10 the innocents who lost their lives because
their only fault was to be
different from their murderers.
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Foreword

The need for dialogue among civilizations is as old as civiliza-
tion itself. But today, the need is more acute than ever.
Individuals who live in fear and lack of comprehension of other
cultures are more likely to resort to acts of hatred, violence and
destruction against a perceived “enemy.” Those who are ex-
posed to the cultures of others and learn about them through
communication across cultural divides are more likely to see
diversity as a strength and celebrate it as a gift.

Today, globalization, migration, integration, communication and
travel are bringing different races, cultures and ethnicities into
ever closer contact with each other. More than ever before,
people understand that they are being shaped by many cul-
tures and influences, and that combining the familiar with the
foreign can be a source of powerful knowledge and insight.
People can and should take pride in their particular faith or
heritage. But we can cherish what we are, without hating what
we are not.

In shaping this endeavor, we are not starting from scratch. There
is a set of common values that humanity has shared over cen-
turies. The United Nations itself was founded in the belief that
dialogue can triumph over discord, that diversity is a gift to be
celebrated and that the world’s peoples are united by their com-
mon humanity far more than they are divided by their separate
identities. Indeed, the principles of the United Nations Charter
and the Universal Declaration of Human Rights could be con-
sidered a common denominator for humankind.
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I am thankful, therefore, that such a distinguished group of in-
dividuals has worked so effectively with my Personal
Representative for the Dialogue among Civilizations in the
preparation of this book. In a true spirit of dialogue, this work
does not attempt to provide a manual of instruction, nor a pre-
diction of the future. Rather, it offers reflections on diversity, a
vision of our common humanity and a gateway to the dialogue,
which is the responsibility of every one of us as human beings.
| am sure many will benefit from it.

Kofi A. Annan
October 2001
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The Call for Dialogue

I would like to propose, in the name of the Islamic
Republic of Iran, that the United Nations, as a first
step, designate the year 2001 as the “Year of Dialogue
Among Civilizations,” in the earnest hope that through
such a dialogue the realization of universal justice and
liberty may be initiated.

Among the worthiest achievements of this century is
the acceptance of the necessity and significance of dia-

logue and the rejection of force, the promotion of
understanding in the cultural, economic and political
[fields, and the strengthening of the foundations of lib-

erty, justice and human rights. The establishment and
enhancement of civility, whether at the national or
international level, is contingent upon dialogue among
societies and civilizations representing various views,

inclinations and approaches. If humanity, at the thresh-

old of the new century and millennium, devotes all its

efforts to institutionalizing dialogue, replacing hostil-

ity and confrontation with discourse and
understanding, it will leave an invaluable legacy for

the benefit of future generations.

— Seyed Mohammad Khatami, President of the Islamic
Republic of Iran, Speech to the United Nations General
Assembly, UN Doc. A/53/PV.8, September 21, 1998
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The Resolve of the United Nations

The General Assembly . . .

Welcoming the collective endeavour of the interna-

tional community to enbhance understanding through
constructive dialogue among civilizations on the thresh-

old of the third millennium,

1

Expresses its firm determination ro facili-
tate and promote dialogue among
civilizations;

Decides o proclaim the year 2001 as the
United Nations Year of Dialogue among Civi-
lizations;

Invites Governments, the United Nations sys-
tem, including the United Nations
Educational, Scientific and Cultural Orga-
nization, and other relevant international and
non-governmental organizations, to plan and
implement appropriate cultural, educational
and social programmes to promote the con-
cept of dialogue among civilizations, including
through organizing conferences and seminars
and disseminating information and scholarly
material on the subject and to inform the Sec-
retary-General of their activities. . . .

— UN Doc. A/RES/53/22, November 16, 1998
(unanimously adopted)
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Unity, Diversity and Hope

History has not ended and civilizations have not
clashed, even after September 11, 2001. Institutions, na-
tions, groups and individuals are, however, being
confronted with two contradictory trends: globalization and
localization. While globalization in science and technol-
ogy, mass communications, trade, finance, tourism,
migration, crime and disease is progressing at an unprec-
edented pace and degree, the pervasiveness and depth
of local identities defined in terms of ethnicity, language,
land, religion and traditions have resurged as major forces
in our time.

Market economy, democratic polity, civil society and indi-
vidual rights as characteristics of modernization have
assumed global significance; at the same time the strength
of traditions in shaping the modern world has actually in-
creased. The coexistence and mutual interaction between
globalization and localization and the continuous presence
of traditions in the modern world compel us to move be-
yond the simple mentality of “either-or.”

World events of the last decade illustrated the inadequacy
of some early 1990s theories. The dichotomy of “the West
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and the rest” that underlies the thesis of the “end of his-
tory” and “clash of civilizations” has proved to be too
simplistic. At first read, the war between Azerbaijan and
Armenia might be considered a good case in point; after
all, one country is predominantly of one faith and the other
of a different faith. Yet when the conflict developed, each
side found its allies in the opposite “civilizational” camp, a
situation that continues to prevail today years after the
armed conflict has subsided. Kosovo, Bosnia and Viet-
nam offer similar poignant examples of finding allies across
the divide.

The advent of the global village as virtual reality and imag-
ined community is by no means solely an indication of
integration and harmony. What the global village indicates
is also difference, differentiation, demarcation, discrimi-
nation and dissonance. The world, compressed into an
ecological, financial, trading and electronic system, has
never been so divided in power, wealth, influence and
access to information and goods. This seems to be the
case at the international, regional, national and local level.
In other words, the reality of real-time communication and
borderless community has also brought to the surface the
profound gap and even discrimination that coexists in the
same territorial proximity. We can frequently be partners
in conversation and professional life with associates thou-
sands of miles apart, and yet be strangers to our neighbors.
Real-time communication may be accessible to some and
not to others, even within the same district.

The severity of the contrast between the “haves” and the
“have-nots” at all levels of human experience—individual,
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family, society, nation and the world—feeds a pervasive
mood of uncertainty. The pace and fluidity of change en-
hance the inability to cope, thus fueling bigotry, extremism,
prejudice—in other words, all that reminds us of exclu-
sion, the “either/or” mindset, the “us” and “them” mentality
so familiar to us all.

We may have been misled into believing that the world
has changed so much that the human condition is being
restructured by newly emerging global forces without any
reference to history and traditions. Yet one of our most
significant reflections on globalization and the human con-
dition is the acknowledgment that globalization does not
necessarily mean homogenization, and that moderniza-
tion intensifies as well as lessens economic, political,
social, cultural and religious conflict in both inter- and in-
tranational contexts.

The re-emergence of ethnicity, language, gender, land and
religion as powerful forces in constructing our understand-
ing of the world forces us to identify and develop new
conceptual resources. The “end of history” may be the
consequence of reading globalization as hegemonism and
domination, and reading diversity as exclusion and threat.
However, we may well be witnessing the beginning of a
global history rather than the end. Our awareness of the
danger of civilizational conflict rooted in primordial ties
makes the necessity for dialogue particularly compelling.
The politics of domination are being replaced by the poli-
tics of communication, networking, negotiation, interaction,
interfacing and collaboration. The strong belief that mod-
ernization will wipe out cultural, institutional, structural and
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mental differences and, if unimpeded, will lead to a uni-
form modern world, is no longer tenable. Since
globalization engenders localization as well as homog-
enization, cultural and institutional differences actually
shape the contours of the modernizing process. In conse-
guence, traditions are influencing the path of
modernization, giving rise to distinctive cultural and insti-
tutional forms.

Resiliency and the explosive power of a deeply felt sense
of belonging may inadvertently fuel the exclusivist pas-
sions to construct internally cohesive, but externally
aggressive, cultural identities. The sense of self-worth is
highly desirable unless it degenerates into self-
centeredness. The sense of family cohesiveness is highly
valuable unless it degenerates into nepotism. The sense
of communal participation is useful unless it degenerates
into parochialism. Patriotism is admirable unless it degen-
erates into chauvinistic nationalism. Human flourishing is
essential unless it degenerates into a limiting anthropo-
centrism. If globalization is not to be hegemonism, it needs
diversity; if localization is not to be exclusion, it needs
common values.

“Crossing the divide,” whatever that divide seems to be,
is the first step in the process of learning how to manage
and appreciate diversity. It is a quality that new genera-
tions may find indispensable. Have we, the older
generation, committed the sin of passing on the fear of
diversity? We may well have. If that is so, it is equally
important that the youth of our societies be aware of our
mistake and find the courage to go a step farther, to learn
what we have not, to see what we did not see and to ex-
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tend a hand where we failed to do so. The young genera-
tion can and does aspire to do more and do a better job
than we have done, to build a more just society than we
have. No “lesson” from the past can dampen the dreams
and aspirations, the visions and expectations, of the gen-
eration that is taking over. For most of us, the fact that
something was not done before does not mean it cannot
ever be done. This, if anything, is an incentive to strive for
more.

If we have failed to cross the divide, to realize that diver-
sity is not a synonym of “enemy,” and in so doing we have
built walls rather than tearing them down, it does not mean
that the new generation cannot transform those walls into
bridges and walk across them. A new generation can ex-
pect no less from itself than to do what previous
generations have not done or have done poorly.

To those who may belittle and even ridicule us for trying to
go beyond the world of “us” and “them,” of governance
through exclusion, of “enemy” as part of human nature,
the young generation may wish to respond that such ridi-
cule is simply the consequence of arrogance. This
arrogance is to believe that what was achieved so far is
the best that can be achieved. Well, we all know it is not.
Is this not part of our human destiny: to explore, to dis-
cover, to strive, to reach, to achieve?

Yes, a dialogue is possible; will our generation be judged
successful at it? If there will still be those who will accuse
us of being idealists and dreamers, then let us admit that
it is a sin of which many of us would like to be guilty. Sad
is a nation whose young people have no dreams; sadder

Introduction E 25



yet is a nation where the old try to kill the dreams of their
young.

Few things have done more harm than the belief on
the part of individuals or groups that he or she or they
are in the sole possession of the truth: especially about
how to live, what to be and do, and that those who
differ from them are not merely mistaken but wicked
or mad, and need restraining or suppressing. It is a
terrible and dangerous arrogance to believe that you
alone are right; have a magical eye which sees the truth
and that others cannot be right if they disagree.

— Laiah Berlin, Notes on Prejudice, 1981

Diversity is a given, a law of nature shared by all species,
human and nonhuman alike. People throughout history
have always grouped themselves into clans, tribes and
nations. This became clear when people started facing
each other in greater numbers of contacts and recogniz-
ing their differences.

We have only one quarter the number of genes that
scientists expected when the genome project started—
only about twice as many as a fruit fly. . . . The
difference between two human beings is minimal.
Genetic determinism does not dictate how you and I
turn out.

— Craig Venter, President of Celera, quoted in Financial Times,
Dec. 31, 2000

The problem is not the fact of diversity itself, but rather the
perception of diversity as a threat. The fact that different
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languages and written scripts emerged at about the same
time in diverse forms—nhieroglyphics, cuneiform, linear
script, calligraphs—has not been perceived as a threat.

O mankind! We created
You from a single (pair)
Of a male and a female,
And made you into
Nations and Tribes, that
Ye may know each other
(Not that ye may despise
Each Other).

— Qur'an, Sura 49:13, Abdullah Yusuf Ali translation

Our sense of belonging is not exclusive. We are part of
our family, but also of our community, our linguistic group,
our religious denomination, our professional brotherhood,
our nation, our continent and finally, our human species.
Yes, we do have multiple identities in the same individual.
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Overview

A. The Context of Dialogue:
Why Dialogue and Why Now?

Whatever our different visions and experiences of the past
century, we seem to agree that exclusion was the rule in
the first half and even the first three-quarters of the cen-
tury; and that inclusion has made some headway, but not
everywhere, during the last forty years. We seem, how-
ever, to have a different perception of what the twentieth
century meant, in terms of change of paradigm, that is a
set of different points of reference by which to read soci-
etal growth or evolution. Whether it was Wilsonian
principles, the 1945 United Nations Charter or the Treaty
of Rome establishing the European Union, it seemed that
the realization of inclusion was hard to come by, and per-
haps it is. As the twentieth century came to a close, we all
felt that on the one hand we could see the incredible and
positive changes of mindset among individuals and entire
nations. But on the other hand, we withessed a spiral of
tragedies linked to the fear of diversity and, indeed, to the
perception that diversity is a threat. In a way, it was like an
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il wind of misconceptions sweeping away the possibility
for dialogue, for inclusion and indeed destroying beyond
recognition the common humanity that binds us all. Yes,
the 1990s began on the wrong foot as far as the Dialogue
is concerned, where fear of diversity took the ugly face of
ethnic cleansing, religious confrontations and even “clash
of civilizations.” Yet there was also a great desire to find
alternatives where the fear of diversity could be bridged
by dialogue and a recognition of our common future.

As diversity swings in the balance, two opposing features
seem to dominate today'’s society. On one hand, there is a
trend toward homogenization the likes of which we have
not seen before. On the other hand, we have also seen
the blossoming of identities where we had groupings and
commonalities, the rise of many different voices demand-
ing to be heard and the claim to participation made by
smaller and smaller units, even by groups as small as one
individual.

The 1990s also taught us that achievements in social
management can be reversible. We have had integration
and disintegration; globalization and localization; commu-
nication across the planet and the rebirth of new
isolationisms: ideological, religious or political. We have
seen the emergence of a sole superpower. We have seen
the big affecting the small, but we have also seen the small
affecting the big, as the financial crises of the last decade
have shown. It is perhaps this two-way street that has be-
come the true sign of the new times. No longer will only
the most powerful make its mark on human endeavors.
Not only will the most powerful state call the shots, so to
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speak, but also even smaller states, and indeed groups
and individuals, will be able to be heard.

The 1990s have brought home that the number of players
on the international scene has dramatically increased.
They are no longer only the nation states: nongovernmental
organizations (NGOSs), institutions, corporations and even
single individuals will shape the future of international
society. Despite the concern for global homogenization
and the overwhelming power of the strongest, decision-
making across the globe is more fragmented than ever.
The strong and the weak are both contributing to the shap-
ing of what is yet to come more than at any other time in
human history. Yes, the great concern is the hegemonism
of the strongest, but an equally true reality is the ability of
so many to have their voices heard, for better or for worse,
and to contribute to change, whatever it might be. But
“voices being heard” does not mean “roles being given.”
The need is to be aware of the changes underway, and to
have the courage to accept changes that are effected at
speeds unimaginable only a few decades ago.

Perhaps the most relevant feature of the last part of the
twentieth century was and is the speed and pace of change.
If we look at the state of the world as a computer model,
where the basic hardware—the institutions that are the
machinery of civilization—have been recognized world-
wide, we would also have to say that the software—namely,
the rules and codes of conduct, the rules of management
and the actors present—do not seem to fit the hardware
itself. We may therefore be observing a fundamental mis-
match between hardware and software, needs and
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capabilities. Participation in the entire system is no longer
the sole province of traditional power centers. For better
or worse, the stage has become more crowded.

The speed of change is forcing us all to learn faster. Learn-
ing faster may mean widening our horizons and exchanging
experiences with as many diverse groups and individuals
as possible. The learning process may well be directly
linked to the variety of experiences. It may also be directly
linked to the acceptance of diversity as a source of wider
learning. Periods of isolationism have been synonymous
with poverty in some countries, a mistake never again to
be repeated by those who have experienced it.

The 1990s were marked by indignities suffered by those
caught in conflicts incited and justified by individuals—be
they leaders or followers—on the basis of ethnic, religious,
tribal, cultural, gender or other perceived differences.
Those who committed these indignities presented them
first as the consequences of social, political, economic
and other diversities; then they attributed them to a col-
lectivity; and third, they told us they were unavoidable.
Unfortunately, very few voices were raised to challenge
these fallacies of the presumed dimensions of the con-
flicts. One would have walked in vain through the killing
fields of Cambodia, or the Balkans, or the African great
lakes region seeking the “killing hand of history,” “the rap-
ing arm of culture,” the “destructive boot of any institution,”
or the “mutilating fist of religion.” The search would have
been useless, for the only entity on this earth able to com-
mit those indignities was, is and will be the individual
human being, whether leaders or members of groups; no
one and nothing else.
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By the mid-1990s, one wondered how many individuals
on this planet still had faith in the indomitable spirit of hu-
man beings, in their ability to discover what is yet to be
known, and in their determination to overcome the most
difficult problems, to search to the end of the earth for a
better life and to fight injustice no matter how hard. So
many seemed to accept the inevitability of what happened.
Had the human spirit been captured by the fallacy of a
predetermined destiny that accepted as unavoidable the
maiming of children and the destruction of thousands of
victims?

Ideologies based on perceiving diversity as a synonym of
enmity and indeed as a threat seemed to flourish in the
1990s, as if the need for an enemy were a necessity of
life. How far had we gone wrong as a human species to
lose even the courage to raise our voices and cry foul? By
September 2001, the overwhelming majority of the world
finally cried out loud that no religion, no history, no ideol-
ogy and no traditions could justify or call for the perversity
of terrorist acts. The responsibility of those individuals
could not be hidden under these false pretenses. Where
innocents lost their lives because their only fault was to
be different from their murderers, the large majority of hu-
manity realized that no justification could be invented. Yes,
the perpetrators of the September 11 attacks would love
to see a clash of civilizations. They could not exist without
an enemy. Were the events of September 11 instead an
indication of a clash within one civilization, a struggle, in
other words, for the soul of what they claim to be their
civilization?
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What we do not have, however, is a war between Is-
lam and Christianity, because the overwhelming
majority of Muslims around the world have condemned
the attacks.

— Tommy Koh, International Herald Tribune, Seprember 26, 2001

Why, then, a Dialogue among Civilizations? Within this
context, the answer seems to be quite simple. Is there not
a need for a new global ethic? Is there not a need for a
new appreciation of diversity, particularly now that we know
that differences are so paper-thin? After all, are we not
only “six degrees of separation” apart from one another,
at most? Why is it that so many see the differences, and
so few appreciate the commonality? Or is it perhaps that
those who fear the differences are determined to make
them even deeper, and those who recognize the reality of
commonality rest silent, relying on the strength of that truth?
Perhaps the real answers to all these questions can only
be found if we accept that divisions and separations by
groups, no matter how defined, will never be a true repre-
sentation of reality. Not only in each group at any given
time will we find people who coexist with different mind-
sets, but beyond that we may have to accept that each of
us individually harbors at different times, at different mo-
ments, even if to a different degree and only occasionally,
both the perception that diversity is a threat and the per-
ception that commonality unites us all. The Dialogue, in
other words, starts first within ourselves.
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B. The Goal of Dialogue:
Towards a New Paradigm of Global Relations

Dialogue is a proper instrument to achieve a new para-
digm of global relations. Dialogue is the first step in
providing a sense of belonging, for by communicating and
listening we take the first step toward recognizing our own
commonality.

Our Dialogue presupposes the existence of common, uni-
versal values. For too long, a misconception has prevailed
that rationality, liberty and tolerance, as well as justice and
respect for human dignity, belong to the West; this as-
sumption has been challenged in more than one way. To
be sure, some of these values clearly originated in Asia
and in Africa much before they came to be appreciated in
Europe. We recognize the existence of a “global common
denominator,” which some may call a “global civilization,”
meaning to us common ethical standards and values, the
foundation for a global ethic.

By engaging in dialogue, we—from various regions of the
globe—are honoring an ancient practice, seeking respect-
ful communication and mutual understanding, but always
grounded in the practical reality of living at this time in a
diverse universe. Dialogue begins from a common start-
ing point, identifying common principles such as equity
and the “Golden Rule.” Dialogue as a process then can
be used to address specific areas or problems in politics,
society, economics, environment, education and ethics.
To be useful, a dialogue is open, based on knowledge
and a search to know and appreciate differences. It is a
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true conversation about common values, universal norms
and particular practices, seeking convergences as well
as allowing divergences.

We appeal as human beings to human beings to re-
member your humanity and forget the rest. If you can
do so, the way lies open to a new paradise.

— Bertrand Russell and Albert Einstein, signatories, Manifesto,
July 9, 1955

It is probably true that in the collective imagination, the
danger of a nuclear catastrophe of planetary dimension
has been removed. Whether it is in reality removed or not
is another matter. And it is equally true that the risk of
proliferation of weapons of mass destruction has not yet
caught the imagination of many. What seems to be true is
that ignorance has been used to feed the fear of diversity
in SO many societies and across so many divides.

Indeed the overwhelming paradigm of international rela-
tions in past centuries has been one where the nation-state
was the monopolistic actor on the international scene and
diversity was silently—or not so silently—accepted as the
discriminant element to describe the enemy.

Another element of that old paradigm of international rela-
tions is that having built a system for collective decisions,
we have also fed the belief in collective responsibility rather
than individual responsibility. We have learned over the
last several decades to attribute responsibility to institu-
tions, as well as to even less well-defined concepts like
history, religion and civilizations. The international sys-
tem has done its best to shield the individual from direct
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responsibility in matters that pertain to the state (res pub-
lica).

It is true that over the last few decades we have begun to
move out of this worldview in a modest, gentle fashion.
Some sixty years ago, the community of nations at large
refused to accept the excuses of those who claimed that
they were not individually responsible for their deeds be-
cause they were simply “obeying orders.” Today perhaps
we should be equally firm and refuse to accept those who
try to hide their individual responsibility behind the con-
cepts of ethnicity, gender, religion, history and even
civilizations.

Can we move to a worldview of inclusion, of participation,
of humanizing the differences and of accepting the many
commonalities that unite us? The key to a new paradigm
of global relations is to overcome the misunderstanding
that diversity is a synonym of enmity. How might this look?

On_July 20, 2000, on the shores of Lake Tiberias, two
young families were enjoying a summer day, strangers
to each other. A young boy decided to swim in the
waters of a lake that touches three countries. A few
minutes into his joyful swim, he was overwhelmed by
panic or fatigue, and he gasped for air. From the shore,
the first to notice was a young man, father of the other
young family. Instinctively, he dove into the waters
and within minutes he rescued the young boy, who
managed with a bit of help to regain the shore and the
safety of the sands. Unfortunately, the young man who
saved the boy was physically overcome and drowned.
What bistory recorded of that day on Lake Tiberias is
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that the young boy who was saved was of the Jewish
[Jaith and the young father who helped him was of the
Muslim faith. Under the new paradigm, one father
had saved the life of a young boy who was not his own,
as any parent would do, no matter when, no matter
where, even at the cost of his own life.

— Based on widespread news reports, July 2000

The goal of the Dialogue among Civilizations may seem
impossible to achieve for some. What we suggest as dia-
logue is to look at each other with different eyes; that is,
not with the eyes of the past, but with the eyes of the fu-
ture, a future where we will unavoidably be closer together
in more ways than one. It is the conceptual focus of what
will make the management and utilization of diversity more
practical to achieve.

The new paradigm will have to make clear that is not a
synonym for enmity, and that globalization is not the op-
posite of individual identities. We seek a fuller meaning of
inclusion, of participation, of contributions, of voices, than
ever before, a worldview in which diversity is seen as a
source of strength, and of wealth, and as a tool of better-
ment.

It is perhaps fitting here to remember that immediately af-
ter the Cold War, we witnessed a rush of intellectual and
political theories to invent or to discover a new enemy.
Those theories may have had limited success, but the old
paradigms have not disappeared; the mindset that per-
ceives diversity as a threat is still alive and kicking. To be
successful, the paradigm shift will have to happen in the
minds of individuals.
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Science seems to indicate that human beings are more
similar than dissimilar. If indeed genetic determinism does
not dictate the attitudes of individuals, then the very con-
cept of xenophobia may have no biological basis. At the
level of society, the new paradigm will be able to under-
mine the necessity for the enemy as a managerial tool in
society, and challenge the too-convenient concept of col-
lective responsibility. Though collective decisions may be
a fact, responsibility basically remains individual; for oth-
erwise, the commitment of each of us to the collective
decision will be very weak indeed. Individual commitment
to the collective decision will also challenge the percep-
tion that might inevitably makes right.

Our Dialogue among Civilizations is a dialogue within so-
cieties as well as between and among them. This dialogue
leads us to recognize what unites us across any divide: a
commonality as we seek a better life for all our children.
This is a commonality that unites us when we feel that
there are components of our daily life that cannot be sur-
rendered under any circumstance: our humanity, our ability
to forgive, our sense of justice, a larger purpose that we
alone can never define or achieve. Can we call that per-
haps the sense of belonging to one human family, one
where each group, individual or nation will be welcomed
for the positive contribution it offers and will not be feared
as a threat projected onto others?

C. A Different Way of Looking at the United Nations

Our Dialogue among Civilizations seeks to find a new way
of looking at our neighbors, globally, locally and even in-
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dividually, and also to understand the significance of the
United Nations. That enterprise is universal in dimension
and yet focused on respect for each individual identity. It
is an endeavor that is deeply rooted in the history of this
and earlier centuries, as so many elements of the United
Nations still reflect the past: the overwhelming relevance
of the major powers and the sacrosanctity of the nation-
state. Yet it is also an enterprise that contains seeds of a
future vision, specifically indicated by the acceptance of
two concepts: governments and peoples. Our aspiration
is to a system where a voice is heard not because it is
richer or has a higher pitch than others, but simply be-
cause it is part of the universe of nations and peoples. As
a human endeavor, it is based on what the world has been
and is, but it also claims to sketch what the world could
be. It contains the realism of what has happened and the
aspiration towards what is yet to be.

Much of the work of this new worldview is contained in the
very philosophy of the United Nations. Perhaps it is also
true that much of the philosophy and vision of the United
Nations has been blurred, set aside and at times disre-
garded by the prevailing old paradigm, one of bigotry and
prejudice, of exclusion and of a mindset that sees diver-
sity as a threat. In the 1990s, one could have easily
wondered why, when some of the major walls of division
and separation had just come down, so many rushed to
erect new ones. For those who needed ignorance to feed
the fear of diversity, the walls had to be tall indeed. It is no
surprise, therefore, that the United Nations found it almost
impossible to handle those conflicts generated not by ideo-
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logical competition, not by differing priorities, not even by
different economic visions of the future or for that matter
social construction, but by the simple mindset that diver-
sity itself is a threat. Those indignities and those conflicts
were and are the very nemesis of the United Nations, the
very opposite of the values of the United Nations Charter
and the ultimate challenge to the future of the United Na-
tions because they negate the very core of the world
organization.

The challenge that these indignities of the 1990s presented
for the international system at large was existential, not
functional. Yet it seems that many looked at the United
Nations’ unsuccessful endeavors in those years as a prob-
lem of functionality—a technical matter, so to speak; an
issue of structures, perhaps a question of appearances.
Rather, the indignities of the 1990s questioned the very
principle of human dignity, the very interpretation of diver-
sity, the very aspiration of universality and the very
achievements of the international community since 1945.
One could argue that those so-called ethnic conflicts or
acts of human intolerance were perpetrated by individu-
als who, by their actions, had put themselves outside the
framework of the United Nations. Otherwise, why would
they have attacked the very fundamentals on which the
founders based the human enterprise called the United
Nations?

The vision and the philosophical foundation of the United
Nations that we would like to rediscover is the one based
on what we may call the “global social contract.” We are,
of course, aware that the main reason for the establish-
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ment of the world body was to prevent another world war.
If universality is an inherent feature of the organization, it
follows that its members are individually recognized. Their
individuality and their belonging to the same common family
is another inherent characteristic of the organization.
Therefore, there exists a common denominator among all
of them. The undeclared global social contract is among
the members of the organization: on one hand, those who
seek to be included and to participate in the collective de-
cision-making process, and on the other hand, those who
seek, from the other members, legitimacy for their poli-
cies.

Looking at the United Nations in this way, of course, does
not mean looking at its structures and the mechanics of
the organization, but rather at the United Nations as a place
where a contract can be consummated that would provide
the best recognition of each other’s identities and the ac-
ceptance of the common belonging. The new paradigm of
global relations based on inclusion that we are trying to
sketch will therefore make the work of the United Nations
more successful and its machinery more efficient, as much
as the old paradigm of enmity and exclusion have made it
at times paralyzed and, at best, occasionally successful.
The meaning of our intellectual journey goes beyond re-
structuring of the United Nations.

Eventually seeing the United Nations as the place where
a global social contract is consummated—one that includes
“participation” in the decision-making process and provides
“legitimacy” to those who propose ideas and solutions—
will lead us to consider also the role of the new actors on
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the international scene who can hardly be excluded from
a Dialogue among Civilizations. They are the organiza-
tions of civil society, the individuals, indeed maybe also
the economic units, that move the world economy. From
education to mobilization to providing basic relief services,
NGOs have demonstrated their willingness to act when
states are unable, or just unwilling, to do so.

As the pace of globalization accelerates, private enter-
prises are increasingly seen as key players for better or
for worse in the process of building societies for all of the
world’s peoples. Large corporations have operating ex-
penses and profits that far exceed the budgets of many of
the world’s countries. A major portion of global trade is
actually cross-border flows of capital and goods within in-
dividual firms. As a result, some businesses are active
players in our efforts to promote economic development,
transfer appropriate technology and training, protect the
global environment and fight against transnational social
ills like crime and disease. Others may be encouraged to
contribute to these efforts, although not all will share these
goals; some may, in fact, be on the other side in their single-
minded quest for profits. In any case, private enterprises
are major players whose actions inevitably affect the lives
of many people.

Finally, individuals operating outside the sphere of tradi-
tional government-to-government diplomacy have clearly
demonstrated their ability to influence events around the
globe. From religious leaders to former political leaders,
from social activists to writers and artists and, lamentably,
from terrorists to drug dealers to money launderers, people
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now have the ability, for good or bad, to dramatically af-
fect the lives of their fellow human beings. As a result, the
challenge of learning to appreciate diversity lies with each
and every person.

Harmony without uniformity.

— Confucius
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The Context of Dialogue:
Globalization and Diversity

As we move beyond the dichotomies of globalization and
localization, developed and developing, capitalism and
socialism, we become an increasingly interconnected glo-
bal village. By transcending the assumed dichotomies of
tradition and modernity, East and West, North and South
and us and them, we can tap the rich and varied spiritual
resources of our global community as we strive to under-
stand the dilemmas of the human condition. At a minimum,
we realize that the great religious traditions that had sig-
nificantly contributed to the “Age of Reason”—the
Enlightenment of the modern West—contain profound
meaning for shaping the lives of people throughout the
world. Christianity, Judaism, Islam and Greek philosophy
are and will remain major founts of wisdom for centuries to
come. Other ways of life, notably Hinduism, Jainism, Bud-
dhism, Confucianism and Daoism, are also equally vibrant
in the contemporary world and will most likely continue to
flourish in the future. Moreover, scholars as well as policy
makers have recognized that indigenous forms of spiritu-
ality—such as African, Shinto, Maori, Polynesian, Native
American, Inuit, Mesoamerican, Andean and Hawaiian—
are also sources of inspiration for the global village.
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Western, non-Western and indigenous traditions are all
immensely complex, each rich in fruitful ambiguity. Actu-
ally, the monotheistic religions (Judaism, Christianity and
Islam) all originated from the East and symbolize an age-
long process of substantial transformations. Similarly, the
Hindu, Buddhist, Confucian and Daoist ways of life are
each the unfolding of a spectacular spiritual vision involv-
ing fundamental insights, elaborate rituals, social
institutions and daily practice. Our awareness of the rich-
ness and variety of the spiritual resources available to the
global community enables us to rise above our hegemonic
and exclusive arrogance and seek the advice, guidance
and wisdom of other traditions. Furthermore, we also fully
acknowledge the danger of inter- and intrareligious con-
flicts that seriously threaten the stability of local, national
and regional communities, creating major challenges to
cultivating hope worldwide. The need for a dialogue is
obvious.

A. Globalization and the Human Condition

Accompanying the rapid globalization of the last decade
was an increasingly heated debate over its merits and
demerits. Globalization has produced new bodies of knowl-
edge, falsified “self-evident” conventional truths and
created myths and misperceptions of its own. Forces of
globalization include the explosion in information and com-
munications technologies, rapid expansion of the market
economy, dramatic demographic change, relentless urban-
ization throughout the world and the trend toward more
open societies. In the economic sphere, private capital in
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direct investments and portfolio funds has grown rapidly,
the reduction of tariff barriers has become a pervasive
worldwide phenomenon, the demand for transparency of
financial institutions is increasing, and concerns about
corruption are spreading.

