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The calls at the Non-Aligned Movement (NAM) summit in Tehran for reforming the United
Nations and democratizing the Security Council were not exactly new. These calls for UN
reform were embodied by the conference’s dictum of “lasting peace through joint global
governance.” These demands have been made over and over again by various countries
and groups throughout the years.
Nor was everyone present at the NAM gala in Tehran a friend of Iran or open to the Iranian
proposals for reforming the United Nations. The visibly shaken Jeﬀrey Feltman, who was
uncomfortably sitting with Iranian oﬃcials in Tehran alongside his new boss Ban Ki-moon,
can testify to all this. Feltman is a clear symbol of how contaminated the United Nations has
become by the imperialist interests of Washington.
The manipulation of the United Nations for imperialist interests, however, goes back a long
way. From its inception, the United Nations was meant to facilitate the global inﬂuence of
the US after the Second World War. The idea of the United Nations, which gets its name
from the military coalition (called the United Nations) of the Allied countries that was formed
against Germany and the Axis countries, was based on an agreement drafted by the US and
the UK during the Second World War. This agreement, the Atlantic Charter, was written out
while the US was oﬃcially neutral, but secretly supported the British war eﬀort against
Germany and its Axis allies by sending supplies to Britain through Canada. The US would
later use the Japanese attack on Pearl Harbor in Hawaii as a justiﬁcation for entering the war
and getting the other Allies to accept the Anglo-American Atlantic Charter during the war
and then at the San Francisco Conference in 1945.
The United Nations Security Council
The membership of the UN grew from ﬁfty-one to a hundred and ﬁfty-nine members
between 1945 and 1985, with most of the new member countries being former colonies. The
UN was used as a tool to control most these former Western European and American
colonies of the Third World. At ﬁrst the US and its post-war allies maintained their
domination over the newly formed UN and the former colonies through their numbers and
then through a Western Bloc monopoly over the structures of the United Nations. Hereto
this monopoly includes control over the agencies and permanent veto-wielding chairs of the
ﬁfteen-member Security Council of the United Nations.
The Security Council above all has been used by the US as a means of protecting its
interests. The purpose of the Security Council veto is to reject any international resolutions
and consensuses against the national interests (or more precisely the interests of the ruling
elites) of the US and the other major post-World War II powers. Except for the rival Soviet
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Union, the US originally controlled or heavily inﬂuenced the other three permanent vetowielding members of the UN Security Council. Britain and the US were essentially
confederated and had integrated in 1941 with one another through the Anglo-American
Atlantic Charter. France, as a declining power like the UK, was heavily dependent on the
United States. The Chinese seat was also originally held by the Kuomintang (Chinese
Nationalist Party) which was a US client.
US General Albert C. Wedemeyer was the chief of staﬀ to Generalissimo Chiang Kai-shek,
the leader of Kuomintang-ruled China before Kai-shek ﬂed to Taiwan after the Communist
Party of China took over the mainland. The US even envisioned a role for the Kuomintang in
governing the former French colonies of Indo-China. Only in 1971 would Washington lose
control over the Chinese seat at the UN Security Council when the People’s Republic of
China was recognized as the legitimate representative of the Chinese people by the majority
of the UN General Assembly and therefore handed over Taiwan’s permanent seat at the UN
Security Council.
While the Soviet Union originally made the most vetoes at the UN Security Council, the
situation began to change towards the second half of the Cold War and in the post-Cold War
era when the US began to take the lead in making vetoes. Ironically, the US and its allies are
saying that the international system is failing now due to the double vetoes of China and
Russia preventing foreign intervention in Syria. No similar complaints have been made
about the numerous vetoes cast by Washington in support of Israel.
Eventually the UN Security Council went beyond the function of protecting US interests after
the collapse of the Soviet Union. It became a tool for projecting US interests globally as
Washington began to push for unipolar post-Cold War hegemony. The Chinese and Russian
double vetoes signal an end to both Pax Americana and the use of the UN Security Council
to project US power.
