prevailing feature of this new multipolarity? Constructive cooperation and coordination, or confrontation, lack of communication and zero-sum game struggles for power? The answer depends on the international system’s capacity to lead an effective transition and mobilize a significant number of players in the global community around common goals. A broad range of actors must be heard, with greater opportunity offered to voices coming from outside purely intergovernmental processes.

			We seem to be witnessing an “unfreezing of power,” to borrow from a well-known phrase by former Brazilian Foreign Minister Araujo Castro in 1971. He wrote that a “freezing of power” prevailed during the Cold War, especially after the negotiations of the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT). In the context of tenacious rivalry between the two superpowers and of the economic powers’ opposition to developing countries’ efforts to reduce asymmetries in international trade, Araujo Castro speculated that strong countries would grow stronger and weaker countries would grow weaker.

			Today, countries that were once weak, particularly emerging ones, have become stronger and increasingly able to influence outcomes, while the power and wisdom of richer countries, which had been viewed as unassailable, are increasingly questioned.

			The impasses faced by the UN Security Council in dealing with the crisis in Syria and with other situations seem to stem essentially—if not exclusively—from disagreements among its permanent members. It is worth noting the ineffectiveness of the “Quartet” (the European Union, the US, the Russian Federation, and the UN Secretary-General) supposedly responsible for creating momentum on the peace process between Israelis and Palestinians, but in practice perceived today as helpless observers of a status quo of neither peace nor justice.

			While Araujo Castro spoke of the virtual impossibility of reforming the mechanisms that reflected the “freezing of power,” what we see now is the reverse process. The reform of several mechanisms of global governance have begun to gather traction, despite the opposition of a few established powers—or of more conservative segments within those powers.

			This transformation began with the creation of the G20 coalition of developing countries at the World Trade Organization (WTO) Cancun Conference in 2003. The G20 ended the hegemony of the so-called “Quad” (United States, European Union, Japan and Canada), which used to dominate multilateral trade negotiations in the WTO.

			This WTO G20, which focused on agricultural trade issues, can be considered the precursor of the financial G20—the forum that arose from the 2008 financial crisis, when G7 members began to openly admit that global financial problems could no longer be discussed solely among the North Americans, the Europeans, and the Japanese. The inclusion of countries such as China, Brazil, Russia, and India, among others, became necessary when the developed countries recognized that they could not by themselves find solutions to major economic and financial challenges.

			Perhaps it would be more precise to refer today to a “partial unfreezing of power,” because certain attitudes persist regarding the preservation of prerogatives by the established powers, as does a resistance to reducing asymmetries. Still, there is broad acknowledgement that current global governance mechanisms will not remain effective if they do not adapt to the new multipolar reality. This consideration applies, in particular, to the UN Security Council.

			The new multipolar world is not comprised of a homogeneous group or a concert of like-minded countries. Among the BRICS, for instance, China and Russia are permanent members of the Security Council, and the status quo ensures that their voices be heard on issues of peace and security; whereas Brazil, India, South Africa, among others, promote a more transformative agenda.

			Brazil has clearly opted in favor of the construction of a multipolar order based on cooperation. This can only be achieved in a context of respect for international law and a renewed commitment to multilateralism. The decline of unipolarity can open the way to a new order that is more conducive to improving multilateralism, more favorable to diplomacy, and more respectful of international law. But this will not come about spontaneously. If we are indeed living a historic moment in terms of new possibilities for a more democratic, just, legitimate, and stable international order, we should not underestimate the challenges this vision for the future faces.

			The advancement of cooperative multipolarity founded on upholding international law will be bolstered by policies that reflect at least the following three considerations:

			a)	the preservation of undeniable accomplishments over the past century or so, which range from the sovereign equality of states to countless agreements negotiated and in force today, striking a balance between rights and obligations in spheres that require international cooperation;

			b)	a critique of the contradictions, asymmetries, gaps, and weaknesses that plague the multilateral system today and the rejection of unilateralism and exceptionalism—intrinsically incompatible with a law-based international order; and

			c)	the ability to go beyond condemnation and to propose ideas and solutions that contribute to cooperative multipolarity, in ways that are conducive to the enhancement of multilateralism, based on dialogue, negotiation and the preeminence of peaceful means of conflict resolution.

			This agenda can apply to virtually every major issue: from sustainable development to international peace and security; from trade to human rights to Internet governance; and, above all, to global governance itself.

			Negotiations on environmental issues can provide an early example of how this perspective might operate.

			The United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change (1992) and the Kyoto Protocol (1997) established the responsibilities of international actors with regard to climate change as “common, but differentiated.” Developed countries have a greater responsibility in environmental mitigation and adaptation efforts concerning climate change.

			At the time of the Rio+20 Summit (2012), the Brazilian delegation, together with others from the G77 and China, joined efforts to ensure that this principle was reaffirmed in the Outcome Document. Although this understanding was present in several prior international declarations and treaties, some were working to dilute it in the Rio+20 Outcome Document.

			Brazil did not shirk from reminding the parties that some developed countries, responsible for high levels of greenhouse gas emissions, continue to resist accepting their responsibilities. During Rio+20, President Dilma Rousseff emphasized that “new outcomes require new practices.” But beyond this, and in order to consolidate and revitalize the concept of sustainable development, Brazil helped to advance the proposal for the establishment of an innovative set of “Sustainable Development Goals,” reflecting the social, economic, and environmental triad that permeates “The Future We Want”—Rio+20 Outcome Document.

			In discussions on international peace and security, there are no more sensitive issues than those related to the use of force. In this area, the most significant accomplishment of the last century was the inclusion, in the United Nations Charter, of a general prohibition of the use of force, limiting it to exceptional cases of self-defense or to situations that are explicitly authorized by the Security Council.

			History has shown that the world cannot do without such a normative framework. Let us consider situations where the principles of the UN Charter or the terms of Security Council resolutions were set aside. This was the case not only in the US intervention in Iraq (2003), but also in the recent campaign in Libya (2011). Statistics on the human costs of the military intervention in Iraq are particularly disturbing. From the beginning of military operations in March 2003 to the withdrawal of troops in December 2011, more than 100,000 Iraqi civilians—including women, children, and the elderly—lost their lives due to violence generated by the intervention.

			In 2003, there were approximately 370,000 Iraqis living outside their country as refugees; in 2007, this figure had jumped to approximately 2.3 million. As a non-permanent member of the Security Council in 2011, Brazil abstained on Resolution 1973 (2011) on Libya, with the view that, notwithstanding the imperative of halting atrocities by the Qaddafi regime, the authorization to use “all means necessary” (which is virtually limitless) could, in the words of the then-Permanent Representative of Brazil to the UN, Ambassador Maria Luiza Ribeiro Viotti, “exacerbate tensions on the ground and do more harm than good to the very civilians we are committed to protect.”2

			Without condoning the behavior of former Iraqi or Libyan leaders, it is worth pointing out that these cases brought to the fore the challenge the international community faces in addressing threats to peace, while avoiding the weakening of the collective security system—and simultaneously preventing the eruption of instability on an even greater scale than that which the international community is attempting to contain.

			The spreading of violence to Mali and other parts of the Sahel in the aftermath of the NATO intervention in Libya gives us pause for reflection. Brazil did not limit itself to pointing out risks, but went on to propose the concept of “Responsibility while Protecting” (RwP), which President Dilma Rousseff outlined during the opening of the General Debate of the 66th UN General Assembly in September of 2011.

			Briefly, this concept stipulates that, in addressing international peace and security issues and the protection of civilians in armed conflict, we should “first, do no harm.” Thus, RwP places emphasis on preventive diplomacy and peaceful means of conflict resolution, with the use of force as a last resort. Should force be exceptionally authorized, it should be subject to well-defined limits. The proposal also highlights the importance for the Security Council to be able to resort to improved institutional means to monitor compliance with its resolutions.

			As the global balance of power undergoes a rapid shift, multilateral fora to address issues of interest to the international community must be preserved and adjusted to a new reality. This process is well underway in the economic arena, as demonstrated both by the reform of the IMF’s governance structure, and by the replacement of the G8 by the G20 as the premier forum for coordination in economic and financial issues. With regard to peace and security, however, breaking the deadlock has proven more difficult.

			

			The insistence by many today on the need to reform the Security Council reflects the urgent need for the multilateral system to improve its capacity to address threats to international peace and security more effectively.

			Improved global governance will not in and of itself overcome asymmetries and break the deadlock. For this we need leadership and political will. For the sake of the sustainability and effectiveness of their decisions, organizations with restricted membership will need to be sensitive to the concerns and interests of smaller countries that do not take part in their meetings and to civil society at large.

			Only when the decision-making process in the various fora charged with promoting cooperation is backed by the international community, in a broad sense, will it be possible to speak of achieving the ideal of inclusive multipolarity.

			We cannot passively wait for a transformation of global governance. We must work together to help build a system that is more cooperative and better able to promote development and peace for the greatest possible number of human beings around the world. In order to achieve this objective, diplomacy must be the first-resort tool and international law, our common language.

			

			
				
						1	This text was originally published in America’s Quarterly (Spring 2014).


						2	Excerpt of a speech given by Ambassador Maria Luiza Ribeiro Viotti on March 17, 2011, at the Security Council session where Resolution 1973 was approved. The document was approved with 10 votes for, 0 against, and with 5 abstentions (Germany, Brazil, China, India, and Russia).


				

			
		

	
		

		
			Chapter 2

			New Threats, Challenges and Opportunities for the Multilateral System1

			I

			We meet united by the shared assumption that the world is in disorder and multilateralism is in disrepair. At the same time, we all believe that multilateralism is not only worth saving, but would benefit from a new compact that involves adjustments in terms of governance and a recommitment to the UN Charter, in particular its provisions on collective security and the use of force.

			Last year, we celebrated two hundred years since the Vienna Congress and marked the First World War centenary. This year, we will be commemorating the 70th anniversary of the United Nations. UN Member States have been called upon to examine the lessons of history on at least two occasions in the past year. In January 2014, Jordan organized an open debate on “War, its lessons and the search for permanent peace” at the UN Security Council. Next Monday, February 23rd, China is convening a UNSC open debate on “Maintenance of international peace and security: reflect on history, reaffirm the strong commitment to the purposes and principles of the Charter of United Nations.”

			Numerous authors, think tanks, and prominent individuals are offering reflections on the topic of the current state of the international system. To name a few examples: Henry Kissinger, in his recent book World Order; Amin Maalouf in his work Disordered world; the 21st Century Concert Study Group; The Elders. And, of course, this Independent Commission on Multilateralism itself is part of the same trend.

			

			An underlying thread common to the many recent analyses of our current geopolitical status points to the transition from a unipolar to a multipolar world order. There is scant historic precedent of a similar transition in the absence of war. To some extent, the replacement of the Napoleonic hegemonic project by the Vienna Congress and the Concert of Europe can be recalled as a historic precedent, notwithstanding the obvious differences between the early 19th century and the early 21st century.

			One of the lessons that can be drawn from plurilateral coordination among major European powers after Napoleon’s military defeat has to do with the attitude of the victors towards the vanquished. The fact that France was not excluded—whether due to Talleyrand’s diplomatic shrewdness, or wisdom on the part of Metternich and his comrades in victory—should be remembered as an example of an “inclusive” attitude that helped to set the stage for decades of stability and absence of major conflict among the 19th century major powers.

			The 20th century provides us with contrasting examples that are also worth retaining. The League of Nations at the end of World War I held the premise of a new concert of nations for the promotion of cooperation and dialogue on matters related to peace and security. However, the fact is that it was comparatively less inclusive and turned out to represent an insurmountable weakness. The less than magnanimous treatment reserved by the Treaty of Versailles to a defeated Germany, at the same time, sowed the seeds of a resumed world conflict of even more devastating proportions twenty years later.

			Fast forward to 1945: the birth of the United Nations signals the creation of an inclusive system of collective security, while the Marshall Plan and the reconstruction of Japan and Germany marked a departure from Versailles, in a 20th century display of magnanimity towards the defeated.

			It is possible to affirm that, seventy years after the creation of the UN, a multilateral framework based on the UN Charter and international law has played a significant role in preventing the outbreak of a new devastating world conflict. This does not mean that the world has not experienced periods of intense military and ideological rivalry, such as the one between Washington and Moscow that ended with the fall of the Berlin Wall and the demise of the Soviet Union.

			After a brief unipolar moment, the world seems to be mired today in a context of serious challenges associated with the rise of terrorism, lingering tensions that result from the end of the Cold War and a redistribution of geopolitical influence, with the emergence of China at its core. An initial question worth pondering is whether the absence of magnanimity towards Russia after the end of the Cold War—as pointed out by John Mearsheimer in his article “Why the Ukraine Crisis is the West’s Fault”—is not one of the issues to be closely examined in light of historical experience. While Moscow was neither deprived of its permanent member status at the UN Security Council nor of its nuclear arsenal, NATO’s enlargement has been seen by many as unwise provocation. 

			Additionally, in light of historic experience, we should ponder whether today’s governance mechanisms, in particular the Security Council, are inclusive enough and are still capable of fulfilling their role.

			II

			As we examine new threats, challenges and opportunities to the multilateral system in 2015, there are a series of positive circumstances from which to derive encouragement, as far as the international community’s ability to shape a new international order in line with a multipolar distribution of power.

			In contrast with the post Napoleonic period or the aftermath of World War I and World War II, the world has developed a solid body of international law, with the UN Charter at its center and the multiplicity of international organizations that perform highly valued roles in a variety of areas, from the IAEA to UNESCO, including the WTO and other Bretton Woods institutions. A culture of dialogue and attempts at coordination has established itself.

			Even as we confront the challenge of evolving from a unipolar moment to a multipolar reality, under unprecedented historical circumstances, it is worth noting that important adjustments to governance mechanisms have taken place through diplomatic means. At the WTO, the replacement of the so-called “Quad” (composed by the USA, EU, Canada and Japan) by a new inner circle including emerging economies was one of the consequences of the Cancun Ministerial Conference in 2003. After the 2008 international financial crisis, the G7 was replaced by the G20 with the incorporation of the BRICS countries to this informal high-level coordination mechanism. At the UN, Member States have been able to establish new institutional mechanisms, as exemplified by the creation of the Human Rights Council and the Peacebuilding Architecture.

			Furthermore, the UN system is currently in the process of undertaking ambitious forward-looking agendas with a significant potential impact over the coming years and decades. Such is the nature of the post-2015 sustainable development agenda, on the basis of the Rio+20 outcome document, which succeeded in establishing a new consensus reflecting a common vision for international cooperation on the intersection of economic, social and environmental concerns.

			The review of peace operations called for by the Secretary-General and the Peacebuilding Architecture review can also be considered forward-looking exercises geared to adapting the UN to a new set of circumstances.

			It is also possible to argue that there are certain relatively new priority areas for multilateral cooperation that can act as a unifying force in today’s world. The first is climate change, which, as indicated by Amin Maalouf, in his brilliant book Disorder World, obliges the nations of the world to work together. This is an interesting unifying element that was not present in past junctures, when adjustments required by the new geopolitical configurations were examined, such as in Vienna and Versailles. The climate change agenda highlights, perhaps better than any other in today’s world, the notion that we are all in the same boat and that there will be no salvation without cooperation.

			Another unifying force can also be found when we look at new threats, challenges and opportunities (although it is not always perceived as such): I am thinking of the fight against terrorism. There is no respectable ideology espoused by any member of the international community that seeks to justify terrorism. If we look at the current permanent members of the UN Security Council, they all struggle with terrorist pressures, from separatist movements, in China and in Russia, to the extremist groups like al-Qaeda, ISIS and others that target Western European and North American cities.

			Interestingly, the UN Security Council reaches consensus without great difficulty on matters directly related to combating terrorism through cooperative multilateral efforts. However, notwithstanding the existence of a body of international law and organizations, the capacity of the UN system to respond to new challenges, and the presence of certain unifying issues, there is a growing awareness that, when it comes to peace and security, the international community needs to update its governance structures and establish a renewed commitment to searching for solutions through more effective, cooperative efforts.

			III

			What is preventing the world from cooperating more effectively on peace and security? A first order of consideration has to do with the emergence of new threats associated with non-state actors motivated by extremist ideologies questioning the very tenets of the international system—the best example being ISIS. At the same time, while there may be a general overarching consensus as regards the need to contain this phenomenon and defeat it, the strategies adopted to combat terrorism by major powers, in particular after the 9/11 attacks, have proven to be extremely divisive.

			When the Twin Towers of the World Trade Center were hit in September 2001, the entire international community expressed solidarity towards the US. The resolutions that authorized the use of force against the Taliban in Afghanistan were adopted by consensus in the UN Security Council. The 2003 military intervention in Iraq, however, seriously disrupted that unity. Whether one adopts legal, moral, or a purely “realpolitik” standpoint, the truth is that the invasion of Iraq was a fiasco, as UN General Wesley Clark admits in a recent book, and indirectly contributed to promoting terrorism. The 2003 Iraq invasion cannot be dissociated from the particularly brutal forms of extremism that have spread through the region and beyond since then.

			Equally divisive has been the unilateral interpretation by NATO of the Security Council authorization to protect civilians in Libya, and the policies regarding the departure of Bashar al-Assad in Syria as a pre-condition for a diplomatic solution to the crisis.

			Divisions also continue to produce paralysis when it comes to diplomatic efforts aimed at resolving the long-standing Israel-Palestine issue. Additionally, the enlargement of NATO, after the end of the Warsaw Pact, has generated mistrust in Russia, China and beyond.

			Tensions are also associated with the proliferation of weapons of mass destruction, as well as by the failure by nuclear weapon states to implement commitments undertaken in past NPT Review Conferences or to convene a conference on the creation of a nuclear weapon free zone in the Middle East. While there is a prolonged stalemate in the Conference on Disarmament and in the UN Disarmament Commission, the only results achieved on this matter are related to the Arms Trade Treaty.

			Finally, the growing inequality among nations (a subject dealt with under the Sustainable Development Agenda) remains a potential source of instability. According to a study by Oxfam, the wealthiest 1% will soon own more than the rest of the world’s population.

			IV

			How to react to this situation? The first step is to honestly assess the first fifteen years of the current century when it comes to the responses—or the inability of the international community to respond—to the threats and challenges that have emerged.

			Strategies associated with “regime change” and the use of force in Iraq and Libya have put the UN Charter under a “stress test.” These strategies were in part responsible for the difficulties the UN Security Council faced in dealing with the Syrian conflict in its initial stage and impacted as well on the Russian response to the Ukrainian crisis.

			

			At the same time, we should not forget that the bloodiest conflict of the present century has been that of the Democratic Republic of Congo. The situation in the DRC has been dealt through consensual strategies and given rise to innovative forms of peacekeeping.

			Iraq, Libya and even Afghanistan illustrate their shortcomings of strategies to combat terrorism through the use of force and “regime change.” The inescapable conclusion is that bad situations can become even worse and more problematic.

			In shaping a new cooperative multilateral order, attuned to multipolarity, either the UN will be at the center of that order, or there will be no order.

			There is an evident need to increase representation in the Security Council and to address its lack of legitimacy and its archaic dynamics that prevent countries other than the current permanent members to play a significant role.

			It is necessary to reestablish an international pact on the inadmissibility of the use of force outside the UN Charter provisions and without proper authorization by the Security Council.

			We cannot minimize the responsibility of the permanent members of the Security Council to make this new pact viable, both in terms of the rules governing the use of force and the update of governance structures. At the same time, the remaining 188 Member States cannot remain inactive and wait for the P5 to take the lead. There is a need to act and engage civil society and think tanks in this effort. That is why initiatives such as the Independent Commission on Multilateralism should be very much valued.

			

			
				
						1	Keynote remarks at inaugural retreat of the Independent Commission on Multilateralism, in the International Peace Institute, in New York, on February 20, 2015.


				

			
		

		

	
		

		
			Chapter 3

			Brazil and the shaping of a cooperative multipolar order1

			Since the beginning of the twenty-first century, a series of events have created the widespread perception that a new world order is being shaped. The “unipolar moment”—as defined by Charles Krauthammer in 1990 in a Foreign Affairs article, and then revisited by him in an essay that appeared in The National Interest in 2002—has come to an end. Currently no country, no matter how powerful, is in a position to single-handedly determine international outcomes.

			Recent experiences in Iraq and Afghanistan have illustrated these circumstances unambiguously. The 2008 global economic crisis also revealed the need for improved coordination on financial matters among a wider group of stakeholders.

			While there is no universal concept of world order, I would like to highlight two fundamental elements as identified by Henry Kissinger in his thoughtful new book World Order (2014). He defines them as “a set of commonly accepted rules that define the limits of permissible action, and a balance of power that enforces restraint when rules break down, preventing one political unit from subjugating all others.”

			Some elements of the new order taking shape can be seen in the emergence of the BRICS—which in a short span of time evolved from a Goldman Sachs acronym to an articulated group that held its first summit in 2009; just five years later, its members agreed to establish a new development bank, as well as a contingent reserve arrangement facility.

			At the same time, the challenge represented by climate change reflects—perhaps better than any other contemporary topic—the need for a world order centered on cooperation. Due to its transboundary nature, this inherently requires concerted solutions. No single country in isolation can avoid its effects or individually produce lasting solutions in this realm. Climate change—and sustainable development more broadly—reminds us that, in the twenty-first century, there is no salvation without cooperation.

			Although Kissinger’s book does not address those particular issues in great detail, it does underscore the fact of an emerging multipolar order. This emergence is quite palpable, even if the poles are asymmetrical— given the significant differences among them in terms of population, territory, GDP, military expenditure, and diplomatic clout, among other elements. For Brazil, in particular, this is a seminal moment: for the first time in history, Brazilians can play a structuring role in the building and evolution of a new world order.

			As we analyze the changes taking place in the contemporary international environment, it is worth looking back at other moments in history in which world orders also underwent paradigmatic shifts, such as the Congress of Vienna, which took place two hundred years ago, and World War I, which began a century later. This is precisely what Kissinger’s book examines in great detail; it is also what participants in a session of the Salzburg Global Seminar, which I attended in late August 2014, were asked to do, with an eye on thinking through lessons and insights applicable to our world today.

			In the nineteenth century, the Congress of Vienna marked the replacement of Napoleon’s hegemonic project by the emergence of a multipolar European order, with the clear objective of preventing any one European country from individually embarking on unilaterally defined ambitions. To that end, diplomats at Vienna created the Concert of Europe—a system of checks and balances that sought to find equilibrium between power and legitimacy. As Kissinger reminds us, those efforts helped to ensure a high degree of stability in Europe for almost a hundred years.

			The year 1914, in turn, represented the final erosion of that system. The world order established in the early nineteenth century had been stretched to its limits; it had been put through increasingly intractable tests by rising waves of nationalism, regional conflicts, and economic crises.

			

			The Concert of Europe clearly could no longer address the challenges and the realignments among the important players of the time. By failing to adapt to new circumstances, opting rather to leave things as they were, world leaders “sleepwalked” into a conflict of devastating proportions—to use the expression made famous by historian Christopher Clark.

			While today many of the challenges that we face are radically different, it has become clear that the current transition from unipolarity to multipolarity requires adjustments in the prevailing mechanisms for ensuring satisfactory cooperation in the realm of peace and security. But are world leaders and other stakeholders seriously preparing themselves to confront this reality?

			Institutionally, the international community finds itself in a comparatively promising position at present: the devastation wrought by two World Wars, and the tensions associated with the threat of the outbreak of a third during the Cold War, resulted in the establishment of a vigorous multilateral system—centered on the United Nations Charter—which established parameters for cooperation in a wide range of fields, from non-proliferation to the protection of civilians in armed conflict.

			Moreover, beyond peace and security, the international community has been able to bring about significant change and adaptation in the multilateral framework for cooperation on a variety of areas—from finance to human rights to sustainable development. The replacement of the G7 by the G20, the establishment of the Human Rights Council, and the follow-up in the General Assembly to the outcomes achieved at the Rio+20 Summit can be cited as examples of this capacity to adapt. When it comes to international peace and security, however, the international community has been less successful in updating current frameworks. The current system is being tested not only by new challenges—such as extremist non-state actors, terrorism, the threat posed by the proliferation of weapons of mass destruction, or failing State institutions—but also by ineffective responses to these problems by major players. Indeed, in the absence of a new concerted effort to address the new environment, certain notions of exceptionalism and old-fashioned competition for spheres of influence could spell increasing dysfunctionality for the existing system.

			The US and China

			As the world’s foremost military power for the foreseeable future, the United States has an undeniable role to play in the construction of a new, more inclusive order that promotes enhanced international cooperation and greater respect for international law. In this regard, US President Barack Obama’s speech at the United States Military Academy at West Point in May 2014 addressed the relation between American “exceptionalism” and international law, stating that “what makes us exceptional is not flouting international norms and the rule of law; it’s our willingness to affirm them through our actions.”

			On the other hand, there are voices that remain skeptical with respect to America’s full endorsement of multilateralism. For example, the Managing Director of the International Monetary Fund, Christine Lagarde, recently pointed out in an interview with David Rothkopf, the CEO of Foreign Policy magazine, that the United States, despite its status, “doesn’t deliver on its international commitment to multilateralism.”

			The United States played a defining role in building the post-World War II multilateral system, and—as Kissinger reminds us in the very first paragraph of World Order—it managed to bring back into the community of nations even its enemies, fomenting cooperation in many areas. The suggestion by Hugh White, in his perceptive book The China Choice: Why We Should Share Power (2012), that the United States ought to approach China about a serious discussion on how to create a stable system of cooperation in the Far East and the Pacific seems especially appropriate in this context. It is possible, in my view, to argue in favor of an even more ambitious agenda, by suggesting that the two main economic and military powers of the moment seriously engage in a joint examination of ways to render the multilateral system of collective security more effective and in tune with the times.

			China will soon overtake the United States in terms of GDP; and it will continue to be an increasingly determinant player in the dynamics that will ultimately shape the twenty-first-century world order—especially as its economic strength translates into political power and international leadership. It is reasonable to expect that China would have, in this regard, a special interest in helping to achieve a new international order with more functional coordinating mechanisms.

			The United States and China are not the only countries that must address the challenges inherent to the establishment of a cooperative multipolar international order for the twenty-first century. Other obvious candidates are the remaining BRICS countries, including those who are not permanent members of the Security Council—namely Brazil, India and South Africa. But this is evidently not an exhaustive list.

			Brazil’s Rising

			Let us briefly examine where Brazil stood at the two historic crossroads referred to in this essay. In 1814 Brazil had yet to become an independent country. It found itself, in fact, in the singular position of being the seat of the Portuguese Crown, which had fled the Napoleonic invasion of 1808. The Brazilian population was estimated to have been around 4.5 million. The Brazilian economy was in a transition period: on the one hand, mining—its main economic activity during the eighteenth century—had been declining and was approaching its demise; on the other hand, the arrival of the Portuguese court brought with it the opening of Brazilian ports to “friendly nations”—which resulted in the opportunity to trade directly with other countries, the establishment of the nation’s first national bank, and the beginnings of industrial activity.

			The nineteenth century was pivotal to the construction of Brazilian identity. Brazil gained its independence in 1822. Unlike its neighbors, however, it became a monarchy led by the son of the Portuguese king—who had, incidentally, married a Habsburg—and the nation aligned itself with the Holy Alliance. Empress Leopoldina, the wife of Emperor Pedro I, corresponded regularly with Austria’s Prince Metternich, and the court in Rio de Janeiro was considered the most obvious supporter of the Concert of Europe in the New World.

			Before the end of the nineteenth century, two important developments took place in Brazil in rapid succession: the 1888 abolition of slavery, and the 1889 Proclamation of the Republic. Significantly, during the turn of the century and the early 1900s, Brazil achieved the peaceful demarcation of its borders through diplomatic means—a process finalized by 1903, and for which the Baron of Rio Branco, the mentor of Brazilian diplomacy, played a defining role.

			In 1914 the Brazilian population was approximately 24 million; the economy was highly dependent on coffee production, with a GDP of $18 billion. By then, under the influence of the Baron of Rio Branco, Brazil had distanced itself from Europe and forged closer ties with the United States, as E. Bradford Burns describes in his classic book The Unwritten Alliance: Rio-Branco and Brazilian-American Relations (1966). Still, the new republic of the early 1900s could hardly be considered to have been more than a peripheral actor in world affairs.

			As the world’s seventh largest economy and fifth largest population, Brazil today occupies a starkly different position. Over the past twelve years, under presidents Luiz Inácio Lula da Silva and Dilma Rousseff, 40 million Brazilians have been brought out of poverty. Perhaps even more significantly, the recent improvements in Brazil’s Human Development Index have taken place in a fully democratic environment.

			These positive domestic developments have been accompanied by a more prominent regional and global role. Brazil has been one of the main champions of both South and Latin American integration, exercising a leadership role in establishing important regional platforms for cooperation, including the Union of South American Nations (UNASUR) and the Community of Latin American and Caribbean States (CELAC). In fact, President Lula, after taking office in 2003, inaugurated one of the most creative periods in the history of Brazilian foreign policy, in which then-Foreign Minister Celso Amorim—currently Brazil’s Minister of Defense—played a key role. This creativity can also be witnessed in the establishment and strengthening of coordination and cooperation mechanisms on a cross-regional scale—such as IBSA (among Brazil, India and South Africa) and the Summits of South American-Arab Countries and South American-African Countries (known by its Portuguese acronyms as ASPA and ASA, respectively). President Rousseff continued and consolidated this process, as reflected in her presence at the ASPA and ASA Summits in Lima and Malabo. Brazil’s commitment to Africa was further demonstrated by President Rousseff’s participation in the African Union’s 50th anniversary celebrations.

			Brazil is today one of only a handful of countries that enjoys diplomatic relations with all other UN Member States and its two Observer States, the Vatican and Palestine. The country’s diplomatic presence abroad greatly increased over the past 12 years, with a total of 227 foreign postings, including embassies, consulates, and permanent missions to international organizations.

			It is no exaggeration to affirm that Brazil has become an influential actor with respect to nearly every subject inscribed in the international agenda. I will name just a few: the Rio+20 Summit and subsequent post-2015 sustainable development discussions at the United Nations; participation in peacekeeping operations (with particular emphasis on MINUSTAH, in Haiti, which is under Brazilian military command); the concept of “‘Responsibility while Protecting,’” which was elaborated in 2011 as a response to unilateral interpretations of the “‘Responsibility to Protect;’” and the joint initiative with Germany to uphold the right to privacy in the digital age.

			More broadly, Brazil has been a strong advocate for more inclusive forms of governance in all areas. In the financial sphere, Brazil has spearheaded efforts to reform the voting quotas of the International Monetary Fund and the World Bank. In 2005 Brazil was one of the main supporters of the creation of a stronger institutional framework to address human rights issues—the UN Human Rights Council. A leading role was also played by Brazil in translating the vision at the origin of the concept of sustainable development into concrete parameters for international cooperation, including in institutional terms.

			On peace and security matters, Brazil was one of the early supporters of the UN Peacebuilding Commission (PBC), over which I had the honor of presiding during 2014. The PBC can be inscribed within a comprehensive concept of peace, with a focus on a broad spectrum of issues including institutional development, security sector reform, and social and economic progress.

			

			Brazil’s call for the reform of the UN Security Council reflects this advocacy for more representative and legitimate international institutions, in tune with current geopolitical realities. The influence Brazil has gained over the past decades is not, however, balanced across all fields. Its role can perhaps be perceived more clearly on matters pertaining to economic and social development than peace and security issues. The election of two distinguished Brazilian officials to head the Food and Agriculture Organization and the World Trade Organization is illustrative of this pattern.

			Domestic considerations—particularly public opinion—are increasingly relevant in defining priorities, as foreign policy ceases to be the exclusive domain of governments. In the case of Brazil, while there seems to be a national consensus regarding the benefits of a more active role on economic issues—including trade and finance—a comparable attitude regarding matters of peace and security is still in the making.

			Nevertheless, it is possible to say that Brazil brings to the table a strong commitment to multilateralism and to the resolution of conflicts through diplomacy—including as one of the two longest serving non-permanent members of the UN Security Council. Many UN Member States—including Brazil, Germany, India, and Japan—that coordinate regularly on Security Council reform believe that 2015, when the Organization celebrates its 70th anniversary, will be a crucial year for achieving concrete results in this regard.

			Gridlock or Cooperation?

			A defining feature of multipolarity is that no pole can impose outcomes on its own in the international arena. At the dawn of the twenty-first century, for the international system to be effective—in areas ranging from the economy and the environment to human rights and peace and security—it will have to be the work of many and the product of negotiations, dialogue, and diplomacy. Unless the international community moves toward enhanced and improved multilateralism, humanity will face a state of gridlock that could lead to situations of systemic failure.

			

			To return to Kissinger’s definition, I believe it is possible to affirm that the international community already has in place one of the constituent elements of a cooperative multipolar order: rules that establish the limits of permissible action, constituted by the set of international legal obligations currently in place, with the UN Charter at its core. The second aspect mentioned in his definition—namely, the balance of power to enforce restraint—is perhaps one that will require new understandings, to be reached in a constructive and inclusive spirit.

			The international community has been able to respond to change in several fields, and there is no reason why it should not be capable of cooperating more effectively and democratically in matters related to peace. As Franco-Lebanese author Amin Maalouf very eloquently put it in his inspiring book A Disordered World: Setting A New Course for the Twenty-first Century (2011): “in one way or another all the people on earth are in the same storm. Rich and poor, arrogant, or downtrodden, occupiers or occupied.”

			It is in our common interest, therefore, to build a system that is more cooperative and in a better position to promote development and peace for all.

			

			
				
						1	Text originally published at Horizons Magazine no. 2 (Winter 2015).


				

			
		

	
		

		
			Chapter 4

			Is the World Ready for Cooperative Multipolarity?1

			Introduction

			The 2018 Macao gathering represented a valuable occasion for participants from a variety of backgrounds—academia, politics, diplomacy—to share their thoughts on how to face contemporary international challenges. Of particular interest, from the perspective of a practitioner, was the opportunity to engage in fruitful discussions with academics from different nationalities and search for a common terminology in which to undertake analyses of the current geopolitical landscape. It became clear that participants in Macao were ready to converge on the need to preserve and strengthen multilateralism, with a view towards enhancing international cooperation mechanisms for the twenty-first century.

			On the basis of this fundamental convergence, I felt encouraged to present a series of considerations that reflect my recent experience as a career diplomat, and draw upon my participation in expert groups such as the Group of External Advisors to the President of the 72nd United Nations General Assembly.

			The past few years have generated a widely shared perception that multilateralism may be under threat. As the Cold War bipolar environment gave way to a “unipolar moment,” it seemed that the systemic safeguards against unilateralism enshrined in the United Nations Charter and other instruments were no longer performing their role. Thus, the unilateralist impulse, which has come to manifest itself with renewed intensity in the past couple of years, should not be seen as new in itself: perhaps its most unequivocal manifestation was the military intervention of 2003 in Iraq.

			

			As Amitav Acharya pointed out in The end of the American World Order, disregard for multilateralism may have had the unintended effect of accelerating the end of the unipolar moment rather than prolonging it. Iraq illustrated the fact that a geopolitical shift was under way in which individual actors, independently of their economic and military power, were at pains to determine outcomes single-handedly and in defiance of international law. The global disarray brought about by the 2008 economic crisis further contributed to the notion that not only were a number of established powers playing a decisive role in shaping decisions and proposing solutions to existing or new challenges, but several emerging powers had come to wield more than regional influence. This was the logic behind the transformation of the G7 into a G20 as the premium locus for coordination on economic and financial affairs.

			If the Cold War had created what former Brazilian Foreign Minister Araújo Castro termed a “freezing or power” along an ideological East-West axis, the end of the unipolar moment seemed to herald a certain “melting of power.” While significant military power remained in the hands of those in possession of nuclear weapons and other weapons of mass destruction, economic power became less concentrated in the north Atlantic developed world and diplomatic influence was even more widely dispersed. This new situation has been generally described as one of a trend towards multipolarity. United Nations Secretary-General Antonio Guterres has recently spoken of a “multidimensional multipolarity.”

			The expression implies that the poles are not necessarily of equal strength and the main players may vary according to the issues at hand. Zbigniew Brzezinski pointed out in a presentation at the United Arab Emirates in 2016 that—in military terms—the current situation may be without historic precedent, with none of the three top powers (USA, Russia, China) in a position to assume a hegemonic role. In this sense, and at least in theory, an opportunity for post-hegemonic multilateralism may be at hand. This is certainly the inspiration behind the brilliant book Good-Bye Hegemony!, by Simon Reich and Richard Ned Lebow.

			If one examines the distribution of economic weight, with China soon to assume the number one position and several established and emerging players retaining or acquiring additional wealth, the current process of redistribution of power is generating an even more polycentric dynamics. An even broader set of actors may be setting the stage for multipolarity in the political or diplomatic sphere, as the international agenda is shaped or reoriented by an increasing number of players. The fact that not only governments, but civil society, the private sector or intellectuals have found new ways to make themselves heard adds yet another layer of complexity and pluralism to the current panorama.

			It is therefore appropriate to envisage a “multilayered multilateralism” for an era of multidimensional multipolarity, whether post-hegemonic or not. In reality, whereas one can find examples of governance mechanisms that have become more inclusive as a reflection of today’s evolution towards a multipolar international reality, such as the G20, it is also undeniable that in other existing structures, such as that of the UN Security Council, reform remains elusive. While there has been a consensus since the 1990’s to expand the Council so as to render its composition more equitable and in tune with the times, in practice a certain hegemonic entrenchment on the part of the five permanent members has taken hold.

			At the same time, cooperative and increasingly inclusive forms of interaction among states are happening every day on important issues. The consensus adoption of the 2030 Agenda on Sustainable Development is a telling example of a successful multilateralism at work. Since its adoption in 2015 it has become impossible to discuss economic growth independently of social and environmental variables. The universal applicability of the 2030 Agenda is groundbreaking and underlines the idea that certain global challenges cannot be handled individually in an era of interdependence and global constraints. At the UN General Assembly, where no country wields a veto, decisions are arrived at through a negotiating process that indeed defies attempts at hegemonic behavior. All participants, irrespective of their size, can exercise leadership—individually or in coalitions—through competent persuasion.

			In this sense, the current multilateral institutions, in spite of persistent manifestations of unilateralism, provide a basis for all of those intent on improving international cooperation to work together. Indeed, it seems inappropriate to describe the current system as led or owned by a single country or region. The time has come for those who wish to preserve it to uphold the system as “our” collective property. And the pronoun “our” is used here deliberately to describe the vast majority of the international community—who, if given a chance to express their preference, would undoubtedly side with the stability and predictability offered by multilateralism.

			I arrive thus at a call for the creation of a coalition of government officials, academics, civil society organizations and individuals to uphold the notion that, in spite of the tensions generated by a shifting geopolitical chessboard, unresolved or new challenges and explicit unilateralism, the advancement of an agenda for cooperative multipolarity is possible. At least three core considerations are needed to be borne in mind in this regard.

			a) We must work together to preserve the accomplishments of the past seventy-five years. As the Advisors to the PGA stated in their 2017 report, the erosion of respect for the rules embodied in the UN Charter, at a time of persisting security risks, can have profoundly destabilizing consequences. Particular importance resides, in this context, in the rules enshrined in Chapter VII governing the use of force.

			b) We must not avoid a critique of the contradictions, asymmetries and weaknesses that affect the functioning of the multilateral system as it exists today. This attitude should go in tandem with a clear rejection of unilateralism and exceptionalism as intrinsically incompatible with a law-based international world order.

			c) It is not sufficient to preserve the essential tenets of the system and denounce its imperfections or decry violations. We must work creatively and propose ideas and solutions that contribute to improved governance mechanisms and seriously tackle new challenges. An agenda for cooperative multipolarity capable of contributing to a world of improved multilateralism will only succeed in neutralizing destructive hegemonic forces if it demonstrates an ability to modernize and adapt the system to make it more functional.

			I have elaborated these thoughts in an article I forwarded to Professor Mario Telo, when I was honored to receive his invitation to participate in the Macao discussions. “Is the World Ready for Cooperative Multipolarity” is the title article, herewith enclosed, which seeks to outline both the shortcomings in our response to a new historic opportunity for multilateralism as well as the areas of relative success from which to derive some encouragement. This text—presented in an individual capacity—represents an attempt at responding through the language of diplomacy to the very real predicament the international community finds itself in today. As a concluding thought, may I underline my strong support for the notion put forth by Secretary-General Guterres that a “surge in diplomacy” is today urgent and necessary. I am convinced that a revitalized commitment to dialogue and diplomacy, regionally and globally, is an essential part of moving forward towards a new post-hegemonic multilayered multilateralism.

			Is the world ready for cooperative multipolarity?

			It is impossible to engage in a conversation about the geopolitical changes the world is currently undergoing without stumbling on the idea of multipolarity. Beyond the fascination exerted by topics such as a rising China, Europe after Brexit, BRICS or the relative decline of the United States, the twenty-first century has ushered in a renewed appetite for discussions on the international configuration of power. As a transition seems to be happening before our very eyes, geopolitical commentary has become a growth industry. If indeed the world is entering a multipolar era, what insights can we draw from international relations theory? What are the relevant lessons of history? What is the specificity of our situation? How can we work together to ensure multipolarity becomes a vehicle for sustainable development and durable peace? To start examining these questions we need an inclusive, multipolar debate. The following thoughts are presented in this spirit.

