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] churia, the League did nothing. And, when Mussolini at-
Natwar Singh tacked Abyssinia (now Ethiopia), the League did nothing.
And, when Hitler walked into Rhineland, the League of Na-
tions did nothing. And, then, in 1939, because of the appease-
ment policy of some European powers, we had the Second

The World Situation  wodwar

So, after the Second World War, and the United Nations
After tl'le War On Iraq was established in the hope, that the world, or international
community, would have learned some lessons from the fail-
ures of the League of Nations. And, the United Nations was
Natwar Singh, former Union Minister of Indiaand Secretary  drafted; and the Americans played a very important role in
General of the Non-Aligned Movement, gave the opening  the drafting of the United Nations Charter, which was signed
speech to the Bangalore conference, on May 26, preceding  in San Francisco in October 1945.
U.S Presidential pre-candidate Lyndon LaRouche’ skeynote. India was also a signatory. We became automatic mem-
bers of the United Nations, because we had been members of
Chandragjit Yadav, Moderator: Natwar Singh is Member the League of the Nations, although India was still under
of Parliament and of Congress Party Working Committee. He British rule. But, since Britain called the shots in those days,
was chairman of the Congress Party Foreign Affairs Commitindia was made a member of the League of Nations; but we
tee. He was, in our Foreign Service, one of the ablest Foreign could only participate in ways concerning the conditions of
Service officials. But, | think that he never felt very comfort- India, or of Indians in South Africa—that is, people of Indian
able there. He knew that perhaps, bureaucracy comes inthe  religion settled in South Africa—and on labor problems, not
way of being in direct contact with the people; then he decidean political issues. But, it enabled us to become an automatic
to come and join a particular party. He is a very important member of United Nations; for example, Pakistan, which had
member of the Congress Party. He was the Secretary Geneigdne independent about the same time as us, just the same
of NAM movement [Non-Aligned Movement], when NAM  time, had to be elected.
movement conference took place in Delhi [in 1983], when
Mrs. Indira Gandl was the chairpersa of the NAM  We'reBack to 19th-Century Colonialism
movement. So, the Charter which was signed—and on the whole the
| was also very much involved, on behalf of our party ~ Charter is a noble document, except for one or two para-
in the movement; and | could see Natwar Singh working, Igraphs. It is not entirely an inspiring document, but it is a
think, 24 hours, on account there were so many forces work-  noble document, and the hopes of humankind were focusse
ing to break the New Delhi Non-Aligned Movement confer- on the United Nations.
ence. But, Natwar Singh, under the guidance of Indira Gan- Now, what is the shape of the United Nations today? | feel
dhi, worked day and night, and made the Delhi NAM sorry for Kofi Annan, the Secretary General of the United
conference a landmark in the Non-Aligned Movement. So, Nations. Because, what has happened is, that the United
| invite Mr. Natwar Singh to please come, and inaugurateStates, which did so much for the establishment of the United
this conference. Nations, is, today, not showing the kind of respect one would
Natwar Singh: When Mr. Chandrajit Yadav asked me to have expected a superpower, or a “hyperpower” (as the
participate in this important conference, | immediately  French call the United States today), to treat the United Na-
agreed, not only because of the important subject, but, he isteons in this manner. I've already used strong words, but it
revered and respected friend of mine, and | couldn’t possibly ~ won'treally help. But, the fact of itis, that the United Nations
say no to him. Unfortunately, | won’t be here in the afternoonhas been not only bypassed, it has been denigrated.
or tomorrow, but | can place my thoughts before you, in the Now, let's take Resolution 1441: Resolutiotogd41
time available. not mention “regime change.” But, the American poliggs
Tomorrow is Jawaharlal Nehru’s 39th death anniversary. one. Mr. Saddam Hussein should be killed. One country say-
And so, we are holding this conference on the eve of the deatimg its objective is to kill the head of state of another country—
anniversary of Nehruji, a great statesman of the 20th Century, whether you like Saddam Hussein or not, | am not discussing
and the architect of India’s foreign policy, and our policy of the merits of it; we have our own point of view on Mr. Saddam
Non-Alignment. Hussein. But, here was a superpower, a Permanent Member
The two world wars of the 20th Century, were a testimonyof the Security Council, the most powerful country in history;
to the failure of the European or rather, Western diplomacy. the richest country in history; technologically the most ad-
After the Second World War, the United Nations was setvanced country, with which we have very close relations,
up, because the League of Nations had collapsed. And the and valuable relations, and would like to strengthen those
collapse was due to the fact that, when Japan invaded Mamelations, had declared: 1) The objective is to kill the head of
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state of Irag; 2) it is to impose regime change; 3) destroy
weapons of mass destruction.

