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Summary


_____________________________________________________________






This e-book constitutes recognition of the
fact that the Internet is the most effective means of reaching a
worldwide audience, anywhere and at any time. It is being made
available with the objective of motivating people to believe that,
if they receive correct information and honest opinions, the world
can be changed for the better.

Making the most of the exceptional
communication opportunities that the Internet provides, I am
launching this e-book entitled “World Government and Other Polemic
Issues” as a tool for enhancing the free expression of opinions. It
contains articles that I have submitted to magazines and websites
in Brazil on International Politics, the notion of World
Government, Terrorism, Cryonics and other often polemic topics. The
opinions put forward in this e-book await evaluation by you, the
reader.

I hope you enjoy it – and if you
would like to get in touch with me, please send an e-mail
to: mailto:oripec@terra.com.br
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The title of the present essay might provoke
skeptical laughter in the arena of International Public Law and
among experienced scholars of international relations. But they are
intellectuals, who at present hold the attention of only a small
number of sophisticated readers with their academic writings. If
the need and urgency argued here prove to be true, they will be the
voluntary or involuntary “obstetricians” of a new world order. The
new world “baby” is being announced via nausea, strange “famines”
and other alterations in the behavior of old mother Earth, who is a
bit old for new concepts and worn out with ideological illusions,
the discoverers of dynamite, endless conflicts, uncertainties and
the very concrete physical suffering of her less favored
children.

This essay intends to show that we are
nearing the birth of this world reorganization, long in the works,
and a bit disguised, as if it were the result of an illicit
relationship. I say this with no intentions of literary shock
value. Amateur “midwife” notwithstanding, a simple reading of the
newspapers reveals that the fetus is moving in the political,
social and economic bowels of our planet, kicking away in the form
of unemployment, non-payable government debts, environmental
pollution, global warming, concern with future water and food
shortages, uncontrolled population growth, commercial wars,
preventive wars, disrespect for the United Nations, the arrogance
of a certain rich country, terrorism, and fraudulent accounting
manipulations by the large corporations, organized crime, etc.

If the progenitors of the future child –
governments in general – out of ignorance or fear of what is
growing in the tormented belly ask “Will it be a monster?” Whether
they acknowledge their paternity or not, is not important. The
fetus is bloody. It would be better though for them to begin to
exchange ideas rather than bullets, germs and radiation to prepare
the crèche and swaddling clothes for the child, who once the pangs
of childbirth are over, will bring them only happiness; or at least
a preponderance of happiness over the old routine of suffering.
Humanity wants and deserves peace and work, something that it has
never fully achieved under this disordered world structure. This is
what we will try to demonstrate. Since we are abusing biological
comparisons, we could say that in any evolved organism, the liver
doesn’t “fight” with the kidneys or other organs; the brain doesn’t
martyr the skin – especially if it is darker – and everyone
harmoniously “obeys” (except in cases of disease) the commands of
the pituitary gland and the nervous system. In the so-called “
concert of nations”, what we see least is a harmonious “ concert”,
since there is still no fully trustworthy, benign conductor with a
baton, who is voluntarily accepted by the entire orchestra, and
capable of silencing some of the excessively independent and
warlike drums, so that the overall group can function better.

Let us, however, leave the metaphors behind.
The reader should not find the excess of factual and political
considerations strange in an esteemed journal of legal articles,
because International Public Law depends essentially on the facts
and mutable relations of power. Syngman Rhee, professor of
International Public Law, who presided over South Korea from 1948
to 1960, once remarked in disillusionment that the Law that he
taught simply “doesn’t exist”, due to the preponderance of force
over international norms. What the world today thinks of a certain
president of a country in the northern hemisphere reinforces his
opinion.

Now to the facts.

Unemployment

Unemployment is presently one of humanity’s
most pressing problems. This drama affects both rich and
“developing” countries as well as the blatantly backward where
hunger and malnutrition reign, those that are portrayed
dramatically in photos and films of skeletal fly covered African
children with enormous bellies. Up until now, however, solutions
for such scenes of horror have been palliative and provisory, and
have depended on bursts of charity on the part of the richer
countries and the efforts of the United Nations. The UN does what
it can, but is not in a position to resolve the problem
definitively and much less to prevent it. A truly organized world
would not depend on episodic charity, dependent on momentary
impulses to resolve its problems. Right after the Second World War,
the Kefauver Commission in the United States, demonstrated that a
large part of the American money sent to reconstruct the south of
Italy, returned in a round trip journey to American banks,
rendering interest for its new depositors. Often only a small part
of international private charity reaches its intended
beneficiaries. There is no way of duly policing private charity,
which flows through pipes full of holes.

Neither rich nor poor countries, acting
alone, can solve the problem of unemployment which is paradoxically
the fruit of their human technological ingenuity. With the
mechanization of agriculture, enormous contingents of workers left
the rural areas to work in the cities. In addition, factories have
become more and more automated, eliminating jobs so that only the
bureaucratic workers remain. Then there are the final
“executioners” of employment - the computer and the Internet ¬ -
that dispense with millions of workers and promise to dispense with
many more, because the innovations that dispense with hands and
brains are endless. Professionals in information and computer
science today, even when highly qualified, feel insecure, or openly
expendable, subject to unemployment,. It is a delusion for young
people to think that entering the world of computers is a guarantee
of permanent employment. Almost all of us feel the sword above our
heads. Is it really necessary, inevitable and useful that in order
for humans to remain productive they have to be always walking a
tightrope, fearing age or even simple maturity and the ensuing
unemployment, tormented by the constant need to get ahead of their
colleagues? “Savage capitalism” - when on top, everything is great
– might think so, but the majority disagrees, insisting that
solidarity has to temper incessant competition.

How to resolve the unemployment problem in
the rich countries? By prohibiting or penalizing the use of
automation and computers? That would be both impossible and
irrational. This is a “progress” with no turning back. Why contract
thousands of employees for a job that can be done by a few computer
operators and programmers?

The only viable solution to unemployment in
the “rich “ countries would be to reduce the number of work hours
per week, obviously without cutting salaries. This would force the
hiring of new workers. But it is not possible for any one country
to do this in isolation. If, for example, the government of the US
were to obligate companies to reduce the work day, indirectly
forcing them to hire new workers, business would transfer its
installations to other countries that had no such restriction. A
vast underdeveloped world, with unemployed, cheap and abundant
labor would be anxious to receive these non speculative
investments. This would be good for them, but counterproductive and
economically disastrous for the US, since it would increase
national unemployment even further. No president who increased
unemployment could be re-elected. Voters in every country want
“good government” of course, but it is understood that the
adjective refers, first to the country itself and not to some
vague, generic “humanity”. There would be sincere congratulations
if one could satisfy the interests of both, but when a conflict
occurs, it goes without saying whose interest will prevail.
Individually, countries could partially or temporarily alleviate
unemployment, by for instance, creating incentives to the
construction industry or other sectors which employ unskilled
labor. However, such laudable efforts could only be sporadic; they
wouldn’t solve the global unemployment problem. Not all the
unemployed can be converted into masons and plumbers, and there are
limits to expanding housing construction, because it costs money
that not everyone has.

This is a worldwide problem, aggravated by
globalization. Even telephone operators have been fired because now
we converse with machines which to our despair respond saying,
“dial 1” “then 2”, “ then 3” and so on successively. It is an
indescribable relief if and when we finally encounter a human voice
on the other end of the line. Finally, a remaining obstacle to the
overall reduction of the work day remains the indispensable
consideration of profit, the very basis of the efficient but harsh
capitalist system. Business executives, as understanding as they
might be, would lose their jobs if they hired unnecessary workers
and raised costs. Also the price of their products would rise and
lose out to the competition, thus bankrupting the owners. Stock
holders, even those who desire to go to heaven after death, expect
profit from their CEOs, not demonstrations of charity.

How might employment improve under a world
government? The reduced work week, inevitable in the long term,
would be imposed in a blanket fashion, which a world government
would be in a position to do. Multinational managers could not
relocate their factories from one country to another because there
would be nowhere to go, all would be under the same basic
restriction.

Further, there could be a worldwide minimum
wage, to discourage multinational flight. In underdeveloped
countries, where unemployment has more serious consequences, and
stimulates the spread of street crime, a shorter work day would
allow more people to be hired. Technology is the great, though
involuntary, “enemy” of humanity in the realm of jobs. Under a
world government, it could become a “friend”. The undeniable
“leisure time” that the machine and computers provide us would have
to be shared by all, if we want to live in relative tranquility.
Anyone who thinks otherwise might change their mind, (if there is
still time), when an unemployed person, driven by desperation, puts
a knife to their throat and demands the money he should have been
able to earn with a job. Or when experiencing a bomb threat at
their lovely office, overflowing with computers and nearly devoid
of workers.

Overpopulation

We move now to another problem which could
be better solved under a world government - over population. It is
scientific consensus that it is not healthful for the planet to
maintain its present growth rate, since land is finite and we need
existing forests to continue to provide oxygen. Even if Mars were
to be one day inhabitable, the adaptation costs would be so high
that the planet could never be used to “warehouse” the excess from
an unnecessarily overpopulated Earth.

How then to induce sovereign countries to
adopt measures to control the birth rate? China managed to do so
because it is a dictatorship and felt the immediate consequences of
housing more than a billion, three hundred million inhabitants.
Other sovereign nations, influenced or practically dominated by
religious dogmas, find it difficult to penalize couples for bearing
more than two children. If AIDS, or the fear of it, now helps limit
pregnancies through the use of condoms, soon medical progress will
overtake the disease and birth rates will rise again. Excess
births, together with the growing replacement of workers by
machines, is an infallible recipe for misery, suffering,
criminality, terrorism and all the evils which torment both rich
and poor.

The Environmental
issue

For all the Bush government’s insistence (we
are not interested just in his country) that the cause and effect
relationship between the emission of gases by industry and vehicles
and global warming and its devastating effects in the coming decade
has yet to be proven, there is a near consensus among specialists.
They recognize the connection, which can be perceived in the
growing holes in the ozone layer, the reduction of the polar ice
caps and the disappearance of the “eternal” snows on the high
mountains. This is not to mention the scary climactic changes that
redound in excessively hot summers, abnormally cold winters,
droughts and flooding all over.