The Secretariat of the United Nations
Besides the United Nations Security Council, the Secretariat of the United Nations has been
predominately under the control of the US and its allies. At ﬁrst this took place because the
US and the Western Bloc had numerical superiority at the United Nations. Thus, the ﬁrst two
secretaries-general of the UN were from the Western European kingdoms of Norway, and
Sweden. Prior to this Baron Hubert Gladwyn from the United Kingdom was the acting
secretary-general of the UN. Swedish diplomat Dag Hammarskjold would visibly serve US
and Western Bloc interests to the point that the Soviets and others would demand he be
removed from the UN Secretariat.
As the Western Bloc began to lose its numerical advantage, control over the Secretariat
would be maintained through the Security Council. The UN Security Council does this by
ﬁltering all the candidates for the top UN post in the Secretariat. Secretaries-general of the
UN are appointed by the UN General Assembly based on the recommendation of the UN
Security Council. Thus, the US and other permanent members of the Security Council have
vetoes that can eliminate any candidates that would be hostile to their interests.
Soviet Premier Nikita Khrushchev’s condemnations about the Secretariat of the United
Nations, which helped remove nationalist leaders from power across Africa and the Third
World, have a resonating truth to them. After a long streak of secretaries-general that were
predominately favorable to the Western Bloc, the Non-Aligned Movement would push a NAM
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candidate into the UN Secretariat. The NAM’s position is the basis for the elevation of
Egyptian diplomat Boutros Boutros-Ghali’s to the post of UN secretary-general in 1992.
Bourtos-Ghali was the closest thing to the last independent secretary-general of the United
Nations. The world, however, rapidly changed since the end of the Cold War and Washington
expected a far greater degree of subservience from the Secretariat of the UN. After the Cold
War UN secretaries-general were expected to act as loyal US stewards. This would start with
the Ghanaian UN career bureaucrat Koﬁ Annan.
Koﬁ Annan: An Enabler of “Responsibility to Protect”
To his credit Annan is a shrewd diplomatic ﬁgure that knows how to sit on the fence, but he
has cunningly served the US while appearing circumvent. Aside from the public reports
about the involvement of Annan and his son Kojo in the UN’s Iraq oil-for-food scandal, the
former secretary-general has a history of legitimizing US interventionism and the occupation
of other UN members. Career US diplomat Richard Holbrooke, who was one of the central
ﬁgures involved in the balkanization of Yugoslavia, praised Annan as one of the most
supportive ﬁgures for Washington’s foreign policy in the Balkans. This is why Boutros
Boutros-Ghali was pushed aside from the secretary-generalship of the UN by Washington’s
veto to make way for Annan.
Annan did Washington’s bidding in the French-speaking Caribbean island-republic of Haiti.
He followed the script of George W. Bush Jr. and the neo-cons to a tee in Haiti and
legitimized the US-led coup involving Canada and France that removed Haitian President
Jean-Bertrand Aristide. He would criminally give Washington the cover of the United Nations
in the occupation of Haiti.
Koﬁ Annan was also instrumental in helping to put together the “Responsibility to Protect”
(R2P) doctrine with Canadian diplomats to justify foreign military intervention. Two years
after the Anglo-American invasion of Iraq he would give his rubber stamp to R2P in 2005,
which would merely become a reinvented term replacing NATO’s “humanitarian
intervention.” Before Annan was appointed as the joint peace envoy of the Arab League and
United Nations to resolve the Syria crisis he participated as a panelist in a discussion about
R2P and interventionism on November 4, 2011. The event is important, because it gives an
idea of where Annan stands.
The panel (Responsibility to Protect – 10 Years On: Reﬂections on its Past, Present and
Future) was undeniably supportive of R2P and NATO. Annan’s comments were no exception.
The former secretary-general and soon-to-be peace envoy told the audience that he held a
sympathetic position towards military intervention by the US and NATO. He speciﬁcally told
the audience that he supported NATO’s military intervention in the Libyan Arab Jamahiriya
and he tacitly gave his support to a similar scenario in Syria. Two of the ﬁgures involved in
the event, Allan Rock (president of the University of Ottawa and former Canadian
ambassador to the UN) and Lloyd Axworthy (president of the University of Winnipeg and the
former Canadian foreign minister), co-authored an article about R2P praising the war in
Libya as a victory for R2P a week earlier in preparation for Annan’s arrival to Ottawa.
