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Would that the world today had the genius of the drafters of
the U.S. Constitution in 1787! This gathering of 55 men in
Philadelphia put on paper a political system based on the federal
principle, the essence of which is to preserve maximum rights for
the individual while, at the same time, delegating authority to
appropriate levels of government for the nation, the states, and
cities. At the time, Gouverneur Morris quoted George Washington
as saying: 

It is too probable that no plan we propose will be adopted.
Perhaps another dreadful conflict is to be sustained. If to
please the people, we offer what we ourselves disapprove,
how can we afterwards defend our work? Let us raise 
a standard to which the wise and honest can repair. 
The event is in the hand of God.

Today, it should be clear that the time in history is at hand to
implement the federal principle at the global level. The similari-
ties between 1787, when 13 states lived in a state of anarchy, and
the situation today, when some 200 states also live in a state of
anarchy, are striking. As Carl Van Doren wrote in his engrossing
book, The Great Rehearsal:

The Confederation under which they lived was not so much
a government as a league of states, in which the individual
states retained a large part of their sovereignty. Congress
was not a general legislature, but a diplomatic assembly, in
which the states had equal votes. There was no general
executive, no general judiciary. Congress could raise
money only by asking the states to contribute their quotas
for Confederation expenses. The Confederation government
did not operate directly on the people of the United States,
but only through the states themselves, bristling with sover-
eignty or absorbed in their own concerns.

While no historical analogy is ever exact, the resemblance
between the situation in 1787 and that of today is remarkable.
With every nation essentially responsible for its own security, but
with no effective central authority to prevent and resolve conflicts,
there are, unsurprisingly, frictions resulting in violence throughout
the globe, with the fear that one way or another they could erupt
into unimaginable horrors. Who, even in their worst nightmares,
conjured up anything like September 11th? 

In a political sense, the world is already in the middle of a
macabre experience. It is not too strong to call the present condi-
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tion of our fragile planet as being in a state of collective
global insanity. Consider, as one aspect of this madness,
military budgets. The United States is the leading lunatic in
this area. Look at this arithmetic from the Center for Defense
Information in Washington, D.C.: 

• At $343 billion, the U.S. military budget request for 
FY‘02 is more than six times larger than that of Rus-
sia, the second largest spender. 

• It is more than twenty-three times as large as the 
combined spending of the seven countries tradition-
ally identified by the Pentagon as our most likely 
adversaries (Cuba, Iran, Iraq, Libya, North Korea, 
Sudan and Syria). 

• It is more than the combined spending of the next 15
nations.

• The United States and its close allies spend more 
than the rest of the world combined, accounting for 
roughly two-thirds of all military spending. Together
they spend over thirty-eight times more than the 
seven rogue states. 

• The seven potential “enemies,” Russia and China 
together spend $116 billion, roughly one-third (34%)
of the U.S. military budget. 

• Global military spending has declined from $1.2 tril-
lion in 1985 to $809 billion in 1999. During that 
time the U.S. share of total military spending rose 
from 31% to 36% in Fiscal Year 1999. 

What are those of us, particularly Americans, who believe
we still have some remnants of sanity, to do in the face of
this senseless state of affairs? 

First, remember that all is not lost until we engage in the
ultimate folly–whatever that might be. There is little hope
that the administration of George W. Bush will give us any
satisfaction in moving toward a world under the rule of law.
But governments do change, and we can help to achieve that. 

In this period, we must continue efforts to strengthen the
United Nations. The U.N. is a shell of what it should be if it
is to fulfill its aspirations as set forth in the United Nations
Charter. It is weak and poor, as were the Articles of Confed-
eration. But with effort and imagination it can become a
world organization capable of addressing the global prob-
lems of peace and security, poverty, the environment, and
human rights. 
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The strategy to accomplish this would seem to be twofold: one,
short-term, and the other, long-term. 

The short-term strategy, or tactics, must be to accommodate to
present realities, grim as they may be. The world is stuck, for the
time being, with the unstable nation-state system. While technolo-
gy has raced ahead in quantum jumps, the state of global political
organization has barely advanced. In my view, the personification
of this state of affairs is the president of the United States, who
apparently believes that there is no problem in the world that can-
not be dealt with other than by proper amounts of military force.
To take only three examples: 

Afghanistan: The Bush Administration, ignoring the U.S. Con-
stitution, the War Powers Act of 1973, and the United Nations
Charter, has sent U.S. troops into Afghanistan to try to slap
together a government friendly to the United States. Whether this
effort will achieve even a modicum of success is doubtful, but
there seems little likelihood that the ultimate outcome will be a
serious advance toward world rule of law. Some of the side effects
of this U.S. action in causing civilian casualties have been mon-
strous. 