These by-products of economic globalization have exerted
great pressure on governments to become more publicly
accountable, thus creating new possibilities for democra-
tization. As a result, civil societies, symbolized by the
formation of transnational NGOs, have emerged as im-
portant actors in national, regional and international
politics. Surely, the idea that “the rising tide carries all
boats” seems to be working. While the rich are getting
richer, the poor are not necessarily becoming poorer. Some
countries that have opened their economies, reduced tar-
iff barriers and encouraged two-way foreign trade seem to
have benefited from the new global situation. However,
we recognize that open borders for goods do not yet ap-
ply sufficiently to agricultural products, a development that
would be welcome, of course, and benefit the countries of
the South. Already, in the last thirty years, some industri-
alized states and some developing countries have made
strides in eradicating abject poverty in the direction of de-
velopment and peace. It seems that we are moving from
an old world of division and walls to a brave new world of
connections and webs.

Yet, with 20 percent of the world’s population earning 75
percent of the income and 25 percent earning less than 2
percent, 31 percent illiterate, 80 percent living in substan-
dard housing, more than a billion people living on less
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than a dollar a day and nearly a billion and a half people
without access to clean water, the state of the world is far
from encouraging. Furthermore, the widening gap between
the haves and have-nots and the rampant commercializa-
tion and commaodification of social life, including the life of
family, school and religious institution, undermine the civic
solidarity of developing countries and threaten the moral
fabric of societies in developed countries. Anxiety over
the loss of cultural identity and the weakening of commu-
nal ties is widespread, and retreat to ethnic and other
parochial loyalties has become an easy way of dealing
with such anxieties. Can globalization lead us to a more
promising land or will it generate more conflicts and con-
tradictions in our already tension-ridden world? Is there a
better way to manage globalization so that its blessings
are spread more uniformly?

From Westernization and Modernization
to Globalization

Globalization is an intensification of the process of
human interaction involving travel, trade, migration,
and dissemination of knowledge that have shaped the
progress of the world over millennia.

— Amartya Sen, The New York Review of Books, July 2000

Present-day globalization may well have to be seen in a
larger historical perspective. The spread of Buddhism from
Benares, Christianity from Jerusalem and Islam from
Mecca are historic cases in point. Globalization was also
seen in commercial, diplomatic and military empire-build-
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ing. Indeed, the intercivilizational communication among
missionaries, merchants, soldiers and diplomats in
premodern times was instrumental in fostering proto-glo-
balization long before the advent of the industrial and
information revolutions. The fifteenth-century maritime
exploration significantly contributed to bringing the world
together into a single “system.” Similarly, colonialism and
imperialism have brought once disparate peoples into close
contact with each other. Western Europe has substantially
reshaped human geography and left an indelible imprint
on the global community.

Modernization theory, formulated in the 1950s in the United
States, asserts that the “modernizing” process that began
in the modern West was actually “global” in its transfor-
mative potential. The shift from the spatial idea of
Westernization to the temporal concept of modernization
is significant, suggesting that developments that first oc-
curred in Western Europe, such as industrialization, cannot
be conceived simply as “Western” because they were on
their way to becoming Japanese, Russian, Chinese, Turk-
ish, Indian, Kenyan, Brazilian and Iranian as well. This
was precisely why the nongeographic idea of temporal
modernization seemed to better capture the salient fea-
tures of Westernization as a process of global
transformation.

However, implicit in modernization theory was the assump-
tion that development inevitably moves in the same
direction as progress and, in the long run, the world will
converge into one single civilization. Since the developed
countries, notably the United States, were leading the way,
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modernization was seen as essentially Westernization and
particularly Americanization. This narrative is, on the sur-
face, very persuasive because the characteristics of
modernity and the achievements of modernization, as de-
fined by the theorists, are not merely Western or American
inventions. Market economy, democratic polity, civil soci-
ety and individual rights are arguably universal aspirations.

Events in recent decades clearly show that the competi-
tive market has been a major engine for economic growth.
They also show that democratization is widespread, that
a vibrant civil society encourages active participation in
the political process and that respect for the dignity of the
individual is a necessary condition for social solidarity.
These developments may have prompted several schol-
ars to argue that there is no longer any major ideological
divide in the world: Capitalism has triumphed, market
economy and democratic polity are the waves of the fu-
ture and “history” as we know it has not ended.

Nevertheless, the euphoric expectation that the modern-
izing experience of one civilization would become the
model for the rest of the world was short-lived. Samuel
Huntington’s warning of the coming clash of civilizations
was perhaps intended to show that as long as conflicting
worldviews and value systems exist, no nation, no matter
how powerful and wealthy, can impose her particular way
upon others. In the twenty-first century, the most serious
threats to international security will not be economic or
political but cultural. At first blush, the “clash of civiliza-
tions” theory seems more persuasive than the “end of
history” advocated by Francis Fukuyama, because it ac-
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knowledges that culture is important and that religious dif-
ference must be properly managed. Unfortunately, its
underlying thesis is still “the West and the rest,” and it
recommends a course of action that presumes that the
West will eventually prevail over its adversaries.

Warnings about imminent civilizational conflict make a dia-
logue among civilizations not merely desirable, but
necessary. Even the most positive definition of modern-
ization—market economy, democratic polity, civil society
and individual rights and responsibilities—allows room for
debate and discussion about its feasibility. The free mar-
ket evokes questions of governance; democracy can
assume different practical forms; styles of civil society vary
from culture to culture; and whether dignity must be predi-
cated on the doctrine of individual rights has no easy
answer. Modernization is neither Westernization nor Ameri-
canization. The fallacy of “ the West and the rest,” like
that of “us and them,” is its inability and unwillingness to
transcend the “either-or” mentality. Globalization compels
us to think otherwise.

Westernization and modernization are clearly antecedents
of globalization, but between them is a quantum leap in
terms of the rate of change and the depth of conceptual
transformation. Information technology, the prime mover
of economic development, has had far-reaching political,
social and cultural implications. Although the promise that
the “knowledge economy” can help poor countries leap-
frog over seemingly intractable stages of development has
yet to become a reality, information exchange at all levels
has substantially increased throughout the world. Simi-
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larly, although geography still matters greatly in economic
interchange and income distribution, new information and
communications technologies have the potential to sig-
nificantly change international income inequalities. An
axiom of our age is that the lines of wealth, power and
influence can be redrawn on the world map in such a way
that the rules of the game themselves must be constantly
revised. Especially noteworthy is the great emancipatory
and destructive potential of emergent globalizing technolo-
gies. Robotic machines and computers can sequence the
human genome, design drugs, manufacture new materi-
als, alter genetic structures of animals and plants and even
clone humans, thus empowering small groups of individu-
als to make profound positive and negative impacts on
the larger society.

Conceptually, globalization is not a process of homogeni-
zation. For now, at least, the idea of convergence—mean-
ing that the rest of the world will eventually follow a single
model of development—is too simplistic to account for the
complexity of globalizing trends. Surely, environmental
degradation, disease, drug abuse and crime are as thor-
oughly internationalized as science, technology, trade, fi-
nance, tourism and migration. The world has never been
so interconnected and interdependent. Yet, the emerging
global village, far from being integrated, let alone formed
according to a monolithic pattern, is characterized by di-
versity and, recently, by a movement towards assertive-
ness of one’s identity. The contemporary world is, therefore,
an arena where the forces of globalization and its oppo-
site—Ilocalization—are exerting tremendous pressure on
individuals and groups.
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Local Awareness, Primordial Ties and Identity

One important reason for this diversity and increased as-
sertiveness of one’s identity is that globalization
accentuates local awareness, consciousness, sensitivity,
sentiment and passion. The resurfacing of strong attach-
ments to “primordial ties” may not have been caused by
globalizing trends, but it is likely to be one of their unin-
tended consequences.

We cannot afford to ignore race, gender, language, land,
class, age and faith in describing the current human con-
dition. Racial discrimination threatens the solidarity of all
multiethnic societies. If it is not properly handled, even
powerful nations can become disunited. Gender equality
has universal appeal. No society is immune to powerful
women’s movements for fairness between the sexes. Lin-
guistic conflicts have ripped apart otherwise stable
communities in developed as well as in developing coun-
tries. The struggle for sovereignty is a pervasive
phenomenon throughout the world. The membership of
the United Nations would be expanded several times if all
separate identities were to seek international recognition.
The so-called North-South problem exists at all levels—
international, regional, national and local. The disparity
between urban and rural is widening in developing coun-
tries; urban poverty presents a major challenge to all
developed countries. Generation gaps have become more
frequent—the conventional way of defining a generation
in terms of a thirty-year period is no longer adequate—
and the struggle between generations more intense.
Fissures among siblings are often caused by lifestyles in-
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fluenced by different “generations” of music, movies,
games and computers. Religious conflicts occur not only
between two different faiths but also between divergent
traditions of the same faith. Not infrequently, intrareligious
disputes are more violent than interreligious ones.

In short, the seemingly intractable conditions, the “primor-
dial ties,” that make us concrete living human beings, far
from being eroded by globalization, have become particu-
larly pronounced in recent decades.

Globalization may erode the authority of the state,
and alter the meaning of sovereignty and nationality,
but it increases the importance of identity. The more
global our world becomes, the more vital the search for
identification.

— Elmer Johnson, President, Aspen Institute

Indeed, it is impractical to assume that we must abandon
our primordial ties in order to become global citizens. Fur-
ther, it is ill advised to consider them necessarily
detrimental to the cosmopolitan spirit. We know that our
strong feelings, lofty aspirations and recurring dreams are
often attached to a particular group, expressed through a
mother tongue, associated with a specific place and tar-
geted to people of the same age and faith. We also notice
that gender and class feature prominently in our self-defi-
nition. We are deeply rooted in our primordial ties, and
they give meaning to our daily existence. They cannot be
arbitrarily whisked away more than one could consciously
choose to be a totally different person.
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Since the fear that globalization as a hegemonic force will
destroy the soul of an individual, group or nation is deeply
experienced and vividly demonstrated by an increasing
number of people—for example, riots in Seattle against
the World Trade Organization in December 1999 and pro-
tests in Davos against the World Economic Forum in
January 2000—we need to take seriously the presence of
primordial ties in the globalizing process. Only by working
with them, not merely as passive constraints but also as
empowering resources, will we benefit from a fruitful inter-
action between active participation in global trends that
are firmly anchored in local connectedness.

Realistically, primordial ties are neither frozen entities nor
static structures. Surely, we are born with racial and gen-
der characteristics, and we cannot choose our age cohort,
place of birth, first language, country’s stage of economic
development or faith community. Ethnicity and gender
roles, however, are acquired through learning. Moreover,
our awareness and consciousness of ethnic pride and the
need for gender equality is the result of education. Our
sensitivity, sentiment and the passion aroused by racial
discrimination and gender inequality, no matter how strong
and natural to us personally, are the results of socializa-
tion and require deliberate cultivation. This is also true
with age, land, language, class and faith. They are all,
under different circumstances and to varying degrees,
culturally constructed social realities. In this sense, each
primordial tie symbolizes a fluid and dynamic process. Like
a flowing stream, it can be channeled to different direc-
tions.
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While primordial ties give vibrant colors and a rich texture
to the emerging global community, they also present seri-
ous challenges to the fragile world order and to human
security. The United Nations, which arose from the cos-
mopolitan spirit of internationalism, is compelled to deal
with issues of identity charged with explosive communal
feelings. The pervasiveness of racial prejudice, gender
bias, age discrimination, religious intolerance, cultural
exclusivity, xenophobia, hate crimes and violence through-
out the world makes it imperative that we understand in
depth how globalization can enhance the feeling of per-
sonal identity without losing the sense of integrally
belonging to the human family. Primordial ties are, of
course, not a static notion.

We recognize that the concept of change is inherent in
every culture and civilization, and that to a large extent,
the fear of change is intertwined with the notion of enemy.
We also recognize that civilizations have adapted to
changes, so much so that they now share views on many
issues.

Globalization has brought countries and civilizations
increasingly closer to one another. More similarities
and a host of fundamental common values are discov-
ered in the course of convergence of civilizations. . . .
The development of globalization will create broader
space for the development of civilizations, each with
its own unique characteristics.

— Song Jian

Perhaps one of the most salient dimensions of globaliza-
tion is economic globalization. It is often measured by
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aggregate growth, productivity rates and returns on capi-
tal investment. Other indicators, such as eradication of
poverty, employment, health, life expectancy, education,
social security, human rights and access to information
and communication are essential to improve the quality of
life. The idea of the stakeholder, rather than shareholder,
can enable an ever-expanding network of people to par-
ticipate in this potentially all-inclusive process. We may
not be the beneficiaries of market economy, but we all
have a stake in maintaining the quality of life of this earth.

Undeniably, global economic institutions can enhance the
guality of life; they were established to favor financial sta-
bility and eventually to foster balanced economic growth.
Obviously, there are apparent winners and losers in a com-
petitive market, and the pervasiveness of the cultural and
linguistic influence of a particular region in a given mo-
ment may be unavoidable. But, if globalization is perceived
as the domination of the powerful either by design or by
default, it will not be conducive to international stability.
Since globalization is not homogenization, imagined or real
hegemonism is detrimental to the cultivation of a culture
of world peace. The Dialogue among Civilizations is in-
tended to reverse this unintended negative consequence
of globalization.

Dialogue as Mutual Learning

Ordinary human experience tells us that genuine dialogue
is an art that requires careful nurturing. Unless we are
intellectually, psychologically, mentally and spiritually well
prepared, we are not in a position to engage ourselves
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fully in a dialogue. Actually, we can relish the joy of real
communication only with true friends and like-minded
souls.

How is it possible for strangers to leap across the so-called
civilizational divide to take part in genuine dialogue, es-
pecially if the “partner” is perceived as the radical other,
the adversary, the enemy? It seems simpleminded to be-
lieve that it is not only possible, but realizable. Surely, it
could take years or generations to completely realize the
benefits of dialogical relationships at the personal, local,
national and intercivilizational levels. At this time, we pro-
pose only minimum conditions as a turning point on the
global scene.

Our urgency is dictated by our concerns for and anxieties
about the sustainability of the environment and the life
prospects of future generations. We strongly believe in
the need for a new guardianship with a global common
interest. We hope that, through dialogue among civiliza-
tions, we can encourage the positive forces of globalization
that enhance material, moral, aesthetic and spiritual well-
being, and take special care of those underprivileged,
disadvantaged, marginalized and silenced by current
trends of economic development. We also hope that,
through dialogue among civilizations, we can foster the
wholesome quests for personal knowledge, group solidar-
ity, self-understanding and individual and communal
identities.

We have learned from a variety of interreligious dialogues
that tolerating difference is a prerequisite for any mean-
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ingful communication. Yet, merely being tolerant is too
passive to transcend the narrow vision of the “frog in the
well.” We need to be acutely aware of the presence of the
other before we can actually begin communicating. Aware-
ness of the presence of the other as a potential partner in
conversation compels us to accept our coexistence as an
undeniable fact. This leads to the recognition that the
other’s role (belief, attitude and behavior) is relevant and
significant to us. In other words, there is an intersection
where the two of us are likely to meet to resolve divisive
tension or to explore a joint venture. As the two sides have
built enough trust to see each other face-to-face with re-
ciprocal respect, the meeting becomes possible. Only then
can a productive dialogue begin. Through dialogue, we
can appreciate the value of learning from the other in the
spirit of mutual reference. We may even celebrate the dif-
ference between us as the reason for expanding both of
our horizons.

Dialogue, so conceived, is a tactic of neither persuasion
nor conversion. It is to develop mutual understanding
through sharing values and creating a new meaning of life
together. As we approach civilizational dialogues, we need
to suspend our desires to sell our ideas, to persuade oth-
ers to accept our beliefs, to seek their approval of our
opinions, to evaluate our course of action in order to gain
agreement on what we cherish as true and to justify our
deeply held convictions. Instead, our purpose is to learn
what we do not know, to listen to different voices, to open
ourselves up to multiple perspectives, to reflect on our
own assumptions, to share insights, to discover areas of
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tacit agreement and to explore best practices for human
flourishing. Only then can we establish mutually benefi-
cial relationships based on reciprocity.

B. Diversity and Community

We need to remind ourselves, time and again, that nei-
ther the historical contingencies and the changing
circumstances, nor the differences in color, ethnicity, lan-
guage, educational background, cultural heritage and
religious affiliation among us, mitigate against our com-
mon humanity. Our genetic codes clearly indicate that, by
and large, we are made of the same stuff. The idea that
we humans form one body not only with our fellow human
beings but also with other animals, plants, trees and
stones—“Heaven and earth and the myriad things"—ex-
presses a cosmic vision as well a poetic sense of
interconnectedness. We may even be able to trace all our
ancestries to one source, if not to the African mother as
proposed by some scholars. The African proverb that the
earth is not only bequeathed to us by our ancestors but
also entrusted to us by generations to come elegantly il-
lustrates the undeniable fact that we have lived and will
continue to live on this planet together.

While we affirm our common humanity, we are wary of
faceless or abstract universalism. We are acutely aware
that diversity is necessary for human flourishing. Just as
biodiversity is essential for the survival of our planet, cul-
tural and linguistic diversity is a defining characteristic of
the human community as we know it. However, socially
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derived and culturally constructed perceptions of differ-
ences are used for setting individual against individual,
group against group and majorities against minorities. The
resultant discrimination yields to strife, violence and sys-
tematic violation of basic rights. While we celebrate
diversity, we condemn ethnocentric and other exclusivist
forms of chauvinism.

The space between faceless universalism and ethnocen-
tric chauvinism is wide and open. This is the arena in which
intercivilizational dialogues can take place. Great ethical
and religious traditions have shaped the spiritual landscape
of our world for millennia. Communication across ethnic,
linguistic, religious and cultural divides has been a salient
feature of human history. Despite tension and conflict be-
tween and among the divides, the general trend toward
more contact and interaction across these divides has
never diminished. Historically, each great ethical and reli-
gious tradition has encountered different belief systems
and faith communities. Indeed, their vitality has often re-
sulted from these encounters. By learning from others, the
horizon of a given tradition became significantly broad-
ened. For example, Christian theology benefited from
Greek philosophy, Islamic thought was inspired by Per-
sian literature and Chinese intellectual history was
enriched by Indian ideas with the arrival of Buddhism in
the first century.

Nevertheless, the fear of the other has also led to strife
and prolonged struggle. So-called interreligious wars are
common throughout history. The peaceful interaction of
two major civilizations, such as the Indian transformation
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of the Sinic cultural universe and the introduction, assimi-
lation and incorporation of Mahayana Buddhist schools
into the Chinese spiritual landscape, is rare. Since har-
mony among religions is essential for cultivating a culture
of hope for the human family, interreligious dialogues are
an integral part of the Dialogue among Civilizations. The
opportunity for all religions, including emerging ones, to
affirm unity of purpose for the promotion of the common
public good is unprecedented in human history. More re-
cently, globalization has substantially increased the density
of interreligious communication.

The idea of the “common public good” is predicated on
the advent of a global community. A global village, as an
imagined virtual reality, is not a community. The term “com-
munity” ideally implies that people live together, share an
ethos and a practicable civic ethic and are unified in their
commitment to the common good. Such a unity of pur-
pose, however, allows for diversity in lifestyles and
differences in belief, so long as the diversity and differ-
ences do not infringe upon the fundamental freedoms and
rights of others. Although we are far from realizing a true
sense of community in the global village, we hope that
global and local trends congenial to this development con-
tinue to accelerate, and that traditional and modern
practices appropriate to it continue to spread.

As we reflect upon the past and meditate on the future we
would want for our children, the question that looms large
in our minds is: How can we embrace diversity by living
responsibly—respectful of others’ traditions and yet faith-
ful to our own—in the emerging global community? Real
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acceptance of diversity compels us to move beyond genu-
ine tolerance to mutual respect and, eventually, to
celebratory affirmation of one another. Ignorance and ar-
rogance are the major roots of stereotyping, prejudice,
hatred and violence in religious, cultural, racial and ethnic
contexts. While physical security, economic sustenance
and political stability provide the context for social inte-
gration, real community life emerges only if we are willing
to walk across the divides and act responsibly and respect-
fully towards one another. Through dialogue, we learn to
appreciate others in their full distinctiveness and to un-
derstand that diversity, as a marvelous mixture of peoples
and cultures, can enrich our self-knowledge. Dialogue
enhances our effort to work toward an authentic commu-
nity for all.

African traditional religion is increasingly recognized
for its contribution to the world. No longer seen as
despised superstition which had to be superseded by
superior forms of belief, today its enrichment of
humanitys spiritual heritage is acknowledged. The
spirit of Ubuntu—rthat profound African sense that
we are human only through the humanity of other
human beings—is not a parochial phenomenon, but

has added globally to our common search for a better
world.

— Nelson Mandela

The Dialogue among Civilizations presupposes the plu-
rality of human civilizations. It recognizes equality and
distinction. Without equality, there would be no common
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ground for communicating; without distinction, there would
be no need to communicate. While equality establishes
the basis for intercivilizational dialogues, distinction makes
such joint ventures desirable, necessary, worthwhile and
meaningful. As bridge-builders committed to dialogue, we
recognize that there are common values in our diverse
traditions that bind us together as women, men and chil-
dren of the human family. Our collaborative effort to explore
the interconnectedness of these values enables us to see
that diversity empowers the formation of an open and vi-
brant community. Our own experience in multicultural
encounters, our shared resolve to break down divisive
boundaries and our commitment to address perennial so-
cial concerns have helped us to identify the values critical
to the promulgation of responsible community.

C. Common Values

As never before in history, the emerging world community
beckons us to seek a new understanding of the global
situation. In the midst of a magnificent diversity of cultures,
we are one human family with a common destiny. As our
world becomes increasingly interdependent, we identify
ourselves with the whole global community as well as with
our local communities. We are both stakeholders of our
own respective countries and of one world in which the
local, national, regional and global are intricately linked.
A shared vision of common values can provide and sus-
tain an ethical foundation for a dialogue among
civilizations. We recognize that the complexity of contem-
porary life may generate tensions between important
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values. The task of harmonizing diversity with unity is
daunting; the conflict between private interests and the
public good may seem unresolvable; and the choice be-
tween short-term gains and long-term benefits is often
difficult. Yet, we believe that a new sense of global inter-
dependence is essential for our ongoing collaborative effort
to foster a worldwide mindset of hope.

From the Ten Commandments to Buddbist, Jain, Con-
fucian, Hindu, and many other texts, violence and
deceit are most consistently rejected, as are the kinds of
harm they make possible, such as torture and theft.
Together these injunctions, against violence, deceit, and
betrayal, are familiar in every society and every legal
system. They have been voiced in works as different as

the Egyptian Book of the Dead, the Icelandic Edda,
and the Bhagavad-Gita.

— Sissela Bok, Common Values, 1995

We affirm, from the outset, that we are for the protection
of individual freedoms, for guarantees of fundamental rights
and for the recognition of and respect for the equal worth
of every human being. These are the Enlightenment val-
ues of the modern West and underlie a market economy,
a democratic polity and civil society. While none of them
is fully realized in any given society, they are universal
aspirations. Indeed, liberty, rights and personal dignity have
universal appeal, but so also do duty, human responsibil-
ity and the good of the community. They provide us with a
fuller agenda to begin our reflection. The cultivation of a
sense of duty and the protection of individual freedoms
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can work together to allow the human spirit to soar without
the danger of social disintegration. The encouragement
of human responsibility and the guarantee of fundamental
rights can complement each other to give people a se-
cured space for thought and action without threatening
the fabric of social cohesiveness. The requirement that
each act responsibly to one another (the community) and
the recognition of and respect for the equal worth of every
human being offer a balanced approach to the relation-
ship between self and society.

Without the individual impulse, community stagnates;
without the sympathy of the community, individual
impulse fades away.

— William James

The mutually beneficial interplay between self and soci-
ety assumes a new shade of meaning in our time. We
need to examine it in personal, local, national, regional
and global contexts. We also recognize that transcendence
of the divisiveness of self-interest requires moving beyond
national and regional as well as personal and local con-
cerns. Global forces beyond our comprehension easily
overwhelm us and “ethnic and religious conflicts” beyond
our control easily immobilize us, as if we cannot escape
the predicament of the two extreme forms of destruction:
domination and disintegration. Nevertheless, we hope that,
with the advent of a dialogical global community, we can,
for the first time, talk about the human family in the realis-
tic sense of communication and interconnection. We want
to stress that globalization has frightening aspects. It may

72 E CROSSING THE DIVIDE: Dialogue among Civilizations



bring about hegemonism and monopolism, for example,
but this is not inevitable. Similarly, despite bigotry and
exclusivism in identity politics, the authentic quest for iden-
tity is a noble calling and an educational experience for
our children and us.

We choose to reject faceless universalism, hegemonic
control and monopolistic behavior on the one hand and
ethnocentric bigotry, religious exclusivism and cultural
chauvinism on the other. We believe that positive forces
in globalization and authentic quests for identity can cre-
ate a virtuous circle uplifting the human spirit in the coming
decades. Wholesome globalization, which celebrates di-
versity and enhances community, is a matter of confluence,
of mutual learning and recognition of the rich and varied
human heritage. This allows for lateral and reciprocal re-
lationships among civilizations and makes genuine
dialogue possible. In such a dialogical mode, the echoes
of each civilization awaken, encourage and inspire the
others. The resultant sympathetic resonance is a truly
cosmopolitan harmony, cross-cultural and trans-temporal.
To this end, we wish to note that the most fundamental
and pervasive value underlying all common values is hu-
manity.

To understand the profoundly rich meaning of humanity,
we begin with an exploration of the Golden Rule. Whether
stated in the positive (“do unto others what you would want
others to do unto you”) or the negative (“do not do unto
others what you would not want others to do unto you”),
the Golden Rule is shared by virtually all the great ethical
and religious traditions. It was identified by the Parliament
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of World Religions in 1993 as the basic principle in the
emerging global ethic. We believe that the awareness,
recognition, acceptance and celebration of the other in
our own self-understanding, implicit in the Golden Rule,
help us to learn to be humane.

Humanity, Reciprocity and Trust

Learning to be humane (or, straightforwardly, “human”) is
a defining characteristic of all classical education, East or
West. It is a profoundly meaningful challenge in the con-
temporary world as we move beyond perhaps the most
brutish century in human history. The idea of humanity,
perceived inclusively and holistically, is applicable to every
person under all circumstances. While we transcend race,
language, gender, land, class, age and faith in asserting
our conviction that the dignity of the human person is in-
violable, we need to learn to treat each individual person
humanely, whether a poor old white man, a Chinese mer-
chant, a Jewish rabbi, a Muslim mullah, a rich young black
woman or anyone else. This requires an ability to see dif-
ference not as a threat but as an opportunity to broaden
humanity.

Our learned capacity to reject stereotyping, prejudice,
hatred and violence in religious, cultural, racial and ethnic
contexts is predicated on the value of reciprocity. Reci-
procity is an integral component of the Golden Rule, a
guiding principle present in all of our spiritual traditions.
Strictly speaking, however, the Golden Rule stated in the
negative—“do not do unto others what you would not want
others to do unto you” — is required for true reciprocity.
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This seemingly passive attitude considers the integrity of
the other without imposing our will, even if we honestly
believe that our way is the best for everybody. This self-
restraint is predicated on the belief that what is best for
me may not be appropriate for my neighbor. In matters of
taste or preference, this is easily understandable, but, in
the context of religious pluralism, even faith cannot be
exempted from the principle of reciprocity. Indeed, the spirit
of dialogue can be dampened if the intention to prosely-
tize overwhelms the necessity to listen and to learn first.

Nevertheless, the Golden Rule stated in the positive need
not be in conflict with the spirit of reciprocity at all. While
“do unto others what you would like others to do unto you”
does not give us the license to impose our faith prema-
turely on anyone else, it instructs us to be concerned about
others and actively involved in their well-being. Recipro-
cal respect, necessary for genuine dialogue, enables us
to engage others in true partnership. Only when our con-
versational partners feel understood and appreciated can
we take an active role in involving them in a mutually ben-
eficial joint venture. Thus, the Golden Rule stated in the
negative allows for creative engagement and the Golden
Rule stated in the positive prevents the passivity of indif-
ference toward the suffering of the other. Whether stated
in the negative or in the positive, the Golden Rule culti-
vates interpersonal trust.

Trust enables dialogue to occur, to continue and eventu-
ally to bear fruits. It is the backbone of true communication.
Without trust, we can do little to facilitate any meaningful
communication. Trust is not blind. It is a rational choice to
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enter into communication with the other. It is the minimum
condition for transcending the psychology of fear. Unless
we can move out of our self-imposed cocoons and face up
to the challenges of the unknown, we will never be able to
rise above our egoism, nepotism, parochialism and eth-
nocentrism. Mistrust inhibits any cross-cultural
collaborative effort and stunts the growth of a culture of
peace. Trust is a commitment to the possibility of an ever-
enlarging community. It is the source of mutual respect
and understanding. Trust enables us to accept the other
as an end rather than a means to an end.

Trust is not opposed to a healthy dose of skepticism or the
critical spirit, but it is never hostile to the other or cynical
about the actual state of affairs. Despite tensions and con-
flicts in the world, trust involves a willingness to explore
commonality and shareability with those who are stereo-
typed as radical others. Trust is the courage to enter into
a joint venture with a stranger who is conventionally la-
beled as the enemy. Through trust, we respect the integrity
of the other as a matter of principle and also as an end in
itself. While a trusting person may sometimes be disap-
pointed and deceived, it does not deflect him or her from
the commitment to continuous communication within and
beyond family, society and nation. Trust involves keeping
promises and seeing one’s action through. Yet, it is dic-
tated by a higher principle of rightness. If promise-keeping
will be harmful to the overall well-being of a person (for
example, lending money to a drug abuser), it is right to
break the promise. Similarly, if an initiated action is likely
to lead to disastrous consequences, such as the develop-
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ment of an environmentally unsound power plant, discon-
tinuing the action is right.

To assume trust in the integrity of the other is to be fair-
minded and respectful. It is the beginning of true dialogue.
The need for trust in any business transaction or contrac-
tual agreement is obvious, but trust in interpersonal and
cross-cultural communication is even more important.
While legal actions can be taken to remedy commercial
misconduct or a breach of contract, all possibility of com-
munication simply evaporates between persons and
cultures when trust is absent. A sense of fairness can gen-
erate a spirit of trust; with trust, it is easy to put justice into
practice. Similarly, a humane person is trusting and trust-
worthy. Motivated by sympathy and compassion, a humane
person establishes an ever-expanding network of inter-
personal and cross-cultural relationships. Trust is implicit
in these relationships. With trust, legal constraints are sim-
ply preventive measures. When interchange among
peoples and cultures is conducted in good faith, civility
pervades the process and mutual learning ensues. If we
have faith in the Dialogue among Civilizations, we can
learn not merely from the wisdom of our own tradition but
also from the cumulative wisdom of the entire human com-
munity.

Humanity and trust engender the ethos of mutual flourish-
ing in interpersonal relationships at both individual and
communal levels. They are the preconditions for discuss-
ing common values. Without humanity and trust, there is
no underlying common ground for exploring values as a
joint spiritual venture of like-minded dialogical partners.
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In light of this discussion, we wish to identify the following
sets of common values for focused investigation: liberty/
justice, rationality/sympathy, legality/civility and rights/re-
sponsibility. Since the values of liberty, rationality, legality
and rights have been more thoroughly elucidated in con-
temporary political discussions, we choose to emphasize
the importance of justice, sympathy, civility and responsi-
bility as equally significant values for the emergence of
the global community. We believe, if fully recognized, these
four common values can help to facilitate dialogue among
civilizations; such dialogue can substantially enhance the
possibility of realizing a global ethic.

Toward a Global Ethic
Liberty and Justice

If humanity helps us to relate meaningfully with our fellow
human beings, justice is the practical method of putting
this value into concrete action. A humane world is neces-
sarily just. Gender inequality and racial discrimination are
unjust. So are major discrepancies in income, wealth, privi-
lege and accessibility to goods, information or education.
Since the widening of the gap between the haves and have-
nots is an unintended negative consequence of
globalization, we are particularly concerned about the
marginalized, disadvantaged and silenced individuals and
groups in the human family. They deserve our focused
attention and our persistent support. We believe that the
more influential and powerful an individual, a group, a
nation or a region is, the more obligated he, she or itis to
improve the well-being of the human community. It is not
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practicable or even just to impose an arbitrary principle of
egalitarianism on individuals and groups, but it seems only
right to ask that the beneficiaries of globalization share
their resources more equitably with the world. Justice
means that public policies tend toward benefiting the
weaker. It is humane and just to figure out ways to em-
power the marginalized, underprivileged, disadvantaged
and silenced.