Now wedon’t know thefate of Saddam Hussein, but there
hasbeen aregime change. Now, what hasthis change brought
about for Iraq? Anarchy and chaos. Because, whenthe Ameri-
cansand theBritish, bypassing the United Nations, disregard-
ing what France, China, and Russia had said, went into Iraqg,
| don’t think they thought through, what would they do, once
they had reached Baghdad. So, here now, we have asituation
of acountry of 22 million, richly endowed with the enormous
amounts of oil; yet there, at the moment, there is no govern-
ment. Whom did the United Nations deal with? The later
resolutions say they will be Iragi representatives, but for the
next 12 months, the U.S.A. and the U.K. will bethe adminis-
tering powers.

So, you are back to the situation which was prevalent in
the 19th Century. European powerswalked into various parts
of Asia, Africa, Latin America, and imposed their will and
imposed their governments. Now, one would hope, that with
the arrival of the 21st Century, these days of diplomacy by
force; diplomacy through assassination; diplomacy through
forced“regimechange” ; diplomacy disregarding sovereignty
of nations; diplomacy disregarding the UN Charter, would be
athing of the past. That we are entering the new millennia
with the hope that peace would prevail, and problems and
differences among nations would be solved through discus-
sion, and deliberation, and peaceful means.

But, this has not happened, and we have a government
withinthe United States, which hasan evangelical fervor, and
a resort to the Almighty. Only the other day, the Attorney
Generd of the United States invoked the name of God, with
regardtoterrorists. Now thisevangelical fervor, hasproduced
asituation in the world, that we have a single power, which
has its own agenda, which is not willing to listen to anyone;
and saysthat “wehavedecidedtodo A, B, C, D. And because
we are powerful, we will be able to do it.” Now, what does
theworld do about it?

We saw that a second resolution in the United Nations
couldn’t be adopted, because France, Germany, and China
were members [of the Security Council]—Germany isnot a
Permanent Member, but China and France are—and Russia,
objected to the resolution. The resolution was not passed.
Nevertheless, theinvasion of Irag took place. And, post-lraq,
also, the situation will be, in the near, foreseeable future:
Whatever happens in Irag will be under the auspices of the
American and British, with the United Nations playing asub-
sidiary role. They have a representative there, but | don’t
know what he's precisely supposed to do, and how much
authority and power and influence he will have, in shaping
the future of Irag.

India’'s Condemnation of the War

Now, asfar asIndiaisconcerned: TheParliament of India
passed a resolution, a unanimous resolution, opposing the
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Former Indian Foreign Minister, and Secretary General of the
Non-Aligned Movement, K. Natwar Sngh, is shown at the center
of the photo in this coverage of the Bangalore conference on “ The
World After the Iraq War,” sponsored by India’s Centre for Social
Justice and the Schiller Institute.

war, for acease-fire. Actually, the resol ution was unanimous,
and the Parliament of India condemned the war on Irag.
Now, severa people, not only within India, who said,
“What is the use of your passing aresolution on the last day
of the war?’ That's not the point. The point was, that the
Parliament of India, representing 1 billion people, was unani-
mously opposed to the war. Now, if the resolution had not
been passed, or a resolution had been passed by a mgority,
then they would have said, “Here you are! Even the Parlia-
ment of India did not unanimously oppose or condemn the
war.” So, the objective of the resolution, was not its timing,
even if we had passed it on the first day. The result would
havebeenthesame. So, it pleased the peopl e of India, to show
totheworld, that we were united, and the Parliament of India
spoke with one voice in the resolution condemning the war.
Now, in severa statements, the Prime Minister of India,
Mr. Atal Behari Vajpayee, referred to Irag. He has said, that
whatever is happening in Irag is awarning to usin this part
of theworld. Why has he said this? After al, his government
has very close relations to the United States. He has said
this, because he feels that maybe, the United States, or some
elements in it, might be looking around: “Where do we go
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after Iraq?’ We heard today, that there’ s the report from Te-
hran, that theregimein Iran isto becivilized, and an unfortu-
nate phrase was used: “axis of evil.” The countries that are
called “axis of evil” are members of United Nations.

So now, who decides “axis of evil”? And, which are the
countries to be included in the future? Who sets the agenda
for the “axis of evil”?

So, thisisatotally new situation. And, why it will become
SO acute, is that with the disintegration of the Soviet Union,
an entirely new situation arose in the world. That situation
is highlighted by the fact, that an alternative point of view
disappeared from the world. Let me repeat: Indeed, with the
disintegration of the Soviet Union, an alternative point of
view disappeared from the United Nations. Whether it was
on political matters, onmilitary matters, on economic matters,
health matters—whatever you like—there was a point of
view. And the disintegration of the Soviet Union had adirect
impact on the fortunes and future of the Non-Aligned Move-
ment. The Non-Aligned Movement played asemind rolein
the process of decolonization—with the assistance of the
United States and the Soviet Union, at certain times.

