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Foreword

From December 2006 until May 2007 I have been writing my thesis. Initially my thesis treated: The future of the asylum seekers organisations in the Netherlands. Although it was a very interesting topic I decided to change this subject and choose another topic, namely the enlargement of the United Nations Security Council permanent seats. I did this for two reasons. First of all it was very difficult for me to find sufficient reliable literature for this topic and second of all in the future I wish to work for the United Nations as conflict mediator. And so I decided to write a thesis about the organisations in which I wish to work. Moreover, I am planning to study in London. I want to follow the course MSc in International Conflicts. One of the subjects that will be treated is the United Nations as a conflict mediator. Writing a thesis related to this topic will give me the opportunity to win knowledge in advance.

It was a not easy task writing about the enlargement of the permanent seats of the United Nations Security Council as it is a very complex issue. There is a general acceptance by the Member States that the permanent seats have to be enlarged; however there is disagreement about the size of the enlargement, the new permanent members, the extension of the veto right to new permanent members and other related issues. However, I enjoyed writing this thesis. I gained a better knowledge about the United Nations Security Council. 

Introduction 

At its establishment in 1945 the United Nations (UN) counted 51 member states. The UN Security Council consisted of eleven member states. Five permanent, United States, Russia
, China
, France and the United Kingdom; and six non-permanent members. Twenty years later the number of member states increased from 51 to 117 member states. Because of the pressure from the new UN members states the UN non-permanent seats were enlarged from six to ten in 1965. This to make the Council more representative and improve its legitimacy. The permanent seats remained unchanged. 
After 1965 the UN member states kept growing and in 1979 the UN counted 152 member states. The arena within the UN had been working years changed as well due to political and economic developments. Fourteen years after its enlargement new and old member states again raised the issue about enlargement of the UN Security Council. Since 1979 until today the issue about equitable representation on and increase in the membership of the Security Council is on the agenda of the UN General Assembly again.
Several reform proposals have been made by member states, governmental groups and other organs. A great majority of these proposals do not only plea for the enlargement of non permanent seats but also for the enlargement of the permanent seats. Mainly African, Asian, and Latin American member states wish to have a permanent seat in the Security Council. But Germany and Japan as well. For several reasons these nation states believe that the permanent seats of the Security Council should be enlarged and they believe to be appropriate candidates for permanent membership in the Security Council. 
Why do these nations want to change the composition of the UN Security Council? Above and beyond, should the Security Council’s permanent seats be expanded? Is this really necessary? This thesis will focus on this subject; whether the United Nations Security Council permanent seats should be expanded or not, the main objective of this research is answering the central question:

“Should the permanent seats of the United Nations Security Council be expanded?”

The sub questions addressed in this research are: 

- 
What is the attitude of the five permanent members of UN Security Council towards the expansion of the permanent seats? 

- 
Should the veto right be extended to new permanent members?

Justification of research 

Most of the information in this thesis has been gather through desk research. The sources used are books, reports and several reliable internet web sites from non profit organisations, such as the Global Policy Forum, an organisation which monitors policy making at the United Nations, and ReformtheUN.org, an organisation which provides up-to-date information and resources about United Nations reform.
In order to gather the best information, I made use of books and reports from top libraries such as the Peace Palace library in the Hague (Holland), and the Institute of Social Studies in the Hague.

I also gathered information through discussions that I have had with my supervisor mister Termes and with mister Dietrich Fisher
 during my stay, March 2007, at the European Centre for Peace Studies (EPU) in Austria. Furthermore, I approached capable fellow students and friends, familiar with the subject and with good analytical capacities, who could contribute to my research. Among them:  Marvin Bruinhart, Vera Silva and Jaap Flohil.
Outline of report 

Chapter 1 provides a general overview of the interstate relationship before World War I until World War II. 

Chapter 2 treats the UN Security Council. The first part describes its formation, and composition. Part two describes the legitimacy of the permanent five. It explains why these UN member states are seating permanently around the Security Council’s table and others not. Part three evaluates the effectiveness and efficiency of the UN Security Council in particular the role of the permanent members. It describes how do the permanent five dealt with disputes that came before the Security Council. 

Chapter 3 deals with the expansion of the UN membership from 1946 until 1960, and with the expansion of the UN Security Council’s non permanent seats in 1965.

Chapter 4 deals with the expansion of the UN membership after the 1965, it describes the developments that caused the impulse for reform of the UN Security Council, and it gives the position of several UN member states and formal groups on this subject.

Chapter 5 describes the attitude of the five permanent members of the UN Security Council towards the expansion of the permanent seats, and it describes the privileges and critics against the permanent five. Chapter 5 further discusses the issue concerning the expansion of the veto right to new permanent members. 

Chapter 6 is the conclusion of the thesis which is the answer to the central question: Should there be any new permanent member in the United Nations Security Council? 

Chapter 7 contains recommendations which would fasten the enlargement of the Security Council and enhance the Council’s effectiveness, representativity, and transparency. 
1.
The intergovernmental organisations before World War I until World War II 

Several authors, professors and historians of international politics argue that it is nearly impossible to have a full understanding of the intentions of the founders of the United Nations collective security system without looking at its predecessor, the League of Nations. This is certainly true but it is worth looking even further into the past. It is necessary to understand how the interstate relationships (of the international collective system) were before the existence of the League of Nations. Why has the world community, mainly the West, decided to create a collective security system? And why was this system replaced by a new one after World War II (WWII)?

1.1
The intergovernmental relationship system before 1914 

The rise of intergovernmental organisations started to grow in the 19th century. Prior to that period such organisations did not exist. 

Why is this? First of all intergovernmental organisations can only exist if there is a stable system of sovereign states. This system was introduced into the European system in 1648 by the Peace of Westphalia. This generates the following question? Why did governments not form such an organisation after the Peace of Westphalia? Archer (2001) cites in his book, International Organisations 2001, four criteria’s needed for the existence of an intergovernmental organisation (p.4). 

1. The existence of a number of states functioning as independent political units;

2. A substantial measure of contact between these subdivisions;

3. An awareness of problems that arise from states’ co-existence;

4. And their recognition of ‘the need for creation of institutional devices and systematic methods for    

    regulating their relations with each other

Only the first criteria existed manifestly before the 19th century. Diplomatic contact between states was scarce. But political, economic and social developments during the 19th century formed the basis for the creation of an intergovernmental organisation.

Political developments

1.
Vienna meeting 

Russia, Prussia and Britain, also referred as the Great Powers, combined their powers in 1814 to defeat Napoleon. At the Vienna meeting in 1814, the Great Powers came together to prepare a peace treaty and to prevent Napoleons attempt to conquer Europe. These States also codified and standardised the rules of diplomatic practise and discussed other problems in the international system such as slavery. The major goal of the cooperation was to prevent any future threat to the system (Archer, 2001, p.6.). A new phenomenon about the Vienna Congress is that states representatives agreed to meet in times of peace to prevent war (Ibid 7).

This was new because “as a rule congresses and conferences tented to be called on three sorts of occasion: 

· at the end of a war to draw up a peace treaty;

·  to meet some sudden emergency;

·  or perhaps to deal with some question which had been germinating over a period and was now regarded by one or other of the Powers as ripe for treatment” (Northedge F.S. 1998. p. 7). 