How to oblige the countries – if their
inviolable sovereignty is to be maintained – to comply with a
determined program of environmental control? The US, which emits
thirty-six percent of all carbon dioxide, and has a population that
represents just four percent of the world population, refuses to
sign the Kyoto Protocol, attracting the ire of environmentalists
for good reason. According to an article (“North American
Environmental Policy” by Pedro Jacobi, a University of São Paulo
professor, in an excellent collection of essays by various authors
(“Estados Unidos: A Supremacia Contestada”, [The United States;
Supremacy Questioned] Editora Cortez ) “the US government’s
argument is that a reduction of emissions, as required by the
Protocol, would result in a 3% to 4.3% fall in GDP in 2010, and it
is preferable to “give technology and the institutions time to
develop strategies to combat greenhouse gases that can, at the same
time, protect the economy and avoid recession and unemployment” (p.
142).

How to require the United States, in
violation of its sovereignty, to accept the “damage” of a large
drop in its GDP, with unemployment and a recession? Declare war
against them? Even if the US federal government were in the hands
of the Democratic Party, it would be unlikely that they sacrifice
their self interest for world interest. The unemployed Americans
who lost their jobs as a result of carrying out the provisions of
the Kyoto Protocol, would never forgive a president, “who didn’t,
first of all, take care of his own; all the rest is somehow vague,
distant, utopian or the like...” And the unemployed of other
countries would say the same about their own governments in a
similar situation. Here we return to earlier considerations about
the eternal conflict between the general and particular good. If,
with a world government , the general and the particular fuse into
a single entity, interests would be easier to reconcile, keeping in
mind the greater freedom of a central organ to establish global
compensation to favor of those who made the greater sacrifice due
to environmental restrictions.

The burning of petroleum derivatives is a
major source of pollution. Humans want to breathe better, trust the
climate enough to be able to sunbathe with a lesser risk of skin
cancer, but they also want to drive their cars. To reconcile such
desires, oil would need to be replaced by another energy source,
unless a chemist were to discover how to burn petroleum without the
emission of polluting gases. If we did discover a source of “clean”
energy, and abandoned oil, we would be decreeing misery for the
Arab world as well as other countries whose main source of wealth
is petroleum. In that case, who would take care of the impoverished
Arab populations?

The use of petroleum in just the manufacture
of plastics would not generate sufficient wealth to sustain the
needy populations surrounded by rock and sand. Not to mention here,
the virulent reaction of the oil companies who would do anything to
undermine an individual government that faced up to the fact with
determination, that fossil fuels are in the long term an enemy of
human beings and should be replaced. A world government, stronger
than any individual government, would have greater power and room
to maneuver to gradually modify and equalize among countries the
replacement of the main source of energy that someday will also run
out since it is finite. And shouldn’t we also be concerned with
plastic since it is not biodegradable?

Global problems could be solved more easily
with global solutions. With only partial, regional solutions, and
even with much weeping and gnashing of teeth, solutions are
difficult, slow, tangled and have advances and retreats. Depending
on the ever problematic “understanding” of politicians, who rely on
votes to survive because in the final analysis, liberal democracy
is here to stay (as Francis Fukuyama tells us in his questionable
“The End of History”). A single, universal liberal democracy, or a
close cousin of still unknown design, would be less conflictive
than a confusing merger of democracies and leftovers from
dictatorships with conflicting interests. Let us return to our
theme.

Organized crime and
international financial movement

There are other factors which counsel more
efficient and unified planetary oversight. The present process for
discovering overseas bank accounts, origin of funds, etc. of proven
suspects in drug dealing or suspicious large financial transfers of
other dubious origin is slow and complex and the “sovereign”
bureaucracies must be overcome. Countries have different laws and
administrative regulations, obviously with different languages and
legal systems. These variables retard the mission of legal agents
who are legitimately interested not just in punishing criminality
or the transgressor, but mainly in recovering funds which are the
product of crime. Today the transgressor has the enormous advantage
of confidentiality and of speed; he or she can transfer enormous
sums from one country to another in a matter of seconds. It’s a
game of cat and mouse, in which the rodents have the enormous
advantage of having friendly financial paradises everywhere. In
commercial terms this is understandable, since if one bank refuses
the cheese, others protected by other sovereigns will gladly
receive it. Unified control of electronic transfers would create
enormous difficulties in moving illicit funds. Considering the
immense volume of these amounts, it would be difficult to hand
carry suitcases full of money via roads and airport hallways.

Shareholders who invest their honest savings
feel insecure these days due to the succession of scandals and
embezzlements by the large multinationals. Stock market shock waves
redound in other countries due to globalization. Parmalat is an
example. Ingenious CEOs, served by accounting “magicians”, can
disguise embezzlements for years, aided by the scattered location
of their branches around the world. These send financial statements
to their headquarters, which on paper are correct, but not
supported in reality. Shareholders have no way to verify the
documents, and company directors, who arranged the embezzlements,
obviously will not facilitate an investigation, offering their
necks to the guillotine. If today, governmental oversight wants to
learn the real financial situation of a given corporation, it will
find the task of auditing difficult because permission to audit
would have to be requested from each sovereign country where the
branches are located, generating complex and glacial judicial
disputes. With a unified government, oversight would be much more
agile.

Even in strictly privately activities,
globalization would counsel unification of the auditing practices
of the large corporations. Michael Rake, the world president of
KPMG International, a respected auditing firm, in a March 3, 2004
interview in “Carta Capital” (p.54) said, “In Europe, it has been
established that beginning in 2005 all businesses will use
international criteria. The most efficient procedure in our
opinion, would be to merge all these protocols into one, if we
don’t, it will not be possible to establish terms of comparison,
and that could leave room for fraud. We need something more
consistent, clear, simple and standardized in which the capital
market can have confidence. “

Combating organized crime, especially that
related to drug traffic, has been extensively and competently
studied by jurists worldwide and what specialists say doesn’t need
repeating. It is enough to recall that the unification of policing
would be facilitated by a world government.

Trade wars among
nations.

Another point that has made the generic good
intention of avoiding commercial discord among nations almost
nonviable today is trade protectionism. In more explicit terms,
this means the rich against the poor, because the poor don’t have
the luxury of retaliating without suffering new reprisals. If the
present system is maintained, and the weaker need to go case by
case to seek protection under the wing of the WTO, the slowness of
this system will continue to generate damage, with segments of
production and trade on hold until cases are resolved. Once
resolved, the loser will seek retaliation in another manner, either
directly or indirectly. Thus generating further complaints, defense
and trial, and so on. A slow “commercial justice” deserves as much
censure as a strictly legalistic state justice.

With siding with anyone in particular in
terms of commercial wars, it is worth noting what has been said
with respect to combating environmental pollution, the greenhouse
effect, etc. The French government, for example, subsidizes its
farmers and it would be extremely difficult for a French citizen,
especially a farmer, to accept adverse economic measures imposed by
the French government, if if became more concerned about the harm
subsidies cause to Brazilian agricultural exports for instance. All
governments want to enjoy approval, especially from the subjects
who granted them their “mandate”. Public men do not consider
themselves to have a generic mandate for humanity. The average
Frenchman would say that agriculture, an essentially noble, not
parasitic, activity “has always lost money” which is not far from
the truth – and that if Brazil wanted to protect its farmers it
could do the same, by subsidizing them. It is jokingly said that
there are three sure ways to lose money: with women, gambling and
farming. The first is the most pleasurable way to become
impoverished and the last is the surest. It is a thankless task and
almost everyone knows how hard a farmer’s daily life is. French
workers would further say that it is fair to protect their farmers,
since they cannot accept the unjust remuneration that a Brazilian
worker receives without a loss of dignity. If wages are low,
obviously the product price can remain low. A similar rationale
will certainly spring from the North Americans when they protect
their workers to the detriment of imported Brazilian products. A
world chief, or “coordinator”, a more attractive word, could more
easily resolve conflicts of this type because they could be treated
as “internal’ questions without the usual difficulties of dealing
with different sovereignties, who are prone to bravado and
patriotic speeches for their audiences.

Preventive wars

This is the most controversial item, but it
is not its difficulty that counsels setting it aside - on the
contrary.

Until the advent of nuclear and other
non-conventional biological and chemical weapons, under
International Public Law there was consensus that preventive
attacks be banned, unless there were total certainly that a country
was attacking another. This was because at any time, the supposed
aggressor could control itself and retreat and the Law, in general,
international or not, does not punish thoughts and intentions. No
one seriously argued the urgent need for a preventive attack in
1939 against Germany – before it invaded neighboring countries –
even while perceiving Hitler’s sinister intentions in mounting a
gigantic war machine. Without a concrete, or at least immanent,
attack, accompanied by a declaration of war, there is no legitimate
way to counter attack. The simple fact of danger does not justify
an attack.

This cautious manner of thinking was
justified in fact, because if tanks and infantry cross a
neighboring country’s border, it will be slowly enough to give the
aggrieved party time to react and for diplomatic measures to have
an effect. In other words, if the aggression was by relatively slow
conventional means, the mortality would not be devastating, and it
will be possible to staunch it from the beginning.

However, with the technological innovations
in war making, the preventive attack becomes admissible, rational
and even a governmental duty when there is certainly that the
threatening country is arming itself and intends to act against the
aggrieved and all neighboring countries, because radiation does not
respect borders and defensive measures would come too late. Once
they are detonated, there is little that can be done about nuclear
arms transported by missiles or planes. One can only take revenge
in equal arms while counting one’s dead, alleviate the pain of
those burned by radiation and wait for deaths by cancer some time
later. With such consequences, there is no reason to maintain the
antiquated and restrictive juridical standards related to
preventive war. A truly preventive war – honestly preventive,
please note … is today ethically sustainable and even
recommendable.