			A glimpse at international relations theory and the lessons of history

			Before we consider the specificity of our geopolitical context, it is worth looking at some theoretical insights and historic precedents most relevant to our situation. To begin with, it is interesting to note that there is no consensus when it comes to the debate on whether multipolarity is more inherently unstable than bipolarity or unipolarity. At the height of the Cold War, Kenneth Waltz presented one set of arguments upholding the Stability of the Bipolar World. Karl Deutsch and David Singer argued in favor of the greater stability of multipolarity in an article also published in 1964, entitled Multipolar Systems and International Stability.

			More recently, and from a different angle, Amitav Acharya in The End of the American World Order dismisses the fears—attributed to some scholars in the West—associated with the end of a unipolar US hegemony. Simon Reich and Richard Ned Lebow, in their 2014 book Good-Bye Hegemony!, also question the belief—by both realist and liberal US academics—that a global system without a hegemon would become unstable and more war prone.

			A distinction could perhaps be made between two unipolar attitudes: one that is favorably inclined towards multilateralism, the other more blatantly unilateralist. George H.W. Bush might represent the first, and his son George W. Bush the second. Acharya notes with irony that the neo-conservative worldview typical of the latter may have hastened the end of the unipolar moment by pushing for an aggressive Pax Americana that viewed the unilateral resort to use of military force as a natural US prerogative.

			Another set of differentiations worth looking at pertain to the durability of orders and power configurations, the role of hegemonic wars and types of transitions. The Westphalian system dating to 1648 has organized world politics on the basis of relations among sovereign states for more than three and a half centuries, as successive world orders and configurations of power came and went—frequently in the aftermath of hegemonic wars. Robert Gilpin’s thirty-year-old-study on War and Change in World Politics remains an important reference on these questions, having given rise to a recent set of essays by a group of American scholars and edited by John Ikenberry under the title Power, Order and Change in World Politics. This compilation can be a useful guide to current perceptions among US specialists.

			

			As emerges from these texts, changes in world order and in the distribution of power have taken place, to this day, without impacting on the essence of the Westphalian paradigm. At the same time, nuclear weapons and the specter of mutually assured destruction set the stage for transitions which do not necessarily involve wars. Indeed, in spite of the destructive proxy conflicts, which penalized several developing countries during the Cold War, the transition from bipolarity to unipolarity—after the fall of the Berlin Wall—did not involve a large-scale hegemonic war and took place within a world order continuum (the most notable institutional adjustment was the replacement of the Soviet Union by the Russian Federation as permanent member of the UN Security Council in 1992).

			The current transition towards multipolarity is perhaps of a more structural nature. In terms of governance, it has already entailed the incorporation of the BRICS, among others, into the G20 informal group of leading economies. Although agreement has yet to be reached on an expansion of the membership of the UN Security Council, a consensus has existed since the end of the Cold War that its composition is not sufficiently representative of contemporary geopolitical realities. At the same time, it is possible to argue that such adjustments to multipolarity—some already happening, others yet to take place—will not necessarily involve a challenge to the prevailing world order as shaped over the past seventy years, with the UN Charter and the Bretton Woods institutions at its core. The so-called “American led world order” is in fact likely to survive the end of the unipolar moment and seems well suited to form the basis for a new multipolar order.

			It is incorrect to imply that the rising powers intend to create a new or different world order. Visibly, for the majority of the international community—rising powers included—the real issue is one of compliance by all with existing rules, without unilateralism, and with expanded opportunity for participation in decision-taking. In this respect, Marcos Tourinho presents an interesting view of the current world order. He considers that “the universal international society is a fundamentally synergetic society, since neither from an institutional or normative point of view was it shaped by Western powers alone.” According to this view “parties have consistently found effective strategies to participate in international rulemaking by regulating the behavior of the most powerful and enhancing their own position in the hierarchy.”

			From this viewpoint it is possible to affirm that the contemporary world order, rather than being “American led,” already reflects a plurality of influences and is not single-handedly led by anyone. Clearly, rising powers are more attached to it than those who might feel nostalgia for unipolar unilateralism. If we are to believe, as suggested by John Ikenberry, that “world orders do not just rise and decline, they also evolve,” it is fair to conclude, as he does, that the forces of democracy and modernity can push and pull history in new, more cooperative directions.

			Historically, several situations provide lessons or insights for a world in transition such as ours. Two centuries ago, a unipolar period came to an end and gave rise to a multipolarity of sorts, after the defeat of the Napoleonic army by the combined strength of Russia, Great Britain, Austria and Prussia. At the Vienna Congress a diplomatic effort aimed at reorganizing the European geopolitical landscape can be said to have brought about several decades of relative stability based on new forms of cooperation. The Concert of Europe was the precursor of the high-level conferences to which world leaders and diplomats became accustomed. The Holy Alliance represented a pioneer exercise in preserving peace. Equally noteworthy was the fact that France, although defeated in the battlefield, was not subjected to humiliating treatment by the victors.

			It was clear from the outset that the objective of thwarting a return to unipolarity constituted a strong unifying factor among the victorious powers, as they engaged in groundbreaking forms of cooperation in the aftermath of Napoleon. Still, the experiment involved a narrow thematic scope and limited inclusiveness—even within a non-universal, European context. The exclusion of the Ottoman Empire from the negotiating table, for example, sowed the seeds of the Crimean War, which marked the beginning of the prelude to the Great War of 1914-1918. It must also be recognized that cooperation was placed—more often than not—at the service of repression of political dissent and nationalist popular uprisings. In other words, multipolarity can be reactionary rather than progressive; hegemonic rather than democratic.

			

			The Versailles Treaty was notoriously less successful than the Vienna settlements in advancing stability, the most obvious reason being the punitive treatment accorded to a defeated Germany. By contrast, the agreements emerging from World War II provided a new example of magnanimity towards the defeated.

			Notwithstanding the hierarchical design of the Security Council established in the UN Charter, the Chapter VII provisions limiting the use of force required self-restraint on the part of the victorious powers, and can be described as a step forward for international relations. It appears thus that a learning process is possible, within a power sharing system such as the one that came into being after the Allied victory in 1945 (manifestly, the strategic choices made in the 1990s, that led to NATO expansion after the demise of the Soviet Union and the end of the Warsaw Pact, did not draw inspiration from this logic).

			A new type of threat from a non-state source tragically made its appearance on the geopolitical scene with the terrorist attacks on the World Trade Center in 2001. This threat metastasized into a non-state movement seeking to impose its rule over large swaths of territory in Iraq and Syria, following the instability that resulted from the military intervention against Saddam Hussein in 2003. As described by Henry Kissinger in the Wall Street Journal, the geopolitical pattern in the region is now in “a shambles,” with several states facing serious threats to their sovereignty. This “unrelenting foe of established order” has come to represent a historically unprecedented challenge to the Westphalian paradigm itself, as elaborated by Kissinger in his book World Order.

			The declaration of a “war on terror” after the September 11th attacks inaugurated a new chapter in international relations fraught with unintended consequences. Rather than being defeated or curtailed by the most powerful military in history, terrorism assumed more radical features and expanded geographically.

			We thus arrive at the latest transition, which seems to have been accelerated by a transgression of the established rules on the use of force, deliberately undertaken by the very power who was the alleged custodian of the prevailing order. The specificity of this new situation seems to defy our existing vocabulary as it includes elements of unipolarity and multipolarity, and combines more traditional forms of geopolitical tension with a new threat to the very system within which world orders have evolved since 1648.

			What are the specificities of the twenty-first century multipolarity?

			In certain respects, the transition underway should not lead to an unqualified belief in the diminished relevance of material capabilities, economic or military. Traditional forms of competition for hegemonic influence, through arms build-ups and the search for territorial advantage, will continue to shape rivalries at the regional and global levels. In parallel, the strategic constraint on all-out war created by nuclear weapons will now be compounded by the proven limitations of military power to combat terrorism.

				One of the most original features of the new configuration of power is the unprecedented fact that a non-European, non-Western power will assume the position of leading world economy during the decades ahead. China’s economic growth is destined to translate into increased diplomatic influence. The same will apply to other regional powers from the South as they enhance their global outreach, admittedly in nonlinear ways. 
A resurgent Russia will still continue to wield considerable military might. A highly developed Europe may find a renewed sense of cohesion with Germany at its center. Japan will be faced with new strategic dilemmas, whether the US-China relationship becomes more cooperative, or adversarial. How the United States responds to a new situation of relative loss of influence will be of major relevance to the rest of the international community: the Obama legacy with respect to Iran or Cuba points in one direction; the “exceptionalist” mindset still prevalent among many in the US in another.

			It is not clear whether this new environment amplifies the space for multilateralism, diplomacy and cooperation. But a number of characteristics that were absent from previous transitions, unique to the early twenty-first century, create a distinct framework for opportunity—alongside and beyond the obvious pitfalls. Certain factors that were not present at other turning points can play—and indeed are already playing—a unifying role.

			An important cross-cutting aspect is the higher degree of global interconnectedness among governments, economies and societies through trade, investment, telecommunications, the media and people-to-people contacts. The flip side of this coin is the fact that this increase in connectivity may also be placed at the service of destabilizing agendas.

			Among the most notable unifying elements is the challenge posed by global warming and climate change. This is a situation that, for the first time in human history, forces the community of nations to confront the stark reality that there will be no salvation without cooperation. It affects countries large and small independently of their level of development, and cannot be mitigated without the active engagement of the largest emitters. As the resolution that adopted the Paris Agreement in December 2015 acknowledges, “climate change represents an urgent and potentially irreversible threat to human societies and the planet and thus requires the widest possible cooperation by all countries.”

			Violent extremism conducive to terrorism is increasingly perceived as a global threat requiring comprehensive, coordinated international efforts. The failure of the so-called “war on terror” has gradually given way to a heightened awareness of the need for harmonized, multilaterally agreed approaches to curtail the phenomenon. A recent UN report on the subject was particularly direct when it stated that “we must take action now to save succeeding generations.”

			The Ebola outbreak in 2014, which caused thousands of preventable deaths, has demonstrated that the world is ill-prepared to address the threat posed by epidemics. Although not a new threat in itself, the potentially devastating social and economic effects of health crises in an age of unprecedented human mobility has increased the level of international alert. The world drug problem is now considered a “common and shared responsibility,” as nations at different points in the production and consumption chain acknowledge the unsatisfactory results of the “war on drugs” and seek more effective solutions through multilaterally concerted efforts.

			

			Moreover, it is possible to affirm that civil society is assuming an increasingly important role in influencing international debates and agendas, in contrast with previous eras or transitions. To a certain degree, the appearance on the world stage of a myriad of non-governmental organizations promoting causes which range from gender equality to disarmament and nonproliferation represent a historical evolution that cannot be ignored.

			Differently from the nineteenth century’s euro-centric multipolar experiment, a twenty-first century multipolar world order will be universal in scope. In other respects, however, the two periods may yet come to share certain similarities.

			It is not unlikely that the new multipolar world order will give rise to coordinated attempts at thwarting a return to a unipolar hegemony. It is conceivable that rivalry and competition involving the main military powers will degenerate into increased tensions that could lead to widespread instability and even war. It is also possible to imagine other bleak, twenty-first century-specific scenarios involving the possession of weapons of mass destruction by non-state actors. The pressures resulting from large groups of refugees fleeing conflict and of migrants searching for economic opportunity represent new challenges with unpredictable domestic and international repercussions. 

			Are we dealing constructively with the new situation?

			These imaginable and other as yet unimagined pitfalls could be avoided or circumvented in the presence of enlightened leadership and effective diplomacy. And there are reasons to draw encouragement from some of the responses to shared challenges that are already being articulated—both as regards multilateral governance structures, and with respect to the challenges themselves. 

			International governance mechanisms have begun to incorporate a larger number of participants, as they adapt to a multipolar context. One of the first examples of this trend was the disappearance of the “Quad” group, composed of the US, the EU, Japan and Canada, from the GATT/WTO negotiating praxis. Since the Cancun Ministerial conference in 2013, developing countries with a special stake in negotiations on agriculture started making their way into the inner decision-making circles of the WTO, with India and Brazil often taking the lead. The informal group of larger economies, known as the G7 (and then G8 as it temporarily reached out to Russia), was enlarged, in the wake of the 2008 economic crisis, due to the perception—among its founders—that the group should include other players, including in particular the BRICS. Quota reform at the IMF and World Bank is starting to redress the asymmetries in voting rights at the International Financial Institutions (IFIs), bringing these more in line with the real economic weight of member states. 

			Within the United Nations system small steps are being taken to respond to a widespread demand for greater inclusiveness. The procedures for the selection of a new Secretary-General now contemplate public hearings with the official candidates and include the possibility of participation of civil society. Following a recommendation by the Rio+20 Conference, the membership of the Governing Council of the United Nations Environment Programme became universal. The High-Level Plenary of the UN General Assembly on Migration and Refugees incorporated the International Organization for Migration into the UN family—a development that many hope will help to improve international coordination in response to the plight of migrants worldwide. 

			But the picture is not an entirely encouraging one, with many anachronistic institutional arrangements still in place, in spite of the pressure for change. The IFIs continue to be headed by nationals of developed countries. Key positions in the UN Secretariat tend to be monopolized by the five permanent members of the Security Council. The unchanged composition of the Security Council itself reveals an incapacity on the part of the Organization to adapt to the geopolitical realities of the new century. When the membership of the UN doubled from the original fifty-one signatories of the Charter in 1945 to approximately one hundred members in the early 1960s, the Council’s composition was increased from eleven to fifteen—all new seats being in the non-permanent category. Today the UN has 193 members, a majority of which favor an expansion in the permanent and non-permanent category. As Bruce Jones from the Brookings Institution argues in a recent paper, the Organization needs to more directly engage a wider set of states in the promotion of international peace and security and re-position itself for the new realities of geopolitics.

			On the substantive front, the record is also mixed, with an array of unresolved problems and a few bright spots. On the positive side, 2015 was hailed as a good year for diplomacy and multilateralism, on account of the consensus reached on the 2030 Agenda for Sustainable Development, the adoption of the Paris Agreement on Climate Change and the successful negotiations on the Iranian nuclear file. These are not minor accomplishments and represent a victory for patient dialogue and persuasive diplomacy.

			The 2030 Agenda for Sustainable Development is an innovative, transformative, universally applicable platform that seeks to combine economic growth with social progress and environmental awareness. With poverty eradication at its center, the Agenda is the most ambitious and comprehensive program of action ever adopted by the UN membership with its 17 goals and 169 targets. Development henceforth will be inextricably linked to sustainability.

			The Paris Agreement under the Framework Convention on Climate Change—adopted in December 2015—lays the ground for holding the increase in the global average temperature to well below 2 degrees Celsius above pre-industrial levels, and to pursue efforts to limit the temperature increase to 1.5 degrees. With all major emitters on board, the agreement proved the skeptics wrong, notwithstanding the technical complexity and political sensitivity of the matter.

			Three recent reports brought to the attention of the UN membership the related topics of peace operations, post conflict peacebuilding (or “sustaining peace” under the new terminology) and the role of women in the promotion of international peace and security. All three converged on the emphasis attributed to prevention; all three underlined the primacy of politics and diplomacy. The message was clear: military action should always be a measure of last resort, and carried out in full compliance with UN Charter provisions. This message can be seen as a polite rejection of the more militaristic and interventionist mindsets of the first years of the century. The agreement reached by the P5+1 and Iran, with a view to ensuring that its nuclear capability is applied for peaceful purposes alone, should be appreciated through a similar logic. It stands as an example of a preventive measure obtained through effective diplomacy and political leadership on an issue of obvious relevance for world peace.

			The Human Rights Council (HRC), which came into being as a result of a decision by the General Assembly meeting at summit level in 2005, created a more equitable framework for the promotion and protection of human rights through innovative mechanisms, such as the Universal Periodic Review (UPR) of all UN members’ policies and practices. It has also provided a venue for breaking new ground in responding to contemporary challenges, such as those related to the Edward Snowden revelations on mass surveillance, with the appointment of a Special Rapporteur on the Right to Privacy in the Digital Age. Another significant recent development was the appointment of an independent expert on the protection against discrimination and violence based on sexual orientation and gender identity. 

			On the negative side a longer list could no doubt be drawn up, composed of the many unresolved international challenges with respect to which a constructive way forward is yet to be found. These are predominantly in the peace and security domain. A deadly fight for military advantage has been the hallmark of the tragic civil war in Syria, in spite of frequent admonitions to the effect that “there is no military solution to the conflict.” Neglect has supplanted active diplomacy in the search for a two-state solution in the Israel-Palestine conflict. Iraq, Libya and Yemen face momentous threats to their sovereignty and territorial integrity. 
A defiant Taliban is a persistent source of instability in Afghanistan. 

			The absence of progress on the denuclearization of the Korean peninsula is a stark reminder of the threat posed by the proliferation of weapons of mass destruction. At the same time, the failure of the 2015 Review Conference of the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty exposed the continuing reluctance of the nuclear weapon states to fulfill their commitments. The persistent deadlock regarding the establishment of a zone free of nuclear weapons and other weapons of mass destruction in the Middle East further highlights the limitations of the Treaty and its regime. The crisis in Ukraine reignited a level of animosity between Russia and the West reminiscent of the Cold War. In Africa, notwithstanding visible progress at sustaining peace in the western part of the continent, terrorism has spread across a large arc of instability along the Sahel, while efforts at stabilization in the Great Lakes region, in South Sudan and in the Central African Republic cannot be considered irreversible. 

			As Hugh White elaborates in The China Choice, published in 2012, there are many ways in which the potential rivalry between the US and China could dangerously escalate, particularly along the maritime Asian fault lines. De-escalation will require dialogue, diplomacy and compromise, and the political vision capable of creating effective bilateral, regional and multilateral frameworks to reach the necessary understandings. Such frameworks need to be established with a sense of urgency. It is obvious that the peaceful evolution of the China-US relationship is of paramount significance for the consolidation of a new order of international cooperation. 

			On the counter-terrorism front, even if a number of initiatives have met with consensus at the UN, a common sense of purpose based on collectively agreed strategies has yet to emerge in specific situations. As growing attention is given to the protection of civilians in situations of conflict, divergences persist, in particular with regard to the use of force—whether by peacekeepers or others—with legitimate concerns being raised regarding the negative consequences thereof. Mistrust generated by the instability wrought by the NATO intervention in Libya—authorized under a “Responsibility to Protect” (R2P) mandate—has revived interest in the Brazilian proposals on “Responsibility while Protecting” (RWP). It is ironic to note that the same governments who are the most readily inclined to embrace military intervention for the protection of civilians in situations of conflict do not necessarily demonstrate a corresponding humanitarian impulse when it comes to welcoming civilians fleeing conflict at their borders.

			Subjacent to these problems is the major strategic challenge which Bruce Jones describes as that of “de-conflicting great power tensions.” Tensions involving the three top military powers might be compounded by several imaginable situations that need not be enumerated. If the UN evolves into a more capable machinery, built on a wider political coalition in line with multipolarity, there may be a chance that the top military powers will be able to develop confidence in such a tool. It is difficult to see how this can happen, however, without the long overdue Security Council reform.

			Cooperative multipolarity is achievable

			Former US National Security Advisor Zbigniew Brzezinski has spoken of the current geopolitical configuration as one without historical precedent, with none of the three top military powers in a position to assume a hegemonic role. In this respect Simon Reich and Richard Ned Lebow correctly point out that “ultimately, hegemony is difficult to reconcile with democracy.” It is undeniable that in the emerging multipolar configuration of power divergent agendas and world views will continue to collide and could well lead to open hostility and destructive competition. But it is also true that cooperative and increasingly inclusive forms of interaction are happening every day on important, unifying issues, through multilateral arrangements which—although described as “American led” by some—in reality reflect an evolutionary path paved with the engaged participation of many nations large and small.

			Cooperative multipolarity is therefore achievable and can be seen as the next, more democratic and just stage in the evolutionary path of the international system, which originated at Westphalia. Important achievements, brought about through the active leadership of the victors of World War II, provide a firm foundation for our future efforts. These include the ruling out of the use of military force, except in situations of self-defense or in accordance with specific multilateral authorization, respect for the universality of human rights, as well as compliance with a vast body of international law establishing rights and obligations in a wide range of topics—from trade, finance and social justice, to health, education and culture.

			Of the three “pillars” that compose the triad of the UN’s field of activity—namely, development, human rights, peace and security—it is possible to affirm that a process of modernization and adaptation to new contemporary realities has been successfully advancing with respect to the first two. Such is the meaning of the universally applicable 2030 Agenda for Sustainable Development adopted in 2015; such is the sense of the Universal Periodic Review of the Human Rights Council created ten years ago.

			In the peace and security realm, however, there is considerable room for improvement. But the situation is not hopeless. The militarism of the first years of the twenty-first century has come to illustrate the limitations of the use of force to confront new challenges posed by violent extremism conducive to terrorism, opening opportunities for cooperation on prevention. An effective combination of multilateral and bilateral diplomacy has produced constructive outcomes in dealing with thorny issues such as the Iranian nuclear file.

			This of course is not sufficient. Multipolarity will not lead to a more stable, cooperative world in and of itself. Governance mechanisms must become more inclusive and democratic. The most powerful will have to give up the inclination to view themselves as “exceptional” in favor of a universal, humanistic proclivity capable of celebrating our common, and diverse, humanity. The rising democratic powers can exercise their growing diplomatic influence by helping to build bridges across ideological divides, and reducing the many gaps in communication and understanding that separate countries from different cultural traditions or at different stages of economic and social development, including on issues such as gender equality and access to justice. 

			Nations of all sizes will need to derive benefits from the sovereign equality of states that lies at the core of our system, through improved and more inclusive multilateral frameworks for decision-taking and cooperation. Civil society will need to be afforded appropriate channels for their voices to be heard within states and internationally. The new UN Secretary-General will be called upon to exercise strong leadership, as cooperative multipolarity will not be able to thrive in the absence of robust multilateralism. 

			A convergence between a multipolar distribution of geopolitical influence and functional multilateral institutions that draws strength from confronting collective, unifying challenges absent from previous transitions can lead to a new international, sustainable, cooperative multipolarity. With enlightened political leadership, diplomatic resourcefulness and social mobilization, the citizens of our interconnected societies, who expect stability and opportunity to realize their potential and pursue happiness, will be supportive and ready. 

			Post-scriptum

			These thoughts were collected in 2016, and it seems appropriate to include a post-scriptum in order to take new developments into account. I would start by saying that the unilateralist impulse, which has come to manifest itself anew, is not in essence something new. We witnessed it in 2003 with respect to Iraq. As Amitav Acharya points out, a neo-conservative disregard for multilateralism, at that time, may have hastened the end of the unipolar moment rather than enhanced the standing of the predominant military and economic power in world affairs. In today’s more multipolar environment, a renewed disregard for multilateralism could have even more problematic effects.

			Moreover, it is worth remembering, as Marcos Tourinho argues, that the current world order—with its multilateral institutions—cannot be adequately described as led or owned by a single country or region; it has become our collective property. In this sense, it is to be expected that the international society—including governmental and non-governmental actors—will join forces to uphold the tenets of the established order and the international rules-based system. Climate change, the fight against terrorism and other unifying factors will play a part in exposing the limitations of unilateral approaches to common challenges.

			Another set of considerations pertains to the limited power of nationalism to conquer hearts and minds internationally. Defending the national interest remains a priority for every government. But international leadership is difficult to sustain if it is lacking in content of universal resonance. Independently of one’s religious affiliation, Pope Francis’ words at the 70th UN General Assembly were met with a long, unparalleled standing ovation, as his emphasis on the importance of enhancing international cooperation to alleviate poverty and protect the environment inspired and reassured. This example illustrates the fact that in our current international landscape, traditional categories of East and West, North and South may not fully capture the affinities that can arise across and above divisions based on geography, ideology or level of development.

			Multipolarity presupposes a competitive market for international political influence. Diplomatic clout, the capacity to lead and persuade is not a direct consequence of economic and military power, as the reference to the Vatican, above, demonstrates. The rise in the kind of populism that is lacking in solidarity, tolerant towards prejudice, and ready to compromise universal values in favor of narrowly defined national interest represents a challenge of considerable scope. This only increases the responsibility of those who see merit in the institutional framework enshrined in our multilateral institutions to work together to preserve it, adapt it where necessary to the new geopolitical realities of multipolarity, and join forces across ideologies, religions and continents to construct a more rational, humane, cooperative international society.
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			Chapter 5

			Collective Security and Collective Responsibility in International Interventions1

			Collective security is a concept that acquired universal acceptance with the entry into force of the United Nations Charter. The maintenance of international peace and security as foreseen in the UN system of sovereign states is outlined in Chapters VI, on the pacific settlement of disputes, and Chapter VII, on action with respect to breaches to peace and acts of aggression. Collective security presupposes an advanced commitment to uphold the inadmissibility of the use of force in international relations, unless authorized by the Security Council or as a measure of self-defense. The exercise of a collective responsibility through international interventions is associated with the debate on the responsibility to protect (R2P) civilians threatened by mass atrocities. A consensus on R2P was reached at the 2005 UN summit, which contemplated collective action when national authorities fail to protect their populations from genocide, war crimes, ethnic cleansing, and crimes against humanity. R2P was put to the test in Libya, when Resolution 1973 (2011) authorized all necessary measures to protect its civilian population. As a result of differences over the conception and implementation of this decision, the 2005 consensus has become mired in controversy. In Iraq and Libya, military interventions have generated more problems than solutions. The inability of the Security Council to reconcile its mandate with contemporary challenges in Libya, Syria, and elsewhere calls for a renewed effort to reach an understanding on when and how the international community should intervene militarily, be it on the basis of collective security concerns or in response to a commonly shared notion of collective responsibility. 

			Collective security, as an antidote against international anarchy, is linked to the emergence of a system of sovereign states in Europe, which replaced the aspiration toward universal empire that lasted until the 1648 Peace of Westphalia. Collective responsibility, as it refers to interventions for humanitarian purposes that are not strictly related to the maintenance of international security, is an idea that has acquired relevance in the context of recent debates on a responsibility to protect civilians in situations of peril. Intervention involves a deliberate decision to override sovereignty through military action. Not all interventions are undertaken in compliance with multilaterally agreed parameters established through international law. Sovereignty refers to a supreme political authority within a territorial community, coupled with the notion of the absence of an external superior authority, and constitutes, to this day, a cornerstone of the interstate system. 

			Collective security has acquired legal status through multilateral institutions, as they developed after the two world wars of the twentieth century. The first formulation of a universally applicable system of collective security was contained in the Covenant of the League of Nations. A more lasting expression of the concept was enshrined in the United Nations Charter and remains in force today. 			

			Although alliances are sometimes described as instruments of collective security, this is not how the term was originally conceived. Henry Kissinger reminds us in “Diplomacy” that “traditional alliances were directed against specific threats and defined precise obligations for specific groups of countries linked by shared national interests or mutual security concerns.”2 By contrast, collective security is designed to respond to any threat to peace. It represents an advanced commitment by the community of nations to enforce certain agreed structures, as regards the inadmissibility of the use of force in international relations. 

			The adoption of the UN Charter on October 24, 1945, represents a landmark in the history of collective security. The maintenance of international peace and security as foreseen in the UN system is outlined in Chapters VI and VII of the Charter. Under Chapter VI, member states commit to seek solutions by peaceful means, mainly by negotiation, conciliation, mediation, and arbitration. If peaceful means prove to be ineffective and a dispute escalates into armed conflict, Chapter VII provides the basis for enforcement measures to restore peace. Enforcement measures can be nonmilitary in nature, such as arms embargoes and economic sanctions, or, as a last resort, may involve the use of force. Such coercive measures require explicit authorization by the Security Council. Article 51, on self-defense, represents the only exception to the prohibition on the use of force. 

			Both the logic of isolation, inherent to sanctions, and that of intervention, which underpins enforcement, constitute a departure from the notion of a sovereign equality of states. In this respect, Article 2(7) of the UN Charter stipulates that the principle of nonintervention in the internal matters of states will not prejudice the application of coercive measures under Chapter VII.

			Although the concept of collective security, as multilaterally articulated, has been a tenet of international relations for over one hundred years, no predictable operative system for enforcement measures was installed either by the League of Nations or the United Nations. In practice the Security Council, as master of its own procedures, has determined the scope and the means for the application of Chapter VII measures over the past seventy-five years.

			Enforcement has been outsourced to a variety of actors. The arrangements foreseen in the Charter, which would have provided the organization with the means to intervene militarily, were never concluded due to the tensions of the Cold War. Following the demise of the Soviet Union, attempts were made to revive a dormant Military Staff Committee for that purpose, to no avail. An opportunity presented itself in the 1990s as the response of the international community to the invasion of Kuwait by Iraq revived interest in the full utilization of the possibilities offered by collective security, originally foreseen in the UN Charter.		

			The aftermath of the first Gulf War in 1991, coupled with the end of the Cold War, created the conditions, on January 31, 1992, for the first meeting of the UN Security Council at summit level. The final document of that summit pointed toward a new platform for coercive action, by including references to the fight against terrorism and the nonproliferation of weapons of mass destruction as triggers for collective security measures. However, these indications did not amount to a new paradigm, capable of reconciling different strains of realism and idealism present in the debates at the time.3 

			In the eyes of some, the so-called unipolar moment had cleared the path for the United States to lay down the rules of world order and enforce them unilaterally. Others, including non-governmental organizations such as Medecins Sans Frontières, considered that the unanimous support associated with the military liberation of Kuwait had paved the way for placing collective security at the service of a moral conscience in world affairs. 

			A certain amount of innovation through Security Council resolutions was ensued, with an impact both on the objectives of enforcement measures as well as on the means to enforce them. Examples of the first are the establishment of tribunals to judge those identified as responsible for mass atrocities in Bosnia and Rwanda. Meanwhile, peacekeeping operations, originally conceived by member states as impartial and non-belligerent, became entangled in situations of so-called “mission creep”, in which they were perceived as taking sides. These attempts at collective reactions to security challenges in the Balkans and elsewhere generated precedents that had the cumulative effect of reorienting discussions on agreed parameters for coercive action. Moreover, the challenges posed by ensuring the full dismantling of Iraq’s weapons of mass destruction programs resulted in a range of responses that shaped subsequent debates on international peace and security and still influence attitudes to this day. 

			In 1991 the Security Council adopted the most draconian disarmament and sanctions regime in UN history to ensure that Saddam Hussein would cease to pose a regional and global threat. UN Security Council Resolution 687, establishing the terms of the Gulf War cease-fire, demanded that Iraq “unconditionally accept, under international supervision, the destruction, removal or rendering harmless of its weapons of mass destruction, ballistic missiles with a range of over 150 kilometers, and related production facilities and equipment.” Cooperation between Baghdad and various inspection teams was never fully satisfactory and gave way to repeated standoffs. The option of resorting to military force to ensure compliance with Resolution 687, however, never met with a consensus among the permanent members of the Security Council.4 

			One of the systemic problems such an option raised was the thorny question of selectivity. If noncompliance with Security Council resolutions were to elicit enforcement measures, why ignore other situations of questionable compliance? Divisions in the Council did not discourage authorities in the United States from resorting to limited unilateral interventions such as operation “Desert Fox” in 1998. As the impasse between UN inspectors and Saddam Hussein’s defiance persisted, however, the tragic September 11 terrorist attacks on the United States would play a decisive role in altering Washington’s security concerns. The initial military responses against the Taliban in Afghanistan, on the basis of a right to self-defense, met with the solidarity and unanimous approval of Council members. The same did not apply to the perceived threat posed by Iraq. 			

			The Anglo-American invasion of Iraq in March 2003 brought an end to the attempts by the United Nations to secure its disarmament, consistent with the terms negotiated at the end of the first Gulf War. The large-scale unilateral military intervention, undertaken without Security Council authorization, represented in itself a considerable challenge to the established collective security philosophy of the Charter. The situation only became more problematic when it was revealed that Iraq did not possess weapons of mass destruction. With the benefit of hindsight, it is possible to contend that the disarmament of Iraq had been secured through UN inspections, without the need for enforcement action, and in conformity with Security Council resolutions. It is also possible to sustain that it would have been particularly damaging for the legitimacy and credibility of the United Nations, had a war fought on false premises been authorized by the Security Council.

			The precedent for evoking a collective responsibility to intervene forcibly in the face of humanitarian emergencies can be traced to UN Security Council Resolution 688, which authorized the provision of assistance to the Kurds, in northern Iraq, in the spring of 1991.5 Subsequently a succession of peace and security challenges in a variety of scenarios—including Rwanda, the Balkans, and East Timor—led UN Secretary-General Kofi Annan to place the notion of intervention itself within a broader context than the one originally prescribed by the drafters of the Charter.

			Kofi Annan describes in his memoirs, Interventions, how he came to challenge conventional views on national sovereignty.6 According to his narrative, through the trials of UN peacekeeping from Somalia to Rwanda and Bosnia, he arrived at the conclusion that intervention, under Chapter VII, need not respond exclusively to threats to international peace and security. As he reflected on a future of effective and legitimate collective security for the twenty-first century, he set out the case for humanitarian intervention as a lesser evil than inaction in the face of massacres or extreme oppression of innocent civilians.

			A dilemma facing the United Nations was thereby laid bare: was the defense of the primacy of the Security Council in matters of peace and security as established by the Charter compatible with passivity in the face of ethnic cleansing or genocide? At the behest of Kofi Annan in the year 2000, Canadian Foreign Minister Lloyd Axworthy assembled an independent International Commission on Intervention and State Sovereignty (ICIS) to try to respond to this dilemma. The Commission met under the co-chairmanship of Gareth Evans of Australia and Mohamed Sahnoun of Algeria and produced a report that reframed this discussion by introducing the notion of a “responsibility to protect.”7

			In his opening speech to the 58th session of the General Assembly in September 2003, Kofi Annan expressed his concern with the deep divisions among the membership as regards the nature of international challenges in the realm of peace and security and the role played by enforcement measures to confront them.8 He announced the convening of a High-Level Panel on Threats, Challenges and Changes to provide the organization with a collective security agenda for the twenty-first century. The panel circulated a report in December 2004 that dedicated an entire chapter to collective security and the use of force. The text underlined the importance of the legitimacy and the legality of coercive measures. But it also admitted that the UN Charter was not “as clear as it could be when it comes to saving lives within countries in situations of mass atrocity.”9

			When UN Secretary-General Kofi Annan presented his own report entitled “In Larger Freedom” in March 2005, he stated that “we must embrace the responsibility to protect, and, when necessary, we must act on it.”10 The ground was thus prepared for the inclusion in the 2005 UN World Summit Outcome of a section on the responsibility to protect populations from genocide, war crimes, ethnic cleansing, and crimes against humanity. Paragraph 139 thereof would start by encouraging the protection of civilians (PoC) in situations of conflict through peaceful means.

			The UN membership, however, did not refrain from stating its preparedness to take collective action, including under Chapter VII, should peaceful means be inadequate in situations where “national authorities are manifestly failing to protect their populations from genocide, war crimes, ethnic cleansing and crimes against humanity.”11 It is worth noting that gross violations of human rights were not included in this list. But a new international consensus regarding sovereignty and intervention seemed to be in the offing, under the acronym R2P.	

			A methodological proposal for implementing R2P was presented in January 2009 by Secretary-General Ban Ki-Moon. It involved a three-pillar approach, ranging from support for efforts deployed by states themselves to consensual cooperation in the provision of humanitarian assistance and finally through collective action in situations where a state manifestly fails to protect civilians in the four cases mentioned in the outcome document of the 2005 World Summit.12 In 2010 a new report by the UN Secretary-General on Early Warning, Assessment and the Responsibility to Protect placed emphasis on strategies of prevention, in part as a way to address growing concerns regarding the multiple risks inherent to enforcement measures.13

			These conceptual discussions would soon be submitted to a concrete test as the so-called “Arab spring” manifestations in Tunisia and Egypt captured international attention between the end of 2010 and the first months of 2011. In the case of Libya, it was felt that the widespread and systematic attacks by the government against the civilian population could amount to crimes against humanity, as stated in the preamble to Resolution 1970, adopted by consensus in February 2011. This resolution included a referral of the situation in Libya to the International Criminal Court, in addition to imposing an arms embargo, a travel ban, and an asset freeze.14	

			The following weeks, however, would witness increasingly polarized debates, as the toughest reaction contemplated in the R2P lexicon came up for consideration. At first, discussions centered on the creation of a no-fly zone, applicable to all parties in the Libyan conflict, as requested by the Arab League. While such a measure represented an escalation in the response to the crisis, it fell short of a full-fledged intervention. When the US delegation proposed the inclusion of the code word “all necessary measures” to protect civilians, in a draft that started by deploring the failure of Libyan authorities to comply with Resolution 1970, the consensus observed only three weeks before it quickly turned into bitter division.	

			

			On one side were those who viewed an intervention as the necessary response to the violent repression by Muammar Gaddafi against unarmed civilians, as he confronted growing opposition to his authoritarian rule. According to this view, Libya offered a clear example of the manifest incapacity of a government to discharge its responsibilities in protecting its own people. This position, however, met with skepticism on the part of those who either feared that military intervention would further exacerbate tensions in Libya—with negative consequences for civilians themselves—or suspected that political agendas unrelated to the plight of civilians may lurk behind the invoked humanitarian impulse. The shadow cast by Iraq persisted as a reminder of how the widespread instability resulting from a military intervention can dramatically outweigh its imagined benefits.

			Rather than opening a window for diplomacy to ensure compliance with its terms, Resolution 1970 seemed to have generated “a barely disguised urge to intervene” in some member states, as pointed out by the former Ambassador of India to the United Nations, Hardeep Puri, in his book Perilous Interventions.15 The fact that the US government sought authorization from the UN Security Council for enforcement action seemed to reflect US President Obama’s personal opposition to the unilateral Iraq invasion of 2003. Notwithstanding that experience, and in spite of the misgivings expressed by Council members from all regional groups, the US delegation with support from France and the United Kingdom decided that a no-fly zone was insufficient and the time had come to act militarily.

			Resolution 1973 was adopted by ten votes in favor and five abstentions, on the part of Brazil, China, Germany, India, and Russia.16 Although no vetoes or negative votes were cast, the division among Council members should not be underestimated. Moreover, even countries that voted in the favor of the resolution had serious doubts regarding the wisdom of the proposed strategy, as South Africa would clarify in due course. As events unfolded, over the course of 2011, not only did the Libyan authorities fail to meet their obligations, but violations of Security Council prescriptions were also committed by the proponents of Resolution 1973: weapons were supplied indiscriminately, and the no-fly zone was implemented only against the Tripoli regime. In a unilateral interpretation of the authorization to apply all necessary means to protect civilians, NATO military operations only ceased after Gaddafi was killed.

			It is worth pointing out that the concept of protection of civilians had been used in the context of peacekeeping operations before the emergence of R2P. Resolutions under Chapter VII of the UN Charter were adopted authorizing peacekeeping missions to protect civilians in several locations, including Darfur and Cote d’Ivoire, without giving rise to major controversy. By contrast, the Libyan case, considered a first experiment with intervention within the R2P framework, became tainted by a host of questions regarding the real motivation behind the military action.

			Even without questioning the good faith of those who believed Resolution 1973 provided the correct platform to protect civilians and bring peace to Libya, the unraveling of the country and the ensuing instability, which soon propagated itself to the entire Sahel region, bring to the fore the issue of the unintended consequences wrought by military action. In other words, an intervention that created more problems than it solved, while rendering life more dangerous for civilians across several nations, had clearly not met its objectives and became politically and morally questionable.

			In the tense diplomatic environment resulting from the implementation of resolution 1973, Brazil decided to introduce a set of considerations on how to ensure that multilateral responses to challenges such as the ones posed by Libya did not make matters worse. A paper, circulated to the Security Council membership on November 11, 2011, by the Brazilian Permanent Representative, began by acknowledging the human and political cost of the collective failure to act in a timely manner to prevent atrocities such as the 1994 genocide in Rwanda. In line with the reasoning that gave rise to R2P, it admitted that “there may be situations in which the international community might contemplate military action to prevent humanitarian catastrophes.”17	

			

			However, it also pointed out that the world was suffering the painful consequences of interventions that had aggravated existing conflicts, allowed terrorism to spread, and increased the vulnerability of civilians. The perception among member states that R2P could be misused for regime change was explicitly mentioned. In conclusion, the paper suggested that, as it exercises its responsibility to protect, the international community should also demonstrate a high degree of “responsibility while protecting.” A set of prescriptions was put forward, from an emphasis on prevention to the development of Security Council procedures “to monitor and assess the manner in which resolutions are interpreted and implemented.” A new acronym, RwP, was thus added to ongoing exchanges, as these thoughts came to be considered a desirable ingredient in the search for a synthesis between collective responsibility and collective security in interventions.