Justice as fairness is a call to higher standards of behav-
ior. The eradication of poverty is a prominent just cause in
the emerging global community. How can we help to build
capacities to enable the poor to rise out of their poverty?
How can we educate women and girls so that they can
break away from the vicious cycles of population pressure
and economic underdevelopment? How can we encour-
age the leadership of the North and successful economies
elsewhere to recognize that the elimination of poverty, re-
gardless of where it occurs, is integral to their national
interests? How can we appeal to the conscience of people
worldwide to see that poverty anywhere is a global con-
cern? Such questions need to be addressed at local,
national, regional and global levels.

We think these questions are being slowly addressed. The
commitment at the 1995 Social Summit in Copenhagen to
“accelerate the development of Africa and the least devel-
oped countries” is predicated on a realistic model of
interdependence. If we consider ethnic, cultural, linguistic
and religious diversity as a global asset, Africa could not
be solely characterized as the continent of the HIV epi-
demic, poverty, underemployment and social disintegration
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alone. It could also be recognized as a rich reservoir for
human spirituality and the cumulative wisdom of the el-
ders. The African spirit, symbolized by the geological and
biological diversity of the tiny area around Cape Town,
South Africa, said to be comparable in richness to the vast
area of Canada, ought to be a source of inspiration for a
changed mindset that addresses social development as a
global joint venture. The fate of Africa is important for non-
Africans as well because, without a holistic sense of human
flourishing, we cannot properly anchor our security, let
alone our well-being, in the global community as a whole.
Indeed, Africa has provided such lessons.

When the Prophet Mubammad sent bis oppressed fol-
lowers to the African Christian King Negus of Abyssinia
for safety, and they received his protection, was that
not an example of tolerance and cooperation to be
emulated today? . . .

The nature of interaction between the strands of
our religious heritage could help lay solid foundations
for the establishment of a world order based on mu-
tual respect, partnership, and equity. On a continent
battling against the scourge of underdevelopment,
AIDS, ecological disaster, and poverty, competition
amongst religions will be utterly misplaced. Tolerance
and cooperation, on the other hand, will give the moral
leadership so gravely needed.

— Nelson Mandela

It is neither romanticism nor sentimentalism that compels
us to focus our attention on Africa. While sympathy, em-
pathy and compassion propel us to form solidarity with
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our brothers and sisters in agony, justice impels us to rec-
ognize that our well-being is at stake if even a corner of
the world, let alone a continent, is in grave peril. A limited
short-term rational calculation may fail to show any tan-
gible linkage between Africa’s problems and the
self-interests of other regions, but common sense tells us
that, since interdependence has become a fact of life in
the global community, ignorance and neglect of a substan-
tial part of the world is detrimental to human security in
the long run. Indeed, the abusive treatment of any one of
us diminishes the sacredness of humanity as a whole.

Dialogue among civilizations is inclusive. It is an open in-
vitation to all members of the global community. Justice,
founded on fairness, assures us that all willing participants
are allowed in the dialogue without discrimination. Jus-
tice, based on fairness, further encourages wider
participation by actively involving those on the periphery.
Those who perceive dialogue as an exercise in futility or
merely a dispensable luxury, because the burning issues
of basic survival overwhelm them, could particularly ben-
efit from positive engagement in an ongoing dialogue. In
fact, their presence in a fair-minded interchange (sharing
stories for example) can help to improve the behavior, at-
titudes and beliefs of those immune to the plight of the
marginalized. At the same time, the causes of and solu-
tions to urgent problems can be put in a new light. Often,
injustice on the part of political leadership (the lack of trans-
parency, public accountability and fair play) is the main
reason for economic and social crises. The issues can be
more clearly identified and more effectively managed from
a comparative cultural perspective.
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Rationality and Sympathy

Human beings have often been defined as rational ani-
mals. The ability to know our self-interest, to maximize
our profit in a free market or to calculate our comparative
advantages indicates that we are capable of instrumental
rationality. Rationality, or more appropriately reasonable-
ness, is also essential for interpersonal relationships,
acquisition of knowledge, political participation and social
engagement. Humaneness, however, involves sympathy,
empathy and compassion as well. Humanity as a value
cannot be realized through rationality alone. The ability to
treat a concrete person humanely is not the result of ratio-
nal choice but of sensitivity, conviction, commitment and
feeling.

Attachment to and intimacy with those who are close to us
is one of the most natural and common human experi-
ences. We cannot bear the suffering of those we love.
This sense of commiseration is often confined to our chil-
dren, spouse, parents, immediate kin and close friends. If
we can extend this personal feeling to commiserate with
those we like, to those we care for, to those we barely
know and even to strangers and beyond, our sense of
interconnectedness will be greatly enhanced. We may
never truly experience the lofty ideal of forming one body
with humanity, but if we aspire to the moral dictum that we
should treat all human beings as brothers and sisters, we
will try to establish harmonious relationships with an ever-
extending network of interconnectedness. The need for
dialogue among civilizations is based on care for the other.
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It is often assumed that while rationality is objectively veri-
fiable and publicly accountable, sympathy, as a matter of
the heart, is personal and private. Surely, as an emotive
state, sympathy cannot be easily described in precise lan-
guage or rigorously defined in quantitative terms. Nor can
it necessarily be demonstrated as a generalizable quality
of the human psyche. We all hope that human beings learn
to be sympathetic, but we cannot ensure the universality
of sympathy across race, culture and religion. Under the
influence of Greek philosophy, for example, we are willing
to assert that human beings are rational animals, but we
are reluctant to insist that sympathy is a defining charac-
teristic of human nature as well.

However, in a comparative civilizational perspective, both
Confucianism and Buddhism maintain that sympathy, em-
pathy and compassion are at the same time the minimum
requirement and the maximum realization of the human
way. According to Confucian and Buddhist modes of think-
ing, human beings are sentient beings. Sensitivity, rather
than rationality, is the distinctive feature of humanity. We
feel; therefore we are. Through feeling, we realize our own
existence and the coexistence of other human beings, in-
deed birds, animals, plants and all the myriad things in
the universe. Since this feeling of interconnectedness is
not merely a private emotion but a sense of fellowship
that is intersubjectively confirmable, itis a commonly share-
able value.

In a deeper sense, sympathy is not a learned capacity but
a naturally endowed quality of the heart-and-mind. It is
natural to feel the suffering of others. Even if we are hard-
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ened by circumstances beyond our control and desensi-
tized by frequent exposure to atrocities, our ability to
respond to tragic events is never totally lost. Yet, one of
the saddest human tragedies is the temporary loss of any
sympathy toward the perceived enemy. In the case of a
psychopath or a terrorist obsessed with revenge and re-
taliation, the victim (often the innocent victim) is so
“‘dehumanized” that inflicting pain, suffering and death
upon him or her is deemed inevitable or even desirable. It
is not the absence of instrumental rationality, self-righteous-
ness and moral indignation (of course in the most distorted
forms imaginable) but the total lack of sympathy, empathy
and compassion that makes the actions of such a human
being so inhumanly devastating. The cultivation of sym-
pathy, through education, as a way of recovering the
original heart-and-mind endowed in human nature is es-
sential for nurturing a global mindset of peace.

Obviously, it is naive to believe that the cultivation of sym-
pathy can actually combat terrorism. Yet, undeniably,
politically manipulated and “religiously charged” terrorism
is motivated by a firm belief that extraordinarily violent
measures are necessary to right perceived wrong. Other-
wise how could intelligent men and women of faith be so
thoroughly “brainwashed” that they design elaborate
schemes to murder innocent people by committing suli-
cide themselves? The psychopathology, or sheer madness,
underlying such desperate action is most frightening. The
hatred is so intense that the ultimate suffering—death by
suicide—is employed as a strategy to inflict the maximum
damage. The idea of “live and let live” is inverted. Human
intelligence demands that we probe deeply into the mind-
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set of these terrorists in order to understand how they ac-
tually end up choosing cruel and dehumanizing action.
Several common values are distorted and abused to jus-
tify the inevitability of such an outrageous act: sincerity,
commitment, moral indignation, rationality, sacrifice, right-
eousness and daring; yet, sympathy, empathy and
compassion for anyone considered as “other” are totally
absent. These essential features of humanity are com-
pletely rejected by the tough-minded terrorists.

Without sympathy, empathy and compassion, sincerity
degenerates into obsessiveness, commitment into fanati-
cism, moral indignation into aggressive anger, rationality
into an instrument of destruction, sacrifice into massive
suffering, righteousness into arrogance and daring into
brutality. Humanity as sensitivity and sensibility nurtures
other values so that sincerity, commitment, moral indigna-
tion, rationality, sacrifice, righteousness and daring can
enrich our inner resources and strengthen our resolve to
cultivate a mindset of peace through personal transfor-
mation.

Legality and Civility

The rule of law is essential for the maintenance of order.
The demand for transparency in the market economy, for
public accountability in a democratic polity and for due
process in civil society strongly indicates that, without the
rule of law, it is difficult to assure security, good gover-
nance and the protection of rights. Yet law, as the minimum
condition for orderliness, cannot in itself generate public-
spiritedness or a sense of responsibility. The cultivation
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of a civic ethic is necessary for people who seek the full-
ness of life in communal harmony. Since a multiplicity of
traditions guides the thoughts and actions of the world’s
peoples, legality without civility cannot inspire public-spir-
itedness. A legal system devoid of a civic ethic can easily
degenerate into excessive litigiousness.

Civility complements the rule of law and provides legality
with a moral base. It is the proper way to deal with fellow
citizens. If positive global trends—those that enhance com-
munication and interconnection without increasing
hegemonism—help to bring about an ever-expanding con-
nected community, civility is the key to sustaining such a
process. Without civility, genuine dialogue is impossible.
Civility is indispensable in intercultural communication. Our
willingness to suspend judgment, to critically examine our
own assumptions, to appreciate what has been said with-
out drawing up premature conclusions, to inquire further
into the relevant points and to reflect on the meaning of
the interchange is congenial to the cultivation of a civic
ethic.

Humanity enables us to establish a reciprocal relation-
ship with the other; justice helps us to put our humane
feelings for the other into action; and civility provides the
proper form of interpersonal communication. Without ci-
vility, competition becomes a brutal task of domination and
tension, and an adversarial system quickly degenerates
into a hostile struggle for power. Laws in themselves may
well encourage compliance, but the cultivation of civility is
essential for the smooth functioning of a harmonious soci-
ety. As we envision a global civil society in which the lateral
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relationships of all cultures, including newly emerging ones,
facilitate mutual learning, hope for perpetual peace is be-
ing fostered.

The emergence of a global civil society, as reflected in the
creative imagination, enthusiastic participation and dy-
namic activity of nongovernmental organizations at Rio
(environment and development, 1992), Cairo (population,
1994), Copenhagen (social development, 1995) and
Beijing (women, 1995) strongly suggests that newer play-
ers on the international scene, transcending ethnic,
linguistic, cultural and religious boundaries, require new
rules of the game to help negotiate a terrain replete with
tension and conflict with a tolerable level of civility. We
cannot depend only on clearly specified laws and regula-
tions to guide our conduct in this unfamiliar territory. A
common sense of decency and hospitality, taught in virtu-
ally all the spiritual traditions, provides a basis for dialogue
and communication.

In the language of civility, diplomacy between nations is
translated into politeness between individuals. Fear of the
other breeds the unhealthy desire to dominate. Anger eas-
ily leads to violence and the psychology of suspicion is a
major cause for aggression. While vigilance is necessary
for navigating in troubled waters, civil action rather than
military or legal action is the only sustainable approach to
enduring interpersonal relationships. An ethic of civility is
not a substitute for the rule of law, but, without the spirit of
civility, law-abiding citizens can be aloof, indifferent and
even rude. Civility encourages humanity, reciprocity and
trust and at the same time complements legality.
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Rights and Responsibility

While rights-consciousness is essential for cultivating
autonomy, independence and personal dignity, the em-
phasis on the idea of a freely choosing and rights-bearing
individual without any sense of obligation, duty or respon-
sibility is not congenial to social solidarity or human
flourishing. Since the United Nations’ 1948 Universal Dec-
laration of Human Rights, advocacy of human rights has
become a salient feature of modern consciousness. The
state’s advocacy of human rights is no longer confined to
a handful of developed countries. Most United Nations
members subscribe to some, if not all, of the international
human rights agreements. Even regimes with blatant vio-
lations of human rights are compelled by public opinion to
pay lip service to those rights. The spirit of our time en-
courages rights discourse to spread to all corners of the
world and to embrace all of humanity, transcending race,
gender, class, age and faith.

However, human rights have evolved from political rights
to encompass economic rights and, eventually, cultural
and group rights. While the original United Nations Uni-
versal Declaration of Human Rights is comprehensive in
its coverage, the actual process of implementation has
been painfully slow, even among nations most articulate
in promoting human rights as a universal human aspira-
tion. Although the claims that countries can have different
concepts of human rights and that we ought not demand
that all nations comply with universal standards of human
rights are subject to criticism, how to coordinate and inte-
grate political rights with economic, social, cultural and
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group rights is of vital importance for a cross-cultural dia-
logue.

Underlying the necessity and desirability of an interna-
tional dialogue on human rights is the question of the
responsibility and, by implication, duty and obligation of
all dialogical partners. While rights-consciousness with its
multifaceted dimensions emerged rather recently in hu-
man history, all spiritual traditions developed a mature
sense of responsibility or duty-consciousness early in hu-
man civilization. Some of the criticism leveled against the
human rights discourse may have been motivated by the
specific desire of political leaders to underscore deference
to authority as a cornerstone for stability.

It is a truism to note that countries at different stages of
economic development or with different historical traditions
and cultural backgrounds have different perceptions and
practices of human rights. However, human rights, as a
defining characteristic of modernity, must not be subject
to dictatorial or authoritarian polity. Placing an equal em-
phasis on rights and responsibility is a balanced approach
to human flourishing and an effective way of cross-cul-
tural dialogue.

Indeed, rights without responsibility may lead to a form of
self-indulgence, indicative of egocentrism at the expense
of harmonious social relationships. The moral strength of
rights-consciousness lies in its generalized appeal to the
dignity of the individual versus the coercive power of the
state. Often human rights advocates are inspired by a
sense of justice not for themselves but for the marginal-
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ized and the silenced who, constrained by forces beyond
their control, are incapable of defending themselves. Un-
derlying the rights discourse is the recognition that all fellow
human beings are interconnected. Implicit in the recogni-
tion is a sense of responsibility for those not fortunate
enough to demand that their rights be protected. Persons
with the idea of inalienable rights solely motivated by self-
interest easily turn out to be egoists.

The principle deduced from the above is that the privilege
of rights entails responsibility. Are those who are more
powerful and influential more obligated for the well-being
of the collectivity variously defined, from the family to the
global community? Several countries have specified
nonjudiciable rights, such as job security and economic
prosperity, in their constitutions. Unlike freedoms of
speech, assembly and religion, however, one cannot de-
mand that the government grant nonjudiciable rights as a
matter of principle. They are, nevertheless, legitimate as-
pirations of ordinary citizens that, by and large, responsible
governments try to attain. Again, it is highly advisable that
the beneficiaries of a particular society assume the re-
sponsibility for its weak and underprivileged. Similarly, do
the “winners” of the global market economy cultivate a
duty-consciousness consonant with their power, influence
and accessibility to technology, information, ideas and ma-
terial resources?

D. Wisdom

Humanity and trust underlie the common values. Without
them, liberty/justice, rationality/sympathy, legality/civility
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and rights/responsibility will not have the wholesome ethi-
cal environment in which to become fully realized. Yet, the
acquisition of common values requires a kind of personal
intelligence that has been the focus of philosophical re-
flection since the dawn of human civilization. The Socratic
ideal to “know thyself” entails the spiritual exercise and
moral self-cultivation, the humanist way of learning, to be
fully human. While intelligence signifies the ability to learn
from experience, to acquire and retain knowledge and to
use the faculty of reason in solving problems, it is through
personal intelligence as wisdom that human beings have
survived and flourished. In light of the grave dangers that
seriously threaten our viability as a species, the need for
wisdom is compelling.

Wisdom connotes holistic understanding, profound self-
knowledge, a long-term perspective, common sense and
good judgment. A spark of inspiration may elucidate an
aspect of the world’s situation, but a comprehensive grasp
of the human condition requires continuous education. A
fragmented approach to learning is inadequate. Personal
knowledge, the kind of experiential self-awareness that is
both communal and critical, can only be cultivated through
persistent effort. If we go after short-term gains at the ex-
pense of long-term benefits, we may be smart, but never
wise. Although thinking in a long-term perspective implies
a prophetic vision, wisdom, far from being speculative
thought, always brings about concrete results. The ability
to take a variety of factors into account in making judg-
ments is a sign of wisdom. While healthy dialogue requires
suspension of preconceived opinions, the nonjudgmental
attitude does not mean the absence of good judgment.
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The judgment of the wise is measured and balanced; it is
the middle path transcending opinionated extremes.

Advances in science and technology have so significantly
broadened our horizons and deepened our awareness of
the world around us that many feel that the wisdom of the
great religions and philosophical traditions is irrelevant to
our modern education. Surely, globalization has greatly
expanded the data, information and knowledge available
for our use and consumption, but it has also substantially
undermined the time-honored ways of learning, especially
the traditional means of acquiring wisdom. We cannot
confuse data with information, information with knowledge
and knowledge with wisdom; we need to learn how to be-
come wise, not merely informed and knowledgeable. There
are three essential ways to acquire wisdom worth special
attention in our information age.

First is the art of listening. Listening requires more pa-
tience and receptivity than seeing. Without patience, we
may listen but fail to grasp the message, let alone the subtle
meaning therein; without receptivity, the message will not
register in the inner recesses of our hearts and minds even
if we manage to capture what is said. Through deep lis-
tening, we genuinely encounter others. Indigenous
peoples, for example, can teach us how to listen not only
to one another but also to the voice of nature. Only through
deep listening will we truly comprehend what is communi-
cated through the ear.

The second is face-to-face communication. Talking directly
with another is the most common and simplest way to com-
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municate, but it is also the most challenging and reward-
ing. Conversation over the telephone, or using even more
sophisticated electronic devices, is no substitute for a face-
to-face talk. A partner is required for this kind of
communication. Face-to-face communication is the most
enduring method of human interaction and, in the last
analysis, the most authentic way of transmitting values. If
it is relegated to the background, there is little chance that
we can become wise.

The art of listening and face-to-face communication are
the indispensable ways to access the third timeless way
of learning: the cumulative wisdom of the elders. Precisely
because we are exposed to so much data, information and
knowledge in the modern world, our need to acquire wis-
dom is more urgent than ever. The wisdom of the great
religious and philosophical traditions teaches us how to
be fully human. The cumulative wisdom of the elders re-
fers to the art of living embodied in the thoughts and actions
of a given society’s exemplars. Only through exemplary
teaching, teaching by example rather than by words, can
we learn to be fully human. We cannot afford to cut our-
selves off from the spiritual resources that make our life
meaningful. We emulate those who exemplify the most
inspiring ways of being fully human in our society, not only
with our brain, but also with our heart and mind, indeed
our entire body. This form of embodied learning cannot be
done by simulation alone. Understandably, language, his-
tory, literature, classics, philosophy, religion and cultural
anthropology—subijects in the liberal arts education—help
us to acquire wisdom and are never outdated.
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Learning to be fully human involves character building
rather than the acquisition of knowledge or the internal-
ization of skills. Cultural as well as technical competence
are required to function well in the contemporary world.
Ethical as well as cognitive intelligence is essential for
personal growth; without the former, the moral fabric of
society will be undermined. Spiritual ideas and exercises
as well as adequate material conditions are crucial for the
well-being of the human community. Cultural competence
is also highly desirable. Even if we do not possess lit-
eracy, a sense of history, a taste for literature or a
rudimentary knowledge of the classics, we can still live up
to the basic expectations of citizenship, but our participa-
tion in our nation’s civic life will be impoverished. Ethical
intelligence is necessary for social solidarity. Spiritual ideas
and exercises are not dispensable luxuries for the leisure
class; they are an integral part of the life of the mind that
gives a culture a particular character and a distinct ethos.

The values specified above are selective rather than com-
prehensive. Acting in accordance with these values is
necessary for an effective and enriching dialogue among
civilizations; these values can also be cultivated through
the actual process of the dialogue. They are common val-
ues that have been articulated by all spiritual traditions in
different contexts and historical situations. These values
can be taught through example, story sharing, religious
preaching, ethical instruction and, most of all, dialogue.

The ideas in this chapter can be shown in a simple dia-
gram with two propositions: (1) Globalization may lead to
faceless homogenization that is ignorant about differences
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and arrogant about hegemonic power; through dialogue,
it may also lead to a genuine sense of global community.
(2) The quest for identity may lead to pernicious exclu-
sion, with ethnocentric bigotry and exclusivist violence;
through dialogue, it may also lead to an authentic way of
global communication and a real respect for diversity.
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A New Paradigm of Global Relations

A. Introduction

The Old Paradigm: Its Key Elements

The theory of the “clash of civilizations” was an attempt to
reinvent a new enemy for those, and there were many,
who felt the unbearable burden of being without one. Not
much different was the attempt to declare “the end of his-
tory,” for it proclaimed the victory of one side over the other.
They were not theories for the beginning of a new era, but
rather theories that concluded the old. They were inher-
ently germane to the old paradigm: the paradigm of
“either-or,” of “us and them,” of exclusion.

Exclusion was and is the core element of a paradigm that
many would say had survived for millennia. As borders
were elevated to the order of nationhood, the concept of
“enemy” became an indispensable ingredient of the same
old paradigm; a convenient one as well, for “enemy” is a
tool of power management.

With few exceptions, most notably the great religious and
moral leaders, we have not had leaders who could lead
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without “enemy.” They succeeded in changing the para-
digm at an individual level, but they did not change it at a
social level because society continued to be ruled by gov-
ernance through exclusion. The significance of those few
exceptions is that their appeal to the hearts and minds of
individuals might be seen as a sign of aspiration toward a
paradigm of inclusion, though one is not yet in existence.

The world of the old paradigm had many boundaries; it
was predicated on geographic exclusion first and foremost.
There were many other boundaries as well: religious, cul-
tural, racial, tribal, gender. Another characteristic of this
old paradigm was its interpretation of the concept of di-
versity: diversity as a synonym of threat, if not of enmity. If
diversity were carried through in its negative perception,
one would quickly reach “demonization of the other,”
deepen the divide and build even higher walls. The trag-
edy of it all is that we are not talking about centuries ago;
we are talking about times and places in our own lifetimes.

“Demonization of the other” seems to go hand in hand
with “ignorance of the other”; in fact, they may be directly
proportional. Exclusion, boundaries, enmity and demoni-
zation are all fed in different ways by ignorance. It was not
an accident that the leaders of yesteryear wanted a mo-
nopoly of knowledge, and it is not an accident that our
past history is full of examples of prevarication of knowl-
edge, destruction of the tools of knowledge and refusal to
learn. At the very base of all evils of the old paradigm is
the very arrogance of ignorance that alone can lead to the
highest level of the arrogance of power. It was the para-
digm that “might makes right” on which many ideologies
were built and many empires tried to survive.

100 E CROSSING THE DIVIDE: Dialogue among Civilizations



The Undermining of the Old Paradigm

It is unrealistic to state that such a complex paradigm
comes to an end at a given point in time and a new one
begins. In fact, much of the old paradigm of “us vs. them”
still exists and prevails in the minds of many and in the
acts of some. But it seems to us that much is happening to
indicate that a new paradigm has already begun to de-
velop, and that its seeds already exist. Our attempt will be
to encourage and nurture these seeds.

An essential condition of the old paradigm is the concept
of boundaries of any kind, and of the necessity of exclu-
sion. What has really undermined the old paradigm is any
development that has begun to create a borderless real-
ity, be it perceived or factual. One could argue that the
universal institutions that developed in the twentieth cen-
tury, most notably the United Nations, were the first
attempts, conscious or unconscious, to challenge the old
paradigm. It was that expression of universality that first
conveyed the sense of a global reality beyond the divided
and fragmented one. By definition, the United Nations was
born with the objective of creating a sense of oneness of
the international community, and therefore it began chip-
ping away at the mentality of borders and boundaries.

The set of institutions that followed, both at the political
and at the economic level, and the various United Nations
agencies on an issue-driven level, represented in their
very conception a step beyond diversity as synonym of
enmity or diversity as a threat. The universality of those
institutions carried with it the unavoidable requirement of
equality at both the macro and the micro level of society,
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further chipping away at the very concept of “us and them,”
which is so essential to the old paradigm. It matters not
that these ideas have not been completely implemented
during the last century, or fifty, or forty or thirty years. What
does matter is that they have begun to erode the validity
of the concept of diversity as a threat in its racial, reli-
gious, ethnic, gender and cultural dimensions.

In a larger sense, the development of international law
has added to the erosion of the old paradigm, since inter-
national law is based on the recognition of rules and rights
applicable to all, irrespective of any divide. The double
standard that has been employed in applying the rules
and behaviors that we claim are universal, however, has
created new divisions. This double standard may well have
been the original sin of the old paradigm, a sin that we
have unabashedly continued to commit.

The emergence of borderless trends in society is further
eroding the old paradigm, be they economic and financial
globalization; real-time communication; global networking
among elements of civil society; ecological concerns; vul-
nerability to contagious diseases; or unprecedented levels
of migration and creation of “diaspora” communities.

Modern coalition-building is increasingly becoming issue-
based across traditional boundaries. Both great
globalizers—the large corporations—and anti-global-
izers—“the people of Seattle”—are producing the same
effect on the old paradigm. They are both undermining it
because neither exists within traditional boundaries. Both
sides of the barricade are serving the same purpose. The
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nation-state remains, of course, the glue of international
society, though one of its elements—namely, borders—
has become more and more porous.

The Germination of the New Paradigm

As we have tried to underline the elements that are under-
mining the old paradigm, we also wish to identify those
seeds of the new paradigm already growing at the macro
level. Global issues exist that require global solutions. They
can only be dealt with by the entire community of nations
jointly. Global climate issues are perhaps the most self-
evident indication that a new paradigm is in the making.
Another is the linkage between women’s human rights and
seemingly intractable global problems, which was ad-
dressed in the worldwide conference in Beijing in 1995. At
the Congress of Vienna in 1815, one could hardly have
heard any reference to “global issues,” and even less to
“global solutions.” Today, such a reality is commonly ac-
cepted.

Coalition-building across borders by civil society’s actors
has brought about informal fora where cross-border is-
sues are addressed and solutions are offered and sought
irrespective of the traditional institutional framework. At
the micro level today, the voice of small groups, even the
voice of one individual, has a chance to be heard by many
and to receive feedback from many as never before in the
history of society. Those who have access to real-time
communication, which is a two-way street, have an oppor-
tunity to get their message across.
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The Truth and Reconciliation Commission in South Africa
and the International Criminal Court may well represent a
gualitative change of paradigm challenging previously
unassailable concepts of law. First, they have given value
to the concept of repentance and forgiveness in the man-
agement of the affairs of society. Second, they have
introduced the concept of individual responsibility at the
level of the res publica, at the level of the state and, in-
deed, of international relations. In fact, within the framework
of the International Criminal Court, we have seen the very
concept of individual responsibility applied not only to the
vanquished but also to the victors. Third, issues that were
considered to be within the boundaries of the state are
now scrutinized by the international community. Individu-
als are now answerable to international law, whereas
previously only states were the responsible parties. While
not necessarily usurping state authority, international tri-
bunals are dealing directly with certain crimes committed
by individuals within a state.

Perhaps as never before, the last ten years have ushered
in the hope for developments that previously seemed im-
possible. The unthinkable, even at the macro level of
international society, has become possible. We have seen
changes occur that were simply unpredictable, providing
not only a paradigmatic change but also, and most impor-
tantly, hope where there was none, and the opportunity
for new visions and developments. Impossible situations
have been reversed; more justice has been dispensed. At
the same time more prejudice, bigotry, discrimination, rac-
ism and even genocide have re-emerged. The emergence
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of hope has opened the door to more demand for justice
and, accordingly, to the possibility for more victims of in-
justice to believe that their aspirations will one day be met.

New coalitions have provided and are providing unprec-
edented avenues to meet the hopes and even the dreams
of young generations. Although cynicism still exists, inter-
national civil society is taking on challenges that would
have seemed impossible fifty years ago. Today they re-
ceive a degree of support and commitment at the level of
individuals across borders unthinkable only two genera-
tions ago. Can we speak of moral courage and a larger
sense of solidarity, unofficial solidarity at least, among
unofficial groups across boundaries in order to pursue
objectives that may have seemed at different times just
unreachable? Entire industrial sectors, powerful sectors,
have been forced to take heed of the requests and the
demands of much less powerful coalitions that have shown
a determination and an ability to create wider and wider
public interest. Today, oppressed minorities, nations with-
out their own institutions, victims of AIDS, victims of
violence against women and trafficking in human beings
and child soldiers have hope that the international com-
munity will respond in favor of justice. At any other time in
history, these victims, voiceless, would have been trapped
by anonymity.

Another example of the germination of the new paradigm
is what we call the “hope for justice,” for finding solutions
to disputes and conflicts. The classic debate between
peace and justice may not yet be resolved. However, a
more realistic attitude is taking hold, namely, the recogni-
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tion of the hope for justice as an indispensable compo-
nent of solutions to disputes and conflicts. In a way,
expectations may have been lowered, but the requirement
of a hope for justice has become stronger.

The New Paradigm

The new paradigm that we believe is emerging and that
we hope will be fostered is, simply, a paradigm of inclu-
sion by necessity and by choice. Itis by necessity because
of the global dimension of problems, dangers, challenges
and solutions, as well as because of interdependence
among all. It is by choice because in an age without exis-
tential enemies at the level of state and an increasingly
borderless reality, we benefit more from inclusion than from
exclusion. It is by choice because of the emerging con-
sensus on the dignity of the human person, instead of the
acceptance that “might makes right.” To a large extent, we
are moving more and more towards a reality where either
we all win together or we all lose together. It may be that
the emergence of this new paradigm has made it more
difficult to resolve conflicts, for the price of a solution that
involves compromise has become higher and the readi-
ness to accept that “might makes right” has become
weaker.

Today one can see a movement not only toward competi-
tion in a free market, “might makes right,” but also toward
fairness in competition. Systems of regulations, antitrust
laws, environmental protections, fair labor laws and gradual
adjustments are examples of this move towards fairness.
At the same time, perceiving diversity as a threat, as en-
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mity—a major characteristic of the old paradigm—still per-
sists, and examples continue to emerge in different parts
of the world. However, the necessity and choice of looking
at diversity as an element of growth and betterment—a
characteristic of the emerging new paradigm—is equally
present. While there continue to be anti-immigration dem-
onstrations and even violence throughout Europe—a
manifestation of the old paradigm—European Union (EU)
studies already show that thirty-five million new adult im-
migrants into the EU will be needed by 2025 for the
economic growth of that region.

While the old paradigm still demonizes the enemy, the
new paradigm is transforming the enemy into a competi-
tor, an opponent, a partner. To be sure, the many examples
of violent enmity that have erupted over the last ten years
may well have been last-ditch attempts by those who feared
the coming of the new paradigm and, more specifically,
the loss of a traditional enemy. For they were and they still
are unable to manage and, indeed, to rule without an en-
emy. The new paradigm requires leaderships to base their
governance on positive values, constructive contributions
and eagerness to include rather than govern through ex-
clusion and, in some cases, even rule through a perpetual
enemy.

In a way, the new paradigm requires a new kind of leader.
If there is an enemy that confronts the new leader, it comes
from within his or her own community, his or her own group,
even himself or herself, and not from outside. His or her
greatness is the consequence of the positive values that
he or she offers, not of the negative that he or she pur-
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ports to fight. The new leader’s vision is anchored in a
society where patrticipation is wide and many voices are
heard, where the door is open to new channels for that
participation and for new voices to have a role. This vision
is one where institutions are not the remnants of the past,
but are open to be reshaped and remodeled. It is one that
looks at a future not yet defined; where ideas are not feared
but welcomed and discussed; where a new balance be-
tween the dignity of each individual and the wisdom of
traditions is found.

Perhaps most of all, the new paradigm allows for individu-
als who conceive of their public service as a temporary
honor in a professional life, rather than as a permanent
occupation. These will be leaders who will “resign their
commissions” even when asked to stay. Most of all, these
will be leaders who feel their institutional responsibility
equal to their personal, individual responsibility. This is a
new paradigm where both institutions and individuals will
have roles, and where neither will overshadow the other.
For institutions do not exist without individuals, do not even
think without individuals; and individuals can hardly
achieve much without the structures provided by institu-
tions. In fact, it is a paradigm where any individual may
potentially become a leader. Can we aspire to leaders who
lead without “enemy”?