After the Vienna meeting the Great Powers met several times to discuss matters “such as the Greek independence and the revolution in the Italian peninsula” (Archer, 2001, p 7). This congress system, between 1814 and 1822, became known as the Concert of Europe. These powerful states came together, at a state government level, to discus matters of common interest. This was a ground-breaking improvement on interstate relationships. However the Concert of Europe had deficits. The Great powers met to discuss ongoing problems rather than trying to prevent future conflicts. “The right to attend a congress or conference was almost always limited to the European great powers” (Northedge F.S. 1988, p.7) and many decisions concerning war and peace were made without consultation with other governments (Archer, 2001, 7).

2.
Internationalisation of the European System 

Other factor which pushed states to take a more organised approach to problems of international relationships was the internationalization of the European system. Seven major happenings are described in the book International Organisations which led to the internationalisation of the European system (Archer, 2001, p.8).

1 The international recognition of the United States by the Treaty of Paris in 1783 

2 The recognition of new Latin American states by Britain 

3 The admission of the Ottoman Empire into the Concert of Europe system by the Treaty of Paris

4 Japan’s admission to the system in 1853

5 The imposition of diplomatic relations in the mid-nineteenth century by Britain on China  

For the maintenance of the state system general rules. The European and non-European states signed in 1856 the Declaration of Paris which established the principle of free navigation for traders on all international rivers and also dealt with the question of warfare, the abolition of privateering, rules for neutral flags in times of war and blockades. (Ibid). “Signatories of the Treaty were the Great Powers including Turkey and Sardinia; in 1856 fourteen other states signed the Declaration, Japan signed in 1886, Spain in 1908 and Mexico in 1909” (Ibid) 

3.
The Hague conferences 

In 1898 an international conference was called by the Czar Nicholas II to discuss disarmament. This congress, Hague conferences in 1899 and 1907, were remarkable for the period prior to 1914. These conferences had on contrary to other conferences prior to 1914 the sense that community affairs were being regulated, namely international arms limitation and peaceful settlement of international disputes. Although the conferences failed to limit arms the Hague conferences “did refine the laws of war, including the rights of neutrals. It also established an international panel of arbiters available to hear cases put before it by the disputing nations” (“Russian History Encyclopaedia”, “Hague peace conferences”, para 2). Representatives of forty-four states attended the second Hague world conference in 18 October 1907, the first was attended by 26 states including the United States and Mexico. A third Hague world conference was indented to be hold in 1914 but the War intervened. 

Economic developments 

Due to the improvement of the industry European States were forced to cooperate in the socio-economic areas of life. E.g. the introduction of the submarine telegraphs cable which joined England and France required cooperation of both the states (Archer, 2001, p 11). Faster travel and communication conditions, such as the emerge of the steamship and the telegraph made, communication between nation states easier and faster. National governments had to come together to regulate “aspects of the public life associated with travel, communications, and commerce. E.g. article 15 of the Treaty of Paris (1856) established a European Danube Commission to supervise the free navigation of the Danube River. In 1821 an international commission for the Elbe was established, and in 1831 one for the Rhine. These were aspects that did know no frontiers and required cooperation between the states (Ibid).

As governments involvement in the social and economic sphere of its citizens live grew, so did the requirement to ensure that these activities were not improperly confused by the existence of national borders (Archer, 2001, p.12). The International Bureau of Weights and Measures (1875), the International Union Publication of Customs affairs and Metric Union helped ease international trade, whilst the International health offices established in Havana and Vienna in 1881 and in Paris in 1901 demonstrated increased government concern matters of public health and recognition that disease knew no frontiers (Archer, 2001, p.13).

1.2
The League of Nations

After World War I (WWI), which had caused tremendous deaths, human suffering, and destroyed economies, the international community, in particular the West, entered a new era of interstate relationships. The new method of diplomacy included more and better cooperation as well as organisation and communication between leading powers. “For the first time in the history of humankind there existed an international organisation which was committed to ways of solving problems through peaceful means and thus avoiding the recourse to war”.(Paul Kennedy, 2006 p.9).

To guarantee that WWI would never recur, the International community, in particular the United States and Great Britain decided to create an International organisation which would be responsible for the maintenance of peace and stability in the world. At the Paris Peace Conference in January of 1919 a Commission to draft the League of Nations Covenant was set up ‘on the insistence of Woodrow Wilson, the President of the United States of America’ (Henig, 1973, p. 2). In the drafting Commission of the League’s Covenant participated the five Great powers: The United States of America represented by its President Woodrow Wilson (chairman) and Colonel House, Great Britain represented by Lord Cecil a former under-secretary for Foreign affairs and Hurst,  France represented by Bourgeois and Larnaude, a distinguished International lawyer, Italy represented by its Prime Minister Orlando and Vittorio Scialoga, an international lawyer, Japan represented by Baron Makino, the Japanese Foreign minister, and Viscount Chinda the Japanese ambassador to London (Northedge, 988, p.39). Representatives of minor states like Serbia, Portugal, China, Belgium, Czechlosvakia, Greece Poland and Rumania were also allowed to participate in the drafting Commission (Henig, 1973, p. 3).However despite their participation the League‘s Covenant became an Anglo-Saxon affair.

The Covenant of the League of Nations was approved by conference of the Allied and Associated Powers in Paris 28 April 1919. The League came into existence on 10 January 1920 with the coming into force of the Treaty of Versailles. Surprisingly the United States of America did not ratify the Treaty of Versailles and thus did not become a member of the League of the Nations. The U.S. Senate rejected.

The United States Senate refused to ratify Wilson’s beautiful dream, The Treaty of Versailles, simply because the majority of the Senate, in particular the Republicans, did not want the US in a permanent foreign alliance. The US traditionally favoured unilateralism or isolationism foreign politics, a foreign politics policy which is characterised by its individualism. The US preferred not to get involved in international alliances and/or in other regional affairs. The Senate believed that being a member of the League of Nations would get the US too involved in European affairs which would be a threat to the US sovereignty ( Yoder, 1996 p.9).
The most important organs of the League of Nations were the Council, the Assembly, and the Secretariat. The head quarters of the League was in Geneva, Switzerland. The League’s Council, the main decision-making organ, consisted of four permanent members; Japan, Great Britain, France and Italy, the great powers of that time, and four non-permanent members; the first were Belgium, Brazil, Greece and Spain. In 1926 the number of seats increased to fourteen (Ginneken, 2006 p. 9) Germany became a permanent member in 1926, two seats were semi-permanent and given to Poland and Spain and there were seven non-permanent members. Remarkable about the League’s Council is that its initial composition kept changing during its existence. In the 1930s Germany, Italy, and Japan withdrew from the League, automatically also from the League’s Council. In the final years of the League there were only two Great powers in the League’s Council, France and Great Britain. The League met on average five times a year. All decisions taken by the council had to be unanimous “unless the Convenant specified that some lesser quorum was sufficient for particular issues” (Gareis & Varwick, 2005 p. 78)
. All council members actually implicitly had the right to veto. The reason the decision-making process was organised in such a way is because member sates did not want any form of regulation that created a threat to their sovereignty. Sovereign equality was a fundamental principle. “Since the Peace of Westphalia of 1648, states as political units do not recognise any higher governing authority” (Mingst & Karns, 2006, p.25)

In its first decade of existence the League was a successful organ. It was the centre of action for cleaning up the mess left by World War I (Yoder, 1996 p.13). Examples of accomplishments of the League are: 

1. Fridtjof Nansen of the Red Cross under the authority of the League returned more than 425,000 prisoners of 27 nationalities from Russia to their home countries. 

2. Ludwik Rajchman, a Polish doctor and secretary of the Health Organization of the League, headed the League’s Epidemic Commission, which in 1920 prevented the spread of typhus, cholera, and typhoid from Russia and Poland into the rest of Europe. 