It’s always hard to discover, and even
harder to prove, whether a bellicose national government has
weapons of mass destruction and their quality and state of
readiness. When a country does have them, it is a subjective
judgment whether it intends to make immediate use of them. Unlike
the huge factories for planes, cannons, tanks, machine guns and
other conventional arms, these are not readily visible. When there
is intelligence, there is counter-intelligence, and the uncertainly
provides fertile ground for bad faith on the part of militarily
powerful heads of state. After a (false) preventive invasion
against a weak country, the war lord can always invent a facile
excuse. “Excuse me, I made a mistake; everything indicated that
there were weapons of mass destruction, ready for use no by that
unstable government. If there are no weapons, which we are only
discovering now, the onus for the invasion lies in that “madman’s”
behavior because he obstructed inspection and led us to believe
that it was much more dangerous than it really was.” In sum, with
the present situation of multiplying sovereign governments, it is
hard to legitimize preventive attacks and if the atomic, chemical
or biological trigger is pulled, the “prudent” will be called short
sighted cowards for not seeing “what anyone could see”. If a
preventive attack is launched and then the danger revealed to be
non existent, the attacker will be called a gratuitous aggressor,
with ulterior motives.

Under a world government, this problem would
disappear. Affairs of the entire planet would be “internal” and the
police would investigate everything suspicious without fear of
being considered aggressive and precipitous. To illustrate, there
would be nothing illegal or politically censurable if the Brazilian
federal government, warned that a certain state in the federation
was arming itself dangerously and secretively and intended to
attack a neighbor or separate from the rest of the country, were to
take preventive measures. Sending in the federal police or the army
to “invade” the area where such arms were being produced, would, of
course, require no prior authorization from the local government.
The preventive action of the federal authorities would be praised
for nipping a separatist or aggressive movement in the bud. The
presence of greater or lesser honest doubt would not prevent the
federal government from doing what appeared to be most
reasonable.

These comments are not being made to justify
the conduct of George W. Bush’s government in invading Iraq. World
public opinion, with which we agree completely, is largely
convinced that President Bush, influenced by the hawks, invaded
Iraq for reasons other than those he stated. This lie will be a
political liability for the rest of his life, though not one of
conscience because he assumes that the goal of “overthrowing a bad
man” justifies the means. It is not within the scope of this paper
to describe the probable, varied motives for the invasion. This
“preventive” attack, however, had the involuntary “academic merit”
of provoking reflections that, if it hadn’t been for that
government’s “tough guy” arrogance, would still be sleeping in the
corner of the minds of the experts in international relations.

The attack on Iraq prompted a re-evaluation
of the United Nations’ peacekeeping role. It revealed its relative
fragility, to the point of being able to say that the UN today is a
good bee with no stinger. This is what led the League of Nations to
extinction. The UN is called benevolent because it sends material
aid, insofar as possible to suffering populations and promotes
human rights with counsel, meetings of the cupola and campaigns.
Now and again it uses the stinger, when not vetoed by one of the
“important” countries, who themselves sometimes deserve an
educational sting or two. This makes the usefulness of the
international agency relative. Considering the power of the veto –
one vote is enough – of the permanent members of the Security
Council, it can’t be said to be a fully democratic organization,
with the efficiency of command required in the modern world. The
world is progressively drowning, as noted above, in pollution,
unemployment, monstrous governmental debts, growing arms
expenditures, internal conflicts in several countries and in the
relative impunity of organized crime. Given the specters looming on
the horizon, an agency only interested in “maintaining the peace”
and making recommendations in favor of human rights is not enough.
Something with more coverage and efficacy is required.

Even when the UN becomes a tribunal, as
happens with the International Court of Justice, its condemnations
are only moral, just opinions which the accused can respect as it
wishes. This denies the court the nature of a true tribunal, whose
justification is in the effective execution of its decisions. Thus,
it is not really a court, but a respectable academic organ for
consultations and recommendations.

In its present form, the UN cannot refute
the criticism of lack of coherence. It, for example, prohibits the
weaker nations from manufacturing nuclear weapons. However, it has
nothing against the five members of the permanent council, the USA,
China, France, England and Russia who hold these weapons and many
lethal others, while no one dares to investigate them. This leads
the rest of the world, the “inferiors”, to question why some
members can, and not others can belong to the fearful atomic club.
The UN closes its eyes, because of institutional impotence, not bad
faith, to what happens in certain countries. Specialists say that
Israel, for example, has the nuclear bomb, which is totally
forbidden to Arab nations under penalty of invasion. On the other
hand, nuclear proliferation is absolutely undesirable, given that
any head of state in a moment of rage could initiate a nuclear
conflict, triggering an irreversible nightmare.



The UN´s institutional incoherence would
disappear if there were a world government. To exemplify with the
aid of an analogy, no one censures the United States government for
forbidding its fifty states to develop autonomous nuclear programs
or to manufacture chemical weapons.

I earlier mentioned certain countries,
Israel in this case, but without prejudice really. One cannot
punish Germany for giving birth to a Hitler (not just because he
was Austrian), or Russia for Ivan the Terrible or Stalin who killed
millions who didn’t accept his five year plans; nor Israel for
Ariel Sharon, with his absurd (and expensive) wall that will prove
to be an enormous waste because all walls are destined to fall.

If there were a true world government, the
Palestinian question would have been resolved decades ago: Israel
wouldn’t need to make punitive excursions nor to develop atomic
weapons for fear of its neighbors; the Palestinians wouldn’t be
suffering what they are now, oppressed, shredding in revenge their
own bodies and those of innocent Israeli civilians, who might even
disagree politically with Sharon. There would not be the diffusion
of Arab terrorism, which torments not just Israel, but also the US
and its closer allies. If there were a world government today, the
monetary savings, in amounts many times less than what is wasted
with wars would probably resolve, for example, the Palestinian
question: the Jewish colonists in Cisjordania and the Gaza Strip
could receive a comfortable indemnity, abandon their lots to the
Palestinians and get on with their lives. They are intelligent
polyglots with a high ability to adapt anywhere in the world. They
will never accept abandoning their lots without compensation.
Perhaps the Sharon government doesn’t mention compensation, its
enemies argue, precisely to encourage the settlers to resist the
alleged government plan to withdraw the settlements, a subtle
tactic for territorial expansion.

With just a fraction of the money the United
States spends on its present wars, in large part resulting from the
Palestinian-Israeli conflict, the nearly 200,000 Jewish colonists
would probably be willing to abandon their settlements. If, for
example, each colonist were to receive $100,000 for a lot, (an
exaggerated amount), the total compensation would be 20 billion
dollars, several times less than the US government spent and will
spend with its wars in Afghanistan and Iraq and to combat world
terrorism.

The reader will forgive me for suggesting
such a simplistic solution to the Arab-Israeli conflict. The arms
industry, the inevitable result of multiple sovereignties, will
condemn this hypothetical resolution of conflict without the need
for war, but it can’t be denied that economic stimulus can work
miracles in resolving conflicts.

The burden of
arms

How many countries are there today on the
face of the planet? About two hundred, which hypothetically states
the need to maintain 200 armed forces, army, navy and air forces,
because each country is obliged to provide for its external
defense. It is impossible not to recognize the enormous financial
burden, without mentioning the potential danger of a spark in the
neighboring powder barrel that this represents for humanity. The
burden escalates because each time a country increases its military
forces the neighboring countries consider it prudent to do the
same.

How to escape this vicious circle? By
unification. Europe, by uniting, dispensed with the internal arms
race that fed numerous wars in the past. England, France and
Germany for example no longer need to use so many financial
resources on their own security. It seems impossible to imagine
Europe without wars, but we probably won’t hear more about conflict
among the countries of the European Union. NATO, a similar
organization, will defend all European countries and prevent its
member countries from warring among themselves - considerable
progress in terms favorable to humanity. What caused this
“miracle”? It was an understanding of the superiority of
unification over the multiplication of affected, hot-tempered
sovereignties.

The United States maintains a single army,
navy and air force. Its expenditures on its armed forces are
fabulous, at first for reasons related to the Cold War, proving
that reciprocal fear is highly dangerous. The expense would be
enormously higher if each state of the union were to maintain its
own armed forces. Since the United States is a federation, war
among its states is unthinkable. With world unification, each
country, transformed into a kind of “province”, would have to arm
itself only to the extent necessary to maintain internal order.

Without world government, the global arms
industry will continue to fulfill its inevitable role by sowing
distrust, death and destruction. First, one has to remember that
the industry can only avoid bankruptcy if there are constant wars
and provocations. Their stock cannot remain stagnant. Such
conflicts could be ably encouraged by intrigues on the part of the
arms industry. The television news scenes of undernourished African
youth wielding machine guns, while we know that their people have
almost nothing to eat are aberrations. Money wasted. Hundreds of
thousand of people die in internal ethnic massacres in third world
countries. They are poor countries with subsoil rich in diamonds,
gold and oil, wealth that would be better used in pacific projects
and not in arms purchases. And the UN cannot prevent these internal
massacres because its basic mission is to promote peace among
countries and not among residents of the same country.

Only a world government would be able to
limit the waste of resources and lives which the arms industry
promotes. Its sole utility is in generating a certain number of
jobs in the industrialized countries, but the price is
unacceptable. This is an activity, which due to its peculiar
nature, should not be allowed to exist under private control.
Industry heads need to encourage rivalries in order to provide
profits to their shareholders, which is the essence of a capitalist
regime. It is strange that disarming individuals is widely preached
today all over the world, while the existence of heavy armaments
which kill many more is met with indifference.

Difficulties in the
formation of a world government

The patient reader who has followed us so
far, perhaps smiling and shaking his or her head, must certainly be
thinking that all the evils of the worlds described herein are true
or partially true and evident to all, but there is something
ingenuous in proposing a world government. If the UN itself, which
appropriates a fraction of the sovereignty of its member countries,
finds it difficult to fulfill its role in maintaining peace and
promoting human rights, imagine the difficulty present governments
would have in agreeing to a proposed world government that would
cancel out their sovereignty entirely, reducing each country’s
level of autonomy to that of a unit in a federated state.