The ruler rules with virtue, not force.

— Confucius
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B. The Elements of the New Paradigm

The processes of globalization are giving birth to a new
paradigm of global relations: equal footing; re-assessment
of the “enemy”; dispersion of power; stakeholding; indi-
vidual responsibility; and issue-driven alignments. The
current reality is a mosaic of the old and the new. The
elements of the new paradigm are already there, but to a
certain extent we are blinded by the old paradigm, which
prevents us from seeing what is emerging. Of course, this
is how human societies evolve: the border between the
old and the new, between yesterday and today, is seldom
precise.

Equal Footing

It seems to us that the deepest meaning of dialogue is an
instrument through which a shift of paradigm can take
place. In this respect, dialogue requires the rejection of
“diversity as a threat” and the acceptance of the “other” as
equal.

Equal footing seems to be defined at a minimum as a situ-
ation where each voice can be heard and is given a chance
and a framework by which to be heard, and at a maximum
as equal participation. Equal footing, however, is not to be
seen as an act of charity by the stronger to the weaker.
Even the weaker possesses a bargaining chip, and that is
the expression of support for legitimacy that it can provide
to the stronger.
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Equal footing implies equal respect for the dignity of each
actor on the international scene as well as in a national
setting. The aspiration to equality and fairness is not new.
It has been pursued by many at different times, both at the
institutional and at the civil society level, both locally and
internationally. The aspiration to equality reflects the uni-
versal desire for freedom, and rejection of dominance by
the stronger over the weaker. In the context of nations
where there is respect for the rule of law, a degree of equal-
ity is provided. At the international level, attempts at
domination have been justified by the need for security
and, in some cases, even by survival. Where a threat to
existence is no longer real, and where countries have
learned by necessity or choice to need each other and to
benefit from each other, the aspiration towards equal foot-
ing is more achievable.

Interdependence, whether it is at the level of economics,
migrations, diseases, terrorism or art, has brought closer
the possibility of achieving a sense of equal footing. The
reciprocal need for each other in different forms at the
international level has never been so self-evident and has
never been recognized by so many. Many, of course, have
not yet done so; but they are those who have elevated to
an ideology the sense of exclusion and the fear of others
that can derive from a sense of insecurity in one’s own
beliefs.

Dialogue brings with it equal footing, whether consciously
or unconsciously, as it is a process by which we accept,
as much as we want to be accepted. We include, as much
as we want to be included. We listen, as much as we want

110 E CROSSING THE DIVIDE: Dialogue among Civilizations



to be listened to. In these terms, dialogue can perhaps
eventually usher in a new paradigm of global relations
because it challenges the old paradigm. To the extent that
real democracy is measured by the degree of respect for
minorities rather than by the rule of the majority, even at
the global level dialogue can be a framework where the
weakest is accorded the privilege to be listened to, and
where the strongest finds it necessary to explain its case
to others.

There seems to be no question that instinctively, the intro-
duction of the concept of equal footing on the international
scene may appear to be an idealistic and unachievable
goal, particularly as we emerge from a decade where states
have resorted to “might” much more often than “right.”
These cases of “might” over “right,” however, have en-
gendered a reaction that over time is becoming stronger:
a demand for right and justice in louder and louder voices.
We may have seen cases over the last ten years of “un-
just” peace. We are very likely going to see fewer and
fewer of those cases, as the choice of temporary peace
over justice was easier to make under the old paradigm,
but is much harder to make in the new emerging one. The
prominence of peace at any price over justice was more
attuned to a paradigm of exclusion, of “might makes right,”
and of victor and vanquished, where the concept of “en-
emy” is king. As the new paradigm emerges, the
preeminence of peace at any price over justice seems to
be losing some of its luster. It may take longer, and indeed
there may be more pain, but it seems that more and more
people are prepared to place a higher value on justice or
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the hope for justice than on peace at any cost than only
twenty or ten years ago. As much as the last decade has
been characterized by many examples of the use of force
over law, and of the coming into being of the one super-
power, the demand for equal footing throughout the world
has become louder and stronger.

While the reality of difference in power and size and eco-
nomic weight of various parties will not easily change, even
if the mindset were to change, we can find encourage-
ment in the fact that the rule of law is prevailing in more
countries now than in past decades. In those societies,
the weak find a way to lead a full life under the protection
of commonly accepted norms and behaviors. In different
forms, we have moved toward the search for equal foot-
ing, whether it is in local or international society. In fact,
the very need for this aspiration is not being challenged
any longer; more so, both at the local and at the interna-
tional level, what prevails is the attempt to claim the
existence of an equal footing situation, even when this is
actually not so.

Globalization may well have offered the possibility for the
stronger to pass on their own messages around the globe
in a deeper way than ever before. It has also unavoidably
opened the possibility for the weaker to take advantage of
information technology, to have his or her own message
reach the stronger as never before. Even more, globaliza-
tion has carried with it interdependence, and it is
interdependence that has brought about the possibility for
the weaker to affect the stronger. We have seen so not
only at the economic and financial levels, but also at the
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political and social levels. It is the two-way street of inter-
dependence, though recognizably imbalanced, that has
paradoxically increased even the chances for equal foot-
ing.

Interdependence may not have been planned, and the
move toward more equal participation may not have been
on the wish list of all, but this is also one of the conse-
guences of a more interconnected world. In 1898, the
mighty British pound would hardly have been weakened
by the collapse of the currency of any of the British colo-
nies. However, in 1997, the collapse of the Thai baht sent
its ripples throughout five continents, and began what will
be remembered as the financial crisis of the end of the
decade.

Many less powerful countries owed their influence in the
past, as in the present, to their size, their natural resources
or their population. Today, however, we can add a new
series of countries that owe their influence and their pro-
file in the world to their knowledge, their contribution to
the wider world’s knowledge and their ability to use knowl-
edge that comes from others in a more efficient manner. A
number of such states come surely to mind, and their role
in this world is certainly not the consequence of demogra-
phy or geography, commodities or military power. It is the
outcome of the information society. Singapore and Hong
Kong have taken a leading role in the acquisition, use and
proliferation of knowledge in technology. Their size is not
an inhibiting factor; their ability clearly is crucial. While we
cannot claim this is so everywhere, the very existence of
knowledge centers highly regarded throughout the world,
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both in developing and in Organization for Economic Co-
operation and Development (OECD) countries, stands to
prove that equal footing is not a figment of imagination.

Indeed, it would appear that over the last several years
the role and profile of countries is the result of their ability
to project and to use knowledge rather than their military
or geographical size. Finland, Norway, Singapore, South
Korea and Chile are examples in different fields in eco-
nomics, diplomacy or technology. In the world that valued
only labor and commodities, this could hardly have oc-
curred. In a world where ideas and knowledge began to
be equally relevant, if not more, this has become possible.

Globalization has made it possible for dialogue to become
more real than ever, for access and control of bandwidth,
transponders, frequencies and fiber optics is already dis-
persed throughout the world. Those channels of
communication are by no means equally distributed, but
they are no longer the monopoly of one country or one set
of countries. Communication satellites have been launched
by more countries than those possessing nuclear weap-
ons, and the waves and the frequencies can be occupied
and invaded not only by institutionalized power centers
but also by groups as varied as NGOs or terrorist organi-
zations and even as small as one individual. Technology
access and access to scientific discoveries, both in chem-
istry and in physics, have made knowledge simply more
accessible than one could ever have dreamed only fifty
years ago. And this, of course, is for better or for worse.

The trend for stronger nations to treat weaker ones on an
equal footing is fostered by both equality in vulnerability
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and, perhaps less so, equality in opportunity. We can all
see the emergence of new and at times sinister issues on
the global agenda. The fight against HIV/AIDS; the regu-
lation of new technologies such as human cloning, genetic
transformation and bioengineering; copyrights on intellec-
tual property; anti-narcotic rules; disease control; and
control of interference in the computing systems of institu-
tions, countries, parties and organizations are only some
of the dimensions that require for their success the full
cooperation of all members of international society. Ac-
cordingly, even the smallest needs to be brought in, and
even the smallest may have an important contribution to
make. In the fight against contagious disease, the coali-
tion against it is only as strong as its weakest member,
which means in fact that the weakest member of the coa-
lition has power and responsibility. In dealing with the
effects of foot and mouth disease or the rise in sea level,
which may wipe out a whole economy or even a whole
state, it is the cooperation of each and every member
through dialogue that is indispensable. If even one per-
son fails to cooperate with contagious disease prevention
or treatment, then all others are at risk. All of these threats
require the allegiance of all members of the international
community to common rules or a set of norms. Indeed, the
ability to face these threats can and will be successful
only if the weakest commits to that challenge as well. It is
this equality in vulnerability that stimulates dialogue. Equal-
ity in vulnerability is also the direct consequence of
interdependence in many, many levels. It is this interde-
pendence that has transformed “the threat” into “global
threat.”
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A dialogue across divides, across borders and across cul-
tures is a dialogue that provides dignity, affords respect
and results in allegiance to norms, rules and principles of
common behavior that those who do not believe that “might
makes right” find natural to embrace. So the case for equal
footing in international affairs in the year 2001 can be made
more strongly than in 1981, for as certain key international
actors have become stronger, they have also become more
vulnerable. We would like to suggest that dialogue, as a
way of interaction, will foster democratization of the inter-
national system, recognizing the incredible differences that
continue to exist in terms of economic capabilities, politi-
cal power and military might. Dialogue introduces a
dimension of equal footing; it cannot and does not, how-
ever, change the factual reality of power. It may open the
door to new and different roles for each of the members of
the international community. The key remains that the voice
of each be heard.

Here lies, possibly, the strength of the weaker and the
ability of the weaker to further achieve equal footing. The
adherence to common rules of behavior and common
norms requires an act of decision by each individual mem-
ber of the international community, no matter how small.
The acceptance of those norms becomes for the weaker,
therefore, on one side a necessity and on the other a higher
moral pulpit from which to speak.

Re-assessment of the “Enemy”

These recognizable threats to the international system,
however we choose to define it, have to a large extent
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already begun to affect the way many look at the “enemy.”
It may be presumptuous to sketch here a paradigm of re-
lations where the concept of enemy is no more. We may
have to concede that we have hardly had any leaders who
could lead without enemies, for “the enemy” is first and
foremost a management tool for power. Of course, we have
had some spectacular changes over the last fifty years, at
least in some regions of the world, which illustrate how we
can go from a situation of enmity to one of friendship. The
European continent, which for centuries has been blood-
ied by wars, with the so-called traditional enmity between
France and Germany, has seen a transformation that was
unforeseeable only fifty years ago. The Western European
countries not only have gone from enmity to cooperation
and alliance but also have moved to an integration of val-
ues, economies, finance and even politics that now makes
the enmity relationship of the past unthinkable. It is also
significant that those structures and those institutions have
been taken as an example, with due changes, by other
groups of states, most recently by the members of the Af-
rican Union.

Some may suggest that the transition from a society where
the concept of enemy is an inherent component to an “en-
emy-less” society may well be too big a jump, even from
an idealistic point of view. But the reality of globalization
and the desire for dialogue may open the door to the re-
examination of the concept of enemy and to a definition of
the new enemy.

The threats just outlined are to a different extent true for
every society, every culture, in every latitude. They are
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not unique to a particular nation, to a particular culture, to
any particular people. Perhaps what we are really talking
about is no longer individual enemies for individual coun-
tries, but a multifaceted enemy for all. The spreading of
contagious disease, weapons of mass destruction, unre-
stricted dissemination of small weapons or poverty all
represent different faces of an “enemy” for the entire hu-
man race. In a new paradigm based on the reality of
common threats to the entire human community, the real
“enemy” is no longer an individual, a state, a culture or a
religion and most of all, it is no longer a specific “enemy”
for a specific country or people. If the enemy is common, it
follows that fighting against it requires unanimity.

The recognized and recognizable need for a joint struggle
by all members of the international community against any
one of these threats further strengthens the point that even
the weakest member of the community needs to be brought
into alignment for the struggle. If a successful dialogue is
a process by which diversity is no longer perceived as a
threat, it follows that a successful dialogue may under-
mine one of the strongest rationales for the concept of
“enemy” itself. Unavoidably throughout history, the “en-
emy” has been associated with the “other,” with “that which
is different.” To a large extent, it has also been associated
with ignorance of the other.

Targeting the dialogue, therefore, on the concept of diver-
sity represents a threat for those who need to feed
themselves on the existence of “enemy.” It is very likely
that we will see among opponents of dialogue those who
need to demonize an enemy instead of providing rational
arguments or positive incentives to advance their vested

118 E CROSSING THE DIVIDE: Dialogue among Civilizations



interests. We expect no understanding for dialogue by
these centers of power and influence, for dialogue and
abandoning the perception of diversity as a threat would
undermine their cohesive power. In a way, this would be
the test of those who profess dialogue merely in words
and those who pursue dialogue in deeds; between those
who need an enemy to be who they are, and those who
simply are, because of what they offer in terms of rational-
ity and positive values. The concept of “enemy” has
traditionally been seen as a threat to our own very exis-
tence. In an era of interdependence, and despite
September 11, 2001, it is more likely that “the enemy” is
not someone who will have the power to destroy us, but
someone who can compete or be an antagonist. In a way,
the terms “enemy” and “war” are used only in marginal
cases, and they refer only to extreme situations. More likely,
when speaking of relations among countries, for instance,
we include terms like “competitor,” “opponent,” and “ad-
versary,” nouns that do not contain the message of
existential annihilation. In some cases, old enemies have
become competitive partners, and in some cases they have
become full partners. In the field of economics, we hardly
find the word “enemy,” but we often find the word “com-
petitor.” In the social dimension, we have gone from the
concept of class enemies to that of stakeholders, though
not necessarily shareholders. In the last several years,
we even have seen wars fought among countries that did
not define their adversary with the term “enemy.”

We are not, however, only speaking of a change in termi-
nology; we are probably witnessing a very unconscious
acceptance that the total “enemy” is more and more diffi-
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cult to identify. Yes, there are still those who will be able to
define it for us in physical and time dimensions. And it is
also true that we have all withessed the invention of new
enemies during the past decade. Can we call “ethnic con-
flict” one fought between individuals who until the day
before were living in the same quarters, and in fact even
intermarrying? Is this not the “invention of an enemy”? But
while these cases, as extreme as they were, have stuck in
our recent memory, it is also true that in terms of numbers,
“peoples at war” are but a small minority of the six billion
human beings who populate our planet. Many more are
“fighting” the plagues of diseases, of drug abuse, of crimi-
nality, than those who are involved in armed conflict against
the “enemy” of yesteryear.

There are those who, deprived of the “comfort” of having
an enemy, keep trying to invent one. And the latest seems
to be globalization. To be sure, globalization is seen by
some as an opponent not of their physical existence, but
of that concept of human solidarity that is boundary-less
and that is becoming the banner of many, not only in the
social and economic dimension but also in the environ-
mental, ethical and medical spheres. Many are very
comfortable with a reality where competition exists, but
not enmity; where stakeholding exists, but not enmity; and
indeed where partnership exists, but not enmity. But then
there are those who ask for more. They ask for human
solidarity beyond and above the rules of economics, of
local interest or even of global interests. Human solidarity
is probably a level above partnership, for it finds its justifi-
cation and aspirations in the very concept of fellowship of
the human species.
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In a way, those who today represent in the eyes of many
the world of globalization (the Bretton Woods institutions,
the multinational corporations, the leaders of major pow-
ers), as well as those who meet in the streets to protest
where these gatherings take place, do not belong to two
different worlds, nor to two different eras; they are part of
the same evolution away from the concept of “enemy.”

The institutional leaders, the corporate leaders, the politi-
cal leaders, are very much in favor of a world that has no
enemy, for they are the first ones to embrace the concept
of competitor or of adversary or of partner over that of
enemy. They are the front line of globalization interpreted
as the new system. The protestors, the horizontal alliances
of NGOs and individuals that have met from Seattle to
Prague, from Stockholm to Genoa, and so forth, are also
against the concept of “enemy.” They are just running fur-
ther ahead and faster; they are claiming—unless they fall
into a new protectionism of a sort, and thus feed more
exclusion—that competition is not enough, and that more
is needed in order to reach that level of “enemy-lessness,”
for human solidarity is not seen as being satisfied by com-
petition alone. It seems that the protestors of globalization
are saying that competition still includes a degree of en-
mity under a different name. This cannot be reconciled
with the ultimate demands for human solidarity, the only
level of “enemy-less” society to which they can honestly
aspire.

In fact, it is not only human solidarity, it is the request for
equity, for fairness, for justice that has been thrown in the
face of the institutional world, be it public or private. All
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this is happening in the aftermath of—or, in some cases,
during a transition from—an era where the word “enemy”
was so popular to one in which the word “enemy” will be
fading away. The fact is that even when institutions and
the institutional world move, they proceed at a slower pace
than the younger generation would like. Institutions and
the institutional world are the products of a previous gen-
eration; the new one, understandably, will ask for more.
The supporters of globalization and those who seem su-
perficially to oppose it belong to the same new era, one
that has refused the concept of “enemy” and moved to
somewhere between adversary, competitor, partner and
human solidarity. They cover a gamut that is wide, but
they are on the same side of the barricade, the one where
gualitatively we have begun to make a step in the direc-
tion of going beyond the perception that diversity is a threat.

It is, of course, too early to claim that we have reached a
state of governance without enemy, for in many societies
this has not yet happened. But it is true that in many others,
the enemy of yesteryear has become the partner of today.
The horizontal cooperation across borders at the level of
civil societies on the basis of common interest, as well as
common sense, has brought together groups that found in
regional cooperation a better answer than only national
cooperation. The success of regional associations, be they
for commercial, sectoral or security purposes, has made
acceptable to so many that cooperating with your neigh-
bor is intrinsically good. The exceptions, of course, exist
and persist. Cooperating with a neighbor has triumphed
in different degrees from Europe to Southeast Asia to Latin
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America. In the process, these developments have elimi-
nated in the minds of many the perception that our neighbor
is potentially an enemy; in fact, they have fostered the
perception that the enemy is potentially a partner.

The old paradigm motto, that alliances may vary but the
interests of states do not, seems to carry less and less
weight as interdependence deepens, and more and more
groups and people see the benefit not only of cooperation
with one’s neighbor but also of horizontal cooperation with
similar groups in different countries near or far. The exis-
tence of environmental, human rights, women’s and human
solidarity NGOs has further chipped away at the percep-
tion of enemy and the need for enemy—in fact, at the
wisdom of having an enemy.

In many countries of the world, young people would have
a hard time quickly answering the question, “Who is your
enemy?” Of course, major exceptions still prevail, and we
are all aware of them, but no longer can we say that an
individual would wake up in the morning and be fully aware
of who his enemy is. As we have just outlined above, the
nature of the threat in many cases has changed, and is no
longer embodied in one person, one state, one religion or
one race. This qualitative evolution in redefining the na-
ture of the threat is the first step in the direction of a society
where the classic concept of “enemy” has been severely
undermined.

While governance through “enemy” is indeed the easiest
of them all, in a world where autarky or national “self-suf-
ficiency” has become a synonym of poverty, it may be
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easier to see that we are moving toward a new kind of
governance. We still may be far away from governance
through human solidarity at the global level, but we have
made significant steps forward in that direction already.
Civil society, crisscrossing the world, has connected indi-
viduals with the same concerns across boundaries of many
kinds. Perhaps the recognition of our own vulnerability in
front of terrorism and overwhelming natural and environ-
mental threats has helped us to go beyond the need for
an enemy. Perhaps the advance of knowledge has en-
franchised many more out of the isolationism of ignorance
that has always fed into fear and, accordingly, into the
perception of enemy.

In our lifetime, we have not only seen old enemies being
reconciled, in some cases becoming partners, in some
cases even becoming allies, but have also seen the abil-
ity of some to go beyond the baggage of history and, most
surprisingly, to join hands in a process not only of redefin-
ing the enemy but also of forgiving the enemy. These
examples are more significant for having achieved some-
thing that surely many in the past would have considered
impossible, as “it was not done before.” That impossibility
was to transform an historical “enemy” into today’s “part-
ner” or even “ally.”

These examples prove not only the ability of those coun-
tries to grow, but also, most importantly, the ability of those
peoples to show that even what was never done before
can actually be done. In our conversations, two cases came
up more frequently than others: the historic enmity be-
tween France and Germany transformed today not only

124 E CROSSING THE DIVIDE: Dialogue among Civilizations



into partnerships and alliances but even into friendship;
and the South African Truth and Reconciliation Commis-
sion. Others could also be recalled here—for instance,
the new relationship between Vietnam and the United
States. Not only was the “enemy” redefined, but also and
most importantly, what these examples proved is that his-
tory continues to change and does not have to repeat itself
over and over again. Those who insist on repeating the
refrain of the immutable character of human nature, the
immutable interest of states and the hatred of peoples
through generations have been proved wrong by reality,
by the deeds of those who believed in the possibility of
doing what was never done before. This is the world in
which we are now living, and the reason why we found
courage and inspiration and optimism. Today’s events,
despite the many examples to the contrary, prove that the
hatred that has been at the origin of thousands of years of
enmity can actually be brought to an end, and that deter-
minism in history can only be used by those who are so
lazy, or worse, that they have no courage to begin a new
dawn for their children.

We thus have good reason to believe that a new para-
digm can realistically be based on a transformation of the
concept of enemy into competitor, perhaps friend. It is time
to accept that when something is not being done in hu-
man society, it is because we do not want to do it, or
because the generation that is charged with doing it is
simply unable to do it. We must then accept that we have
failed, but our successors may succeed where we failed.
The failure of one generation cannot be construed as the
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failure of future generations, as much as it would be con-
venient for those who have failed to believe so. For the
diehards hanging on to the concept of enemy, there may
be one consolation: yes, there are still many who are abus-
ing history and human nature as a justification for their
enmity; yes, itis true that it is very hard to see a time when
we will move from “governance through enemy” to “gover-
nance through human solidarity.” Perhaps to those
diehards, the only message we can pass on is to look hard
and deep; and if they want at all cost to find one enemy to
fight for the next generation, they may not have to go very
far: it is their inability to transcend diversity as a threat. It
is intolerance that they harbor; it is intolerance that they
should fight. Is the “last enemy of the twenty-first century”
intolerance?

Dispersion of Power

We have seen elements of the old paradigm vividly ap-
pearing in the demonstrations on the streets of the cities
where international summit meetings take place. They are
the demonization of “the other,” of the “enemy,” that some
demonstrators have projected when they voice their dis-
approval of the G-8 meetings, of the WTO meetings, of
the World Bank meetings. In doing so, the more extreme
groups have joined the ranks of those who needed a new
enemy; in a vague manner, they have devised one and
have targeted it. The extreme fringes, therefore, are not a
new phenomenon, as they represent yet another group
who needs an enemy. The majority, however, of those dem-
onstrators have proved how power is being dispersed in
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our modern world; their very presence was a recognition
that the demonstrators represented a voice that could not
be ignored. One could say that a new power center had
come to the surface.

A few years earlier, an unelected organization—
Greenpeace—challenged the activities of a major oil
company in Nigeria as at variance with fairness, justice
and the human dignity of some of the local population and
as the cause of serious environmental degradation. An
opinion movement was mobilized across borders that found
strength in various groups in many countries, thus creat-
ing a horizontal alliance of sorts. The oil company had to
consider its image, not to speak of its sales, in many of
these countries and alter its activities. It had to pay heed.
The pressure that came from an unelected yet grassroots
organization was strong enough to be reckoned with.

Power is more dispersed than it has ever been. No longer
concentrated in the halls of government or a few major
financial centers, power has been spread out in the hands
of many groups and organizations that as a consequence
are able to influence the way our societies grow and de-
velop. Power has not devolved from the center to the
periphery. It has been taken by those new actors on the
global scene that have been able to forge large coalitions
of individuals across boundaries on specific issues, thus
creating a critical mass that cannot be ignored. Disper-
sion of power is thus another element of our new paradigm.

The coming into being of these power centers was spon-
taneous and in some cases gradual, almost silent. It was
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not the result of elections or of a devolution of power, nor
of any other kind of structured decisions taken by the ac-
tors of the old paradigm. The growth of these power centers
is linked to their ability to galvanize a large group of people
in different countries in the shaping of choices of a given
society. They are by and large issue-driven, and issue-
driven at the global level. They do not purport to offer a
philosophy of life on every single aspect, but they claim to
express the voice of human solidarity on an issue-by-is-
sue basis. It is in a way ironic that having no popular
mandate, and in some cases little accountability, they nev-
ertheless project a voice.

The very contradiction of this point says much about the
fluidity of power today. These new centers are powerful,
and they can influence choices of entire societies, at times
even of the global society. Some of these groups do, of
course, fall within the trap of protectionist interests, thus
becoming part of that dimension of exclusiveness that the
dialogue would try to overcome. But in a more general
way, they justify their actions on the basis of their claim for
more democratization of the decision-making process and
of safeguarding the interests of the entire planet. They
project their own position as the antithesis of the elitism
and exclusivism of powerful groups of governments, insti-
tutions or financial centers.

This kind of dispersion of power is, therefore, by itself a
step towards the democratization of the decision-making
process, for the more that traditional decision-makers will
need to take into account other voices, the more the pro-
cess of democratization will move forward. The new
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informal power centers still have a long way to go to live
up to the requirements for accountability, transparency and
legitimacy that are imposed on traditional institutions.
However, there is little doubt that advocacy at the grass-
roots has become an effective tool to support various
interests at the global or the local level.

The spreading of power in such an informal and unstop-
pable way seems to necessitate an approach based on
dialogue. The different nature and structure of the power
centers no longer allows them to meet and to communi-
cate within the traditional institutions, and there is not yet
a proper way, perhaps, to value and to weigh the role, the
credibility and the power of these new actors. Unavoid-
ably, a solution will have to be found as to how to structure
the dialogue between these entities and the traditional in-
stitutional power centers. Clearly, these new power centers
have come to the surface because they filled a vacuum;
that vacuum was generated when many at the grassroots
level felt that their institutional formal representations were
insufficient or incomplete, unable or unwilling to hear or to
process their voices. If the choice is between ignoring those
voices or channeling them through a new kind of deci-
sion-making process, clearly the choice is simple. For the
major powers choose to ignore the voice of the grassroots
only at their peril.

What makes these new power centers so different in na-
ture is their ability to bypass the borders that are the limits
of power for the traditional structures. Unquestionably,
national governments remain the power centers par ex-
cellence and still retain much of their ability to perform a
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role that nobody else can. At the same time, they may
have to accept that it is a necessity to engage in dialogue
with new players on the stage of the entire world whose
strength may vary greatly according to the issue at stake.

The dispersion of power affords not only many more groups
but also even individuals the opportunity to affect “the
course of history.” The ability to access knowledge, to com-
municate and to receive communications that has been
for a long time the monopoly or quasi-monopoly of tradi-
tional power centers is now becoming more and more
available to a larger set of individuals and groups outside
the traditional structures. In some cases, of course, even
the access to the use of force, which has been a predomi-
nant monopoly of the nation-state, is now available to
nonofficial actors.

Access to knowledge and receiving and passing on com-
munication is no longer mediated by the official and
traditional powers. The nation-state still dispenses and
provides security, but access to knowledge and communi-
cation is no longer mediated through the traditional
structures. As access to knowledge and communication
becomes more widely spread, power becomes more dis-
persed. Knowledge and communications provide the ability
to influence, and influence is the first step to power. The
power is accordingly more dispersed because the barri-
ers and the borders to knowledge have been broken.

Political representation as we know it today was invented
at a time when the mechanisms of communications were
rather diffused and communication was brokered by the
institutional power. In that environment, the mechanism of
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political representation was synonymous with indirect rep-
resentation. That mechanism remains valid to this day,
but it is being challenged by the search for more direct
forms of representation, or even by self-representation.

The dispersion of power will sooner or later bring to the
fore a more direct debate between representative democ-
racy and direct democracy. Are today’s parliaments
tomorrow’s mechanism for power representation? Not an
easy answer, and that by itself perhaps underlines the
change in paradigm. We are not offering an answer to
what could replace representative democracy, and we are
not advocating direct democracy as being a quick solu-
tion or even a realistic one. But it is a fact that the very
institutions that embodied representative democracy are
being challenged. Both nationally and internationally we
are likely moving in the direction where our societies will
have to tackle the mechanism of power representation and
discover perhaps new forms for larger participation in the
decision-making processes; and it will not just be a matter
of numbers. The dispersion of power has already shown
that even those who do not make decisions may influence
them. They may also have the ability to provide checks
and balances to the decision made, and eventually will
demand participation in decision-making processes.

The very fact that some who exercise influence today are
self-appointed is challenging the paradigm based on the
election as a mechanism to delegate power. It seems that
under the new paradigm, power can be had even without
elections, and while that was true to some extent even in
the past, it is truer today in a much wider sense. It is not
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only influence due to wealth, it is also influence due to
beliefs, values and human solidarity.

The anomaly of the new actors on the international scene
is not so much their diversity compared to the nation-state,
but the nature of their “mandate.” One could argue that
some are self-appointed and there is no verification or
control of their mandate. On the opposite side of the spec-
trum, it could be said that their mandate becomes legitimate
through their staying power or their ability to remain ac-
tive on the international stage. For their own effectiveness
is to some extent a legitimization of their mandate. Clearly,
there are no election processes for many of the groups
that are now onstage. Yet, the real criteria for the new
actors on the international scene is nothing less than cred-
ibility: credibility in the eyes of a number large enough to
support them, to advocate for them and, in some way, to
feel their voice spoken through them. Interestingly enough,
and quickly enough, international public opinion and in-
deed nation-states seem to have accepted the newcomers;
international intergovernmental institutions and intergov-
ernmental bodies do make room for the new actors in
different ways in their deliberation processes. At the other
end of the spectrum, governments have to take into ac-
count the action of terrorist groups without debating their
mandate too much. What has become clear is that the
new actors have a variety of ways to be effective and to
show their power. For many of them, one could argue that
communication is a very important instrument of their ef-
fectiveness, and their power in communication is not just
at the local level but also at the global level.
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Dispersion of power means also requests or potential re-
guests for more direct participation, and less mediation of
power; there will be less need for a middle man but more
need for new mechanisms to feed one’s will and one’s
views directly into the decision-making process. To be sure,
the role of the intermediary in the power structure has been
challenged by other developments already. The growing
role of the media and the wider access to information have
already affected the role of elected representatives. Dia-
logue as a methodology becomes therefore more and more
necessary. If we are moving toward a social structure with
fewer intermediaries and more and more direct partici-
pants, some form of dialogue appears to be a wise
methodology and a global ethic may become a common
need.

The proliferation of new actors on the global scene, which
has shattered the monopoly of the nation-state as the only
player; the increasing role of the non-state actors—due to
their credibility at times—and their access to information
and communication; the “new meaning” of borders and
divides that are less and less controllable by any author-
ity; and, most of all, a widespread demand for dignity and
justice—or at least the hope for justice—are likely to make
the search for a new paradigm even more compelling.
Perhaps the democratization of the international system
was never planned to be this way. One could hardly en-
visage a search for a new order in the 1970s that would
include private corporations, private individuals, linguistic
communities or religious communities, identified as new
possible players on the international stage. What has made
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it possible for this to happen was the breaking down of old
barriers, be they technological, financial, political and, to
some extent, even psychological, during the last twenty
years. But perhaps most of all, what has made possible
the proliferation of new actors on the international stage
has been their ability to communicate and therefore to have
an impact much beyond the confines of their location or
origin.

Unavoidably, the next step will be the continuous chal-
lenge to traditional institutional frameworks by these new
actors who are so at variance with the actors of the old
paradigm. They will likely make dialogue more vibrant and
more profound than it has ever been before among na-
tion-states, as both partners and competitors. They will
want to be featured more and more on the stage of the
new global system that is being shaped.

Stakeholding

The old paradigm of exclusion is based on the implicit or
explicit acceptance of a “zero-sum game,” that is, a situa-
tion where there is always a loser and a winner. It is also
based on the strong need for an enemy. Both “exclusion”
and “enemy” are not germane to a reality where power is
dispersed. The old paradigm relies on the perception that
there are losers and winners, in fact that to win, someone
else must lose. It seems legitimate at this stage in the
evolution of human society to ask the question: does the
zero-sum game still apply?