3. The Health Section of the League’s Secretariat under Rajchman did outstanding work as well in combating epidemics in the Middle East, Far East, and throughout the world (Ibid).

The League Council also succeeded to settle a number of boundary disputes.

1. In 1921 the League commissioners awarded the Aaland Islands to Finland with guarantee for Swesdish inhabitants 

2. In 1921 the council, with Bristish support, helped preserve Albania from being carved up by Yugoslavia, Italy, and Greece

3. The League helped settle a major dispute between Greece and Italy over the murder of an Italian diplomat and Italy’s occupation of the Greek island of Corfu. 

The League did not act like a policeman or judge by imposing a solution. Rather it acted as a forum, an investigative body and as conciliator or arbiter, allowing passions to cool and recommending solutions (Yoder, 1996 p.14).

In its second decade of existence it became very clear that the League was a weak organisation and that it did not have the power to prevent armed conflicts, especially when one of the Great Powers was the aggressor. It did not stop the Japanese occupation of the Chinese Manchurian in 1931. The “Japan’s military strength was so dominant in Eastern Asia, that none of the League’s members seriously considered military or even economic confrontation with Japan” (Ibid p.18). The League also failed to counter Italy’s invasion of a weak and relatively defenceless Ethiopia in 1934. The League failed to stop the aggressive imperial behaviour of Germany, Japan, and Italy (Axis powers), which destroyed the League and led the World to yet another War in the form of WWII. 

The League was a failure due to several reasons. One of them was the absence of the United States of America in the League. The absence of the world’s greatest economic and military power at that time weakened the League’s “muscles” and legitimacy. The League, like the United Nations, did not have an own military force and depended on the Great Powers for enforcement of its resolutions. 

The League also had problems of representation because many countries did not join the League and because other nations were members for only a short period. The fact that Japan, Italy, and Germany withdrew from the League further weakened its muscles. France and Great Britain at one point remained the only Great Powers in the League. Guarantying world peace and security was a too weighty task for these two nations alone. The decision-making process of the League required a unanimous vote of all members of the Council. In order to adopt a resolution this made the Council ineffective and slow in coming to its decisions. To tackle this problem the League opted to submit recommendations in stead of resolutions, because this did not require unanimous votes. However this was not a solution. Recommendations were not binding, so member states were reluctant to follow them.

1.3
The United Nations 

After the League’s failure to prevent a second world war, the US, Britain, the Soviet Union and China met in Washington in 1944 and agreed on a blueprint for a proposed world organisation (Mingst & Karns, 2006, p.25). The blueprint formed the basis of talks in 1945 between representatives from 50 countries at San Francisco. Under the terms of the resulting charter the United Nations came into being on 24 October 1945. The intentions of the founding fathers are reflected in the preamble of the Charter, see appendix 1.

The principal organs of the UN are the Security Council, the General Assembly, the Economic and Social Council, the Trusteeship Council, the International Court of Justice and the Secretariat. This thesis focuses on the UN Security Council. For that reason only the Security Council’s functions and voting procedures are described in the main part of this thesis (chapter two). Information about the General Assembly, the Economic and Social Council, the Trusteeship Council, the International Court of Justice, and the Secretariat can be found in appendix 1, the UN Charter, respectively chapter IV, X, XIII, XIV, and XV. There were several similarities between the two organisations; however the differences were apparent as well. “Firstly the concept of collective security of the League of Nations failed to operate correctly because the Articles of the Convenant failed to establish an obligation on each member state to participate in the repression of an act of aggression”( Maurice Bertrand, 1997, p.28)
. The provisions of Article 43 of the UN Charter establishes an obligation on each member state to participate in the repression of an act of aggression. Secondly the League of Nations lacked muscles due to the fact that the worlds major powers did not join the League and some of them, such as the Soviet Union and Japan, joined it temporarily. In the United Nations the major powers were the founding members. The League’s Council, which had the primary responsibility for the maintenance of peace and security, the equivalent of the UN Security Council, made its decisions only by unanimous vote. This decision-making process was also used in the Assembly, the equivalent of the UN’s General Assembly. Implicitly each member state of the League had veto-power; effectively meaning that a single negative vote annulled any resolution.  The founders of the United Nations decided to use a different decision process than the League of Nations. Decisions in the UN organs, such as in the General Assembly and subsidiary bodies, are made by majority voting “(though, on occasion, committees dealing with a particularly controversial issue have been known to proceed by consensus). The rule of unanimity applies only to five major powers—France, China, the UK, the US, and the Russian Federation — and only when they are acting in their capacity as permanent members of the Security Council. The Security Council also proceeds by majority vote, but on substantive (though not on procedural) matters, it must include the concurring votes of all the permanent members” (“Comparison with the League of Nations Voting”, 2007, “Voting”, para 1)

2.
The United Nations Security Council 
2.1
Formation, Function and composition of the UN Security Council 

When drafting the UN Charter the intention was from the Allied states, which were the world’s greatest powers at that time, to exercise global leadership with the view to managing or governing the international system (Bourantonis, 2005, p. 4). The Security Council, where these powerful nations are concentrated, “had to play a central role as the leading world forum for managing threats to international order”, like in the League of Nations (Ibid p. 5). 

This intention is reflected in the powerful and strong position of the Security Council within the UN. The Charter recognises the position of the Security Council, article 24, says that the Council has the primary responsibility for maintaining peace and security and has the authority to act on behalf of all members of the UN. Its decisions are biding for all members of the UN. The provisions for carrying out this role are spelled out in Chapters VI and VII of the Charter, see appendix 1. The size of the Security Council is intentionally kept small in order to be efficient. Generally speaking, the bigger an organ is, in terms of participants, the less quickly it is to come up with decisions. The Security Council originally consisted of eleven member states but expanded to fifteen in 1965. Like the League’s Council the United Nations Security Council is divided into two categories; permanent and non-permanent members. The five permanent members (P-5) are the United States, Russia*
, Britain, France and the People's Republic of China*
. This category reflects the economic and military power of 1945, at that time these nations were the victorious powers of WWII. Putting these leading powers at the front line of the international security organisation would give the organisation “teeth” and ensure the UN’s capability to respond quickly and effectively against aggressive nations; this was the logic of the designation of the P-5 (Mingst & Karns, 2006, p.25). The P-5 has the right to veto any decision of the Security Council. The six non-permanent members were to be elected by a two-thirds majority of the General Assembly for two-year terms. In contrary to the permanent members, the Charter, article 23 of the UN Charter, sets two basic criteria to be applied in the election of non-permanent members namely “contribution of the members of the UN to maintenance of international peace and security and to other purposes of the organisation” and “equitable geographical distribution”. The Security Council reaches a decision “on procedural matters when nine members are in agreement, on all other matters an affirmative vote of nine members including the concurring votes of the P-5; provided that in decisions under Chapter VI, and under paragraph 3 of article 52, a party to a dispute shall abstain from voting” (Article 23 of the UN Charter).

Apart from its primary function, the Security Council has the responsibility to carry out, jointly with the General Assembly, numerous of other important functions related to the internal operation of the UN.  The other functions are the elections of the secretary-general and justices to the International Court of Justice, the admission of new members, the suspension of the exercise of rights and privileges of membership and the expulsion of member states from the UN. The reason why the UN founders created such a powerful organ within the UN is to give the international security organisation ‘teeth’.  Members of the P-5 were regarded as powerful and feared by many nations. For this reason their common decisions would be taken seriously. Any nation would think twice before acting against the will of these five power states. The permanent members of the Security Council have the power to impose its decisions (assuming that they all agree to take action). The League of Nations had shown that international security organisations lacking teeth and only “passing recommendations and issuing condemnations of aggressors, are doomed to lose their credibility and legitimacy” (Bourantonis, 2005, p. 5).