			UN Secretary-General Ban Ki-Moon would react positively in January 2012 by stating that “we all agree on the need for responsibility while protecting. In that spirit I very much welcome the Brazilian initiative to open a dialogue on these matters”18 while addressing the Stanley Foundation Conference on the Responsibility to Protect. Gareth Evans, one of the intellectual originators of R2P, would position himself along similar lines in an article, published a few days later, that starts by establishing that “the Western powers’ dismissiveness during the Libyan campaign did bruise them—and those bruises will have to heal before any consensus can be expected on tough responses to such situations in the future.”19 And as he refers to RwP, Evans concludes that “the better news is that a way forward has opened up.”20

			He may have been overly optimistic. The sad reality is that the world has not become a safer place as a consequence of military interventions, whether unilaterally orchestrated and carried out, as in Iraq, or multilaterally conceived and executed by a military alliance, as in Libya. In systemic terms, they have increased the level of mistrust among key actors within the international community, thereby limiting the scope for constructive diplomacy and responsible collective action. Syria has been a particularly tragic victim of such systemic breakdown. As a former Special Representative of the Secretary-General, Youssef Mahmoud points out: “while many states may not have measured up to their people’s democratic aspirations, ill-advised military interventions by global and regional powers have made our world less secure and ushered more uncertain and perilous times for us all.”21

			Are we to conclude that current ideas on collective security and collective responsibility are inadequate in themselves? Or should the international community at large, or individual states, be blamed for a manifest inability to translate the provisions of the UN Charter and the 2005 consensus on R2P into interventions that promote improved stability? It should be noted that both the UN Charter and the agreed language on the responsibility to protect contemplate intervention as a last resort. The RwP proposal, in turn, has added the essential point that under no circumstance can the use of force generate more harm than it was authorized to prevent. No doubt, neither the exercise of collective security nor of collective responsibility is served by military adventurism.

			Enhanced multilateral cooperation for the promotion of international peace and security can be achieved within the course laid out by the UN Charter as well as by new notions on the exercise of our collective responsibility in the face of mass atrocities. In theory a multipolar world, such as the one that is emerging, could be more conducive than a unipolar or bipolar geopolitical distribution of power to a renewed adherence to the letter and spirit of international agreements. If no individual nation can single-handedly impose its will and determine outcomes militarily in today’s world, it follows that unilateralism becomes particularly dangerous, as it encourages disregard toward international obligations by all. The deleterious anarchical results of a surge in unilateralism, in a multipolar world, are not difficult to imagine.

			

			A collective reaffirmation by member states of their commitment to multilateralism is the most responsible way forward. This will necessarily involve a correct understanding of the limits to what military intervention can accomplish and a readiness to learn the right lessons from past experience. Adjustments will be necessary, including a reform of the Security Council capable of conferring enhanced legitimacy to its decisions. There should also be scope for conceptual refinement. Perhaps collective responsibility should be operationalized exclusively within a Chapter VI framework. In turn, military intervention, for reasons that may include the protection of civilians, would automatically fall under a revised Chapter VII, with stricter procedures for monitoring compliance with Security Council mandates and observance of international humanitarian law.

			The challenge that presents itself to the international community in the wake of Iraq, Libya, and Syria is perhaps best summarized by the wise words of a former President of the International Court of Justice, Mohamed Bedjaoui: “The task is to subject the use of force to ever more rigorous discipline, to confirm and develop the rules which fortify just recourse to it, eliminate the practices which lead it astray and to endow such recourse with the respect and recognition it inevitably arouses when it serves to found order upon justice.”22
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			Chapter 6

			The United Nations at 75: Multilateralism at a Crossroads1

			Last September, for the first time in three-quarters of a century, the United Nations General Assembly failed to bring together the heads of state and government who traditionally flock to New York each year to participate in its high-level debate. Courtesy of COVID-19, messages were kept virtual with digital technology conveying pre-recorded speeches, as a single attendant from each member state sat behind their corresponding country plates at UN headquarters. The British media spoke of a seventy-fifth “unhappy birthday.” 

			However, UN Secretary-General Antonio Guterres had already adopted a somber tone since before the transformation of the health alert into a global pandemic. In January 2020, he conjured the “Four Horsemen of the Apocalypse” to identify the most serious challenges facing the international community today: an increase in geopolitical tensions, the climate crisis, rising inequality at the heart of inequitable globalization, and the ominous side of the technological revolution. In his opening statement before an empty General Assembly hall last month, he brought up a fifth horseman: the global health crisis unleashed by the new coronavirus—described as the greatest test since the creation of the United Nations, and a defining moment for modern society. What are the implications of this diagnosis for the future of multilateralism?

			Some observers suggest that multilateralism had been undergoing a long crisis since the Al-Qaeda attacks of September 11, 2001. The universal manifestations of solidarity toward the victims of those attacks were still fresh in our memories, as the real and perceived interconnection between terrorism and security in the Middle East further inflamed an already unstable region. As the only source of legitimacy for military intervention in situations other than self-defense, the Security Council was placed under stress by the war in Iraq, raising doubts as to the enduring relevance of a core obligation inherent to the multilateral system. With the benefit of hindsight, former Secretary-General Kofi Annan would contend in his memoirs that “far worse would have been a rubber stamp for a war fought on false premises. From such a misjudgment, the road back to credibility and legitimacy in the eyes of the world would have been far harder.”

			The so-called unipolar moment may have peaked in 2003, with a trend toward multipolarity gaining visibility after the 2008 financial crisis, when the G7 was replaced by a more inclusive group of twenty participants at the annual summits on economic coordination. Current international dynamics are often labeled as multipolar, even if considerable military and economic power continues to be wielded by the United States, and China’s path toward the number one position in terms of GDP places it in a category by itself. It appears that remnants of unipolarity still coexist, along with elements of bipolarity. When Secretary-General Guterres speaks of “multidimensional multipolarity,” he seems to be hinting at this complex geopolitical rearrangement, in which the diplomatic, economic, or military capabilities to influence outcomes are undergoing a significant process of redistribution. 

			Threats to the Global Economy and Security

			Guterres has also alluded to a “Great Fracture” as an especially dangerous scenario in which the two largest economies, with their own priorities and internet capacities, risk creating a new global geo-strategic and military divide. Needless to say, the sort of international cooperation required to confront the current health and climate challenges, along with the worst economic crisis since the Great Depression, is not made easier by a geopolitical transition that is challenging multilateralism in new ways. 

			The UN at seventy-five faces a complex crossroad. It is possible to argue, however, that if the UN and the Bretton Woods institutions survived the Cold War and held their sway during the unipolar moment, there is no structural reason why they should be unable to retain their roles, and even thrive, in a more multipolar world. It is also possible to state that multilateralism has been delivering important results in the early twenty-first century. The consensus decisions achieved in 2015—with the adoption of the 2030 Agenda for Sustainable Development and the Paris Agreement on Climate Change—are noteworthy examples.

			The picture is less encouraging when it comes to the promotion of peace and security. Indeed, the strategic perils announced by the First Horseman of the Apocalypse mentioned by the Secretary-General pose a systemic threat, rife with problematic consequences for the entire gamut of issues requiring international cooperation: from health and the environment to sustainable development and human rights. Yet, even in this domain, the panorama is not entirely negative. The call for a global ceasefire, prompted by the pandemic, has received significant support from governments, civil society and academia, and has created opportunities for diplomacy.

			While the dangers posed by an increasing number of nuclear warheads places the world under higher levels of alert, and the threat of nuclear proliferation persists, a Treaty on the Prohibition of Nuclear Weapons was successfully negotiated with the active involvement of non-governmental participants. Thanks to its central role, the International Campaign to Abolish Nuclear Weapons (ICAN) was awarded the 2017 Nobel Peace Prize. The Norwegian Nobel Committee explicitly admitted that it was under no illusion that an international prohibition would eliminate nuclear weapons. The prize can be interpreted, however, as recognition that a pioneering brand of multilateralism, which opens the door to civil society, can raise awareness and pressure the general public to unite around vital goals for humankind.

			In his 2014 book titled World Order, former US Secretary of State Henry Kissinger undertakes a valuable and insightful analysis of our contemporary international environment. He says today’s unprecedented geopolitical transition coexists with manifestations of radical ideologies that contemplate a withdrawal from the sovereign nation state paradigm created through the treaties of Westphalia in 1648. In answer to the question “Where do we go from here?,” Kissinger establishes upfront that “a reconstruction of the international system is the ultimate challenge to statesmanship in our time.” The penalty for failing, he adds, is not necessarily a major war, but principally “an evolution into spheres of influence identified with particular domestic structures and forms of governance”—a landscape similar to the “‘Great Fracture’” mentioned by Guterres. Kissinger’s vision for the future is articulated as “a world order of states affirming individual dignity and participatory governance, and cooperating internationally in accordance with agreed-upon rules.”

			Security Council Reform?

			In UN terms, references to “participatory governance” and “agreed-upon rules” bring to mind the decision-making processes and composition of the organization’s principal organs, on the one hand, and the importance of ensuring that international law is upheld by all and allowed to evolve, on the other. In no other forum within the UN system is the deficit in equitable participation more obvious than in the Security Council. With the redistribution of diplomatic influence, it has become vital and urgent to expand the organ entrusted with the primary responsibility for the maintenance of international peace and security.

			An obsolete Security Council is incompatible with the kind of strengthened multilateral system required to navigate the current turbulence just as the G7 was considered insufficiently inclusive to face the 2008 economic crisis. But beyond the need for participatory mechanisms there is scope for seeking to refine the conceptual frameworks for the promotion of a more peaceful world. This is already happening, to some extent, as the twin resolutions on “sustaining peace” adopted by the Security Council and the General Assembly in 2016 indicate. Attempts at refining conceptual tools, however, presuppose a reaffirmation of the lasting relevance of key Charter provisions. The future of modern society and international cooperation would indeed be at stake should the core understandings outlawing the use of force suffer any erosion. These Chapter VII constraints on unilateralism represented a step forward for civilization in 1945 and have acquired a lasting stature.

			

			To put an end to the multiple conflicts that continue to inflame numerous parts of the world—Africa and the Middle East in particular—Secretary-General Guterres has called for a “surge” in diplomacy. To ensure that countries do not relapse into conflict and that situations of tension do not degenerate into belligerence, he has prioritized “prevention” in the agenda for sustaining peace. These are not revolutionary ideas, but rather simple admonitions that reflect the painful lessons of the past few years in which military interventions, irrespective of their motives, have created more problems than solutions.

			In remarks to the Security Council, as he began his tenure at the UN in 2017, Guterres argued in favor of a need to “rebalance our approach to peace and security,” which he considers to have been previously dominated by responding to conflict rather than preventing war and sustaining peace. According to this reasoning, he acknowledges that member states have been mistrustful of placing an emphasis on prevention, due to understandable concerns over sovereignty. While recognizing that prevention should never be used to serve hidden agendas, Guterres considers, rather, that “prevention is best served by strong sovereign states acting for the good of their people.”

			In a 2018 report on Peace Building and Sustaining Peace, the Secretary-General stated in his conclusions that “sustaining peace is first and foremost a responsibility of member states. The mirror image of a United Nations system that is better oriented toward prevention, human rights and sustainable development is a membership that sees these as mutually reinforcing, sovereignty-affirming and within national interests.”

			The notion of prevention as a sovereignty enhancer introduces a new perspective to discussions that began during Annan’s tenure, in the aftermath of Rwanda and Srebrenica. A moral imperative to exercise a collective responsibility in preventing such atrocities from ever happening again—including through military intervention if necessary—led many to view sovereignty as an obstacle to prevention. The notion of a “responsibility to protect” (R2P) sought to overcome a possible incompatibility between respect for the non-interference Charter provisions of Article 2.7 and a moral duty to defend human lives. R2P gained general acceptance in the 2005 UN World Summit Outcome and entered the halls of the Security Council in 2011, through UN Resolution 1973 on the Libyan crisis. Another set of concerns was brought to the fore by interventions which instead of promoting peace and stability ended up disseminating war and terrorism, even if unintentionally. 
A Responsibility while Protecting (RwP) was posited as a necessary corollary to R2P, in a note circulated by the Delegation of Brazil to the Security Council (UN General Assembly – Security Council. Document A/66/551 – S/2011/701).

			A State Responsibility

			As the host country to the 2019 Aswan Forum on Sustainable Peace and Development in Africa, Egypt embraced the view that conflict prevention is a state responsibility, requiring leadership and commitment. The Forum’s set of conclusions proposes a “paradigm shift from crisis management to sustainable peace and development,” while endorsing the idea that conflict prevention can become a sovereignty enhancer. This may seem like a minor modulation, but its systemic implications should not be underestimated. In a broader sense, Harvard Professor Stephen Walt adopts a similar stance in a 2020 article entitled “Countries should mind their own business: two cheers for a classic idea that’s been out of fashion for too long.” 

			Walt is straightforward in pointing out that those who interfere in foreign countries “rarely understand what they are doing, and even well-intentioned efforts often fail due to ignorance, unintended consequences or local resentment and resistance.” No roundabout formulas are employed in identifying Libya as an example of the above. As he reminds us, “the idea that individual nations should be (mostly) free to chart their own course at home remains deeply embedded in the present world order.” His conclusion is that respect for boundaries and sovereignty will ultimately help countries with different values to cooperate on critical issues.

			The concept of the sovereign territorial state may have been with us since the 1648 treaties of Westphalia, but, in contrast with seventeenth century Europe, we have today a body of universally accepted international laws and principles around which to unite and cooperate. Former Australian Prime Minister Kevin Rudd recently stated that, although the UN at seventy-five has demonstrated a vocation for longevity, one should not assume it is capable of automatic “self-regeneration.” As the international community grapples with a complex crossroad confronting multilateralism, the necessary vehicles to move in the right direction include a reaffirmation of important established norms, overdue structural reforms, and a renewed look at ideas that may have seemed old-fashioned until recently.

			

			
				
						1	This text was originally published at the Cairo Review of Global Affairs (Fall 2020).


				

			
		

		

	
		

		
			Chapter 7

			António Guterres, Secretary-General of the United Nations1

			The eighth Secretary-General of the United Nations was elected in October 2016, after a selection process widely recognized as the most transparent and democratic in the history of the organization. For many of us, permanent representatives to the UN in New York, the time had come for a woman to assume this role. Eastern European nations made their case for the position as the only regional group that had yet to occupy the General Secretariat. There was no lack of qualified candidates. But in the end, despite not being female or having been born in Eastern Europe, the Portuguese António Guterres was chosen by acclamation. To what do we owe this consensus?

			The answer lies, to great extent, in the former Prime Minister of Portugal’s participation in the open debates, which put the intellectual versatility and the personality of the candidates to the test. A combination of qualities seldom present in the holder of the highest office in the Secretariat makes António Guterres unique. A brilliant student at Instituto Superior Técnico and an activist in the Juventude Católica Universitária (Catholic youth movement) in his native Portugal, he kept a commitment to scientific rigor without compromising his religious faith. Endowed with a remarkable ability to communicate in four languages, he is a humanist and a man of action, capable of enthusiastically embracing fieldwork, as evidenced by his performance as head of the United Nations High Commissioner for Refugees (UNHCR). Heart and reason, word and action converge in a leader who brings to the highest office of the multilateral system the dual experience of working in national politics and coordinating an international organization. A senior Secretariat official commented that “[Guterres] knows, like few others, what it is to represent a member state and serve within the system. This is precisely what we need.”

			His election also represented a vote of confidence in the diplomatic profile that Portugal has succeeded in building over the past few decades. Not by chance, April 25, 1974 marks a turning point both in the political career of António Guterres and in the history of his country. By reconnecting with modernity, Portugal once again reflects in its external action the virtues that allowed Lisbon to navigate European geopolitics throughout the centuries without relying on a surplus of military or economic power. Ambassador Rubens Ricupero, in his detailed history of Brazilian diplomacy, draws from Salvador de Madariaga’s observations to identify the ways in which the Portuguese succeeded to make up for their vulnerabilities through other forms of power, such as negotiation and the formation of alliances through skillful persuasion. Ricupero states, in this context, that the Portuguese “knew intuitively what Professor Joseph Nye teaches at Harvard University today: in addition to the ‘hard power’ of military or economic coercion, there is a milder, ‘soft’ power.”2 It fell to the former head of government of a democratic Portugal, eager to overcome its colonial liabilities, to bring this vocation for dialogue and persuasion to the multilateral domain.

			The UN Charter is light on specifics when dealing with the position of Secretary-General. Chapter XV indicates that the General Assembly will confirm the name submitted to it by the Security Council, allowing its fifteen members—notably the five permanent ones—to filter candidacies. In addition to the administrative responsibilities inherent to the position, Article 100 determines that instructions from any government will not be admitted and requires that member states refrain from seeking to influence the Secretariat. On this point, Ambassador Alain Dejammet, permanent representative of France in the 1990s, suggests in his biography of former Secretary-General Boutros-Ghali that “independence” should be the main attribute to guide the action of the official responsible for conducting the UN.3 Needless to say, such independence will oscillate between the poles of idealism—indispensable to the defense of the precepts and objectives of the San Francisco Charter—and political realism.

			Celebrating three quarters of a century this year, the United Nations General Assembly meets for the first time without the physical presence of the Heads of State and Government at its headquarters. The COVID-19 pandemic, with its profound economic and social impact, dominates pre-recorded messages, with the technological support of the digital age. Multilateralism, born a century ago under the ephemeral League of Nations, resurfaced in 1945 with the aim of shielding humanity from another hecatomb. Despite the success in preventing the outbreak of a third world war, there is a widespread perception that the UN system is facing a serious crisis. A special supplement of the British magazine The Economist captured this perception with the headline “Unhappy Birthday.”

			This discouraging message did not prevent the supplement from concluding, however, that multilateralism must be preserved, by pointing to the countless challenges that can only be faced through efficient international cooperation: from armed conflict to the coronavirus, including global warming, sustainable development and the promotion and protection of human rights. The article further notes that the popularity of the UN remains high, especially among the younger generation. Contemporary leaders are called upon, in short, to transform a moment of crisis into an opportunity so as to strengthen and adapt the system to the twenty-first century. It is impossible to underestimate, in this context, the central importance of an informed, competent and wise leadership at the helm of the organization.

			The world panorama António Guterres faces as of January 1, 2017, is characterized by high unpredictability in the midst of a geopolitical transition that is unprecedented in modern history. A moment that stands in contrast to the one in which he assumed the leadership of the Portuguese government, when the Cold War ended and some even came to believe in a possible “end of history” amid growing prosperity and comparative peace. That wave of optimism proved illusory, of course. As Guterres himself would comment, history had only remained frozen and when the old order melted, a lack of clarity in the relations among the most powerful created an unstable environment that resulted in the multiplication of tensions and conflicts. 

			Guterres presented a diagnosis to the Paris Peace Forum, convened to mark the 100th anniversary of the 1918 armistice: “the era of the hyperpower, capable of reviving the world economy or guaranteeing international security is over; our world evolves towards a multidimensional multipolarity; however, it would be a mistake to interpret this new multipolar world as a solution in itself; without the multilateral system and without respect for international rules, we risk backsliding into a return of the law of the mightiest.” His verdict leaves no room for doubt: “I will not tolerate attacks on multilateralism at the moment when it proves to be most necessary; I believe, on the contrary, in a reformed, strong and active multilateralism and my work as Secretary-General will be thus defined.”4

			Since his first pronouncements, Guterres outlines the thoughts and objectives that will guide his administration. When recalling that the United Nations was born from the ravages of war to promote peace, he does not shy away from noting the current inability of the international community to prevent new conflicts. The idea of “prevention” is thus brought to the top of the agenda, as a way of articulating the three pillars that give meaning to the organization: peace and security, sustainable development and human rights. Heir to a successful multilateral effort to incorporate the environmental variable into the concept of economic and social development, Guterres embraces the 2030 Agenda, with its Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs), and commits to the implementation of the Paris Agreement on climate change. He also pledges to be a tireless promoter of human rights. As a way of improving the Secretariat’s performance, he proposes a new consensus around “simplification, decentralization and flexibility.”

			 The universal values of peace, justice, human dignity, tolerance and solidarity propel his engagement. The promotion of gender equality manifests itself in all spheres of his activity. Dialogue with young people is treated as an inseparable aspect of the renewal of the UN and the construction of more inclusive societies. His experience in providing support to refugees, whom he describes as “the most vulnerable people on the face of the earth,” leads him to declare that we cannot remain immune to the suffering of the most socially and economically disadvantaged. The pernicious effects of a globalization that exacerbates inequality within and among nations are denounced as symptoms of unsustainability, and as enemies of peace and development. Guterres thus begins his mandate by placing the promotion of human dignity at the heart of the collective mission of the United Nations and of his individual project as Secretary-General.

			An examination of his speeches reveals the literature, the people and the experiences that have most influenced him as an individual and as a politician. German philosopher Jürgen Habermas is frequently quoted, with his notion that the interaction between the political class and civil society are a key element of modernization and progress. Admiration for Nelson Mandela is evident in the tribute paid to him on the occasion of his centennial, when Guterres declares that he will never forget the wisdom, determination and compassion with which the great African leader transformed himself into a true contemporary icon. Addressing the Human Rights Council, he recalls that he grew up under Salazar’s dictatorship and only experienced democracy at the age of twenty-four. He notes how dictatorial oppression extended beyond Portugal to the African colonies, denying them the full spectrum of human rights—civil, political, economic, social and cultural. He draws inspiration from his activism against injustice and discrimination and their various manifestations throughout the world.

			His command of history reveals an ecumenic bent that shuns stereotypes and aspires to learn from the mistakes of the past. At Cairo University, he contrasts the sophistication of the Caliphate of Córdoba, and highlights the many technical contributions bequeathed to Portugal and the West by the Arab World, such as navigation and irrigation methods, among others. When analyzing the Middle East at a session of the Security Council, he recalls the problematic dissolution of the Ottoman Empire as a prelude to future upheaval, with quotations from David Fromkin’s seminal work A Peace to End All Peace. Historian Christopher Clark’s The Sleepwalkers, a classic account of the prelude to the 1914-1918 war, is also cited as a warning against the failures of human judgment that can lead to avoidable devastation and suffering. 

			Guterres’ training as an engineer is mentioned in his address to the Forum on Internet Governance (2019), organized by German Chancellor Angela Merkel, with whom he shares a similar political trajectory rooted in the exact sciences. He contrasts the short period during which the Internet spread around the globe with the centuries it took for the printed word to have a comparable impact. If digital technology is welcomed for its constructive potential, concern regarding its harmful effects is also bluntly expressed. Thirty years after the fall of the Berlin wall, he condemns the “‘virtual walls’” that have created new divisions within nations and between them, accelerated by the availability of information technology. In his view, the UN is naturally positioned to assume a leading role in efforts to ensure that leaps in technology are regulated through a humanist perspective. 

			On the issue of migration, he recalls his experience as a volunteer in the poorest neighborhoods of Lisbon and his public service in the Portuguese parliament and government. He speaks with special emotion of the decade during which he dedicated himself to assist victims of forced migration, fleeing from conflict or persecution. As head of UNHCR, Guterres is exposed to human vulnerability at its most extreme and learns that generosity and compassion are not proportional to wealth. He would later declare before the Global Forum on Refugees, in December 2019, that these experiences were incorporated into his work as Secretary-General. In his view, the UN would be judged by the way it treats the most disadvantaged. This vision finds a natural ally in Pope Francis, whom he meets at the Vatican to promote interreligious relations for peace in support of the Holy Father’s declaration with the Grand Imam of the Al Azhar Mosque on human fraternity. 

			In a rare allusion to the visual arts, he pays tribute to two pieces strategically placed at the UN Headquarters that capture the scope of the Secretary-General’s daily activities. A tapestry version of Pablo Picasso’s Guernica, overlooking the entrance to the Security Council, depicts the horrors of war. By contrast, Henri Matisse’s Polynesia, the sky, in the thirty-eighth floor, evokes the hope inherent in the Preamble to the Charter of the United Nations and in the Universal Declaration of Human Rights. Guterres believes it is this very hope that, once transformed into political will, needs to be invested in the search for peaceful solutions to conflicts and in the consolidation of a universal system of rules and institutions in the diplomatic, economic, social and environmental fields.

			To look to the future with hope, albeit without illusions, is what António Guterres urged us to do when he addressed the General Assembly at the beginning of 2020, shortly before the devastation wrought by the deadly power of the coronavirus. His speech deserves our attention insofar as it proposes to comprehensively define the mission of the UN in the year of the organization’s seventy-fifth anniversary. Drawing inspiration from the biblical image of the four horsemen of the apocalypse, he examines our fears and expectations in light of recent experience, with a view to building a better future. The metaphor of the apocalypse establishes, from the outset, a relationship between the challenges of the day and historical processes of long maturation. Apocalypse, from the Greek meaning “uncovering what was hidden,” refers to a process that operates in phases: revelation, judgment, destruction and rebirth. The image is chosen for its stridency and reflects the conviction that the international system faces a complex defining moment. 

			 The first rider calls attention to looming geopolitical tensions: numerous belligerent situations are prolonged with harmful effects; the spread of terrorism endures and the threat of nuclear war increases in the midst of new technological rivalries, alongside large-scale global fragmentation. The second is a harbinger for the existential threat posed by global warming, once referred to as “climate change” and now treated as a “climate crisis”: the last decade was the hottest on record, a million species face extinction, the polar ice caps are melting, sea levels are rising and the point of no return for humanity’s survival on Earth is approaching. The third avatar of the apocalypse highlights the frustrations arising from a globalization process that accentuates inequalities: poverty intensifies; hostility towards immigrants and refugees grows; setbacks arise in the fight against discrimination and violence against women; the demands of young people for quality education and employment remain unattended. The fourth horseman points to the digital world, which, despite its undeniable benefits, possesses a dark underbelly capable of accelerating the dissemination of false information, the invasion of privacy and the destabilization of labor markets.

			Based on this diagnosis, an assessment is made of efforts already undertaken and of the additional remedies required. Considerations relating to the promotion of peace deserve special attention, as they touch upon the heart of the UN’s mission. As noted above, conflict prevention becomes the starting point for a unifying approach, which includes the fulfillment of human rights and the promotion of sustainable development as enablers of healthy, conflict-free societies. A new order of ideas had already been articulated by the resolutions on Sustaining Peace (adopted by the General Assembly and the Security Council in 2016), which favor an understanding of peace as the result of multifaceted actions, maintained over time. In addition to supporting this approach, Guterres proposes overcoming what he considers a false incompatibility between notions of sovereignty and prevention. He suggests that, rather than a threat to a given state’s scope of action, prevention can be seen as an enhancer of sovereignty. From this angle, prevention can be seen as favoring healthy sovereignties, to the benefit of lasting peace and development. The Peacebuilding Commission, in particular, will incorporate this set of ideas into its activities.

			It should be recognized that, at least since the days of Kofi Annan (1997-2006), sovereignty had assumed, in the eyes of many, the role of villain in the crises that gave rise to proposals, such as that of the “responsibility to protect” (R2P). The tragedies of Rwanda and Srebrenica had provoked a questioning of certain misguided conceptions of sovereignty, which placed civilians at risk. It is obvious that sovereignty cannot be invoked as a pretext to commit genocide, ethnic cleansing or other atrocities. The precepts of non-intervention in the internal affairs of states, as contemplated in Article 2(7) of the Charter, should not be interpreted as an incentive towards indifference in cases of serious abuses that test the moral conscience of the international community. At the same time, it is possible to draw another set of lessons from the experience of recent decades, in light of interventions that, although conceived to promote stability and peace, ended up disseminating instability and armed confrontation. 
A world of weakened sovereignties and failed states cannot hope to attain sustainable peace. The idea that prevention can be put at the service of sovereignty in its most benign sense, as advanced by Guterres, allows us to foresee a reconciliation, both pragmatic and morally justifiable, with the letter and spirit of Article 2(7).

			I make a brief digression, to refer to a recent article by Professor Stephen Walt, from Harvard University, which makes a similar point. Walt argues that while there are several ways in which a state’s sovereign freedom deserves to be constrained by international institutions with a view to the achievement of common goals of universal value, there are also important benefits to be derived from respect for national sovereignty. This is because the attempt to impose a single model arouses fear of hegemonic pretensions—real or imaginary—and tends to exacerbate mistrust among powerful international actors.5 Among other observations, Walt suggests that Libya would not be subject to so much destabilizing interference today, if not for the military intervention of 2011. In the words of Guterres: “external interference is sowing fires.” The emerging rivalries of today’s world will tend to be better managed, Walt concludes, the greater the respect for national sovereignty.

			This reflection brings us back to the contemporary geopolitical quagmire and its impact on multilateralism. Could we be facing imminent chaos, as Guterres fears? Indeed, the main enemy of the system is unilateralism, which disrespects international law and resists dialogue and negotiation. Such behavior, in itself, is not a new phenomenon. What is less clear is whether the current redistribution of power and influence can evolve within existing multilateral understandings, albeit with adjustments, or whether such an evolution will be impeded by a deeper rupture. To begin to approach this dilemma, we must start by acknowledging a lack of precise terminology to describe our systemic specificity. Could we be facing a post-unipolar world, tending towards a new bipolarity? Or have we entered into a “multi-dimensional, multipolarity,” as suggested by Guterres? Less subject to controversy, perhaps, is the identification of the main actors in these dynamics. 

			It is possible to argue that, if multilateralism survived a period in which a single country held military and economic preponderance during the so-called “unipolar moment,” there is no reason to assume that the system is incapable of coexisting with a transition towards some form of multipolarity. However, for the first time in more than a hundred years, the United States will cease to be the greatest economic power, a situation that generates an understandable feeling of insecurity in parts of the world that have grown accustomed to a leadership that will undergo unavoidable erosion. In military terms, the US competes with two other non-Western actors who, together, can equal or surpass its power. On the economic and financial level, the number of influential countries has increased, as indicated by the composition of the G20. In the diplomatic sphere, this influence spreads more widely, and can express itself through individual initiatives or coalitions, or even benefit from alliances with non-governmental organizations. An emblematic case was that of the Treaty on the Prohibition of Nuclear Weapons, whose negotiation progressed despite powerful opposition, and ended up deserving the Nobel Peace Prize. 

			At least until now, neither the emerging nor the established powers seem to have plans to propose an order that is radically different from the one created seventy-five years ago. China, while promoting regional initiatives of global impact, such as the ambitious “One Belt One Road” infrastructure project, demonstrates a willingness to assume increasing responsibilities within the UN system, including through the frequent submission of candidates for important positions. Regrettably, however, the UN has failed to establish itself as a forum capable of facilitating dialogue between the most powerful in critical moments. This certainly did not happen during the bipolar period between the Soviet Union and the United States. Nevertheless, it would be in everyone’s interest for this to change. By maintaining cordial and constructive relations with the main protagonists in these ongoing geopolitical dynamics, the current Secretary-General is well positioned to play a facilitating role. 

			

			Finally, it is interesting to note that changes within the system are not necessarily contingent on the leadership or even the enthusiastic support of the most powerful actors, as demonstrated by the materialization, by consensus, of relatively recent initiatives such as the creation of the Peacebuilding Commission or the 2030 Agenda on Sustainable Development. Six decades ago, the increase in the number of members of the Security Council from eleven to fifteen did not meet with the initial support of the five permanent members, but eventually came into force with the ratification of the amendment to the Charter by all of them. Undoubtedly, the time has come to seriously consider a new expansion, structurally more ambitious, in line with the distribution of diplomatic influence in the twenty-first century—an objective that has been inscribed in the agenda of the General Assembly for over twenty years. In other words, it is not necessary to ask permission from the P5 to start reforming the multilateral system.

			To complete these reflections on the message of the first horseman, it is worth recognizing that stagnation and setbacks, in the field of nuclear disarmament and non-proliferation, require increased attention in an unpredictable context such as today’s. More so than his predecessors, Guterres has denounced the dangerous weakening of the architecture of agreements in this sphere, and rightly so, as rising risks should give pause for concern. At the same time, peacekeeping operations, deployed around the world, continue to ensure the protection of civilians and create conditions for the provision of humanitarian aid and the exercise of diplomacy. The circumstances they face, however, have become more challenging, with the multiplication of militias, terrorist threats and the circulation of illicitly obtained weapons. Guterres aims to adapt peace operations to ensure their continued relevance in the containment and solution of conflicts. More controversial is the idea of attributing mandates, under Chapter VII, to peace enforcement missions—an approach that can negatively affect the perception of UN impartiality. Finally, the plan to protect religious sites and combat the rhetoric of hatred represents a necessary response to new and worrying waves of religious, cultural and racial intolerance.

			

			The shadow cast by the coronavirus pandemic began to affect the United Nations as a whole in different ways. Although it cannot be said that the antidotes available in the Security Council’s laboratory have had a decisive impact on the spread of COVID-19 (whose most numerous victims are not found in countries included in its agenda), many deplored the delay with which the body addressed the issue. This paralysis led the Secretary-General to launch, on March 23, an appeal for a global ceasefire. The initiative received support from governments, civil society and personalities from many circles and could have gone even further with stronger engagement by decisive actors. Even so, the appeal had positive effects in Colombia, Yemen and Libya, among others.

			A phenomenon of universal scope such as the pandemic tends to be compared to global warming insofar as it illustrates the sheer impossibility of being managed without international cooperation. Moreover, in both cases science must be at the service of collective action, since the lack of confidence in scientific knowledge entails risks both for individual human survival and for intergenerational sustainability. Into this canvas, Guterres inserts his scathing critique of a globalization process that has generated inequality and exclusion, in addition to postulating a pact for global solidarity based on a sense of shared responsibility. Rather than a return to a status quo ante, what is needed is a commitment to rebuild more inclusive and just societies, endowed with the necessary resilience to face pandemics and climate change, among other threats. The program of action provided by the 2030 Agenda for Sustainable Development remains fully valid in this context, and its implementation calls for redoubled efforts. This is the central message of the document released last March entitled “Shared Responsibility, Global Solidarity: Responding to the socioeconomic impacts of COVID-19.”

			A crisis that extends beyond the field of public health and is described in the document as a “human crisis” requires, simultaneously, the reaffirmation of the commitment to reduce inequality within and among nations, in accordance with SDG number 10 of the Agenda 2030. In this regard, the UN anticipated a phenomenon that is now widely recognized, including by the World Economic Forum in Davos, as an enemy of governance and sustainability. The pandemic laid bare the precariousness of billions of people who have not benefited from the globalized economy, including more than seven hundred million living in extreme poverty. In the sphere of public health this translates into the dire need for a higher degree of emergency preparedness. The World Health Organization estimates that $100 billion will be needed over the next five years to prevent future pandemics in the most vulnerable countries and that resources aligned with the objectives of the 2030 Agenda should represent at least 1% of the GDP of each member state. 

			An awareness of the inadequacy of the global response to the climate crisis has yet to emerge. It is ironic that, in this regard, the pandemic is producing a lower level of CO2 emissions and temporarily improving the quality of the air we breathe. This does not diminish the imperative of timely action, because although the signatories of the Paris Agreement have committed themselves to limiting the global temperature increase to 2oC above pre-Industrial Revolution levels, if the current trajectory is maintained, the world will advance dangerously towards a 3oC rise. Even at the current level of warming, the loss of human lives and the destruction resulting from new patterns of storms and fires do not allow for complacency.

			Guterres dedicated his lecture commemorating Nelson Mandela’s centenary to the theme of inequality, with an unusual foray into the field of political economy. His argument begins by addressing what he considers the central “fallacies” revealed by the pandemic: that the free market will provide health care for all; that we live in a post-racial world; that we are all in the same boat—when in fact the twenty-six richest people on earth possess financial resources equivalent to that of half of the world’s population. Drawing on the same image, he states that growing inequality threatens to sink all ships by causing economic instability, corruption, criminality, and a global decline in physical and mental health. Increased mobilizations against racism and for gender equality are symptoms of a renewed struggle for social justice, which aspires to overcome the legacies of patriarchy and colonialism. By advocating for a new social contract, he borrows from Franklin Roosevelt’s formula and proposes a worldwide “New Deal,” capable of promoting a more equitable globalization, whose success will no longer be measured purely in economic performance, but will also be evaluated in qualitative, human, terms.6

			When talking about promoting a more inclusive globalization, it is impossible to ignore the urgency of correcting the deficit in female participation in the economic and political life of our societies and in multilateralism itself. As former chair of the UN Commission on the Status of Women for the 2015-2016 biennium, I am particularly sensitive to the importance of international cooperation in combating gender-based violence and promoting equality between women and men. 
A declared feminist, Guterres fulfilled his promise to implement a policy that, for the first time in the organization’s history, managed to introduce gender parity at the highest professional levels in the Secretariat. This policy deserves recognition and should serve as motivation for a better distribution of leadership positions at the UN in terms of geographic and racial diversity as well.

			The pandemic, considered by Guterres as the greatest test the United Nations has faced since its creation, is also described as a historic moment that will define the future of modern societies. Many warning signs preceded the emergence of the new coronavirus, and were issued by some of the most sophisticated observers of international reality. I am thinking of the book The Shipwreck of Civilizations, published in 2019 by the Franco-Lebanese journalist and writer Amin Maalouf, for whom the passage from barbarism to civilization requires that each one assume not only their own identity, but also the awareness of belonging to humankind as a whole. His narrative is marked by the recent history of the Middle East, but also extracts universal observations from experience: “when the heirs of the greatest civilizations, bearers of the most universal ideals, become rabid and vengeful tribes, how can we not expect the worst of the human adventure?” Maalouf warns his contemporaries that “by remaining prisoners of tribal conceptions of nation and religion [and] glorifying a sacred selfishness, they prepare their children for an apocalyptic future.”7 Does it sound familiar?

			In 2014, the year of publication of World Order, Henry Kissinger articulated another type of warning, when he stated that the reconstruction of the international system is the greatest challenge facing the leaders of our times. The price to pay for failure will not necessarily be a world war (although he does not rule out that hypothesis), but a likely scenario of spheres of influence in which regional governance structures may regress to pre-Westphalian forms. Kissinger, whose trajectory does not include manifestations of enthusiasm for multilateralism, concludes nevertheless that “a world order constituted by states that defend individual dignity and participatory governance, capable of cooperating internationally according to mutually agreed rules, is our hope and must be our inspiration.”8 
I would add that such an order is inconceivable without the United Nations.

			In his opening speech at the seventy-fifth General Assembly, last September 22, António Guterres added a fifth horseman of the apocalypse, unforeseen in the Bible but galloping fast across the globe: the microscopic coronavirus. For the first time in three decades, poverty is on the rise and human development indicators are on the decline, while achievement of the SDGs veers off track. The UN seeks to coordinate the search for treatments and therapies, as a global common good, but some countries focus on solutions aimed exclusively at their own populations through a shortsighted “vaccinationalism.” Not everything, however, is backlash and frustration. His call for a ceasefire was supported by 180 member states, religious leaders and civil partners of all stripes, allowing it to be reaffirmed with a sense of urgency. Encouraging developments appear in peace efforts in Sudan, Afghanistan, Syria, Libya, and the Central African Republic.

			At the same time, the specter of a new cold war foreshadows a worrying future in which the two largest economies divide the world into spheres determined by trade and technological rivalry, generating a great split. Guterres returns to the theme of a new social contract for building inclusive and sustainable societies, capable of confronting historical injustices and improving global power structures. According to his vision, twenty-first century multilateralism must be able to create networks to bring together global institutions, such as development banks or regional organizations; twenty-first century multilateralism needs to be inclusive, expanding circles of engagement, civic, regional, urban, private sector, academic and scientific. The horsemen of the apocalypse can be confronted if each of us assumes our individual responsibility and our governments assume their collective roles. We know that this cannot be possible without the United Nations. 

			As a member of the Lusophone community, I shared a sense of pride in the election of António Guterres as UN Secretary-General. The first Portuguese-speaking occupant of the office on the thirty-eighth floor of the Secretariat building brought with him a history of struggle and achievement, adaptation and transcendence, drawing on a culture of humanism that need not be translated from Bissau to Brasilia, from Dili to Lisbon, from Luanda to Maputo, from Praia to São Tomé. These are all capitals where the belief in a brand of international cooperation capable of facing up to the challenges of our times remains very much alive. Five hundred years after the exploits of the great Portuguese navigators, the leadership required to avoid the shipwreck of civilization, feared by some, or the fragmentation that concerns many others, requires a captain prepared to sail across uncharted waters, as described in the epic poem by Luis de Camões, Os Lusíadas. In António Guterres, the United Nations has found such a commander.
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			Chapter 8

			A new humanism for a renewed multilateralism1

			A new humanism for a renewed multilateralism

			How can we frame a discussion to promote enhanced international cooperation for a more peaceful world, as 2022 unfolds, when war has broken out in Ukraine and challenges in a variety of fields seem to multiply? After causing the death of more than 15 million people, the COVID-19 pandemic morphs into new variants and continues to impact societies across the globe. The security environment assumes more threatening features, as a military intervention in Europe—on a scale not seen since the end of World War II—increases tension among the major military powers, amidst a backlog of unresolved crises in Africa, the Middle East and beyond. While disruption in supply chains persists and inflationary pressures increase, full economic recovery remains a mirage in most quarters, with deepening inequality within and among states generating political polarization. Although climate change has established itself as a collective priority, national responses remain uneven and unsatisfactory by most counts.

			Until the situation in Ukraine dominated the headlines, it was possible to draw encouragement from a few positive developments and trends. Vaccination proceeds at an accelerated pace in the developed world, Asia and Latin America, even if it still has to pick up pace in Africa. The new year began with the five Security Council permanent members assuming a commitment to consider the avoidance of war between nuclear-weapon states as their “foremost responsibility.”2 While guns have not been silenced in most ongoing conflicts, cease-fires have been holding in the Middle East, military activity has decreased in the Horn of Africa, flashpoints in the Caucasus have not flared up. Government and business leaders seem willing to draw lessons from the asymmetrical globalization of the past decades and international trade was, until recently, again on the rise. Even if the avoidance of a climate catastrophe is far from assured, COP26 brought together a significant number of Heads of State and delegates to Glasgow for common action to confront global warming.

