
1 
 

2006 - AND THE ENFORCEMENT OF U.N. RESOLUTION - A/RES/60/288  
 

In September 2006 the United Nations General Assembly adopted a GLOBAL COUNTER-
TERRORISM STRATEGY resolution (A/RES/60/288).  Although not a binding resolution, it was 
hailed as a landmark U.N. plan of action designed to enhance national, regional and 
international efforts to counter terrorism. (See page 1, 2 of 60/288)   Please note that this 
resolution began to link the combating of religious intolerance, discrimination and defamation 
with counter-terrorist initiatives.  Governments involved would report back to the U.N. on the 
progress made in regards to its implementation.   In “Pillar 1”, this resolution outlined several 
“MEASURES TO ADDRESS THE CONDITIONS CONDUCIVE TO THE SPREAD OF TERRORISM”.  
Please note some of these measures: 
 

We resolve to undertake the following measures aimed at addressing the conditions conducive 
to the spread of terrorism, including  . . . religious discrimination 
 
2. To continue to arrange under the auspices of the United Nations initiatives and programs to 
promote dialogue, tolerance and understanding among civilizations, cultures, peoples and 
religions, and to promote mutual respect for and prevent the defamation of religions, religious 
values, beliefs and cultures.  
 
3. To promote a culture of peace, justice and human development, ethnic, national and religious 
tolerance and respect for all religions, religious values, beliefs or cultures by establishing and 
encouraging, as appropriate, education and public awareness programs involving all sectors of 
society. In this regard, we encourage the United Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural 
Organization to play a key role, including through inter-faith and intra-faith dialogue and 
dialogue among civilizations;  

 
Progress reports of the countries that implemented 60/288 can be found on the UN website.  
For example:  There is a 2010 U.N. progress report entitled “With Consensus Resolution, 
General Assembly Reiterates Unequivocal Condemnation of Terrorism, Reaffirms Support for 
2006 UN Global Counterterrorism Strategy” (GA/10977).   Also there is a 2014 report entitled 
“Activities of the United Nations system in implementing the United Nations Global Counter-
Terrorism Strategy” (A/68/841) that can be found on that website.   As you view these 
documents notice how the “engagement of civil society” was part of that implementation 
strategy. (See page 2 of GA/10977) 
 
Democratic Western powers including America implemented the GLOBAL COUNTER-
TERRORISM STRATEGY (A/RES/60/288) as can be seen in the documents cites above, but they 
repeatedly rejected the need to “prevent  defamation of religions, religious values, beliefs and 
cultures” as a means to combat conditions conducive to the spread of terrorism.  For example 
in a speech given in September 2012 by America’s National Security Advisor Denis 
McDonough on “International Religious Freedom” (See page 7, 12-13 “Remarks by Denis 
McDonough on International Religious Freedom | whitehouse.gov”) he summed up how these 
types of resolutions “sought to penalize defamation which undermined free speech and 
expression”.  Also The Mission of the United States Geneva press statement by Hillary Clinton 
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reiterates this point. Despite these kinds of objections by Western democratic governments, 
the U.N. continued to support counter terrorism measures to prevent religious defamation.   
 
Consider what the Russian Federation represented by Alexander A. Pankin said at the U.N. in 
2010 regarding its support for the U.N. Global Counter-Terrorism Strategy.  He stated “since the 
United Nations Global Strategy had been adopted (in Sept 2006), the President of his country 
had signed a document that outlined Russia’s approach to the effective implementation of 
that initiative”. (Page 8)   Approximately three years later around June 2013 the Russian 
Federation passed laws against religious blasphemy. (See articles on Russia’s legislation of 
blasphemy laws)  Keep in mind that some countries in Africa, Asia, the Baltics, Europe, the East 
and many in the Middle East share similar religious defamation or blasphemy legislation, 
whether they are Christian/ Jewish Orthodox or Islamic nations.  The UN’s consideration for 
such countries contributed to the development of U.N. resolution 60/288 which urged the 
combating the conditions conducive to the spread of terrorism by preventing blasphemy of 
religions and religious values.    
 