Now it was normally said, that you know, the Non-
Aligned countries are nearer to the Soviet Union than they
aretotheWesternworld. Y ou shouldlook at thevoting pattern
at the time of United Nations; you will find, that the Soviet
Union voted with theNon-Aligned countrieson major issues,
concerning the Non-Aligned world: issues of apartheid, or
colonialism, or neo-colonialism.

TheRole of the Non-Aligned

Now, what has the Non-Aligned Movement done now?
Now, Chandrgjitji referred to the Non-Aligned summit in
New Delhi, in March 1983. | had the great good fortune of
being selected to be Secretary Genera by IndiraGandhi. And
| remembered therolethe Movement played under theleader-
ship of India’s role. And what the Non-Aligned Movement
has become today. And, here | think, we should have played
a more active role, even at Kuala Lumpur, when the Non-
Aligned Movement met somemonthsago, and, an Iraq decla-
ration was formulated. | think we should have been much
more active, given our past, and the importance we attach to
non-alignment, and the role that India played in the Non-
Aligned M ovement—and, even now, duringthelraqWar, she
hastried to play, in vain—that when major issues concerning
non-aligned world are taking place, Non-Aligned Movement
isfound wanting.

Take, for example, the Irag-Iran War in 1980s. The Non-
Aligned Movement was unable to resolve these differences.
Taketheissue of Afghanistan: The Non-Aligned Movement
was not ableto play an activerolein the situation in Afghani-
stan. We arein asituation, that NATO forces are going to be
stationed in Afghanistan. Now, people continually ask, “Why
is the Non-Aligned Movement relevant today?’ Well, if the
Non-Aligned Movement is irrelevant, then why is NATO
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relevant? The Soviet Union has disappeared. The Warsaw
Pact has been wound up. Where' sthe enemy?

Now, the Non-Aligned Movement isrelevant, for avari-
ety of reasons.

Now, international agenda has changed. International
agenda in the '50s, "60s, ' 70s, was largely concerned with
apartheid, imperialism, colonialism—these issues; indepen-
dence of a vast number of countries. Today, the agenda is
terrorism; AIDS; and violence; climate change; financial is-
sues; the place of small countries: These are the issues on
which the Non-Aligned Movement should get together. The
Non-Aligned Movement should have had a special session
onthesituationin Irag.

And, | think, without in any way having a confrontation
with the United States—because it is hot to the advantage of
India, or any other country, or any other movement, to have
a confrontation with the United States, because it’s going to
be counterproductive. So, it should be the effort of the coun-
trieslikeIndia, to engage the United Statesin friendly discus-
sions, and try to strengthen the forces of multilateralism, and
to reduce the influence of unilateralism.

Now, it sounds devious, because the mode in which, at
the moment, American foreign policy and security policy
have been unfolding, doesn’t give much encouragement to
us. But, at the same time, | think it is the responsibility of,
certainly Russia, China, Germany, France, India, Japan, Indo-
nesia—these countries should sit down together, and try and
engage the United States, and say, that it is “powerful you
are; wealthy you are; technologically advanced you are, with
avast reach, you don’t to have conquer anything. You can
push abutton, and throw any bombs anywhereyou like. But,
the problems of the world can’t be solved, even by asingle
superpower, because they are so complex, and they are so
deep, also.” The United States, and all the power and author-
ity, do not, for example, have an intuitive understanding of
India-Pakistan relations. The complexity of Indo-Pak rela-
tionsneedsanintuitiveunderstanding, whichinmy judgment,
the United Stateslacks.

Engagethe United States

What the world needs today, is not Pax Americana: It
needs Pax Planetica. We have had Pax Romana; we have had
Pax Britannica; we have got now Pax Americana. But, | think,
if the world is to become a peaceful place, where we can all
live in peace and amity, where no single power or group
of powers dominates other powers; where major issues are
settled through di scussion—then, what theworld needsisPax
Planetica. Andtherefore, itisessential that the United Nations
be strengthened.

Now, how does that happen? It can happen in two or
threeways. If Russia, China, France, in the Security Council,
engagethe United Statesand the United Kingdomin adebate,
tosay that, “Iraqisbehind us. What | essons have been learned
from Irag? Is it going to be the dominance of the theory of
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regime change, arbitrarily run, outsidethe United Nations?ls
national sovereignty of no consequence? Is running the
United Nations meaningless?’ And, | think, if these three
powers, in a spirit of friendship, engage the United States
and—if necessary, ask Non-Aligned Movement, ask the Or-
ganization of African States, ask the Latin American coun-
tries—that we try and engage the United States, rather than
to confront the United States. Thisisbeing realistic.

| think, that the message that should go out from this
conference, is: That the best hope for resolving international
conflicts, or pre-empting them, is to strengthen from the
United Nations. Now, how isthat going to happen, when the
United Nations and Security Council, at the moment, is an
undemocratic set-up? The Western world is represented by
the United States, U.K., France, and Russia. Africa, Asia,
Latin America has one representative, the People’ s Republic
of China. So, obviously, the United Nations Charter hasto be
revised, whereif you don't revise the Charter, then you can’t
increase the number of Permanent Members on the Security
Council, and all these five members have veto.