The understanding of the entire planet as a unique eco-
system, the realization of the borderless world of
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contagious diseases, the real-time communications that
in many cases have overcome space, the incomparable
ability for so many to hear so many others and, better yet,
to communicate their own voices across so many divides
and the overwhelming reality of economic globalization
seem to make the point that there is a common world out
there that we all share.

Those who hold dear in their hearts and minds the eco-
system of the earth, which is one; those who hold dear the
objectives of the free market, which they believe is one;
and those who hold dear the dignity and human rights of
their fellow human beings irrespective of their latitude or
longitude on this planet have something in common. They
all believe that we are part of the whole, of the world com-
munity that is interconnected and whose parts mutually
affect each other. The greens, the global financiers and
the human rights advocates perhaps unknowingly share a
common vision: that the world is one for all, and we are all
component parts of that entirety. In other words, each as-
sumes that it has a stake in the world.

As the example of Thailand’s economic crisis of 1997 il-
lustrates, the time when major powers influenced the small
powers without worrying about vice versa is long gone. In
different ways, we are able to affect each other no matter
what the geographical distance that separates us. The ar-
rogance of ignorance may still be alive and well in the
minds of some, but the belief of being untouchable by
whatever happens many miles away has become an illu-
sion. If nothing else, surely terrorism has driven home the
point that we are no longer an island, and each of us can

Chaprer 3: A New Paradigm E 135



be affected by developments that we may have chosen to
ignore.

The increased ability we all have to affect each other’s
lives, not only across distance but also beyond time, makes
us accountable. Our children will inherit more than just
our estates; they will also inherit the damage or the im-
provements we have made to world society in its
physicality, its beliefs and dreams. This ability to affect
future generations for better or, tragically, sometimes for
worse surely is a powerful argument that proves not only
the wholeness of the world in three physical dimensions
but also the wholeness of the world in the fourth dimen-
sion, that of time.

The ability we possess to affect each other’s lives in time
and space as never before in history makes each of us in
a way more deeply and more truly part of the whole. Ac-
cordingly, it makes us stakeholders of the entire world, in
the sense that each of us has a global responsibility. With
this reality, the very theory of winners and losers is start-
ing to have less meaning. If we are all stakeholders of
the same unit, we may in fact find ourselves to be either
jointly losers or jointly winners. It is an evolutionary pro-
cess that has not happened in the past twenty-four hours,
but clearly it already has begun to happen. The dynamic
of dialogue may well increase not only the ability to affect
each other but indeed also the knowledge that we are af-
fecting each other. A whole ecosystem prospers when each
part is allowed to perform the role that has been given to it
in the cycle of perpetual life and death.
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Stakeholding fundamentally questions the very concept
of “us” and “them,” leading to the discovery that our own
good may also be—at the same time—the good of the
other. The sense of being a stakeholder is therefore a fun-
damental ingredient of the new paradigm that we are trying
to sketch. Paradoxically, the discovery of a stakeholding
role in this world may come not as a result of our altruistic
nature, but rather as a necessary requirement for a better
life for each of us, and maybe even for our survival. Stake-
holding is going to increase rather than decrease, if for no
other reason than that the sheer number of inhabitants of
this world requires each of us to better understand our
role as a part of the whole.

The Universal Declaration of Human Rights in its first ar-
ticle states that “All human beings are born free and equal
in dignity and rights.” Acceptance of diversity and respect
for others’ dignity requires that parties have something at
stake. If an individual shares an appreciation and respect
for human dignity, he or she has an interest in other
people’s respecting his or her own dignity as well, and in
their choosing to act in ways that do not affect other
people’s lives adversely. In other words, we are respon-
sible for each other as stakeholders of the same enterprise.
A successful world where human dignity prevails is one
where we will really become in a global sense and in a
specific sense each other’s keepers, and where in fact we
will be able to positively sustain each other’s dignity in a
very direct and practical way.

As stakeholders, we expect to act for the good of the whole
because it makes sense, and we expect others to act the
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same way. The highest “stake” of the human stakeholding
society would appear to be human dignity. While human
dignity leads us to look at the individual in his and her
uniqueness and “individuality,” stakeholding leads us to
think of the partnership in which we are linked and are
thus part of society. The two may seem to be contradictory
at first; but perhaps it is this duality that better explains the
reality of social life and indeed its aspirations. The two
sides of the same coin, the individual and society, are re-
flected in the concept of stakeholding and human dignity
as the highest stake.

It would seem that the debate between those who attribute
a higher significance to the individual and those who at-
tribute a higher significance to community would find a
reconciliation in the stakeholding mindset. For those who
believe that individual rights should be held in higher re-
spect than the rights of the community, stakeholding
provides a sense of belonging to something larger than
the individual, a sense of respect for something larger than
the individual and a sense of understanding that there is a
community to which every individual belongs. For those
who highly value the rights of the community over those of
the individual, stakeholding provides a sense of respect
for each component of society, it provides a recognition
that there are others beyond and above even our own com-
munity and it provides the sense of acceptance that
damaging even one individual is in fact harmful to the en-
tire community. Thus the concept of stakeholding would
also be helpful to reconcile not just two schools of thought
but two mentalities and two ways of looking at our com-
mon world.
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The dispersion of power both directly and indirectly sup-
ports stakeholding. The new power centers, as we have
mentioned, are driven by global issues, or at least issues
that are wider than one single nation. The building of a
new power center based on issues requires, therefore, a
horizontal link of individuals across borders of different
nations, individuals who thus share the same vision of the
issue in question and thus have begun to practice their
role as stakeholders in the community of human beings.
Their actions are then based on the acceptance that we
are all responsible, for example, for the degradation of the
environment, no matter what our geographic location.

The new informal power centers are founded on the sense
of stakeholding in a much larger entity than the one in
which they immediately reside. The new informal power
centers exist because they believe in responsibility vis a
vis the entire planet, not just vis a vis one local authority.
The dispersion of power also produces some kind of em-
powerment to so many more, and with that, a sense of
ability to actually affect change. As a consequence, more
people have come to have responsibility, as individuals or
small groups, for issues that are so much larger. There
may be, of course, confusion between having a vested
interest in a larger issue or having a stake in it.

While a large number of individuals today feel themselves
to be stakeholders in the destiny of the entire planet, a
much larger number, unfortunately, have not yet had a
chance to feel they have something at stake. A smaller,
but powerful, number of individuals in ignorance and arro-
gance have clung to the anti-historic belief that they can
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save themselves even if the rest of the world collapses.
The isolationists, the racists, the sexists, those who hate
others because of diversity, may not be many in number,
but they are surely dangerous, for their beliefs are blinded
by their ignorance. There are those who still believe that
physical distance will protect them, that they can remain
uncontaminated by the reality of a world in which they do
not believe and which they do not see as being interde-
pendent. They are a mixed bunch, this group, because
they include individuals with a high level of formal educa-
tion as well as individuals with no learning at all. They are
joined together by their fundamentalist belief in some kind
of perverse sense of superiority passed on to them in some
form or another. They may be poor in means, but they still
carry an elitist mentality and a sense of contempt for every-
body else. Can we ever truly become stakeholders if we
equate diversity with enmity?

But for those who do not feel they have anything at stake
because they are marginalized in one way or another, the
way to feel a sense of belonging to a macro-entity may
only come about through human solidarity. The sense of
belonging is clearly an inherent element of stakeholding,
but so is the sense of responsibility. The marginalized may
not feel either. In this respect, globalization would actually
fail if it could not reach an ever larger group of individuals.
However, the real sense of stakeholding also implies the
recognition of those who are marginalized, and a sense of
responsibility to “cross the divide” in their direction.

Governments and institutions in the international system
have devised programs to cross the divide and reach those
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less fortunate around the world. At the economic level, for
instance, the concept of foreign aid as well as the policies
developed by international organizations were aimed at
the actors as we knew them in the past, namely, the gov-
ernments. One economic instrument that has been
developed over the last decade and a half, and which is at
odds with the traditional institutional instruments, is the
idea of microcredits and the ability, therefore, to make even
single individuals in a very limited way have something at
stake in a much larger system. The microcredit idea is not
the result either of institutional policies or of the actors of
yesteryear; itis in fact the product of the mind of one single
individual and the hard work of many other individuals.
The activities that are carried out by many NGOs at the
very grassroots level, particularly in these areas, are slowly
offering a stake in one’s own empowerment to many indi-
viduals in many different countries. It seems to us to be
the most successful example of creating stakeholders out
of those who felt marginalized, and indeed were. The
microcredit idea is quite remarkable also because it com-
bines the sense of creating a stake with the sense of
individual responsibility, thus creating a virtuous circle that
changes not only economic conditions but also mindsets.
The dispersion of power is another benefit of this devel-
opment.

The question that has to be raised is whether there is stake-
holding at the global level or whether stakeholding applies
only to smaller groups. There can hardly be stakeholding
at the global level if there is no global common denomina-
tor. Respect for human dignity surely is—we believe—an
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accepted common value. One could argue that the more
one feels bound by defending human dignity, the more
she or he proves that there is global stakeholding. Is this
done only by heroes or exceptional individuals? Not really.
The concept that we only save our own is disproved by
the hundreds of thousands of people working across the
divide for humanitarian and other reasons, who prove on
a daily basis the human bond beyond the borders of any
divide and irrespective of any divide. It is also disproved
by the international solidarity shown by many governments
in cases of natural disasters and other situations. Can we
deny international human solidarity as a legitimately felt
aspiration of many? If we cannot, then we have to con-
cede that stakeholding at the global level is a possibility.

The ability of individuals, groups and states to affect one
another makes them all stakeholders in global society and
imposes upon them a global responsibility. This sense of
being a stakeholder is a fundamental ingredient in the new
paradigm.

Individual Responsibility

Collective decision-making in some form or another has
been the answer of societies to the whims of monarchs
and tyrants. Over time, we have become accustomed to
identifying institutions or collective bodies as decision-
makers, not individuals. Both jurisprudence and political
ideologies have gone a long way in making decision-mak-
ing fairly anonymous, for good reason. The individuals who
form part of those institutions, bodies and organs repre-
sented not themselves but other institutions, organizations
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and bodies. They were the voice of other collective nouns.
But it was also convenient to hide the individuals behind
the anonymity of those collective decisions. It was so con-
venient that unavoidably there were abuses. But perhaps
a feature of the old paradigm of international relations was
that collective decision-making almost automatically
opened the door to the concept of collective responsibil-
ity. And collective responsibility easily became nobody’s
responsibility.

Over the last ten years, the question has been raised as
to whether collective responsibility is the only form of re-
sponsibility in international affairs. The question is whether
there is individual responsibility even in collective deci-
sions. If not, would the individuals who participated in the
decision-making feel the same level of commitment to carry
out their decision as they would if they were individually
responsible? Would their decisions be taken more lightly
if only collective responsibility were at stake? Collective
decision-making has been a considerable advancement
of democratic decision-making since the overthrow of one-
person rule. It is a great achievement of mankind to make
decisions collectively by the elected representatives of the
people. However, collective decision-making processes
cannot cover up the responsibilities of individuals who
participate in the decision-making. Each and every par-
ticipant is, of course, aware that he or she is accountable
to his or her constituencies.

The spectacle of an individual leader or soldier convicted
of crimes against humanity and torture in a war crimes
tribunal is a new sight in a world torn by violence against
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civilians in the 1990s. Is the establishment of the United
Nations international war crimes tribunals a novelty in in-
ternational society? For the first time in history, they are
aimed at judging the behavior of the victors as much as
that of the vanquished. In this sense they represent a quali-
tative change in international civil society. Implicitly, the
tribunals have opened the door to questioning the con-
cept of collective responsibility. It is a major development.
Will it make each of us more conscious of our own burden
as we act on the international arena and as members of
institutions? Does this mean that institutions are not re-
sponsible but the individuals who act in the name of those
institutions are first and foremost also accountable in per-
son? There is no doubt that the Pandora’s box has been
opened. Are we on the way to reducing the cases when
any individual, no matter what his or her title, can be con-
sidered beyond or above the law? Is it safe to say that
when anybody violates the human dignity of another, there
will be accountability?

Perhaps it is too easy to end the conversation by saying
that the establishment of the war crimes tribunals has
opened the doors, which until then had been completely
shut. Perhaps the question of individual responsibility in
international relations is also a consequence of the fact
that the actors in the international scene are not only the
nation-states but also small groups and individual persons
whose credibility is sufficient for them to play a role. Per-
haps we have gone full circle from the time societies took
away the decision-making ability of one ruler, the king or
gueen, and handed it over to the collectivity, and began
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rightly to protect the individual from the decisions taken
on behalf of the collectivity. But perhaps as in many other
situations in human history, the abuse by some individu-
als of their position has broken the spell, and the war crimes
tribunals were established. But perhaps we have gone
even further than that. If individual responsibility is creep-
ing up on the world of international affairs, it is also due to
a larger sense of the common good and of common des-
tiny for local society and society at large, and to a sense
of the power of the individual. At some level, we are be-
ginning to realize that in some instances, an individual’s
failure to act can be as damning as being actively involved
in an atrocity. The inaction of the individual can be devas-
tating. Many believe that the Holocaust could not have
taken place if it were not for the willingness of individuals
to passively accept what was being done to their neigh-
bors. Many courageous people did take action and
intervene, risking their own lives, but they were simply too
few.

If one side of the coin is individual responsibility, the other
side is that we are all stakeholders of our societies and
indeed of the planet in which we live. This concept has
now been accepted even more readily than that of indi-
vidual responsibility in international affairs. In fact, it came
onto the scene much earlier in time. This sense of plan-
etary stakeholding was at the origin of NGO pressure on
governments to eventually convene the Stockholm and
Rio conferences on environment and sustainable devel-
opment. They have opened a door that cannot be shut.
That stakeholding carried with it a sense of solidarity across
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borders, the realization that what we do on one part of the
planet will eventually affect others in another part. This
contribution may well represent the best in international
society today. It is a sense of solidarity, which contains
also the unavoidable requirement of individual responsi-
bility.

The paradigm engendered by dialogue is one where the
sense of global solidarity and of individual responsibility
will proceed hand in hand, for it is hard to commit oneself
to anything at all if that commitment cannot be measured
and tested in one’s own life. The good news is that irre-
spective of what the laws of any country say, today scores
of individuals have taken upon themselves the responsi-
bility of being citizens of this planet, citizens of the world,
caring individuals ready to contribute individually, to cross
the divide, to take the personal decisions that together
with millions of other decisions taken by other individuals
will make a difference. The force and appeal and the im-
pact of the “example” have been proven in history to be
devastatingly effective. A single individual example can
change the world. Moses, Confucius, Buddha, Jesus,
Muhammad, Mahatma Gandhi, Martin Luther King, Jr.,
Mother Teresa and Nelson Mandela changed the way we
view our responsibility towards our fellow human beings.
Itis the commitment of a few that has shaped and changed
the world by inspiring so many. Some called them the
apostles, others called them the elites, others called them
the avant garde and still others called them “the flowers of
the revolution.” They were all using different names for
the same handful of individuals who took responsibilities
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upon their own person and carried with their example the
multitudes.

Can we say that individual responsibility had taken a leave
of absence from international affairs? And that today more
and more voices are calling for it to come back? In a real
dialogue, one between individuals and institutions, be-
tween the powerless and the powerful, between the
downtrodden and the super-organized powers that be, in-
dividual responsibility is perhaps another way to protect
and to save the individuality of each of us, the originality
of each of our thoughts, from the onslaught of hegemony
and homogeneity of the majority or of the most powerful.

The responsibility of the individual is more necessary to-
day, as the individual has more access to real-time
information than ever. That access provides a new level
of freedom, for it allows the individual to listen to others
and to pass on his own views to others almost indepen-
dently from institutions, structures and authority. The role
played by information technology in the uprising in Pales-
tine as well as in the Kosovo situation are only examples
of the new access to others and to information that has
become part of our reality. In a way, the individual is be-
coming more powerful and more sophisticated in every
society, and the chance for any structure to deal with an
entire population as a herd of sheep is less and less pos-
sible.

Individual accountability in international relations is com-
ing of age slowly and with much opposition, but
nevertheless it is growing. The financial crisis in East Asia
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in 1997 and 1998 had many negative consequences, but
also some positive ones, including a consensus on the
part of the intellectuals and thinkers in Asia that corrup-
tion and cronyism are to be countered and that East Asia
could never build a world-class economy without embrac-
ing the international ethic of transparency, integrity and
accountability. This is a very pervasive movement in Asia
now, to the extent that during the rioting and demonstra-
tions in Jakarta, the students were campaigning against
“corruption, collusion and cronyism.” This new ethic af-
fects not just politicians but also the business community
and citizens.

As power has become more dispersed and the number of
actors on the international scene has increased, it would
follow that responsibility in international affairs is not con-
fined only to political leaders but applies also to corporate
leaders, NGO leaders and individuals who have an influ-
ence in shaping the way society is going to be. As corporate
leaders in particular have become more prominent and, in
some cases, more powerful than some political leaders,
they have taken on responsibility for issues beyond the
profit-making activities of their respective corporations.
They, like leaders of advocacy groups, represent the new
unelected powers. In many ways, their power goes be-
yond voters; their influence certainly does.

Is individual responsibility in this case confined and de-
termined exclusively by the writ of the law, that is, national
laws? Does responsibility grow proportionately with the
exercise of power? Does responsibility grow with power
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and vice versa?If so, does it mean that the most powerful
are also the most responsible? Individual responsibility is
slowly coming of age, as we said earlier, but most impor-
tantly the answers to the questions we have raised can
only be found in the context of a new global ethic. The
powerful country, the corporate leader, the politician and
the media person are required to pay heed to a global
ethic, as indeed they are unequivocally stakeholders of
the entire planet.

Issue-Driven Alignments

The old paradigm was one of ideologically strong alliances.
Friends were friends on all issues, unquestionably and
totally. Alliance was the name of the game because bound-
aries were rigid. Within each boundary, alliances had to
be equally rigid. Crossing the divide was considered cross-
ing into the enemy camp, no matter what the issue, no
matter what the time. Typically, the old paradigm is well
symbolized by the military alliances of yesteryear, where
enemy and friend are as clearly defined as day and night,
without twilight or sunset and sunrise. By contrast, today’s
world has allowed the creation of alignments driven by
specific issues across formerly insurmountable divides.
The alignments we see today not only are issue-driven
but also are of a horizontal nature. Groups in different
nations may link up with groups in other nations and pur-
sue an objective, an interest or an aspiration that has little
to do with the boundaries of yesteryear, and much more to
do with the commonality of a world that is becoming, slowly
but surely, more and more one.
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Both institutional and noninstitutional actors are engaged
in issue-based alignments rather than ideological alliances.
Friendly governments may agree on some issues and dis-
agree on others, thus creating alignments with the “enemy”
of yesteryear on a specific issue. The AIDS epidemic has
generated alignment between African countries and the
West. The social, religious and political developments in
Afghanistan have pulled together countries as varied as
Iran, Russia, China, India and the United States. Carbon
dioxide emissions are creating a common front among
Europeans, Chinese, Indians, Iranians and South Ameri-
cans. The power of the threat is forcing alignments without
benefit of choice of allies. It seems as if different peoples
and different countries are being pushed to work together
against a common threat of great magnitude by the nature
of the threat itself, rather than by their own choice.

Global threats may well have deprived many of the luxury
of choosing their allies and forced them into alignments
that are most notable for their diversity. The feature of these
alignments is the common purpose of action on one par-
ticular front. Members of the same alignments join forces
for one particular purpose, but they retain their diversity
and their uniqueness in all other matters. In fact, to a large
extent, they retain their disagreements.

One factor pushing issue-driven alignments is that power
and influence are exercised sometimes in informal ways,
by new groups and groupings that feel their allegiance not
as much to the nation-state and the authority of the na-
tion-state, but rather to the entire human race and even to
the planet itself. Claiming their allegiance to a “higher au-
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thority” than the nation-state, they claim their role and their
voice, not as a result of an election or a popular choice,
but as the sum of individual choices. Alignment on issue
becomes, therefore, more natural for those unstructured
new centers of power that we tried to depict in the section
on dispersion of power. For their point of reference is no
longer borders, as it is for traditional power centers, but
more fluid and undefined interests, aspirations and even
human solidarity. Alignment on issue becomes, therefore,
more germane to the unstructured power centers of a glob-
alized world.

Alignments on issues are also being facilitated by access
to knowledge across borders. We have discovered, for
instance, that the same interest and the same aspiration
can be shared by many people across many divides. Per-
haps most importantly, issue-driven alignments to a certain
degree have undermined the perception that diversity is a
threat, for in many ways these alignments are fundamen-
tally among individuals who share the same ideals or ideas
but are quite different in terms of national, religious, eth-
nic or cultural backgrounds, race and gender. There is, of
course, a negative evolution of issue-driven alignments,
and that is the globalization of crime, terrorism, disease,
money laundering and the like.

The concept of issue-driven alignments is a natural con-
sequence of the other elements of the new paradigm.
These unstructured alignments are easier in a society
where individuals have taken on personal responsibility
for their choices, and indeed for their actions. For they are
struck by groups of individuals who have discovered com-
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mon interests or common aspirations. Issue-based align-
ments are also a natural consequence of the sense of
stakeholding in the future of this entire planet, which many
individuals feel, irrespective of their own national, religious
or ethnic affiliation. Unquestionably, these alignments be-
come easier in a society where empowerment, or the
search for full empowerment, has opened the possibilities
for equality, not only as an aspiration but as an achievable
objective. Equal footing has empowered, in a way, even
informal groups to search across borders for like-minded
groups and individuals in different locations. Very logically,
alignments based on issues are the evident consequence
of a more dispersed power, for it is such a dispersion that
has even created single-issue-driven power centers. Last
but not least, the issue-based power center that forges
issue-driven alignments has a different opinion of who is
the enemy than the one traditionally portrayed for them by
the traditional structures of power. The temporary oppo-
nent may well be a corporation that pursues an industrial
policy at odds with human solidarity as perceived by the
alignment. On another occasion, the opponent may be a
series of actors who do not respect the biodiversity of the
planet; the nationality, religion or ethnicity of those oppo-
nents is completely irrelevant for those who have joined
forces in an issue-driven alignment.

In our view, the six elements of the new paradigm are al-
ready detectable in some form or another in our present
reality. In fact, they feed on each other, and they tend to
strengthen each other in a quasi-systematic way. We be-
lieve that the new paradigm will eventually become
stronger because of this integration.
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C. Building Together

The last ten years have definitely put an end to the old
paradigm, but they have also shown the absolute need for
human dignity and hope for justice in front of incredible
obstacles and overwhelming power. Equal footing, re-as-
sessment of the concept of “enemy,” dispersion of power,
stakeholding, individual responsibility and issue-driven
alignments are likely to emerge as more appropriate com-
ponents of a paradigm that is responsive to the changing
international scene.

Clearly dialogue in one form or another has been with us
forever. The most useful dialogues are those among “en-
emies.” As a famous prime minister once said, “You don’t
need to talk to a friend, you need to talk to an enemy.” In
deriding the tendency to talk only to others who share one’s
viewpoint, John Stuart Mill advocated instead the need
for communication across lines of difference.

If the opinion is right, people are deprived of the op-
portunity of exchanging error for truth; if wrong, they
lose what is almost as great a benefit, the clearer per-
ception and livelier impression of truth produced by
its collision with error.

— John Stuart Mill, On Liberty, 1859

In a more practical way, we are suggesting to go from a
defensive dialogue, one where we seek to build protec-
tion from each other, to a dialogue where we seek common
benefits and common interests until we reach a stakehold-
ing status. There is no better way to reach that status than
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to build something together across the divide. In this way
we will all have something at stake to jointly protect and
nurture. A dialogue at the highest level, therefore, would
be between two stakeholders—stakeholders not only in
what they inherited but also in what they created together.
The very success of dialogue will thereby be measured by
what we build together across the divide. Building together
is the ultimate response to the old motto that “might makes
right.” It is practically, conceptually and philosophically at
the opposite side of the spectrum. Building together is the
ultimate manifestation of the new paradigm.
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About the United Nations

A. A New Frontier for the United Nations?

Grandeur and misery both characterize the history of our
globe. The history of humanity is great and sublime, but
also infinitely cruel. From a historical perspective, the con-
crete ethical norms, values, insights and key concepts of
religions and philosophies have been formed in a highly
complicated social and dynamic process. Where basic
human needs and concerns emerged, from the beginning
of human history in every region of the world there was
pressure for regulations of human conduct: priorities, con-
ventions, customs, commandments, instructions and
laws—in short, particular ethical norms. For example, much
that is proclaimed in the Bible as God’s commandment is
already found in the ancient Babylonian Code of Hammu-
rabi from the eighteenth and seventeenth centuries BCE.
Human beings have had to and still have to test ethical
norms and ethical solutions in projections and models,
often practicing them and proving them over generations.
After periods of approval and acclimatization, such norms
finally come to be recognized by a group, tribe, people or
nation, but sometimes they are also diluted and replaced.
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Are we perhaps living in such a time of change? Given the
reality of our modern technological society, which is so
multilayered, changeable, complex and often impenetrable,
we need to use scientific methods to investigate, as far as
possible without prejudice, the material laws and future
possibilities of this society. Even today, the pre-scientific
awareness of particular ethical norms, in so far as it still
exists, retains basic significance for a high proportion of
people. Happily, many people still “spontaneously” act cor-
rectly in particular situations without ever having read a
treatise on moral philosophy or moral theology. Neverthe-
less, the exclusionary and hateful verdicts (for example,
in connection with war, racism or the unequal situation of
women) that have found their way into many religions and
political regimes in the course of more recent history have
been countered by development at the same time of eco-
logical consciousness, feminist sensitivity, religious
pluralism and a global ethic to one degree or another in
different places. Has modern life become too complex for
defining specific ethical norms? Has modern life fallen into
a naive blindness to reality that overlooks empirical data
and insights confirmed by science?

A modern ethic depends on contact with the sciences:
psychology and psychotherapy, sociology and social sci-
ence, behavioral research, biology, cultural history,
philosophy and anthropology. Responsible political or re-
ligious leaders and teachers need not show any anxiety in
becoming involved in the human sciences, which offer a
growing wealth of anthropological insights and informa-
tion relevant to action, which can be used to facilitate
equitable decisions. Even the physical sciences are, in
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the postmodern era, exploring the world of complexity, delv-
ing into the foundations of well-established theories in
guantum mechanics and particle physics. New objects are
emerging focusing on networks, dissipative and self-or-
ganizing phenomena. The impact of this upheaval is
being felt throughout the world’s intellectual society at
large.

The central ethical questions are therefore raised all the
more urgently. On what basic conditions can we survive
as human beings on a habitable earth, and give humane
form to our individual and social life? On what prerequi-
site can human civilization be rescued in the third
millennium? What basic principles can be followed by the
leading forces and institutions in politics, economics, sci-
ence and religion? And on what basis can the individual
achieve a happy and fulfilled existence?

Certainly all the states of the world have an economic and
legal order, but this system cannot function without an ethi-
cal consensus, a civil ethic as the basis of democratic
constitutions. Certainly the international community of
states has also created transnational, transcultural and
transreligious legal structures, without which international
treaties would be sheer self-deception. But can we have a
world order without a shared ethic for the whole of human-
kind?

Beyond Representative Democracy

The demonstrations at the G-8 meetings in Genoa in July
2001, and the others that took place on the occasion of
similar events, have taken many by surprise. To be sure,
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among the demonstrators, there were those whose be-
havior should not and will not be condoned, and whose
voices should not be dignified, for clearly their objective
was destruction for the sake of destruction. But many
claimed to convey a message and a voice that they thought
was not heard or given a chance. Whether rightly or
wrongly, they represented an opinion and a group within
societies that feel unrepresented. Are future meetings of
the financial institutions and of the leaders of the industri-
alized countries going to be received by the same kind of
reaction as we have seen since Seattle? Is this, in other
words, a phenomenon of the world to come?

Leaders in general, and democratic leaders, in particular,
claim to know the wishes of their population, indeed they
feel they represent them well. They understandably have
those feelings, for the system of democracy we have insti-
tuted in the majority of the countries of the world is a system
where the will of the people is represented through the
intermediary of their own institutions. For the last two cen-
turies, representative democracy has been evolving
through systems of checks and balances, with ever greater
accountability and better communication between the
population and the power intermediaries. Indirect democ-
racy, to use another name for representative democracy,
is not only the best we have been able to achieve, it is
also the most efficient system we have been able to de-
vise.

However, globalization may have unwittingly undermined
that system of representation to an extent and in a way
that we do not even know yet. The dispersion of power,
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the breaking down of the system of knowledge control,
the “borderless society” that is emerging in different as-
pects of our lives, all have given direct voice to many more
than ever before and provided the ability to communicate
that voice to a wider audience than any single individual
could dream of reaching in other ages. Simultaneously,
this has created the ability to be in touch with like-minded
individuals across borders, thus creating alignments of
sorts that provide the critical mass for single-issue advo-
cacy and, in the final analysis, create centers of influence.

If influence is, as we believe it is, the antechamber of power,
the world we live in today is likely to become a world with
many, many more power centers. Could it be thatin Genoa
we have seen various phenomena occurring: that repre-
sentation in the structures of power may be less needed
than it used to be; that power brokers are less and less
sought after than in the past; and that indirect democracy
is being challenged by nothing less than “its future?

Intellectually, we can imagine direct democracy; theoreti-
cally we can envisage a system where each citizen has
equal power and wants to exercise that power. In practice,
we have come to equate direct democracy with anarchy
and chaos. We do not know whether direct democracy
will ever be possible; we do not know whether direct de-
mocracy will ever be good. More seriously, we do not have
the answer to the challenge being raised by globalization
to indirect democracy, which at the moment is the only
system we can structure in a rather efficient way. The chal-
lenge will continue for the next few generations.
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Has the United Nations a role to play in this unfolding ep-
ochal social adventure? Is the fact that the United Nations
was built both for peoples and for governments in itself an
inherent qualification to explore a new form of democracy?
Are the attempts being made within the United Nations
context to create a decision-making process where the
nation-states and NGOs interact constructively the most
immediate answer to that challenge? Is the very existence
of a figure like the Secretary-General, neither government
nor NGO, to be taken as an encouragement that the organ-
ization may have the imagination to be a bridge between
the streets of Genoa and the palaces of Genoa?

It would be pretentious to suggest that we have an an-
swer, because we do not, but we claim that the challenge
exists. The provocative question is whether in ten or twenty
years, our parliaments will be similar to the ones we have
today, or completely different? It would seem logical to
suggest that this is another reason why we have to de-
velop our dialogue skills. The challenge to indirect
democracy raised by globalization may require that we
take dialogue to a level that we never considered before,
a dialogue between those who ask for no intermediaries
and the very institutions that have been created as inter-
mediaries in the assembly line of power.

New Constituencies

From a United Nations perspective, a successful process
of globalization would produce a world where diversity lives
in harmony with common values. In a larger perspective,
this objective, if achieved, would also prove the value of
the United Nations organization itself. But in the mean-
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time, the institution will likely be pulled and pushed by the
two opposing trends of our time: diversity and globaliza-
tion. At times, it will be asked to protect the uniqueness of
diversity, and at other times it will be used to enlarge the
common denominator of values. But it seems to us that if
the organization and its leadership has set a vision for the
future, whatever that vision is, it could hardly be achieved
without appealing to a larger constituency than that which
has traditionally been the United Nations community. While
in many parts of the world, the peoples have been the
beneficiary of a number of endeavors of the United Na-
tions, the constituency has always been that of the
membership, namely, the member states, and for good rea-
sons. While that will continue to be the case, it is the
support, the advocacy and the passion of other constitu-
encies, unofficial constituencies, unstructured ones, which
will in the end determine whether the United Nations can
still be ahead of the pack of societal evolution. The exis-
tence of such constituencies, and the possibility of
alignments in support of the United Nations across bor-
ders from civil society, will unavoidably enhance the
credibility of the institution’s activities and objectives.

To galvanize new constituencies, we may not need further
restructuring, the intricacies of which may appeal to the
staff of legislators and bureaucrats but hardly to the imagi-
nations and minds of those who suffer or hope across the
divides. To the new constituencies, which may vary from
the media community, to the private sector, to the under-
privileged and those without hope, to the oppressed and
the victims, the United Nations will mean something if it is
able to convey a message that no other institutional bu-

Chapter 4: The United Nations E 165



reaucracy is able to provide, that no other leadership is
able to communicate, and that no other politician has the
courage even to imagine. In practical terms, there may be
no shortcut in the future of the United Nations, only a char-
ismatic leadership able to speak the language of
reconciliation and truth, of personal responsibility and per-
sonal sacrifice and of examples over speeches.