2011 - THE IMPLEMENTATION OF U.N. RESOLUTION 16/18  
 
In March 2011, UN Resolution A/HRC/RES/16/18 was born as a result of Western democratic 
governments including Britain and the US working together with human rights organizations 
and religious organizations such as the “Organisation of the Islamic Conference” (Also called: 
Organisation of Islamic Cooperation) and the Vatican.  Although this was not a binding 
resolution it too was touted as a “landmark” resolution because it dropped or excluded the 
need to prevent “defamation” as a condition conducive to the spread of terrorism.  (See: 
Mission of the United States Geneva; “Joint Statement on Combating Intolerance, 
discrimination and violence”- July 15, 2011) 
 

Resolution A/HRC/RES/16/18 was titled:  “COMBATING INTOLERANCE, NEGATIVE 
STEREOTYPING AND STIGMATIZATION OF, AND DISCRIMINATION, INCITEMENT TO VIOLENCE 
AND VIOLENCE AGAINST, PERSONS BASED ON RELIGION OR BELIEF”.  This resolution was 
designed to “prohibit discrimination on the basis of religion or belief and to implement 
measures to guarantee the equal and effective protection of the law”. (Page 1)   However, it 
omitted the phrase “prevent the defamation of religions, religious values, beliefs and cultures” 
and called on Member States to “Understand the need to combat denigration and negative 
religious stereotyping of persons, as well as incitement to religious hatred”.  (page 3 [G])  
Note the following conditions it addressed:  
 

  incidents of intolerance, discrimination and violence against persons based on their religion 
or belief in all regions of the world  

 
 any advocacy of discrimination or violence on the basis of religion or belief  

 
 actions that willfully exploit tensions or target individuals on the basis of their religion or 

belief”  
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 any advocacy of religious hatred that constitutes incitement to discrimination, hostility or 
violence, whether it involves the use of print, audio-visual or electronic media or any other 
means  
 

On page 2 of resolution 16/18 it makes “note” of a speech by the “Secretary General of the 
Organization of Islamic Conference at the fifteenth session of the Human Rights Council” and 
“draws on his call  for states to take the following actions to foster a domestic environment of 
religious tolerance, peace and respect, by”: 

 

(b) Creating an appropriate mechanism within Governments to, inter alia, identify and address 
potential areas of tension between members of different religious communities, and assisting 
with conflict prevention and mediation;  

(c) Encouraging training of Government officials in effective outreach strategies;  

(d) Encouraging the efforts of leaders to discuss within their communities the causes of 
discrimination, and evolving strategies to counter these causes 

 
On July 15, 2011, a clarification was requested in a “Statement” by the Secretary General of the 
“Organization of Islamic Conference”. (Page 1, 2 of the “statement”)   He pointed out the 
“need to squarely address and develop a common understanding on some of the grey areas. 
They include the exact nature and scope of the complementarities between the freedom of 
opinion and expression and the prohibition of incitement to hatred on racial, national and 
religious grounds as stipulated in articles 19 and 20 of the International Covenant on Civil and 
Political Rights”. (ICCPR).   The “International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights” is a treaty 
of the United Nations General Assembly that commits its signatories to respect the civil and 
political rights of individuals, including freedom of religion, freedom of speech and freedom of 
assembly.  Likely in response to the request of the OIC, on September 12, 2011, (six months 
after resolution 16/18 was adopted) the U.N. Human Rights Committee issued “General 
comment No. 34” in regard to Article 19 of the ICCPR.   Note point 48: 

 
United Nations Human Rights Committee - “General comment No. 34” of the “International 
Covenant on Civil and Political Rights”  

48. Prohibitions of displays of lack of respect for a religion or other belief system, including blasphemy 
laws, are incompatible with the Covenant, except in the specific circumstances envisaged in article 20, 
paragraph 2, of the Covenant. Such prohibitions must also comply with the strict requirements of article 
19, paragraph 3, as well as such articles as 2, 5, 17, 18 and 26. Thus, for instance, it would be 
impermissible for any such laws to discriminate in favour of or against one or certain religions or belief 
systems, or their adherents over another, or religious believers over non-believers. Nor would it be 
permissible for such prohibitions to be used to prevent or punish criticism of religious leaders or 
commentary on religious doctrine and tenets of faith. 

 

Point 48 of “General comment No. 34” indicated that although “prohibitions of displays of lack 
of respect for a religion or other belief system, including blasphemy laws, are incompatible 
with the Covenant”, under Article 20 paragraph 2 of the Covenant there are “specific 
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circumstances” that allow an exception that permits prohibitions on the freedom of expression 
such as “any advocacy of national, racial or religious hatred that constitutes incitement to 
discrimination, hostility or violence”.  Also Article 19 paragraph 3 of the Covenant allows for 
the freedom of expression or assembly to be “subject to certain restrictions  . . . as provided by 
law and are necessary” for “the protection of national security or of public order or of public 
health or morals”.  For your convenience Articles 19 and 20 are provided below: 
 

International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights:   
 
Article 20   
1. Any propaganda for war shall be prohibited by law.   
 