2.2
Permanent members and their legitimacy, representation of the UN membership in the Security Council
The founders of the Security Council wanted the organ to be small in order to be efficient. Efficient in this case means that the Security Council can rapidly take the necessary decisions. It is logical that it is very simply to reach a consensus when only few have to be persuaded. The founders created the Council based on four features (Luck, 2006. p. 10). 

1. The council had to be ruled by the most powerful states;

2. To these powerful states would be given special rights and responsibilities concerning the maintenance op international peace and security
;

3. The council had to be small without “exaggerated equality between the great and small Powers” (Ibid); 

4. The Council had the authority to enforce its decisions while its members had the power to impose its decisions. 

The legitimacy of the P-5 lays among others in their military, economical, and political power. It was not the intention of the founders of the Security Council to create a Council that represented the entire UN membership. The element of power was its basis. The founders of the UN Council believed that “the UN as an entity of sovereign states could only work effectively when individual states, particularly its most powerful members, conferred on it sufficient authority and competences” (Bourantonis, 2005, p. 6).

However its founders recognised that the element of power was not enough to maintain the authority of the Council. Ultimately they realized that the Security Council, when acting on behalf of all members of the UN, should be seen as representatives of the interests of the entire UN membership. Otherwise its legitimacy and effectiveness could be jeopardised. To make the Security Council more representative the founders created a secondary category of members in the Security Council, the non-permanent members. The distribution of the non-permanent seats had to reflect the main geographical regions of the UN member States: Africa, Latin American, West and East Europe. 

2.3
Efficiency and effectiveness of the UN Security Council 

How effective
 is the UN Security Council? This subchapter will evaluate the effectiveness of the Security Council. It will evaluate if the members of the Security Council, in particular the P-5, dealt effectively with disputes that came before the Security Council. Its efficiency
 will also be evaluated. Do the Security Council’s permanent members states responded quickly and with clear useful mandates to disputes that came before the Security Council? The success of the Security Council operations depend on various elements, such as the willingness of the parties in dispute to respect the Council’s resolutions. But it also depends on whether the P-5 are in agreement to resolve the dispute, and on the quality of the mandates of the Security Council. Several, successful and unsuccessful, peacekeeping operations
 will be presented, but only two will be described in detail. Why is it relevant/important to measure the effectiveness of the UN Security Council in relationship with the expansion of its permanent seats? The answer is that it is needed to find out in what way the present distribution of the UN Security Council permanent seats contributes to its effectiveness. 

During its first forty years, during the Cold War, the Security Council was not a systematic effective organ in responding to disputes brought before it. It failed to act quickly and effectively due to lack of agreement between its permanent members. The East and the West often stood against each other. During the Cold War several disputes brought before the Security Council involved disputes of former European colonies. The P-5 wanted to increase or establish their influences in these “fresh” nations, instead of acting on the basis of collective interests of the United Nations. The members of the P-5 often acted on the basis of their own national interests. In some cases, like in the Korean War, members of the P-5 even supported the aggressors and sometimes they were the aggressor themselves. “The Soviets violated the UN Charter numerous times including materiel support for North Korean aggression, Egypt’s wars against Israel, and the invasion of East European nations. Great Britain and France joined Israel in the aggression against Egypt in the Suez War. The United States violated the Charter by supporting covert attacks against Cuba and Nicaragua” (Yoder, 1996 p. 96). Its latest violation of the Charter is the invasion of Iraq in 2003 without UN’s permission. 

Iraq‘s invasion of Kuwait 

In the summer of 1990 the Iraqi troops invaded Kuwait. The Iraqis took over the oilfields of Kuwait and threatened to take the oilfields of Saudi Arabia. The United States called on the Security Council to intervene in this conflict. The Security Council responded and acted very quickly, “after several hours of debate the first of series of over a dozen resolutions condemning the Iraqi invasion and calling for assistance for Kuwait were passed” (Yoder, 1996 p. 84). Even the Soviet Union, a close ally of Iraq at that time, supported the resolutions. The unity among the permanent members made a quick reaction possible. “Twelve successive resolutions during a four-month period activating under Chapter VII of the Charter were passed” (Mingst & Karns, 2006, p.87) Resolution 678 of November 1990 demanded Iraq obey the UN resolutions and authorised UN member States to use all necessary means to liberate Kuwait from the Iraqis. Under US lead the UN military coalition defeated Hussein’s forces. In February 1991 the UN military coalition was replaced by a less armed peacekeeping force, the United Nations Iraq-Kuwait Observer Mission, which was responsible for monitoring the demilitarised zone between Iraq and Kuwait (Ibid). Members of the P-5 had shown like never before how strong, efficient and effective the Council can be when its most powerful members agree and decide to take action.

In late 1980´s, the approaching end of the Cold War and the better political relation between the U.S. and the Soviet Union brought the UN, after decades of frustrated relationships between its powerful members, into the centre of international affairs. The Security Council, whose members often paralysed it with the exercise of their vetoes, “achieved a previously unknown level of capability to reach decisions and take actions” (Gareis & Varwick, 2005 p. 103). The P-5 exercised much less vetoes, see appendix 2. It was partly the changed political attitude of the Soviet Union, Gorbachev, towards the UN and the United States that made this development possible. Gorbachev when in power changed the Soviet Union’s “confrontation policy” with the United States into a Soviet Union’s “collaboration policy” with the United States and also decided to create a Soviet Union that collaborated with the UN to “put an end to the era of wars” as Gorbachev stated at the 43rd U.N. General Assembly Session on December 7, 1988, (“Excerpts of address by Mikhail Gorbachev”, 1998, “General Assembly Session”). Gorbachev’s cooperation with the United Nations in ending the Afghanistan War began the new era of cooperation in the UN Security Council” (Yoder, 1996 p. 96). The Security Council interfered with success in the Afghanistan conflict in 1979 with the Soviet Union, it wound down the Iran-Iraq hostilities, it successfully supervised Namibia’s move to independence, and booked success in El Salvador, Nicaragua, and in Haiti (Gareis & Varwick, 2005 p. 103). 

The peacekeeping operations after the Cold War had a different character than the ones during the Cold War. The Security Council no longer only intervened in interstate conflicts but also in intra-state ones. The reason why the UN Security Council started intervening in intra-state conflicts is because intra-state conflicts in a globalised world can have a spill-over effect and can escalate to interstate conflicts and form a threat to the international peace and security. “Those conflict settings both affect and are affected by outside actors: political patrons; arms vendors; buyers of illicit commodity exports; regional powers that send their own forces into the fray; and neighbouring states that host refugees who are sometimes systematically forced to flee their homes. With such significant cross-border effects by state and non-state actors alike, these conflicts are often decidedly “transnational” in character” (General Assembly Fifty-fifth session Comprehensive review of the whole question of peacekeeping operations in all their aspects, 2000, para 18.). In the classic peacekeeping operations the Security Council mandates to the UN forces were to function as a buffer between the parties in dispute. “After the Cold War the mandates of the Security Council were characterised by an ever-widening spectrum of tasks; aid for states in transitional periods or undergoing processes of national reconciliation, support for process of democratic reconciliation, disarmament and reintegration of the parties to civil war, repatriation of refugees and temporary undertaking of quasi-sovereign competences” (Gareis & Varwick, 2005 p. 104). Although the Security Council became more successful and more active after the Cold War, it also had tremendous failures during this period. One of these failures is the UN mission in civil armed conflict in the Rwanda. 
Rwanda 

On October 5, 1993 the UN Security Council started the Assistance Mission Rwanda or UNAMIR to

“establish a weapons-free zone in Kingali, to monitor elections, and to help demobilize rebel and government forces” (Yoder, 1996 p. 90). A peace building mission. However the planners of the mission recognised “that there would have to be some element of Chapter VII enforcement to neutralize the armed gangs and protect civilians” (Yoder, 1996 p. 102). On October 5 1993, two days after the tremendous UN failure in Somalia, the US blocked an important mandate for the Rwandan operation and reduced the troop size to a minimum of 2,500 while UN officials reported to need 8,000. 