			Military aggression in Ukraine, however, has shattered the European status quo and cast a bleak shadow over our assessment of where the world stands today. Some of the questions associated with this dangerous development remain unanswered at this point: Will the conflict spread? What is the scope for diplomacy to put an end to the fighting? Is this the end of globalization and the liberal order? At the very least, a return to a status quo ante in Europe seems highly unlikely and the foreseeable future looms problematic in the security and economic spheres. Broader systemic questions come to mind, as the United Nations Charter is again violated in the field of peace and security and multilateralism is thereby undermined, while international humanitarian law is disregarded, with civilians at increased risk. At the same time, it is worth noting that the United Nations remains an authoritative forum for the international community to express concerns. It appears that, notwithstanding its shortcomings, multilateralism retains relevance in the face of defiance towards international law, including by powerful member states.

			The annual report of the Leaders for Peace is drafted with readers who are concerned with the current international environment in mind, irrespective of their nationalities or beliefs. As representatives from a broad spectrum of backgrounds and cultures, we lend our voices to the collective search for sustainable development and peace, at a time when the post-1945 world order experiences renewed stress, and geopolitical tensions create difficulties for effective diplomacy and multilateral cooperation. We note that a deep malaise is widely disseminated today, as cynicism grows, solidarity is in short supply and democratic values come under attack. Is it possible to change direction and chart a more constructive course to address the interlinked security, economic, public health, social and environmental challenges that stand between us and a better future? We believe that the battles that must be won cannot be fought with weapons and instead require a new humanism for a renewed multilateralism.

			Multilateralism, as it has evolved over three quarters of a century under the United Nations system, remains the most widely accepted, inclusive and fair platform to engage in the collective search for better answers. Irrespective of its imperfections, disengagement from multilateralism would only entail serious setbacks for human civilization. The alternatives are too tragic to be contemplated: no accountability, military, economic and technological supremacy dictating rules to the detriment of universal respect for international law. In the absence of enlightened leadership, however, multilateralism cannot deliver results on its own; multilateralism becomes power politics by different means. A readiness to confront shortcomings and learn from past mistakes, however, can rally decisive support for the necessary reforms that will promote progress for all. In establishing improved coordination and policy frameworks, it is possible to derive wisdom and inspiration from different legal, cultural and spiritual traditions. In principle this can take place without reinventing the system as such.

			This report looks at information and insights from a variety of sources, with a view towards expressing support for a change in direction through a plural and democratic debate. As he celebrated his ninety-ninth birthday last year, French philosopher Edgar Morin published a text entitled Let us Change Paths, the Lessons of the Coronavirus, in which he suggests that for humanism to be regenerated it will need to be planetary: “awareness of our common destiny on Earth should be the key event of our century.”3 Adolfo Perez Esquivel, the Nobel Peace Prize Laureate from Argentina, reminds us that we cannot plant seeds with closed fists. In the same spirit, and on the basis of the intellectual clarity of three previous reports under the guidance of Ambassador Pierre Vimont, I am honored to assume the task of projecting the vision articulated by President Jean-Pierre Raffarin and my distinguished colleagues at Leaders for Peace on the current international landscape.

			

			The following sections will look at the current geopolitical context, evaluate the status of the multilateral system as regards the promotion of peace, suggest some ideas for systemic renewal, highlight the interlinkage between peace and sustainable development and focus on education and intergenerational dialogue as a guide to the future. A final section will call upon our individual and collective responsibility to forge a renewed, planetary humanism as a path towards a more peaceful world.

			Geopolitical Landscape

			The international system has not been devoid of tensions or crises, since the entry into force of the United Nations Charter and the Bretton Woods agreements. Dysfunction at the UN Security Council was only too familiar during the Cold War. Momentous geopolitical transformations have taken place since 1945, in particular as the collapse of the Soviet Union ushered in a “unipolar moment” of unmatched military and economic preeminence by the United States three decades ago. What is perhaps unique to our contemporary context is the overlap of two distinct phenomena: on the one hand, a complex redistribution of power, which is most perceptible in the economic sphere—as China overtakes the US—and, on the other, global environmental and public health threats that cannot be tackled through individual or regional responses alone, and threaten humanity as a whole. To be sure, pandemics in themselves are not new, although in an interconnected, globalized world, they have acquired an unprecedented potential for wreaking havoc in the lives of individuals and societies.

			According to the analysis in The Great Reset,4 published by the World Economic Forum in reaction to the coronavirus outbreak, three main traits define today’s world: interdependence, velocity and complexity. In an interdependent world, risks are amplified by the linkages among economic, geopolitical, environmental, technological and social variables. At the same time, the internet has increased the speed at which facts and reactions unfold. An abundance of data overwhelms public and private agents, even as they are pressured into taking decisions at shorter intervals. Complexity, in turn, limits our ability to acquire true knowledge and understanding. Not surprisingly, our predicaments are being examined through catch phrases, while geopolitics has become a growth industry. Is the present world order coming to an end? Is the unipolar moment over? Has multipolarity come to stay, or are we in the initial stages of a new bipolarity? Is the decline of the West a reality? Has a new Cold War already begun?

			These are some of the issues frequently raised in the media, academic webinars and Foreign Ministries. Events in Eastern Europe have only generated a new set of often conflicting views. Without pretending to give a single answer to these questions, it may be useful to make a few observations and distinctions to guide the conversation. The first relates to the geopolitical distribution of power and systemic change. According to Kenneth Waltz,5 one should not confuse changes at the level of units in a system and changes at the level of the system. In this sense, it is possible to argue that neither bipolarity, nor unipolarity or multipolarity are necessarily incompatible with an international system founded on the sovereign equality of states, in which international law establishes conditions for legitimate resort to coercive action, as specified in Chapter VII of the UN Charter. Violations do not, per se, entail a change in the system—as witnessed on past occasions—even if they may generate crisis and soul-searching.

			In truth, the changes within the units of the system may be of such consequence that a discussion regarding the sustainability of the system itself may not be out of place. Interestingly, however, the war in Ukraine has had the effect of bringing about a renewed commitment, by a vast majority of the international community, to notions such as respect for sovereignty, territorial integrity and the inadmissibility of the unilateral use of force. In light of the overwhelming support for these principles, a radical replacement of the current world order by another does not seem to be on the agenda—at least with regard to the legal foundation for handling threats to international peace and security. This is not to say, as we shall examine in other sections, that the system would not benefit from reforms, or that the liberal economic world order can avoid a period of fragmentation. With respect to the changes in the relative power of units within the system, one approach may consist, as a first step, to identify certain quantitative realities in the military, economic and diplomatic spheres.

			Starting with defense matters, the most recent available data gathered by the SIPRI Yearbook Summary6 indicates that growth in total expenditure has been influenced by an increase in the budgets of the two largest spenders: Washington and Beijing. US military spending reached $778 billion in 2020, a 4.4% increase over the previous year. China’s military budget during the same period totaled $252 billion, representing an increase in 1.9%. India was the third highest spender with a budget of $72.9 billion, while Russia was fourth at $61.7 billion. In both the cases of India and Russia, the increase was close to the world average at 2.6%. According to the same source, the US and Russia have undertaken expensive programs to replace and modernize their nuclear warheads and delivery systems. China is expanding its nuclear arsenal, while India and Pakistan are also increasing stockpiles. Estimated numbers for total inventories place Russia at the top in number of nuclear warheads, at 6.255, followed by the US with 5.550. The remaining seven nuclear states possess lower quantities of warheads, as follows: China (350), France (290), United Kingdom (225), Pakistan (165), India (156), Israel (90), North Korea (approximately 50). While a few countries diverted resources to address the pandemic, and most governments used military assets in their responses to the virus, world military expenses as a share of world GDP rose slightly by 0.2% during the period. In military terms, the US retains a significant lead with respect to the dimension of its budget—
which represents more than a third of the world total—while Russia retains a quantitative advantage in nuclear terms. A look at the number of military bases and armed forces personnel deployed abroad, however, further illustrates the relative strength of the United States, with outposts in every part of the world. China, by contrast, has a handful of bases in Asia and one in Djibouti, while Russia, in addition to its ties to countries in the former USSR, is increasingly active in Africa. France and the United Kingdom retain a number of bases in former colonies.

			As a defense alliance, NATO is in a category by itself, with thirty members, extending from the US and Canada, through Europe, as far East as Turkey. In total, NATO has the capability to count on 3.5 million personnel, troops and civilians combined. According to the IISS,7 Russia possesses 1.014 billion active military personnel, and China, 2.185 billion. At the North Atlantic Council, in June 2021, NATO expressed concern with the “systemic challenges to the rules-based international order” posed by China. Russia and China, in turn, signed a joint statement, on February 4, 2022, in which NATO expansion is condemned and serious concern is manifested with the AUKUS security partnership among Australia, the US and the United Kingdom. The statement falls short of establishing a full-fledged military defense system, but evokes the scenario of an “anti-hegemonic alliance,” as described by former US National Security Advisor Brzezinski in “The Grand Chessboard.”8 His view is that China and Russia are two major “geostrategic players,” in a tripolar field, along with the US.

			On the economic front we are witnessing a historic transition, as China overtakes the US with the world’s largest GDP in nominal terms. China’s economic rise has brought it from the ninth position in 1978 to second only to the US in 2016, as its share of global GDP surged from 2% to 15%. Before 2000, the US was at the helm of global trade, with 80% of countries trading more with the US than with China. By 2018, that number had dropped sharply to just 30%, as China took the top position in 128 out of 190 countries. The dominance of the US dollar as global reserve currency, which has prevailed for decades, although still solid, can no longer be considered unassailable. According to the Financial Times, one of the economic consequences of the Ukraine invasion may be a quickening of the shift to a bipolar financial system—one based on the dollar, the other on the renminbi. As the experts from the World Economic Forum point out, however, the role of the dollar in international financial transactions remains far greater than in international trade.

			The European Union, which comprises twenty-seven European countries, is the second largest economy in the world. It held the number one position from 2004, when ten new members joined the union, until 2014. The EU includes several of the most highly developed economies in the world, such as Germany, France and Italy, which retain significant competitive technological capacities and high profiles in international trade and finance. In addition to these three, G20 summits bring together the EU Commission, along with the United Kingdom, Canada and Japan, reflecting the continuing economic relevance of the West. G7 members still represent 46% of GDP globally, based on nominal values, or 32% based on PPP. It is not difficult to see, by adding the economic strength of Western countries to the military power of NATO, that their influence remains considerable. By comparison, the five emerging economies, which coordinate within the BRICS group, represent 25% of the global GDP—with China by far the largest. Russia and Brazil positioned slightly under the ten biggest economies, and South Africa further down the list.

			After the demise of the Soviet Union, military and economic power were concentrated in the hands of the US and the West, with the decisive diplomatic influence that such concentration of strength entails. This may have come to an end in 2003, as the Iraq war illustrated the limits of determining outcomes unilaterally through military force. Withdrawal from Afghanistan last year is further evidence of this trend. After the 2008 economic crisis, China established its credentials as the main rising economic power, and a more diverse landscape of actors with global influence emerged. As the G20 acquired prominence, the term “multipolarity” became more commonly used. Hard power, measured in military and economic terms, is of course also linked to easily comparable factors such as territory, demography and natural resources. Soft power, in turn, involves less quantifiable variables, such as the ability to exercise leadership, creativity or imagination. Diplomatic influence can reflect both hard and soft power attributes, and may constitute a valuable geopolitical asset in its own right.

			This is a sphere in which military or economic strength are not necessarily determinant: one need only consider the influence wielded by the Vatican. But can one measure global diplomatic influence? A country’s network of embassies, permanent missions and consulates can be taken as a clear sign of interest in what goes on beyond their regional environment. According to the Australian Lowy Institute,9 China overtook the US in 2019 as the country with the most diplomatic posts in the world, at 276 offices—3 more than the US. The top 10 largest networks include, in quantitative order, France, Japan, Russia, Turkey, Germany, Brazil, Spain and Italy, closely followed by the UK in the eleventh position. The European Union is represented through some 142 delegations and offices around the world, including 8 missions to international organizations. The rise in China’s international diplomatic presence has been rapid, taking advantage of governments that have ended their ties with the authorities in Taiwan. Also noteworthy is the fact that less than twenty countries possess diplomatic relations with all other UN member States. If one includes relations with the two permanent UN observer states (Holy See and Palestine) only Brazil and India fall into such a category.

			Other aspects that may enter into consideration, in this regard, are the regularity with which a country is elected to major multilateral organs such as the UN Security Council (P5 excluded), the International Court of Justice (ICJ), ECOSOC, the Human Rights Council (HRC). One may also look at how many high-level positions a country occupies in international organizations. More recently, non-governmental actors have been demonstrating increasing diplomatic clout, as illustrated by the successful efforts by the International Campaign to Abolish Nuclear Weapons (ICAN) to mobilize the UN General Assembly into negotiating a treaty on their prohibition. At a time when individuals are amassing fortunes on a par with medium sized economies, it has been suggested that the day may be near when participation in multilateral negotiations will include their voices. A recent editorial by the Financial Times insinuated that the CEO of SpaceX,10 Elon Musk, may become involved in future discussions on the peaceful uses of outer space under UN auspices.

			When it comes to diplomatic influence, small countries also play decisive roles: witness the Alliance of Small Island States (AOSIS) at the Paris Conference on climate change. Perhaps the most important ingredient in determining whether that influence will be effectively used is the coherence and competence with which a specific objective is pursued, as well as the international resonance of that objective. It is thus apparent that, geopolitically, today’s panorama is not as binary as implied in some articles that speak of a new Cold War between the US and China. At the same time, it is undeniable that these two countries loom as the two most significant players in contemporary international affairs, and their governments will continue to wield major influence, militarily, economically and diplomatically, for the coming decades. This does not mean that outcomes will be pre-determined by them only, or that there is no scope for others, individually or in groups, to shape policy and advance alternatives. When it comes to contemporary geopolitics, the best available term may be “multidimensional multipolarity.”

			Multilateralism at a Crossroad

			Chinese President Xi Jinping stated at this year’s virtual Session of the World Economic Forum that “we need to learn from comparing long history cycles.”11 Ours is indeed a time when comparisons with events that took place a hundred years ago, or more, have become commonplace. The greatest pandemic in a century is with us. As a country from the East assumes the leading economic position, a long cycle of Western preeminence, that began midway through the last millennium, is about to be replaced by a geopolitical configuration in which the West will not be as dominant. The notion of territorial sovereignty has been a bedrock of the international system since the adoption of the treaties of Westphalia in 1648. More recently, however, states began to accept the trade-off between limits to their sovereign freedom and adherence to global norms. After the failure of the League of Nations, the United Nations came into being with the mission of saving succeeding generations from the scourge of war through a new commitment to collective security.

			As stated by UN Secretary-General António Guterres, “over the past 100 years, the desire to settle conflicts peacefully on the basis of common rules has been converted into a universal system of institutions in the political, economic, social and environmental spheres.”12 But he has also warned against what he considers as poisonous threats, such as a weakening of the democratic spirit of compromise and an indifference to collective rules. Although the multilateral system has demonstrated a certain longevity, after seventy-six years, it would be foolish to assume it is capable of self-regeneration. At a speech in 2020, Guterres summoned the Four Horsemen of the Apocalypse13 to identify the most serious challenges facing us today: an increase in geopolitical tensions, the climate crisis, rising inequality at the heart of inequitable globalization, and the ominous side of technology. To these was added the social and economic impact of the pandemic as a fifth challenge. The latest events in Eastern Europe add considerable drama to this grim picture.

			Having experienced the Cold War and a “unipolar moment,” however, multilateralism need not be considered intrinsically unable to withstand crises or shifts in the global distribution of power. When it comes to addressing new concerns in the economic, social and environmental domains, for example, it is possible to affirm that the UN has been successful in articulating widely accepted global responses, even if their implementation leaves much to be desired: the 2030 Agenda for Sustainable Development and the Paris Agreement of 2015 are cases in point. Also worthy of acknowledgement is the replacement of the Human Rights Commission by a Council entrusted with a broad mandate to undertake universal periodic reviews of every member ’state’s performance. The response to the COVID-19 pandemic at the multilateral level has been the subject of mixed reviews, even if the World Health Organization (WHO) was ill equipped to deal with a challenge on such a scale. To a large extent, the greater success or failure to control the disease has been a consequence of national policies.

			To undertake a fair assessment of the WHO’s response to the COVID-19 crisis, it is worth bearing in mind that, with a biennial budget of $4.4 billion, it is less well funded than a single big city hospital—as pointed out by Adam Tooze in his book Shutdown: How Covid Shook the World’s Economy.14 The same author is careful to add that the Geneva based organization is staffed by “thousands of highly professional, motivated, and well-intentioned individuals from all over the world who fight the good fight.” Once vaccines began to be applied in 2021, with global production at nearly 1.5 billion doses per month, the WHO made clear that there was enough supply to achieve the goal of global vaccination by mid-2022. In other words, the problem was not one of supply but of allocation. It is important to note, at the same time, that the UN General Assembly has expressed serious concern over the disparity between developing countries and developed countries in terms of the distribution of COVID-19 vaccines.15

			In 2021, the world manufactured more than 11 billion COVID-19 vaccines, thanks in large measure to the opportunities offered by international trade. As it turns out, 11 billion is a much higher number than would have been achieved had there been reliance exclusively on domestic supply chains. The multilateral trading system was essential to keep the adoption of damaging protectionist measures in check. According to WTO data, fifty measures restricting exports of vaccines, medical devices and their inputs had been rolled back by January 2022, with twenty-seven remaining in place. WTO Director-General Ngozi Okonjo-Iweala, along with the heads of the International Financial Organizations, participates in a task force to support WHO objectives for 2022. The UN General Assembly adopted a resolution last year on “ensuring equitable, affordable, timely and universal access for all countries to vaccines.”16 Since April 2020, a United Nations COVID-19 Response and Recovery Fund was launched by the Secretary-General. Of significance for future emergencies was the decision by a Special Session of the World Health Assembly, in December 2021, to establish a negotiating body to draft and negotiate a WHO international instrument on pandemic prevention, preparedness and response. This was only the second time, since the organization’s founding, in 1948, that a Special Session was convened.

			It is in the critical area of safeguarding international peace and security that the system has been most consistently disappointing. If we concentrate on the twenty-first century, a few ominous statistics illustrate a chronic inability to prevent conflict and promote sustainable peace. Since the late 1990s, there have been 3 million deaths by virtue of the second Congo war, half a million in Syria, 400 thousand in Yemen, more than 300 thousand in Darfur and in the war against Boko Haram, hundreds of thousands in Iraq and Afghanistan, perhaps more than a million (figures vary in this regard). The number of refugees worldwide has never been so high, with new records being broken as millions flee Ukraine in search of shelter in neighboring countries. Theirs is only the latest chapter in a series of forced departures from their lands by Syrians, Afghans, South Sudanese, Eritreans, among others from Myanmar or the Central African Republic. Such outcomes represent a failure of diplomacy and poor strategic thinking. This is not to overlook valiant UN efforts at mediation and peacekeeping.

			With a regular budget of $3.121 billion and a peacekeeping budget of $6.38 billion, United Nations financial resources pale in comparison with those of even minor defense departments. By the end of 2021, uniformed UN personnel, including experts, police, staff officers and troops, barely exceeded 75,000. Even if efforts undertaken through the UN Security Council mandates should not be undervalued, as they often contribute to curtail or circumscribe conflict, the overall record at promoting peace is not a reassuring one. There is no single explanation for this, but a few thoughts come to mind. Conflicts would not spin out of control in the absence of weapons, more often than not obtained illicitly. Arms embargoes, however, are not easily enforceable, with Libya as a telling example. Particularly problematic are military interventions that, notwithstanding their stated intention to promote improved governance, have rendered life even more precarious for civilians, particularly in the Muslim world. How wise have the veto wielding powers at the Security Council been in this respect?

			Nor is the record more encouraging in the realm of disarmament. The Conference on Disarmament (CD) has been in a prolonged state of paralysis since the negotiations of the Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty in 1996. No other agreement has been produced and not even a Program of Work has been adopted since. Some attribute this dysfunctionality to the rigorous application of the consensus rule. The only multilateral arms control and disarmament agreements concluded in recent times have been a product of General Assembly negotiations, in particular the 2017 treaty on the prohibition of nuclear weapons. The Non-Proliferation Treaty was adopted on the understanding that both vertical and horizontal non-proliferation would proceed in tandem, but this has not prevented nuclear weapon states from increasing their stockpiles and perfecting their weapons systems. Still, at the very least, the CD and the Security Council perform vital roles as venues for exchanges that would otherwise find no channel for communication.

			Frustration with the UN’s inability to discharge itself more convincingly of its mandate in the area of peace and security has been mounting for several years. Under former Secretary-General Kofi Annan, a special panel was created to identify challenges and propose ideas. The Peacebuilding Commission (PBC) is a direct product of this exercise. Its aim has been to close the gap between situations that come under the scrutiny of the Security Council, as threats to international peace and security, and the attention required by cases of mounting tension that do not yet fulfill that requirement. Although the PBC represents a relatively new experiment, it has demonstrated a certain effectiveness in post-conflict peace-building as well as in prevention. Secretary-General António Guterres has placed emphasis on the importance of prevention since he took office. As he began his first term in office, he spoke in favor of a rebalanced approach towards sustaining peace and called for a “surge in diplomacy.” In spite of these efforts, the system has yet to demonstrate a clear ability to anticipate crises and engage in effective preventive diplomacy.

			Some observers maintain that multilateralism in the field of peace and security has been undergoing a severe crisis since the September 11 terrorist attacks. After a period of universal manifestations of solidarity towards the United States, serious divisions emerged in the Security Council over the justifications for military intervention in a country that did not have any direct responsibility for those attacks. As the Council withheld authorization for the military invasion of Iraq, the collective security framework of the UN Charter suffered a serious blow. As Kofi Annan observes in his memoir,17 however, far worse would have been a rubber stamp for a war fought on false premises. As he states, “from such a misjudgment the road back to credibility and legitimacy in the eyes of the world would have been far harder.” Almost two decades later, will the adoption of a resolution by the General Assembly by more than a two thirds majority condemning “Aggression against Ukraine” become an opportunity to rebuild consensus on the inadmissibility of the unilateral use of force?

			Many are skeptical and see a risk that war in Ukraine could accelerate a decline in the organization’s role. In a book published in 2014 entitled World Order, former US Secretary of State Henry Kissinger wrote that “a reconstruction of the international system is the ultimate challenge to statesmanship in our time.”18 The penalty for failing, he contended, was not necessarily a major war but an evolution into spheres of influence identified with specific domestic structures and forms of governance. His forecast does not differ significantly from the warnings of a “great fracture” by Secretary-General Guterres. In order to continue to cooperate internationally in accordance with a universally accepted body of international law, some straightforward advice was provided by Josep Borell of the European Union in a recent article entitled “How to revive Multilateralism in a Multipolar World.”19 The message is simple: “consolidate what works, reform what no longer works well and extend the scope of multilateralism to new areas.”

			Systemic Renewal

			A platform for renewal and adaptation seems necessary if we are to preserve the essential understandings embodied by the UN Charter and prepare multilateralism for a new era. To the systemic failures in the promotion of peace and security must be added the new environmental, public health and other challenges in new technological areas, such as artificial intelligence. As a first consideration, there should be no backsliding with respect to commitments under Chapter VII that outlaw the use of force—except in self-defense or as authorized by the Security Council. The anarchical consequences of the unilateral use of force in a multipolar world have become quite obvious. The West has been accused by Russia of resorting to the phrase “rules based international order” as a way to dilute the status of international law and its clear-cut prescriptions. In this regard, however, the General Assembly resolution on Ukraine may represent a welcome reaffirmation, with its reference to the “paramount importance of the Charter of the United Nations”20 and extensive quotes from its fundamental provisions.

			Although Russia voted against this resolution and China abstained, the February 4 joint statement adopted in Beijing upholds the central coordinating role of the United Nations in international affairs, defends the world order based on international law, including the purposes and principles of the Charter of the United Nations, advances multipolarity and speaks of the democratization of international relations. Surely, at least at declaratory level, there would seem to be scope for preserving central achievements of the current system. Even if the editor-in-chief of the Russia in Global Affairs magazine has written that “the page of cooperation with the West has been turned” and “the new Cold War will not end quickly,”21 it would be a mistake to conclude that this automatically translates into rejection of international law and the role of the UN. Herein lies perhaps an open door for the UN to affirm itself with renewed authority. For the majority of member states, who have been respectful of international law, there is no reason to abdicate from defending the system.

			Preservation of essential tenets does not imply shying away from improvements in governance structures or conceptual refinement. The task, as aptly summarized by a former president of the ICJ, Mohammed Bedjaoui,22 is to subject the use of force to rigorous discipline, eliminate the practices that lead it astray, and endow such recourse with a legitimacy that can only be provided by a world order founded on justice. Even before Ukraine, the COVID-19 pandemic had already produced a high degree of introspection on the part of the international community and the UN Secretariat. At the onset of 76th General Assembly, the UN Secretary-General presented a document entitled “Our Common Agenda”23 with a series of concrete suggestions. He begins by declaring that we are at an inflection point in History and elevates the challenge posed by the pandemic to the level of the biggest shared test since the Second World War. The choice before the membership is described as “breakdown or breakthrough.”

			A Summit of the Future is proposed, to coincide with the General Assembly’s high-level week in September 2023, with a view to forming a new global consensus on what our future should look like and advance ideas for governance arrangements in areas of concern. Among those ideas is the repurposing of the Trusteeship Council to turn it into a multi-stakeholder body and serve as a forum to act on behalf of succeeding generations, as well as organizing biennial summits among the members of the G20, the heads of International Financial Institutions and ECOSOC. Conspicuously absent from his agenda are suggestions on how to deal with the frequent impasses in the Security Council. The impotence of the Council in the face of breaches of the Charter by veto-wielding states has not only revived interest in the possibilities offered by the Uniting for Peace mechanism, to transfer deliberations on the maintenance of international peace and security to the General Assembly, but also renewed discussions on the veto itself.

			A group of countries submitted a draft resolution on a standing mandate for a General Assembly debate when a veto is cast in the Security Council. The proposal, which came to be adopted by consensus, reflects widespread dissatisfaction with the system’s decision-making process in the vital area of promoting peace, which provides a shield to five veto-wielding nations that can be misused to advance individual agendas rather than collective security. The question of the veto is only one of the aspects under discussion in the context of Security Council reform, which continues to face obstruction and delays in a negotiating group that has found it impossible to promote convergence on a blueprint—even if there is no disagreement as to the urgent need for an increase in the organ’s membership and improvements in its working methods. As long ago as the 1990’s, former Secretary-General Kofi Annan used to declare that no reform of the United Nations would be complete without Security Council reform. Will the sense that multilateralism is facing a breakdown, as we experience a historic “inflection,” finally drive forward the process?

			Governance and decision-making also require examination in other areas. The consensus rule is coming under criticism in different bodies, including the Conference on Disarmament as already mentioned, as well as at the WTO—whose dispute settlement mechanism is being stymied through failure in appointing judges to its Appellate Body. The environmental area calls for special attention, as pointed out in a recent article in the magazine Foreign Affairs, under the title “The International Order isn’t Ready for the Climate Crisis.”24 In supporting a Global Pact for the Environment, under UN discussion since 2018, the author argues that there are hundreds of overlapping and conflicting multilateral treaties to promote cooperation on specific issues, such as endangered species or hazardous waste, without an overarching legal framework. It is suggested that a nonbinding political declaration, along the lines of the 1948 Universal Declaration of Human Rights, lay the groundwork for a more formal comprehensive approach in the future.

			The nexus between economic, social and environmental issues has already given rise to a High-Level Political Forum, which meets to oversee implementation of the Sustainable Development Goals. The impact of the COVID-19 pandemic would perhaps justify including public health in a revitalized Economic, Social, Environmental and Public Health Council to replace the ailing ECOSOC. Even a strengthened WHO will remain ill-suited to cope with the manifold spinoffs of a public health phenomenon on the scale such as we have been experiencing. When it assumed dramatic proportions in 2020, many authoritative voices challenged the Security Council to consider measures capable of curtailing the pandemic’s lethal advance. Although slow to respond, the Council did meet and reacted within the scope of its mandate, with a focus on conflict areas. In the past, the AIDS pandemic was also brought to the attention of the Council. Similarly, there is some support for introducing environmental concerns into the Security Council’s agenda.

			Is it reasonable, however, to expect the tools at the disposal of the Security Council to provide comprehensive answers to the challenges raised by climate change or health crises? Neither peacekeeping missions, nor sanctions or military interventions will provide solutions in this regard. Furthermore, the Council’s limited membership and decision-making procedures, which admit veto rights by five permanent members, would highly politicize the consideration of topics that are of vital importance to the international community as a whole, and should be treated in inclusive and democratic assemblies. This is not to reduce the priority attention required by these matters. This set of considerations brings to mind the need to perhaps distinguish between threats to peace, which give rise to multilateral treatment within a collective security framework, and threats to the planet and human survival—including in regions that are otherwise peaceful—that may be said to involve a “collective responsibility.”

			

			At a time of crisis and uncertainty, the UN Secretary-General has called for combining the best of our achievements with the most creative look at the future in order to promote a breakthrough for human beings and the planet. Although he does not go as far as imagining a revitalized Charter, perhaps the moment has come to explore the avenue foreseen by Article 109. This could be one of the outcomes for the Summit of the Future. The date and place of a General Conference of the Members of the United Nations for the purpose of reviewing the Charter could be fixed by a two-thirds majority of the members of the General Assembly and by a vote in the Security Council that is not subject to veto. Until recently it was felt that such a move ran the risk of weakening provisions on the use of force and diluting the relevance of multilateralism. In the face of a combination of rising tension among the major military powers, an unprecedented geopolitical transition as well as global existential threats posed by climate change and disease, systemic renewal may require such a display of ambition.

			Peace and Development in the Context of COVID-19 and Ukraine

			The Washington consensus regarding policy prescriptions for economic development focused primarily on market forces at the expense of functions of the state in key areas such as health and education. That approach has been upended by a combination of factors, including concerns with environmental sustainability and the social dimension of development. The 2030 Agenda on Sustainable Development can be considered a new consensus that ascribes equal importance to economic, environmental and social variables in shaping effective policy options. Since its adoption in 2015, however, implementation of the Sustainable Development Goals (SDG) has been disappointing and subject to setbacks. The world was already off-track in realizing ambitions and fulfilling commitments before the COVID-19 health emergency magnified pre-existing problems. The war in Ukraine has created additional difficulties with its impact on food security, energy supplies and trade. Several countries that were on a positive path to economic recovery will be facing downturns.

			A World Bank report issued at the beginning of the year25 had identified certain encouraging signs. Output had rebounded in a number of countries, after sharp declines in 2020, and trade was expanding, as higher commodity prices benefitted many exporters from the developing world. At the same time, growing inequality across and within countries was translating into negative social trends, with women, unskilled and informal workers hit the hardest. Sustainable Goal number 10 broke new ground in calling for a reduction in inequality domestically and among nations. Instead of advances, however, an alarming process of concentration of wealth in the hands of a very small minority has dramatically increased the distance between a minute elite of the super rich and a growing segment of the very poor. A recent Oxfam study entitled Inequality kills26 illustrates with graphic emphasis this situation. The wealth of the ten richest men has doubled, while the incomes of 99% are worse off because of COVID-19. The gap between rich and poor nations is now expected to rise for the first time in a generation.

			As we are all aware, wealth does not guarantee peace. The most destructive wars, historically, have been waged by affluent aggressors. Still, both the Security Council and the Peacebuilding Commission have recognized the interdependence between security and development, while admitting that their relationship is “complex, multifaceted and case specific.” There is widespread recognition that sustainable development cannot be realized without peace and security, and that failed state institutions associated with extreme poverty or economic mismanagement provide fertile ground for instability. Although regions with relatively high standards of living, such as the Balkans, have failed to avoid the ravages of war, it appears that a potential trigger for conflict is a pattern of disrespect for the fundamental rights of minorities and disadvantaged segments of society. As wealth accumulates in the hands of the few at an unprecedented pace and poverty grows, it is not only the moral, political and environmental implications of profound inequality that warrant attention, but the security issues it raises as well.

			Not surprisingly UN Secretary-General Guterres has included inequality as one of the contemporary “four horsemen of the apocalypse.” As pointed out by Schwab and Malleret,27 the perception of the COVID-19 as a “great leveler” is misleading. In reality the pandemic has been a “great unequalizer” that compounded disparities in income, wealth and opportunity. The degree of risk to which different social classes are exposed has been illustrated in dramatic ways, including in developed countries such as the United States, where the virus took a disproportionate toll on African Americans and the homeless. The fact that poverty can reach tipping points leading to disruptive social action is one that bears heeding. This is one of the reasons why the pandemic has made governments important again. When a good or unsatisfactory government can translate into life or death, it matters greatly if a country has a sound health service and competent bureaucrats, as well as financial means, conclude Schwab and Malleret.

			Even before the Russian military invasion of Ukraine prompted many to speak of the end of an era, Henry Kissinger wrote about how the pandemic could alter the world order, in an article dated April 2020.28 His verdict was that sustaining public trust in governments is crucial not only to domestic social solidarity, but also to the relation of societies with each other, and to international peace and stability. Two years later, it is not only the military, political and humanitarian consequences of the Ukraine crisis that raise serious concern, but a series of cascading effects deriving therefrom. As pointed out by the chief economist at the UN Food and Agriculture Organization (FAO),29 food prices were already high owing to the effects of the pandemic, but now a war involving two major agricultural exporters could drive the global food system into a disaster zone. At least fifty countries depend on Russia and Ukraine for 30% or more of their wheat, with many developing countries as the most reliant. The FAO foresees the possibility that a prolonged conflict could cause the number of chronically hungry people to grow significantly.

			Similarly, the reliance of many in Europe and elsewhere on imports of oil and gas from Russia further highlights the interlinkages between war and economics, or peace and development. As stringent sanctions are imposed on Russia by several of its most important trading partners, it is not clear whether these measures will pressure Moscow to alter its military plans, or hurt civilians more than those responsible for current policies—while negatively affecting the world economy at large. As a historian from Cornell University points out, the speed, the sweep and the size of the sanctions package targeting the Russian economy are extraordinary.30 Some have spoken of the “weaponization of finance.” In addition to the governmental sanctions there has also been a significant private sector reaction. On March 15, a group of countries including all G7 members circulated a joint statement at the WTO which invokes essential security interests as justification for considering the suspension of most-favored nation treatment to products and services of the Russian Federation. The impact on international trade will be considerable.

			Sanctions are a form of coercion foreseen in the UN Charter as a tool to pressure governments into a change in bellicose behavior through non-military means. They range from arms embargoes to full-fledged economic measures. There is no consensus, however, as to their effectiveness. The above-mentioned academic study suggests that, during the twentieth century, sanctions may have worked in about one third of situations. Judging from several of the speeches at the General Assembly during the Special Session on Ukraine, there was some discomfort among the organization’s membership towards coercive measures taken outside the purview of Chapter VII and the required approval of the Security Council. With few exceptions, most developing countries only contemplate resorting to sanctions within the UN framework. The veto, however, remains an insurmountable obstacle to target a permanent member, or one of its close allies, with coercion. If we are to strengthen multilateralism for the twenty-first century, the manifold problems associated with sanctions may be an unavoidable topic.

			Beyond the painful cost in innocent lives, the destruction of infrastructure and other material loss provoked by armed conflict, it cannot be said that the use of force, as carried out in the past two decades, has achieved any worthy security objectives or enhanced prospects for peace. The last instance in which such an outcome was produced may have been, in fact, the first Gulf war of 1990. Already, it can be said that Ukraine after this war will be a devastated country. Interventions, whether undertaken within or outside the UN framework, have tended to generate a host of unintended consequences that warrant a pause for reflection. 
A study by Brown University31 revealed that twenty years of post-9/11 wars have cost the US an estimated $8 trillion and killed more than 900,000 people. Taxpayers paid nearly $2 trillion in war-related costs on the Iraq war alone. If one adds to these figures the military budgets outlined above, it is clear that a minimal fraction of such amounts would go a long way towards alleviating poverty, protecting the environment and improving public health and education.

			Education and Intergenerational Dialogue

			Previously existing inequalities around the world have been exacerbated by school closures and exclusion from quality education due to the pandemic. Lack of contact with a school community has given rise to stress, anxiety and depression. Girls face unique barriers, as they are often expected to take on childcare responsibilities and household chores. Early marriage among out-of-school girls further reduces the chances they will continue their education. Afghanistan under Taliban rule and the destruction of school facilities in Ukraine are some recent developments that raise serious concerns in this area. A statement issued by UNESCO32 on Ukraine calls for restraint from attacks on, or harm to, children, teachers, education personnel or schools. All children living in countries affected by conflict and insecurity face daunting challenges. Furthermore, without school to engage them, children are at an increased risk of being recruited by armed groups, a phenomenon that has been particularly troubling in the Democratic Republic of the Congo. Nobel peace prize laureate Denis Mukwege underlines the high price paid by women and children in the conflict in the DRC. In a letter addressed to our group, he appeals for support to civil society efforts towards respect for the rule of law, peace and sustainable development in his war-torn country.

			As part of their responses to the public health crisis, governments cannot afford to overlook the long-term damage from declining literacy and education levels. Conversely, by continuing to support education during public health emergencies, governments stand to strengthen their immediate responses and recoveries. Without financial and political support, however, the sustainability of education will remain at risk, and the promotion of values such as respect for human rights, the rule of law and diversity becomes more difficult. According to UN figures, low and middle-income countries will need $150 billion to achieve Sustainable Development Goal 4 on education. In the absence of such resources, more than half of all children globally will not be able to read or be proficient in mathematics. A Summit on Transforming Education is to be held by the end of 2022. This is a welcome initiative, given the fact that COVID-19 has already brought about the largest disruption of education systems in history, and that for young women, in particular, this interruption may become permanent.

			Beyond the constraints posed by the pandemic, there is scope for looking at education as a passport for more just, peaceful and prosperous societies. Opportunities for contact between youth and public personalities committed to peace and sustainable development can provide incentives for the young to avoid the mistakes of the past and acquire the motivation to improve governance for all. The UNESCO Universal Declaration on Cultural Diversity33 affirms that respect for the diversity of cultures, tolerance, dialogue and cooperation are among the best guarantees of international peace and security. A related topic which has assumed alarming urgency is now referred to by the term “infodemic.” This is a man-made virus that can assume several variants, from disregard for scientific or evidence-based facts to the outright dissemination of falsehood. This insidious and malignant practice affects our ability to engage in discussions on the basis of objective information and can be highly detrimental to cooperation around common objectives at the domestic or international level.

			In order to fight against this wave of disinformation, it has become necessary to engage with all sectors of society and to work with the media, in order to promote the dissemination of accurate reporting, as called for by the United Nations High Commissioner for Human Rights. This must obviously be carried out while safeguarding freedom of expression. According to the International Press Institute, journalists are coming under increasing attack around the world, including in conflict zones. In his 2011 book Disordered World, Franco-Lebanese author Amin Maalouf suggested that the only battles truly worth fighting for in the centuries ahead are scientific and ethical ones.34 The responsibility of the present generations towards the well-being of future generations has been the subject of a specific declaration, adopted in 1997 by the UNESCO General Conference,35 which deserves to be built upon. It stresses that full respect for human rights and ideals of democracy constitute an essential basis for the protection of the needs and interests of future generations, and recognizes that the task of looking after their needs and interests, particularly through education, is fundamental to our ethical mission as an international community.

			The largest generation of young people in history, at 1.8 billion people, is both a demographic challenge and opportunity. Close to 90% of these youngsters live in developing countries and nearly 270 million, within the 15 to 27 age group, are currently neither studying nor employed. Population in Africa is projected to see the largest relative increase over the coming years and could reach 2.5 billion by mid-century, representing an increase in share of global population from 17% in 2020 to 26% in 2050. If, as announced in Our Common Agenda, a Special Envoy for Future Generations is to be appointed at the UN, it is clear that Africa will require special focus. Leaders for Peace is engaging with the young from different parts of the world, in order to support the emergence of a new generation committed to dialogue and cooperation and to enlist them as opponents of violence and conflict. To this effect, the Itinerant School of Peace organizes courses on geopolitics, mediation, citizenship and human rights, as well as visits to international organizations and meetings with leaders in conciliation and diplomacy.

			Young men and women can also join forces in associating gender equality objectives with peace activism. In Africa, where by mid-century half the continent’s population will be under the age of 25, women are becoming more directly involved in politics and international relations. Rwanda has the highest percentage of women in parliament worldwide, while several African countries include more than 40% female participation in their legislative bodies, including South Africa, Senegal, Namibia, Angola and Mozambique. African women have been assuming positions of command in the multilateral sphere, including at the WTO and the United Nations Office on Drugs and Crime (UNODC). The role played by gender equality in helping societies to realize their full potential is not in dispute. And yet, no country has fully achieved the objectives set out in the Beijing Declaration more than a quarter of a century ago. On the contrary, the persistence of discriminatory practices and the ongoing feminization of poverty warrant a renewed commitment to agreed objectives.