2. Any advocacy of national, racial or religious hatred that constitutes incitement to 
discrimination, hostility or violence shall be prohibited by law.   

 
Article 19 
1. Everyone shall have the right to hold opinions without interference.  

 
2. Everyone shall have the right to freedom of expression; this right shall include freedom to 

seek, receive and impart information and ideas of all kinds, regardless of frontiers, either 
orally, in writing or in print, in the form of art, or through any other media of his choice.  

 
3. 3. The exercise of the rights provided for in paragraph 2 of this article carries with it special 

duties and responsibilities. It may therefore be subject to certain restrictions, but these shall 
only be such as are provided by law and are necessary:  

 
(a) For respect of the rights or reputations of others;  

 
(b) For the protection of national security or of public order (ordre public), or of public health or 
morals.  

 
Prior to this “The Permanent Mission of the United States of America” sent a letter to the 
United Nations on November 3, 2010 entitled: “UNITED STATES RESPONSE TO THE UNITED 
NATION OFFICE OF THE HIGH COMMISSIONER FOR HUMAN RIGHTS CONCERNING EXPERT 
WORKSHOPS ON THE INCITEMENT TO NATIONAL, RACIAL OR RELIGIOUS HATRED”.  This was 
part of the United States contribution toward the development of resolution 16/18.  Please 
note that in 2010 this letter disclosed that “the United States has entered a reservation to 
Article 20, according to which the Article does not authorize or require legislation or other 
action by the United States that would restrict the right of free speech and association 
protected by the Constitution and laws of the United States”.  The letter pointed out that “the 
United States does not, therefore implement Article 20 prohibitions, in the spirit of open 
dialog.”  (See Pages 1-3, of the letter)   
 
Note that the U.S. “reservation” to Article 20 favored “open dialog” rather than enacting laws 
that prohibit freedom of expression, however it did not make a reservation to Article 19 which 
could be enacted to protect national security and public order in the event of war or serious 
act(s) of terrorism or religious chaos.  This should help us appreciate the United States 
implementation of resolution 16/18 over minority religions is only a pro-active measure taken 
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to avoid the dire conditions where freedom of expression or assembly would need to be 
restricted by law.   
 
Consider this carefully, a worldwide ban of all religion is not prohibited by either Article 19 or 
20, provided the reasons for such a ban are sufficient enough to warrant it.  However, in the 
United States and other democratic countries that reject blasphemy laws, a ban on Jehovah’s 
Witnesses alone or a ban on all religions except Jehovah’s Witnesses would not be in accord 
with these articles of the UN covenant, but a ban that restricts religious free speech equally is 
very possible under the right circumstances.   
 
 
APPROACHING MINORITY RELIGIONS IN AMERICA TO IMPLEMENT U.N. RESOLUTION 16/18 
 
On December 14, 2011, at a meeting called the “Istanbul Process for Combating Intolerance 
and Discrimination Based on Religion or Belief,” Hillary Clinton then American Secretary of 
State revealed that “the United States has made a commitment to support the 1618 
implementation efforts” and hoped to “take practical steps to engage with members of 
religious minority groups” in order to have “anti-discrimination laws” in America “enforced 
equally”.  (Remarks at the Istanbul Process for Combating Intolerance, Page 1, 3)   
A very important report of this meeting was published entitled:  “REPORT OF THE UNITED 
STATES ON THE FIRST MEETING OF EXPERTS TO PROMOTE IMPLEMENTATION OF UNITED 
NATIONS HUMAN RIGHTS COUNCIL RESOLUTION 16/18 – DECEMBER 2011”. Notice the 
opening comments of this report on page 4 which highlighted the meetings objective and its 
purpose:   
 

 At the invitation of Secretary of State Hillary Clinton, representatives of 26 governments and 
four international organizations met in Washington, D.C. on December 12-14, 2011 to discuss 
the implementation of United Nations Human Rights Council Resolution (UNHRC) 16/18 on 
"Combating Intolerance, Negative Stereotyping and Stigmatization of, and Discrimination, 
Incitement to Violence and Violence Against, Persons Based on Religion or Belief."   
 