Ban Ki-moon: An Executioner of “Responsibility to Protect”
The South Korean diplomat Ban Ki-moon is even more of an Atlanticist steward than Annan.
His record has been very abysmal. One of the ﬁrst things he did in 2007 was to join the US
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in criticizing the nations of the UN Human Rights Council in Geneva for “singling out Israel”
for its human rights violations.
In 2008, Ban Ki-moon would secretly negotiate and sign a cooperation agreement with
NATO. Russian Foreign Minister Sergei Lavrov would express shock and the Kremlin would
be angered by Ban Ki-moon’s conniving. R2P would be central to the cooperation agreement
between NATO and the UN Secretariat. NATO’s “humanitarian intervention” was shifted to a
worldwide level through the cover of potential military intervention under the banner of the
UN.
Moreover, this tool of intervention could only be harnessed and authorized by the
undemocratic UN Security Council and its veto-wielding members. In parallel the under
secretary-general posts for humanitarian aﬀairs and emergency relief were handed over to
British career diplomats, one of which is Valerie Amos who has sinisterly tried to bypass the
Syrian government in establishing ties with Syrian non-governmental organizations (NGOs).
In 2011, Ban Ki-moon took steps to personally lobby and pressure all the countries of the
Mediterranean Sea to support Israel and prevent any humanitarian aid from reaching the
Palestinians in the Gaza Strip by ship. Ban Ki-moon ignored Tel Aviv’s illegal military
blockade of Gaza and its violation of international law. Instead in Orwellian terms he
demanded for the enforcement of the illegal Israeli blockade, which he called the “legal
channels of the Israeli government pertaining to the ﬂow of goods and aid” to Gazans. In
2012, Ban Ki-moon also refused to meet the representatives of the families of Palestinian
victims and captives inside Israel while he was visiting Gaza. Inversely, Ban Ki-moon made
personal eﬀorts to secure the release of the captured Israeli soldier Gilad Shalit. As a result
of Ban Ki-moon’s bias many Palestinians hurled shoes and stones at his UN convoy as it
entered the Gaza Strip.
Every nuance in Ban Ki-moon’s voice and every line in his statements serve Washington’s
interests. Before the secretary-general even left to Tehran for the NAM summit, his
spokesman Farhan Haq told the Canadian Broadcasting Corporation (CBC) that his boss was
going to Tehran as part of his responsibilities and that the visit “does not confer legitimacy”
on his Iranian hosts. Giving political evaluations of this type about the legitimacy of any
government is a breach of the mandate of a UN secretary-general, who is supposed to be a
neutral ﬁgure and moderator representing all the members of the UN. Moreover, Ban Kimoon would go out of his way to defend Israel at the NAM summit. His speech would also be
coordinated with the politicized report of the UN’s International Atomic Energy Agency
(IAEA), which was meant to tarnish Tehran’s image during the NAM summit.
In regards to both Libya and Syria, Ban Ki-moon has followed the US and NATO script for R2P
and regime change. When a major propaganda eﬀort was launched against Syria following
the Houla Massacre, Ban Ki-moon and other UN oﬃcials quickly followed the US line and
condemned Damascus at a special session of the UN General Assembly in New York City.
Secretary-General Ban Ki-moon’s June 8 condemnation was made even though it was widely
documented that anti-government forces were responsible for the murders in Houla.
The top UN oﬃcial would say that every passing day was bringing “new additions to the
grim catalogue of atrocities: assaults against civilians, brutal human rights violations, mass
arrests, torture, execution-style killings of whole families” in Syria. He would conclude that
the Syrian government had “lost all legitimacy” and had to step aside. Again this was
another violation of the neutral position that the secretary-general of the UN is mandated to

|4

espouse.
Jeﬀrey Feltman: The Real Secretary-General of the United Nations?