			The latest report by the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC)36 leaves no room for complacency. Many of the impacts of global warming are now being considered irreversible, with over 40% of the world’s population in a highly vulnerable position. The lead author of the report, Dr. Helen Adams, makes clear that, although the outlook is worrisome, “the future depends on us, not the climate.” A window of time is still available for the very worst to be avoided. The world’s greatest polluters have a larger portion of responsibility in this respect. But leadership can be exercised by men and women of all nationalities and age groups, as Greta Thunberg has demonstrated. While short-term calculations continue to dominate policymaking, it has become unavoidable to consider the longer-term implications of decisions in a variety of areas, including industrial and rural development, energy production, urbanization, to name a few. Specific proposals to account for the interests of future generations will require special emphasis on environmental affairs.

			UN Secretary-General Guterres has suggested that a repurposed Trusteeship Council be given the task of helping the multilateral system to develop its long-term thinking and foresight. Intergenerational dialogue is thus entering the international agenda as a template for considering the interests of younger and future generations. This dialogue need not start from scratch, as we already have the UN Charter, the Universal Declaration on Human Rights, the 2030 Agenda and the Sustainable Development Goals, the Paris Agreement and the multilateral trading system embodied at the WTO, as well as several other instruments worth preserving. At the same time, we should heed the messages coming from the world of culture and art. Brazilian photographer Sebastião Salgado reminds us that “we are on edge of the end of our species […] the planet is not in danger, the planet after us will regenerate very very fast.”37 Artist Ibrahim Mahama from Ghana, in turn, has denounced our times as the “age of waste” illustrating through his installations the terrifying dimension of our “throwaway,” unsustainable societies.38

			Conclusion: A New Humanism for a New Multilateralism

			Although the roots of the term “humanism” are to be found in the Italian Renaissance, and more remotely in ancient Athens, a humanism for the twenty-first century will only succeed in achieving universal outreach if it draws inspiration and derives wisdom from all cultural traditions, east, south, west, north. The impulse required to unite us in the search for improved international cooperation must also involve a resistance against drifts towards xenophobia, discrimination, massacres and reprisals—in the words of Maalouf, “the erosion of all that gives human civilization its moral dignity.”39 Human civilization is understood as both the collective trajectory of humankind towards increasingly rational forms of social organization, and the infinite displays of diversity through languages, crafts or knowledge. And as Pope Francis reminds us, human dignity is the same for all human beings: “when I trample on the dignity of another, I am trampling on my own.” In the same spirit, those who support democratic values at the domestic level, a worthy cause in and of itself, should embrace a parallel commitment towards the democratization of decision processes at the international level. And international democracy can only be achieved through multilateralism.

			A new humanism for a new multilateralism may seem like a distant utopia in 2022. And yet, it is hard to imagine a majority of the world population foregoing coordinated efforts to combat poverty, hunger, disease, illiteracy or environmental degradation in order to take up weapons to fight avoidable wars. If coalitions for sustainable development and peace are to make a difference, however, more inclusive mechanisms will need to emerge for everyone’s voice to be heard. In this regard, a networked multilateralism, as proposed by the United Nations Secretary-General, can increase opportunities for wider consultation to underrepresented groups. But such efforts should not be carried out at the expense of necessary changes at the intergovernmental level. In this context, a list should start with updating the composition of the Security Council and its working methods. But it should also include other aspects of multilateral governance that reflect the geopolitics of another age. The process for the selection of the heads of International Financial Institutions comes to mind.

			The “end of the end of history” was decreed by Francis Fukuyama himself, in an article recently published by the Financial Times. His argument is that the post-Cold War era has reached a turning point with the war in Ukraine, as conditions no longer seem to exist for a Western-led liberal world order to prevail as it did during the decades following the fall of the Berlin Wall. In truth, the limitations of a globalization centered on the free flow of goods, services and investments were apparent before Ukraine. The expected economic growth from trade liberalization and financial deregulation did not translate into equal benefits to all parts of the world. There were winners and losers. Despite overall positive effects and opportunities for wealth creation, it became apparent that corrections had to be made—as globalization on neo-liberal terms demonstrated its inability to fulfill economic, social or environmental objectives considered vital to societies. This was made more starkly visible after the 2008 financial crisis and the pandemic. Still, the risk of an increasingly fragmented world in trade, technology and finance has perhaps become greater after Ukraine.

			Those who speak of the end of an era today also describe it from the prism of a growing dichotomy between democratic and authoritarian governments, with the latter having become more assertive and posing a threat to the liberal order. But is this something entirely new? Democracy has assumed a variety of manifestations, historically and geographically, and cannot be said to have commanded universal reach at any time since the end of World War II. Furthermore, several democracies today struggle with anti- democratic pressures from within, while in many societies ruled by authoritarian regimes the aspiration for greater pluralism and political freedom has not disappeared. Lastly, the adherence to democratic values at the domestic level has not prevented powerful democracies from seeking to assert their international influence through non-democratic means. Adherence to democratic values at home and at the international level becomes more problematic in a fractured world between two opposing hegemonic agendas, as countries face a binary choice that most would prefer to avoid.

			Singapore diplomat and academic Kishore Mahbubani has been a spokesman for independent thinking on international relations, from a perspective that can neither be considered in favor or against any world power, and is anchored in a pragmatism for which his country has become well known. As a proclaimed friend of both the US and China, he has called for a more civilized dialogue among all countries, in a world in which every nation abides by the same rules.40 US President Joe Biden stated before the 76th UN General Assembly that “we are not seeking a new Cold War or a world divided into rigid blocs.”41 In the face of economic challenges, compounded by public health, climate emergencies and the fallout from war in Eastern Europe, the vast majority of the international community feels no nostalgia for the tensions associated with a bipolar past. Whether China-US relations evolve in a cooperative or adversarial trajectory, they will represent the central bilateral relationship in world affairs for the foreseeable future. The rest of the world has a stake in ensuring that cooperation prevails.

			Notwithstanding a history of failures and inaction, international cooperation has persisted throughout most of the past century, since the creation of the League of Nations. Today, the United Nations system and the world organizations that deal with finance and trade still represent the most advanced stage of international cooperation reached by humanity. As Professor Guillaume Devin from Sciences Po suggests, “international cooperation is neither peace nor coexistence. It is both less than peace and more than coexistence.”42 As he acknowledges with realism, it produces common vision without suppressing differences, it pacifies without eradicating violence from our lives. But our conclusion is that a civilized world has become unthinkable without it. Although expressions of skepticism have become common, manifestations from a variety of quarters of the world have not given up on the emergence of a new global ethics or humanism. Leaders for Peace align themselves with those who are ready to join forces to take international cooperation to the next stage and make multilateralism great again.

			As current impasses in the Security Council prevent multilateralism from performing its role in accordance with the UN Charter, the international community faces a dilemma between countenancing breakdown, or accepting the challenge of renewal. We are convinced that the only possible way forward is to seek a new convergence around shared objectives, drawing inspiration from the consecutive waves of successful diplomacy that produced the legal foundation on which international cooperation has evolved. To this effect, it is essential to build peace in the minds of men and women, so that each of us can become its natural Ambassador—in line with the UNESCO motto. It is indeed through education, science, and culture that a new awareness of our common destiny can preserve the achievements of the past and promote the reforms required by our times.

			There will be no future to speak of unless we fully recognize the new realities of our planetary interconnectedness. In upholding the imperative to save succeeding generations from the scourge of war, we can no longer assume that humans will be able to survive on Earth, in the absence of concerted international efforts at confronting global warming and environmental decay. This is perhaps the most striking difference between the multilateralism that is required today and that of 1945. The promotion of a planetary humanism, capable of uniting all forces committed to safeguarding human civilization on planet Earth, is the necessary pathway for the enactment of a new multilateral compact. Leaders for Peace stand ready to embrace this cause through pedagogical initiatives, such as the Itinerant School of Peace.
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			Chapter 9

			Democratizing International Relations1

			Is the multilateral system democratic? This issue has gained renewed relevance since the invasion of Ukraine. A Russian veto at the United Nations Security Council (UNSC) effectively prevented the body responsible for maintaining international peace and security from performing its role, which illustrates the difficulty in dealing with situations in which one of the five permanent members violates international law. And this is not the first time it has happened. The twenty-first century has witnessed other unilateral military interventions incompatible with the United Nations (UN) Charter, as was the case in Iraq. This time, the organization was challenged by the President of Ukraine to demand compliance with international law by all or confront the risk of its decreasing significance.

			An incipient reaction came about with the adoption, by the General Assembly (UNGA), of a resolution demanding that the author of a veto justify it to the organization’s membership as a whole. The Summit of the Future, convened by Secretary-General (UNSG) António Guterres for September 2024, can become an opportunity to guide multilateralism toward greater democratization. As 2022-2023 marks Former Secretary-General Boutros Boutros-Ghali’s centennial, his pioneer role in promoting a more democratic international system deserves to be recalled.

			The first session of the Security Council with Heads of State participation took place in January 1992, when the Egyptian diplomat Boutros Boutros-Ghali had just assumed command of the United Nations in New York. The end of the Cold War was celebrated amid the expectation that the multilateral system would guarantee a promising era of international cooperation. The UNSC summit commissioned a report from the newly appointed Secretary-General and assigned him the task of drafting recommendations on the future role of the UN in promoting a more peaceful world. The report presented by Boutros-Ghali in May 1992, known as An Agenda for Peace, is a landmark document on peace and security. A few months ago, it was the subject of a seminar organized by the Cairo International Center for Conflict Resolution, Peacekeeping and Peacebuilding (CCCPA) to commemorate the thirty years since its publication. In fact, the text was reaffirmed by the identification of six core areas for a New Agenda for Peace.

			In his autobiography, Unvanquished, Boutros-Ghali recalls two innovative proposals included in that text: the preventive deployment of peace operations as a way of preventing accumulated tensions from degenerating into open conflict, and the creation of permanent rapid reaction units—with a mandate to use force if necessary—in what is commonly known as “peace enforcement.” The first idea was implemented in the former Yugoslavia, where it helped to prevent the war in Bosnia from spreading into the southern Balkans. The second suggestion was more controversial. The creation of a permanent military mechanism capable of intervening in conflict situations received some support from the Western and Arab specialized media. At the same time, however, a host of critical voices denounced the Secretary-General for an alleged attempt to create an international army under his command. This second proposal was eventually shelved. On the other hand, two paragraphs included in An Agenda for Peace, largely unnoticed at the time, deserve to be remembered in the troubled 2022 international scenario. These are the paragraphs in which Boutros-Ghali defends the application of democratic principles—both domestically and within the community of nations—and associates the construction of peace with the promotion of democracy in the national and international spheres. By referring to democratic principles in this way, Boutros-Ghali brought into the multilateral domain a concept that had not been mentioned in the 1945 United Nations Charter. Although founded on the principle of the sovereign equality of all member states, the UN injected a dose of institutionalized inequality into its decision-making processes by providing five permanent members of the Security Council with the right to veto. Over the years, these five permanent members (known as the “P5”) would further enhance this original inequality, due to certain practices (not enshrined in the Charter) which granted them other privileges, such as guaranteed participation in the International Court of Justice (ICJ). The other members of the organization allowed this to happen without putting up much resistance throughout the Cold War and during the so-called “unipolar moment.”

			In May 1994, Boutros-Ghali would add in his An Agenda for Development the notion that democratic principles must be also observed in the work of the UN itself, postulating that dialogue, debate, and the search for agreements constitute the essence of democracy “within nations and within the family of nations.” Shortly before the end of his tenure as Secretary-General, Boutros-Ghali issued An Agenda for Democratization, which may be considered a last plea in favor of an open and equitable multilateralism. Sri Lankan jurist M. C. W. Pinto attributed the origin of these views to the Non-Aligned Movement (NAM), of which Egypt was a founding member under Gamal Abdel Nasser. In an article entitled “The Democratization of International Relations and its Implications for the Development and Application of International Law,” Pinto recalls that this notion manifested itself in successive declarations of the NAM since the beginning of the 1970s, before being endorsed, in 1992 and 1994, in both An Agenda for Peace and An Agenda for Development. Without diminishing the pioneering role attributed to the Egyptian Secretary- General, Pinto does not minimize the difficulty in transposing a concept that was historically applicable to national political systems to the international order.

			What should we understand by democratic principles? As we know, the term democracy derives from two Greek words: demos, “people,” and kratos, which can be translated as “power” or “government.” The concept of democracy has undergone considerable historic evolution since its emergence in ancient Greece two and a half millennia ago. Needless to stress that today it would be inconceivable to call a society democratic should it not grant the right to vote to all its adult members, at a minimum. In addition to popularly elected government representatives, a non-exhaustive list of elements that are essential to a democracy would include the rule of law, civil liberties, pluralism, an independent judiciary, and the protection of minorities. Democratic constitutions establish parameters for the actions of governments elected by majority vote, whose legislative bodies deliberate on matters not constitutionally regulated and may resort to pre-established procedures to amend the constitution or replace rulers.

			While recognizing the difficulty in establishing a strict parallel between national societies and the international community, Pinto suggests four main historical references, which provide a framework for a discussion on the democratization of the international order. He begins with the concept of sovereignty, dating back to the Westphalian accords of 1648, thereupon granting states unprecedented freedom in defining their national priorities. The concept of sovereign equality among states, which emerged from the 1907 Hague Conference, represents a further step toward an anthropomorphic view of the units that constitute the international fabric, allowing their rights and obligations to be equated, to a certain extent, with those of individuals within a society. The Treaty of Versailles of 1919 held the self-determination of peoples as a basic precept of a new order, which would translate—after being incorporated into the UN Charter in 1945—into the decolonization process that resulted in the present international community of 193 independent states. Finally, claims for “redistributive justice,” inherent to proposals that prescribe more favorable treatment for developing countries, represent a means of correcting inequalities or compensating for injustices that emulates internal democratic practices.

			In a book published by the universities of Princeton and Oxford in 2014, under the title Good-Bye Hegemony!, political scientists Richard Ned Lebow and Simon Reich formulate an additional axiom. They maintain that it is difficult to reconcile the defense of democracy, at the internal level, with the pursuit of hegemony internationally. Based on this premise, the two authors argue strongly in favor of applying the commitment to democratic principles at the national level also to international relations. They depict the position of international relations scholars who support hegemonic agendas, yet neglect their intrinsic incompatibility with democratic values, as indefensible. The preface to the book states that theirs is not a utopian vision, as they place themselves within the legacy of realist Hans Morgenthau, who encouraged international relations theorists to challenge the conventional thinking of their societies in potentially transformative directions. The book’s subtitle, “Power and Influence in the Global System,” further clarifies the theoretical tradition with which the two authors identify themselves.

			It may seem surprising that a representative from Egypt assumed the role of spokesperson for democratic values in 1992. At the time, Egypt was ruled by Hosni Mubarak, a leader who had risen to the presidency of his country after the assassination of Anwar Sadat and would remain in power for thirty years before being removed by a popular insurrection in February 2011. As a representative of the largest Christian community in the Arab World, however, Boutros-Ghali was particularly sensitive to the importance of an aforementioned feature of truly democratic regimes: namely, the protection of minorities. Due to his Christian Coptic confession, he had never been appointed Minister of Foreign Affairs, although, in practice, ministerial responsibilities had been assigned to him under the title of Secretary of State. His stance stemmed less from the direct experience of democracy in the government he had been a member of, than from his personal adherence to an ideology that would become increasingly explicit throughout his international career.

			Boutros-Ghali’s innovative leadership was hailed in the opening speech of the 48th UN General Assembly in 1993 by the Foreign Minister of Brazil, Celso Amorim. Recalling a speech by one of his predecessors—
João Augusto de Araújo Castro—exactly thirty years earlier, Amorim proposed that the international agenda be structured around “3 Ds: Democracy, Development, [and] Disarmament,” with due attention given to its ramifications in the fields of human rights and the environment. The introduction of the first “D” for democracy was made to replace the “D” of decolonization, which was thought to have shed its significance by 1993. A decade later, similar reflections would be taken up at the opening of the 58th General Assembly, in a speech by then-President Luiz Inácio Lula da Silva, who equated the improvement of the multilateral system with that of enhancing democratic coexistence within states. As he stated, “every nation that practices democracy must strive to ensure that in international affairs, decision-making is equally open, transparent, legitimate and representative.”

			

			In contrast with the atmosphere of renewed hope prevalent at the 1992 Security Council Summit, however, the debate at the General Assembly in September 2003 took place against a backdrop of divisions and recriminations stemming from the US-led military intervention against Saddam Hussein’s regime in Iraq. Without authorization from the UNSC, and under a pretext that would be proven false, that initiative derived from the trauma caused in American society by the universally condemned terrorist attacks of September 11, 2001 on one hand, and reflected a “unipolar moment” of undisputed US military and economic prominence on the other. Unwilling to accept limitations on the use of force prescribed by international law, the United States, under George W. Bush, thus put an end to the multilateralist disposition of his father, George H. W. Bush. Brazil would declare on the same occasion: “Let us not place greater trust on military might than on the institutions we created with the light of reason and the vision of history.”

			The relationship between multilateralism, democracy, and the promotion of peace, brought to the fore by Boutros-Ghali, came back into focus. Today, the invasion of Ukraine by the Russian Federation confronts the multilateral system with a new episode of violation of central precepts of the UN Charter by a permanent member. In condemning Russia’s invasion of Ukraine, the General Assembly expressed a particularly emphatic repudiation of the unauthorized use of military force and the violation of the territorial integrity of a member state. It did so by assuming the powers conferred upon it by the Uniting for Peace resolution, invoked no more than eleven times since its adoption in the 1950s, as a way of circumventing the obstruction of the Security Council by a veto.

			It is worth recalling that, a few days before, Russia had vetoed a resolution at the UNSC that condemned its military action, thus preventing the body from expressing itself in a crisis of serious proportions. This occurred despite the fact that Article 27(3) of the Charter stipulates that a state party to a dispute under consideration by the Council should abstain from voting. The resulting frustration with the paralysis of the Council was at the origin of the adoption by consensus of Resolution 76/262 on April 26, 2022, granting the President of the General Assembly the authority to call a formal session to publicly examine a veto’s justifications (or absence thereof). Bearing in mind that the veto is clearly the least democratic feature of the UN Charter, this resolution can be seen as symptomatic of a mobilization in favor of more legitimate and transparent procedures. Led by Liechtenstein, a country of forty thousand inhabitants, the initiative provides an interesting illustration of the elasticity of diplomatic space at the multilateral level. It is worth noting that none of the P5 opposed it.

			At the same time, it would be incorrect to presume that a new international consensus in favor of a more democratic multilateralism has emerged. In truth, the manifestations by the General Assembly against the Russian invasion and the ensuing delegitimization of questionable vetoes conceal a reality of paradoxes and inconsistencies. Although the United States convened a summit on democratic values and ideals earlier in the year (The Summit for Democracy), those discussions did not address the issue of transposing democracy to the multilateral arena. On the other hand, countries that were not invited to the US summit issued communiqués in which they committed to promoting “more democratic international relations.” The quote is taken from the joint statement released by Russia and China on February 4, calling for a new era in international relations and global sustainable development.

			As a member of BRICS (a collective composed of Brazil, Russia, India, China, and South Africa), Brazil has signed successive joint declarations in support of more representative and democratic global governance institutions. However, such declarations do not translate into a clear commitment by BRICS as a group in support of reforming the UNSC, with expansion in both categories of membership—permanent and non-permanent—as advocated by South Africa, Brazil, and India. The aspiration to reform and expand the UNSC in both categories has significant support from countries in all regions, which are persuaded that such an increase in membership is necessary to render the body more representative and legitimate. Nevertheless, members of BRICS—who regularly express support for the democratization of international relations—seem comfortable with a status quo of unequal representation. In truth, the defense of democracy as an organizing principle of the international system is an objective that does not bring together an obvious coalition of adherents. There seems to be scant coherence between the defense of more or less democratic values at home and its endorsement at the international level.

			This situation invites those who are in favor of plural and democratic societies, and who uphold multilateralism, to articulate their positions without ambiguity. In theory, the association between good domestic governance and enhanced international cooperation under the sign of democracy would not appear to raise controversy. In practice, however, its defense is not simple. Threats to democracy have become noticeable even in territories where it had apparently grown solid roots. The shortcomings of multilateral institutions have been exposed by the war in Ukraine and COVID-19. Unilateralism, including by powerful democracies, has placed them at odds with international law. The deterioration in relations between China and the United States renders an already problematic context even more challenging. Still, the very scale of the current crisis is precisely what makes an ambitious effort all the more urgent. In this regard, the preservation of the essential tenets of the UN Charter, along with the introduction of necessary reforms to prevent erosion of the system, should receive due attention. This may indeed be starting to happen, as illustrated by the approval of the aforementioned resolution A/76/262 on the veto but also in the convening of the Summit of the Future by Secretary-General António Guterres for September 2024.

			The unprecedented proposal for a summit dedicated to the “future” is part of the report Our Common Agenda, circulated by Guterres in fulfillment of the request contained in the Declaration on the commemoration of the seventy-fifth anniversary of the United Nations. In an indirect reference to the report by his Egyptian predecessor, Guterres included a section entitled “A New Agenda for Peace,” in which he admits that the organization has not been able to fulfill its role in this field. On the contrary, he considers that challenges have multiplied, instability has increased, and responses have proven unsatisfactory. Six recommendations include sections on strategic risk reduction and in favor of a world free from nuclear weapons; a more effective prediction of security risks; the reduction of violence, including violence against women; the full use of the capabilities offered by the Peacebuilding Commission and its corresponding fund; and support for regional bodies as well as the “women, peace and security” agenda.

			

			Such recommendations, made before the war in Ukraine, fail to provide new insights into either the substance of the UNSC’s activities or its modus operandi. In reality, the operational dysfunctionality of the Council does not occupy the center of the comprehensive menu of ideas and proposals offered by Guterres in Our Common Agenda. In a chapter dedicated to the adaptation of the United Nations to a new era, the Secretary-General limits himself to stating that it is up to the membership to decide on the functioning of the main organs of the UN system. While recognizing that the Security Council could be more representative through “more systematic arrangements for more voices at the table,” it does not go beyond an undetailed reiteration of suggestions such as the intensification of consultations with regional authorities or the exercise of self-restraint as regards the veto. This caution effectively shifts the responsibility back to member states, and encourages them to harness the imagination and boldness needed to achieve meaningful results at a summit aiming to revitalize multilateralism. The opportunity should not be missed.

			The democratization of international relations can be the answer to the challenge presented by Guterres, when he confronts member states with the alternative between “breakdown or breakthrough.” The preservation of the centrality of certain notions contained in the UN Charter, which can be considered a true civilizational landmark for the promotion of peace, represents a necessary first step. Of foremost relevance is Chapter VII and the limitations on unilateral coercive action contained therein: use of force only in self-defense or authorized by the Security Council and military or economic sanctions in line with multilateral decisions. More broadly, the nonselective application of international law should be seen as a foundation for a more peaceful and cooperative international environment. Just as the domestic democratic order presupposes the indiscriminate application of the law to all citizens, regardless of their economic or political status, it is natural to assume that the law should not be selectively observed in the international order. Unfortunately, this is a postulate that, although unanimously accepted, is also frequently disrespected.

			

			Nevertheless, it is important to note that this understanding continues to be reaffirmed in consensus statements. The inclusion of paragraph 10 in the commemorative declaration of the three-quarters of a century of the UN was of special significance. Its opening sentence reads: “We will abide by international law and ensure justice.” The paragraph deserves to be quoted more extensively because it also declares that international law, in addition to having a “timeless and universal” character, constitutes the indispensable foundation for a more peaceful, prosperous, and just world. Member states are committed, in the same breath, to fulfilling the agreements to which they are a party and to promoting respect for democracy, in addition to strengthening democratic governance and the rule of law. Without going so far as to explain whether this commitment applies to the international order, words such as these cannot be read as incompatible with democratizing purposes in a wider sense. On the contrary: they should be read as providing an incentive to proceed in this direction.

			Our Common Agenda affirms that international legal regimes are essential for the protection of global public goods, among which Secretary-General António Guterres includes public health, the environment, and peace itself. With the aim of translating the commitment of the UN’s 75th anniversary declaration into a concrete initiative, Guterres proposed a “global road map for the development and effective implementation of international law.” This proposal acquired special significance in light of developments that had yet to occur when it was first put forward.

			Not unrelated to this issue is the subject matter of an article published in the New York Times in June 2021 by academic and journalist Peter Beinart, who presents an insightful analysis of the expression “international rules-based order.” These words are being frequently used by the United States government and have become a common feature of G7 and North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) communiqués. As Beinart helps to clarify, the defense of international law has a clear meaning and does not lend itself to ambiguity. On the other hand, “rules-based” remains a somewhat “nebulous” expression that may refer to instruments or rules that are not universally accepted. The established expression is, after all, the “rule of law” and not the “rule of rules.”

			

			It is worth considering that, until recently, some of the most stalwart supporters of the resolution on the Aggression against Ukraine of March 18, 2022, either subscribed to or abstained from condemning doctrines providing for the use of force in a preventive manner, and were not detained by the lack of multilateral authorization to carry out coercive action. As Brazilian journalist Guga Chacra recalls in an article published in O Globo in January 2022, when we observe the United States questioning Russia in Ukraine, it is hard to ignore recent history. Be that as it may, and as we look toward the future, it is significant that all those who supported the UNGA resolution on the invasion of Ukraine have united in rejecting violations of Article 2(4) of the UN Charter, in which member states commit not to use force against the territorial integrity of any other state. The absence of an interpretative margin, under international law, capable of justifying military invasions such as those in Ukraine or other countries in the Middle East and North Africa is addressed by Professor Ngaire Woods from the University of Oxford in an article published in the July/August edition of Foreign Affairs. According to Woods, the international legal order presupposes that the special responsibilities assigned to the most powerful should be manifested in their special commitment to safeguarding its essential provisions. If the most powerful violate the legal instruments they created, the order they are expected to guarantee can be weakened beyond repair.

			Ngaire Woods attributes to Machiavelli the political tradition according to which national interest would allow a state to disregard international law. However, as she makes clear, disrespect for central provisions of the UN Charter today introduces a degree of unpredictability in international relations that is disadvantageous to all. The recent track record of military interventions undertaken outside international law leaves no room for doubt in this regard. Woods sustains, however, that although divisions arising from the invasion of Ukraine and the growing hostility between China and the United States generate new systemic challenges, international cooperation has become more pressing than ever to avoid war, combat climate change, and prevent economic setbacks and hunger. Woods concludes that the potential benefits of well-informed diplomacy should not be underestimated, as they provide perspective and counterbalance. The article asserts that “the clarity of international law will help even the most powerful to see more clearly.” There could scarcely be a sharper statement. Albeit indirectly, the crisis in Ukraine may be helping reposition the UN Charter at the center of concerns about international order. The two-thirds of the member states that supported the March 18 UNGA resolution underlined the benefits arising from observing, in good faith, the obligations incumbent upon them as stipulated in the Charter. At the same time, those who abstained, or voted against, did not do so in the name of an alternative compendium of obligations and rights. In fact, those are countries that are known to be strongly in favor of precepts such as sovereignty, territorial integrity, and the peaceful settlement of disputes.

			The European Union’s High Representative for Foreign Affairs and Security Policy, Josep Borrell, when reflecting on multilateralism in the age of multipolarity, summarizes his proposal for reforming the multilateral system in three key points: consolidating what works, reforming what has proved ineffective, and extending the scope of multilateralism to new areas. If we leave what has proved ineffective for last, we can start by pointing to the nonselective application of international law as an example of what deserves to be consolidated. As relates to new areas, Our Common Agenda identifies many challenges that would benefit from a multilateral framework of rights and obligations, such as public health, the vast environmental spectrum, outer space, and artificial intelligence. The promotion of international peace, by comparison, cannot be described as truly effective and is manifestly in need of urgent reforms. The inadequacies in the functioning of the Security Council and the paralysis of the Conference on Disarmament are notorious cases.

			In this regard, it is worth distinguishing between changes that can be introduced through innovative practices that do not involve amending the UN Charter and more profound reforms, which would require amendments to the Charter or even convening a Review Conference. Numerous improvements may be introduced through initiatives presented to the UNGA, or even simply by changing practices that are lacking in transparency and fall short of basic democratic standards. The more frequent use of the Uniting for Peace resolution and the new procedure that allows for a public questioning of the veto are examples of the role the UNGA is capable of playing in the face of an inoperative UNSC. It is curious to note, at the same time, that certain practices can be altered by a simple change in the attitude of states willing to correct them: in 2017, for the first time, a judge from the United Kingdom was not elected to the International Court of Justice (ICJ), thus ending an unregulated practice according to which the P5 would always be represented in the Court.

			There are other changes in attitude which could have a regenerating effect in addressing important issues for world peace and for the multilateral system at large. For example, an ICJ manifestation, in response to a request from a group of countries, could call for the full implementation of Article 27(3), according to which a party involved in a dispute brought to the attention of the UNSC should abstain from voting. In the field of disarmament, an interesting precedent was set by the International Campaign to Abolish Nuclear Weapons (ICAN), which mobilized governments and succeeded in mandating the UNGA to negotiate a draft treaty on the prohibition of nuclear weapons. Considered a non-starter by some when initially proposed, the initiative evolved into a legal text that obtained a sufficient number of ratifications in 2021 to enter into force. The negotiating process was strongly opposed by nuclear powers and NATO, but the initiative went ahead and was later awarded the Nobel Peace Prize.

			However, it should be recognized that structural reforms such as the composition of the UNSC would require a degree of political mobilization that the ongoing negotiation processes do not seem capable of setting in motion. We thus come to the consideration of the opportunity to invoke Article 109 for the convening of a Charter Revision Conference. The Leaders pour la Paix (LPP) group, coordinated by former French Prime Minister Jean-Pierre Raffarin, recently presented their annual report for 2022 to the UN Secretary-General. The document argues in favor of a new multilateralism rooted in a new humanism. Based on an appreciation of contemporary geopolitics, the group considers it essential to associate the question of the survival of human civilization on Earth with the mobilization of support for multilateralism and peace. As Raffarin affirms, the future of the planet only became a political issue relatively recently, but today it has made its way to the center of a younger generations’ interest in international cooperation. Without the support of the young, a movement in favor of a more democratic multilateralism will probably struggle to advance. The UN Charter was written before environmental awareness became one of the defining themes of our times. Among other objectives, a review conference should consider incorporating into the UN Charter a call to our collective responsibility in this area.

			On June 22, 2022, I was part of the delegation that delivered the LPP’s annual report to Secretary-General Guterres. The conversation flowed with spontaneity and went to the heart of the world’s problems. Guterres expressed particular concern with a scenario of gradual replacement of multipolarity with a new bipolar distribution of power potentially harmful to multilateralism. To some extent, his words echo the difficulties anticipated by Henry Kissinger in the book World Order. The American diplomat states in his final chapter that the reconstruction of the international system is the most challenging task to be faced by contemporary leaders. In his view, the inability to coordinate adequate responses will not necessarily translate into a major interstate war (although he does not exclude this hypothesis) but above all into the progressive establishment of spheres of influence identified with specific forms of government and domestic structures. In his recent work Adrift: How Our World Has Lost Its Way, Franco-Lebanese writer Amin Maalouf introduces much darker notes, quoting George Orwell as he speaks of an irrationality that today jeopardizes the future of democracy, threatens respect for the rule of law, and undermines adherence to the set of shared values that gives meaning to the human adventure.

			The spaces of autonomy that multipolarity offers will inexorably shrink if multilateralism is replaced by zones of influence around powers incapable of constructively engaging in cooperation to face common challenges. At the same time, political pressure in favor of a more democratic multilateralism may offer a way forward to overcome current difficulties. This is the possible path to a “breakthrough”—the available answer to the challenge posed in Our Common Agenda. Certain reforms that appear to be unavoidable, such as the composition of the UNSC, will require a revision of the UN Charter. But just as the G20 replaced the G7, there should be no insurmountable obstacle to incorporating a greater degree of multipolarity into the premier forum in charge of collective security. In this case, as in the case of confronting global warming, the loss of biodiversity, and environmental degradation, it will be necessary to mobilize governments, civil society, the private sector, academics, the media, and the youth.

			If we accept the premise that multipolarity can reinforce multilateralism, it will be important to unite efforts around democratizing platforms, while bearing in mind the pitfalls of competing hegemonic agendas. The preservation of the planet and human civilization on Earth are powerful unifying themes, which can become a counterpoint to ideological clashes, or arms races that promote fragmentation and impede international cooperation. The vast majority of nations do not feel any nostalgia for the Cold War. Bipolarity, a second time around, could entail more perverse geopolitical risks than those whose end was celebrated at a Security Council summit in January 1992. In brief: the objective of rendering international relations democratic remains incomplete, acquires growing urgency, and requires sustained political efforts aimed at revitalizing multilateralism.

			Boutros-Ghali was not reelected for a second term due to a veto driven more by domestic politics in one of the P5 than by concerns with the health of the multilateral system. In spite of this, his intellectual independence and his commitment to the democratization of international relations continue to inspire all those who see the United Nations as a vector for civilization and peace. The 1996 Agenda for Democratization, circulated shortly before he left the United Nations, upholds the notion that democracy should express itself at all levels of human activity—local, national, regional, and global. It encapsulates his belief in the possibilities offered by democracy for human beings to fulfill their potential and flourish. He would never part with this deeply held belief. As the representative of a country with a history that is measured in half a dozen millennia, Boutros-Ghali states with ironic detachment, in the afterword to his autobiography, that “single superpower hegemony is a transitory phenomenon.” His last words point to the dream of the founding signatories of the United Nations Charter, whose expectation was that the UN would be able to regenerate itself and deal effectively with a world destined to evolve in unpredictable directions. This dream is not over.

			

			
				
						1	This article was published in English in the Cairo Review of Global Affairs (Fall 2022/Winter 2023). It is based on a policy paper in Portuguese published by Revista CEBRI 1, no. 3 (July-September 2022). Translation by Miguel Cooper Patriota, reviewed by Beatriz Pfeifer and Bruno Zilli.


				

			
		

		

	
		

		
			Chapter 10

			A Country of Global Influence: Brazil under the Presidency of Dilma Rousseff1

			As this is a recent period in the history of Brazilian diplomacy, bibliographical material from 2011 to 2016 is somewhat scarce.2 The following works, however, are worth mentioning: O lulismo em crise (2018) by André Singer, former spokesperson for President Lula; Ambassador Rubens Ricupero’s book A diplomacia na construção do Brasil (2017); and two volumes of Speeches, Articles and Interviews from the period during which I was Foreign Minister, published by the Alexandre de Gusmão Foundation (FUNAG). This publication constitutes a practice that I inaugurated. The six hundred pages were compiled to help shed light on Brazilian diplomacy between January 2011 and August 2013.3

			Moreover, the new law on access to information, adopted at the beginning of the Dilma administration, ensured broader access to documents produced by Itamaraty and by the Brazilian public administration at large (Law No. 12,527 of 2011). In addition to shorter confidentiality periods (twenty-five years for Top Secret documents, fifteen for Secret, and five for Reserved), the new legislation stipulates that there will be no restriction on access to information related to human rights violations committed by public agents.

			

			In his book, André Singer divides the Dilma government into two phases. The author analyzes an initial three-year period, ending in mid-June 2013, during which Dilma enjoyed approval ratings above 50%. He highlights her development-oriented and republican efforts as a “Rooseveltian dream,” with the twin aims of eliminating extreme poverty and conducting an ethical cleanup of politics. The second phase, after the June 2013 protests that took more than a million people to the streets, coincides with a steep drop in the president’s approval from 57% to 30%. After that, she would never recover her initial popularity, while the “Lava Jato” (Car Wash operation) investigations and an economic recession further eroded her image. According to Singer, the first phase could be understood as an attempt to “accelerate Lulism,” though Dilma lacked the political base to sustain the effort. He summarizes her tenure as “two steps forward, zigzag and fall” (2018).

			It is worth noting that Dilma took power one year after GDP growth in Brazil had reached 7.5%—a level that has not been matched since. In economic terms, two triennia also stand out: a first one in which the economy continued to grow, albeit at lower rates (3.9%, 1.9% and 3%) and a second three-year period of stagnation and recession. Ricupero observes that, despite the recession and rising unemployment, control over inflation was not lost, and external bottlenecks were avoided, even as foreign exchange reserves rose above $350 billion. Nor did Brazil lose, in the initial triennium, the investment grade achieved in 2008. It was only withdrawn by Standard and Poor’s 500, in September 2015, and by other credit rating agencies in 2016. Brazil’s credit rating has remained three notches below investment grade since 2018.

			Notwithstanding some of the negative economic circumstances described above, Ricupero also mentions the progress achieved by Dilma in reducing inequality and improving health and education, while protecting the environment, promoting gender equality, and advancing the rights of Afro-descendants and indigenous peoples.

			Singer and Ricupero’s division of the Dilma years into two triennia provides a simplified framework to examine the foreign policy of the period, as my term at the helm of Itamaraty corresponds approximately to the first three years, spanning from January 1, 2011, to August 29, 2013. Additionally, as it happens, I would come to occupy the position of Permanent Representative of Brazil to the United Nations (UN) precisely during the following three years, from October 2013 to October 2016—a period in which I carried out my duties in tune with the vision of the previous years. Although I shall focus my presentation on the initial period, I will also include some observations on the second half.

			I conclude this prologue with Ricupero’s observation that “a dispassionate assessment of these years will have to wait for time to cool animosities and soften passions.” This article was conceived as a contribution to a balanced assessment, based on facts and first-hand experience, while bearing in mind the perspective afforded by subsequent stages of our diplomatic history.

			Who is the new Minister of Foreign Affairs?

			I shall begin by listing a few facts regarding my own professional trajectory and, in doing so, perhaps afford parallels, or contrast, with ministers who preceded and succeeded me. I was the first Brazilian Minister of External Relations to have attended the Diplomatic Academy (Rio Branco Institute) after its transfer to Brasilia and the first to have undergone the Higher Studies Course (CAE) required for promotion to the rank of Ambassador, with a thesis defended in 1997—O Conselho de Segurança após a Guerra do Golfo.4 I was also the first to have served in both Washington and Beijing—in the first case as Ambassador, in the second as First Secretary.

			I had worked under the guidance of Ambassador Celso Amorim since my years as Counsellor at the Permanent Mission of Brazil to the United Nations in New York between 1994 and 1999. I was his Deputy in Geneva for the following three years, first dealing with human rights and then as his second-in-command at the World Trade Organization (WTO). We were together at the launch of the Doha Round in Qatar in 2001. During the period in which Amorim was Foreign Minister, I held the positions of Head of Policy Planning, Chief of Staff, and Under Secretary for Political Affairs—responsible for multilateral affairs, North America and Europe. During President Lula’s second term (2007-2010), I was appointed Ambassador to the United States.

			Despite not being among the youngest Ministers (I took over as head of Itamaraty at the age of 56 in 2011) my appointment can be said to have represented a generational shift, insofar as my career as a diplomat developed after the return of democracy to Brazil in the 1980’s. With the retirement of Ambassador Samuel Pinheiro Guimarães in October 2009, 
I was called to replace him as Secretary-General (Deputy Foreign Minister) during the last year of Celso Amorim’s tenure as Foreign Minister.

			Continuity is not repetition

			As the biographical summary above suggests, Itamaraty under Dilma positioned itself under the sign of continuity. This should not be read as an automatic reproduction of previous policy without modulation or creativity. In fact, I borrowed the expression “to continue is not to repeat” from Ana Buarque de Hollanda, then Minister of Culture, because I believe it encapsulated the spirit with which I assumed my new responsibilities—as indicated in the interview to Veja magazine on January 2011.5

			To illustrate the notion that continuity is not equivalent to repetition, three aspects merit consideration. First and foremost, it became clear from my initial conversation with President-elect Dilma at the Granja do Torto retreat, in December 2010, that hers was a very specific gaze on international relations, reflecting, among others, the fact she was the first female to preside over Brazil, her struggle for democracy (having suffered torture during the dictatorship), her academic and professional experience (centered on economic and energy issues), and her wide-ranging interests (being a voracious reader). It should be added that, alongside these personal traits, she exhibited the same humanist values as those of the previous administration.

			

			Among the points conveyed to me in that first conversation, I recall her commitment to the promotion of human rights and gender equality (Brazil’s votes in the Human Rights Council would soon reflect her concern with specific situations of gender inequality, including in Iran) and her concern to preserve and expand our integration efforts in South America, envisaging a trip to Argentina on her first month in office. I also recall her skepticism regarding the perspectives for a successful outcome to the Doha Round (which would prove justified), and the interest in establishing relations of cooperation, trade and scientific and technological exchange with all poles of the emerging multipolar world: the Science without Borders project was already being conceived. At the same time, I should mention her enthusiastic adherence to the new forms of inter-regional coordination of the India-Brazil-South Africa Dialogue Forum (IBSA), the BRICS, the South America-Africa Summit (ASA), the Summit of South America-Arab Countries (ASPA), the G20 and the Community of Portuguese Speaking Countries (CPLP), in addition to her unwavering engagement with the United Nations and the importance attributed to the environment and to the promotion of international peace.

			Secondly, to continue was not to repeat because the Brazil of 2011 was significantly different from the Brazil of 2003 or 2007 when the two preceding governments had begun. The international scenario had also changed—as global circumstances invariably do. In economic terms, I recall the accumulated foreign exchange reserves, the level of investment achieved and the high growth rates that prevailed when the new administration was inaugurated. The country had overcome a set of vulnerabilities associated with its external debt, eventually evolving from debtor nation to international creditor. On the social front, progress was notable, thanks to successful programs such as the Bolsa Família.