The implementation meeting focused on two elements of the steps set forth in Resolution 16/18: 
prohibiting discrimination based on religion or belief and 2) training government officials, 
including on how to implement effective outreach to religious communities   
 

The Executive Summary of the U.S. report stated: “Presenters and participants in the 
interactive sessions were law enforcement and anti-discrimination experts. Presenters 
included experts from invited countries and international organizations, as well as personnel 
from the United States Departments of Homeland Security and Justice”.  Please note how 
outreach to religious minorities was being actively demonstrated at this meeting, as reported 
under the subheading “PLENARY SESSION II: Roundtable Demonstration: Engagement with 
Religious Minority Communities in the United States”:  Pertinent excerpts are provided below:  
(See page 7, 8 of the report)  
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Description: A participant from the Office for Civil Rights and Civil Liberties (CRCL) at the United 
States Department of Homeland Security (DHS) described his office’s responsibility to protect the 
United States from foreign and domestic threats while guaranteeing that the protection of 
national security is carried out without infringing upon constitutional freedoms. DHS/CRCL relies 
on a number of tools to accomplish this mission, including regular engagement with diverse 
ethnic and religious communities in cities across the United States. This session familiarized 
participants with DHS/CRCL’s engagement process and set the stage for subsequent discussions 
of engagement strategies. Participants had the opportunity to witness a re-creation of a 
community engagement roundtable where community stakeholders raised civil rights concerns 
with DHS personnel. Meeting participants were also able to ask questions of the community 
stakeholders and DHS personnel to propose suggestions and best practices of their own.  
 
The DHS participant continued by elaborating on the goals of the roundtable process. These 
include: reaching broader audiences, providing access to community events, and obtaining 
information about community interests and concerns. DHS/CRCL roundtables have helped 
assure that communities have accurate information about government policies and practices, 
both by conveying information to the representatives and by identifying gaps in public 
information.  
 
Participants from a diverse set of religious communities, civil rights advocates, and participants 
from the United States Department of Homeland Security, and the Department of Justice, 
engaged in a roundtable discussion with representatives of various religious and faith-based 
communities as well as civil rights and civil liberties groups. 

  
The above clearly demonstrates how DOJ or affiliated agencies would use “roundtable 
discussion” with religious communities to “assure that communities have accurate 
information about government policies and practices, both by conveying information to the 
representatives and by identifying gaps in public information”.  (See also U.S. Report -Page 5, 
19)  Note the motive for engagement with religious minorities and these roundtable discussions 
and is not just to protect constitutional freedoms but to protect the national security of the 
United States. (See U.S. Report page 7, 9, 25)  The following excerpts are found under the 
subheading “GOVERNMENT OUTREACH AND TRAINING INTERACTIVE SESSION II: Government 
engagement with communities in conflict. (U.S. Report -pages 21-22) 
 

The DHS participant noted that the United States endeavors to engage with faith communities 
and minority communities, especially those in which members feel alienated.  A participant from 
the United States Department of Justice’s (DOJ) Community Relations Service (CRS) talked about 
other resources that the government can offer to help communities address conflict peacefully. 
“While other parts of the DOJ enforce civil rights laws in the United States, DOJ/CRS works with 
communities in conflict to address tension associated with allegations of discrimination by 
facilitating dialogue, providing training, and conducting mediation.  
 
The DOJ/CRS participant stressed that his office intervenes when its services are 
requested, and sometimes on its own initiative if need be. The mediation 
agreements produced during this process are not legally enforceable, but parties may 
choose to issue a public statement outlining their shared commitment to take certain 
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remedial action. DOJ/CRS conciliators are required under United States law to 
conduct their activities in confidence, without publicity, and are prohibited from 
disclosing confidential information. The participant from DOJ/CRS explained that in 
his experience, if an event occurs in the United States or overseas that may lead to 
tension in the United States, engaging early and discussing the issue with the 
relevant community or communities is important. 

 
As indicated in the U.S. report, in the event of a religiously motivated terrorist attack that 
threatens U.S. national security, the DOJ/DHS or affiliated agencies can “intervene” with 
relevant religious communities without being requested.  According to the report, national 
security concerns require the DOJ/DHS to carry out these kinds of roundtable discussions with 
religious minorities to provide them with pertinent information, communicate changes in policy 
or mediate “conflict prevention”.  In practical terms it means that after a serious terrorist event 
these US agencies may want the leaders of minority religions to appreciate the need to refrain 
from publishing something that might heighten or incite tensions, hatred or violence between 
faiths or religions.  
 