The Middle East: The global community should hang its head
in collective shame over the way it has allowed the Israelis and
the Palestinians to engage in indiscriminate mayhem resulting in
the deaths of many innocent civilians. The revenge factor is out of
control on both sides. It is the clear moral responsibility of the
United Nations to establish an international peacekeeping force,
perhaps of as many as 50,000 strong, to keep these fear- and hate-
driven individuals from continuing to kill each other. 

Iraq: President Bush’s administration has not proved by credi-
ble evidence that Saddam Hussein is a serious threat to the United
States. Even if Saddam had weapons of mass destruction, includ-
ing nuclear, chemical and biological weapons, would he be will-
ing to use them against the United States or its bases in the Middle
East, or especially against Israel? The answer should be obvious
to anyone with a rudimentary acquaintance with Middle East poli-
tics. Saddam Hussein may be a vicious, unprincipled man, but no
one has yet offered evidence that he is a fool or has suicidal ten-
dencies. 

The possible action being contemplated against Saddam Hus-
sein by the Bush Administration could make the 12-year-long
Vietnam War look tame. As The New York Times put it in its
headline on page 1 on July 5, 2002:

U.S. PLAN FOR IRAQ IS SAID TO 
INCLUDE ATTACK ON 3 SIDES

Preliminary Document Envisions 
Tens of Thousands of Troops

The long story by Eric Schmitt does not reveal the name of his
source, and in a later story The Times reported that the Pentagon is
anxiously trying to find out who it was. Schmitt’s story, based on
the document he called “Courses of Action,” contained these omi-
nous paragraphs:

It describes the number of Marine and Army divisions, air
expeditionary forces, and aircraft carriers. These and other
forces add up to as many as 250,000 troops, the source
familiar with the document said, but there is little detail
about those forces beyond that. 

Nor does the document contain a comprehensive analysis
of the Iraqi ground forces, including the Republican Guard
and various security forces that are believed to be fiercely
loyal to Mr. Hussein. This again suggests that such analysis

is either incomplete or is contained in another planning
document. 

The final sentence of Schmitt’s story was telling:

“The Iraqis aren’t just going to sit on their butts while we
put in 250,000 people,” a military analyst said.

All of this analysis in terms of the current geopolitical system
leads us back to the proposition that in the long run the world
must muster its intellectual and political resources to make funda-
mental structural changes in the global system. This is where the
Binding Triad system for global decision-making enters the pic-
ture. There are those who believe world society can struggle along
by tinkering with our present antiquated political arrangements,
and others who see the status quo as hopeless and call for estab-
lishment of a democratic world federal government immediately.
The Binding Triad system offers a middle way. 

To recapitulate briefly, the Binding Triad would, through one
amendment to the U.N. Charter, to Article 13, give the U.N. Gen-
eral Assembly a new power — to enact binding legislation if it
can achieve two additional majorities beyond its one-nation-one-
vote decision-making authority that it has now for recommenda-
tions, that is, for non-binding resolutions. Once incorporated into
the U.N. system, the Binding Triad could be expected to evolve in
something like the manner that the U.S. Constitution has evolved
in the last couple of centuries or so. This is within the realm of
possibility, but only if a wide array of people and institutions
engage in a tour-de-force to make it happen.

The CW/PS has two tangible goals, one international, one U.S.
national, in seeking a transition from the current state of global
anarchy to one of  world peace with justice.

The international goal is to get the Binding Triad proposal on
the official agenda of the U.N. We have a draft resolution that
would call for the U.N. General Assembly to establish an open-
ended working group to study the Binding Triad concept, and it is
being circulated among various U. N. delegations. We are getting
some favorable responses.

The U.S. national goal revolves around the bill offered by Rep.
Dennis Kucinich (D-Ohio) to establish a Department of Peace at
the cabinet level, which now has 44 co-sponsors in the House.
Developing support for the International Criminal Court and the
U.N. Rapid Deployment Force is also critical in this period.