In the Mogadishu battle in Somalia eighteen US troops had been killed by Somalia rebels. The soulless body of US soldiers were dragged through the streets and carried as trophies, television daily showed these images. The US public reacted angry and severely criticised the government and asked to bring their boys home. In another few months the Clinton administration withdrew its troops from Somalia. Some congress men stated that US troops would never again be placed under UN command. As result of the Somalia failure the US government became reluctant to contribute to the UNAMIR mission. 

When the Council agreed to send 2,500 UN troops to Rwanda UN member states were reluctant to contribute to the mission including the P-5. Why was this? Was it because they were fed up with what happened in Somalia? Was it because they feared internal critique from its citizens? Was it because of donor fatigue to Africa? Or because the victims were black African citizens and the P-5 had no interests in that conflict? Whatever the reason may be, it showed the Security Council’s unwillingness, in particular the P-5 and other well developed nations, with the economic and military capability to contribute the UNAMIR, and to help resolve the African conflict. As result of this reluctant behaviour the UN troops arrived in Rwanda “in driblets, under armed, under funded, and possessing only an observer force mandate” (Ibid p. 103) In April 1994 the Rwandan President a (Hutu), died in plane crash. The Hutus, majority ethnic group in Rwanda, blamed the Tutsis for the death of their president. The Hutus, police, militaries and citizens, began to exterminate the Tutsi minority. The Belgian UNAMIR troops left the country after being attacked by Hutu rebellions. The rebellions then entered the unprotected UN compounds to exterminate Tutsi refuges. Despite media reports about this massacre and warnings from the Canadian observer troops “who warned that extermination was coming and begged in vain for more men and a mandate to intervene” (Kennedy, 2006 p. 104) no action was taken. The Security Council did not reinforce the UNAMIR. The African UN member states “complained that the P-5 preferred to devote resources to Northern crises like in the former Yugoslavia crisis, but brush off far worse African calamities” (Ibid). Due to the UN Secretariat and public pressure the Council and the US agreed to send 5,500 troops to Rwanda, UNAMIR II, to protect civilians and deliver of humanitarian aid. UN member states again were reluctant to deliver troops. The UNAMIR II forces went into action too late, mid-July, after the heavily extermination of Tutsis had ceased (Ibid) and more than 750.000 Tutsis had been exterminated by the Hutu militias. (Mingst & Karns, 2006, p. 110).The Security Council expanded the mandate and “invoked chapter VII to authorize member states to set up a temporary multinational operation in Rwanda and pave the way for reconstituted UNAMIR” (Ibid). In April 1996 the new government of Rwanda (Tutsi-led) asked the UN troops to leave Rwanda. This brought an end of the UNAMIR mission. 

This is just one example of the failures of the Security after the Cold War. In the list of failures after the Cold War can be included Somalia, Darfur, Sierra Leone and others disputes. Why did the Security Council fail to solve these disputes?  

Precisely because the Security Council was so active and too much involved in these conflicts, in Somalia for example even became part of it. After the Cold War the Security Council did not only play an effective role in peacekeeping operations, but it also failed to prevent the escalation of conflicts and to prevent the lost of a huge quantity of human lives and suffering. The extravagant failures in Somalia, Rwanda, Srebrenica, Sierra Leone, and Darfur raised questions not only about the effectiveness of the Security Council but of the entire UN. Critics said that the Security Council failed in several conflicts after the Cold War to produce clear and effective mandates, like in the Rwanda conflict where UN forces had only an observer force mandate while a mandate to intervene would be more effective. The Council has also been criticised that it changes its mandates during operations, but the new mandates are not accompanied by appropriate changes. This is what happened in the Yugoslavia conflict. The UN troops first had the mandate to function as a buffer between the parties in the dispute. Under pressure the mandate changed to include intervention to protect the civilian population. The new mandate was not accompanied by appropriate changes “in military outfit or in the legal and political definition of the Rules of Engagement or ROE” (Gareis & Varwick, 2005 p. 106). A more serious critique is that the industrialised countries, including the P5, are using the UN selectively for the pursuit of their own interests and so only intervene, or prevent intervention, in regions where they have interests. In the Rwanda conflict for example, the Security Council had the chance to prevent the death of thousands of men and women. But the Security Council, the P-5 included, had no interests in solving this particular conflict, as the African politicians stated; it was reluctant to respond to this African dispute. This idea gained more support with the Security Council’s approach to the Darfur conflict in 2003. Again the Security Council responded reluctant to an African armed conflict. After two years when 200.000 people had been the victim of genocide the “Security Council referred the Darfur crisis to the new International Criminal Court for action against those responsible for the genocide” (Mingst and Karns, 2006 p. 114). The writers Mingst and Karns raised an interesting question; “why did the UN mobilize so rapidly to aid the victims of the 2004 tsunami, but yet failed to respond to the humanitarian crises in Darfur?” (p.93). According to these writers the Darfur crisis “led many to conclude that the UN, including the P-5, is no longer prepared to act in Africa because of racism and/or donor fatigue” (Ibid p. 94) or was the Security Council afraid of acting in a Muslim dominated country and feared being rejected by the Sudanese Muslim majority? Whatever the reason was one thing is sure. The national economic interest of the permanent member, China, surely avoided action of the Security Council against in Sudan. China blocked action against Sudan in order to protect its national economic interests. The following passages from the article China's Interests in Sudan Bring Diplomatic Cover by Opheera McDoom confirms the above mentioned.
“Despite widespread condemnation within the United Nations of the atrocities ongoing in Darfur, and acknowledgment of the government's involvement in them, Sudan has avoided penalty. Numerous resolutions have reiterated Khartoum must disarm its proxy Arab militias, accused of widespread rape, killing and looting, but Sudan has still not done this. Violence escalated recently, prompting U.N. Secretary-General Kofi Annan to warn the region was descending into anarchy. "In the case of Darfur, the main impediment to stronger action by the Security Council has been China, which owns a 40 percent share of Sudan's main oil producing field," rights group Human Rights Watch said in a report. It said China had used the threat of its veto to soften resolutions critical of the government 4 (Opheera, 2005, para. 4).
 Sudan has had its back against the wall of the U.N. headquarters in New York during the past 18 months over the conflict in Darfur, where tens of thousands of people have died as a result of violence the United States called genocide. But the spectre of a Chinese veto has shielded Sudan from possible sanctions over the conflict and in turn protected a growing source of much-needed oil for Beijing. "This is RealPolitik," said Adwoa Kufuor, a human rights analyst on Sudan. "Yes China has economic interests  and yes China will not risk offending the government of Sudan” (Ibid, para, 2). 

Kennedy (2006) is his book The parliament of Man, the past, present and future of the United Nations, describes interesting reasons explaining why the UN Security Council after the Cold War in the 1990s knew such terrible failures. 