At this point in the research, it is important to keep in mind how the January 15, 2001 
Watchtower referenced below portrayed the governing body as a representative of the faithful 
slave and that the resolutions being discussed in this research began to be implemented in 
America at a time when we still identified the faithful slave as follows:  
 

*** w01 1/15 pp. 30-31 How the Governing Body Differs From a Legal Corporation *** 

 ‘The faithful slave’ has been ‘appointed over all his master’s belongings.’ These include 
facilities at headquarters in New York State, U.S.A., and the 110 branches now operating 
worldwide. The members of the slave class know that they will be called upon to render an account 
for the way in which they have used what has been entrusted to them. (Matthew 25:14-30) Yet, 
this does not prevent the ‘slave’ from allowing qualified overseers from among the “other sheep” to 
care for legal and administrative responsibilities. In fact, this allows members of the Governing 
Body to devote more time “to prayer and to the ministry of the word.”—Acts 6:4. 

As long as conditions in this world permit, the Governing Body, representing “the faithful and 
discreet slave,” will make use of legal entities. These are convenient, but they are not indispensable. 
If a legal entity is dissolved by government decree, the preaching work will still go on. Even now, in 
lands where restrictions are in effect and no legal entities are used, the Kingdom message is being 
proclaimed, disciples are being made, and theocracy’s increase continues. That is happening 
because Jehovah’s Witnesses plant and water, and ‘God keeps making it grow.’—1 Corinthians 
3:6, 7.  

*** w01 1/15 p. 31 A Special Announcement *** 

“The faithful and discreet slave’ and its Governing Body have had entrusted to them interests 
that are higher and far more encompassing than those granted to legal corporations. Making a 
very significant point, Brother Barr stated: “Set out in the chartered purposes of each of such 
entities are matters that are limited in their scope. Our Master, Jesus Christ, however, has 
appointed the faithful slave class over all his ‘belongings, or Kingdom interests here on earth.” 
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IMPOSSIBLE TO MEDIATE CONFLICT PREVENTION WITH ALL MEMBERS OF THE SLAVE CLASS   
 
 In the DHS’s resolve to protect national security, we as Jehovah’s Witnesses would not be 
viewed as exempt from the implementation of Resolution 16/18 or other related resolutions.  
We were likely viewed as a “community in conflict” because of our position toward false 
religion as demonstrated by the tract “The End of False Religion is Near” proclaimed 
throughout the world in 2006 (Kingdom news NO. 37).  Keep in mind this tract was circulated at 
the time when the UN GLOBAL COUNTER-TERRORISM STRATEGY (resolution 60/288) was 
adopted by the UN and was beginning to be implemented by governments around the world 
including Britain, the EU, Russia, the United States and eastern Islamic countries.  Remember 
too, this UN global counter-terrorism strategy endorsed the need “to promote mutual respect 
for and prevent the defamation of religions, religious values, beliefs and cultures” as 
“measures to address the conditions conducive to the spread of terrorism”.   On the other 
hand, UN resolution 16/18 was implemented in 2011 by the United States out of regard for its 
constitutional guarantees.  To ‘prevent conflict’ the US preferred dialog and discussion with any 
offending minority religions rather than enacting laws that prohibit freedom of expression.    
 
At the time of the implementation of UN resolution 16/18  in 2011-2012, our publications still 
portrayed the anointed remnant as the faithful slave who was “appointed over” the preaching 
work and all legal entities and the branches including those in the U.S.   During a time of 
heightened national security would the DOJ/ DHS be frustrated trying to mediate “conflict 
prevention” with a faithful slave class made up of thousands of members with most living in 
other countries?   
 
It’s only reasonable to think that in order to mediate “conflict prevention” with the faithful 
slave the DOJ/ DHS would have to inform the anointed remnant of such through the legal 
entities that were said to represent their kingdom interests?  Why hadn’t the anointed remnant 
heard anything about the implementation of resolution 16/18?   The w11 8/15 p. 22 Questions 
From Readers  briefly stated regarding the number of memorial partakers:  “We thus have no 
way of knowing the exact number of anointed ones on earth; nor do we need to know. The 
Governing Body does not keep a list of all partakers, for it does not maintain a global network 
of anointed ones.”  This statement indicates the United States DHS/DOJ would not be able to 
convey important policy information or mediate “conflict prevention” with all the individuals 
making up the faithful slave through the governing body.  Also American policies would have no 
jurisdiction over anointed ones living abroad.    
 