Just verbalizing the concept of “world
government” provokes laughter or chills in a humanity fearful of a
dictatorship. The image evokes worn, gross or infantile images of
“world domination” by force: Alexander the Great, Attila the
Scourge of God, the Roman Empire, Napoleon Bonaparte; Hitler’s
Third Reich; the Japanese Empire; communist pretensions to world
domination and finally American imperialism, which many consider to
be a kind of de facto world government, the result of its wealth,
organization and military power. “We are already living under world
imperialism led by the US and this man wants to intensify the
domination by granting it legitimacy?”, some will cry, citing
numerous US interventions abroad, every time its interests are
crossed.

Automatic association of ideas, however,
should be viewed with reserve. A legitimate world government today
could only be conceived of in democratic terms, with voluntary
adherence by countries, as was the case of the European Union. This
is different from the historical examples cited above modeled on
megalomania and military power.

It is difficult here even to outline the
form of world government which would emerge from consensus. The
title of this essay didn’t promise to undertake such an enormous
task. It just recognized the inevitability and need for a world
government. It doesn’t dare nor promise to describe what shape it
might take, or what the next steps might be. That would be the
result of numerous heated discussions of the future architects of
the new humanity. The experience of the United Nations could be
useful in formatting a new model.

It would have to be something new, but would
be probably be based partly on the traditional federation formation
where each state or province cares for local interests and internal
order, and outside defense and matters of interest to the entire
federation fall to the central government. Since there would no
longer be a need for “external defense” with a world government,
excepting the ridiculous possibility of invasion by extra
terrestrials , this single army would be relatively small, limited
to interventions here or there, when presented with some
“overflowing excess” on the part of its “provinces”, the present
sovereign states.

At the outset, I don’t believe it would be
possible to attribute a vote to each world citizen as happens in
all the democracies. This system, which is the foundation of
western democracies, would not be acceptable to the richer and less
populous countries, because it would mean being dominated by China
and India in the formation of the world government. The US and
Europe would logically not admit that mere human fertility,
frequently irresponsible, decide the course of humanity. The
industrialized countries would become a minority, with all the
difficulties that minorities face, not withstanding their greater
cultural and technological contributions to the advance of
humanity.

This world government would just be an
improved UN, with greater executive powers such as the cancellation
or mitigation of the veto power of the five permanent members of
the Security Council.

Another probable objection to world
government would be the difficulty of bringing the industrialized
and developing countries together under one roof, as equals, What
is the cultural affinity, one could ask, of the US and Haiti or the
European Union and Bolivia?

This disparity shouldn’t however, be viewed
as an absolute impediment to living under one government. There is
no problem, for example in Brazil with the fact that the state of
São Paulo is richer and more densely populated than the state of
Piauí, and thus exercises greater influence and leadership over the
country’s politics and economy. For Piauí, it is advantageous that
one of it political partners, in this case, São Paulo, be rich,
because in some way it receives part of the wealth. A poor man has
a greater chance of being helped by a rich brother than by someone
as poor as himself. And there would be no risk of one state from
the same federation invading its neighbor. Similarly California and
New York don’t regret being associated with Montana or any other
poorer state in the US. The inequality of wealth doesn’t generate
local wars. In case of natural cataclysms or other disaster, they
can rely on aid from the federal government, which I better than
charity prompted only be visions of extreme suffering.

The biggest objection to the formation of a
world government would come from the United States, since this
“association with the poor” would oblige the powerful nation to
aid, financially, technically and culturally its new, poor but
suspicious brothers, and in large numbers. It would be the same as
if a rich man were to open the door to his mansion to find a line
of dozens of distant poor relatives with suitcases requesting
shelter, food and schooling.

The first world would sure not at first view
with much enthusiasm an intimate association with its “poor
relatives”. But, in compensation, it would be freed of the enormous
expenditures on defense and for combating terrorism, this
privatized war which is in some ways more dangerous than official
war due to its not having a fixed address. If I’m not mistaken,
Ronald Reagan’s Star Wars “shield” would cost somewhere in the
neighborhood of 40 billion dollars. And even when mounted, it would
produce paltry results because, as September 11 has shown, danger
doesn’t come just from rockets.

Disparities in wealth don’t impede
integration. The European Union shelters rich and poor countries
who subscribe, without fear, despite a partial sacrifice of
autonomy.

The political difficulties in the
construction of a world government are really enormous. For some,
the weakness of the proposal would lie in the timing, because the
present governments are doing all right, thanks. “Vague ideas about
the future should be left to our grandchildren”, “When the world is
at the right danger point, suffocated by pollution and terrorism,”,
“ The world is still not under enough pressure for a discussion of
this nature.” “What the UN and some of the NGOs are doing is enough
for now, with a few improvements,” they will say I don’t think
these critics have the best solutions; perhaps the most
comfortable, but not the most far sighted. An enormous network full
of knots can only be untangled with a global vision of the tangle
and patient work attentive to the overall; not with a lot of
independent, impatient efforts, each with its own idea of how to
work.
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Does
anyone still doubt the need for a World Government?


_____________________________________________________________

February, 15, 2007

The Middle East is currently one of the best
arguments for this imperative. There are others, such as the
quasi-collapse of the WTO (nothing more logical, natural, without
laying specific blame on any particular government), environmental
pollution and chaotic population growth, where those who are able
to provide adequate conditions for rearing children do not have
them, and those who cannot provide such conditions have them in
abundance.

There are simple and effective ideas which,
in spite of being so, give rise to ill-judged reactions,
irrespective of whether such reactions are based on reasoning,
emotions or that vast cerebral archive of automated opinions.

The human brain is rather like the enormous
control panel of a supersonic aircraft, with hundreds of highly
sensitive buttons and devices that, at the lightest touch, even an
accidental one, unleash automatic reactions that may even bring
down the plane. Obviously, all these buttons are necessary for the
safety of the aircraft or the comfort of its passengers. The
problem lies in the automatic nature of the response, as each item
has no knowledge (of course, this would be impossible) of the
function of its neighbor on the control panel. Do what is required,
react as programmed, nothing more. If the aircraft crashes, it is
not the poor button’s fault, but that of the pilot, or that of the
stewardess’s elbow that should not be there. In the event that the
plane crashes and the button is still in one piece, it would think,
with smoke still arising from it: “Why did the plane crash? I only
did what was required of me! I just don’t understand anything any
more...”

This is the kind of reaction shown by the
vast majority of people – irrespective of whether they are
cultured, uncultured or somewhere between the two – when one speaks
of a possible world government in the form of a democratic
federation. This adjective is in bold and underlined because two of
the aforementioned mental buttons, “sovereignty” and “patriotism”,
react right away instinctively, possibly for the reason of simply
being close to one another, like certain automatic hand driers that
“divine” the need for their blast of hot air.

The foregoing considerations come to mind
whenever I see photos and headlines in newspapers of the conflict
involving Israel in Palestine and Lebanon.

There is no other more obvious example of
the need for effective Global Justice in order to resolve a
conflict that looks like being permanent and which may result in
immense difficulties for the whole world, if there is no legitimate
democratic centralized power able to impose the fairest possible
solution.

For centuries, in the internal order of all
countries (all, without exception), when neighbors begin to fight
and cannot reach agreement, there has been found to be a need for
an “outside” state power, a legitimized judge, professionally
prepared for the role, to pass sentence and ensure that an eventual
ruling is fulfilled, even if it displeases one of the parties
involved. It would be too much, unthinkable, to require that every
judicial decision always satisfy both parties, even the party that
is in the wrong. Essentially, justice is almost always “outside” in
origin, i.e., external to the parties involved in the dispute. In
those cases where justice lies “within” the parties themselves,
there is no conflict or a need for any kind of “judge”. In
disputes, the parties involved obviously intervene in the process,
but solely by putting forward arguments and evidential proof of
their allegations. Even “private justice” (i.e., arbitration) is
“external” in origin, involving an arbitrator with no material or
ideological interest in the conflict. Besides this, the arbitrator
is chosen by both parties involved. Nevertheless, once a ruling has
been made, there must be compliance with the arbitrator’s decision,
irrespective of whether or not the losing party agrees with it.
Elementary, isn’t it?

However, it is not this that occurs in the
international area, where the elementary is rarely given
recognition. Each country does exactly what it wants in the “house
where anything goes”, which could be better defined as the
“madhouse where anything goes”. Whoever has the most power sheds
the least tears. In addition, just to aggravate the problem, the
governments of countries or peoples involved in conflict, even if
they feel, at heart, that their reactions are exaggerated, believe
that they are under an obligation, based on rancorous “patriotism”,
to crush the adversary. Like “big boys”, it is necessary, to put on
a show of valor for electors, who are generally rather perplexed
and only concerned with saving their own skins, and do not have the
slightest concern for the suffering of others, or the just or
unjust manner in which their government treats the enemy.

Israel and its Arab neighbors are going to
continue to kill one another, as long as no “outside power”
interferes, in order to impose (as fair as a decision pronounced by
human beings can be) and following an in-depth analysis of the
arguments put forward, an immutable and really respected frontier.
Taking the law into one’s own hands is considered a crime according
to the internal legislation of all civilized countries. In the
international area, however, it is a “virtue”, as it involves
patriotism, sovereignty, “pride of our race”, “break but not bend”
and other such notable grandiloquent phrases. However, there is an
associated problem: the opposing party repeats the same kind of
phrases in a similar fashion, but with diametrically opposite
content.

For centuries, the Jewish people have
suffered as a result of residing in the home of others. The Jews
were subject to a particularly notable massacre when Hitler, with
his ferocious eloquence, politically exploited the abuse imposed by
the Treaty of Versailles. Commiserate with the Holocaust, the world
applauded the creation of the State of Israel. However, the area in
question was already occupied by the Palestinians, who are also
human beings and do not consider themselves to be (and are not) the
instigators of the Jewish expulsion. Some, not all, have reacted
and, reacting in this way, are labeled as “terrorists”.