· First, in the 1990’s, the UN got involved in a new kind of conflicts, namely internal conflicts. In some of these conflicts, like in the Somalia conflict, the Security Council had no government to work with because there was no government. The Charter did not cover these kinds of situations. The Security Council had no guidelines for action. The Iraqi – Kuwait War was a dispute that was easy to approach because of its clearness, Iraq a sovereign state was invading Kuwait another sovereign state. Article 2:4 of the UN Charter was violated by Iraq. The Rwanda, Somalia, and Darfur conflict were totally different, as already stated the UN Charter does not offer guidelines for intervening in civil wars.

· Second, the Security Council became victim of its own success. After the Cold War the Security Council had to deal with too many disputes after another. Cambodia, Rwanda, Mozambique, Haiti, Kosovo and so on. The Security Council had no time to understand and resolve well all these cases, which needed immediately attention and intervention. 

· Third, the resources to implement the Security Council’s many mandates were totally inadequate. For the implementation of UN peacekeeping operations, the UN depended on the contribution willingness of its members. Often the UN member states were reluctant to contribute to various operations. An UN army would perhaps be the solution to this problem since the delivering of troops was the major issue. Last but not least, money became a problem. All these peacekeeping operations became too expensive. “The peacekeeping budget was separated and assessed differently from the general UN budget” (Paul Kennedy, 2006 p. 68). It was not an easy task for the UN to find funds for every new peacekeeping operation. And in 1993 the peacekeeping costs were higher than the general UN budget for the whole organisation, see appendix 3

Intra-state conflicts are so complex and hard to deal with that it is not entirely surprising that the UN and/or the Security Council would have tremendous difficulties in dealing with it. In intra-state conflicts it is hard to define who the enemy is. E.g. in the Somalia conflict several rebellion groups were fighting against each other. Who should be protected by the UN and who not? Against whom should the resolutions be addressed? Another obstacle in intra- state conflict is that local parties/groups/civilians, which make part of the conflict, do not always help halt the conflicts. For example in the Darfur conflict the Sudanese government supported the militia group Janjaweed. It provided money, assistance and has participated in joint attacks against other militia groups (“Darfur conflict”, 2007, para.1). The Brahimi report states that “local parties sign peace accords for a variety of reasons, not all of them favourable to peace. Another complexity that makes it difficult for the UN to effectively intervene in intra-state conflicts are the sources of the conflict. Conflict sources can range from economics (e.g., issues of poverty, distribution), politics, to issues of ethnicity, religion or gross violations of human rights e.g. the Rwanda, and Darfur conflict. (General Assembly Fifty-fifth session Comprehensive review of the whole question of peacekeeping operations in all their aspects, 2000, para 24). Political and economic issues may be easier to address and to compromise than issues related to ethnicity or religion. Negotiation in these intra-state conflicts is a complex task because of the number of local parties involved in the conflict and the divergence of their goals (e.g. some parties may want unity, others separation).

It is remarkable that despite all the negative critics about the Security Council the interstate-armed conflicts have dramatically reduced since the end of the Cold War. “Of the nearly 100 armed conflicts in the world since 1989, only five were interstate ones” (Kennedy, 2006 p. 68). Is this thanks to the good work of the UN Security Council or is it accidental? The Security Council has shown that it is a flexible organ capable of responding rapidly and successfully to classic and contemporary threats when its powerful members agree to take action. However it has to be recognised that the Security Council has tremendous difficulties in dealing with intra-state conflicts. The reasons are various as stated in the above paragraph, but one of the reasons is the malfunctioning of the Security Council in particular its permanent members. The lack of unanimity among the major powers; the inefficient mandates; the selective use of the organ by the P-5 for own national interests; the lack of resources contribution to implementation of the mandates. According to the High Level Panel on Threats and Challenges
, 2004, the Security Council decisions often “lacked realism, equity and consistency, resulting in inadequate follow-up and implementation by the UN’s membership as a whole”. To improve the Security Council’s capacity and willingness to act in the face of threats it is necessary to involve more nations in Security Council decision –making forum stated the High Level Panel on Threats in 2004.  

3 
Reform of the United Nations Security Council in 1965

3.1
 The expansion of the United Nations from 1946-1960s 

In the first ten years the United Nations membership did not change much. “During the period 

1946-54, 31 states had applied for admission to the UN membership, but only nine of them were admitted” (Bourantonis., 2005, p. 12). The reason why many states were not admitted to the UN is because of the East-West conflict during the Cold War. “Each camp made use of the veto to block candidates supported by the other. Many qualified states were kept out for years solely because the use of the veto prevented the Security Council from making favourable recommendations to the General Assembly” (Ibid. 12). In 1955 the United States and the Soviet Union agreed not to block the admittance of qualified states into the United Nations. This agreement led to a phenomenal increase of the United Nations membership. Sixteen new members were admitted in that same year, four in 1956, six in 1957, and twenty in the period between 1957 and 1960. In 1963 the UN counted 114 member states. In the period between 1946 and 1963 the number of African and Asian members increased significantly. In the original UN’s fifty-one members only twelve came from Africa and Asia. In 1963 African and Asian members constituted more than half of the UN’s membership. 

3.2 The expansion of the non-permanent members in the Security Council 

Before 1965 the distribution of the non-permanent seats in the Security Council followed the lines of the gentlemen’s agreement reached informally by the five permanent members of the Security Council in 1946. In that agreement the P-5 agreed to “undertake to support the election to the Council of candidates nominated by the countries of the five main regions of the world. In accordance with that plan it was agreed that, in the election of non-permanent members, support would be given to two countries from the Latin American region, one seat to the British Common Wealth, one to the Middle East, one to Western Europe and one to Eastern Europe” (ibid p. 13). Africa and Asia were left behind. With admittance of new members including African and Asian states in the 1960s, the ratio of elective seats on the Security Council to the total membership of the UN had fallen down. The Security Council’s composition did not represent the geographical distribution of the UN membership any more. The selection criteria for non permanent members, forthcoming from the gentlemen’s agreement of 1946, had become obsolete. 

The first proposal for an increase of the Security Council non-permanent members was surprisingly not proposed by African and/or Asian states but by 16 Latin American states and Spain at the 11th session of the General Assembly in 1956. “The Latin proposal called for an increase of the non-permanent members from six to eight and a change in the number of votes required for Council decisions from seven to eight ”(Ibid,p. 15). The reason why the Latin American states took leadership in proposing an expansion of the Security Council non-permanent seats was unfortunately not because they wanted a more representative Security Council including non-permanent seats for African and Asian member states; But because they feared loosing seats in the Security Council since several member states, including the permanent members, argued that expansion of the Council was not necessary and the “unfairness of the gentlemen’s agreement of 1946 could be corrected by redistribution of the six elective seats among the overrepresented geographical regions”(Ibid. 16). The proposal of the Latin American states was not accepted and no action was taken on this matter for seven years. In order to play a greater political role in the world affairs the African and Asian states in September 1961 created a new international political organisation called the Non Alignment Movement. “The common purpose of these states was the formulation of policies independent of the superpowers or associated blocs; then polarized by the Cold War” (Ibid p. 20). For more background information about the NAM please consult see appendix 4. The Movement counted 24 Afro-Asian
 members plus Yugoslavia in 1961. In 1983 the members of the NAM increased to 99 states. Also Latin American and Caribbean states joined the NAM. Today the NAM counts 118 member states from over the globe see appendix 4. On 13 December 1963 the NAM submitted a draft resolution seeking to increase the number of non-permanent seats in the Security Council to 15 by addition of four non- permanent members (Ibid p. 23). The debate on the draft took place in the Special Political Committee of the General Assembly on December 1963. The United States, Britain and France did not agree with the draft and proposed to negotiate about the issue a year later (Ibid). The American and British delegates said that they only had permission to vote in favour of an increase with two new seats and not four. The French delegation did not justify its position. The Soviet Union stated not to negotiate until China received its right to its seat in the UN back. To secure its position the Soviet Union even made up that China was against an expansion of the Security Council and favoured redistribution of the actual seats. The Soviets were actually using China to justify their position. The Soviet Union attitude was not well received by the African-Asian states and by the western permanent members. They argued that the expansion of the Council and the readmission of China were two different matters. In September 1963 Peking send a communication to the African-Asian states in which they stated that the readmission of China and the expansion of the Security Council were two different matters and should not be bundled together (Ibid p.25). On 17 November 1963 the draft resolution sponsored by the African-Asian states was put it to the vote in the General Assembly; this against will of the Soviet Union. The result was 97 in favour and 11 against. The draft was adopted as Resolution 1991A. By the Resolution the number of non-permanent seats in the Security Council was increased from six to ten bringing the total number of members from eleven to fifteen. 