Progress Toward a World of Peace With Justice

Global Report
Editor: Richard Hudson

ISSN0730-9112 Publication Date: Fall 2002
Copyright 2002, the Center for War/Peace Studies, Inc., 180 West 80th
Street, Suite 211, New York, N.Y. 10024. Tel: 212-579-4206 Fax: 212-579-
4362. E-mail: hudson@cwps.org; worldwide web: cwps.org.. 
Global Report is published irregularly, depending on events and on 

production of other CW/PS materials. See the CW/PS website (cwps.org)
for particulars.

Basic rate for supporters of the Center for War/Peace Studies is $35 
per year and includes receipt of Global Report and, on request, any of 
the other CW/PS materials offered through Global Report. Students and 
limited income individuals may become supporters for $10 minimum 
per year. Subscription rate for libraries and other institutions that want to
receive Global Report as well as other CW/PS materials is $20 per year.

The Center for War/Peace Studies, Inc., is a non-profit New York 
Corporation. Board of Directors: Harrison B.W. Hoffman, chairman; 
Richard Hudson, executive director; Abdelkader Abbadi, Myron W. Kro-
nisch, Robert Rosenstock, Joan Warburg, Hannah Wassermann.   

Contributions to the Center for War/Peace Studies, Inc., which are tax
deductible, are welcomed.



Global Report Fall 2002 No. 58

In the last few months, the Center for War/Peace Studies has
lost through death four of our longtime and highly respected mem-
bers of our  Board of Sponsors. Some personal recollections:

Paul C. Szasz died of cancer at the age of 72 on April 30, 2002,
at his home in Germantown, N.Y. Paul was a longtime expert on
international law in the United Nations system who helped draft
constitutions for the new states of Namibia and South West Africa,
and Bosnia and Herzegovina. Also, from 1992 to 1995, he was
legal advisor to the two international mediators in the Yugoslav
civil war, former Secretary of State Cyrus R. Vance of the United
States, and Lord David Owen of Britain. At his death he had been
advising the World Health Organization on the formulation of a
Framework Convention on Tobacco Control. He died in his sleep
at a time when he was planning still another trip to work on this
project. 

I remember Paul most vividly from his participation in one of
our Mohonk conferences at New Paltz, N.Y. The conferees were
struggling with the language needed to amend the U.N. Charter to
incorporate the Binding Triad System for Global Decision-Mak-
ing. At the outset, we thought we would need two Charter amend-
ments, to Articles 18 and 13, but Paul, in short order, devised an
ingenious way of getting the job done with a single amendment to
Article 13, and that is the way the draft amendment stands today.
This amendment has enormous political significance because it
would allow small member states to continue to pass non-binding
recommendations, as at present, based on their two-thirds majori-
ty. Only if they wanted the resolutions to be binding, would they
also need to win majorities based on population and contributions
to the regular U.N. budget.  

In May, 2001, Paul had published a 72-page monograph under
the auspices of the Center for U.N. Reform Education, entitled,
“Alternative Voting Systems in International Organizations and
the Binding Triad Proposal to Improve U.N. General Assembly
Decision-Taking.” This has been widely distributed in U.N. circles
and is available on request to CW/PS supporters.

Elisabeth Mann Borgese died at the age of 83 on February 8,
2002, while on vacation in St. Moritz, Switzerland. The last sur-
viving child of Thomas Mann, she was a pianist by training, a
multilingual political scientist, and a writer of fiction and oceanic
yearbooks. But her deepest passion in life was trying to protect the
oceans. I spent 12 years of my life in the Law of the Sea exercise,
from 1967 until 1982 when the conference finally succeeded in
getting a comprehensive treaty–which the United States did not
sign. During those years I got to know Elisabeth well; she was
indefatigable in seeking a stronger Law of the Sea.

Michael C. Erlanger died at the age of 86 on February 21,
2002, at his home in Athens, Georgia, of congestive heart failure.
He had careers as a textile manufacturer, novelist, poet, and patron
of the arts. Michael was one of the very earliest financial support-
ers of the Center for War/Peace Studies and his contributions con-
tinued up until his death. Michael is survived by his wife of 53
years, Mary Margaret Arnold Erlanger, a daughter, a son, and two
granddaughters. 