Given that the State of Israel has been
created (an irreversible fact), an “outside power” (the UN in this
case) should establish the frontiers of the Jewish homeland and set
up compensation for Palestinians displaced from land they have
occupied for centuries. As such compensation did not occur, only
pure and simple expulsion, it is only natural that this is
unacceptable to those Arabs who are more disposed to fight. They
became “terrorists”, in the same way that the Jewish followers of
Menachem Begin, members of the “Irgun Zwai Leumi” movement, who
fought against the British occupation of Palestine, were also
labeled “terrorists”. This struggle was also not merely verbal in
nature.

During World War II, hundreds of French
people, in whose eyes the German occupation of their country was
unacceptable, also reacted on their own account, without waiting
for orders to be issued by the French government. This was the
patriotic “Resistance”, however, as far as the Germans were
concerned, those involved were little more than “terrorists”, as
they acted on their own account, without formal delegation by the
French government. Indulging in a mere game of reasoning, if the
United States were to be invaded by the Soviet Union, there would
certainly be a resistance movement that would manifest itself in
the form of attacks against the invader. In this case, the
Americans would be called “terrorists” by the Soviets.

The foregoing considerations only serve to
show that, without the existence of an impartial international
judge (with the power to impose decisions), the use of force as a
means of resolving conflicts is a relic from the time when humans
lived in caves. In the international area, we still have a lot of
ground to cover. The principal judicial organ of the UN, the
International Court of Justice, functions more as an “opiner”. It
makes “rulings”, but only those who wish to comply with such
rulings actually do so. This is demoralizing. And in a household
where there is no order, no head, anything can happen. I am certain
that if the USA had treated the expelled Palestinians with the same
concern that it treated the Jews, the Twin Towers would still be
standing. The world would be quite different.

The world is taking too long to recognize
the obvious. The “global village” has already become a city, a
state, and, if no action is taken, it will end up being transformed
into a lawless badland.

The WTO and the link between this
organization and the need for a world government will have to be
dealt with on another occasion.






++++++++++++







WikiLeaks


_____________________________________________________________

December, 6, 2010

The disclosure of cables and other records
of American embassies, revealing what high-ranking employees really
thought about foreign leaders and secret intentions and
“agreements” between countries, was one of the most important
events of the decade. In the long term, weighing up the pros and
cons, diplomacy took a step - or rather, has been given a push -
forwards rather than backwards. The less falsity there is in
communications between governments, the better. Truth - not just
“philosophically” speaking - improves human relationships more than
lies. And governments are human products, although sometimes they
could be considered by-products.

It is not for nothing that the founder of
WikiLeaks, Julian Assange, is being “hunted” by the law, whatever
the official reason. An attempt is always made to find a way of
characterizing someone who reveals the inner workings of
governments as “bold-faced and meddlesome”. However, it should be
emphasized that, in this mega-leak, the USA was only the “unlucky
party”, the “fall guy”, even though it acts in much the same way as
other countries. All embassies throughout the world proceed in the
manner revealed by the current “scandal”. Please, let us not be
hypocritical.

The freedom to harshly criticize was
encouraged by the presumption made to date - although no longer...
- that the sincerity of remarks would be protected, in an absolute
manner, by general and diplomatic confidentiality. Many things are
going to change in diplomatic routines. If possible, let us hope
that the mentality behind the routines also changes. It should also
be remembered that the person who failed to maintain the required
secrecy was not Julian Assange, but an intelligence analyst, a
soldier named Bradley Manning, working for the Americans. Assange
simply acted as a journalist who discloses information.

The strange accusation brought against
Assange - of rape or sexual molestation - seems to have been
“arranged”, specifically selected. In a court of law, it is
especially adequate if one intends to demoralize someone, given
that the word of the victim - or alleged victim - is generally
sufficient in rape cases. Nobody believes a denial on the part of
the accused, unless there is a great deal of evidence to the
contrary, which is difficult to obtain. Much to the contrary of
that which occurs on hearing the victim’s testimony, especially if
she weeps or seems visibly shaken. Such crimes normally occur
without the presence of witnesses, a highly favorable circumstance
for the prosecution. Slight localized signs of violence can be
mechanically improvised prior to examination by medical experts.
If, in this case, it is eventually found that such sexual crimes
actually occurred - I repeat once again that they seem to me to be
unlikely - I will acknowledge my mistake. It can be considered
that, even if the defendant is absolved, for reasons of doubt, he
is branded with demoralization for the rest of his life. It sticks
to him and everything he has already done or comes to do in the
future.

Obviously, there is an unfair “bad side” to
dissemination of the frank opinions of American ambassadors.
However, such unfairness, as I have already mentioned, lies in the
exclusive nature of the disclosure. The United States of America
was the only country subject to an “X-ray” of sincerity, a “truth
serum”. Its entrails were exposed for public viewing. And no
intestine exists, be it in the animal or governmental kingdom,
which is free of unpleasant odors. If, following such “American”
revelations, other countries also come to see their own frank
remarks exposed, in general, such remarks are not something similar
to judicial sentences that are final and binding. They are not
irrefutable “scientific truths”. They are merely personal opinions
expressed by ambassadors, with every right to the subjectivity
inherent in all human beings. In all certainty, in the embassies of
many countries, there are opinions that are highly aggressive -
perhaps even with obscenities -, bringing into doubt the paternity
of certain especially hated American politicians.

Another “bad” aspect of the revelations in
question was that of its lack of consideration, without prior
notice, for the abstract and universal value of privacy. Given that
personal privacy is considered to be a fundamental human right -
allowing people to say, reservedly and sincerely, what they think
and feel, at home, in a bar or at the office - it is also the right
of “legal entities”, in this case the State - and its extension,
embassies and those who work there - to say what they think and
feel. Embassies exist in order to represent a country and gather
information about what is happening locally. If it were not so,
what purpose would they serve? Vladimir Putin is furious at what
has come to pass, but he needs to recognize that the same kind of
behavior that occurred at the American embassy in Moscow also
occurs at Russian embassies spread throughout the world.

By the way, I am suitably impressed by the
way in which practically all the criticism or unfavorable views of
foreign governments that appear in WikiLeaks coincide, to a large
extent, with that which well-informed people already think
worldwide. There is only frankness, not bad faith. This is a
positive aspect for North-American diplomacy. I did not see any
evidence of lies or deliberately false intelligence transmitted to
Washington. Of course, the opinions and information in question are
related to American interests; however, it could it not be
otherwise, as this is only to be expected at the embassy of any
country. Ambassadors are representatives of their respective
countries, not a centralized world government.

Now let us have a look at the “good” side of
the leak promoted by WikiLeaks.

Firstly, there has been an edifying “shake
up” in the age-old untrusting world of diplomacy, with isolation
and necessary hypocrisy in relationships between nations. All
countries, infected, like a disease, with the already rather
decadent concept of absolute sovereignty - not even slightly
interested in the well being of other nations - have been and still
are obliged to solely think of their own particular interests,
especially in the security area. “Who will take care of us, if we
are attacked? We have to protect our secrets and, even more
importantly, know the secrets of our neighbors, because we do not
live in a world of angels. Our spies are our guardian angels, even
when, in extreme cases, they poison and kill adversaries. We kill
one or two discreetly, but we save thousands of our
compatriots”.

However, it is a fact that such state
interests as wealth and security no longer seem to be so
“particular”, given the interdependence between nations. Each new
international aversion - arising from a disclosed harsh personal
criticism - represents a tremendous loss, in both political and
economic terms. Nations perceive, to an ever greater extent, that
they are not alone. They are dependent upon other nations. There is
a need to keep one’s tongue in check. The injured party could
change its policy, with dire consequences, if the detrimental
opinion appears in the media; if it does not appear, it is of no
importance, that’s normal. An indignant Vladimir Putin already made
this very clear, when he read what American diplomats thought about
him.

The international motto, almost unquestioned
until recently, is “every man for himself!” However, as
globalization has arrived in such areas as business, information,
culture and travel - bringing different peoples ever closer
together - , it will also end up worming its way into diplomacy,
the traditional focus of secret conversations. Almost always, such
conversations cannot be published, given that, if known, they would
perhaps be used in an undesirable manner by other countries, all of
which are potential enemies.

Instinctively, the world has come to show an
ever greater aversion to “secrets”. It seems to be thought that “if
something is hidden, there is likely to be something wrong”. There
is a desire to know what is going on behind the scenes. Perhaps
this explains the wide degree of acceptance, on the part of the
public, of so-called “reality shows”, for example, “Big Brother”
and the like - which I detest, even without having being able to
watch an entire episode of any of them. Today, the world has become
tired of “official truths”, presumed to be false. There is a
yearning for the “real truth” in all sectors. And this is
wholesome. The fewer untruths the better, in a world full of lies
disseminated on television and radio, in the press, at the cinema,
on the internet, in amorous relations and even conversations
between friends. Each lie is a distortion of reality. Added
together, they draw a false picture of the world in which we live.
How can we vote adequately if our opinions are based on false data?
Once the current shock of diplomatic unease has passed, the world
will probably become a little more ethical. For reasons of
apprehension rather than virtuousness.

Even if embassies henceforth take detailed
precautions in order to preserve their secrets, there will always
be the danger, albeit remote, of the occurrence of “leaks”. An
anonymous embassy employee could - for reasons of technical fault,
vanity, greed or idealism - open up a Pandora’s Box of vexatious
state secrets. It is not solely the ambassador who uses embassy
files and computers. For this reason, there is a need to control
that which is spoken and written, as well as the actual spirit of
foreign policy because “walls have ears” and the media especially
loves indiscreet truths. Henceforth, the usual defamation and
“conspiracies” will be less present in the world of diplomacy. Not,
as I have already said, because diplomats are going to be
transformed into saints, but because if secret plans are disclosed,
the ambassadors themselves will have to hurriedly flee the
countries, escaping from curses or bullets. And, at this point, I
would like to consider another aspect - begging your pardon
beforehand - that has made a great impression on me.

This “aspect” is the notion that a
democratic world government - inevitably less burdened by hostile
secrets, due to the fact that it is less compartmentalized - is
much more appropriate for humanity than the current system of
isolated “sovereignties”, closed off in small groups, hiding their
intentions. The current manner of thinking is as follows: “In my
yard, or should I say my country, I do and undo as I see fit. And I
do not reveal what I intend to do. I use the whip or a carrot,
according to whim, and nobody from outside can interfere, because
the highly expansive concept of sovereignty protects me, although I
am unable to protect my people from myself. By the way, why am I
saying this if I am the people!?”