· three from Africa

· two from Asia

· two from Latin America 

· two from Western European States

· one from Eastern European States

In August 1965 the Resolution was ratified by more than two-thirds of the UN including the permanent five and entered into force. The votes required for an affirmative decision of the Council on procedural matters was also amended in 1965. An affirmative Council decision originally required an affirmative vote of seven members out of eleven after August 1965 was this amended to nine members out of fifteen. This alteration decreased the influence of the permanent members. Before August 1965 the permanent members could easily pass a resolution by the number of votes required when they unanimous agreed on a procedural matter. They only needed to convince two other members to share their view. After August 1965 it became a little more complicated to pass a resolution by the votes required since now they had to convince four members in stead of two to support them. The voting power of the non-permanent members on the contrary increased. They now had the power to defeat any procedural decision. The African and Asian states were the most benefited in the amendments of 1965. They went from zero seats to five seats (together). In coalition with other non-permanent members the Afro-Asian
 member states can block decisions of the Security Council on procedural matters. Since a large majority Afro-Asian states and later also the Latin states were members of the NAM, this block became a significant power in the Security Council. The Afro-Asian states plus the Latin states together possessed seven seats and could so block any procedural decision which requires nine affirmatives from the fifteen members of the Security Council.

4
The New international order and demand for expansion of the permanent seats of the UN Security Council 

4.1 The expansion of the United Nation member states after 1965 

Due to the process of decolonization in the 1960s and the1970s and the admission of newly 

independent states to the UN, mostly from Africa but also from other developing regions of the world, the UN membership continued to increase significantly. In 1979 the UN counted 152 member states. Today, June 2007, the UN counts 192 member states. The last addition was in 2006 when Montenegro became member of the UN. Appendix 5 shows precisely the amount of admissions per year and the admitted states from 1946 until 2006. Today the NAM is the majority of the General Assembly. This development, the increasing UN member States, decreased the ratio of elective seats on the Security Council to the total membership of the UN. 

For several years after the Security Council’s enlargement in 1965 there was no serious pressure to expand the Security Council or make changes its composition. During this period, the Cold War, the Council became a battle field between East and West and North and South. Its members were too busy in trying to shape the Council’s agenda and paralyzing the organ for its own interests. Surprisingly during this period, when the Council was definitely not really effective and/or efficient, there was no serious pressure to change the organ in order to make it more effective. 

4.2 Impulse for reform of the Security Council in the 1990s 
The passive attitude towards reforming the Security Council changed in the late 1980s with the end of the Cold War. During the late 1980s and begin 1990s the international political environment within which the UN had been operating for years, changed. Key points are:
1 First the end of the Cold War, with the coming to power of Gorbachev in 1985,
2 Secondly the fall of the Berlin Wall in 1989 and unification of Germany,
3 Thirdly the collapse of the Soviet Union in 1991,

4 Fourth the increased member states from Africa and Asia and other developing states in the UN, 

5 Fifth the end of France and Great Britain as colonial superpowers, and the emerging of new regional powers such as Japan, Germany, South Africa, Nigeria, and Brazil
The happening that contributed most to the discussion about the composition of the Security Council was the end of the Cold War. The end of the Cold War did not only throw the UN, after decades of frustrated relationships between its powerful members, into the centre of international affairs as one can read in chapter three. It also was, surprisingly but understandably, an impulse for reforming the UN Security Council. After the Cold War the Security Council was busier than ever. It passed resolution after resolution, the number of peacekeeping operations and blue helmets in troubled regions increased significantly. “By the end of 1992 there were nearly 100,000 peacekeepers in fourteen mission, costing around US$4 billion” (Gareis & Varwick, 2005 p. 104). It is precisely because the Security Council, became more active in intervening in its members political and security affairs questions of how, why, and by whom its decisions were being made became a hot issue in the 1990s (Luck, 2006. p. 115). The questions about the composition, transparency, and legitimacy of the UN Security Council gained force again. Critics began to argue that the distribution of the permanent seats reflected the balance of powers of 1945 and should for that reason be redistributed and/or enlarged. Others argued that the Council’s decisions did not reflect the will of the UN members as a whole, but “the will of the few who dominate it because of their disproportionate representation in the Council’s membership” (Bourantonis, 2005, p. 34). Japan, Germany, the NAM and other member states began to express their will for the admission of new permanent members. In 1993, when the General Assembly in Resolution 48/26 set up the Open-ended Working Group to consider all aspects of the questions of Council reform, the debate on the reform of the Security Council started and it continues to this  today. The Working Group is divided in two clusters.

· Cluster 1 deals with the enlargement of the Council, the veto and voting procedures;

· Cluster 2 deals with accountability and transparency of the Security Council by improving the Council’s methods and decision-making procedures.

The following paragraph will give the recent position of several member states and formal groups, in cluster I. There have been dozens of reform proposals but only the most discussed and recent ones will be analysed. The position of member states in cluster II will not be presented but only achievements reached in this cluster until today. 

4.3 
Position from member states and formal groups in cluster I

4.3.1 The quick fix formula and the G4

The “quick fix formula" is a formula that would grant permanent membership to Germany and Japan only. From the very beginning of the debates Japan and Germany strongly expressed their will to become permanent members of the UN Security Council since they were respectively the second and the third largest financial contributors in the UN regular budget, and the respectively the second and the third largest contributors to the UN peacekeeping operations budget. Both states demanded equal status and no discrimination between them and the present permanent members. Implicitly they were saying they want to have the veto right. “France and Britain underlined their support for Japan, Germany, Brazil, and India as future permanent members and permanent seats for Africa as well”, arguing that their admission would have a positive effect in the Council’s effectiveness (Reform the UN.Org, 2006, para 2.4). The United States, the Bush administration, openly showed support for a permanent seat for Japan only, it did not openly oppose German’s bit for a permanent seat but it also did not openly support it (Brian Knowlton, 2007, para 3). 