These new constituencies may include what some would
call a “public intellectual,” a man or woman who is “cultur-
ally sensitive, politically concerned and socially engaged.”
This figure of the individual exists today in many places,
from NGOs, to academia, to governmental institutions, to
international organizations. It remains a fact that the United
Nations has done much to contribute to the strengthening
of the “public intellectual.” It is this kind of individual who
may reflect, better than most, the new paradigm that we
described earlier. It is this individual who probably has
internalized the sense of human equality, the uneasiness
with the concept of enemy, the appreciation for the differ-
ent forms of power in today’s world, the sense of belonging
to the same planet and the same human family, the ac-
ceptance of accountability and responsibility to each other
and the understanding that he or she can share aspira-
tions and values with many across borders.

Certain communities in particular may need to be brought
into the workings of the United Nations in one way or an-
other. Is it not logical to suggest that at a time of rapid
technological evolution, at a time of biotechnology and
genetic engineering, scientists might be brought to the front
row of the work in the world body and contribute to the
policy debates? This is even more fitting, perhaps, since
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the scientific community may have been the first to be glob-
alized by necessity, much before the last decade began.
Is a council of scientists, perhaps in an advisory role to
the Secretary-General, a possibility in the near future?
Much has been done to bring the contribution of religious
leaders over the last several years into the work of the
United Nations. Would it be useful for the organization to
look at the future challenges and opportunities offered by
science at its cutting edge, particularly in the fields of bio-
technology, bioengineering and information technology?
Is a “Security Council of Scientists” too far-reaching an
idea?

Of course, civil society and private companies, academic
institutions and media, while representing an important part
of society, to a large degree are self-appointed and vary
in their accountability to the population at large. The insti-
tutions of the nation-state remain at a different level exactly
because, to a large extent, they are the expression of an
electoral process; therefore they are “legitimate” in that
sense, and they are accountable in a very specific way to
the population they represent. The inclusion, therefore, of
new constituencies may require a distinction between the
roles of the nation-states and civil society, which remains
to this day very unclear. The move to demand more ac-
countability from our elected officials has not been mirrored
by a similar move to demand more accountability from the
new constituencies, which will be necessary if they be-
come part of global governance. Is this leading towards a
“General Assembly of Civil Society” within the walls of the
United Nations, and if so, is a charter of rights and duties
needed for those who then become part of this new struc-
ture?
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A Coalition of Institutions and Civil Society

The United Nations, like any other institution, has been
affected by globalization. It may yet be premature to say
what will be the result, but the wind that is blowing through
“the house of glass” will have an impact on the way the
organization is perceived and the way in which the organ-
ization will function. The institution, which is first and
foremost one of nation-states, finds itself in the middle of
a reality where so many new actors have increasing influ-
ence and a voice. Understandably, and correctly, the role
of the nation-state remains central. But the voice of many
individuals is also heard. Globalization, in other words,
has brought to the forefront another duality that already
existed within the institution, indeed within its own char-
ter, namely, that between peoples and governments. In
this context, the organization has been playing a positive
role, so as to avoid this duality’s being transformed into a
confrontation, and instead to produce an even more ef-
fective decision-making process. It may have been one of
the less appreciated and unconscious roles that the United
Nations has played over the last ten or fifteen years.

Only a decade ago, the idea that the United Nations organ-
ization could have had as an interlocutor anything other
than a government was considered blasphemy. But over
the last few years, negotiations have been conducted,
agreements have been reached, humanitarian cases have
been resolved that required the participation of military
groups, political organizations and even individuals, none
of whom had the status or, in many cases, the legitimacy
of a government. The fact that this process has taken place
without impinging on the legal position of the nation-state
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has been nothing short of a success. Within the frame-
work of the organization, in a way, the “peoples” of the
United Nations and the “governments” of the United Na-
tions have more often than not found a sort of reconciliation
and, on many occasions, a real constructive cooperation.
What seems to be emerging is an organization that has
offered the previously unknown possibility of looking at
the peoples and their governments in the international
context in a cooperative manner, not in a confrontational
one.

A major role in this process of forging the coalition may
well be played in the future by the United Nations Secre-
tary-General, a figure who may also be responsible for
many of the United Nations’ successes and the hope for
more yet to come in a changing international world. Not a
government, and not an individual; deprived of the tradi-
tional tools of state, namely, money and weapons; yet the
Secretary-General is potentially “credible” in the very arena
where power and might have been kings. Accordingly, it
may be reasonable to suggest that the abnormality of the
office called “the Secretary-General’—in between, so to
say, a traditional institution, governments and a nongov-
ernmental institution—may offer a better chance to deal
with an international reality populated by different kinds of
actors. Neither a government nor an NGO, the office of
the Secretary-General is unique. It is no surprise, there-
fore, that in recent years the Secretary-General has been
looking at other constituencies in the world at large be-
yond governments, and has done so reading, quite
correctly, the changing reality: one where grassroots voices
do not always need an intermediary to be heard. Dialogue
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becomes for the Secretary-General, therefore, the indis-
pensable channel through which he or she can test his or
her credibility, the strongest card that he or she can play.
Of course, one would have to give a different meaning to
the word “power” if attributed to a Secretary-General of
the United Nations: hardly power in the sense of “might
makes right”; surely power based on morality; perhaps
power as credibility, no matter what the cost.

It may be easy to describe the institutions, both at the level
of nation-states and at the international level, as being
the “establishment” of this world, and civil society, on the
other side, as being the non-establishment. The fact is
that pitting institutions against civil society and vice versa
is not necessarily a practical description of reality. Indi-
vidually, we may belong both to the institution and to civil
society at the same time. We may be leaders and follow-
ers on different topics; we may be both expert and ignorant.
In a way, we have gone from a time when institutions were
created first—and, accordingly, were supposed to repre-
sent and be the intermediary for the entire society—to times
when institutions were seen as separate and apart from
those whom they claimed to represent. Both views may be
incorrect. There are many who still feel well represented
by the institutions that exist, but many do not. Having rec-
ognized the two different dimensions of the lives of
individuals within society, the institutional and the more
informal, it would appear that only a coalition between the
two would be able to respond to the challenges we face
today. Is a coalition between civil society and institutions
possible? It would appear that the very division between
institutions and civil society has taken the discourse to a
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different level of freedom. Yes, there is more in society
than the institutions; and yes, there is more in society than
the individual. We accept that much already; we even ac-
cept that institutions may not provide the solutions to every
problem and the answer to every question. But civil soci-
ety has made the raising of questions its priority, and
institutions have made answering those questions their
priority.

What we have not yet put into practice is an ethic that
needs to be really global, drawn from a coalition of civil
society and institutions. A global ethic that is acceptable
and accepted, implemented and lived, would have to be
born out of such a coalition. There is no set manner in
which a covenant between the two can be established.
There are no conference halls in which we can fit the insti-
tutions and civil society in their entireties, but there are
surely common values, as we have already seen, and there
are also common beliefs that continue to emerge in this
one planet in which we increasingly live together in real
time. We are developing a global ethic as we develop this
coalition between institutions and civil society, first and
foremost through our common response to the unavoid-
able common threats and global problems before us.
Because what happens in one part of the world is not only
known in another but also affects so many and so far away,
we have become more sensitive to great human tragedies,
man-made or natural disasters.

These tragedies, be they the manifestation of the power
of nature or the manifestation of the cruelty and perversity
of the human mind, as in terrorist attacks, have produced
a response from both civil society and institutions based
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on the same pillars of a global ethic: the longing and striv-
ing for peace, the longing and striving for justice, the
longing and striving for truth and the longing and striving
for partnership. It is sad if a coalition, as we have been
mentioning, could emerge only as a reaction to negative
developments, at least at first. But it is a fact that it is in
the face of adversity that the core of a global ethic emerges
in its most magnificent way. That core is human solidarity,
and its ethical conceptualization is the Golden Rule, in its
two different facets: not to do unto others what we do not
want done unto us; and to care for others as we would like
others to care for us. Perhaps these pillars of global soli-
darity have been weakened for too long by too many “ifs
and buts.” It would seem that as we become closer to each
other, as we are able to affect each other more, the “ifs
and buts” may fall by the sidelines, and perhaps our hu-
man bonds may eventually be strengthened.

In a way, the United Nations system offers a framework
where one day the great coalition between civil society
and institutions will be forged. Here again, it will not be a
coalition of winners and losers, but it will be one that will
succeed only if everyone wins. After all, institutions will
survive only if they can respond to the questions raised by
civil society in a satisfactory way, and civil society will take
the lead only if it represents common beliefs, values and
aspirations in respect, not fear, of the diversity we all so
dearly cherish. To those who preach philosophy, ideology
and sets of beliefs based on the unavoidability of conflict,
confrontation and antagonism on the one hand, and big-
otry, prejudice and exclusion on the other, we envisage
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instead a possibility of unity, of coalitions, of common val-
ues and of a global ethic.

The tragedy of September 11, 2001, was committed by
people who perceive diversity as a threat, by people who
needed to hate in order to be, a perversity beyond hope.
Those who launched those attacks surely would like to
see the theory of clash of civilizations fulfilled. It would be
their ultimate success. We feel duty-bound today, there-
fore, to raise the banner of Dialogue among Civilizations
higher than ever, to affirm the commonality of the human
species louder than ever and to proclaim that for the few
who kill their neighbors, many more know in their hearts
that we are each other’s keepers.

B. From the United Nations to a Global Ethic

A universal institution is, by definition, duty-bound to take
into account the global dimension and the diversity of each
component. To be sure, the most immediate and practical
reason for the establishment of the United Nations was
the need to devise an institution that would prevent a third
world war. In a way, a system of power grounded in reality
was put into place with very practical objectives. The bru-
tality of World War Il surely required that any new system
be anchored in the reality of power. Indeed, the new insti-
tution had to respond to the need for stability and
predictability of behavior, both of which are based on power
and respect for power. It was not surprising, therefore, that
it was built on the core alliance of the victors. It had to be
reassuring, and in a way it was. Yet there was more to it.
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On the face of it, globalization and diversity do find a natural
meeting place in this human enterprise that consciously
developed around the pillar of dialogue. The very idea
was to meet on a level of common values, to respect each
other’s sovereign dignity and to build together solutions
based on the notion that might does not make right. Over
the years, the institution has evoked different images in
the minds of many, envisioned by some as a panacea to
human folly, despised by others as a Trojan horse of the
enemy and perceived by fewer still as a first endeavor to
realize a dream yet unfulfilled after thousands of years of
human history.

In the context of our reflection, perhaps the most relevant
guestion about the past of the United Nations is not to
count how many solutions to conflicts it has contributed,
how many children’s lives it has improved, how many refu-
gees it has sheltered, or how many lives it has saved.
Perhaps the question is whether the institution has been
able to generate a new mindset among those who have
come to work with it, work in it or benefit from it over the
last sixty-some years.

Was it possible for an institution that had so many roots in
the past and an idealistic vision of the future to generate
its own mindset over the years that could really and pro-
foundly transcend the mindset of each? When it was set
up, the United Nations swung between two quite different
images: the United Nations of the peoples and the United
Nations of the governments. It was probably correct to cre-
ate this conceptual tension between the peoples and the
governments, for it is a tension that legitimate governments
do not fear; and those that do may reveal much about
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their legitimacy, or lack thereof. Sixty years ago, the na-
tion-state was not yet at the peak of its power. There is
guasi-unanimity today that the nation-state has now
peaked. It will hardly remain the same after the globaliza-
tion phenomenon has completed its cycle, which may, of
course, take a number of generations.

The office of the Secretary-General of the United Nations
is not a job; it is a mission. It is not a coincidence that
those who were best at it were those who felt it in that way.

Throughout the many restructurings of the organization,
and throughout the reforms and the various financial cri-
ses that also occurred with regularity, the world
organization seems to have adapted rather well to the
changing needs of member states. To a nonpolitical ob-
server, it would appear as if the member states were
obsessed with controlling the organization, which, by their
own definition, at various times was weak, irrelevant or
ineffective. The fact was that the organization was always
an anomaly to the nation-state, and yet it was more than
just an intergovernmental body. That, perhaps, was the
very essence of the mixed feelings that the United Na-
tions generated in the capitals of the member states. Now,
of course, the real challenge for the organization and its
member states is that power has been dispersed much
beyond the boundaries of traditional institutions, and the
players on the scene are not always elected, accountable
or even identifiable.

It is ironic that the very institution of the Secretary-Gen-
eral continues to provoke so many political emotions. After
all, that office can neither levy taxes nor move military di-
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visions. Could it be that the very fact that it has no money
and no weapons, yet it still has an impact on various por-
tions of the world, is a sign of another success of this
incredible human endeavor: to have power without the main
ingredients of it? The person in that position will find him-
self or herself in good company in the years to come, for
power without money or weapons has become a more fa-
miliar feature. In fact, it seems that the strength of anybody
occupying that position resides in ideas, principles and
communication.

Most of all, the figure of the Secretary-General has been
able to adapt to the changing international environment.
This flexibility has made it possible for the person who
occupies that position to become more useful to the inter-
national community and to the member states in particular
at different times. Very rightly, the role of that anomalous
position seems to have been most successful when it has
helped the member states to do what they would not or
could not do. So, for instance, it was through the Secre-
tary-General that member states were able to resolve, in
the early nineties, the problem of civilian hostages de-
tained in Lebanon; it was through the Secretary-General
that communications between new and old enemies could
be transmitted; and it was through the Secretary-General
that nonmember states, in fact, relevant actors that were
not states at all, were able to have their voices heard and,
in some cases, constructively engage with governments.

In practical terms, the most successful Secretaries-Gen-
eral were those who found their role to be complementary
to that of the member states and also of the Security Coun-
cil, and not in competition with them. Perhaps historically,
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the clearest case in this regard was the role the Security
Council and the Secretary-General performed in their han-
dling of the Iran-Iraq war, and their successful achievement
of a cease-fire in 1988. The flexibility of the Secretary-
General has increased over the years to include the ability
to become a useful interlocutor with civil society, the pri-
vate sector, religious organizations and advocacy groups,
all of whom have acquired a role in the shaping of our new
societies. So the second success of this human endeavor
may have been the creation of a significant international
figure, even one without the traditional attributes of power.

The ability to generate consensus and to create common
values is another undervalued contribution made by the
United Nations to the human family. This is true even to
the extent of harmonization of laws while respecting di-
versity and seeking the cooperation of the major legal
systems of the world in identifying common principles. The
United Nations has become the place for drafting new prin-
ciples of international conduct, recognizing customary law
and crystallizing custom into new law codified in treaties.
The organization has thus become the site for progres-
sive development of international law. Commercial
arbitration rules have developed through the United Na-
tions machinery and are extensively used; basic sales of
goods in international business transactions are governed
by a convention originated within the United Nations frame-
work. It is a body of common rules directly affecting the
lives of individuals and not only the behavior of govern-
ments. Environmental concerns, human rights and
protection of the weak, be they children or others, have
been made to leapfrog from local issues to global issues
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as United Nations conferences and conventions on these
matters became a reality. Concerns have become global
well before becoming matters of binding international law.

It is perhaps interesting to remember here that one of the
“battles” fought within and around the United Nations was
over the concept of the international civil servant. Although
it was portrayed almost as an East-West confrontation,
we all know that East, West and South were almost all on
the same side of the barricade when it came to this issue.
The very concept of the international civil servant was at-
tacked politically, ideologically, administratively and
otherwise at all levels. There was a reason for this, but
the very battle proves how the institution of the United
Nations as a human endeavor contains a power that all
traditional institutions feared. It was as if the very concept
of “international civil servant” would have undermined the
concept of “nation-state.” How could one be a servant of
the international community if the highest authority was
the nation-state? How could one give allegiance to an in-
stitution that was not the nation-state? It is easy to
understand how the right and the left of yesteryear found
common ground on this question. It is easy to see how
both sides of the political spectrum found new allies in
those new countries that were just emerging onto the
scene, and wanted first and foremost to establish their
institutional existence. They may not have belonged ei-
ther to the East or to the West, but they surely did not feel
they could afford to support allegiances that were differ-
ent from their own.

The battle over the concept of the international civil ser-
vant was an undeclared battle that ran across the entire
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history of the United Nations. One can claim it was unde-
clared, because any open declaration would have revealed
the strange bedfellows (democracies and dictatorships)
that lay on one side of the fence, and the very few indeed
who had the courage to be on the other side. In away, itis
easier to talk about this today because the entire global-
ization phenomenon is transforming not only the
nation-state but also the United Nations, and we may end
up with international civil servants who exist not only within
the boundaries of the world bodies but also outside them
in academia, trade and business, science and NGOs.

Honor should be paid to those first international civil ser-
vants who weathered all kinds of attacks—intellectual,
political, psychological and more—in an international en-
vironment where allegiance beyond the nation-state was,
to say the least, poorly understood. In many legal systems
of the world, the figure of the international civil servant did
not even exist. In fact, in some systems it still does not. It
was, of course, understandable, for giving a role to the
concept of the international civil servant was misunder-
stood by some as tantamount to undermining, in a small
way, the sovereignty of the nation-state. And so there were
those who accused the international civil servants of rep-
resenting the identities of the enemy, and there were others
who simply disregarded them, for they did not fit into the
narrow framework of being this or that nationality.

But despite it all, despite the Cold War, despite a North-
South divide, despite the one-superpower era, there were
many who actually developed a United Nations frame of
mind. It was not uncommon to be asked—and be unable
to answer as a United Nations civil servant—the question:
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“Why would you risk your life for somebody who is not a
member of your family, or of your tribe, or of your nation?”
It was not a lack of intellectual ability; it was rather the
proof that the United Nations enterprise had been able to
shape the mindset of some. It was not an inability to an-
swer, but rather the inability to understand the meaning of
that question. The new mindset created the feeling that
we are all stakeholders of the human family and each
other’s keepers. Even though many would have ridiculed
such a mentality, for a few others discovering or feeling
allegiance and duty to each human being, irrespective of
nationality, race, creed and gender, was probably the great-
est test of humanity, and proof that the United Nations
organization had been more successful than many would
have thought.

Nevertheless, on a more sober note, the last decades have
witnessed new attempts at undermining the concept of the
international civil service, in deeds if not in words. The
financial limitations of the organization, at the same time
as new tasks were assigned to it, brought about a large
number of officials “seconded” from their governments.
Over time, the very structure of the career civil service
has been attacked, and what appear to be technical modi-
fications to the career structure have in fact introduced a
sense of insecurity on one hand and, more profoundly,
may have undermined its very meaning. On top of reli-
ance on secondments from governments, the institution
has seen limitations put on “career contracts,” both of which
in fact undermine allegiance to the organization. Never-
theless, irrespective of the contractual relationship between
international civil servants and the organization, there will
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always be a number of them who will retain their allegiance
to the world body, whereas a number of others will “play it
safe” and keep their allegiance to the governmental insti-
tutions to which they will likely return. The fact is that the
figure of the individual who feels his or her belonging to
the world community and perceives the sense of human
solidarity has developed both within and without the struc-
ture of the world organization.

The undiscovered potential of the organization lies in the
large number of individuals who possess those qualities
and who still work across the world in the name of the
organization. They provide those who benefit from their
actions in the small villages, in the faraway valleys and in
the impenetrable jungles the only available image of the
United Nations. It is this image of the United Nations that
has very likely kept it still credible in the eyes of those who
cannot afford the luxury of hiding the truth from themselves.
It has been too easily forgotten that the organization has
been successful, where it has succeeded, also because
of the passion, the altruism and the ideals of the individu-
als working for a United Nations program, peacekeeping
operation, specialized agency or refugee assistance pro-
gram. These international civil servants have maintained
the sense of credibility in the institution and the hope for
what it can do. Beyond the papers, the conferences, the
resolutions and the many speeches, it is those men and
women, unknown to most, but very well known to those
who benefit from their work, who deserve to be brought to
the forefront of the organization. Furthermore, they de-
serve to be protected from the cheap, at times unjustified
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and often wrong attacks of political lobbyists from faraway
places whose ignorance is probably their only excuse.

It will be said that idealistic international civil servants are
few and that many are not so dedicated, and it may well
be so. After all, the apostles, the vanguard, the elites, in-
deed the heroes throughout time have never been the
majority, and yet they have been able to make, shape and
write the history we have all inherited. The Dialogue among
Civilizations is not an instrument that will lend itself to major
restructuring of the United Nations organization. Dialogue
is an instrument that may help those unsung heroes of the
institution, together with those outside of it who are equally
brave, succeed in changing a mindset from one of war to
one of hope and reconciliation.

In a way, the greatest defeat for the organization may have
been the inability to communicate the significance of its
achievements to public opinion at large. The ability to cre-
ate an international civil service that was able to withstand
decades of misunderstanding and attacks; a role for the
Secretary-General that could be useful to the member
states and to individuals without being a threat to their
own power; and the United Nations as a place where in-
ternational law is created and implemented were all never
really appreciated by a larger audience.

It is very difficult for those who have not experienced the
mindset of the international civil servant at its best to ap-
preciate what it really means, for it is like trying to see a
picture of an object that you do not know exists. As for the
Secretary-General, too many bureaucrats have looked at
the role through the eyes of a contender, a competitor and,
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most of all, a player in a “zero-sum game” with the mem-
ber states. The bureaucratic mentality of a national civil
servant who looks at anything and anybody outside the
nation-state as a potential enemy, or at least as a com-
petitor, could not be overcome in sixty short years. As for
the role of the United Nations in the creation and enforce-
ment of new international law, too many nation-states fall
back on claims of sovereignty, sometimes only at selec-
tive moments to further certain national policies, rather
than embracing an international legal system that may ac-
tually benefit more of their citizens through compliance
with global norms.

For whatever reason, the three concepts of the true inter-
national civil servant; of a Secretary-General who could
not possibly ever be a competitor with governments; and
a locus of international law creation, codification and com-
pliance may have been concepts ahead of their time.
However, today globalization may force all of us, the na-
tion-states and the world organization, to change yet again,
for as we have seen from Seattle to Prague, from Stock-
holm to Genoa, there is something more out there beyond
intergovernmental institutions and nation-states. It is a sign
of our times that only recently, a call for reform of the World
Bank and the International Monetary Fund has been made
in these terms:

A new Bretton Woods . . . would include representa-
tives of the developing world as well as of the developed
world; it would also include representatives of the non-
governmental organizations and private sector leaders.

— Felix Robatyn, Former United States Ambassador to France,
Financial Times, August 20, 2001
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The United Nations has already learned how to deal with
some nonstate entities over the last decade, proving that
the institution has flexibility and imagination. More may be
needed to bring the NGOs and the private sector into the
collective decision-making process. There is no road map
for that. It will be nothing less than a first attempt to marry
indirect democracy with direct democracy.

Participation and Legitimacy

The very creation of the United Nations organization was
a significant step in the establishment of the new interna-
tional order that emerged from World War Il. The United
Nations was to reflect the common values of its members,
the victorious allies; to demonstrate its universal appeal,
and, most of all, to represent the incarnation of interna-
tional legality. The idea was very clear: no more right
through might, but rather right through a system of rules
equally accepted by all.

The equality of the members was represented by the rule
of one country, one vote, thus embodying the simplest
aspirations for justice, equity and fairness that could hardly
be denied, at least on a theoretical level. In this context,
perhaps, the General Assembly embodied an idealism that
went beyond its time. Of course, the Security Council, by
contrast, introduced a level of realism that was so charac-
teristic of previous centuries. It represented the concept
of a directoire of major powers, where special privilege
carried with it a special responsibility. Typically, the Secu-
rity Council and the General Assembly, the member states
and the Secretary-General, the use of force in self-de-

184 E CROSSING THE DIVIDE: Dialogue among Civilizations



fense, and the desire to resolve conflicts by peaceful
means, are but some examples of the dichotomy of the
structure, a dichotomy that can simply be defined as one
between reality and aspirations. The organization ap-
peared to be well rooted in the reality of power while still
aspiring to a higher level of fairness than was possible at
any given time. One could say it was an organization well
rooted in the past, but with a vision for the future.

The organization as such still has plenty to offer to its
members, who are and remain, of course, the nation-states.
It may be that we have not yet fully exploited the potential-
ity of this structure. To those who say that the United
Nations is nothing more than the sum of its members, we
beg to differ. Within the framework of the United Nations,
we would like to submit that a global social contract is
being consummated. This global social contract is based
on the need for legitimacy by some, and the request for
participation in the decision-making process by others.
Both sides may refuse to grant what they possess, but
both sides in part do possess one of the two currencies:
either the ability to grant legitimacy or the ability to grant
participation in the decision-making process.

The organization offers, as no other, a platform through
which legitimacy may be secured. It does so because of
the universality that is one of the characteristics of the
United Nations. The same universality affords to all the
possibility of being part of—though in different degrees—
the collective decision-making process. Over the last ten
years, we have witnessed the fact that the major powers
do not go to the United Nations to receive financial or mili-
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tary support but rather to receive legitimacy for the course
of action they plan to take, or in some cases that they
have already taken. It is not an absolute necessity to re-
ceive that kind of legitimacy, but even the most reluctant
isolationist will concur that, if given the choice, legitimacy
through the United Nations is by far preferable to legiti-
macy through any less international body.

The problem, of course, comes when the price for this
legitimacy has to be paid. That price is the participation in
the collective decision-making that leads to an action. The
level of participation may vary, but every successful, le-
gitimate international action has gone through such a
process. So the questioning of the organization may be
less a question of structure and more a question of under-
standing how to consummate a contract between those
who seek legitimacy for their actions and those who are
prepared to grant it in exchange for some degree of par-
ticipation in the decision-making process. This can happen
both through a very formal process and through an infor-
mal one.

In reality, legitimacy and participation can only be ex-
changed through a system of communication, indeed a
dialogue that is based on a sense of respect for the dig-
nity and pride of each of the actors involved in the contract.
In the context of this contract, each player has something
to offer because, in a universal structure, everybody can
contribute and can grant at least part of legitimacy. At its
minimum level, a deal between legitimacy and participa-
tion requires communication between the two sides. This
consultation itself may be a basic way of being involved in
the decision-making process.
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The recognition that this global social contract can be con-
summated within the framework of the United Nations may
offer both the major and the smaller powers within the world
body a redefinition of their relationship, beyond one based
exclusively on power. At different times, suggestions for
policies or solutions for crises may come from different
countries. This may be due to different interests in differ-
ent topics, or simply due to different priorities. For all those
who at a given time suggest policies or solutions, there
are others who may simply be interested just in being in-
volved in the decision-making, rather than being the
initiator of those policies or those solutions. At other times,
their positions may be reversed. It would appear, there-
fore, appropriate that those who propose ideas and
solutions seek legitimacy for their actions. It would accord-
ingly stand to reason that, in a reality of increasing
interdependence, others may wish to feel themselves to
be coparticipants, in some form, of the collective decision.

Decision-making processes as such may still remain the
exercise of a few, but influencing those processes has
become easier today than ten years ago. Whether those
who seek legitimacy for their decisions are prepared to
offer participation in those processes or not, they are go-
ing to be influenced by others more than ever before.
Influence may be indirect, informal and unstructured, but
the dispersion of power as brought about by globalization
is creating opportunities to affect decision-making pro-
cesses. The United Nations framework simply offers an
organized way through which this could happen.

Some of the agreements reached in the last ten years
aimed at solving conflicts have been characterized by a
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high level of compromise, a compromise that some would
say has sacrificed justice in favor of “peace.” Those agree-
ments, from the Balkans to the Middle East, could only
have been reached at that moment in time, in the mid-
nineties, when the ability to influence those who possessed
might was weaker than it is today. It is very questionable
whether in 2002 one could repeat what was achieved then
with regard to “peace agreements”; chances are that we
have gone beyond that. No wonder that those kinds of
agreements that were not quickly implemented probably
never will be. The request for participation, or at least the
ability to influence the traditional power holders, is grow-
ing by the day.

Could one have peace without justice? Ten years ago and
earlier, the common wisdom would have said that justice
was not so easy to obtain, but that peace in the sense of
stability was worthwhile securing. The last few years may
have changed that perception. There may still be inequal-
ity in power and in might, but the kind of politics of power
that leads to compromises of dubious ethics are more dif-
ficult to achieve. We may be entering an era where many
would recognize and accept that justice is not always pos-
sible, but they may insist that a hope for justice should be
there if peace is to be achieved. The dispersion of power
and the limits to power of any given government have em-
boldened some to pursue objectives that may have
appeared impossible only a decade ago.

During the Cold War, international solutions as a result of
compromise were the order of the day. The compromise
in the nineties was due in large part to the reality of the
one-superpower system, the shock of which seems to have
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been digested. The myth of the invincibility of anyone may
have come to an end. The economic slowdown starting in
early 2000 in the three Northern trading blocs simulta-
neously, which is perhaps more worrisome than many
would like to admit, is surely placing in a different per-
spective the myth of a victorious civilization and the illusion
of the theory of the end of economic cycles. Nothing, of
course, represents more dramatically the end of that “myth
of invincibility” than the events of September 11, 2001, in
New York and Washington, DC. History has not ended,
but what seemed unavoidable yesterday may not be so
any longer. We may even see the review of isolationist
tendencies. The global social contract between legitimacy
and patrticipation not only may be possible in its true form
but also may become desirable to many within the context
of the United Nations. It may represent the last defense of
the besieged nation-state: a contract that would strengthen
the solidarity among the nation-states, if not among
peoples. After all, the concern of many these days is that
individual nation-states behave as if others did not exist,
as if they were not part of a system with a body of rules. In
other words, this syndrome of being “above the law” or
“outside the law” may well be considered to be the great-
est challenge.

In this respect one could argue that if the United Nations
is the locus where a global social contract between legiti-
macy and participation is struck, it may yet become more
effective. The need for such a contract will become in-
creasingly self-evident, as power alone will not deliver
peace any longer. In fact, in the limited constraints of the
United Nations organization, the nation-state may still find
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a more comfortable environment for its decision-making
process than in the “real world,” where new, unelected,
unaccountable and unstructured actors have already made
themselves known through their ability to influence the de-
cision-making processes on a global scale. In the end, at
least for a number of years to come, the nation-states may
find it convenient to come to an understanding within the
confines of a structure like the United Nations that is mo-
nopolized by them.

To sum up, we can look at the world body as a place where
“participation” and “legitimacy” are the two assets to be
exchanged. In our view, dialogue that goes beyond words
means an acceptance of the idea that those who seek
legitimacy for their actions are prepared to offer participa-
tion in the decision-making process; and those who wish
to participate in the decision-making process are ready to
offer their legitimacy.

Credibility

The universality of the United Nations organization and
the diversity of its membership are at the basis of the ten-
sion between common values and identity. Some would
look at common values and identity as incompatible with
each other; others would simply see them as in a continu-
ous struggle. The organization has suffered in its
functioning because of these different perceptions of what
seems to be a simple fact of life. To oppose common val-
ues in order to protect one’s own identity is quite a
defensive approach, one that reveals a sense of insecu-
rity in that identity. The originality of one’s own identity
does not shine in isolation. It does so when one is en-
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gaged with others. The acceptance of common values does
not diminish one’s own identity, but we believe that iden-
tity can stand in an environment where common values
exist. By the same token, just as isolationism cannot be a
good test of one’s own ability and qualities, for there is
nobody to measure those qualities and abilities against,
identity can better be appreciated in a context of common
values.

The members who joined the organization start from a
common denominator that is as basic as the Charter of
the United Nations and as wide as the number of cov-
enants and conventions that the majority of member states
have undertaken since its founding. The strength of the
United Nations rests on the very fact that it is not a super-
governmental organization, and it is not trying to become
a government of the world.

Throughout its life, the organization has been sensitive
to, and resentful of, power; hopeful that international law
will apply equally to all; yet occasionally engaged in double
standards. The Cold War climate is, of course, primarily
responsible for this kind of attitude. But the Cold War is
also the genesis of another image with which the organ-
ization has fed itself for too long: “impatrtiality.” Devised as
an unconscious attempt to give a space at the United Na-
tions between East and West during the Cold War, it took
the organization into a limbo of the inability to act, and in
the worst cases into the limbo of a lack of respect, which
is to say of irrelevance. “Impartiality,” in the meaning of
“geometrically equidistant,” “chemically neutral,” and “con-
veniently inactive,” was elevated to a myth by practitioners
and governments—well meaning, of course, but perhaps
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unaware that the term quickly became a tool not for those
who wanted to give the United Nations room for maneu-
ver, but for those who wanted to paralyze or neutralize its
actions.