We currently acknowledge that the
contentment or discontent of a nation lies in its fortune or
misfortune in having a good or bad government. The current leaders
of Zimbabwe, North Korea, Venezuela, Iran and Israel are obvious
examples of the danger of acceptance of sovereignty without a
degree of moderation. In the event that a Third World War occurs,
one of the principal causes will lie in the current rigidity of the
concept of sovereignty. With the practically inevitable spread of
nuclear weapons, how is it possible to prevent a “crazy patriot”
from provoking a conflict - perhaps radioactive - that will end up
in world war? Will it be necessary to follow the usual
international routine of first waiting for the predictable death of
millions of soldiers and civilians and then, following defeat of
the “crazy patriot”, punishing him? At the present time, he lives
protected by the untouchable mantle of sovereignty.

If the planet were to receive a few legal
“finishing touches” and become transformed into global democratic
federation, there would be no room or climate for current rivalries
of the kind that are enhanced by mistrust between states. For
example, in the Brazilian federation, each state - São Paulo, Rio,
Ceará, etc - does not need to spy on other states. There is no need
to maintain embassies in all states that comprise the federation.
It is only necessary to take care of internal security, without
needing an army, air force and navy (when topographically the
case). Dispensing with all this civilian and military apparatus
means immense cost savings. In addition, as there is no generalized
mistrust between states of the same federation, there is no
information war. Any disagreements that occur between states are
resolved at the National Congress. The same occurs in the case of
the North-American federation. There, poor states are not in the
least apprehensive about being attacked by rich neighboring states.
In addition, as there are no embassies, there is no reason to be
concerned about “leaks”.

Begging your pardon for the somewhat
egoistic inclusion of the topic “world government”, ill-disguised
advertising of an idea that is seldom given great importance, it
can be concluded that, in the long term, WikiLeaks has shown more
merits than defects as a result of the incident: it has “aired”
rooms that have long remained closed. It is to be hoped that
offended statesmen examine their consciences, conduct a sincere
self-assessment and carry on with their lives, consoled by the
notion that nobody is perfect. May Silvio Berlusconi continue to
conduct himself, in his private life, as he always has done, and
may the same thing happen in the case of others who have been
criticized in the international arena.

I am not an admirer of Hillary Clinton, but
there is no need for her to resign from her post solely due to the
“leak” of a practice that has been employed universally. And I
repeat: the American diplomats transmitted their sincere
impressions, without exaggeration. They spoke according to what
they observed. It would be even worse if they had lied to their own
government, distorting American foreign policy.
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There is nothing to fear in the aging of the world
population
_____________________________________________________________

November, 05, 2010

In the national and international media, it
is ever more frequently possible to read and hear of the “danger”
that threatens the future of humanity in the form of a progressive
increase in numbers of the elderly and low birth rates in developed
countries. In compensation, as far as developing countries or those
obviously underdeveloped are concerned, there is, for the time
being, even an excessive rate of production of babies, although
this tends to decrease as such countries improve their standard of
living. The modern woman wants to work, achieve something and earn
her own money. Above all, she does not want to be dependent upon
the fickle male heart which, even with a ring on the finger, could,
from one moment to another, “go crazy”, seeking sex, or should I
say romantic love, at a new address.

When this occurs, the ensuing drama is both
humiliating and upsetting for the woman who solely depended on her
husband - or companion - in order to subsist: there is a need to
file a lawsuit for maintenance, for the woman and any children;
discuss division of assets arising from the annulled union; fight
for custody of children and suffer stressful friction related to
visiting rights; and assume financial commitments for the actual
judicial dispute, etc. And, adding insult to injury, the ex-husband
may become unemployed, escaping the threat of prison, sometimes the
only effective manner of ensuring that the “poor wretch” fulfills a
legal and moral obligation.

Thinking about all this, the rather
mistrustful woman - and every woman is mistrustful, as it is a
necessary requirement of her arduous office - believes it to be
more prudent to work outside the home. However, the children should
be left with whom? Child minders are not always patient and,
furthermore, do not work for nothing. Considering all this, the
young woman clearly sees that it makes more sense to have one or
two children, thus conciliating her career, self-esteem, the
reasonable - although not excellent - function of a working mother
and a worry-free retirement. Or a “nest egg”, the acquirement of
which only depends on her; not a “third party”, her husband. During
the period spent living together, the husband may be found to be a
blessing from heaven or a “curse from hell”, only time will tell.
And the man also thinks in the same way with respect to the woman
who, little by little, reveals her faults. Norman Mailer once said
“As a novelist with an insatiable curiosity about people, I've
discovered that you don't know a damn thing about a woman until you
meet her in court”. Sometimes, stubbornness regarding child custody
issues can be explained by the mere desire to antagonize.

In other words, as I mentioned previously,
the current abundant supply of babies, originating from
underdeveloped and developing countries, will decrease to the
extent that women become economically liberated and global poverty
disappears, as desired (at least apparently) of all world leaders.
This is good, in the medium and long term, considering the problem
from a global point of view. It is appropriate that a large number
of children are not born, principally if they cannot be assured of
a healthy and comfortable place in the world. Poverty leads to
physical and moral suffering, humiliation, desperation, ignorance,
violent criminality, terrorism, physical and moral deformities and
even poor leaders, given that the most astute, when candidates,
know how to seduce the desperate with promises.

The world population needs to decrease. If
not decrease, then at least remain stable. Universal increases in
wealth and information - inevitable, unless there is a global
catastrophe - will lead to a significant increase in worldwide
individual consumption, with increased pollution, water shortages
and all the problems of material progress when coupled with
overpopulation. One day, Africa, currently a symbol of destitution,
will have hundreds of millions of automobiles, refrigerators, air
conditioning units and other comforts that are useful but generate
pollution. When the proportion between automobiles and people in
China and India reaches the current American level, humanity will
perceive that the population of the world has surpassed acceptable
limits.

In this context, it is worthwhile to
consider the usefulness of the aged: they do not reproduce, but
they consume. Goods and services, the source of employment for
those who are younger. Consumption that generates tax revenues that
are going to help to pay their pensions and the unemployment
benefits of the young. If - just for the sake of argument, I’m not
in a hurry -, all the elderly died today, millions of young and
mature people would be unemployed, without a job. They would not be
able occupy positions in sectors with young clients or customers,
because such sectors already have high rates of unemployment.

It could be argued that it is “not fair”
that young people have to “sacrifice themselves” - keep dreaming -,
working hard to maintain millions of idle old people who live to an
ever greater age and are ever more knowledgeable in techniques that
delay death. In fact, there will be no “sacrifice” on the part of
the young, given that the human species is “condemned” to
progressive relative inoccupation, in all age groups. The result of
automation, mechanization and information technology.

At the present time, unemployment is an
inevitable reality, if the forty-hour working week is maintained.
In the event that there is no universal agreement forcing all
countries to reduce the number of hours worked per week - if
possible, in an equal manner -, unemployment will continue to
afflict all countries. The reason for this is that machines and
computers do the work of millions of factory and office workers. To
an ever greater extent, governments and companies use fewer human
arms and brains. So-called “electronic intelligence” increases in
efficiency, driving man to the realm of keyboards and buttons,
dispensing with man himself.

In an extremely competitive world, it is
understandable that, as far as all employers are concerned, the
ideal situation involves having the minimum possible number of
employees. “If my competitor manages to produce the same as me, in
terms of quantity and quality, with fewer employees, he destroys me
or swallows me up!” This is clear to everyone. Instead of the
purchaser receiving a bank payment slip at home, via internet -
dispensing with the services of the postman -, he only receives an
e-mail with the payment slip as an attachment, which he himself
will complete after printing. Following this, he goes to a bank or
electronic telling machine and - once again, without any contact
with employees, using only a card - pays the necessary amount via
the reading of magnetic data stored on the card.

The actual machines have been made
“literate”, using a red linear “eye”. If you need cash, you also
have no need to come into contact with any kind of living breathing
being: you can withdraw the banknotes using a machine. If
necessary, via the telephone of a public service - or even a
private service, depending on the case -, you can enter into a
“dialogue” with a machine, using your fingertips, pressing “options
1, 2, 3”, etc. If you speak erroneously, or with a lack of clarity,
“madam machine”, an educated and impassive “lady”, will say that
she did not understand your reply, asking the exasperated caller to
reply in a clear manner to that which he has been asked.
Furthermore, if the caller says that his topic of interest is not
included in the available “options”, the machine will pretend to be
deaf, given that, after all, it was not constructed to converse
with ignoramuses.

In the future, teachers, in the form of
physical people, will only be necessary for the purposes of
learning to read and write and a few initial years of school
attendance. After this, people will learn by themselves, reading
books and texts on the internet, CDs and DVDs. Reading and
listening. Learning, by the way, with the cream of the teaching
profession, chosen to record their classes. Why would the adult
student waste time in traffic, grabbing something to eat in the
street, when he could learn at home, in front of the television,
while preparing a meal or eating popcorn? Attend a university -
only if the intention is to flirt or chat with friends. In
addition, generally speaking, the student who is apparently a
“dimwit”, if adequately tutored in study techniques - in fact, a
great deal of supposed “dimwittedness” could be avoided, or
bypassed, through the use of techniques suited to each student -
will have no need of a teacher.

It will also be possible to progressively
dispense with attorneys. The injustices affecting a large number of
people will be - and are already being - corrected through public
lawsuits instigated by the Public Prosecutor’s Office, or with new
laws - something that is already occurring -, correcting the faults
of previous legislation. At the present time, how many duly
qualified attorneys effectively work practicing law as their only
profession? And how many thousands are unable to exercise this
profession because they cannot pass the difficult examinations of
the Brazilian Bar Association? The “Binding Precedents” of Higher
Courts - necessary in order to reduce the plethora of protracted
appeals - also dispense with any need for attorneys. The prevention
of lawsuits, if it benefits society, as it in fact does benefit
society, empties the offices of those practicing law. In medicine,
the rate of unemployment is lower, given that, “fortunately”, human
beings are a perishable objects. In addition, the older they are,
the more perishable they become. A precious source of
employment.