Now, there are schools of thought, which suggest that,
you know, “do away with the veto.” The conditions for the
United States to become a member of the United Nations
Security Council was, that thefive powerswould have aveto.
So, the very beginning was, that there would be one category
of members, which is superior to others, and the activities of
these Five Permanent Members—veto-holding members—
were never to be discussed in the United Nations. Now, the
world has changed. In 1945, there were 51 members of the
United Nations; today, there are 190. But, the composition of
the Security Council remains the same, as far as Permanent
Members are concerned. The Council was expanded by five
membersin 1963, and became 15—five permanent, and ten
non-permanent.

Now, if thisis to happen, then naturally, a country like
Indiawould find a place in the Security Council as a Perma-
nent Member; so, | think, would Brazil, and Japan, and Ger-
many; then South Africa, and Nigeria.

Even if agreement was reached on this, maybe we would
be able to bein a position to engage, with the United States,
inaconstructive dialogue, so that we address these problems,
within the framework of the United Nations. It snot going to
be easy, but | think this a better approach, than adopting a
posture of hostility, or confrontation with the United States.
We must be redlistic on these matters. It's one thing to be
emotional, and onething to be passionate, and one thing to be
angry: The only—I was taught, when | was with the Foreign
Service—that the only emotion that you will be allowed, is
controlled indignation. You don’t have to go yelling and
shouting, which doesn’'t help. The only way to doiit is, to be
able to convince our American friends, that there’ s another
way of looking at this, that might is not right, and, what we
are saying reflectsthe higher ideals of the American Declara-
tion of Independence.
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TheMoral Dimension of Foreign Policy

You see, if you read history, you redlize that for nearly
150years, the United States wasthe most i solationist country
intheworld! Andthelast 50 years, it’ sthe most intervention-
ist country in theworld! So, the 21th Century has begun on a
note, whereif you deal with asituation, of which thereare no
precedents—even the British Empire is not as powerful as
the United States is today. And therefore: How to convert a
unipolar worldinto amultipolar world? And, that can only be
done through goodwill, understanding, mutual confidence,
and not through confrontation.

And, I'll finally mention; The 19th Century firmly be-
lieved that progresswasinherent in history. Now, the history
of the 20th Century has belied this Romantic belief, that prog-
ressisinherent in history. The two World Warsin 20th Cen-
tury were not a sign of progress. The invention of nuclear
weapons was not a sign of progress. What has happened in
Irag, is not a sign of progress. So, humankind has to make
very great efforts. And, | think here, Indiahaslesson to teach
to—or to give the world—not to preach to the world: But |
think it’s Gandhi’ sexample, that it is possibleto look at these
problems, from another point of view. And the moral dimen-
sion, from the foreign policy of any country, should not be
absent.

Now, there’ s an argument, that the United States foreign
policy has been along moral lines; and you can make a case
for this, and you can also quotethat case. But, our understand-
ing of the moral dimension is dightly different from that of
our American friends. And therefore, we hope, that our coun-
try will be ableto provide the healing touch—which wewere
abletodo, after the Second World War. Because, India SGNP
in 1947 was not worth calculating. We were not a strong
military power. But, the fact was, that India’ smoral standing
was very high, for the simple reason that the Indian freedom
movement was not dedicated to a doctrine, but to a purpose:
and the purpose was to achieve independence through non-
violent means. And so, that’swhy India s voice counted.

And, I'm hoping it will be possiblefor us, to get together
with other like-minded countries, and try and seeif itispossi-
bleto have aconstructive and meaningful dialoguewith some
of our Western friends. And, to see how we can avoid thekind
of situation that took placein Irag.

If you don’t find a solution, then you will have a very
dangerous situation. Now, for example, the situation in Irag,
for the time being, put back efforts to stop terrorism. And
another important item: On Sept. 11, 2001, the entire world
was with the United States. The sympathy of the world was
withthe United Statesin September 2001. In 2003, in March-
April, the situation was the reverse! Except for a handful of
countries, nobody supported their action in Irag. So, | think
al Foreign Offices have to work full-time, to see if we can
ensure a better world, than we seem to be confronting at the
moment.

Thank you very much.
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