 
OCTOBER 2012 - A CHANGE THAT COINCIDES WITH THE IMPLEMENTATION OF 16/18 
 

Just 10 months after “the United States had made a commitment to support  the 
implementation of 16/18” and demonstrated in a report how agencies of the DOJ would help 
in its implementation, the governing body announced the new identity of the faithful slave at 
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the October 2012 Annual Corporate Meeting.  Ironically at the time of this announcement, the 
study article “Are You a Trusted Steward!” (w12/12/15 p. 9, pars 2, 3) which spoke of the 
“faithful steward class” in the old sense was available to read online at jw.org.  The fact that 
this Watchtower was posted on our website during the October 2012 Annual Corporate 
Meeting, helps us identify the approximate time period when the governing body decided 
conclusively to identify itself as the faithful slave.  It appears, this decision to change the 
identity of the slave occurred shortly before the w12/12/15 was finally edited, possibly around 
August/ September 2012.  This was likely the reason why it wasn’t until approximately six 
months after the 2012 Annual Corporate Meeting (around April 2013) that the July 15, 2013 
Watchtower study article which detailed the change was available on our website. 
 
The July 15, 2013 Watchtower on page 23 paragraph 14 stated:  “The faithful and discreet 
slave is thus charged with the responsibility to manage the household of faith. That 
responsibility includes overseeing material assets, the preaching activity, assembly and 
convention programs, and the production of Bible literature for use in the field ministry and in 
personal and congregation study. The domestics depend on all the spiritual provisions 
dispensed by the composite slave.”   In Paragraphs 11-13, this Watchtower described the 
faithful slave as being appointed over “the domestics” since early 1919 and those domestics 
were identified as “all anointed ones” as well as “the other sheep.  Accordingly from early 1919 
all members of the congregation were identified as part of the “belongings” the governing body 
was ‘appointed over’.  Reliance on this arrangement was summed up in a paragraph 2 which 
stated:  “It is vital that we recognize the faithful slave.  Our spiritual health and our 
relationship with God depend on this channel”.    
 
In summary,  the governing body members working together as the faithful slave were 
identified as the ones responsible for all means of public dissemination in America and abroad; 
whether by print, public assembly, website or door to door.   Coincidentally, defining the 
faithful slave in this manner allowed for direct communication between the governing body 
acting as the faithful slave and federal agents of the DOJ/DHS intent on implementing UN 
resolution 16/18.   Through roundtable discussions with DOJ/DHS personnel, any mediation 
agreements reached in regard to “conflict prevention” related to U.N. resolution 16/18 could 
be voluntarily applied by the governing body to all methods of publicizing the good news of the 
kingdom, including all our literature.   Today if a major religiously motivated terrorist event 
occurs the DHS/DOJ can easily intervene as necessary with the new faithful slave for further 
“conflict prevention” with the goal of having the faithful slave volunteer to moderate public 
expressions even further to protect its national security and keep public order.    
 
 
“CONFLICT PREVENTION” CREATES A CONFLICT OF INTEREST 
 
It is important to note when agencies of the DHS are involved in these roundtable discussions 
with representatives of minority religions “conciliators are required under United States law to 
conduct their activities in confidence, without publicity, and are prohibited from disclosing 
confidential information”.  There is strong circumstantial evidence that representatives of US 
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federal agencies had nation security concerns in regard to their ability to communicate with an 
anointed remnant acting as the faithful slave.  The probability of their communicating this 
frustration to the governing body is very high.     
 

For example:  Did DOJ/ DHS personnel inquire as to the identity of the faithful slave?  Were they 
concerned about the inability of the governing body to identify or communicate with all 
members of the faithful slave/remnant?  Were DOJ/ DHS personnel made aware in confidence by 
a few brothers that the governing body was in the process of discussing a change in the 
identified of the faithful slave?   Answering yes to any of these questions could indicate 
confidential discussions with the DHS surrounding the faithful slave may have tilted the decision 
in favor of the governing body identifying itself as the faithful slave.   