			Geopolitical changes had inevitable impacts on Brazil’s international profile. China had become our top trading partner in 2009, displacing the US from a position it had held for a century. Trade with China surged from $9 billion in 2005 to $66 billion in 2015. Following the 2008 financial crisis, the G20 replaced the G7 as the premier forum for economic and financial coordination, reflecting the growing influence of major developing countries in world affairs. The problematic outcome of the unilateral US military intervention in Iraq signaled the end of the so-called unipolar moment and the advent of multipolarity.

			Thirdly, continuation did not equal repetition because the new Foreign Minister would preside over a very different Itamaraty, strengthened by the recruitment of four hundred new Third Secretaries, over a four-year period, and with enhanced outreach made possible by the opening of forty new embassies. As a result of a program that I personally directed as Deputy Foreign Minister, Brazil finalized a process of establishing diplomatic relations with every UN member state (the last being the archipelago of Tonga in the Pacific at the end of 2011), and assigned a resident or cumulative Brazilian representative to all capitals in the world. Palestine was recognized as a state, in 2010, and Brazil opened an embassy in Ramallah shortly thereafter.6 This commitment to universalism in Brazilian foreign policy, which had led us to establish relations with the Soviet Union in the 1960s and with China in 1973, was taken to its ultimate consequences.

			In short, in the interview titled “To Continue is Not to Repeat,” 
I stated that, at the beginning of the first Lula administration in 2003, a trip to the World Economic Forum in Davos had been scheduled with a view to “reassuring” the global business elite. By January 2011, such concerns were a distant memory. A record number of foreign representatives attended Dilma Rousseff’s inauguration on January 1, 2011, with forty-seven countries sending envoys, including twenty-three at the level of heads of state. There would be no presidential delegation at Davos in 2011. Continuity was projected, qualitatively and quantitatively, in a markedly different context.

			A country of global influence

			The title of this article has been chosen to summarize the foreign policy of the Dilma government in light of a personal experience. While serving as ambassador in Washington, I attended a breakfast at the Chilean embassy on March 23, 2007, in which then Secretary of State Condoleezza Rice addressed the Latin American representatives accredited to the White House, providing an account of President George W. Bush’s recent trip to the region. When referring to Brazil, after describing the bilateral memorandum on biofuels signed in São Paulo by the two heads of state as an “event of great significance,” Secretary Rice declared that “Brazil is a country of great regional influence on the way to becoming a global power.” The statement was unprecedented, prompting me to bring it to Brasilia’s attention.

			As is known, Celso Amorim published a book in 2015 that compiles a series of diplomatic accomplishments during his eight-year tenure as Foreign Minister under President Lula. A translation into English, in 2017, bears the title Acting Globally: Memoirs of Brazil’s Assertive Foreign Policy.

			In the eyes of less attentive segments of public opinion, however, Brazil’s enhanced international status had yet to gain widespread recognition. A noteworthy moment occurred during a press conference at the White House, when Dilma Rousseff visited the United States on June 30, 2015. A journalist asked Dilma how she reconciled the notion that Brazil was perceived in the US as a country of regional influence, while her government aspired to assume global relevance. Before she could respond, Obama approached the microphone and made the following statement, which I transcribe in part:7 “We do not consider Brazil a regional power, but a global power. If we are going to talk about the main forum for the coordination of the largest economies—the G20—Brazil has a major voice. […] Negotiations that will take place in Paris on climate change can only be successful with Brazilian leadership.” And, interestingly—in light of the COVID-19 pandemic—he goes on to say, “with regard to issues such as global health, we know that we shall not be successful unless we work with Brazil and other major countries.” He concludes by adding, “if we want to be successful in terms of climate change and the fight against terrorism, or in reducing poverty around the world, the big players need to be part of the effort. And we consider Brazil to be an absolutely indispensable partner in these efforts.”

			

			The Foreign Minister at the time was Luiz Alberto Figueiredo. The meeting took place amid the malaise caused by Edward Snowden’s revelations of extensive spying on various leaders, including the Brazilian head of state. Nonetheless, Obama made a point of expressing his view that Brazil had acquired a global, rather than merely a regional, standing on the international stage.

			How did this newfound global influence manifest itself? In 2020, the University of Austin published a study titled Modern Diplomacy in Practice, coordinated by Professor Robert Hutchings (2019). It focuses on the ten largest foreign ministries in the world and includes dedicated chapters on Germany, Brazil, India, Japan and Turkey, in addition to sections on the P5 (China, United States, France, United Kingdom, and Russia). The authors note that Brazil’s international projection, beyond territorial or demographic considerations, is to a great extent achieved through diplomacy. This stands in contrast to powers that focus on projecting military strength or position themselves as major players through their economic and commercial significance, such as Japan and Germany. 

			In my evaluation, Brazil’s global projection through diplomacy only materialized once our foreign policy embraced geographic and thematic universality. This meant taking an interest in all parts of the world and positioning ourselves on a broad spectrum of issues, including trade, the environment, human rights, peace and security, and the very functioning of the international system itself. This meant leaving behind the sense that Brazil lacked a “surplus of power,” to quote an expression used by Minister Saraiva Guerreiro (1979-1985). The main drivers of this transition were, without a doubt, President Lula and his Foreign Minister Celso Amorim. Despite the challenges encountered in 2015, Dilma was able to uphold this international status, a perspective not only shared by her former Foreign Minister and ambassador to the UN, but also acknowledged by her counterpart at the White House. 

			Initial impulse

			I now return to a chronological approach to outline a particularly busy agenda at the outset of the Dilma government as regards foreign engagements. Within the first four months of her term, Dilma visited Argentina to meet with Cristina Kirchner (January 31), hosted Barack Obama in Brasilia (March 19 to 21), and traveled to China for a bilateral visit to Beijing and to participate in the BRICS summit in Hainan (April 11 to 13). During the summit, Dilma met with the Heads of State of Russia, India, and South Africa—Dimitri Medvedev, Manmohan Singh, and Jacob Zuma, respectively—marking the first time South Africa joined the group’s four original members.

			In addition to my travels with the President, I visited seven countries in South America, went to Brussels for meetings with the European Union (EU), attended the World Economic Forum in Davos and chaired an open debate at the United Nations Security Council (UNSC) on Peace and Development. Interestingly, the five BRICS members held seats at the UNSC in 2011, and were in attendance.

			Over the course of a few months, we had mapped out how the new administration would engage with our South American neighbors, as well as with established and emerging world leaders across the globe, while reaching out to the international business community, and focusing on a wide range of topics—from sustainable development to peace and security.

			Bilateral and regional diplomacy

			I will not provide a comprehensive list of the various international initiatives, trips, and meetings in Brasilia that President Dilma and I participated in. Instead, I would like to showcase how our diplomacy during that period addressed a wider sphere of influence and activity inherited from the previous administration, namely resorting to regional and inter-regional channels.

			In 2011, Dilma welcomed sixteen heads of state and thirty foreign ministers on official visits to Brazil. Those numbers increased to eighteen heads of state and thirty-two foreign ministers the following year. In just a little over two years, President Dilma participated in nineteen multilateral events and thirty bilateral visits and attended summits such as G20, BRICS, IBSA, MERCOSUR, UNASUR, and CELAC. During the same period, I made seventy bilateral visits and participated in forty conferences and multilateral events, in addition to accompanying the president in all her international commitments.

			This new pattern of interaction enabled us to develop an autonomous capacity to analyze, make proposals, and explore economic and commercial opportunities, as well as to deepen our political dialogues and cooperate on scientific and educational endeavors.

			In a decade during which the relationship with the countries of the South became a more central element of Brazilian diplomacy, the creation of new partnerships with the developing world afforded us an enhanced agenda not only with our South American neighbors or the broader Latin American and Caribbean region, but also with Africa, the Middle East, Asia, and the Pacific. It is worth recalling that the World Trade Organization (WTO) and the United Nations Conference on Trade and Development (UNCTAD) reported, at the time, that the most dynamic avenues for international trade were precisely those among the countries of the South.

			It is important to note that this rapprochement with the South was not undertaken in detriment to progress in partnerships with the North. In reality, Brazil preserved—indeed strengthened—its relations with Europe, the US, and other G7 nations with a new focus on science, technology, innovation, and education.

			At the regional level, noteworthy events and actions include the inaugural business forum held alongside the MERCOSUR summit in December 2012, as well as my involvement in specialized meetings on family farming, which also included Chile as a participant. The “citizen’s agenda” and social summits gained momentum and MERCOSUR widened its geographic scope when Venezuela was admitted into the group, Bolivia signed an Accession Protocol, while Suriname and Guyana became associate members. Regular meetings were held by UNASUR, among South American leaders, and CELAC with participation form all Latin American and Caribbean countries. Stronger relationships were forged with the Caribbean Community (CARICOM) and the Central American Integration System (SICA). I represented Brazil at the Economic Commission for Latin America and the Caribbean (ECLAC) in El Salvador. Thanks to the quality of the military contribution provided to the United Nations Stabilization Mission in Haiti (MINUSTAH), the position of Force Commander remained with the Brazilian military. Numerous presidential and ministerial visits took place throughout the region, including President Dilma’s visit to Haiti in February 2012 at the invitation of then President Michel Martelly. Brazil initiated a solidarity program for granting visas to Haitians following the 2010 earthquake, earning plaudits from the UN High Commissioner for Refugees (UNHCR). The Amazon Cooperation Treaty (ACTO) signatories met, in Ecuador, at ministerial level in 2013.

			The Summit of the Americas in Cartagena, in April 2012, deserves a special mention, in light of the unprecedented stance taken by all Latin American and Caribbean participants in favor of the inclusion of Cuba in future summits. At a dinner I hosted for Secretary of State Hillary Clinton in Brasilia shortly thereafter, she informed me that President Obama had not been indifferent to this regional consensus. We had a lengthy discussion which, according to interlocutors in Washington, seems to have had some impact on prompting the US to review its position. On December 17, 2014, moments before Presidents Obama and Raúl Castro announced the beginning of a normalization of relations between the United States and Cuba, my American colleague at the UN, Samantha Power, called me at 7 a.m. to break the news, adding that “Brazil has contributed to this day.” At the Summit of the Americas in Panama, in April 2015, the Cuban and American leaders were present.

			Regarding Brazil’s relationship with Africa, I would recall that Dilma Rousseff attended the South America-Africa (ASA) summit in Equatorial Guinea, at Malabo in November 2011, and the fiftieth anniversary of the African Union (AU) in Addis Ababa in May 2013. She also visited South Africa (for bilateral and BRICS summit meetings), Angola, Mozambique, and Namibia. Along with every living former Brazilian president, Dilma attended Nelson Mandela’s funeral on December 15, 2013. I also note the celebration of the International Year for People of African Descent on November 19, 2011, in Salvador, in the presence of the Heads of State of Cape Verde and Guinea.

			I shall not list all the trips I made to Africa or all the African foreign ministers I received in Brasilia. I should highlight, however, that I was the first Brazilian minister of foreign affairs to visit Mauritania and Guinea Conakry. I also wish to refer to the Africa Day celebrations on May 25, 2013, when the great Zimbabwean musician Oliver Tuku Mtukudzi and the Malian kora virtuoso Toumani Diabaté honored us with a memorable concert in Brasilia. I regret the unjustifiable deficit in exposure to African cultural expressions which persists in Brazil, notwithstanding such efforts, and remain convinced that culture plays a central role in bringing people closer together and deserves to be fully valued by diplomacy. I would add that Brasilia has been, since then, the Latin American capital with the highest number of African embassies (approximately forty).

			Strategic partners India and China featured prominently among the diplomatic priorities of the period under review. The comprehensive Ten-Year Plan, prepared by the Sino-Brazilian High-Level Commission for Concertation and Cooperation (COSBAN), was adopted on the sidelines of the Rio+20 Conference, in the presence of then Prime Minister Wen Jiabao. The presidential visit to New Delhi in March 2012 included participation in the IBSA and BRICS summits. In November 2011, I went to Bali, Indonesia, to start the process of Brazilian accession to the Treaty of Friendship and Cooperation with the Association of Southeast Asian Nations (ASEAN). I visited Japan shortly after the Fukushima incident to express Brazil’s solidarity with the Japanese government and people, followed by an official visit to Vietnam. I met with my counterpart in Sri Lanka in a groundbreaking visit to Colombo. In August 2011, I participated in the meeting of foreign ministers of the Forum on Latin America-East Asia Cooperation (FOCALAL) in Buenos Aires.

			The Summit of South America-Arab Countries (ASPA), held in Lima on October 2, 2012, allowed President Dilma to engage with various leaders from the Arab world. An in-depth dialogue on security issues was proposed in a particularly informative bilateral meeting with King Abdullah of Jordan. To follow up, I was received in Amman by officials responsible for security and combating terrorism, as well as by the king himself. Keeping pace with the repercussions of the Arab spring in North Africa and the Middle East was a challenge that demanded specialized attention. A meeting set in Istanbul with the region’s Brazilian ambassadors featured a lecture by Turkish historian and counterpart Ahmet Davutoglu. My Swedish colleague Carl Bildt and I were invited to Izmir as guest speakers for the annual gathering of Turkish ambassadors. The three of us decided to create an informal group that would meet again on the sidelines of the UN General Assembly in New York.

			In Cairo, I met with Chancellor Nabil El Araby and Secretary-General of the Arab League Amre Moussa shortly after the fall of Hosni Mubarak in early 2011. I visited Israel and Palestine, where I was received by Aivgdor Lieberman, Benjamin Netanyahu and Shimon Peres, in Tel Aviv, and Mahmud Abbas at Ramallah in October 2012. Inspired by the work of Franco-Lebanese writer and journalist Amin Maalouf, we organized, in Brasilia in June 2012, the colloquium Lado a Lado (side by side), with the participation of members of both Arab and Jewish descendants in Brazil, in the presence of the author himself. Their dialogue translated into practice Maalouf’s suggestion that diasporas around the world can engage in support of peace between Israelis and Palestinians, as a demonstration that constructive coexistence is possible.

			With the European Union, we created initiatives that strengthened economic relations, friendship and cooperation. While still serving as undersecretary for Political Affairs under Celso Amorim, I undertook efforts to establish the Brazil-European Union strategic partnership, which would come to fruition in 2007. Since then, trade would rise from $67 billion to $100 billion in 2011. In October 2011, Dilma went to Brussels for a meeting with the presidency of the Council and the EU Commission, Van Rompuy and Durão Barroso. In January 2013, the first CELAC-European Union summit was held in Chile under the motto “Alliance for sustainable development: promoting investments with social and environmental quality.” In Santiago, on the same occasion, negotiations were resumed at a ministerial level with a view to exchanging offers between MERCOSUR and the European Union by the end of 2013. The impetus for resuming negotiations stemmed from Brazil, following a public consultation with the private sector.

			There is much to be said about Brazil’s relationship with the United States. Contacts at a presidential level were initiated with Barack Obama’s visit to Brazil in March 2011. In addition, Dilma received Vice President Joe Biden in Brasilia more than once. During this time, I had the opportunity to meet with Secretary of State Hillary Clinton on several occasions. The US became the largest recipient of Brazilian students through the Science without Borders program. An Agreement on Trade and Economic Cooperation (ATEC) was signed, with an emphasis on promoting innovation. The Senior Executives Forum (CEO Forum), established in 2007 as a cooperative mechanism between representatives of the two private sectors, continued to meet. Bilateral trade between the two countries increased to almost $60 billion by 2021, surpassing the pre-crisis levels of 2008.

			A pioneering joint action program to combat racial discrimination was initiated. Both presidents joined hands to implement the Partnership for Open Government initiative. Additionally, we successfully resumed dialogue between the Ministries of Defense, which had been interrupted since the termination of a bilateral military agreement in 1977 (Amorim-Panetta).

			On her visit to Brazil in April 2012 for the Third Meeting of the Global Partnership Dialogue, Hillary Clinton stated, during a press conference at Itamaraty, that “it would be very hard to imagine a future UN Security Council that wouldn’t include a country like Brazil with all of its progress and the great model it represents of a democracy that is progressing and providing opportunity for its people.” A dinner offered by then ambassador Mauro Vieira at his DC residence, on the occasion of the April 2012 presidential visit to the White House, brought together a memorable guest list, including Zbigniew Brzezinski, Madeleine Albright, Condoleezza Rice and David Rothkopf. I had the honor of moderating a debate that touched on a wide range of bilateral issues and allowed for a valuable exchange of views on the global scenario. Bipartisan support for stronger ties between Washington and Brasilia was clearly expressed.

			I would add a reference to Canada, recalling Prime Minister Stephen Harper’s visit to Brazil in August 2011, during which the Brazil-Canada Strategic Partnership Dialogue was established. This mechanism met twice during my term at the ministerial level, the first time in Ottawa, in October 2012, and the second in Rio de Janeiro, in August 2013. Canada received four thousand students under the Science without Borders program, and exploratory talks on a free trade agreement were launched.	

			I also note the presidential visit to the United Kingdom, in tandem with the opening of the 2012 Olympic Games, as well as official trips by President Dilma to France, Germany, Portugal, and Spain. The President attended the enthronement ceremony of Pope Francis and, in 2013, the Supreme Pontiff traveled to Brazil for the Youth Days in Rio de Janeiro. 

			I was involved in launching a new strategic dialogue with British Chancellor William Hague, an initiative that has now resumed under the guidance of ministers Mauro Vieira and James Cleverly.

			I conclude this non-exhaustive list with a reference to Sergey Lavrov’s visit to Rio de Janeiro, where, after a working dinner that covered a comprehensive agenda, the Russian Minister expressed strong support for the inclusion of Brazil as a permanent member in an expanded Security Council.

			More than 120 trade fairs and 40 missions were organized to support the business sector and attract investment to Brazil. Brazilian foreign trade practically quadrupled between 2003 and 2012, while world trade grew by less than 140% in the same period.

			Multilateral diplomacy

			To highlight the commitment to multilateralism demonstrated by the Dilma government, one need only recall that Brazil hosted, in June 2012, the largest and most inclusive conference ever held under the aegis of the UN until that date: Rio+20. More than one hundred countries were represented at the level of head of state or government. More than four hundred ministers attended, while fourty-five thousand credentials for admission to the conference venue were issued over the course of ten days. A consensus was produced on a final document entitled The future we want (INPE 2012), challenging the skepticism of many, as the text arrived in Rio with only 40% of its content provisionally approved. UN Secretary-General, Ban Ki-moon, would declare to President Dilma that in the absence of Brazilian leadership, the conference would have undoubtedly failed.

			

			While Rio-92 represented a point of arrival (with the finalization of convention texts on Climate and Biodiversity in 1992), Rio+20 was a starting point for the adoption, in 2015, of the 2030 Agenda for Sustainable Development and its seventeen universally applicable goals. The preparation of the conference, organized in partnership with Minister of the Environment Izabella Teixeira, involved all relevant sectors of Brazilian society, constituting a new model of internal coordination in the face of an international project. For developing countries, it was especially important to consolidate the notion that eradicating poverty is essential to achieving sustainable development. According to some observers, such as the American economist Jeffrey Sachs, Rio+20 represented a watershed that replaced the so-called Washington Consensus with a new vision centered on “sustainability,” in which social and environmental variables are given equal importance to economic growth—until then seen as the central objective in debates on development.

			Brazil’s participation in the UNSC in the 2010-2011 biennium was marked by several creative initiatives, which revealed an often underestimated capacity to contribute to the advancement of international peace and security at the normative level. Shortly after assuming the Foreign Affairs portfolio, I became responsible for instructing our delegation to the UN regarding situations of instability in the Arab world, as in the case of Libya. In line with Brazilian concerns with respect to the harmful effects of military interventions, we abstained on Resolution 1973 (2011), in which the US sought authorization to resort to “all means necessary” (a euphemism for the use of force) to, allegedly, protect civilians in the Benghazi region. We were joined in abstaining by Germany, China, India and Russia. Although it voted in favor, South Africa would express its regret shortly thereafter. As it turned out, NATO unilaterally interpreted the provisions of the resolution as a blanket authorization for regime change. Despite the dictatorial character of Gaddafi’s rule, the action triggered a decade of profound instability that—much like the invasion of Iraq in 2003—raised serious doubts about its legal, political and moral foundations.

			At the initiative of the Brazilian delegation, the question of military interventions generating more destruction, suffering and instability than the status quo ante was put up for debate. In November 2011, we circulated a text in the UNSC on the need to observe a “Responsibility while Protecting” (RwP) civilians in conflict situations based on the notion that the international community has the foremost obligation to avoid causing greater problems than it is called upon to solve. The contours of the idea had been set out by President Dilma in her opening speech of the 66th UN General Assembly two months earlier.

			This text is now recommended reading in the curricula of several colleges in Brazil and abroad, including the American University in Cairo, where I had the opportunity to personally witness students of international relations study it with an interest that went beyond mere academic curiosity—bearing in mind the direct implications of the Libyan chaos on Egyptian security. Regarding the impact of Brazil’s proposal in academia, I recommend an article by Professor Cristina Stefan (2017) from the University of Leeds, “On Non-Western Norm Shapers: Brazil and the Responsibility While Protecting.” I also refer to Professor Michael Doyle of Columbia University, who organized a seminar dedicated exclusively to RwP in 2015.

			As Ambassador to Italy, in 2018, I hosted a meeting at our embassy on Piazza Navona, where former foreign minister of Argentina (and former chief of staff of the UN Secretary-General) Susana Malcorra declared that she considered Brazil’s position on Libya in 2011 to be “exemplary.” At the time we were both participating in a “group of friends of the President of the 72nd General Assembly of the United Nations” (Slovakia’s Miroslav Lajcak). Present at this encounter were, among others, Nobel Peace Prize laureate Ramos Horta, former Director-General of UNESCO Irina Bokova, former Foreign Ministers Nabil Fahmy of Egypt and Marty Natalegawa of Indonesia, as well as US economist Jeffrey Sachs.

			While still in the peace and security chapter, it is worth mentioning that I was the first Brazilian foreign minister invited to participate in the Munich Conference on Security, in February 2013. Since then, Brazil has only attended this prestigious event once again in 2023, with the current Minister Mauro Vieira participating.

			

			Finally, I would like to register the fact that, during my administration, we won all the elections for international positions we disputed, notably: at the World Trade Organization (WTO) with Roberto Azevêdo, the United Nations Food and Agriculture Organization (FAO) with José Graziano, the Inter-American Commission on Human Rights (CIDH) with Paulo Vannuchi, in addition to the Inter-American Court of Human Rights and the International Coffee Organization, among others.

			Election to the highest office at WTO would not have been possible without a decade of proactive participation in the organization—from the creation of the agricultural G20 by Celso Amorim (which replaced the anachronistic “Quad” composed of the USA, the EU, Canada and Japan), to the experience acquired with the dispute settlement system (a legacy of Celso Lafer’s tenure at Itamaraty, who created a unit specialized in training diplomats to handle dispute settlement cases). Brazil’s engagement in the promotion of the Doha Development Round also deserves to be recalled, even as a successful outcome became increasingly unlikely, following the 2008 economic crisis, as predicted by Dilma.

			The FAO election provided an opportunity to showcase Brazil’s Zero Hunger policy to a wider public, thereby demonstrating a concrete capacity to improve the livelihood of the less favored segments of society, thus following the letter and spirit of Sustainable Development Goal (SDG) number 2 on the eradication of hunger.

			Crises and challenges

			No management is immune from unforeseen crises and challenges. I was called upon to deal with at least five problematic situations, some of which I would categorize as avoidable and others as crises whose emergence was beyond all control.

			The first one was inherited from the previous government when the Italian citizen Cesare Battisti was granted refugee status in Brazil. Considered a common criminal in Italy by virtually the entire political spectrum, Battisti became a thorn in the side of our relationship with one of our key European partners. When I was Deputy foreign minister, I traveled to Rome for the celebration of the 150th anniversary of Italian unification, and heard bitter complaints from President Giorgio Napolitano regarding the Brazilian attitude towards Battisti. During my tenure as Minister, I appointed Ambassador Ruy Nogueira, my Deputy, to deal with the issue, a task he dedicated himself to with his recognized competence. Still, the Italians threatened to take the issue to the International Court of Justice. I had two difficult meetings with my Italian counterpart, Franco Frattini. We managed to avoid an escalation of tensions by obtaining a commitment from Battisti to refrain from speaking to the Brazilian press any further. With Battisti’s arrest in Bolivia and his return to Italy, several years later, an avoidable irritant was finally overcome. It is worth mentioning that the Brazilian Ministry of Foreign Affairs (or Itamaraty) was not consulted on the granting of refugee status. And it is my understanding that the foreign ministry, if asked, would not have favored such a move. On a trip to Rome in 2022, Lula apologized to Napolitano, putting an end to the episode.

			We faced a crisis with the Organization of American States (OAS) when, on April 1, 2011, the Inter-American Commission on Human Rights (IACHR) granted precautionary measures in favor of members of the Xingu indigenous communities on the grounds that the integrity of the petitioners would be at risk due to the impact of the construction of the Belo Monte hydroelectric plant. The motion requested the Brazilian government to halt the construction of the plant. Itamaraty was given fifteen days to inform the OAS of Brazilian compliance with the determination. Internally, the precautionary measures led to the creation of an inter-ministerial task force. In July 2012, in response to Brazilian efforts, the IACHR modified its position and cancelled the request to suspend the building of the station—maintaining recommendations regarding the land regulation and the health of the indigenous communities. Due to this episode, Brazil decided to lead an effort to reform the inter-American human rights system. The crisis exposed the curious situation resembling that of “taxation without representation”—to use a term associated with British colonialism in the US—in which the composition of the IACHR admits the participation of members that have not ratified the inter-American conventions. Although they do not have the same obligations as those who did ratify them, they are nevertheless authorized to judge compliance with the rules by countries that ratified them. It is worth noting that the Brazilian reaction did not prevent former National Secretary of Human Rights Paulo Vannuchi from being elected to the IACHR or from a Brazilian being elected to preside over the Inter-American Court based in San José.

			While Brazil presided over Rio+20, in June 2012, an impeachment process began, in neighboring Paraguay, against President Fernando Lugo, which caused grave concern among members of UNASUR and MERCOSUR due to the scarce opportunity offered to the head of state to defend himself and to its precipitous timetable. A Brazilian Air Force plane was placed at the disposal of a delegation of eight South American foreign ministers (Argentina, Chile, Colombia, Ecuador, Peru, Uruguay, Venezuela, in addition to Brazil), who traveled to Asunción to assess the situation. After contacts with Lugo himself and parliamentarians of different political orientations, the mission reached a consensus and deemed the impeachment procedure incompatible with the democratic clauses of both groupings. Paraguay’s suspension from MERCOSUR resulted in non-participation in bodies and meetings, but did not affect the economic benefits accruing from participation in the common market. Paraguay also continued to participate in the group’s social summits. The suspension would be lifted a year later, with the election of Horacio Cartes to the Paraguayan presidency, whose inauguration was attended by President Dilma.

			The fourth situation I would mention in this context is the espionage case involving the US National Security Agency (NSA). I was in Paraty, to attend the colonial town’s annual International Literary Festival (FLIP) in August 2013, when news of Edward Snowden’s revelations about the NSA spying against numerous countries, including Brazil, broke out. Under presidential instructions, I summoned the press to register our discontent and demand an explanation from Washington. From the outset, I suggested that the matter should be the subject of a manifestation by the UN General Assembly in defense of the right to privacy. Faced with the inadequacy of the explanations received from the US embassy in Brasilia, a mission to Washington was organized for consultations with the relevant sectors. The book No Place to Hide, by the journalist Glenn Greenwald (2014), on the NSA’s activities, sheds light on the episode. On the other hand, a book by the former head of the Department of Homeland Security, titled Facts and Fears,8 contains at least one factual error, in stating that I traveled to Washington in search of clarification. The Brazilian delegation was, in fact, headed by Ambassador Guilherme Patriota, Deputy Diplomatic Advisor to the Presidency of the Republic. Shortly thereafter, I received Secretary of State John Kerry in Brasilia. At a press conference after our bilateral conversation, I made clear that the allegations, if proven, would cast a shadow of mistrust on the bilateral relationship. Kerry sought to contain the damage with a conciliatory tone. The discomfort persisted, however, and led to the postponement of Dilma’s second visit to Washington. The explanations provided were never entirely convincing. Brazil decided to bring forward a draft UN resolution in partnership with Germany, which—despite strong initial resistance from the so-called Five Eyes group9—was approved by consensus by the General Assembly, enabling the appointment of a special rapporteur on the right to privacy in the digital age at the Human Rights Council.

			The case involving Bolivian senator Roger Molina represents, in my view, a good example of an avoidable crisis. In 2013, Bolivia was the South American country that had experienced the highest GDP growth. IMF reports attested to the country’s macroeconomic stability and the social benefits of government policies, with per capita income having multiplied by three in seven years. The relationship with Brazil had gone through challenging moments, but this did not justify reaching out to opposition figures without careful consideration. Without going into the merits of the motivations of the diplomats stationed at the embassy in La Paz, it is indisputable that the trip from that capital to the border with Brazil, carried out at the individual initiative of the chargé d’affaires with Molina—in the absence of instructions from Brasilia—constituted a serious case of unauthorized behavior. I assumed the institutional responsibility that fell upon me and, after reporting to President Dilma, offered my resignation. Two days later, I was informed that I would swap positions with my colleague in New York, being appointed Permanent Representative of Brazil to the United Nations. As a consequence of an administrative investigation, the diplomat responsible for this breach of discipline was penalized with a one-month suspension. I do not regret the episode on personal grounds, as I enthusiastically embraced my new duties at the UN. I do deplore, however, the unnecessary strain provoked by this incident on our bilateral relationship with a neighboring country.

			Global influence in the multilateral system

			During the second three-year period of Dilma’s presidency, from 2013 to 2016, I served as ambassador of Brazil to the United Nations. Despite the President’s declining popularity, an economic recession, the “Lava Jato” investigations and the impeachment proceedings in Brasilia, Brazil made significant strides at the United Nations and exercised influence on issues falling under each of the three pillars of the organization’s activities: peace and security, sustainable development and human rights.

			Regarding international peace and security, Brazil maintained the practice of expressing its views in all open debates at the Security Council, although not participating as an elected member. I assumed the presidency of the Peacebuilding Commission (PBC) in 2014. As is known, this forum was created following a proposal by Secretary-General Kofi Annan. As I often say, while the Security Council can be compared to an intensive care unit for crises and tensions that threaten international peace, the PBC can be seen as a rehabilitation center for the cases brought to its attention. At the time, the commission closely followed developments in Guinea-Bissau, Sierra Leone, Liberia, Guinea and the Central African Republic. According to testimony from the Secretariat, the Brazilian presidency helped to generate an active profile for the Commission and consolidate its role, at a time when the forum was still viewed with some mistrust by the P5 and can be said to have been still in an experimental stage.

			In the sphere of sustainable development, Brazil played a significant role in shaping the 2030 Agenda and its seventeen sustainable development goals, in line with the results of the Rio+20 Conference, on the basis of the economic, social and environmental triad. With the support of Latin America, we promoted the inclusion of a Goal on Inequality (SDG number 10, today considered an unavoidable topic at the G20 and in Davos). We also participated actively in the negotiation of SDG 16 on peace, justice and strong institutions (a monograph presented to the Institute of Graduate Studies in Geneva by Lucas Rodrigues dos Santos (2022) addresses the Brazilian contribution in detail). In brief, our efforts prevented the introduction of a fourth security pillar into the concept of sustainable development, as intended by some Western countries, and thereby neutralized attempts to subject an agenda of universal application to selective treatment by the Security Council with a focus on the developing world.

			In the field of human rights, we produced a multilateral reaction to the espionage allegations that had strained relations between the US and several allied and friendly countries. The fact that we succeeded in coordinating closely with Germany is illustrative of a Brazilian readiness to articulate initiatives on the promotion of human rights with countries from the North and the South. Germany and Brazil were pressured by powerful delegations to abandon those efforts on more than one occasion. The adoption by consensus of a resolution on the subject demonstrated that the cause was of general interest and involved non-negotiable principles and values.

			I presided over the Commission on the Situation of Women (CSW) from 2016 to 2017, a position that I continued to hold after my transfer to Rome. During that period, the Commission managed to overcome profound differences between conservative and progressive delegations and, thanks to highly qualified advice from Brazilian diplomats and representatives from civil society, we built consensus on the promotion of gender equality in the context of sustainable development and the labor market. We also succeeded in introducing new topics to the CSW agenda, such as the situation of indigenous women. As the first Brazilian diplomat to chair the Commission, I dedicate the lengthy applause we received at the end of our mandate to our entire team and to my wife, Tania, who throughout her twenty-five years working for the United Nations Population Fund (UNFPA) provided me with invaluable insights on gender inequality.

			Conclusion

			Between 2011 and 2016, Brazil managed to place its newly conquered, and widely recognized, global influence at the service of the continuation of a successful foreign policy, without resigning itself to being repetitive, and instead demonstrating a capacity to associate creativity and continuity. We developed actions with partners in all regions of the world, including through new interregional mechanisms. We contributed multilaterally to several initiatives regarding major areas of the international agenda—from sustainable development to food security and international trade.

			In the field of international peace and security, Brazil went beyond supplying troops and commanders for peace operations, taking an active role in the elaboration of rules on such complex issues such as the protection of civilians in conflict situations. We upheld an autonomous concept of the emerging world order, based on the notion of “cooperative multipolarity,” the core message being that a post bipolar and unipolar world represents a welcome development, capable of generating prosperity and stability through enhanced international cooperation. This will not spontaneously come into being. But the alternative is too problematic to behold. Peace-loving nations, committed to multilateralism, should resist prophecies of inevitable great power rivalry leading to scenarios of doom. I believe that this is an idea that has preserved the essence of its rationale in today’s troubled world. The Brazilian Center for International Relations (CEBRI) published an article I wrote on the subject, titled “Is the World Ready for Cooperative Multipolarity?”10

			A complete presentation of the second triennium would require the testimony of my two successors at the helm of Itamaraty, ambassadors Luiz Alberto Figueiredo Machado and Mauro Vieira—the latter having now returned to the position of foreign minister with redoubled energy. A balance of achievements of the first thirty-two months of the Dilma government can be found in my two speeches upon the transfer of office, at the Planalto and Itamaraty, at the end of August 2013.11 Of special interest is President Dilma Rousseff’s conversation with Professor Maria Regina Soares de Lima, in the context of the History of Brazilian Diplomacy course held by CEBRI in 2021.12 I shall remain grateful to President Dilma for the exceptional opportunities she afforded me to serve Brazil at Itamaraty in Brasilia and at the UN in New York.

			I believe we were able to consolidate and even expand our global influence over the first triennium. Circumstances became more challenging in the second three-year period. But, on the international front, and within the UN system, it was possible to preserve a voice that was universally heard and followed with interest and respect.

			Even so, it is painful to recognize that progress is not irreversible and that some objectives continue to elude us. In the four-year period ending in 2022, Latin American integration suffered severe setbacks, while Brazil reduced its diplomatic footprint in the Caribbean and Africa, demonstrating a generalized retraction of ambition. Brazilian voting patterns at the United Nations shifted, in contradiction with long-standing policy. The rapprochement with the European Union, which makes strategic sense and enjoys a virtual national consensus, has yet to materialize in a free trade agreement between MERCOSUR and the EU. Security Council expansion has not been achieved, even if it seems unavoidable. Meanwhile, Brazil has maintained its status—along with Japan—as one of the two most frequent non-permanent members since the Council’s creation.

			I had the honor of witnessing an early episode of reconstruction of our foreign policy when I welcomed president-elect Luiz Inácio Lula da Silva to Sharm el Sheikh in November of last year, to participate in the 27th Conference of the Parties of the United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change as special guest of the Egyptian government. Listening to his speech, I felt confident that the global diplomatic influence achieved by Brazil at the beginning of the millennium would endure and that the seeds we had planted would blossom again, along with new promising initiatives.

			Allow me to conclude with a tribute to the personalities who most inspired me, through their example and their contribution to Brazilian foreign policy. The list begins with the Baron of Rio Branco, the centenary of whose death was celebrated in 2011. He positioned Brazil intelligently in our region, reacting with an acute sense of History to the last major geopolitical shift, namely when the United States overtook the United Kingdom as the world leading economic power. San Tiago Dantas, the centenary of whose birth was also celebrated in 2011, was a pioneer in adopting a universalist focus for Brazilian foreign policy and spoke, with unmatched eloquence, of our responsibility to advance human civilization through diplomacy. Celso Amorim, the longest-serving Brazilian foreign minister, occupies a central position as the mastermind of a foreign policy that paved the way towards increasing our global influence. As special advisor to President Lula, his intellectual vitality remains at the heart of our current diplomatic agenda. His was the most significant individual influence in my career. I cannot fail to mention Vera Pedrosa, under whose enlightened leadership I served as Deputy at the diplomatic advisor’s office to former President Itamar Franco. Culture and sensitivity coexisted with firmness and courage in her defense of the national interest. And Sérgio Vieira de Mello, with whom I worked in New York, in the 1990s, and paid homage to—a decade after his tragic death in Iraq—organizing a seminar on his legacy at the Rio de Janeiro Botanical Gardens in August 2013.

			Sérgio reminds us that a country aspiring to global influence cannot circumscribe its interests to regional affairs or to relations with the major powers of the day. Its diplomacy needs to be sensitive to the legitimate expectations of all members of the international community, across regions, and in particular to the needs of the most underprivileged. He remains an inspiration for all those who believe in the possibility of a humanist international front, respectful of international law, committed to dialogue and diplomacy and engaged in the promotion of sustainable development and peace.
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			Chapter 11

			Peace, Sustainability and Improved Governance: 
A Call for Urgent Action1

			A Bleak Panorama

			War in Ukraine is a matter for global concern. As Bertrand Badie suggests, we are witnessing a globalized war (“une guerre mondialisée”). Beyond the tragedy inflicted on the civilian population, economic side-effects—ranging from food and energy insecurity to inflationary pressures—are impacting economies worldwide, with particularly dire effects on developing countries and the most vulnerable among them. Moreover, the systemic implications of this conflict for a peaceful world order are deeply troubling. International law has been violated in two fundamental aspects, as the territorial integrity of a member State of the United Nations is disregarded, and a unilateral military intervention defies UN Charter provisions on the inadmissibility of the use of force, except as authorized by the Security Council or in self-defense.

			While condemnation by the United Nations General Assembly was endorsed by a wide majority, there is still no end in sight to the crisis. One year and a half after the onslaught of the war, a sustained peace initiative has yet to emerge. Meanwhile, escalation proceeds unabated and, to the dismay of observers around the world, references to the use of weapons of mass destruction have become ominously frequent. In preparation for the Summit of the Future, rescheduled for 2024, we welcome the recommendations of the High-Level Advisory Board on Effective Multilateralism (HLAB) regarding the need for a clear reaffirmation of the global norm against the use of nuclear weapons and the creation of a global commission on the risks associated with military use of nuclear weapons, as a means towards accelerated denuclearization.

			Although it may be futile to enter into a discussion on the root causes of the Ukraine conflict, this should not prevent nations and individuals from confronting an increasingly perilous international scenario through dialogue and diplomacy. The banalization of war and war hysteria must be resisted at all cost. War is not only a threat to civilized life on Earth, it is a defeat of the human spirit itself. A breakdown in communication is in no nation’s interest. The multilateral system remains ill-equipped, however, to handle situations involving one of the permanent members of the Security Council. The harsh truth is that violations of international law have been committed by several member states, including the P5—notwithstanding their special responsibilities within the multilateral system.

			This should not lead the international community to resign itself to the erosion of respect for international law, or to permit that the multilateral mechanisms at our disposal remain inoperative. Just as it is unacceptable for the most powerful citizens in a democratic society to break the law, it would be intrinsically undemocratic and unfair to conceive of an international system in which the militarily or economically most powerful disrespect international commitments at their ease. This basic understanding should remain a cornerstone of multilateralism. Former United Nations Secretary-General Boutros-Ghali was noteworthy for upholding the view that democratic principles should also prevail at the international level. A more democratic world order, in which all nations recommit to observe international law, constitutes a necessary step towards building a more peaceful world.

			Criticism which denounces a double standard when it comes to accusations of disrespect for international law cannot be simply brushed aside. As we are well aware, the recent past offers examples of violations of the UN Charter by governments that have subsequently come to embrace it. To relinquish unilateralism is in itself a welcome development. But a commitment to the non-selective adherence to Charter obligations may be necessary to overcome understandable lingering suspicions. The majority of nations that have consistently observed Charter provisions can assume a leadership role in a straightforward debate on the rights and wrongs of military interventions or illegal occupations, that have left behind trails of death and dysfunctionality.

			To the extent that a link may be established between democratic governance and peace, contemporary political developments raise a number of issues that call for a structured, plural and inclusive conversation. 
A number of societies confront undemocratic political movements at local level, which threaten the functioning of institutional checks and balances and the protection of fundamental rights and freedoms. At the same time, improved governance, capable of delivering justice, prosperity and stability is a universal aspiration of all societies, independently of the regimes in place. It should not be impossible to promote exchanges, in which the challenges confronted by governments, in different parts of the world, are discussed in good faith, among representatives of political regimes of various natures, with a view to reducing polarization and building mutual trust.