In other cases, “impartiality” was unnecessary because a
choice had already been made by the Charter of the United
Nations or by those covenants and normative texts that
should have guided the actions of the institution and its
“mediators.” And there were other cases where indeed it
was not the writ of the law, but ethics itself, that should
have ruled it out even if requested. Last but not least, many
parties to conflicts were too sophisticated to really believe
in impartiality or, in some cases, to demand it. This was
the reality, very well known to anybody engaged in hard
and real negotiations, but perhaps unknown to theoreti-
cians. Unfortunately, the myth persisted to no great
advantage for the institution.

Fairness and equal treatment were and are the proactive
meanings of “impartiality,” but some mistook the word for
inability to choose and therefore to make decisions. The
fear of choosing was strong and understandable during
the Cold War. It was very much the consequence of a non-
dialogue, when many were afraid even of words, semantics
replaced substance and truth was considered dangerous.
It comes from a time and a place where disagreement
would necessarily lead to unfairness, which is to say, that
to have a different point of view would accordingly lead
one to act unjustly and, to be even more germane to our
reasoning, from a time and a place where we perceived
diversity as a threat. “Impartiality” was projected as an
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objective and almost scientifically determinable position,
one that did not require any selective capacity and there-
fore no individual choice.

It is perhaps interesting to recall that when the concept
began to gain currency, it seemed even to carry with it a
connotation of nationality: Scandinavians, and the Swed-
ish in particular, were “impartial.” At that time, it was an
understandable and practical approach, but it was never-
theless based on the belief that difference of opinion leads
to unfairness, and that those who do not share the opinion
of either of the two sides in a dispute would, therefore, be
“impartial.” The emphasis was on the ability not to express
any comment in favor of one side or the other, rather than
on dedication to the principles on which fairness and jus-
tice are anchored. To be even more blunt, and also more
truthful, “impartiality” in the United Nations context for too
long meant simply not to receive the veto of one or the
other of the two major powers: hardly a synonym for fair-
ness. Yet this concept developed, understandably, during
times when it was difficult to define facts as they were, for
words were dangerous and semantics was queen. For
those who doubt the reality of this argument, suffice it to
say that the first Secretaries-General and major media-
tors were sought out, more often than not, in the Northern
countries.

The only quality that was, is, and will be needed both for
the institution and for the individuals involved is not “im-
partiality,” but rather credibility. Credibility carries with it a
much more operative sense, a much more practical sense,
a much more fruitful and result-oriented action. The very
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ambiguity of “impartiality,” or the various interpretations of
the word, would predicate in favor of the term “credibility”
instead. We understand, of course, that credibility, both at
the individual and at the institutional level, may be too costly
for some. And yet it is possibly the most effective way to
communicate the real image of the United Nations as a
fair institution.

A dialogue in the context of the United Nations may, there-
fore, mean less ambiguity, more openness, more
truthfulness and, accordingly, more credibility. But does
institutional credibility exist without individual credibility?
Collective decisions taken by institutions are eventually
carried out by individuals. Credibility as the ability to de-
liver on one’s own word is surely more useful than any
definition of impartiality. In this regard, decisions taken by
the institution that would appear to be “impartial” but could
not be implemented may have damaged the organization
and its credibility. In the context of our reflection, the double
standard is significant insofar as it is the consequence of
the inability to listen as well as arrogance. The double
standard’s effect on the organization is mainly the dam-
age to its credibility. Credibility becomes even more
relevant in this day and age when the organization has to
withstand not only the judgment of its members but also
the opinions of large sectors of civil society able to com-
municate their voices in a wider and wider sphere. If until
yesterday the organization was correctly concerned about
the opinion of its members, it would appear that in the
future, it has to be equally concerned about the judgment
that may be passed on it by different sectors of the popu-
lation in different countries.
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There is no question that the United Nations of recent
years, and in particular the Secretary-General, has been
cultivating different constituencies above and beyond the
member states. Those constituencies may not have the
power to vote, and surely do not have military power to
exercise in different corners of the world, but they are in-
creasingly able to influence the shaping of this new world.
The question really is: what is the new relationship, if any,
that can be established between the organization and this
new form of nonstructured voices? Here, more specifically,
it is a dialogue approach that may be the most appropri-
ate. In fact, it may be the only one available either to the
organization or to nongovernmental actors that may make
up the new constituency of the organization. They will
surely be less sensitive to the finesse of diplomacy and to
the subtle language of “impartiality”; they will demand cred-
ibility in exchange for their advocacy of human solidarity,
which is the only requirement the organization may legiti-
mately ask of them.

The war crimes tribunals of recent years represent a quali-
tative step forward in the evolution of international society.
We recognize that they were nevertheless the result of
the political will of some, responsive to the political needs
of the times. Their workings may also be the result of po-
litical compromises of dubious ethics. All this, however,
cannot detract from the fact that like the United Nations
itself, they are seriously rooted in political reality while they
also contain the potential and the yearning for a higher
level of justice and fairness at the international level. There
were many who, upon their creation, speculated that this
new institution would hamper the possible achievement of
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peace agreements, because it would seem to come out in
favor of justice even at the cost of “peace.” Others were
quick to criticize the ineffectiveness of those newly born
institutions, for they were not proceeding as swiftly as
theory would have liked. Time has proven both wrong. More
and more indicted people have been brought to justice
before these tribunals; in fact, the pace seems to be quick-
ening. Most importantly, the voices raised in favor of
compromise at all costs, even at the cost of justice, are
less and less loud.

In fact, the tribunals were generated by a mindset that has
the courage to make decisions and believe that the hope
for justice, if not justice itself, is an indispensable compo-
nent of what we call peace. We are aware that these
tribunals are not perfect in an idealistic sense. They will
still be politically subservient to the Security Council in
some cases, but they have nevertheless already served
the purpose of catching the collective imagination and the
aspirations of many across borders. We believe that to
read these developments in a positive and, some would
say, an idealistic way is the right way to read them be-
cause it generates hope. It proves that we can go where
previous generations have not gone; and further still, it
demonstrates that the United Nations institution is adapt-
able and flexible enough to catch the wind of new times,
to run ahead of the pack and not behind.

From 1945 to 1960, the word that carried the collective
imagination of the United Nations was “neutrality.” In the
years that followed, indeed for the decades that followed,
it was replaced by “impartiality.” Perhaps the time has come
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to move further, and have the courage to replace it with
“credibility.” If “neutrality” projected the image of respect
for different opinions without action, and “impartiality” that
of equal treatment within the boundaries of the veto, is not
“credibility” a better term to project the image of fairness
with accountability? The organization, its members, its
advocates and its practitioners may well have to have the
courage to aim even higher and to use the word “fairness”
above all, no matter what the cost.

Reconciliation

Reconciliation is the highest form of dialogue. It includes
the capacity to listen, the capacity not only to convince
but also to be convinced and most of all, the capacity to
extend forgiveness. In essence, it is dialogue as a basis
for the future, not dialogue as a recrimination for the past.
To reach this level of dialogue, the perception of diversity
as an asset, the re-assessment of the enemy and the feel-
ing of personal responsibility and of belonging may well
have to be acquired. The good news is that though it seems
impossible at the level of global relations, reconciliation
has already happened, not only in many individual cases
but also on the larger level of communities. It is therefore
possible, not just because it is a vision that can be out-
lined but also because it is already a reality in some corners
of the world.

Accountability after repressive rule or civil war is a way to
strive for justice: not a vindictive justice, but a reconstruc-
tive justice; not one that forces us to live in the past, but
one that frees us from that kind of past and assures its
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nonrepetition. Reconciliation is a necessary step towards
a better society and better individuals. Indeed, it is a quali-
tative step forward on the long journey of growth of our
species. We have already seen that reconciliation, or “tran-
sitional justice,” as it is being referred to, has taken different
forms in different parts of the world. The Truth and Recon-
ciliation Commission in South Africa is probably the most
successful to date. In other cases, tribunals of different
kinds have been established with some mixed results. In
still other cases, nothing has been done, and yet societies
have resumed living together without apparent resort to
private justice or settlement of accounts. Despite no struc-
tural changes, the case of Lebanon can be seen as one of
these latter forms for the time being.

The challenge of reconciliation is that it cannot be dealt
with exclusively at the institutional level. While institutions
and organizations and various instruments will have to be
set up for it to occur, much more is required for a true
reconciliation to come about. It is not only a challenge for
institutions, it is also a challenge for peoples and individu-
als. In this respect, the answers to questions of how society
can respond to past political violence and prevent it from
happening again, how perpetrators can be held account-
able for their crimes and what obligations are due to victims
of past violence have to satisfy, to a great extent, the hearts
and the minds of individuals. For only when this happens
will patterns of behavior be changed and, most of all, will
lives no longer be lived in the past but in the present. Tran-
sitional justice, therefore, requires an overall societal
approach. In this sense, the separation between peoples
and institutions, between individuals and leaders, becomes
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very tenuous, for everybody has to become involved at
more than just a superficial level.

It is a colossal undertaking for any society; it is even more
so if one were to decide to take it on at the global level;
and it is perhaps an even more difficult task that may go
beyond the capacity of traditional institutions. The chal-
lenge of reconciliation after repressive rule or civil war
may not be achieved by invoking only the rationality that
is an integral part of traditional institutions. It may go be-
yond the “emotionless” efficiency of the rules and laws we
have, very appropriately, created. It may need to appeal,
therefore, not only to the mind but also to the heart and
soul of those who may offer reconciliation and those who
may beg for it. Do our institutions have the capacity to
appeal to the heart and soul of those who have to take the
first step towards reconciliation?

For two hundred years, our institutional setup has been
focused on an attempt to detach it from the irrationality of
human emotions and the unpredictability of human whims.
The reason behind it was understandable, justifiable and
correct. However, two centuries after the creation of those
same institutions and the attempt to create a legal system
based on equality, where nobody would be above the law,
where emotions would have no place but mind would be
king, we are confronted with the need to appeal not only
to the minds but also to the hearts and souls of individu-
als. Those hearts and those souls have been far removed
from the institutions and have been kept at bay as if they
would pollute the rationality of the institutional setup. When
searching for justice, when aiming at reconciliation, we
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may well discover that we need to go beyond the mind.
Are our institutions equipped for that?

Transitional justice and reconciliation are not only achieved
through the rationality of international law and the logic of
the almost-mathematical methods of collective decision-
making that our institutions have tried to set up. In fact, it
may be worthwhile asking the question whether reconcili-
ation can be the son or daughter of the mythical “blind
Justice”? For reconciliation is a step beyond justice. It
demands a degree of forgiveness that very likely only the
best among us will ever be able to reach. Reconciliation
in its ultimate form is a faraway objective and ideal and
aspiration that could only be achieved globally if each of
us individually were to reach a higher state, that of going
beyond justice and the hope for it, beyond justice into for-
giveness. It is a tall order; many of us may not have the
courage or the strength even to move in that direction.
After all, how many societies still pursue vengeance in the
illusion that it represents strength or honor; how many in-
dividuals still feel the need to pass on to their children the
hatred they harbor? The unfortunate answer is too many.
No wonder, therefore, that institutions may not be struc-
turally equipped for—and, even more, may not be
interested in—pursuing reconciliation, for that may appear
to be simply an impossible dream. Yet instinctively, we all
know that reconciliation is the right path to take. Denial of
this may lead us unconsciously in the opposite direction—
a perpetual state of hatred, if not a perpetual state of war.

One with firsthand knowledge of the difficulties of reach-
ing reconciliation is Alex Boraine, an architect of the South
African Truth and Reconciliation Commission. He notes:
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In decisions on transitional justice, moral and legal
considerations are overshadowed by socio-political fac-
tors. In fact, the greater the commitment to ending
violence and the more that peaceful coexistence is a
declared goal of the transition, the greater the political
restrictions faced by the transitional government.

The easiest response to the uneasy and uncomfort-
able demand facing South Africas new dispensation
would have been amnesia in the form of blanket am-
nesty. 10 the eternal credit of all involved, this did not
happen, and a process was devised which on the one
hand met the political demands of the time but on the
other introduced a process which made acknowledg-
ment and accountability possible. Also, this process kept
the spotlight more on the victims and survivors than
on the perpetrators. The challenge faced by the new
government, in the words of the Interim Constitution
0f 1993, was to build a . . . bridge between the past of
a deeply divided society characterized by strife, con-
flict, untold suffering and injustice and a futrure
Jfounded on the recognition of human rights, democ-
racy and peaceful coexistence.” This bridge was unity
and reconciliation: unity over division, reconciliation
over retribution, truth over lies and cover-ups, justice
over impunity. And the hope was that the bridge of
unity and reconciliation would lead towards the con-
solidation of democracy and a culture of human rights.

— Alex Boraine, A Country Unmasked, 2000

The reality of equality in vulnerability has shattered a num-
ber of myths of our modern era: first and foremost, the
myth of invincibility of anyone at all; second, the myth of
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splendid isolationism; third, the myth of superiority of one
race over another; fourth, the myth of knowledge control,
and fifth, the myth that we are always right and the others
are always wrong. Accordingly, where these myths are
crumbling, the Golden Rule is making more headway in
public life as well as in private life in a more effective and
credible way. With shifting alignments based on issues
we may find ourselves at different times to be a vulnerable
“minority,” an easy victim of discrimination, aggression or
injustice. The fear of being unjustly treated is what may
have triggered the renewed sense of human solidarity. Hu-
man solidarity is cutting across borders. The ease of
communication can strengthen human solidarity across the
divide, irrespective of existing divides.

Reconciliation is hardly a process that can be imposed or
forced upon anyone from top to bottom, and itis a process
that becomes successful only when it is carried out at the
grassroots level. It has worked better, though, where the
hearts and souls of individuals have been called into play
by the voice of courageous leaders. Far from being nec-
essarily the result only of a “mass movement,”
reconciliation seems to require the charisma of principled
leaders in society who would take the risk, in some cases
to sacrifice their lives for their beliefs. The assassinations
of leaders who have tried to cross the divide, who have
gone beyond hatred, have been and will continue to be
not just the assassination of one person, but also the de-
struction of hope for so many and for so many years. We
have witnessed cases in the last ten years where this has
happened, and we have seen how the assassination of
such leaders has taken history backward, in some cases
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so far backward that we cannot see how it will change
direction yet again. Reconciliation, and the refusal to be-
lieve that vengeance is justice, may well be the cutting
edge of a social ethics that is yet to come in the larger
scale. The great encouragement that we can draw from
South Africa, Southeast Asia, Europe and South America
in different ways and in different degrees over the last ten
years is that we have seen shining examples of leaders
who have gone the way of reconciliation, in some cases
with great success, in some others just to encounter their
own death.

What is sad, as we reflect on our recent world history, is
the silence that sometimes has surrounded those who
wanted to go, and did go, beyond the ethics of violence
against violence, killing against killing, blood against blood.
Reconciliation, like a star that rises in darkness, has
opened new vistas for humankind just as those who have
led their people in the opposite direction have set us all
back thousands of years in our societal growth. They are
still with us, they are still taking us backward and they
occupy different positions in society, from humble soldiers
to leaders of governments. They are unable to understand
that the greatest courage is not to kill the one who stands
across the divide, but to look for another way, one that
perhaps we have never tried before, one that we have not
yet discovered. The so-called “courage” of “might” clearly
may hide a weakness of mind. Reconciliation shows real
courage and may yet be only for the few; but there is little
doubt that those few will be the new leaders, the new van-
guard, the new elites, the new heroes in the book of a new
global ethic.
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Reconciliation seems to include two aspects: it has to re-
spond to the hope for justice, and yet it has to go beyond
justice. Both of these aspects require reason, spirituality
and the strength to be the first to change direction. Rec-
onciliation, in other words, is the sign of a new beginning,
and cannot therefore be pursued by those who look only
down at the ground, or are only able to repeat what others
say. It can only be pursued by those who are prepared to
be the first in changing direction and gazing straight into
the future.

Reconciliation is a rejection of the way things were; it is a
rejection of the failure of others; it is a rejection of the
hatred of others. It is a cry that says, “We will not be con-
taminated by any of that.” It requires confronting the truth.
Many practitioners of international affairs may think that
confronting the truth and not being afraid of it may be be-
yond the ability of many so-called leaders, and yet many
have begun to do just that. The challenge of truth beyond
words has been the first ingredient in the successful cases
of reconciliation we have been privileged to witness over
the last few years. Reconciliation requires us to confront
the need for justice beyond law and beyond institutions—
the justice of the soul, the justice of the heart, the justice
we all know must exist somewhere, in some dimension or
time. Reconciliation demands that we look into the eyes
of peace, internal peace, peace with ourselves, first. We
will not make peace with our neighbor if we are unable to
make peace with ourselves, individually and profoundly,
honestly. Reconciliation will demand the inexplicable and
yet instinctive acceptance of belonging, of partnerships
with our fellow human beings—a partnership and a fel-
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lowship that is proven by the cases of human solidarity
that move a parent to save the life of a child in danger,
irrespective of whether that child is of his or her enemy.

Reconciliation may be just beyond the reach of petty poli-
ticians, minor figures in the long path of history who will
be lucky to be forgotten but more truthfully should be re-
membered for the damage they did to human societies.
Reconciliation is not for the weak of heart, but rather for
those who know that they may yet discover how to achieve
it and are prepared to search for it. In every given case, in
every society, the ways to go about it are bound to be
different. Itis reconciliation that may lead all of us, no matter
how this reconciliation process is achieved, to discover
and to establish a global ethic. A global ethic for institu-
tions and civil society, for leaders and for followers, requires
a longing and striving for peace, longing and striving

for justice, longing and striving for partnerships, long-

ing and striving for truth.  These might be the four pillars
of a system of a global ethic that reconciliation, as the
new answer to the vicious circle of endless hatred, is go-
ing to provide us. Can reconciliation open the door and
provide an answer to the dilemma of whether human na-
ture is unchangeable or can be improved? Reconciliation
is more than just a political process to answer the ques-
tions we have asked at the beginning of these pages. Itis
more than just an answer to the question of providing ac-
countability after repressive rule or civil war.

The crucial task is to fundamentally strengthen a sys-
tem of universally shared moral standards that will
make it impossible, on a truly global scale, for the vari-
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ous rules to be time and again circumvented with still
more ingenuity than had gone into their invention.
Such standards will truly guarantee the weight of the
rules and will generate natural respect for them in the
societal climate. Actions proven to jeopardize the fu-
ture of the human race should not only be punishable
but, first and foremost, should be generally regarded
as a disgrace. This will hardly ever happen unless we
all find, inside ourselves, the courage to substantially
change and to newly form an order of values that,
with all our diversity, we can jointly embrace and
Jointly respect; and, unless we again relate these values
to something that lies beyond the horizon of our im-
mediate personal or group interest.

— Viclav Havel, President of the Czech Republic, Prague, 2000

What is clear is that for the first time ever the pursuit
of a goal by humanity, the attempt to move in the
direction of a minimal consensus of shared values, at-
titudes and moral standards, will require the same
degree of commitment and equal contribution of
women and men.

— Mary Robinson, United Nations High Commissioner for
Human Rights

By providing a starting point that all can agree upon,
a global ethic would begin to traverse the split between
subject and object. It would identify the fundamen-
tals that are common to all religious traditions, and
distill from them the essence of human belief- A global
ethic should constitute a core of belief, acceptable to
all. It should not seck to impose one vision, or to legis-
late away our differences. It should strive for unity,
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but seek neither to eradicate nor to compromise diver-
sity. After all, in this global age, only a truly global
ethic can be of real value.

— HRH Prince El Hassan Bin Talal of Jordan

The challenge we now face is for the different nations
and peoples of the world to agree on a basic set of hu-
man values, which will serve as a unifying force in the
development of a genuine global community.

— Aung San Suu Kyi of Burma, Nobel Peace Prize Laureate

Globalization, a priori, is neither good nor bad. It
will be what people make of it. No system is an end in
itself, and it is necessary to insist that globalization,
like any other system, must be at the service of the
human person; it must serve solidarity and the com-
mon good. . . .

As humanity embarks upon the process of global-
ization, it can no longer do without a common code of
ethics. This does not mean a single dominant socio-
economic system or culture which would impose its
values and its criteria on ethical reasoning. It is within
man as such, within universal humanity sprung from
the Creator’s hand, that the norms of social life are to
be sought. Such a search is indispensable if globaliza-
tion is not to be just another name for the absolute
relativization of values and the homogenization of life-
styles and cultures. In all the variety of cultural forms,
universal human values exist and they must be brought
out and emphasized as the guiding force of all devel-
opment and progress.

— Pope John Paul II, address to the Pontifical Academy of Social
Sciences, Rome 2001
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We are committed to the development of a basic com-
mon ethics that may lead societies from mere existence
to meaningful co-existence, from confrontation to rec-
onciliation, from degeneration of moral values to the
restoration of the quality of life that restores the pres-
ence of transcendence in human life. Global culture
must be sustained by a global ethics that will guide the
relations of nations with each other and with the cre-
ation, and will help them to work together for genuine
world community. Such a global ethics, the idea of
which was launched by the Parliament of World Reli-
gions in 1993, should not reflect the Western Christian
ethos; it must be based on a diversity of experiences
and convictions. The church, together with other liv-
ing faiths, should seek a global ethics based on shared
ethical values that transcend religious beliefs and nar-
row definitions of national interests. Human rights
must be undergirded by ethical principles. Therefore,
dialogue among religions and cultures is crucial as the
basis for greater solidarity for justice and peace, hu-
man rights and dignity.
— Aram I, Catholicos of Cilicia, Official Report to the 8th

Assembly of the World Council of Churches, Harare, Zimbabwe,
1998

The “seven social sins of human kind,” which can be over-
come on the basis of a global ethic, are:

Politics without principles,
wealth without work,
enjoyment without conscience,
knowledge without character,
business without morality,
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science without humanity,
religion without sacrifice.

— Mahatma Gandhi

Does reconciliation embody a new global ethic?

At the more operational level, is there a role in reconcilia-
tion for international organizations? If reconciliation is the
result of a grassroots process, or at least a process that
involves the grassroots, if it is a process that involves more
than reason, that is, the heart and the soul, is there a role
for outsiders, those who are neither the victims nor the
culprits? Is there a role for those who can neither offer
forgiveness nor beg for it? If conflict resolution is a “legiti-
mate” role for an international institution, is reconciliation
a more appropriate role for the new “power structure” of
our time and age, namely, for individuals, the nongovern-
mental groups and the very local institutions?

Reconciliation cannot be taught or imposed. It does not
appear to be a technique. It may well defy rationality. Nev-
ertheless, there are two major aspects of reconciliation
that should be beneficial to more than just the immediate
culprit and victims. On one side, reconciliation embodies
the elements of the global ethic; on the other, it defies the
very logic of the old paradigm—the paradigm of gover-
nance through exclusion, of governance through enemy,
of “us and them.” Can these benefits be carried through
beyond the localisms of where the reconciliation occurs?
They appear to be too good to be “lost,” and yet the an-
swer is not evident. It may well be that the United Nations
will have to become “local” to really be a contributor to a
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reconciliation process, and furthermore, it may become
the international amplifier of the success of local recon-
ciliation into the world scene. Again, neither of these two
so-called roles is easily transformed into managerial in-
structions, let alone into another “restructuring” of the
system. We can only begin to envisage a way to do so,
but we can hardly claim to have the answer.

Can the United Nations play the role of a witness to the
unveiling of the truth? Can it become a guarantor for the
commitments that the victims and the culprits are prepared
to make as the process of reconciliation moves forward?
Can the United Nations become a depository of the pro-
cess and the uniqueness of each case? Can the United
Nations be the listening device and the amplifier for those
who wish to obtain inspiration and encouragement from
one individual case of reconciliation and perhaps move
on to devise a matching reconciliation process within their
own local domain? Can the United Nations become the
place where we confront the truth, the shame and the abyss
of ethnic cleansing, for the United Nations was present
when that happened? At the same time, can the United
Nations become the place where we rejoice for the victory
of the human spirit, which has been able to go through the
pain with the dignity of forgiveness to reach reconcilia-
tion?

Is the Dialogue in its simplicity, and yet in the dimensions
we have tried to present in this short book, an instrument
that the United Nations can use to nurture the seed, to
engender a process of reconciliation that can only be car-
ried out by the involved parties but perhaps can be
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encouraged by outsiders? If dialogue is a frame of mind
that allows us to listen and to hear, and to be persuaded
as much as to persuade, then it can become an instru-
ment for the United Nations to ignite the hope for
reconciliation. Can the United Nations contribute by shin-
ing the light of the truth into the darkness of the abyss and
illuminating the road into the future, one of healing and
forgiveness? Perhaps reconciliation, in the context of the
United Nations, is the telling of the human story without
masks, coming to terms with the past in order for the fu-
ture to be different.

Yet the better role for the United Nations in the processes
of reconciliation may be as a helping hand in changing
the mindset of individuals, more specifically, to change
the mindset that perceives diversity as a threat to a mind-
set that can build on the commonality of our human
condition. More specifically, the commonality that so
strongly unites us, even though it is rarely uttered, is our
desire to offer a better, a more just, a more peaceful life to
our children. As much as changing the mindset of others
may appear to be idealistic to some and illusory to others,
we have all been witnesses in our local or national reali-
ties to the power of those who had such a different
mentality. A mindset may well be influenced by books,
sermons or even words, but nothing is more persuasive
than deeds. Heroes have risen in human history because
they lived their principles.

The reports issued by the United Nations Secretary-Gen-
eral investigating what went wrong in Rwanda and in
Srebrenica have been an incredible example of facing the
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truth from an institutional point of view. The courage in
undertaking those investigations, the transparency of the
results, the accountability that was thus demonstrated and
the courage to face the truth are a great example of how
an institution can evolve and acquire more credibility, even
when it has to admit mistakes. Some may say that the
investigations into Rwanda and Srebenica were the re-
sults of the world’s demands for accountability and
transparency. This indeed is the point: the world at large
required such accountability and transparency, and the
organization that represents that world public opinion re-
sponded accordingly.

There are those who may confuse reconciliation with ap-
peasement, and others who will confuse justice with
retribution. As we are writing these lines after September
11, 2001, much of this seems to be relevant. Many could
say that we are anticlimactic, for the accusation of ap-
peasement and retribution, whether uttered or not, seems
to be in the minds of many. We, however, believe the tragic
terrorist attacks of September 11 make the call for a Dia-
logue among Civilizations even more compelling. Perhaps
those who belittled this concept in previous times, those
who dismissed it as an academic exercise and those who
thought it was a luxury in societies with more immediate
needs may perhaps think again. Looking at those who were
murdered because their fault was to be “different” from
their murderers, and looking at the sense of pervasive vul-
nerability of minor and major powers alike, of rich and poor,
of North and South, then perhaps the call for a Dialogue
among Civilizations will appear more concrete, more ur-
gent and, indeed, indispensable. Those who will heed the
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call for a real Dialogue among Civilizations, both at home
and abroad, will send a powerful signal: diversity is not a
threat, it is a wealth the world society has yet to fully dis-
cover.

When in despair I remember that all through history
the way of truth and love has always won; there have
been tyrants and murderers, and for a time they can
seem invincible, but in the end they always fall.

— Mahatma Gandhi

The last several years have provided more than one ex-
ample of innocent civilians’ serving as targets of choice in
conflicts. Even in the year that the United Nations desig-
nated as the Year of Dialogue among Civilizations, major
events have occurred that may indicate to some that we
are going in the opposite direction. Many may even have
given up hope that we can do anything about the appar-
ently unavoidable need for an “enemy.”

The fact remains that there are far fewer people in the
world who desperately need to invent an “enemy” at any
cost, even to the extent of taking innocent lives, than there
are people who wish to live in harmony and respect each
other’s dignity. The terrorists, the irresponsible politicians,
the bigots may well be active and vociferous, but they are
a minority. They can be noticed because their strong suit
is to destroy, and that takes little time and even less cour-
age. To build, to discover, to strive for achievements that
will benefit more and more human beings takes more cour-
age and more time. Over our common human history, much
more has been constructed than destroyed. In fact, we
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may well have begun writing a book of global history rather
than one about its end. The demands for peace and jus-
tice are not confined to a local reality, and in different ways
more and more people believe that neither one nor the
other can be achieved locally if they are not achieved glob-
ally. The perception, whether right or wrong, of injustice
and war is also borderless, as are the efforts to overcome
them.

Whether we are moving towards a clash of civilizations,
or towards greater human solidarity against those who
murder innocents only because they are different, is really
up to each of us. The choice is neither predetermined nor
unavoidable; that is why each of us individually chooses
and takes personal responsibility. We can let the small
minority take over and throw us into continuous conflict at
all levels; or we can enlarge the coalition of those who
respect each other’s dignity and common humanity, who
value the life of our family members as well as the life of
our fellow human beings on the other side of the planet.
We are the majority; we come from all corners of the world;
we are the builders; all can see our work where peace
prevails. We believe in the greatness of the human spirit
because we offer positive values and need no enemy to
sustain our beliefs.

life is the gold and sweetness of wheat,
hate is brief and love immense.

— Gabriela Mistral, “Serene Words”

Our children can do better than we. They can go where
we have not gone, they can achieve what we have failed
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to do, and they can discover what we do not even know
exists. They can give new forms to human solidarity and
enlarge the common denominator of human values. Many
will cross the divide—over and over again, until there will
be many more bridges and no more walls.

Out beyond ideas of wrongdoing and rightdoing,
there is a field. I'll meet you there.

— Rumi
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Dr. Faouzi Skali, Morocco

Disturbed by the grievous state of in-
ternational relations in the Persian
Gulf during the 1991 war, Dr. Faouzi
Skali, an anthropologist with a back-
ground in mystical Islam, searched
for common spiritual and cultural
means to reduce the tensions be-
tween the Middle East and the West.
To reach across the divide, and to
begin mending the rift, he envisioned
an exchange of sacred music.

The Fez Festival of World Sacred
Music, under Dr. Skali's direction, has
underscored the connection between
people as musicians and as spiritual
beings. Every yeatr, the festival brings
together artists of different faiths and
cultural heritages to facilitate a dia-
logue through the common ground of
music. The festival has demonstrated
that musical harmony can draw un-
like groups together as few other
endeavors can.

In the 1996 Fez Festival, Skali invited
an orchestra of supposed rivals of

Bosnian, Serbian and Croatian de-
scent to play the sacred music of their
Muslim and Christian roots. The en-
semble characterized what Dr. Skali
had set out to accomplish from the
start. Despite having been labeled as
enemies in their homeland, the mem-
bers of the orchestra performed a
concert that demonstrated the border-
less world of music and song.
Through music, Dr. Skali has enabled
performers and audiences alike to
discover their unity while celebrating
the beauty of their diversity.

The spiritual music of the annual fes-
tival has the power to engage people
beyond physical appearances and
cultural or linguistic differences.
Through Dr. Skali's vision and lead-
ership, harmonious relationships
formed at the Fez Festival have
changed the way that people ap-

proach “the other.”
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Dr. Salahuddin Ramez, Afghanistan

A war zone in a faraway land is a
place that many would dread, and few
would hazard to venture into. Yet
there are those who have braved the
threat of disease, the terror of violence
and the fear of the unknown in order
to attend to others. Dr. Salahuddin
Ramez was one of those selfless in-
dividuals who faced the precarious-
ness of the war zone and highly
contagious diseases in order to pro-
vide hope to and ease the suffering
of people unknown to him.

Since 1995, after leaving the famil-
iarity of his native Afghanistan, Dr.
Ramez worked in Pakistan, Sudan
and East Timor. As a surgeon for the
International Committee of the Red
Cross, he went into some dreadful
situations, repeatedly risking his own
health and security to provide a
chance for survival to the sick and
wounded.

Tragically, the risks he took in order
to serve others in need would even-
tually contribute to his own demise.
During the course of duty in eastern
Sierra Leone, he was fatally struck
with a tropical illness, Lassa fever.
Humanitarian workers like Dr. Ramez
are especially vulnerable to the dis-
ease, which spreads from person to
person through contact with human
body fluids.

His is not just a very sad story of
someone’s dying in the line of his or
her routine work. It is a compelling
story of an individual who took very
seriously his responsibility for the
well-being of others. It is a powerful
memorial that shows one person’s
sensitivity and concern for other
people, going far beyond his religion
or culture.
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Zlata Filipovic, Bosnia

In September 1991, Zlata Filipovic
began keeping a diary, as many
young children do. In the beginning it
is filled with the innocent escapades
and carefree amusement of a clever,
energetic girl from a middle-class
family in Sarajevo. Then, less than
one year later, her childhood jubilance
was visibly shed as her diary entries
moved from the typical stories of an
eleven-year-old schoolgirl to the dark
and depressing reality of a Bosnian
war zone.