 
The U.S. report states:  “The mediation agreements produced during this process are not 
legally enforceable, but parties may choose to issue a public statement outlining their shared 
commitment to take certain remedial action.”  (See page 22 of the U.S. report)  When it 
comes to who is responsible for what is preached, was identifying the governing body as the 
faithful slave part of the “remedial action” needed for “conflict prevention”?  This is very 
possible.  The brothers involved in these mediation agreements may not have been aware that 
these roundtable discussions with federal agencies involved the implementation of a UN 
resolution.  Still regardless of whether they were informed of this or not, the DOJ/DHS was 
tasked with implementing principles of resolution 16/18 over minority religion in America, 
including ours.  The brothers have been affected by the implementation of resolution 16/18 
and its successor resolution A/RES/67/178 adopted by the UN in March 2013 in two specific 
ways:     
 

#1 -A conflict of interest exists whereby the new doctrine of the faithful slave can be used to shelter 
governing body members from serious questions related to that doctrine.  For example: Regardless of 
legitimate and serious concerns or questions about the doctrinal change, elders would feel obligated to 
support the governing body in their decision and remove any elders who refused to teach the new 
doctrine.  Escalating further, anointed brothers and sisters who continue to question the change in their 
heart might feel forced to remain silent, otherwise if they persist in pursuing clarification before they 
accept the change they could be disfellowshiped as apostates.  
 
#2 - Another conflict of interest exists whereby the governing body is voluntarily involved in the 
implementation process of UN resolutions with US federal authorities, which restrains the governing 
body’s freedom of speech to inform the brothers of a connection between UN resolutions and the 
persecution taking place in Russia.  It also retrains their freedom of speech in helping the brothers make a 
possible connection between “the disgusting thing . . . standing in the holy place” and the implementation 
of U.N. resolutions over Jehovah’s Witnesses.  (Mt 24:15)    

 
These two conflicts of interest are related, especially if the governing body’s decision to identify 
itself as the faithful slave was tilted in that direction because of confidential roundtable 
discussions with US federal authorities concerned about the logistics of mediating “conflict 
prevention” with the anointed remnant.  If anointed brothers and sisters are allowed to be 
disfellowshiped from the congregation for pursuing answers to serious scriptural flaws and 
doctrinal conflicts found in connection with this new teaching of the faithful slave, without any 
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further clarification forthcoming, this is a telling sign of a secular influence on the decision to 
identify the governing body as the slave.  
 
 
SEPTEMBER 2014 -   U.N. SECURITY COUNCIL RESOLUTION 2178 ACCELERATES THE 
PERSECUTION OF OUR BROTHERS IN RUSSIAN  
 

In September 2014 a very serious mandatory or binding U.N. Security Council Resolution 2178 
was adopted by the UN in response to ISIS or the “Islamic State”.  It recognized “the threat 
posed by foreign terrorist fighters requires comprehensively addressing underlying factors”, 
including “countering incitement to terrorist acts motivated by extremism or intolerance”. 
(Page 2 of 2178)  It’s important to note that this resolution referred back too and underlined 
“the need to address the conditions conducive to the spread of terrorism, as outlined in “Pillar 
1” of the United Nations “Global Counter-Terrorism Strategy”. (Page 2 of resolution 2178)   By 
way of this reference the “defamation of religions, religious values, and beliefs” could be 
associated with “extremism” and should be prevented.  This development is at the heart of our 
problems in Russia from 2014 onward.  The July 2011 clarification made by the U.N. Human 
Rights Committee in paragraph 48 of “General Comment No. 34” did nothing to change this 
but seemed to justify use of national blasphemy laws to restrict all expressions critical of other 
religions.        
 
Please closely consider the Russian Federation’s own description of its implementation of the 
U.N.  Global Counter-Terrorism Strategy (60/288) in the 2014 U.N. report entitled “Activities of 
the United Nations system in implementing the United Nations Global Counter-Terrorism 
Strategy”. (A/68/841 page 92, 93)  Russia reports on their ongoing efforts to “eliminate 
conditions fostering the spread of terrorism” and they outlined how “measures are being 
taken to prevent the spread of religious and political extremism as a factor contributing to 
the terrorist threat”.   They report that “work is under way to counter the propaganda of 
terrorist and extremist ideas, including the internet, as well as the dissemination of material 
advocating terrorist activity or defending or justifying such activity”. Clearly this effort 
involves the blasphemy and counter-extremism legislation which supports Russia‘s cultural 
policy.   These actions by Russia were surreptitiously supported by UN resolutions; particularly 
resolutions 60/288, 2178 and perhaps even the clarification made regarding the ICCPR on 
paragraph 48 of “General comment No. 34”.  
 