			Just as enlightened leadership can overcome division at the national level, effective diplomacy should be placed at the service of a less polarized international system. In both cases, upholding the rule of law will contribute to more cohesive societies and a more predictable world order, in line with democratic principles and objectives. Democratic principles will be questioned, however, if their observance does not contribute to deliver better standards of living and cannot reduce social injustice. Today, the growing disparity between rich and poor—within societies and among nations—calls for a review of domestic policies and attempts at international cooperation that have ostensibly failed. Sustainable Development Goal number 10 represented a groundbreaking consensus on reducing inequality. Unfortunately, current trends point in the opposite direction.

			According to a recent report by the World Bank, the combined impact of the pandemic, war in Ukraine, high energy, and food prices, as well as a surge in inflation, have stalled the convergence of incomes between rich and poor countries previously under way. And yet, as observed by British journalist Martin Wolf, neither COVID-19, nor the war in Ukraine nor global inflation can be blamed on the emerging and developing countries that are most affected by their consequences. The additional challenge posed by the effects of climate change and global warming should further raise the level of international alarm. If debt relief and other innovative mechanisms for financial cooperation do not materialize, economic stagnation and decline will inevitably generate spinoffs—economic, social, environmental, migratory and political—which will affect the entire international community.

			While extreme poverty was declining prior to the pandemic, UN statistics indicate that the global poverty rate started to increase sharply from 2019 onwards, reversing a trend observed since the 1990’s. Data for 2022 signal that seventy-five million more people will be living in extreme poverty. The broader impact of the war in Ukraine risks pushing that number to ninety-five million. According to a recent Oxfam report, in the past two years, the richest 1% have accumulated as much wealth as the rest of the world population. Meanwhile, world military expenditure increased by 3.7% in 2022, and the share of global arms exports by a handful of countries increased significantly, as indicated by the Stockholm International Peace Institute (SIPRI).

			The most visible outcome from the Climate Summit, held in November 2022 at Sharm el Sheikh, was the agreement to provide loss and damage funding for vulnerable countries hit hard by the adverse effects of climate change. This is a positive achievement, which was justifiably hailed as an overdue breakthrough. On the other hand, as recognized by the Standing Committee on Finance (SCF), created to assist the Conference of the Parties (COP) in delivering climate change financing, specific commitments by richer states to provide resources are not being honored. Developing countries’ level of debt hit a record high last year, according to the Institute of International Finance (IIF). As a credit rating agency has pointed out, debt will remain well above pre-Covid levels for many low and middle income countries.

			In the face of growing inequality among nations, it is not surprising that manifestations of a striking North-South divide captured the attention of the Munich Security Conference, last February. Dynamics at Munich seem to reflect a deepening disconnect, not only between the West and the East (understood as Russia and China), but also between the less developed and wealthier economies. This context is generating renewed interest in the reform of International Financial Institutions and in multilateral governance, broadly speaking, including as regards the composition and functioning of the UN Security Council. Peace, environmental sustainability and improved governance at the local and international level will elude us if multilateralism is weakened, due to persistent mistrust and a reluctance to confront pressing challenges and the urgent need for institutional reforms.

			Collective Security

			The collective security system incorporated into the United Nations Charter is outlined in its Chapters VI and VII. When a dispute arises, the parties concerned are obliged, under Chapter VI, to seek a solution by peaceful means, such as negotiation, mediation, or arbitration. If the dispute escalates into armed conflict, Chapter VII—which constitutes the core of the UN collective security system—authorizes the Security Council to take enforcement measures to restore peace. Responses foreseen in Chapter VII may range from arms embargoes and economic sanctions to the use of force, as a last resort. As clarified by Henry Kissinger in Diplomacy (1994), it is worth bearing in mind that, whereas alliances presume a potential adversary, collective security defends international law in the abstract, which it seeks to sustain in much the same way as a judicial system upholds domestic criminal law.

			For three quarters of a century, nations large and small have committed to a collective security concept that ascribes to the Security Council a monopoly over the authorization of coercive action—the sole exception being the right to legitimate self-defense, provided in Article 51. Decisions adopted under Chapter VII do not require the consent of the party to which they are applicable. While such an approach may seem to contradict the principle of non-intervention in the internal affairs of member states, also enshrined in the Charter, Article 2.7 explicitly determines that this principle shall not prejudice resort to coercive measures under Chapter VII. As we know, this legal framework has not prevented the escalation of disputes into armed conflict, nor has it guaranteed effective multilateral responses to restore the peace. But it has withstood the test of time and remains in force.

			Given the procedures for decision taking in the Council, however, five veto-wielding member states can, in practice, remain outside the system. Attempts to overcome this dilemma include the 1950 resolution 377, better known as Uniting for Peace, which foresees that—in the absence of unanimity among the P5 in the Security Council—the General Assembly (GA) can be activated to recommend collective measures. In the recent past, GA resolutions on the situation in Ukraine have been adopted through the powers conferred upon it by resolution 377. Another significant development which points in the same direction was the adoption of resolution 262, in April 2022, granting the President of the GA authority to call a formal session to publicly examine the justification for a veto. Interestingly, none of the P5 opposed it.

			Although decisions by the GA are not mandatory, initiatives such as the abovementioned resolutions can be seen as worthy efforts to place multilateralism on a more democratic footing. It would be incorrect, however, to assume that a new consensus in favor of a more democratic world order has emerged. Neither will the P-5 forego the option to use their veto, nor will manifestations of unilateralism be curtailed by procedural innovation alone. This should not discourage those who are committed to strengthening multilateralism from pursuing additional initiatives to correct distortions and improve efficiency in the pursuit of peace. In addition to the imperative of Security Council enlargement, a starting point could be to ensure that Article 27(3) becomes fully operative, so that a party to a dispute under consideration by the Security Council be effectively made to abstain from voting.

			While Ukraine dominates the headlines, a series of other crises cannot be left unattended. The situation in the Democratic Republic of the Congo—one of the deadliest conflicts of the present century—has defied multiple attempts at stabilization. Tensions between Israelis and Palestinians are again on the rise, while no progress is made to implement the relevant Security Council resolutions to promote a just and lasting peace in the region. The Arab world continues to experience turmoil in Yemen, Syria, Libya and now belligerence has broken out in Sudan. Nor have there been significant signs of a reduction in the increasingly adversarial relationship between the US and China. Such circumstances call for a renewed commitment by governments to the collective security platform provided by the United Nations. Parliamentarians, civil society, academia, and the media can all play important roles in this respect.

			Collective Responsibility

			Climate change and its impact on human livelihood on our planet has become an unavoidable political topic domestically, and a priority internationally. It is no longer possible to shun responsibility, collectively or individually, with global warming threatening our very survival on Earth. The related challenges posed by growing desertification and the loss of biodiversity further highlight the need for urgent and enhanced international cooperation to ward off disaster. As the world lives through a critical decade for climate action, there is much homework to be done and little time. According to the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) greenhouse gas emissions must peak by 2025 and be reduced by 43% by 2030 in order to limit warming to 1.5 degrees—in line with the level of ambition set by the Paris Agreement. Currently the world is off course.

			If pledges by national governments are fully implemented, which is far from assured, by the end of the century the world will be 2.5 degrees warmer. The downward trend in emissions is not yet in sight. To quote from United Nations Secretary-General Antonio Guterres at the Biodiversity COP15 last year, “with our bottomless appetite for unchecked and unequal economic growth, humanity has become a weapon of mass extinction.” Nevertheless, while the inflated military budgets of the major powers are calculated in the hundreds of billions of dollars, financial resources for lowering emissions and promoting climate resilient development are alarmingly insufficient. A set of priorities that privileges defense expenditure and preparation for war over the commitment to environmental sustainability can only be described as irrational, or possibly irresponsible.

			

			Three thousand NGOs were accredited to COP27. If the same laudable zeal to save the planet, mobilized by large segments of civil society and youth movements in the last decade, were also to be invested in a mobilization for peace and against the use of force in international relations, a virtuous alliance might be established between environmentalists and pacifism. Indeed, there is scope for associating the defenders of other worthy causes, such as the promotion of gender equality and the fight against racial discrimination, into a broad movement for peace, environmental rationality, as well as poverty eradication and social justice. The interconnection among these topics could be more explicitly upheld by peace-loving and environmentally responsible governments. In parallel, civil society should not underestimate their political influence at home or in shaping international agendas.

			At the same time, there is a growing awareness that climate change, natural disasters and environmental degradation can further exacerbate existing fragilities in conflict zones, and even give rise to tensions that degenerate into armed confrontation. Africa is a region of special concern in this regard. While only 4% of global carbon emissions can be ascribed to Africa, the continent remains the most vulnerable to the devastating impacts of the climate crisis. A “Climate Initiative for Sustaining Peace” was launched by the COP27 by Egypt to promote climate responses that contribute to sustaining development and peace. The United Nations Peacebuilding Commission (PBC) can be a locus for mainstreaming such an approach, as it embraces the notion that prevention be perceived as sovereignty enhancing, rather than as excuse for undue foreign interference.

			The challenge of ensuring environmental sustainability requires a more cooperative international framework. The United Nations Charter was negotiated decades before global warming and the climate crisis was brought to the forefront of the multilateral agenda and does not foresee comprehensive governance mechanisms or specific parameters for joint efforts. The various Conferences of the Parties to relevant agreements offer a way forward. But the opportunity created by the Summit of the Future should not be missed to undertake an evaluation of whether current modalities for cooperation in this field are up to the task. Meanwhile, a measure of satisfaction may be derived from the successful outcome of negotiations on the establishment, under UN auspices, of a High Seas treaty to protect oceans that lie outside national boundaries.

			A shared sense of responsibility should also lead to more effective collective action to confront health emergencies. The COVID-19 pandemic took millions of lives, leaving behind orphaned children, along with multiple social and economic side-effects. As pointed out by the International Peace Institute, unequal patterns of vaccine distribution and the opposition of many countries to vaccine patent waivers that could have facilitated domestic production gave rise to perceptions of an absence of solidarity in the developing world. It remains to be seen whether discussions on a potential pandemics treaty at the World Health Organization can bridge this gap. For a majority of countries struggling with the fallout from COVID-19, the effects of a changing climate, or the economic impact of the Ukraine war, a renewed spirit of collective responsibility to change course has become indispensable.

			Towards Improved Governance

			A vision for the future should not disregard important achievements of the past. There is much value to be preserved, from the collective security philosophy of the UN Charter to a myriad of other commitments assumed through multilaterally negotiated legal instruments. Non-proliferation of WMD, trade, the protection and promotion of human rights, sustainable development, and many other areas that require international cooperation benefit from platforms and governance mechanisms that enjoy close to universal adherence and fulfill relevant purposes. And yet, the multidimensional multipolarity of today’s world calls for more inclusive, equitable, efficient rules-based structures for international cooperation, in which all states—North, South, East, West, independently of their level of development or size—can feel adequately represented and engage fully.

			Expansion in the membership of the Security Council was already considered necessary in the early 1990’s. Today it has become a vital prerequisite for this principal UN organ to fully establish its legitimacy and authority. The obstacles to expansion in membership and reform of working methods should not be unsurmountable. Frustration with the Council’s performance in a number of scenarios, from Iraq to Ukraine, has generated widespread support for an increase in the composition of members as part of a broader overhaul. And yet, resistance to change is also perceptible. Such resistances have, in practice, paralyzed the reform process, and indirectly favored an increasingly indefensible status quo. If systemic failure is to be avoided, the current paralysis must be overcome through creative leadership and strong support from public opinion.

			Full advantage of the possibilities offered by the Peacebuilding Commission would contribute to a better division of labor, within the UN system, given the PBC’s broad mandate to devise strategies for prevention and post-conflict rehabilitation. Situations that do not involve an urgent, manifest threat to peace should be extracted from the agenda of the Security Council, while the PBC could assume a leading role in responding to the nexus between sustainability and peacebuilding. As mentioned above, resolutions 377/1950 and 262/2022 provide gateways for the General Assembly to assume a higher profile in pronouncing itself on issues which the Security Council is incapable of handling. The assembly’s universal attendance and decision taking by simple or two thirds majority imparts a comparatively democratic character to its decisions.

			UN Secretary-General Antonio Guterres has encouraged the G20 and ECOSOC to establish a structured working relationship. The proposal deserves careful consideration as an avenue for more effective multilateral coordination on a wide-ranging economic and social agenda that could include environmental and public health challenges as well. It is difficult to see how the multilateral trading system, embodied at the World Trade Organization, can discharge itself satisfactorily of its duties if the Appellate body is unable to review appeals, as foreseen in the Understanding on Settlement of Disputes. Rising poverty associated with disease, war, and global warming puts severe pressure on the International Financial Institutions to boost their lending capacity, as vulnerable economies are confronted with insufficient resources to address these and other concerns, amidst rising debt levels.

			

			As mentioned in the previous section, there are gaps and inadequacies in the governance provided by the current patchwork of environmental agreements. If current trends persist, and the international community remains off course in its response to the full range of environmental challenges with which we are faced, serious thought should be given to a blueprint for improved, comprehensive, environmental governance. At present there is no structured discussion on this topic, even if few would disagree that it will only acquire growing significance in the future. The HLAB report proposes a pact, worth considering, for people and planet, pledging to hold us collectively accountable for implementing ambitious measurable commitments to address the planetary crisis.

			A number of high technology areas have yet to be covered by multilaterally agreed rights and obligations, including artificial intelligence, cybersecurity, outer space, among others. Safe and effective management of emerging technologies, such as AI, has acquired a new urgency, as rapid advances call out for a global architecture of standards and approaches. Of particular concern are Lethal Autonomous Weapons Systems (LAWS), as a consensus emerges on the need to maintain human control of such systems. Human responsibility over the use of force is of paramount importance, in particular as regards nuclear weapons and weapons of mass destruction.

			The implications of unregulated social media for democracy and human rights, including the deleterious effects of fake news, are topics that also call for multilateral coverage. Democratic governance has been attacked through the influence of platforms which fuel extremism, as illustrated by the storming of the US Capitol on January 6, 2021, and the destruction of government buildings in Brasilia on January 8, 2023. A renewed agenda for improved governance, domestically and internationally, requires an attentive gaze upon the reliability of the information that is provided to societies. It will be impossible to confront the multiple challenges humanity is faced with, if misinformation is not systematically checked through objective and evidence-based cooperation.

			Whereas certain institutional reforms, such as Security Council expansion, require Charter amendments that involve complex ratification procedures to come into force, there is scope for creative coordination and informal coalition building among governments, civil society, private sector, think tanks or individuals, on a wide range of issues. Sub-regional efforts have achieved success in maximizing the use of water resources, among the nations of the Senegal River basin. Contact groups of interested parties have proven their usefulness in fostering stability, from Central America to Southeast Asia. Local governments and municipalities may exchange best practices and lead by example. Non-profit organizations provide helpful insights and independent analysis. Private diplomacy may be placed at the service of reconciliation among former foes and work on prevention. 

			A Pedagogy for Peace

			In their 2022 Report, Leaders for Peace (LPP) articulated a vision for a new planetary humanism, capable of uniting all forces committed to safeguarding human civilization on Earth. Through the innovative Itinerant School of Peace initiative, a new experiment in pedagogy is now fully underway. It behooves the current generation of leaders to heed the multiple threats posed to international cooperation for peace and sustainable development and engage with the younger generation around common goals. As pointed out by Maria Montessori, “avoiding war is the work of politics, establishing peace is the work of education.” Our political commitment to avoid war is ready to express itself through a concerted pedagogic platform to reach out to youth in the promotion of peace, through a democratic, inclusive dialogue.

			There is no single prescription for sowing the seeds of peace in the hearts and minds of young men and women. The pedagogic approach proposed by the Itinerant School draws upon the vast pool of knowledge and experience accumulated by the group’s thirty-nine members in partnership with a number of prestigious academic institutions from all regions of the world. Aware of the role played by history, politics, economics, culture and the media in shaping international relations, a syllabus for peace is being developed around universally shared values such as respect for individual dignity, tolerance and rationality. Along with a diagnosis of the most pressing threats, this approach places emphasis on diplomacy and multilateral institutions, while remaining attentive to the links among peace, social and economic development, environmental sustainability.

			A grasp of the distribution of military strength, economic power and diplomatic influence will provide the basis for an up to date understanding of current geopolitical trends. Leadership for peace, however, requires more than an accumulation of facts or access to sophisticated analysis. Commitment is measured by a capacity to advance ideas and build networks, as well as a readiness to confront opposition and handle pressure from diverging views. Leadership will emerge as knowledge and experience converge with courage and wisdom. No assured methodology will produce the desired results. But exposure to interactive debates and immersion in the world of multilateral organizations can provide a path that will encourage strategic reflection and motivate the transition from observation to action.

			Each year a selection of students from various individual country-based exercises will participate in a summer program, in partnership with the University of Geneva. The diverse backgrounds and acquired insights will provide a framework for exchanges around challenges of a local, regional or planetary dimension. Visits to multilateral organizations and cultural venues, as well as contacts with the private sector and the media, will complement conversations with diplomats and politicians. An online toolbox for peace will include podcasts with world leaders on the most pressing issues of the day. As a network of Young Leaders for Peace develops, with participation by all the alumni of the Itinerant School, it is expected that a federation of spokespersons for peace will gradually emerge, mutually reinforcing specific objectives and a shared, humanist, global perspective.

			Conclusion

			Absent major course corrections, global warming will exceed 1.5 degrees centigrade by 2030, with irreversible or long-lasting impacts for all societies. Unless tensions among the most heavily armed powers are reversed through dialogue and negotiation, a new Cold War will freeze international cooperation, compromising collective security predicated on respect for international law. If economic vulnerability continues to deepen in poor countries, as inequality within and among nations rises, a scenario of multiple crises will overload the already challenged international governance mechanisms at our disposal. And yet, enlightened leadership and social mobilization for peace, the environment and social justice could very well provide more promising prospects for humankind.

			Diplomacy is the means to be privileged in this endeavor. It can be placed at the service of narrowly defined national positions or hegemonic agendas, with scant consideration given to collective objectives. But it can also be the key to overcoming conflicting interests, by replacing confrontation with compromise, by tackling breakdown in communication through dialogue, by creating opportunities for conciliation and cooperation. A surge in diplomacy is required to advance peace and security, sustainable development, and overall improved international governance in line with the requirements of our times. Upholding democratic principles at home and abroad is a guiding utopia. Preserving the essential tenets of multilateralism while promoting necessary reforms is a secure pathway to diplomatic effectiveness. Respect by all for international law is an indispensable feature of our Agenda for Peace.

			Post-scriptum: a letter of the Council of Leaders for Peace addressed to the Secretary-General of the United Nations

			The Leaders for Peace wish to add their voice to the growing international call to end violence between Israelis and Hamas. We recognize the immensely painful historical background on both sides of the conflict. The recent escalation, however, confronts the international community with a new and extremely dangerous context. Israel has suffered the worst terrorist attack on its soil since the nation came into being in 1948, resulting in 1,200 deaths and hundreds of hostages. Just as we condemn the attacks by Hamas, we also express our condemnation regarding the more than 18,000 casualties, including at least 7,000 children resulting from the Israeli military attacks on Gaza. 

			

			This tragedy cannot go on, and the spiral of violence must stop. We encourage you to fully exercise your leadership in accordance with the Charter. We stand ready to support your efforts at establishing the conditions for a diplomatic process leading to the implementation of all relevant Security Council resolutions so that Palestinians and Israelis may live side by side in peace and security, within two sovereign and viable states. 

			The Security Council has again failed to live up to its responsibilities and remains paralyzed. Not surprisingly, a debate has emerged from the limits imposed by international humanitarian law on the notion of self-defense. In line with your statements, we call for the release of hostages, for humanitarian assistance to those in need, with all the parties respecting their obligations under international law. But more has to be done. As you have recently stated, “the nightmare in Gaza is more than a humanitarian crisis, it is a crisis of humanity.”

			The Leaders for Peace support a cessation of hostilities, as an initial step to pave the way for stability and constructive diplomatic engagement towards the materialization of a two-state solution. We hereby propose a ten-points agenda, consisting in:

			

			
					an immediate ceasefire in Gaza;

					an immediate end to the violence in the occupied West Bank;

					the release of all hostages;

					respect by all for international law, including international humanitarian law;

					the establishment of a diplomatic way forward through an international conference to establish a negotiating process for a durable solution to the conflict;

					a monitoring mechanism as a result of the above, to replace the “Quartet,” with wider and more representative participation;

					a time frame for advancing towards the creation of a viable Palestinian State in line with relevant Security Council resolutions;

					convening a Conference of the States Parties to the Geneva Conventions;

					the active involvement of pro-peace civil society groups from both the Israeli and Palestinian sides in an ongoing dialogue;

					Recognition of Israel’s rights to self-defense under the UN Charter and international humanitarian law.

			

			For our part, we shall seek to engage with like-minded groups and representatives, including youth from both sides of the conflict, to promote dialogue and understanding between Palestinians and Israelis. We look forward to continued engagement with your high office in line with our established practice of submitting our annual reports to your attention in New York.

			

			
				
						1	2023 Annual Report of the Leaders pour la Paix, prepared by the author in his capacity as General Rapporteur.


				

			
		

	
		

		
			Chapter 12

			Brazil-United States: Convergence, Paradoxes and Differences in the Promotion of Democracy and Peace (1945-2023)1

			About to celebrate two hundred years of bilateral relations, Brazil and the United States today position themselves as two great democracies in a geopolitical scenario of growing tension between the world’s leading military powers. Although the US retains economic and military preponderance, the unipolar moment has come and gone, while Beijing demonstrates an unquestionable ability to challenge Washington’s persisting hegemonic ambitions. Worryingly, the war in Ukraine carries the risk of a gradual deterioration in the relationship between NATO and the two largest non-Western nuclear-armed powers. Meanwhile, Brazil has developed a worldwide network of diplomatic and commercial contacts in the twenty-first century and has come to represent a vector for democracy and peace in its region, as well as globally. 

			The episodes of vandalism against the Capitol and the Praça dos Três Poderes experienced by the current administrations in Washington and Brasilia have awakened in both nations the same instinct of redoubled attention to preserving and improving democracy. The Ukrainian conflict, on the other hand, exposed contrasting diplomatic profiles between a Brazil that is increasingly assertive in its pacifist profile and a United States almost permanently involved in wars. US adherence to the UN Charter, in its defense of territorial integrity and rejection of the use of force not authorized by international law—provoked by the Ukrainian crisis—could have created conditions, in theory, for a possible convergence between the two countries, regarding the promotion of international peace and security through the multilateral system.

			

			However, the crisis in the Middle East triggered by the October 7, 2023 terrorist attack in southern Israel introduced a complicating element in this panorama. A US veto imposed on a draft resolution presented to the Security Council by Brazil, as rotating President, generated some perplexity in Brasilia. The text received the support of the ten elected members, three permanent members, and British abstention. The draft resolution aimed at promoting a humanitarian pause and demanded compliance with international law by the parties. The pretext presented by Washington to express its opposition, in claiming that the Israeli right to self-defense should be explicitly recognized in the draft, fell short of convincing even the other NATO members with a seat in the Security Council.

			Throughout history we have not always seen eye to eye regarding matters related to the promotion of democracy and peace. Alongside examples of convergence and even identity of purpose, there are episodes and periods of misunderstanding, mutual distrust and even conflicting agendas. The two countries fought side by side during World War II against Nazi-fascism, demonstrating a keen ability to join forces in defense of democratic ideals. The Cold War, in turn, would lead the US to intervene in Latin America’s internal affairs in a direction contrary to pluralism and favorable to autocracy. North American support for the 1964 military coup in Brazil, in addition to even more explicit and perverse interference in other countries in the region, represents a stain that time has not erased.

			Regardless of the commercial relationship, which gained traction as of the end of the nineteenth century and brought the business communities from both countries closer since then, asymmetries in military and financial power translated into a pattern of ups and downs in the quality of the political dialogue, dictated by international circumstances and national identities. As historian and diplomat Eugênio Garcia reports, President Franklin Roosevelt defended the inclusion of Brazil as a permanent member of the United Nations Security Council during the negotiation of the UN Charter after the successful military partnership established with President Getúlio Vargas for the war effort and the liberation of Italy.2 Ironically, it would be a Brazil presided by a General (Ernesto Geisel), in principle favorable to close relations with Washington, who would interrupt military cooperation with the USA several decades later.

			After breaking relations with the Axis in 1942, Brazil was singled out by the US as a preferred ally in the South Atlantic. The North American air bases in the Northeast of Brazil and the participation of the Brazilian Expeditionary Force (FEB) in Europe represented a historical example of military cooperation in the face of a common enemy. Roosevelt visited Brazil in 1936 and 1943, the latter for the Natal summit, where the issue of possible compensation for participation in the war (Brazil was the only Latin American nation to fight alongside the Allies) came up for discussion. Although the permanent seat in the Security Council did not materialize (due to objections from other allied powers), diplomatic proximity between Washington and Rio de Janeiro would persist until, at least, the Dutra government in the mid-fifties.

			The Independent Foreign Policy of the early sixties was oriented towards avoiding automatic adherence to one of the camps in the geopolitical competition between the United States and the Soviet Union, experienced in the Americas through the tensions generated by the Cuban revolution. When taking a stand against the suspension of the Castro regime from the Organization of American States (OAS), advocated by the United States, San Tiago Dantas—the visionary Foreign Minister of the João Goulart government—would resort to principles that are still part of the Brazilian diplomatic vocabulary today: non-intervention and self-determination; skepticism regarding the practical effects of diplomatic isolation; defense of international law and promotion of peace. In San Tiago’s view, at once pacifist and pragmatic, isolation entailed the risk of intervention by force and would push Cuba even further into the socialist camp.

			After several decades, it cannot be said that this view was essentially wrong. It is, moreover, a stance that would figure prominently in the 1988 Brazilian Constitution, which includes, among the principles governing international relations, self-determination, non-intervention and the pacific settlement of disputes—in addition to upholding the concept of a Latin American community of nations. As Rubens Ricupero observes, however, the Independent Foreign Policy contributed to the deterioration of the relationship between Brazil and the US, even if those who conceived it did not have such deliberate intentions in this regard.3 And this despite the care taken by Araujo Castro, one of San Tiago’s successors at the head of Itamaraty, in distancing himself from the rhetoric of the Non-Aligned Movement (which Brazil never joined).

			The agenda proposed by Araujo Castro in his famous “Three Ds” speech (Development, Decolonization and Disarmament) reaffirmed Brazil’s commitment to the UN and multilateralism in addressing the international challenges of the time. Brazil had resumed diplomatic relations with the Soviet Union in November 1961 and sought constructive ties with both competing blocs. At the same time, Araujo Castro’s reaction to the negotiation of the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty, concluded in 1968—in an environment of circumstantial consensus among the five nuclear powers of the time—illustrated a systemic concern with what he described as the “freezing of world power” and the division between haves and have nots. The scant attention given to the priorities of the developing world, denounced by Araujo Castro, would become a persistent feature of Brazilian diplomacy in the years to come.4

			Although it relied on the political and material support of the United States, the dictatorship established in Brazil from 1964 onwards did not bring about a lasting convergence between the two countries in matters of foreign policy. The idea of a “free world” as espoused by the US—encompassing the group of nations that opposed the members of the communist bloc during the Cold War—was not incompatible with support for authoritarian regimes as long as these were aligned with American geostrategic interests. In Brazil’s case, however, such support would not survive the hardening of the dictatorship brought about by the enforcement of the AI-5. Accusations of human rights violations during the Carter administration would revive Brazil’s inclination to pursue an autonomous foreign policy path, as in the 1975 recognition of Angolan independence.

			

			The constraints imposed on Brazil by the US during the so-called “Years of Lead” period of the military governments had the indirect consequence of stimulating an Africanist policy under Foreign Minister Mario Gibson Barbosa. Ties with newly independent nations in the Continent would require a new dose of pragmatism in light of privileged relationships—such as those maintained by Brazil with a Portugal still reluctant to face the anachronism of its colonial empire. Neither did the Brazil-Angola friendship align with Washington and London, or the South African regime for that matter, with which the US and the UK maintained close coordination (notwithstanding its institutionalized discrimination towards the black majority under Apartheid). The three were directly opposed to the Angolan government led by the Marxist-oriented Popular Movement for the Liberation of Angola (MPLA).

			The US role in destabilizing democratically elected progressive governments in Latin America and other parts of the developing world during the Cold War is well known and documented. As Ricupero states, invariably, the attempts at left-wing reformism, from Arbenz in Guatemala to Allende in Chile, provoked a contrary reaction from conservative and religious sectors with the support of the armed forces, as well as with US encouragement. A similar process removed Goulart from power in Brazil. This would not prevent Araujo Castro from declaring in 1971, before assuming the Embassy in Washington, that “Brazil is perhaps one of the few Latin American countries in which marked anti-American popular sentiment does not prevail.”5

			That statement was accompanied by an addendum, in which Araújo Castro noted Brazil’s lack of “a historic resentment” against the United States and pledged “not to create such sentiments artificially.” Historians today might not necessarily agree with the first part of that statement. Brazil’s re-democratization would coincide with a period of financial vulnerability during the 1980’s and 1990’s, with a significant increase in public debt, during which the US held considerable power to pressure the Brazilian government and did not hesitate to use it. Typical of this period were statements made by Brazilian diplomatic interlocutors to the effect that Brazil “does not enjoy a surplus of power” and a recurrent emphasis on the economic and commercial agenda. In charge of foreign relations, Luiz Felipe Lampreia and Celso Lafer focused their attention on the multilateral trading system.

			With the creation of the World Trade Organization (WTO), special importance was given to training qualified staff to deal with cases submitted to its dispute settlement system. There seemed to be scant interest in the promotion of international peace and security. As a Counselor at the Permanent Mission of Brazil to the United Nations in New York between 1994 and 1999, I recall Minister Luiz Felipe Lampreia’s visits, in which he instructed us to “curb our enthusiasm” in relation to the debate that began in 1992, at the UN General Assembly, on the expansion of the Security Council. According to an authorized source, the then Secretary of State Madeleine Albright did not hesitate to call Lampreia regularly and complain about Brazilian positions that were out of step with specific US interests at the United Nations.

			At the height of the unipolar moment, it is worth recognizing that Brazil was not a preferential target of that type of interference, which reflects unilateral impulses that have not entirely disappeared from US diplomatic behavior. Suffice it to recall how Albright opposed the reelection of Boutros-Ghali to the UN General Secretariat based on calculations more related to the domestic political dynamics in her country than to the professional qualities of the senior Egyptian diplomat. In his autobiography Unvanquished, Boutros-Ghali describes in detail the clashes with the American ambassador to the UN, who was subsequently elevated to the position of Secretary of State in the second Clinton administration.6 When serving as Brazilian ambassador in Cairo, I dedicated an article to Boutros-Ghali in which I celebrate his defense of the “democratization of international relations.”7

			I open a parenthesis to observe that defenders of democracy at the domestic level do not necessarily embrace democratic values as a pillar of the international order. The first UN Secretary-General to do so was Boutros-Ghali in 1992 when he published his Agenda for Peace. In democratic regimes it is not conceivable that citizens with exceptional economic resources or political influence be placed above of the law. 
A similar understanding should be observed in the international realm. The same parallel between internal and external legal frameworks can be applied to decision-making processes, which only deserve to be described as democratic when inclusive and representative. It is unnecessary to emphasize that neither notions of “exceptionalism” nor oligarchic decision-making circles are consistent, at the international level, with a truly democratic approach.

			Fernando Henrique Cardoso, who held the position of Foreign Minister for a brief period, adopted a high diplomatic profile as President. The visibly friendly relationship between the Cardoso couple and the Clintons was unprecedented. In his biography, Bill Clinton describes FHC as “one of the most impressive leaders” he had encountered.8 On an official visit to Brasilia, Clinton recalled the partnership between the two countries during World War II and proposed that Brazil and the US build a future of freedom and democracy together. The US was still Brazil’s primary economic partner. Freedom, mutual respect, development, and peace were the themes of FHC’s speech upon welcoming Clinton. As Sergio Danese concludes in his study on Presidential Diplomacy, it is possible to state that the positive relationship between the two leaders was a factor in avoiding stress and building confidence during this period.9

			September 11, 2001, will remain etched in the collective memory of the United States and the world as a tragic date when thousands of innocent civilians fell victim to Islamic extremism. The international community, in its entirety, demonstrated solidarity towards the US government and society. That consensus, however, would not last in the face of retaliatory acts carried out in the name of a war on terror, which not only disregarded international law but also spread instability in and around Iraq. The ousting of Brazilian diplomat José Maurício Bustani from the post of Director-General of the Organization for the Prohibition of Chemical Weapons (OPCW) was deliberately orchestrated by the US government in order to prepare the ground for military intervention in Iraq, allegedly in possession of weapons of mass destruction. Today, the fact that the pretext for that invasion was false is no longer subject to controversy.   

			From 2003 onwards, a new diplomatic resourcefulness would be personified in Celso Amorim’s “active and self-confident” foreign policy. Surprisingly, the relationship between the Washington unilateralists of the “unipolar moment” and a more assertive Brazil was one of considerable mutual respect. George W. Bush, in addition to not reacting negatively to (President-elect) Lula’s comment at the White House—to the effect that the only war worth fighting for Brazil was the one against hunger and poverty—would subsequently invite his Brazilian counterpart to dine at Camp David. Brazilian repudiation of the Iraq intervention did not constitute an inhibiting factor. Serving then as ambassador to the US, 
I attended that dinner and witnessed firsthand the ease in communication between Lula and Bush. Incidentally, that was the last gathering between Heads of State of the two countries at Camp David. 

			On the other hand, an emblematic episode of unsatisfactory communication between the Brazilian and US governments came about in the context of the joint initiative by Foreign Ministers Amorim and Davutoglu, of Turkey, regarding the Iranian nuclear file. The Tehran Declaration of May 17, 2010, simultaneously illustrated, according to Amorim himself, the potential for diplomacy in addressing peace and security and the limitations of “soft power” at the time. It is worth bearing in mind that Turkey and Brazil were then elected members of the Security Council and invested their efforts in the context of the responsibilities befalling the UN organ with primary responsibility, under the UN Charter for the maintenance of international peace and security (Article 23.1).

			In his book Tehran, Ramallah and Doha, Amorim reports in detail all the complex stages of a negotiation carried out at the encouragement of President Obama and in strict compliance with the parameters outlined by the US President in a letter addressed to President Lula. Amorim’s assessment, however, is that the expectation, both on the part of Obama himself and Secretary of State Hillary Clinton, was that Lula would not be successful in persuading his Iranian counterpart to accept limits, under international inspection, on the nuclear program.10 From the moment a successful outcome in negotiations with Iran seemed imminent, Hillary Clinton introduced new conditionalities, not foreseen in the presidential letter, changing the goal posts. 

			In reality, coordination was taking place in parallel between the five permanent members of the Security Council (P5) aimed at adopting a new series of sanctions against the Iranian leadership. The US cannot be exclusively held responsible for favoring sanctions to the detriment of the approval of the agreement negotiated by Brazil and Turkey. The other permanent members participated in the same equivocation. Nevertheless, the curious inconsistency between the initial encouragement and subsequent restraint from the Americans caused understandable discomfort in Ankara and Brasilia. Three years later, when the P5+1 (Germany) negotiated a similar agreement with Iran, the amount of lightly enriched uranium in the country had jumped from 2 thousand to 7 thousand kilograms. The Economist magazine would only refer to Brazil as a “diplomatic giant” once the Turkish-Brazilian effort had been shelved.11

			Subsequently, as Foreign Minister, I maintained regular and productive contacts with the State Department under the leadership of Hillary Clinton. I cite, in particular, the establishment of a pioneering joint action program to combat racial discrimination—in recognition of the similar challenges faced by the two societies with the largest populations of African descent in the Americas. During a visit to Brazil for a “Global Partnership Dialogue” meeting, the Secretary of State even stated at a press conference that “it would be very difficult to imagine a Security Council in the future that does not include a country like Brazil, with all the progress it has been achieving and the democratic model it represents.” I mention other positive initiatives from this period in an article I published in the CEBRI magazine.12

			The divergence between the two governments, concerning military interventions and issues related to peace and security more generally, should not be underestimated. Brazil would begin to express with increasing firmness its opposition to violations of the UN Charter and the resort to the use of force in international relations. This attitude would give rise to frequent misunderstanding of Brazilian intentions by successive US administrations. Barack Obama, who voted against the invasion of Iraq when he was a Senator, would demonstrate a singular lack of sensitivity regarding Brazil’s attitude in the Libyan case. In his book A Promised Land, Obama states that Brazil “avoids taking sides in international disputes.”13 The disastrous consequences of NATO’s military intervention in Libya, which were anticipated by Brazilian warnings to the Security Council in early 2011, are duly ignored.14

			Such differences did not prevent Brazilian engagement in Haiti from being appreciated by the US government. In reality, the US gave repeated demonstrations of support for the participation of Brazilian military personnel in the United Nations peacekeeping operation in Haiti and, throughout MINUSTAH’s existence (2004-2017), favored maintaining Brazilian military officers in command of the Blue Helmet contingent authorized by the Security Council. It is also worth remembering that, during the George W. Bush administration, the US organized a conference in Annapolis promoting peace between Israel and Palestine, with Brazilian participation, in implicit recognition of Brazilian diplomatic credentials to discuss issues beyond the Americas. Interestingly, Barack Obama would later recognize Brazil’s “global influence” in a press conference alongside Dilma Rousseff in Washington (June 30, 2015).15

			Although the Brazilian government appreciated these manifestations, a residual level of mistrust remained. Journalist Glenn Greenwald uncovered evidence that Brazil’s Mission to the United Nations had been subject to spying, following the orders of the US Permanent Representative to the United Nations during the Obama administration.16 This revelation came in addition to serious evidence regarding the monitoring of President Dilma Rousseff’s phone by US intelligence—a fact denounced by Edward Snowden which was never clarified to the satisfaction of Brazilian authorities. 
A target of similar espionage, Germany joined Brazil in presenting a draft resolution to the UN General Assembly on the “right to privacy in the digital age.” The text was adopted by consensus despite pressure exerted by the US Permanent Mission in New York to discourage the co-authors from pursuing the initiative. 

			Among the five BRICS (in the format that precedes the recent expansion of the group, announced in August 2023 at the last Pretoria Summit), Brazil was the only one to vote in favor of the resolutions at the UN General Assembly, which condemned Russia’s invasion of Ukraine. These votes are examples of Brazil’s non-selective adherence to international law. Notwithstanding this consistency, however, a spokesperson for the White House National Security Council felt authorized to react to Brazilian statements in favor of a peace process regarding Ukraine in a disrespectful way, considering them as favorable to Moscow. The incident in itself had no consequence. It constitutes, however, yet another instance of disregard towards the concept of the pacific settlement of disputes embraced by Brazil.

			The current crisis between Israelis and Palestinians poses an additional challenge. Brazil has always valued its relations with Israel. MERCOSUR negotiated, during the previous Lula administration, a free trade agreement not only with Israel but also with the State of Palestine, recognized as such in December 2010 by Brasilia. On the other hand, the Brazilian government has expressed, for some time, its concern with unilateral interpretations of the right to self-defense. In addition to the universal condemnation of the attacks of October 7, 2023, to which Brazil unequivocally added its voice, the compatibility of the Israeli response in Gaza with international humanitarian law is now widely questioned. Faced with tens of thousands of civilian deaths, the call for a ceasefire takes on urgency. By not joining this chorus, the US position remains at odds with the vast majority of the international community.

			This situation arouses large-scale indignation and illustrates a worrying pattern of inconsistency in the face of violations of the UN Charter and the Geneva Conventions. Condemnation of punitive actions by Russia against the Ukrainian civilian population contrasts with a resistance by the US to demand respect for international law by Israel. British peace activist Daniel Levy, President of the US Middle East Project who worked for the Israeli government during the Ehud Barak administration, resorts to extremely critical terms when commenting on the behavior of the Israeli armed forces in Gaza. The same expert observer encourages countries with credibility in promoting peace—and a history of good relations with both sides—to assume a more visible leadership role, while regretting that Washington can no longer be included in that category.17

			I open a new parenthesis to recall that President Lula, as early as 2003, when he first opened the UN General Assembly, has equated the improvement of the multilateral system with that of promoting full democratic governance within each state. According to his declaration, “every nation committed to democracy at the domestic level must ensure that decision-making processes are transparent, legitimate, and representative at the international external level as well.” In a letter addressed to the Summit for Democracy, promoted by the Biden administration in March 2023, Lula would explain that fighting for democracy is also fighting for equality and social justice, and that true democracy entails the acceptance of diversity and the promotion of inclusion. He concludes that the flag of democracy cannot be used to build walls or create divisions. In other words, international processes in promoting peace, sustainability and human rights cannot be effective if pursued by groups of the like-minded only.

			

			In the period during which I assumed Brazil’s permanent representation to the UN, between 2013 and 2016, I developed a friendly rapport with my US counterpart, Samantha Power. We had met years before at the launch of her book on Sergio Vieira de Mello, Chasing the Flame. When she came to Brazil to launch the Portuguese edition, I invited her to Brasilia in my capacity as Foreign Minister and proposed that she address the students at our Diplomatic Academy, the Rio Branco Institute. She captivated the audience. Power does not conceal her admiration for Vieira de Mello and his efforts in favor of peace in the former Yugoslavia, Timor-Leste and numerous other places. She followed his activity with undeniable enthusiasm (as we know, Vieira de Mello lost his life in Iraq amid a herculean attempt to pacify the country after the US-led invasion). I venture to suggest that, within the Biden administration, Samantha may represent a valuable asset when it comes to adequately assessing Brazil’s commitment to peace.  