In France, when young people - not only
workers - revolted against a two-year increase in the minimum
retirement age (from sixty to sixty-two), the explanation partly
lies in the desire to obtain some kind of employment. And when
immigrants, feeling rejected, are alarmed at growing prejudice
among local residents, the explanation is obvious: they too are
alarmed at the gloomy prospect of an absence of jobs. As far as
employers are concerned, the illegal immigrant is more lucrative
than a worker born in the country.

The obvious conclusions of this article are
as follows: unemployment is not the fault of “x” or “y” government.
The “enemy” of employment, little perceived intellectually, is
called Progress. In the fields of science and technology. And
destroying computers and machines would not be an intelligent move.
They work for us, without requiring a salary, vacations and other
benefits. Once this is perceived, there is a need for universal
legislation that substantially reduces the number of hours worked
per week as a means of neutralizing unemployment. As far as I
recollect, France attempted to be a pioneer in this respect, but
ended up being prejudiced because its products became more
expensive than those produced by countries that did not grant such
a benefit to their workers.

Good intentions, in a globally
commercialized world, only “function” if all countries, or the
majority of them, act in the same manner. “Wake up, world leaders!
Unite for universal reduction of the number of hours worked per
week”. It is not a question of giving esteem, in abstract terms, to
the value of work, but providing jobs for all those who wish to
work.

And stop accusing the elderly, as they are
still very useful, with their rheumatism, high blood pressure,
eccentricities and purchases at pharmacies. I repeat: the young are
not “sacrificing” themselves in the current situation. They are
being benefitted. Most of them do not work wielding a pitchfork,
piling bales and sweating under the hot sun. They work with
telephones, computers and personal contacts - not a wholly
disagreeable state of affairs, as the opposite sex is also a part
of the world of trade and industry.
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Faith, Politics, Science:
prickly liaisons
_____________________________________________________________

September, 10, 2010

Traditional wisdom recommends that one
should not discuss, compare, prognosticate and much less criticize
- this would be the horror of horrors! - such topics as religion,
politics and even football. Principally religion, a veritable
minefield in which it is possible to lose more than one’s legs...
-, suitable for the formation of legions showing outrage against
any kind of minimal critical remark - “Be careful what you say,
brother!”

Despite the risk, how is it possible to deny
the immense influence of religious beliefs on the life of entire
peoples? How many millions have already died and are yet to perish
- perhaps incinerated by nuclear weapons -, not by natural causes,
but as a closely associated or remote consequence of philosophies
or proselytisms arising from texts perceived as scared? In the as
yet insoluble Arab-Jewish conflict in Palestine, there is more than
a little latent religious content in this impasse. One of the
parties involved, or both - objections shift around like the sands
of the desert, blown by politicians - believe that the sanctity of
Jerusalem cannot be divided and humanity has not yet advanced
sufficiently to impose an “external” ruling, made by an
international court of justice, as would be both logical and
natural when two parties are unable to reach an agreement.

For thousands of years, mental clouds
charged with electricity have hung over the heads of humans
magnetized by supposedly logical and moral religious convictions,
suggesting that the “enemies of our faith, for reasons of being
absurdly ‘wrong’, should be excluded from the roll of the living”.
Such elimination would only involve “moral prophylaxis”. For those
obsessed in this way, it would be a sin, a crime and cowardice to
come to terms with the “error” and its consequent “evil”.

From the outset, I am removing football from
the scope of this text concerning dominating passions, this being a
sport that, to my perplexity, is capable of leading individuals -
well-balanced in all other respects - to tears, heart attacks, the
ecstasy of victory, incendiary vandalism, skull fractures and even
homicide. All this, amazingly, when the team of the exuberant
supporter loses, wins or even draws; in joy or sadness, it does not
matter which. The gluttonous “devil”, in the guise of a ball, does
not choose situations. He only wants to crazily cackle with
laughter, with a delirious gaze, using human blows and kicks,
preferably in the midst of cars in flames, his natural habitat.
This is further proof that so-called civilized man has not managed
to free himself from his more ancestral instincts, including the
desire to be admired for acts of violence.

With regard to religions, always impregnated
with strong emotions - although of a different nature, being
theoretically focused on good rather than evil - there are those
that are more and less serene. More and less concerned with the
financial returns of preaching. A concern that is based - sometimes
to an exaggerated extent - on the practical need for cash in order
to spread beliefs that will resolve all the health, financial and
even love problems of their followers.

Leaving aside sporadic individual cases of
abuse by those spreading the faith - most adherents are sincere and
well-intentioned -, it is an undeniable fact that, for thousands of
years, man has felt the need for an infinitely intelligent,
ubiquitous, powerful, generous, understanding, just and instantly
accessible protector - via prayer -, without the well-known
bureaucratic middlemen that torment those that ask somebody, a
government or company for something. Whoever has faith converses
directly with their god, without risk of phone tapping and demands
as to whether they have done their homework.

From this viewpoint, of spiritual support,
faith is irreplaceable, regardless of its authentic correspondence
with scientific reality. Self-help that comforts us and provides
something of extremely great value: hope. How is it possible, one
may ask, to pitilessly wrench the only piece of wood from the grasp
of the desperate shipwreck victim that prevents him from drowning
in his own anguish? How is it possible to tell the father of the
child with cancer, the mature unemployed professional, or the
elderly person with the initial symptoms of Alzheimer’s disease,
that it is better to put aside all illusions and face harsh
reality: the death of the child, permanent unemployment and the
insanity of the old person? Furthermore, don’t forget that all
religions worthy of the name are stamped with a moral code that has
been or still is useful to humanity.

As the great Brazilian jurist Rui Barbosa
once said, the criminal code deals with public crimes, whereas
religion takes care of private crimes. I presume that, on average,
the Italian Mafioso - with some remnant of the Christianity infused
into his soul when a child - is less perverse than the Russian
gangster, or Japanese Yakuza member, raised from the cradle with
strictly materialistic views. The mortally wounded Mafioso, lying
in a pool of blood and feeling his life ebbing away, likely fears
some kind of final judgment. Perhaps he even prays. Professional
Russian and Japanese convicts, convinced that they are nothing more
than organized flesh and blood, are only sorry that they will not
continue to live.

Sincerely religious people, as long as they
are peaceful and tolerant - if they were not so, they would be more
likely to be soldiers, guerrillas or terrorists - should not, ever,
be intellectually attacked or despised for being as such, even when
there is an ingenuous basis for their faith. The reason for this is
that an authentic believer, even if illiterate, reveals - simply by
believing in God - , something morally precious: the spirit of
justice. — “How is it possible”, the authentic believer asks
himself, “for there to not be a God, when it can be seen that some
evil and deceitful people go through life solely taking advantage
and abusing, whereas millions of others only suffer, carrying the
crosses of poverty, ignorance, disease, misfortune and injustices
of all kinds? It would be unjust, ‘illogical’, for there not to be
a final judgment, with punishment or reward, according to the past
of each individual”. He is revolted by the mere possibility that
both the good and the bad have the same appalling end:
nothingness!

Confronted by arguments of this type,
agnostics reply that logic, science and harsh reality have nothing
to do with aspirations of justice. Technically, I agree. Facts are
facts; however, compassion - elephants have been filmed making
hopeless and desperate efforts to free a female with a leg
accidentally caught in a suspended tire - is an immensely useful
quality for the preservation and spiritual comfort of the human
race. As somebody once said, a starving person does not need to
know about the scientific phenomenon of digestion in order to
satisfy his hunger. The ordinary person is much more interested in
happiness - his own and that of his family -, than an in-depth
knowledge of science, accessible to a microscopic minority.
According to yesterday’s newspaper (“Estadão, page A17), the BBC in
London stated that, in 2009, 32,000 people committed suicide in
Japan. And the level of culture of the Japanese is one of the
highest. If there is no error in the aforementioned number, we
tacitly accept that it represents too many people tortured by a
lack of perspective. A higher level of general and scientific
culture did not save them from voluntary death.

Currently, certain North-American authors
make a great deal of effort to demonstrate that God does not exist.
From a logical point of view, their argument is irresistible. In
fact, as they say, religions are not exactly “chosen” by their
followers. They are received from parents. It is not mere
coincidence that, in Christian countries, children become Christian
adults, the same occurring in the case of Jews and Muslims. Another
significant argument put forward by atheists is that of criticizing
those who say that they have been “saved by a miracle” in a
disaster that killed dozens or even hundreds of people. Such
critics consider that an impartial God would not have any reason
for such favoritism and could even prevent the disaster.
Furthermore, the same authors argue that if there were an impartial
God - and an unjust God would really negate the idea of a deity -
there would not be so many harmful diseases and organisms. They
ask: what is the benefit to man - God’s masterpiece - of
verminoses, leprosy, tuberculosis, parasites, mental debility,
physical deformities, insanity and deficiencies in general?

I am saying all this solely as a criticism
of the somewhat aggressive “tone” of atheist preaching. In the same
“manner” as indoctrination. There is no need for haste in
convincing millions of people that they simply praying to
themselves. I would not feel morally good if I were capable of
convincing - principally an elderly person - that he cannot expect
anything after death. Let him change his opinion, when and if he so
desires. The reason for this is that proud Science cannot boast
that it only brings certainties. Commonplace phenomena still have
no explanation: for example, why do bodies attract one another
instead of repelling? That which is still unknown to us is a
thousand times greater than that which is already known. Only the
future will tell. Ten years ago, did anyone talk about “dark
matter” in the universe?