Ban Ki-moon’s appointment of the hollow and comical US career diplomat Jeﬀrey Feltman as
the UN under secretary-general for political aﬀairs is just one of his latest moves that serve
US interests. Feltman, a shameless careerist who has done whatever he could to promote
himself, has been exclusively in the service of justifying the unjustiﬁable and pretending to
be an expert on the Middle East. As a top US diplomat in the Middle East, unlike his
counterparts from other countries he failed to master any of the local languages in the
region. Moreover, he was complicit in the 2006 Israeli war on Lebanon and a US attaché to
two foreign occupations.
Like Robert Gates, Feltman is a carryover to the Obama Administration from the Bush Jr.
Administration. He was a special assistant to American Israel Public Aﬀairs Committee
(AIPAC) heavyweight Martin Indyk in Israel and a representative in the US Consulate General
in Jerusalem. Everything he knows about the Middle East is shaped and spoon-fed to him by
the biased views of AIPAC. He was the representative of the Coalition Provisional Authority
in Anglo-American occupied Iraq and later a central force for promoting sectarian hate and
division in Lebanon as the US ambassador in Beirut before he was promoted to the job of US
assistant-secretary of state responsible for the Middle East. The UN’s Special Tribunal for
Lebanon (STL), a political circus that Washington has tried to use to indict and isolate ﬁrst
Syria and then later Hezbollah, is widely known to be his pet project.
Before Feltman even arrived in Tehran, one of the ﬁrst things he did was to declare that Iran
was sending weapons to Syria. This was immediately picked up by his friends (contacts) in
the Israeli media who have favored him over the years as one of Israel’s most ardent
supporters. Among others, the Israeli media also slyly tried to mention Feltman’s name as
less as possible and instead attribute his statement to the entire United Nations as a means
of hiding the bias source of the statements and giving his account further weight.
Feltman’s appointment by Ban Ki-moon shows just how much control Washington has over
the UN Secretariat. His appointment as the individual responsible for “political aﬀairs” says
a lot about the political perspective that the UN Secretariat either has or will adopt. If Hillary
Clinton had ordered US oﬃcials to spy on Ban Ki-moon as was reported in 2010, there
should also be no doubt that Jeﬀery Feltman was monitoring Ban Ki-moon in Tehran for the
US Department of State and that Feltman will brief Washington about the NAM summit. In
essence Feltman was the informal representative of the US at the NAM summit. It is also a
very legitimate question to ask whether Feltman or Ban Ki-moon is in charge of the UN
Secretariat.
Iran had announced that it intended to propose a peace plan, with the support of Russia and
China, to end the Syrian crisis on the sidelines of the NAM conference. America’s emissaries
were at the summit too. The invitation of the Turks to the NAM summit and the presence of
Feltman and the oﬃcials of the Arab countries that are part of the siege against Damascus,
such as Qatar’s Emir Hamad bin Khalifa Al-Thani, are all very likely to have ties to
negotiations over Syria. Same goes for the presence of Egypt’s Morsi. The US and its clients
have realized that their plans in Syria have not gone through and this could secretly have
brought them to the table in Tehran or elsewhere in the future.
A New Alternative to the UN is Needed
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The “real” international community slapped the Obama Administration in the face from
Tehran. The US and all the UN structures and agencies, including the IAEA, under
Washington’s control were retorted when all of the NAM’s one hundred and twenty members
unanimously supported the Iranian nuclear energy program and declared their opposition to
the unilateral sanctions against Iran in their ﬁnal communiqué. There is still, however, more
that is needed. As long as the United Nations is not reformed these very same countries will
be walking in the shadows of the US and its allies from NATOistan in the hallways of the
United Nations.
The problems go beyond the Security Council. The Secretariat is also a part of the problem.
Washington will turn to the UN Secretariat more and more as the Russians and Chinese
begin to challenge the US and its allies at the Security Council.
The UN has become even more contaminated by Atlanticist projects to use it to legitimize
and launch imperialist military campaigns to enforce a declining system of privilege and
unjust global governance that Washington heads. The motivations behind the drafting and
institutionalizing of R2P at the UN are aimed at helping to prevent this decline. This is why
that either reform or an alternative to the United Nations is needed now more than ever.
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