			The visits to Brazil in 2022 by the American National Security Advisor Jake Sullivan and the Secretary of Defense Lloyd Austin will have represented important signs of Washington’s confidence in the Brazilian electoral system. By all accounts, these interlocutors made it clear in Brasilia that the US would not support any eventual coup attempts. Subsequent meetings between Presidents Lula and Biden in Washington and on the sidelines of the UN General Assembly demonstrate a renewed convergence around democratic ideals and sustainable development with social justice. The unprecedented bilateral partnership for the promotion of labor rights, recently launched through a joint statement in New York (September 20, 2023), opens a promising chapter of mutual support around shared ideals.

			A recent Brookings Institution seminar on the future of Brazil-United States relations sought to update the debate about each other’s strategies in the current geopolitical environment. A genuine effort at understanding the contours of a bilateral relationship, rightly described as “complex,” was then attempted. As rightly stated in its conclusions, the US should not expect Brazil to join anti-China coalitions in the future. Also correct is the suggestion that the US must understand that Brazil values its autonomy and is unlikely to submit to automatic alignments with Washington or any other power. The idea that an autonomous Brazil will make significant contributions to regional and global security that deserve to be valued by the US is a positive final note.

			At the same time, the conclusion that Brazil needs to “update” its “strategic autonomy strategy” appears to stem once again from a misunderstanding. An article published by the seminar’s organizers18 states that if Brazil wishes to raise its profile on the global stage, it will have to adapt to a new geopolitical context and abandon its “hands-off neutrality.” Nothing is said about Brazilian coherence in defending the UN Charter, in contrast with US volatility in this central aspect of the international order. Nothing is said about Brazil’s engagement with social justice and the defense of peace, or its non-selective approach to international law. The bilateral relationship will only have matured and reached its full potential when such misunderstandings are overcome.

			Brazil’s foreign policy in 2023 reflects a commitment to three fundamental causes for advancing human civilization on Earth: democracy, sustainability and peace. This statement does not imply underestimating the challenges faced at the domestic level—from combating hunger and poverty to promoting equality or reducing criminality. In his speech to the 78th UN General Assembly, President Lula underlined a word that perhaps summarizes the general orientation of the Brazilian government, both domestically and internationally. This word is “humanism.” “We need to rescue the best humanist traditions that inspired the creation of the UN,” he stated.19 The UN would not have seen the light of day without US leadership. That basis for a humanist-inspired bilateral and multilateral cooperation between Brazil and the United States continues to exist.
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			Chapter 13

			A New March of Reason

			War is a manmade disaster. It is a tragic human failure with dire consequences for individuals and societies. Since the adoption of the United Nations Charter, more than three-quarters of a century ago, international law has imposed limits on the use of force that are expected to be upheld by all signatories, without distinction. International humanitarian law has likewise established a legal framework for responsible and humane state behaviour in armed conflict, including as regards self-defense. Yet, violations have become all too frequent. The ominous specter of mutual assured destruction through nuclear weapons is again haunting humankind, and a global arms race seems to be underway, with military expenditures having risen by 9% globally in 2023.1

			Wise political leadership engaged in promoting international cooperation and peace is in short supply, while undemocratic impulses and cynicism are on the rise. In The March of Folly, historian Barbara Tuchman asks her readers “Why do holders of high office so often act contrary to the way reason points and enlightened self-interest suggests?”2 The question remains as relevant today as when she elaborated it in the 1980’s. War cannot become acceptable. In the nuclear age, war among the most militarily powerful represents as serious a threat to human civilization on Earth as projections of climate change associated with unchecked global warming. It would be extraordinarily irresponsible to allow either of these avoidable forms of self-extinction to materialize.

			Are we witnessing a prelude to a new, potentially catastrophic “march of folly?” If reason is to prevail, civilization cannot succumb to the threats posed by war or environmental degradation. Irrational attitudes, however, have become increasingly manifest in domestic and international affairs. Indeed, the three criteria pointed out by Tuchman as indicators of prevalent irrationality are perceptible in today’s policy debates. They consist of (a) policies perceived as counter-productive by contemporaries, (b) availability of alternative courses of action, and 
(c) irrationality that cannot be attributable to individuals acting in isolation but rather involve wider like-minded groups. The application of these criteria to current trends does not reveal a reassuring panorama.

			United Nations Secretary-General António Guterres has called for a recommitment to peace, which we fully support and endorse. The Summit of the Future he has convened responds to a widespread perception that the challenges faced by the world today require stronger international cooperation through a renewed multilateralism. In his New Agenda for Peace (July 2023),3 Guterres warns against “dangerous standoffs, miscalculations and spirals of escalation.” He points to a surge in the number of armed conflicts in the current decade that reversed a twenty-year decline. Meanwhile, arms control arrangements are suffering erosion, even as new technologies are being weaponized and disinformation spreads through media platforms that operate without human rights-compliant regulation.

			Awareness of our common destiny as inhabitants of a planet with finite resources and vulnerabilities to global warming has profoundly impacted politics and diplomacy. This has yet to translate, however, into investing the resources necessary to mitigate, adapt to, or remedy the dangers of a pathway to unsustainability. Trillions are spent on improving and stockpiling weapons, as even the modest $100 billion a year commitment to confront climate change remain unfulfilled. Meanwhile, the gap in wealth, education and health between the most and least developed economies has reached the highest level in a decade, according to the latest Human Development Index.4 Two decades of convergence between the most and least developed have ended.

			To borrow from Barbara Tuchman’s three indicators—these trends are perceived as counterproductive by large segments of international society: this year’s G20 summit, to be held in Brazil, has elevated the promotion of sustainability and the fight against inequality, hunger and poverty to the top of the agenda. The paralysis of the Security Council on Ukraine and Gaza is denounced worldwide. Alternative courses of action to reverse environmental degradation and promote peace and security are discussed in numerous venues on a continuing basis. And yet many continue to side with climate denial, while military budgets grow in tandem with narratives on the inevitability of war as a result of great power rivalry. Are we to conclude that folly has irrevocably replaced reason?

			In this regard, a new source of concern stems from the expansion of the technological frontier in the digital era. The benefits to society of progress in fields such as artificial intelligence could be easily offset by a lack of human control over possible misuse. Whether a multilateral approach under UN auspices can formulate a framework for responsible state behaviour that obtains universal adherence remains to be seen. Democratic values at the domestic level are under assault by political agents who gain support through media outlets incapable of curtailing the spread of false information (or unwilling to do so). A series of elections occurring in influential members of the international community in 2024 raise uncertainty regarding the future of democracy and multilateralism.

			Undemocratic governance at home limits the scope for individuals to live up to their potential and enjoy full human rights. Unilateralism in world affairs hinders effective international cooperation for peace and sustainable development. At the root of both phenomena is disregard for the rule of law, whether internal or international. International law is being disrespected—or unilaterally interpreted in such ways as to disfigure it—not only by governments of authoritarian bent but also by those who espouse democracy. This situation only increases the responsibility of the many among us—committed to democracy and multilateralism—to join forces in defence of improved governance internally and internationally.

			An underlying layer of prejudice, intolerance, religious extremism and outright racism is expanding its reach, irrespective of geography or level of economic development. Last December, the world celebrated the seventy-fifth anniversary of the Universal Declaration of Human Rights. The essential ambition of the 1948 declaration has been, throughout seven and a half decades and in the aftermath of the most devastating of world wars, to infuse societies with equality, justice and fundamental freedoms. All human beings are born free and equal in dignity and rights. It is not only possible but also necessary to uphold and defend our common humanity and value its diverse civilizational manifestations, specific idioms and cultures. 

			It is incumbent on the present generation to rally around the consensus documents that point to a “march of reason” and reflect our aspiration for a more enlightened future to build trust and enhance the prospects for civilizational progress. Among the core texts that continue to provide guidance are the UN Charter, the Universal Declaration of Human Rights, the 2030 Agenda for Sustainable Development, and the Paris Agreement on Climate Change. As Edgar Morin has eloquently posited on his 102nd birthday, with the wisdom of his lifelong commitment to peace: “hatred is my enemy.”5 A survivor of two world wars, Morin reminds us that no national interest is advanced by war, and no cause is more important than peace for the advancement of humankind.

			Rebuilding Trust

			Distrust is becoming a worrisome feature of the present status of intergovernmental relations. Throughout recorded history, corrosive dynamics of mistrust have often degenerated into open hostility and armed conflict. The concept of “confidence building” appeared in the vocabulary of diplomacy to stem the downward spirals in trust, which often lead to open aggression and war. Once it has established itself, however, distrust is not easily reversed. A report on Global Security, issued by the World Economic Forum’s project on “Shaping Cooperation in a Fragmented World,”6 speaks of a “collision course” underway. At the same time, it suggests that the right blend of domestic policy and bilateral and multilateral diplomacy can promote stability and curtail bellicosity.

			The report also suggests that political courage and creativity can make a difference. Nobel Peace Prize winner José Ramos Horta, in his address to the annual Leaders for Peace gala dinner7 last January, reminded us that he never succumbed to hatred or to the temptation of demonising his adversaries. Once the struggle for independence reached a successful outcome, the Timor-Leste leadership extended its hand to Indonesia. To quote from his speech, “The leaders and the society of Indonesia resisted the narrow-mindedness of vengefulness and extended back a hand of reconciliation.” Without ignoring social and economic challenges, Ramos Horta describes his country today as a haven of peace and freedom. He also deplores the fact that multilateralism has become “pitifully impotent.”     

			The combination of elements described in the WEF report—political courage at the national level, effective bilateral diplomacy and support from the multilateral system—can only save us from a collision course if the credibility of the UN collective security architecture is re-established through an in-depth assessment of its shortcomings and subsequent reform process. Frequent resorts to the veto by permanent members are paralysing the Security Council and exposing it to justified criticism. Robin Niblett, former Director at Chatham House, goes as far as declaring “the end of multilateralism” in his recently published The New Cold War.8 He also implies that “workarounds” can help to avoid the worst and points to the G20 as the most inclusive platform in this regard. 

			The G20 has gradually expanded its remit since it became the premier forum for international economic cooperation after the 2008 financial crisis. Issues such as food security and climate change were incorporated into the agenda without any opposition. Although not all the group’s members feel comfortable discussing geopolitical tensions or security concerns, it has not been possible to insulate the G20 from such debates. The most recent example was the meeting of Ministers of Foreign Affairs in Rio de Janeiro, which devoted one day to exchanges on international flashpoints, with a focus on Ukraine and Gaza, and a second day to a 
wide-ranging discussion on improved global governance, with an emphasis on the United Nations. 

			It would have been unrealistic to expect a communiqué on the two specific conflicts, but G20 Ministers did agree to meet again at United Nations Headquarters, on the margins of the General Assembly, to examine concrete ways to strengthen multilateralism. The proposed meeting will be open to the entire UN membership and could signal a renewed disposition towards urgently needed reform. It is worth noting that a previous G20 summit in Indonesia fostered a constructive encounter between the US and Chinese Heads of State, who instructed their climate negotiators to resume bilateral contacts after an interruption. There seems to be scope for the G20 to reduce the trust deficit detrimental to diplomacy and encourage dialogue at the bilateral and multilateral levels. 

			At the 2024 edition of the Raisina Dialogue in New Delhi, a debate on multipolarity and multilateralism exposed divergent views on the relationship between the two, which revealed a need for a better understanding of how different geopolitical configurations may affect international cooperation. It is difficult to demonstrate that a specific distribution of economic and military power can be more or less conducive to stability. Conflict has occurred during the unipolar moment, as well as during the Cold War’s bipolarity, even if a world war did not break out. It is less controversial to conclude, however, that unilateralism is the true enemy of international cooperation, and adherence by all to international law provides a necessary basis for the pacific settlement of disputes.

			In other words, multipolarity is not, in itself, inimical to multilateralism, as occasionally implied. On the contrary, a post-unipolar world, which avoids falling into adversarial bipolar dynamics, can represent an opportunity for a more cooperative world order based on respect for international law and a single standard for denouncing violations and checking transgressions. The perception that “a multipolar world is more susceptible to wars,” as recently suggested by a Western European magazine,9 seems to reflect a nostalgia for a dominance of world affairs that was not always enlightened in matters of war and peace. The tragic consequences of recent examples of unilateral resort to the use of force need not be enumerated to illustrate this point.

			The importance of subscribing to a single, universally applicable standard in upholding compliance with the UN Charter and international humanitarian law cannot be underestimated. Unilateral military intervention is equally damaging to world order, independent of who the violator of international law may be. The targeting of civilians under unilateral interpretations of the right to self-defence cannot be tolerated. Selective adherence to foundational instruments at the heart of the multilateral system is highly detrimental to security and peace. The time may have come for the establishment of independent expertise to assess, on a case-by-case basis, whether Security Council resolutions or the Geneva Conventions are being strictly respected.

			Civil society, academia, the media and culture can all play a role in reducing the deficit in trust among the major military powers of the day and bridging the gaps in communication between East and West, North and South. At the same time, the International Court of Justice and the International Criminal Court remain significant instruments at the disposal of the multilateral system to fight impunity and act as a disincentive towards unlawful behaviour. International Order cannot emerge and thrive through a natural, spontaneous process. It requires a commitment by national leaders and societies and strict international vigilance to ensure the enforcement of the rule of law. To rebuild trust, we must continue to struggle against unilateralism and double standards, foster dialogue and cultivate diplomacy.

			A Sense of Limit

			When a brilliant scientist and a spiritual leader convey similar messages about the future, only the ill-advised will pay no heed. The message issued by Pope Francis for the World Day of Peace10 on 1 January 2024 addresses the inter-linkages between artificial intelligence and peace. The chapter on “The sense of limit in the technocratic paradigm” is particularly relevant to our immediate future. We are reminded that “human beings are mortal; by proposing to overcome every limit through technology, in an obsessive desire to control everything, we risk losing control over ourselves […] we risk falling into the spiral of a technological dictatorship.” Stephen Hawking, in a 2018 essay,11 issued a warning: “our future is a race between the growing power of technology and the wisdom with which we use it”; as he advises to: “let us make sure that wisdom wins.” 

			The absence of a “sense of limit” seems to define the common challenge facing humanity in areas of vital significance, from the failure to stem greenhouse gas emissions, to the unabated reliance on weapons of mass destruction. The illegitimate resort to the use of force brings into play an added inability to self-impose limits at the policy level, with ethical implications of its own. As a new frontier approaches, with the accelerated development of artificial intelligence, the need for the imposition of limits on the “technocratic paradigm” calls out for attention. At the latest Munich Security Conference, UN Secretary-General António Guterres12 listed three threats of an existential dimension: nuclear danger, the climate crisis and the risks of uncontrolled AI.

			A multi-stakeholder Advisory Board on Artificial Intelligence came into being in 2023 under UN auspices. Last December, the group issued an interim report13 that not only acknowledges the potentially good impacts of AI—in the transition to a greener future or in improvements in public health and education in developing countries—but also points to the perils of a technological arms race among the most advanced economies. The report warns that benefits and risks are not equally distributed, as there is a real danger that “even if humanity harnesses only the positive aspects of AI, those will be limited to a club of the rich.” It further recognizes that there is currently a global governance deficit regarding AI and that the UN has a role to play.

			The role has yet to be defined, as several concurring plurilateral and bilateral discussions are taking place in parallel. Although the UN process cannot claim a monopoly over the answers to issues of governance, its unique legitimacy offers an inclusive platform for sharing knowledge and promoting agreement on norms and principles. Perhaps more challenging will be the establishment of mechanisms for enforcing discipline and accountability in cases of violation. Meanwhile, it would be critical for personalities with scientific authority on the matter to coalesce with civil society and political leaders in a movement in favour of AI for Peace. 

			Special attention must be ascribed to the severe ethical issues related to emerging technologies, such as the weaponisation of AI and so-called Lethal Autonomous Weapons Systems (LAWS). The moral irresponsibility inherent to the development of weapons that are not subject to human oversight can only be described as a submission of science to folly. We call for responsible state behaviour in regulating the use of AI internally and urge the community of nations to adopt a binding international treaty on the regulation of both the development and use of artificial intelligence in its many forms. The aim is to prevent harmful practices and stimulate positive approaches to education and peace. 

			In addition to the threats mentioned by the UN Secretary-General, the world faces multiple cascading crises that reinforce each other—which include persistent hunger and poverty in a context of rising inequality—and whose solution requires a renewed commitment to international cooperation. The implementation of the Sustainable Development Goals has suffered severe setbacks. A proliferation of armed conflicts with dire humanitarian consequences is producing indirect economic impacts on food and energy prices, which unfairly affect the less developed. As wealth becomes even more concentrated in the hands of the few, vulnerable indebted economies throughout the developing world struggle to meet the basic needs of their populations.

			Paralysis has become commonplace in key multilateral venues, from the United Nations Security Council to the World Trade Organization. There should be a limit to the passive acceptance of such a state of affairs. The vast majority of the international community favours functional multilateral mechanisms capable of responding to the challenges of our times through inclusive negotiating processes. The elected members of the Security Council are not responsible for preventing the UN body, charged with the maintenance of international peace and security, from condemning the invasion of Ukraine or promoting an overdue cease-fire in Gaza. The opportunity offered by the Summit of the Future to initiate a reform process at the UN should not be missed. 

			The two conflicts that have captured the headlines are matters of utmost concern, not only in terms of the number of victims and destruction of infrastructure but also for their regional and international spinoffs. Ukraine remains under attack after suffering an unprovoked military invasion in defiance of central tenets of the UN Charter. After more than two years of fighting—with casualties in the hundreds of thousands—a credible peace process has yet to emerge, and prospects for diplomacy remain elusive. The conflict has exacerbated tensions among the major powers and contaminated multilateral decision-making in unrelated areas. A crisis consultation mechanism between Russia and the West could provide pathways to de-escalation.

			In December 2023 Jean-Pierre Raffarin, on behalf of Leaders for Peace, handed UN Secretary-General António Guterres a letter (annexed to this report) adding our voice to the international call for an end to the violence between Israelis and Palestinians. We agree with the SG when he declares that nothing can justify the terror attacks launched by Hamas on 7 October, 2023 against Israel. We also agree that nothing can justify the collective punishment of the Palestinian people in Israel’s military response. A cease-fire and the release of the hostages have become the overdue requirements for the establishment of an irreversible peace process leading to a viable Palestinian State and security guarantees for Israel.

			The establishment of a new monitoring mechanism to replace the inoperative “Quartet” with more representative participation by Member States should be considered. A timeframe for advancing towards a two-state solution would be helpful. At the same time, a debate on the limits imposed by international humanitarian law on the notion of self-defence has become necessary. The nightmare in Gaza has provoked numerous reactions by governments, civil society and individuals and has elicited resort to the International Court of Justice and the International Criminal Court to examine accusations of genocide and war crimes. As depositary to the Geneva Conventions, the Swiss authorities have received numerous requests to convene a review conference, which would provide the proper setting for reaffirming and updating the humanitarian impulse.

			Sudan, Libya, the Sahel and the Great Lakes region, the Horn of Africa, Yemen and Myanmar likewise require sustained diplomatic efforts towards conciliation, stability, and peace. As Nelson Mandela reminds us, “Peace is not just the absence of conflict; peace is the creation of an environment where all can flourish regardless of race, colour, creed, religion, gender, class, caste or any other social markers of difference.”14 If you want to make peace with an enemy, you have to work with him until he becomes your partner, was his credo. Beyond and beneath current wars and cycles of violence, we must not lose sight of the fact that unrestrained competition among the largest military powers remains the most serious threat to international peace and security.

			In Europe, tensions associated with the war in Ukraine are but a symptom of a deeper rift between the North Atlantic Treaty Organization members and the Russian Federation. As the country with the largest territory in the world and the biggest stockpile of nuclear weapons, Russia has had multiple experiences of war and peace and does not take security interests lightly. On the other hand, an expanded NATO represents a formidable adversary whose power cannot be underestimated. Competition for technological primacy between the US and China on the digital front is another symptom of a complex post-unipolar context of persisting hegemonic agendas. Neither a return to unipolarity nor a new Cold War can provide a cooperative geopolitical setting.

			Recent contacts between the Chinese and US leadership seem to herald a less confrontational approach to administrating differences in economic, military and geopolitical outlooks between these two major powers. Given a choice, most citizens in the international community will opt for a path of dialogue and accommodation in the face of threatening scenarios. The expression “Global South”, which has found its way into everyday vocabulary, should be understood as a category of developing countries intent on overcoming hunger, poverty, economic vulnerability and earning a place of respect and relevance in decision-making mechanisms. It would be unwise to expect this group of countries to support a return to hegemony or to encourage new forms of bipolarity.

			Developing countries are still recovering from the economic disruption caused by the pandemic and are confronting major challenges associated with extreme climate episodes. These predicaments are made more acute by the impact of geopolitical stress on trade and investment flows, even as the technological divide becomes more pervasive. Innovative forms of debt relief and access to financial resources for vulnerable economies will be necessary to stem the trend towards a rise in inequality among nations. Migratory flows from the less to the more developed regions of the world will continue to increase and risk exacerbating political polarisation at the receiving end unless sustainable development worldwide becomes a collective objective.

			Avoiding Tipping Points—Conclusion

			A post-hegemonic multipolar world order can be a guiding utopia for the future. This implies non-selective adherence to international law. It should include acceptance of an indivisible set of human rights and a sense of collective responsibility towards our planet. In the face of intolerance, prejudice and hatred, statecraft should be exercised with a sense of responsibility towards the entire domestic and international citizenry. Education, culture and sportsmanship can assist societies in overcoming division, as can drawing inspiration from the accomplishments of those who excel in all areas of expertise. More democratic forms of government and international relations will thereby thrive.

			Leaders for Peace will continue to consider engagement with youth a priority. As a new generation gains access to higher levels of education, it is fundamental that they be granted the opportunity to experience the acquisition of knowledge through evidence-based approaches and a humanist perspective. The imposition of academic constraints on freedom of expression is detrimental to the emergence of enlightened leadership for sustainability and peace. Those currently in positions to exercise influence can contribute to promoting alternatives to the dangerous paths threatening humankind by upholding the highest intellectual standards and demonstrating their commitment to social justice and moral values.

			We have become accustomed to the “tipping point” concept through climate science. The Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) defines a tipping point as a “critical threshold beyond which a system reorganises, often abruptly and/or irreversibly.” Since the 1992 Rio Conference on the Environment and Development, a series of international legal documents established a basis for cooperation in a crucial realm for bequeathing a habitable planet to future generations. A similar sense of urgency may be necessary to preserve multilateralism, particularly as regards the maintenance of international peace and security. Violations of the UN Charter and unilateral use of force could push us to an irreversible tipping point of dire consequences for all.

			To ensure that humanity resumes a march of reason, we must invest in rebuilding trust even in the face of divergent worldviews that may seem irreconcilable. Self-imposed limits to environmental degradation will be necessary to avoid a new march of folly. Scientific experiments must be conducted under human control and unsustainable practices must be abandoned. To prevent nuclear catastrophe and forego bellicose behaviour, new coalitions for peace must emerge. There is a viable alternative to a world marked by arms races, violations of international law and moral decay. To avoid an irreversible systemic tipping point, we must strengthen and reform multilateralism and recommit to a cooperative international order for sustainable development and peace with a sense of urgency.
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			Chapter 14

			A Pacifism for Our Times1

			Growing trends of unilateralism are encouraging violence and threatening a systemic breakdown of international law and order. Change must come, and soon. 

			In September, the United Nations hosted the Summit of the Future which brought together G20 foreign ministers to seek ways of improving global governance mechanisms. During these meetings, a growing number of quarters joined forces to attempt to steer the international community toward a more rational and peaceful path. The way forward, however, is not easy. 

			A quarter of the world’s population currently lives in conflict-affected areas, and global peacefulness has reached its lowest level since World War II. A new arms race is under way. Despite the treaty prohibiting the proliferation of nuclear weapons, and the consensus of the five permanent members of the UN Security Council that a nuclear war cannot be won, “the idea that nukes won’t be used in a conventional conflict is no longer a safe assumption,” a member of the US Council on Foreign Relations has said. 

			French academic Raymond Aron, in his seminal work Peace and War, beckons us neither to ignore our common history of belligerence nor to betray the ideal of peace. Is it possible to redefine pacifism for the twenty-first century? The following thoughts are an attempt to pursue a conversation on this vital matter. 

			

			Understandings of War (and Peace) 

			In his 2001 essay Reflections on War, Italian novelist and philosopher Umberto Eco argues that the modern world has started to view war in ways similar to how crimes of passion are perceived: “people may still do these things, but they are increasingly viewed as evil and outdated.” Eco considers war as simply irrational. He points out that not only do the outcomes of recent wars often contradict the aims for which they were waged, but also that wars are “antiecological.” These ideas are worth revisiting in the context of contemporary debates. 

			The twenty-first century has witnessed a number of wars carried out in violation of the UN Charter and in defiance of International Humanitarian Law (IHL). Iraq, Ukraine, and Gaza are the most noteworthy examples. Yet, military budgets continue to rise and preparations for war consume vast human and material resources—as if war could still deliver valuable outcomes. Eco ends his essay with an admonition: war must become a taboo, akin to incest, for it is fundamentally at odds with the progress of civilization. He challenges us to assume the intellectual duty to announce the necessity for such a taboo. His final verdict: war is both a crime and a waste. 

			Since 2018, I have been a member of Leaders pour la Paix (LPP), a group founded by former French Prime Minister Jean-Pierre Raffarin. This initiative brings together representatives from all regions and latitudes to coalesce around an agenda focused on promoting peace through dialogue, diplomacy, and multilateralism. Our latest annual report, entitled A March of Reason for Peace, draws on Barbara Tuchman’s The March of Folly. 

			In her work, Tuchman posits the question: “Why do holders of high office so often act contrary to the way reason points and enlightened self-interest suggests?” Clearly, this question remains as relevant today as it was when she posed it forty-five years ago. Irrational attitudes seem to have found new currency in both domestic and international affairs. Using Tuchman’s framework to identify epochs when folly carried the day, we would have to acknowledge that today many peace and security policies are perceived as counterproductive by contemporary observers, and alternative courses of action are indeed available. 

			

			If these two truths were not the case, we would be heeding the warnings of United Nations Secretary-General António Guterres regarding the existential threats posed by growing tensions between leading powers, the devastating impacts of climate change, and the rise of artificial intelligence (AI), to name but a few. We would be actively working to dissuade conflict between the world’s most heavily armed nations and promote nuclear disarmament. We would be cooperating to ensure that global warming does not exceed 1.5 degrees Celsius. We would be negotiating international regulations and obligations with respect to emerging dual-use technologies like AI. 

			From the international community’s lack of action on the threats laid out by Guterres, it is evident that policies in these domains are seen as counterproductive by many international decision makers in terms of their ability to promote peace, sustainability, and responsible use of new technologies. It is also clear, however, that alternative courses of action to war, environmental degradation, and scientific irresponsibility are both needed and feasible. 

			Suffice it to note that the paralysis of the Security Council on Ukraine and Gaza is widely denounced; conferences of the Parties (COPs) to the Framework Convention on Climate Change draw significant attention from both the public and the media; and the Secretary-General himself, along with support from spiritual leaders like Pope Francis, has been calling for the negotiation of international frameworks to control the misuse of AI. The call for change has been made, repeatedly. 

			Unilateralism: A Concerning Trend 

			It would be premature to conclude that folly has irrevocably replaced reason. There are encouraging signs from civil society, academia, the informed press, and enlightened political leadership that point toward more constructive policy directions. Still, a worrisome pattern of distrust is undermining prospects for international cooperation on the most pressing issues of our times. 

			A debate on multipolarity and multilateralism at the 2024 edition of the Raisina Dialogue in New Delhi serves as an example of this tension. The meeting brought together a representative from the European Parliament, a US academic, a foreign minister from a non-NATO Western country, and an Indian diplomat, as well as the author of this article. The discussions were telling. Some participants viewed multipolarity as intrinsically unstable. One participant believed the concept was really a ploy conceived by China to enhance its international standing. In contrast, others considered it the perfect antidote against hegemonic impulses.

			Proving that one specific geopolitical distribution of power is inherently more or less conducive to stability and cooperation compared to another is a challenging task. Neither the bipolar period of the Cold War nor the unipolar moment of US hegemony were free from conflict. It is perhaps easier to conclude that the real obstacles to cooperation and stability are not specific geopolitical distributions of power, but rather strong unilateralist attitudes and general disregard for international law. 

			Unilateral military interventions have manifestly failed to achieve their intended objectives while undermining confidence in the international system that emerged after 1945. The most eloquent example is provided by the US invasion of Iraq, which was conducted under the false pretext of eliminating Iraqi weapons of mass destruction. The war indirectly contributed to the rise of terrorism in a country where it was notably absent and drew it into the Iranian orbit to the detriment of US objectives in the region. 

			Global faith in international law is diminished in many ways; for instance, the targeting of civilians, which is often justified by unilateral interpretations of the right to self-defense, represents a serious challenge to predominant views on IHL. Israeli behavior in Gaza is an obvious example; Israel has justified killing over 40,000 Palestinians by claiming these deaths are necessary to ensure Israeli security. While terrorist attacks are well known for exposing civilians to increased violence around the world, governmental military action can also put civilians at risk, as seen in Ukraine, the Occupied Palestinian Territories, Lebanon, Sudan, and Myanmar, inter alia. 

			The number of cases brought before the International Court of Justice (ICJ) and International Criminal Court (ICC) regarding illegal engagement with civilians has increased in recent years. Although the verdicts and arrest warrants issued by the ICC against Russian, Israeli, and Hamas leaders may not be automatically implementable, they constitute landmark instances of international condemnation likely to have long-term political and diplomatic repercussions. Meanwhile, as Guterres predicts in his New Agenda for Peace, we may be subject to “dangerous standoffs, possible miscalculations and spirals of escalation.” By convening a Summit of the Future in New York this past September, Guterres created an opportunity for this rising sense of alarm to express itself. 

			The Possibility for Change 

			Could we be approaching a systemic tipping point? The Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) defines a tipping point as a critical threshold beyond which a system reorganizes, often abruptly or irreversibly. Governments have come to recognize that current patterns of production and consumption have become unsustainable, as they contribute to rising temperatures that threaten the livelihoods of future generations on Earth. 

			By analogy, we could be approaching an irreversible tipping point for the viability of multilateralism, as violations of the UN Charter become more frequent and the use of force is not being curtailed by a universal commitment to its letter and spirit. While activists are increasingly pressuring governments to decarbonize and accelerate energy transitions to reduce greenhouse gas emissions, we have yet to observe a comparable movement to ensure future generations are bequeathed a functional inter-state system of rights and obligations under multilateral supervision to promote peace and security. Just as it would be irresponsible to allow temperatures to rise beyond dangerous tipping points, it would be equally unwise to allow for a breakdown in multilateral cooperation, as this could lead to a total systemic meltdown. 

			Eco’s prophetic vision of war as taboo is not likely to materialize any time soon, if ever. Nevertheless, the prospect of a world in which the use of force is not subject to international legal constraints poses a serious threat to us all today. A new march of folly may become irreversible, as distrust among the most powerful grows, eroding international law and multilateralism. 

			The awareness of our vulnerability, as a species, to an uncontrolled rise in temperatures must be matched by a corresponding effort to preserve the achievements of the past seven decades in the promotion of inter-governmental cooperation for the pacific settlement of disputes. This may require the emergence of a new movement advocating for a nonselective adherence to international law to ensure sustainability and peace. 

			An Emerging Path 

			Is a new pacifism for the twenty-first century imaginable? Bertrand Russell’s essay “The Future of Pacifism,” published during World War II, may offer a partial reply. His is not the absolute pacifism of the Bible (although he does remind us that all religions urge humans not to kill). Nor does he align himself with Tolstoy or Gandhi and their total objection to the use of force. He admits that there may be wars worth fighting; defeating Nazi fascism was a case in point.

			However, Russell also argues that a civilized and humane way of life can hardly survive where wars are frequent and severe. He therefore asserts that it remains of “immeasurable importance” to create a machinery that will diminish the likelihood of wars and guarantee that every nation is free from aggression. He thus advances the notion of “relative political pacifism”. As early as 1943, before the adoption of the UN Charter in 1945, Russell advocated for the creation of a global authority responsible for upholding a body of international law to preserve and promote peace. According to Russell, wars would only be justified “when, and only when, they are fought in defense of the international law established by the international authority.” 

			In theory, this vision should be considered fully operative today, on the basis of the ratification of the UN Charter by the Organization’s 193 member states. Ideally, we should have all become “relative political pacifists.” In practice, however, there is a new emerging consensus that the system is not working as intended. Military budgets are soaring, nuclear weapons are being upgraded, and new technologies are being weaponized, while disarmament efforts are not merely at a standstill—they have gone into reverse. 

			In the minds of some, pacifism is viewed as tantamount to appeasement, and understood as a preference for avoiding conflict with an aggressive power. This perception is mainly associated with the Munich Agreement of September 1938, which allowed for the annexation of the Czech Sudetenland by Germany under Hitler, contributing indirectly to further Nazi invasions and ultimately to the outbreak of World War II. Those momentous events provide important historic lessons that are not to be undervalued or forgotten. 

			Clearly, Russell’s conception of pacifism is incompatible with appeasement in the face of Hitlerian proportions of aggression. Yet, the term has come to be misused to justify bellicose attitudes of questionable wisdom. In 1962, for instance, a prominent US general accused John F. Kennedy of appeasement for not bombing Cuba during the Cuban missile crisis, a decision which could have triggered nuclear war. Historical context matters in this regard. 

			It is possible to contend that a contemporary form of appeasement would be the tacit acceptance that the militarily powerful have the prerogative to violate international law. In this sense, a modern-day pacifism represents a form of political resistance against unwarranted and irresponsible military aggression; it represents the opposite of resigned passivity. 

			A New Pacifism 

			A deep malaise persists among the international community, with no end in sight for the wars in Ukraine and Gaza, insufficient efforts to combat climate change, and the implementation of the Sustainable Development Goals remaining far off track. These represent clear political failures. Aron reminds us that morality has developed through time and that it is through politics that the actions of states are to be judged and gradually transformed. As environmental concerns have helped to underscore, human civilization on Earth will not survive—let alone advance—in the face of reckless activity. 

			

			A pacifism for our times can and should integrate peace and environmental sustainability as central political objectives. It must also confront the two tipping points our generation is faced with: environmental collapse and systemic breakdown. Let us not forget that sustainability, as defined by the 2030 Agenda for Sustainable Development, rests on three pillars: environmental, economic, and social transformations. As the G20 meets in Rio de Janeiro this month, Brazil is calling for a renewed international commitment to the eradication of poverty and hunger, which underwrites what might be described as a humanist blueprint for our collective future. 

			Rising inequality undermines actions on poverty and climate and cannot be dissociated from instability at the national and international levels. Global wealth concentration is increasing at an unprecedented scale and pace. The estimated share of global wealth owned by the top one million individuals has risen from 4% in the early 1990s to 13% today, according to Gabriel Zucman’s report A blueprint for a coordinated minimum effective taxation standard for ultra-high-net-worth individuals, commissioned by Brazil’s G20 presidency. According to the latest Oxfam position paper on this subject, income disparity has increased in thirty-seven countries and has fueled inequalities in gender, opportunity, and inheritance. 

			The call for climate justice has exposed the inequitable burden borne by regions that scarcely contribute to global warming yet suffer the most from extreme climate events. To make matters worse, some of the countries most affected by climate injustice are also highly indebted, with limited access to foreign assistance and capital markets. Brazil is proposing a global minimum tax on the world’s approximately 3,000 billionaires. This initiative has garnered significant political support, including from the developed world. If implemented, it could generate tens of billions of US dollars and foster a positive dynamic among interrelated social, environmental, and peace and security objectives. 

			At present, these various goals are working at cross purposes. According to the Stockholm International Peace Research Institute (SIPRI), global military expenditure increased by 6.8% in 2023, the steepest year-on-year rise since 2009, reaching the highest level ever recorded. Meanwhile, the financial commitments to help developing countries address climate change are falling short. Although reports from organizations such as the UNFCCC, IPCC, and Climate Analytics indicate the low likelihood of achieving the goal of limiting global temperature rise to 1.5 degrees Celsius, carbon emissions from military activity remain conspicuously absent from key documentation. 

			Under IPCC guidelines, reporting on military emissions is voluntary and many governments opt not to disclose this data. A recent report by Scientists for Global Responsibility (SGR) estimates that the military carbon footprint could account for 5.5% of global emissions. A less bellicose world would not only free up additional financial resources for combating climate change and reducing hunger and poverty, but also help reduce greenhouse gas emissions resulting from military activity. Additionally, the environmental degradation caused by avoidable wars is severe. In Gaza, not only has the massacre of civilians taken center stage, but the environmental disaster has also reached devastating proportions, as if to illustrate Eco’s assertion that war is intrinsically antiecological. 

			A recent article by Professor Oona Hathaway, Director of the Yale Center for Global Legal Challenges, reminds us that International Humanitarian Law is intended to spare civilians from the worst calamities of conflict. She concludes that the law has failed in the Israel-Hamas war. Tragically, she asserts that the hard-won lessons of World War II may have been forgotten and that, if IHL is to survive today’s existential challenges, it must be regarded not as an optional constraint “to be adjusted or shrugged off as needed but as an unmoving pillar to the global legal order.” 

			Philippe Sands, Director of the Centre on International Courts and Tribunals at University College London, wrote recently that the days of “international law for others” must end and that turning a blind eye to manifest violations by an ally should no longer be acceptable. These positions, taken by authoritative voices, are indicative of a growing mobilization for peace based on justice. Broader coalitions are echoing these concerns in similar fashion. At the Summit of the Future, the Global Governance Forum presented proposals for a new United Nations that rejects a perpetuation of the status quo of “deepening inequalities, accelerating climate change and the insatiable acquisition of more and deadlier weapons of war that increasingly put our future at risk.” 

			The Quincy Institute and its Better Order Project (BOP) report (to be launched before the end of the year) will likewise present recommendations on how to curtail the use of force, prevent nuclear war, and lower the risk of flashpoints escalating into confrontation among major military powers. The report reflects wide-ranging discussions, involving experts from the five UN Security Council permanent members as well as participants originating in all regional groups. The document is also being presented to the T20 (the G20 think tank gathering) in Brazil this month, to build support for a package of proposals adjusted for a non-unipolar world. 

			The working assumption, adopted by participants in the BOP from both the Global North and South, is that the shift away from unipolarity should not be perceived as leading to disarray and that a new era of relative peace and prosperity can be achieved under a multipolar geopolitical framework. In a similar vein, the World Economic Forum’s (WEF) project on Shaping Cooperation in a Fragmented World suggests that restoring the credibility of the UN collective security architecture—an enterprise which will also require a combination of political courage and effective bilateral diplomacy—is crucial to avoiding a “collision course.” 

			Leaders pour la Paix (LPP), in turn, has underlined the importance of subscribing to a single, universally applicable standard for upholding compliance with the UN Charter and IHL. Double standards breed cynicism, erode trust in a law-based world order, and undermine the authority of those who embrace it. LPP, with its focus on education for peace, suggests that we derive inspiration from the youth movements that rally to the climate summits to defend a sustainable path for our planet, highlighting that our future will also be jeopardized if systemic dysfunction is allowed to persist. 

			In short, the motivation to craft an active pacifism for our times is inherent not only in the UN’s New Agenda for Peace but also in the initiatives of organizations such as LPP, SGR, the Global Governance Forum, the Better World Order Project at Quincy Institute, and the World Economic Forum. A pacifism for our times can be seen as synonymous with supporting civilizational progress or promoting a new humanism. In taking a stand against war and advocating for the preservation of a functional international system, environmental and social objectives will be more easily attainable, paving the way for a more cooperative order in a multipolar world. 

			At the 79th UN General Assembly this year, the Brazilian presidency of the G20 launched a pioneering initiative, marking the first time a meeting of the group was held at the UN headquarters. Convened on September 25, the meeting brought together not only G20 foreign ministers but also the broader UN membership to explore ways to improve multilateral governance. 

			The meeting culminated in the adoption of a Call to Action on Global Governance Reform, addressing the need to modernize leading international institutions, such as the UN and World Trade Organization (WTO), while also committing to revising loan quotas at the IMF. Since his first address to the UN General Assembly in 2003, President Luiz Inácio Lula da Silva has consistently defended the idea that nations committed to inclusive and democratic governance at the national level must also strive to preserve and improve international governance mechanisms. In this spirit, Brazil is proposing that serious consideration be given to convening a Review Conference of the UN Charter under article 109 thereof. 

			Not coincidentally, a day earlier, September 24, Brazil hosted an event at the UN entitled “In Defense of Democracy: Fighting Against Extremism,” co-led by Lula and Spanish Premier Pedro Sánchez, to foster dialogue on the challenges posed by extremism to democratic governance. By connecting the dots that interlink the most pressing objectives of the twenty-first century, the UN—and auxiliary mechanisms such as the G20—can come together to redefine pacifism as the galvanizing cause for the promotion of a global order that respects international law and is centered on human progress. A humanist foreign policy for a multipolar world should be the shared objective to ensure a future of sustainability and peace. 
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