With a certain frequency, scientific
opinions established as incontestable or auspicious are replaced by
others of opposite meaning. The “Big Bang” hypothesis still does
not appear to me to be convincing. Who knows, cosmologists will
soon be telling us that perhaps there was no kind of “initial
explosion” at all; that the universe only “heaving”, like a tired
lung, with heavenly bodies getting closer and further away from one
another. Despite this, attempts to search for truth should be
encouraged, without any political or religious interference, given
that the more man gets to know the environment in which he lives -
including himself -, the principal actor in the tragicomedy -, the
better he will overcome the obstacles that limit and torment him.
If, at certain times, Science comes up against Faith on the same
narrow sidewalk, it is Faith that should cede the right of way, not
the opposite. Although painful in doctrinal terms, such a gesture
on the part of Faith will certainly benefit the human condition. It
will allow for improvement of religion itself, in that part where
it is best: its acceptance of truth. All living beings - and
religions are also “living” in a certain sense - need to evolve in
order to not perish. I am sorry to say, rightly or wrongly, that
the decline of certain religions in attracting new followers is due
to the erroneous “wisdom” of doctrinal rigidity. If the entire
universe is in a constant process of change, why would religions be
the only exception?

Almost coming to an end, I risk saying, as
an ordinary “amateur philosopher”, that over the next few decades
science will thoroughly investigate the innate spontaneous
“intelligence” built into all living things; irrespective of
whether or not they have a brain. Such “diffuse” intelligence -
probably not bestowed by any kind of supernatural power, as it is
completely amoral, explains the anatomical and functional
perfection of all life, including the AIDS virus, pathogenic
bacteria, venomous scorpions, spiders and snakes, blood-sucking
bats, mammals in general and even poisonous plants. With no brain,
plants know what they are doing when they bend towards a ray of
sunlight that is passing nearby. Biologists say that plants weep
when they are cut down. In my opinion, apparently, such
intelligence does not originate from a god; it is simply the
consequence of the growing complexity of all living things, a
promising field of research for biologists. However, if somebody
says that this diffuse intelligence is God himself, I have nothing
against such an assertion. It is a question of nomenclature.

It is my understanding that religions - much
like science, politics and the rest -, if manipulated by fanatical
minds, can suffer enormous blunders and downfalls, as in the case
of the American pastor who intended to burn 200 copies of the
Qur’an on September 11th. Fortunately, he quickly gave up the idea,
under pressure brought to bear by the American government. He
blundered, but avoided a downfall. The incident reminds me of an
amusing fictional story, which I am reproducing here in order to
calm any agitation of the spirit of those readers extremely
sensitive to debates on religion.

During his discourse, a preacher, fervent
but with little sense - something rare in the real world -said that
everything that exists on the face of the earth is perfect, because
the Creator would not accept any kind of imperfection in His work.
At this moment, a voice at the back of the room protested in an
indignant tone. It was a man with a spinal deformity who,
argumentative, stood up, turned to display his profile and asked
the preacher: — “Are you sure? What do you think of my
hunchback?”

The speaker replied, without hesitation: -
“What are you complaining about? Congratulations! I have never seen
such a perfect hunchback as yours!”

Being serious once again, this article can
be summarized in the following words: each one of us should do that
which brings about greater inner satisfaction. Believing or not
believing. Tolerate contrary beliefs. Who knows, you might think in
the same way if you were in the place of the other person, with a
past and a genetic makeup different from your own. In addition, if
you were a highly cultured atheist, you would not be annoyed by the
supposed “illusions” of believers. Illusions are also useful, if
they are not aggressive. All the arts are nothing more than
illusions and nobody has ever thought of eliminating them because
they are essentially “fantasies”. These also have their rights, if
they benefit mankind in some way. Only defend the right of Science
to continue in its search for the elusive truth, although sometimes
Science also blunders.
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The UN Security Council has

become a Chamber of Commerce


_____________________________________________________________

June, 29, 2010

The title is not simply a catchphrase. It is
the harsh reality of a troubled world, led by grown-up “children”
who are already mature or even old. Frightened “children” who are,
at the same time, ferocious, astute - some are dangerously
intelligent - afflicted with a well-nourished cocktail of moral
deficiencies: irresponsible egoism, envy, uncontrolled greed,
insane vanity and a sincere enthusiasm for lying - generally more
lucrative than telling the truth. At a moral level, and at any
given moment in history, there is not much difference between a
caveman and a large number of government leaders. Such “leaders”,
at base infantile and shortsighted, guide their peoples to
happiness or disaster, with a predominance of the latter.
Sometimes, a trivial, mediocre governor of limited “creativity” is
found to be more useful to his people than a virulent “patriot” -
Hitler, for example, and several others that I dare not mention,
fearing covert revenge, full of “grandiose projects” in favor of
their beloved country. At least the lackluster leader does not
hinder the normal growth of his community and leaves neighboring
countries to live in peace.

Ordinary individuals - the governed - are
more restricted by moral standards, fear of the police or
neighborhood gossip. They are concerned with upholding their
promises. However, when transformed into government leaders, they
re-write the moral code, adopting more “flexible” standards. This
is justified by saying: - “We have reached a new threshold...
Adopting an overview, looking into the future, it is necessary to
sacrifice many ‘things’ previously considered as correct”. They
rise in status but fall in character. Forced by a need (or mere
economic convenience) to protect their subjects from external
egoism, they also start to lie and hatch plots, bringing cunning to
bear against cunning. They defend themselves in this manner: - “If
I do not defend my country, even by lying and using fallacious
reasoning, from this arrogant and untruthful mob of foreign enemies
or false friends, nobody will. Not even God, in His divine loathing
of international intrigues, will lift a finger to save the weakest
peoples. Perhaps it is because He sees that suffering is the surest
way to purify the soul, His only interest in mankind. If He did not
protect the Jews during the Holocaust, He will certainly not
protect the Iranians now from the approaching massacre, planned by
the descendents of the survivors of the aforementioned Holocaust.
We will back the likely winners, after all, we will profit from
them! Nobody ever got rich by backing the weakest runner”.

I would like to ask you - the reader - if I
am exaggerating with respect to that which has happened recently in
the international arena? I do not think so. Whatever your “leaning”
in the conflict (which has not yet reached the level of aggression)
between the Israel-USA consortium and Iran, it cannot be denied
that the Security Council has become a kind of Chamber of Commerce,
where all votes have a price. A price, really, and I am not
speaking figuratively. “Money, business”.

Even though a reasonable accord was reached
- thanks to Turkey and Brazil - in which Iran agreed with the
American proposal (put forward several months ago) of delivering,
under the responsibility of a European country, a large portion of
its nuclear fuel for enrichment to 20%, for clearly non-military
purposes (in order to fabricate a bomb, enrichment would have to
attain a level of 90%), the USA immediately requested a meeting of
the Security Council for imposition of further sanctions, without
giving Iran time to discuss or even think about these new
requirements. It is the wish of the “heavyweight USA-Israel duo”
(although I am not saying this explicitly), that Iran totally
interrupt any advance in its development of nuclear technology, for
either peaceful or military purposes. It is alleged that they fear
that the current Iranian president could, within a few months or
years, come to fabricate nuclear weapons, a privilege which, from
the point of view of the “darned duo”, can only be and should only
be the right of a few “superior countries” (including the
aforementioned pair), which are already tremendously powerful in
terms of conventional and atomic weapons. In justifying this
inequality of treatment, the duo alleges that the current Iranian
government is dictatorial and primitive, to the point of allowing
the lashing of thieves in public squares, the stoning of adulterers
and other really primitive practices, although such practices are
still part of the ancestral (and even religious) Islamic tradition.
Criticism of such customs is justified, but it is necessary to
consider that here one is dealing with a culture that is not going
to disappear overnight, even though it should disappear.

As this article does not intend to discuss
the origins and variants of the Israeli-Palestinian conflict (Iran
is a mere metastasis of the political cancer that has never been
excised), I am going to limit myself to demonstrating that the
Security Council is becoming a Chamber of Commerce.

All those who accompany international news
regarding the “Iranian threat” are reminded that China and Russia
showed themselves to be against the use of further sanctions
against Iran. Suddenly, on the eve of the voting session for
further sanctions, China changed its stance. Why? Clarification is
provided by the more courageous media, indicating that this abrupt
turnaround occurred because the Israeli government explained in
sobering detail to China that it intends to attack and destroy
Iranian facilities used for extracting oil. With such a
perspective, China would lose this precious source of oil for a
long period. For this reason, Beijing thought that it would be more
prudent to approve the new Security Council sanctions and maintain
its supply of oil, which will not be affected by such sanctions.
“Just business, nothing against Iran”. The sudden change of stance
by the Chinese is thus explained.

Now, let us examine the Russian explanation.
Everyone knows that Russia signed a contract with Iran for the sale
of ground-to-air S-300 missiles. It was only necessary to deliver
such missiles, which are solely a means of defense, destined to
bring down aircraft and rockets in the event of an attack on the
country. The Russian government, even after the Security Council
decision to create further sanctions, stated that such
ground-to-air missiles would be delivered, as they could not be
classified as “offensive weapons” and that the contracts should be
honored. There followed secret talks and Putin changed his stance,
saying that the missiles would no longer be delivered. I do not
know whether some kind of advance payment had been made.

Why did the Putin administration decide to
change its mind? Because if Russia delivered the aforementioned
defensive missiles to Iran, Sarkozy’s France (discreetly
pro-Israel) would cease to provide Russia with something that is
greatly desired in order to combat Chechen separatists: Mistral
class amphibious assault ships, which can get very close to the
beach, each vessel carrying 16 attack helicopters, 4 landing craft,
70 combat vehicles, 13 tanks and 450 soldiers. Such amphibious
vessels even have 69 hospital beds. The sale of one Mistral class
ship was already agreed and the sale of another four was being
considered. Faced with perspective of losing the deal with the
French, if he vetoed sanctions, or did not fulfill them, Putin
changed his mind. “Sorry, business..”, he must have said to the
Iranians, who will be less protected from aerial attacks against
their most vital facilities. Foreseeing American support for a
preemptive strike as inevitable (around thirty years ago, Israel
bombed Saddam Hussein’s Osirak nuclear reactor) it is quite likely
that the dose comes to be repeated. This time against Iran,
effectively putting an end to any development in the nuclear field
by this country, irrespective of whether it is for peaceful or
military purposes.
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