Thor Heyerdahl, the intrepid Norwegian explorer, anthropolo-
gist, and author, died on April 18, 2002, at the age of 87 in Italy. 
I never met Thor Heyerdahl but we had some good correspon-
dence. He was, of course, well known for his support for world
government, particularly in regard to saving the environment. In a
fax to me dated September 16, 1998, he concluded: 

I certainly share your views concerning the need to
strengthen the U.N. by building it up to be able to govern
the planet, rather than as a helpless organization able only
to give good recommendations but unable to enforce them
against the military power of a selected group of member
states. Rest assured that I, within my own powers, continue
to struggle for a healthy environment and human survival
on Planet Earth.

— R.H

The CW/PS Mourns 4 Global Activists

Michael C. Erlanger (see above) was a Renaissance man. At his
memorial service on Sunday, February 24, 2002, at the Unitarian
Universalist Fellowship of Athens, Georgia, one of his later
poems, from his book “Just Looking,” was read as the Benedic-
tion of the ceremony. It struck me that in this time of deep social
doubts, he was leaving us a legacy of sound and loving advice.

Why should I cry into the sunset 

when the world’s light shuts down 

and I am left with memories 

and dreams to come

why cry 

why not be glad 

that the day’s burdens are at an end 

for they are the tears of today 

so let them be shed today 

the light of tomorrow will spawn its own 

tears and smiles 

forgettings and forgivings 

laughter and love 
By Michael Erlanger, from “Just Looking”

‘Why should I cry into the sunset’  Michael Erlanger
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regarding the use of chemical and biological (and possibly
nuclear) weapons, making their use more rather than less
likely?

6. Are we prepared to cope with the outbreaks of anti-
American protest and violence that, in the event of a US
attack on Iraq, are sure to erupt throughout the Muslim
world, jeopardizing the survival of pro-US governments in
Egypt, Jordan and Saudi Arabia and further inflaming the
Israeli-Palestinian crisis?

7. Can the fragile American economy withstand a sharp
rise in oil prices, another decline in air travel, a bulging
federal deficit, a drop in consumer confidence and other
negative economic effects that can be expected from a
major war in the Middle East?And what would an invasion
mean for an even more fragile world economy and for
those emerging markets that depend on selling their exports
to the United States and that are vulnerable to rising oil
prices?

8. Even if we are successful in toppling Saddam, who
will govern Iraq afterward? Will we leave the country in
chaos (as we have done in Afghanistan)? Or will we try to
impose a government in the face of the inevitable Iraqi hos-
tility if US forces destroy what remains of Iraq’s infrastruc-
ture and kill many of its civilians?

9. Are we willing to deploy 100,000 or more American
soldiers in Iraq for ten or twenty years (at a cost of tens of
billions of dollars a year) to defend a US-imposed govern-
ment and prevent the breakup of the country into unstable
Kurdish, Sunni and Shiite mini-states?

So far, the Bush Administration has not provided honest
or convincing answers to any of these questions. It is essen-
tial, then, that concerned Americans ask their Congression-
al representatives to demand answers to these (and related)
questions from the White House and hold further hearings
to weigh the credibility of the Administration’s answers. It
is vital that our representatives play their rightful constitu-
tional role in this fateful decision.

The CW/PS is deeply concerned over the possibility of the U.S.
going to war with Iraq, and stands ready to do whatever it can to
prevent this within the limits of its tax-exempt status, under 501(c)
(3) of the IRS tax code. Readers’ ideas are invited.

Wide-Ranging Uneasiness Over U.S. Possible War With Iraq
Within the United States and around the world expressions of

concern are growing that the U.S. may be stumbling into a war
with Iraq inspired by the obsession of President George W. Bush
with Iraq’s leader Saddam Hussein. The questions are coming not
only from Democrats but also some leading Republicans. Also,
Europeans are becoming increasingly skeptical of the whole
enterprise.

Criticism from what is generally called “the left” has been par-
ticularly trenchant.  

In The Nation’s editorial of September 2/9, 2002, (Iraq: The
Doubters Grow) the magazine observes that “the concerns among
the country’s elite deserve widespread public attention. They can
be compressed into nine critical questions.” We reprint them in
full here:

1. Why engage in a risky and potentially calamitous
invasion of Iraq when the existing strategy of “contain-