Her playtime and parties, skiing and
piano lessons were soon replaced
with time spent sitting quietly in a cold
cellar. There she would be safe from
shelling and the sniper who lurked in
the hills above her home. Under the
dim light of a candle, she wrote viv-
idly about her grief for her lost friends,
the suffering of her family and her
ruined Sarajevo.

With the dramatic changes that took
place, her innocence was swept from
her as she quickly learned to cope
with hunger, thirst, cold and darkness.
Priorities changed and Zlata matured
quickly. She developed an uncanny
immunity to the sound of shelling—
not befitting a child—and became
easily satisfied with less and less.

Despite the war, she managed to
carry on through the support of her
parents and the catharsis of her writ-
ing. Zlata remained strong for her

family and had a gritty determination
to survive and to experience even a
few pleasures. She learned to face
the difficulties of war and stepped up
to assume adult duties of fetching
water, conserving food and fuel and
looking out for the safety of others.

What is most extraordinary is that for
her age, she remarkably expressed
the futility of war and the divisive na-
ture of politics. Zlata, of a mixed
ethnic background, wrote: “Among
my girlfriends, among our friends, in
our family, there are Serbs, Croats
and Muslims. It's a mixed group and
I never knew who was a Serb, a Croat
or a Muslim. Now politics has started
meddling around . . . it wants to sepa-
rate them.” Her diary was first
published by UNICEF.

Never losing sight of the injustice of
the political cleavage of the Bosnian
community into three groups, she
now uses her time to foster commu-
nication between different cultures.
She has been instrumental in the
work of UNICEF on Children in Armed
Conflict, and is also a consultant to
the UNESCO jury for children’s litera-
ture on tolerance.

Today, Zlata is a symbol of courage
for children lost in the mire of war.
Even as her pain was the result of
the failure of our leaders, her moral
concern is a sign of the peace and
hope embodied in her generation.
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Jack Beetson, Australia

When the land occupied by
Australia’s indigenous peoples was
penetrated more than two hundred
years ago, the aboriginal traditions,
forms of government and educational
system were threatened and in some
cases even erased. Today, while the
possibility for the blurring of indig-
enous culture still exists, Jack
Beetson affirms that “We (indig-
enous) are not disappearing . . . while
we have our cultures, we will survive.”

Beetson, an indigenous educator
from Australia, preserves the unique-
ness and identity of his people by
engaging both indigenous and non-
indigenous peoples in the search for
inclusive solutions. Year after year,
he brings both groups to his remote
Linga Longa Philosophy Farm to pro-
mote a comfortable dialogue around
the campfire on issues of aboriginal
identity, culture and reconciliation.

In addition to these workshops, as
Executive Director of the Co-opera-
tive for Aborigines Limited (Tranby
Aboriginal College in inner Sydney
Glebe), Beetson arranges for cultural
exchange in the classroom. The co-
operative welcomes all people
regardless of cultural heritage and of-
fers something unique for each group.
For the aborigine who has been sepa-
rated from his or her people and
culture as a child, the cooperative
renews identity, helps claim the pride
of the ancestors and introduces chal-
lenges such as reconciliation. The

non-aborigines at the cooperative
may leave the city classroom and
spend weekends in a lush bush envi-
ronment, learning about the history
of the land and, inevitably, their role
in preserving aboriginal traditions
through respect.

Over the years, Beetson has taught
thousands of non-aborigines about
the indigenous way of life by sharing
an intimate experience with nature
and his culture. This experience may
cultivate a change in behavior and an
appreciation of the “other” that could
not have been achieved at a distance.

For his own people, Beetson has
been instrumental in advocating self-
determination in education for
aborigines, and he continues to strive
for justice and rights worldwide for ab-
origines. A local mentor and
international hero, Beetson has gen-
tly paved the way for reconciliation
and a new mode of intercultural rela-
tions.

Given the struggles faced by his
people and ongoing injustices faced
by indigenous peoples worldwide,
Jack Beetson could have resigned
himself to frustration and indignation.
Yet as a courageous and visionary
individual, Beetson placed his confi-
dence in dialogue and the belief that
reconciliation can be achieved for all
people who now share the land that
his ancestors nurtured for fifty thou-
sand years.
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Margaret Gibney, Northern Ireland

At age twelve, Margaret Gibney be-
came part of the legacy of individuals
who inspire entire nations and move
world leaders to action. Margaret
along with other students in her class
wrote to world leaders asking for
messages of hope and peace for the
“Wall of Peace Project.” Growing up
in Northern Ireland and knowing little
else but war, she wrote to British
Prime Minister Tony Blair. The re-
sponse was overwhelming.

The prime minister was touched by
the concern of a child who was living
a childhood rife with violence. What
struck him as he read her letter on
American television and in the House
of Commons was the grim reality that
Margaret, as stated in her letter, had
“only known one year of peace in her
whole life.”

Her words were at once echoed
throughout the United Kingdom and
the United States, initially by Prime
Minister Blair, and then by a flurry of
media who sought out the previously
unknown girl. By simply expressing
her hopes as a child, as a student
and as a member of her community,
she became a powerful voice of
peace. As a result of her letter, she
met and introduced President Bill

Clinton at a peace conference in
Northern Ireland.

Margaret became a Young Ambas-
sador for UNICEF and a spokesper-
son for children who, like her, had
their childhood stolen by war. For
both her local and her international
efforts, she has been officially recog-
nized as an advocate for peace.

Her honest and sensible plea to the
prime minister carried with it an in-
domitable message. It was a simple
gesture, yet it may have been more
profound than anything that leaders
on either side have been able to im-
part for decades. Without intending
to draw attention to herself, she in-
advertently became a role model for
her peers and a symbol of hope for
her troubled Northern Ireland.

Margaret's resolve that better things
will come is evident in her poem The
White Dove:

Think of how lovely
Peace could be,

The people of Belfast
Fearless and free.

As time goes by,
Well learn to love
The sign of peace,

A pure white dove.
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Sydney Possuelo, Brazil

As a child, Sydney Possuelo heard
stories of two young brothers, Or-
lando and Claudio Villas Boas, who
worked earnestly to find and protect
each endangered tribe in the Brazil-
ian Amazon. Sydney knew this was
the way that he, too, would spend his
life.

As the head of Brazil's Department
of Isolated Indians, a branch of the
National Indian Foundation, Sydney
scours the jungle for months on end
to confirm the presence of a tribe. By
tracking tribes previously unknown
outside the rainforest, he is striving
to protect the people and their origi-
nal way of life from the encroaching
threats (iliness, builders, loggers and
material goods) that accompany
modernity. Once a tribe is identified,
he then navigates his way through the
appropriate bureaucratic institutions
responsible for ensuring that the de-
marcation and integrity of the tribe’s
ancestral territory are preserved.

There are serious risks involved in
pursuing threatened tribes, among

them the possibility of attack from
those one is seeking to protect, who,
understandably, may not distinguish
one invader from another. On one
occasion, Sydney was ambushed
and nearly killed by a fearful Indian’s
drawn bow, and other persons from
his foundation have been killed by
tribes defending their territory and
community.

While meeting and negotiating with
the tribes is a delicate and coura-
geous task, Sydney’s program is not
universally accepted within the gov-
ernment and the larger society. At
times, hostile ranchers, construction
companies or others have tried to
derail Sydney’s efforts to protect in-
digenous land.

Despite the tremendous risk involved,
and the countless hours required to
search for the unknown, Sydney re-
mains steadfast in his dream to
preserve the human diversity within
the Amazon’s lush, once impen-
etrable, domain.
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Dr. Sultan Somjee, Kenya

Kenyan ethnographer Dr. Sultan
Somjee explores various African
peace traditions and transmits those
lessons to the wider community
through several means. As the
founder of the African Peace Museum
Project, Dr. Somjee has facilitated the
viewing of traditional peace artifacts
through Community Peace Muse-
ums. He also heads the ethnography
department of the National Museum
of Kenya in Nairobi.

Dr. Somjee explores the history and
the deeper meaning of traditional vi-
sual objects and arranges for their
display, noting that “these non-read-
ing cultures do not build monuments
and they do not write, but they keep
alive their knowledge with oral and
visual traditions.” He explains that
traditions such as peace trees are vi-
sual symbols unique to the land and
cultural artifacts that hold a special
meaning of peace. The Peace Trees
of the Maasai, according to Dr.

Somjee, “are symbolic of negotiations
and a reminder of peace heritage.”
Accordingly, he has created an out-
door museum of peace trees.

Dr. Somjee works with many commu-
nities to preserve the traditional
approach to conflict resolution, par-
ticularly in areas suffering from civil
war or economic hardship. He has
discovered that neighboring commu-
nities cherish similar ways as tokens
of peace. Two ethnic groups who
have clashed on occasion, the Maa-
sai and the Pokot, have similar
methods of reconciliation. Perhaps by
learning about their shared peace tra-
ditions, a broader appreciation for
other aspects of the groups’ common-
ality may emerge. Others beyond the
Maasai and the Pokot, indeed beyond
Africa, may learn to engage in dia-
logue using their local and historical
methods of settling disputes among

tribes.
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Dr. Ahmed Kamal Aboulmagd, Egypt

Dr. Ahmed Kamal Aboulmagd is a practicing attorney in Cairo and a
Professor of Public Law at Cairo University since 1958. He earned a
Doctorate of Law from Cairo University.

Dr. Aboulmagd served as both the Minister of Youth and the Minister
of Information in Egypt in the early 1970s. He has held the distin-
guished position of Legal and Constitutional Advisor for the Crown
Prince and Prime Minister of Kuwait. He is a member of the Supreme
Council of Research of the University of EI-Azhar in Cairo and a mem-
ber of the Academy of Magreb. He is also a member of the Egyptian
Society of Human Rights and the Egyptian Supreme Council for
Women'’s Affairs and Rights.

Dr. Aboulmagd has published in English and Arabic on constitutional
and administrative law, including a pamphlet in Arabic entitled A Con-
temporary Islamic Point of Viewand a book in Arabic entitled Dialogue,
Not Confrontation, now in its second edition. For the last twenty years,
he has been a judge, vice president and president of the World Bank
Administrative Tribunal.
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Dr. Lourdes Arizpe, Mexico

Dr. Lourdes Arizpe recently held the position of Assistant Director-
General for Culture at UNESCO Paris. She earned an M.A. in
Anthropology, followed by a Ph.D. in Social Anthropology, at the Lon-
don School of Economics and Political Science.

Dr. Arizpe has held several notable international positions. She was
the President of the International Union of Anthropological and Eth-
nological Sciences, and at present serves as Vice-President for the
International Social Science Council (ISSC). She also served as Vice-
President for the Society for International Development (SID) and as
a member of the Steering Committee for Development Alternatives
for Women in a New Era (DAWN).

Dr. Arizpe was a member of the World Commission on Culture and
Development and Chair of the Scientific Committee of the World
Culture Report.

As aresearch scholar and lecturer, she has received a Fulbright-Hayes
and a John D. Guggenheim grant and several awards for her scien-
tific work. She has been a Fellow of the Global Economic Forum of
Davos. At present she is a Professor at the National University of
Mexico.

Dr. Arizpe has published numerous research articles and chapters of
books. Her most recent works include “Culture and Globalization” in
UNDP Working Papers of the Human Development Report (1999);
The Cultural Dimensions of Global Change: An Anthropological Ap-
proach (Paris: UNESCO, 1996); and “Re-thinking the
Population-Environment Debate” in Population and Environment: Re-
thinking the Debate, Arizpe, Stone and Major (ed.) (1994).

Dr. Hanan Ashrawi, Palestine

Dr. Hanan Ashrawi recently become the Minister of Information for
the Arab League. She is an elected member of the Palestinian Legis-
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lative Council. She has an M.A. from the American University of Beirut
and a Ph.D. in English from the University of Virginia.

Dr. Ashrawi is the founder and Secretary General of the Palestinian
Initiative for the Promotion of Global Dialogue and Democracy
(MIFTAH). She was the Spokesperson of the Palestinian Delegation
to the Middle East Peace Process from 1991 to 1993. She is a Profes-
sor at Birzeit University, where she has been Chair of the English
Department and Dean of the Faculty of Arts.

Dr. Ashrawi’s books include This Side of Peace: A Personal Account
(1995) and anthologies of poetry, fiction and literary criticism. She
serves on the international advisory boards of the Council on Foreign
Relations (Washington, DC), UNRISD and other organizations, and is
on the Board of Trustees of the Carter Center.

Dr. Ruth Cardoso, Brazil

Dr. Ruth Cardoso is Brazil's First Lady and President of the
“Comunidade Solidaria” program, an organization that aims to com-
bat poverty and social exclusion in Brazil through the promotion of
partnerships between government and civil society.

Dr. Cardoso received a Ph.D. in Anthropology from the University of
S&o Paulo in 1972. She attended Columbia University as a Fulbright
scholar for postdoctoral studies.

Dr. Cardoso is a member of the Board of the United Nations Founda-
tion. She has also served on the editorial board of Novos Estudos.
She was a member of the Joint Committee on Latin American Stud-
ies of the Social Science Research Council and the American Council
of Learned Societies.

She has held academic positions at the Graduate Political Science
Program, University of Sdo Paulo; the City and Regional Planning
Department, University of California, Berkeley; and the Center for
Latin American Studies at Cambridge University. In addition, Dr. Car-
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doso has been both a researcher and director at the Brazilian Center
of Analysis and Planning, a member of the Board of the Public Edu-
cational TV of the state of Sdo Paulo, a counselor at the National
Council of Women'’s Rights and a member of the Independent Com-
mission on Population and Quality of Life.

Dr. Cardoso is the author of several articles on urban anthropology,
social movements and the Third Sector.

The Honorable Jacques Delors,  France

Known as the architect of the Single European Act, the first modifica-
tion of the Treaty of Rome and of the ambitious reform of funding for
the European Community, the Honorable Jacques Delors was one of
the most influential politicians in the formation of the Europe of the
1990s. He is a graduate in economics, with a diploma from the Center
for Higher Banking Studies.

He became President of the European Commission in 1985. During
his time at the head of the Commission, there was a major develop-
ment of its structures, with the reinforcement of European Community
financial systems (the White Paper for a single internal market), the
signing of the treaty of adhesion with Spain and Portugal and the
creation of the Euro as the single European currency.

He was appointed Minister of Economy and Finance in Francois
Mitterand’s first government in 1981. On the local level, he served as
the Mayor of Cliché Marcha in 1993.

Dr. Leslie H. Gelb, United States of America

Dr. Leslie Gelb is currently President of the Council on Foreign Rela-
tions. He received his B.A. from Tufts University, followed by an M.A.
and Ph.D. from Harvard University.
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Dr. Gelb held many notable positions with The New York Times, in-
cluding Editor of the Op-Ed page, national security correspondent
and diplomatic correspondent.

When Dr. Gelb was at the U.S. Department of Defense, he earned
the Pentagon’s highest award, the “Distinguished Service Award.”

He is the author of Anglo-American Relations, 1945—1950: Toward a
Theory of Alliances (1988). He is coauthor of The Irony of Vietnam:
The System Worked (1980), which won him the American Political
Science Association’s Woodrow Wilson Award; Our Own Worst En-
emy: The Unmaking of American Foreign Policy (1984); and Claiming
the Heavens (1988). In 1985, Dr. Gelb was awarded the Pulitzer Prize
for Explanatory Journalism.

Nadine Gordimer , South Africa

Nadine Gordimer was awarded the Nobel Prize for Literature in 1991.
She is a novelist, short story writer and founding member of the Con-
gress of South African Writers.

Ms. Gordimer was an outspoken opponent of apartheid and is active
in human rights organizations. She has written numerous books of
nonfiction on South African subjects and has made television docu-
mentaries, collaborating with her son on the film Choosing Justice:
Allan Boesak.

Some of her notable books are The Pick Up (2001), July’s People,
None to Accompany Me (1994), Writing and Being (1995) and The
House Gun (1998).
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His Royal Highness Prince El Hassan bin Talal,  Hashemite
Kingdom of Jordan

His Royal Highness is the youngest son of King Talal bin Abdullah
and Queen Zein El Sharaf, and the younger brother of His Late Maj-
esty King Hussein. His family is directly descended from the Prophet
Muhammad and is the forty-second generation.

Prince Hassan graduated from Oxford University with a B.A. (Hon.)
and M.A. in Oriental Studies. His Royal Highness has also been
awarded numerous honorary doctorates from notable institutions world-
wide.

Prince Hassan served as His Majesty King Hussein’s closest political
advisor, confidante and deputy, as well as acted as Regent in the
King's absence from the country.

He is the President of the Club of Rome. He initiated, founded and is
actively involved in a number of Jordanian and international institutes
and committees. In Jordan, he established and now directs the Is-
lamic Scientific Academy; the Tri-annual Conferences on the History
and Archeology of Jordan; the Hashemite Aid and Relief Agency; the
Center for Educational Development; the Institute for Diplomacy; and,
most recently, the new Al al-Bait University in Mafrag.

At the 36" Session of the United Nations in 1981, His Royal Highness
proposed the establishment of the New International Humanitarian
Order, which led to his being asked by the UN Secretary-General to
found and cochair the Independent Commission on International Hu-
manitarian Issues (ICIHI). The final report of the commission was
adopted as a resolution at the 42" General Assembly.

Professor Sergey Kapitza, Russia

Professor Sergey Kapitza is with the Kapitza Institute for Physical
Problems (founded by his father, Peter L. Kapitza, a Nobel Laureate
in physics) at the Russian Academy of Sciences in Moscow. He is a
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Professor of physics at the Moscow Institute of Physics and Technol-
ogy. At present, he is engaged in global population dynamics studies
and is a member of the Club of Rome.

He has been active in the Soviet, Russian and international science
circles and is currently Vice President of the Academy of Natural Sci-
ences of Russia and President of the Eurasian Physical Society.
Professor Kapitza is also the host of a weekly science and society
program for Russian television.

Professor Kapitza’'s work in applied electrodynamics has led to the
development and design of the microtron, a source of electrons, which
has become an established accelerator. He has published extensively
on matters of science and society.

Dr. Hayao Kawai , Japan

Dr. Hayao Kawai, a scholar of clinical psychology and Professor Emeri-
tus at Kyoto University, is now an advisor to Kyoto Bunkyo University.
Until recently, he was the Director General of the International Re-
search Center for Japanese Studies at Kyoto University. He obtained
a Ph.D. in Psychology at Kyoto University. He studied at the Carl
Gustav Jung Institute in Zirich and became the first Japanese licensed
Jungian analyst.

Dr. Kawai served as a committee member of the Central Council for
Education and of the Administrative Reform Council, both of the Gov-
ernment of Japan. He was also Chair of the Commission on Japan’s
Goals in the 215 Century, a private advisory panel set up by the former
prime minister of Japan.

His works have been published widely in Japanese and English and
have earned him some of Japan’s most prestigious prizes in scientific
as well as literary fields, including the Asahi Prize (1997) and the
Osaragi Jiro Prize (1982) for his book Fairy Tales and Psyche of Ja-
pan.
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Professor Kawai has also been designated as a “Person of Cultural
Merits” by the Japanese government.

Professor Tommy Koh,  Singapore

Professor Tommy Koh is currently Ambassador-At-Large at the Min-
istry of Foreign Affairs, Singapore,and Director of the Institute of Policy
Studies. Professor Koh received a First Class Honors degree in Law
from the University of Singapore, a Master’s degree in Law from Har-
vard University and a Postgraduate Diploma in Criminology from
Cambridge University. In 1984, he was awarded an Honorary Degree
of Doctor of Laws from Yale University. He was Dean of the Law
Faculty of the National University of Singapore from 1971 to 1974.

He was appointed by the UN Secretary-General as his Special Envoy
to lead a mission to the Russian Federation, Latvia, Lithuania and
Estonia in 1993. He has been a member of three World Trade Organ-
ization dispute resolution panels, two of which he chaired. He was a
Visiting Professor at Stanford University in 1995. He was the first
Executive Director of the Asia Europe Foundation, from 1997 to 2000.

Ambassador Koh was Singapore’s Permanent Representative to the
United Nations, New York, from 1968 to 1971 (concurrently accred-
ited as High Commissioner to Canada) and again from 1974 to 1984
(concurrently accredited as High Commissioner to Canada and Am-
bassador to Mexico). He was Ambassador to the United States of
America from 1984 to 1990. He was President of the Third UN Con-
ference on the Law of the Sea from 1980 to 1982. He was Chairman
of the Preparatory Committee and the Main Committee of the UN
Conference on Environment and Development from 1990 to 1992.

Ambassador Koh is the author of three books: The U.S. and East
Asia: Conflict and Cooperation; The Quest for World Order; and Asia
and Europe.
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Professor Hans King , Switzerland

Dr. Hans Kiing is a scholar of theology and philosophy and a prolific
writer. He studied philosophy and theology at the Gregorian Univer-
sity (Rome), the Sorbonne and the Institut Catholique de Paris. In
addition, Dr. Kiing holds numerous awards and honorary degrees from
several universities.

Dr. Kiing is President of the Foundation for a Global Ethic (Weltethos).
From 1960 until his retirement in 1996, he was Professor of Ecumeni-
cal Theology and Director of the Institute for Ecumenical Research at
the University of Tubingen.

From 1962 to 1965, he served as official theological consultant (Peritus)
to the Second Vatican Council appointed by Pope John Paul XXIII.

Dr. Kiing is coeditor of several journals and has written many books,
which have been translated into different languages, including: Jus-
tification; The Church;, On Being a Christian; Does God EXxist?;
Theology for the Third Millennium; Christianity and the World Reli-
gions; Judaism; Christianity; Global Responsibility; A Global Ethics
for Global Politics and Economics; and Tracing the Way—Spiritual
Dimensions of the World Religions. He was the drafter of “The Decla-
ration Toward a Global Ethic” of the Parliament of the World’s Religions
in 1993, and of the proposal of the InterAction Council for a Universal
Declaration of Human Responsibilities, 1997.

Graca Machel, Mozambigue

Graca Machel is President of the Foundation for Community Devel-
opment in Mozambique and, since 1999, the fifth Chancellor of the
University of Cape Town in South Africa. She has a B.A. in German
Philology from the University of Lisbon, Portugal.

Graca Machel was the Minister of Education for the Government of
Mozambique from 1983 to 1989.
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She is a member of the Board of the United Nations Foundation, the
South Centre, UNRISD and other organizations, and has received
numerous honorary, humanitarian and academic awards. She was
the Special Reporter to the Secretary-General for the Study on the
Impact of Armed Conflict on Children.

Giandomenico Picco, Italy

Giandomenico Picco, an Under Secretary General of the United Na-
tions, is the Personal Representative of the Secretary General for the
United Nations Year of Dialogue among Civilizations. He is also the
CEO of GDP Associates, Inc., in New York City, and President of the
nongovernmental Peace Strategies Project in Geneva, Switzerland.

He graduated from the University of Padua with a degree in Political
Science. He holds a Master of Arts degree in International Relations
and Comparative Politics from the University of California, Santa
Barbara, and a diploma in European Integration Studies from the
University of Amsterdam.

Mr. Picco served the UN 1973-1992, to the rank of Assistant Secre-
tary-General for Political Affairs. His assignments included the UN
operation leading to the release of the Western hostages in Lebanon
and the negotiations that brought about the cease-fire between Iran
and Irag. He was also a member of the team that negotiated the
Geneva Accords (1998) on Afghanistan. He represented the Secre-
tary-General as arbitrator in the Rainbow Warrior case.

Mr. Picco has received numerous awards and honorary degrees, in-
cluding the President’'s Special Award for Exceptional Service from
the United States, the Grand Cross of the Order of Merit of the Fed-
eral Republic of Germany and the Order of the Cedre du Liban from
the President of Lebanon. His personal account of the Lebanon hos-
tage case was published as a book entitled Man without a Gun.
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Professor Amartya Sen, India

Dr. Amartya Sen was awarded the Nobel Prize for Economics in 1998.
He is a Professor of Economics at Trinity College, Cambridge. He
was also a Professor of economics and philosophy at Harvard Uni-
versity.

Following a bachelor’s degree in Calcutta, Dr. Sen received B.A., M.A.
and Ph.D. degrees from Trinity College.

His professional activities include memberships on numerous edito-
rial boards, including Economics and Philosophy; Ethics; Feminist
Economics; Gender and Development; Indian Economic and Social
History Review; Indian Journal of Quantitative Economics; Journal of
Peasant Studies; Pakistan Development Review; Pakistan Journal of
Applied Economics, Philosophy and Public Affairs; Social Choice and
Welfare; Common Knowledge; Critic & Review; Theory and Decision;
and Business and the Contemporary World.

Dr. Sen publishes widely in publications such as the New York Re-
view of Books. His numerous books include Democracy as Freedom
(2000) and On Economic Equality (1997).

Dr. Song Jian , China

Dr. Song Jian is one of the major science and technology policymakers
in China. He, serving as Chairman of the Science-Technology Com-
mission of China in the capacity of Vice-Premier (1985-1998), initiated
the reform and opening up of science and technology policy across
the country. Currently, he is Vice-Chairman of the Chinese People’s
Political Consultative Conference and President of the Chinese Acad-
emy of Engineering. He holds a degree in engineering and a Ph.D.
(Candidate of Science) from MBTY, Moscow, and a Doctor of Sci-
ence degree from the Moscow National Technical University. He is a
member of China’s Academy of Sciences and a foreign member of
the National Academy of Engineering (United States), Russian Acad-

Biographies E 239



emy of Sciences, Swedish Royal Academy of Technical Sciences (IVA),
and others.

Over the last four decades, he has made significant contributions to
an array of disciplines. Dr. Song led the program design and the launch-
ing and positioning of China’s first telecommunications satellites. He
was responsible for initiating and conducting the country’s “Sparks
Program,” which aimed at alleviating rural poverty and developing
rural/township enterprises throughout China. He has also initiated and
guided the China’s “Torch Program,” which spearheaded the develop-
ment of high-tech industries through the establishment of 53 science
parks across the country.

Dr. Song has authored, coauthored or edited eleven books and has
written and published approximately one hundred scientific articles.
He has received numerous National Awards on Contribution to Sci-
ence-Technology development and accomplishments in engineering
sciences and mathematics. He has also received the Albert Einstein
Award (1987), which is the highest recognition by the International
Association for Mathematical Modeling for individual science achieve-
ments.

Dick Spring, T.D., Ireland

Dick Spring has been a member of Dail Eireann (Irish Parliament)
since 1981. From 1982 to 1997, he was Leader of the Irish Labour
Party and served as Deputy Prime Minister in three Coalition
Governments—1982-1987; 1993-1994; and 1994-1997. He also held
ministerial office in Justice, Energy, Environment and Foreign Affairs.

Dick Spring was educated at Trinity College Dublin and King's Inns,
Dublin, and is a lawyer. He is Chairman and Non-executive Director
of a number of companies and is International Counsel to the Wash-
ington/Boston law firm Mintz, Levin, Cohn, Ferris Glovsky and Popeo.
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He was centrally involved in the negotiation of the Anglo-Irish Agree-
ment of 1985 and the Downing Street Declaration of 1993. He
cochaired the British-Irish Inter-Governmental Conference in 1993—
1997. At their inception, Dick Spring led the Irish delegation to the
All-Party Talks in Belfast, which culminated in the Good Friday Agree-
ment. As Foreign Minister, he represented Ireland at the General
Council of the European Union, a body he chaired during Ireland’s
presidency in 1996. He also chaired the European Council of Energy
Ministers in 1984. As well as addressing the General Assembly of the
UN on a number of occasions, Dick Spring led EU Troikas to the
former Yugoslavia, Russian Federation, ASEAN Regional Forum, EU-
SADAC, Middle East; and EU Gulf Co-operation Council.

He is a Fellow of the Salzburg Seminar; an Associate Fellow of the
Kennedy School of Government, Harvard; and a member of the Coun-
cil on Foreign Relations Taskforce on Palestine.

Dr. Tu Weiming, China

Dr. Tu Weiming is the Director of the Harvard Yenching Institute. He
has been a Professor of Chinese history and philosophy and of Con-
fucian studies in the Department of East Asian Languages and
Civilizations at Harvard University since 1981. He earned a B.A. at
Tunghai University in Taiwan and both an M.A. and a Ph.D. in History
and East Asian Languages at Harvard University. He is the first Pro-
fessor of Confucian studies at any English-language university, a
position awarded to him in 1999.

A member of the Committee on the Study of Religion at Harvard, the
Chair of the Academic Sinica’s advisory committee on the Institute of
Chinese Literature and Philosophy, and a Fellow of the American
Academy of Arts and Sciences, Professor Tu Weiming is currently
interpreting Confucian ethics as a spiritual resource for the emerging
global community. He taught for thirteen years at Princeton Univer-
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sity and the University of California at Berkeley on the subject of Chi-
nese intellectual history. Additionally, he taught Confucian humanism
at Peking University in Taiwan, the Chinese University in Hong Kong
and the University of Paris.

He is the author of major publications in Chinese and English, includ-
ing Neo-Confucian Thought in Action: Wang Yang-ming’s Youth;
Centrality and Commonality: An Essay on Confucian Religiousness;
Humanity and Self-Cultivation; Confucian Thought: Selfhood as Cre-
ative Transformation; and Wang, Learning, and Politics: Essays on
the Confucian Intellectual. He has contributed a section on Confucian
spirituality to a forthcoming encyclopedia on the history of the reli-
gious quest, as well as an essay for a report of the U.S. President’s
Committee on the Arts and the Humanities.

The Honorable Richard von Weizséacker , Germany

The Honorable Richard von Weizséacker is the former President of
the Federal Republic of Germany, serving a rare double term from
1984 to 1994. He was Chairman of the Commission on “Common
Security and the Future of the German Armed Forces” until May 2000.

He attended Oxford and Grenoble Universities, followed by Goéttingen
University, where he studied law and history.

Dr. von Weizséacker was cochairman of the Independent Working
Group on the future of the United Nations (1994-1995). He was one
of the “Three Wise Men” who were requested by the President of the
European Union, Romano Prodi, to elaborate suggestions for an in-
stitutional reform of the European Union in preparation for the
integration of new member states (1999). His memoirs have been
published as From Weimar to the Wall: My Life in German Politics
(1999).
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Dr. Javad Zarif, Iran

Dr. Javad Zarif has been Deputy Foreign Minister for Legal and Inter-
national Affairs of the Islamic Republic of Iran since 1992. He is a
career diplomat and has served in different senior positions in the
Iranian Foreign Ministry and at various international organizations.

Professor Zarif holds a Ph.D. in International Law and Policy from the
Graduate School of International Studies, University of Denver. In
addition to his diplomatic responsibilities, he is a Visiting Professor of
International Law at University of Tehran, where he teaches human
rights, international law and multilateral diplomacy.

In the past two decades, Ambassador Zarif has played a leading role
in the United Nations, the Non-Aligned Movement and the Organ-
ization of the Islamic Conference. He has served as Chairman of
numerous international conferences, including the Asian Preparatory
Meeting of the World Conference on Racism (2000), the United Na-
tions Disarmament Commission (2000), the Sixth (Legal) Committee
of the 47" United Nations General Assembly (1992-1993), the Politi-
cal Committee of the 12th Non-Aligned Summit in Durban (1998) and
the OIC High-Level Committee on Dialogue among Civilizations. He
also served as the President of the Asian African Legal Consultative
Committee from 1997 to 1998.

Professor Zarif serves on the board of editors of a number of schol-
arly journals, including the Iranian Journal of International Affairs and
Iranian Foreign Policy, and has written extensively on disarmament,
human rights, international law and regional conflicts. His writings
include “Impermissibility of the Use or Threat of Use of Nuclear Weap-
ons,” Iranian Journal of International Affairs, 1996; “The Principles of
International Law: Theoretical and Practical Aspects of their Promo-
tion and Implementation,” in International Law as a Language for
International Relations (The Hague: Kluwer Law International, 1996);
“Continuity and Change in Iran’s Post-Election Foreign Policy,” For-
eign Policy Forum, 1998; and “Islam and Universal Declaration of
Human Rights,” in Enriching the Universal Declaration of Human Rights
(Geneva: Office of the United Nations High Commissioner for Human

Rights, 1999).
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