To speak or publish anything about the elimination of false religion including the culturally 
supported Russian Orthodox Church is viewed as blasphemous and “extremist” and this relates 
to identifying ourselves as the true religion.  Likewise to speak or publish anything that points to 
the elimination of human government by God’s kingdom is also considered “extremist”.    
Brothers deserve to understand how U.N. resolutions along with Russian blasphemy laws are 
involved in this assault upon our faith in Russia.  Even though the United Nations “Global 
Counter-Terrorism Strategy” declares “effective counter-terrorism measures and the 
protection of human rights are not conflicting goals”, this research proves such a statement is 
confusing if not hypocritical, because non-binding U.N. resolutions have encouraged both 
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defamation laws and dialog as ways of combating the conditions that lead to spread of 
terrorism .   
 
Something else to seriously consider is how the Russian authorities were affected when they 
discovered that the faithful slave was now essentially a religious body subject to American 
policy which is divergent from Russia’s cultural policy?  This faithful slave was said to be a 
manager appointed over all our legal entities, the preaching activity and all the brothers as 
domestics, which would obviously include Russia.  As a result of this change in doctrine, they 
may have viewed our activities in Russia as an American influence more so than ever before..  
This may be an underlying factor that added to the Russia’s Supreme Court decision on April 20, 
2017 to criminalize our faith as extreme.  It completely removes what they may perceive as an 
American influence from Russia while justifying their actions by the supposed implementation 
of U.N. resolutions that justify blasphemy laws under certain circumstances.    
 
 
(LET THE READER USE DISCERNMENT)  - Mt 24:15  
 
There is a difference between Russia’s approach to extremist ideology and the Anglo Americas 
approach to extremist ideology, but both reach the same eventuality.  Russia’s approach is 
solidly built on anti-defamation legislation that supports its cultural policy and the Russian 
Orthodox Church (ROC).  It is backed by laws designed to fight terrorism and prevent the spread 
of extremist ideas. (This would apply to Islamic nations as well).  Anglo America’s approach to 
the spread of terrorism and extremist ideology is more fluid; it reacts to terrorist events in a 
measured way.  In other words, the bigger the threat to their nation security the more 
restrictions they can apply.  Opposition toward the preaching work will escalate if war or 
religious chaos mounts.  In America laws to restrict freedom of speech and assembly can be 
enforced if they are deemed “necessary” and in accordance with “Article 19” of the 
“International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights”, but it would be hard to justify banning the 
speech of Jehovah’s Witnesses alone.   In this case it is likely the UN would only support state 
laws with its own resolutions if religious free speech was restrict across all religions.  Followed 
by a ban on their freedom of assembly if religions were to cause an uprising.   
 
Please examine the following points made in the references provided below: 

 
*** w87 9/1 p. 20 par. 13 On Guard Against “Peace and Security” as Devised by Nations *** 
13 The United Nations is actually a worldly confederacy against Jehovah God and his dedicated 
Witnesses on earth. It is really a conspiracy, with the worldly nations getting their heads together and 
scheming up what they may do against the visible organization of Jehovah God on earth. During this 
“conclusion of the system of things,” it was foreshadowed by the conspiracy referred to at Isaiah 
8:12.—Matthew 24:3. 
 
*** w53 9/15 p. 561 par. 17 Flight to Safety with the New World Society *** 
The world alliance known as the United Nations is the chief and most powerful expression of this religio-
political conspiracy against the Messianic kingdom of God. We say “religio-political,” because the religions 
of this world are in on this world conspiracy against the Kingdom, especially the religions of Christendom. 
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Recall that it is religious organizations such as the Vatican, the Russian Orthodox Church and 
the Organization of Islamic Cooperation among others that are helping or helped to implement 
these U.N. resolutions over minority religions today.  This is a reality.  Evidently mainstream 
segments of false religion have been a part of this U.N. conspiracy steering this wild beast and 
the world rulers against Jehovah’s Witnesses.   We can easily observe how the UN has been 
used to targeted true worship in Russia and the idea of one true religion.  But understanding 
how US federal authorities have implemented UN resolutions 16/18 and 67/178 over minority 
religions in America and its affects upon God’s people takes more discernment.  Has this UN 
conspiracy targeted Jehovah’s Witnesses by helping foment division over the question of “Who 
really is the faithful and discreet slave faithful slave?” (Mt 24:45)  Has the public preaching been 
voluntarily moderated to ‘prevent conflict’ with other religions, cultures and people of differing 
backgrounds in accordance with these resolutions?   Do these developments fit with Jesus 
warning about “the disgusting thing that causes desolation, as spoken about by Daniel the 
prophet, standing in a holy place? (Mt 24:15  What more is to come?   