The three permanent members did not precisely explain why they did or did not support the quick fix formula. This is not completely odd. If the permanent members precisely explained their support for certain nations states as permanent members, their explanation could be regarded as the criteria required to become a permanent member. This could bring into life another discussion which would probably sound like: Are the criteria set by the permanent members of the UN Security Council for the admittance of new permanent members fair? The three permanent members did not discuss the right to veto to new permanent members either. Russia and China were more reserved towards the formula and did not give a clear point of view. Not surprisingly the quick fix formula did not receive support from the African and Asian states. They argued that the expansion of the UN Security Council with only two industrialised countries would further contribute to the existing imbalance and it would be an insult to the developing states. The majority of the European states did not support the admission of Japan and Germany only. Japan, Germany and other member states have been adapting their proposals over the time and have also been forming blocs in order to win support for their draft Resolutions. Japan and Germany became both members of the G4 bloc composed of Germany, Japan, India and Brazil. All four states are interested in having a permanent seat in the Security Council and for different reasons they have found themselves appropriate candidates. Japan and Germany are respectively the UN's second and third largest funders, while Brazil the largest South American nation and India the world's second most populous country, are two of the largest contributors of troops to UN peace-keeping missions. 

The G4 proposed an enlargement of the Security to 25 members. By adding six new permanent seats: two from Asia, two from Africa, one from Latin America and one from Europe and four new

non-permanent seats. The G4 also proposed that new permanent members shall not possess the right of veto until “the question of the extension of the right of veto to new permanent members has been decided upon in the framework of the review” ( as cited Luck, 2006. p. 119). Under this proposal decisions of the Security Council would require an affirmative vote of fourteen of the twenty-five.
That is 56% of the total votes, the smallest majority. However Japan decided to leave the alliance. This because in September 2005 the G4, then supported by Japan, had failed to have their resolution passed by the General Assembly. Brazil, India, and Germany resubmitted the same draft resolution in 2006. Japan did not participate and chose to submit its own draft resolution. In Japan’s latest submitted draft resolution, Japan expresses the desire to expand the Security Council from 15 to 21 by adding 6 new permanent members. Japan also favours not granting the veto power to new permanent members. “Candidates that receive a two-thirds vote in the General Assembly would become permanent members, while others would be eligible for semi-permanent seats, meaning they could be re- elected after their terms end” ( Bill Varner, 2006, “Japan seeks 6 new seats on UN Council to end expansion deadlock” para. 2). Japan submitted this draft resolution in order to win support from the United States, which favours a small enlargement of the Security Council’s seats with no more than six seats and seems to not be in favour of extending the veto right to new permanent members. 
4.3.2 The Non Aligned Movement  

As mentioned in paragraph 4.1.1, the NAM opposed the expansion of the UN Security Council with Germany and Japan only. The group supported the candidacy of these states on the condition that permanent seats would also be given to the members of the NAM. The majority of the NAM was in favour of a balanced expansion of the Security Council, with the expansion of permanent as well as non-permanent seats. The group however disagreed on a number of issues concerning the expansion of the permanent seats such as the extension of the veto right to new permanent members, and the method of selection. The group was divided into two groups. 

The first group consisted mostly of Latin American and Asian states. This group favour expansion of the Council with two industrialised countries and three from the developing regions. One seat for Asia, one for Africa, and one for Latin America and the Caribbean. The proposal is well known as the two plus three formula. They further agreed, like Japan and the G4, that the right of veto should not be extended to new permanent members. The General Assembly would be responsible for the selection of the new permanent members, but selection criteria should be designed by the regions itself. India stated that “the level of participation in political and economic affairs and in peacekeeping operation of the UN and the financial contribution to the UN, the population of the state, and the size of its economy should be the selection criteria” (Bourantonis, 2005, p. 58). Smaller states like Costa Rica, Guatemala and Ecuador favoured the selection criteria of the Charter that regulated the selection of the non-permanent members (Ibid).

The second group consisted mostly of African States. For that reason the group acted under the African Union flag. The African states proposed two permanent seats and two non-permanent seats for Africa; two permanent seats and one non-permanent seat for Asia; one non-permanent seat for Eastern Europe; one permanent seat and one non-permanent seat for Latin America and the Caribbean; and one permanent seat for Western Europe. This draft Resolution would increase the Security Council from 15 to 26 members. Contrary to the first group the African states were in favour of granting the veto the new permanent members in order to avoid the creation of second-class permanent members. The motto of the African was that states all privileges of the current five permanent members should be extended to the new permanent member states. Concerning the method of selection the African states favoured a regional selection and the regions itself should be responsible for the selection of its representatives in the Security Council. The African states further opt for rotational permanent seats for Africa.

4.3.3 Model A and Model B from the High Level Panel on Threats, Challenges and Change

The High Level Panel on Threats, Challenges and Change had produced a report in December 2004 in which they say that the Security Council decisions often “lacked realism, equity and consistency, resulting in inadequate follow-up and implementation by the UN’s membership as a whole” (as cited in Luck, 2006. p. 117). To improve the Council’s credibility and capacity the Panel “offered a series of four principles to guide its enlargement which it termed a necessity” (Ibid). Ironically, like the member states, the Panel also could not agree in a single formula. The Panel created two models: Model A and Model B. 

Model A. 

Model A proposes the addition of six new permanent seats with no veto and three new two-year term non-permanent seats, thereby increasing the Security Council to 24 members, divided as follow: 

	Regional area
	No. of States
	Permanent seats
(continuing)
	Proposed new
permanent seats
	Proposed two-year seats
(non-renewable)
	Total

	Africa
	53
	0
	2
	4
	6

	Asia and Pacific 
	56
	1
	2
	3
	6

	Europe
	47
	3
	1
	2
	6

	Americas
	35
	1
	1
	4
	6

	Totals
model A
	191
	5
	6
	13
	24


According to this model the Security Council would be composed of: two permanent seats and four non permanent seats from Africa; three permanent seats and three non permanent seats from Asia and Pacific; four permanent seats and two non-permanent seats from Europe; and two permanent seats and one four non-permanent seats from the American continent. (Report of the High Level Panel on Threats, Challenges and Changes p. 67).

Model B

“Model B proposes no new permanent seats but creates a new category of eight four-year renewable-term seats and one new two-year non-permanent (and non-renewable) seat, divided among the major regional areas as follows:” *(Report of the High Level Panel on Threats, Challenges and Changes p. 68). 

	 Regional area
	No. of States
	Permanent seats
(continuing)
	Proposed new four-year-renewable-
term seats
	Proposed two-year seats
(non-renewable)
	Total

	Africa
	53
	0
	2
	4
	6

	Asia and Pacific 
	56
	1
	2
	3
	6

	Europe
	47
	3
	2
	1
	6

	Americas
	35
	1
	2
	3
	6

	Totals
model A
	191
	5
	8
	11
	24


According this model the Security Council would be composed of: two four-year renewable-term seats and two non-permanent seats from Africa; one permanent seat, two four-year renewable-term seats, and three non-permanent seats from Asia and Pacific; three permanent seats, two four-year renewable-term seats, and one permanent seat for Europe; one permanent seat, two four-year renewable-term seats, and three non-permanent seats from the American Continent(Report of the High Level Panel on Threats, Challenges and Changes p. 68).
4.3.4 Uniting for consensus

A group which was founded in the 1990’s in opposition to the expansion of the Security Council permanent seats. The group aims is counter the G4 nations’ bid for permanent seats. The group has about 40 member states. The leaders of the group are Italy, Pakistan, South Korea, Argentina, and Mexico. This group is against the expansion of the permanent seats and favours only the extension of the non permanent seats. In their draft the group proposes adding ten non-permanent members thereby expanding the Council to 25 members. They also proposed non-permanent members to be eligible for re-election to the Security Council, leaving formalities of re-election and rotation to regional groups. The twenty non-permanent seats should be elected according to the following pattern: six from African states, five from Asian states, four from Latin American and Caribbean states, three from Western European and other states, and two from Eastern European states. The group further proposes the restraining of the veto. Under this plan decisions of the Council would require an affirmative vote of 15 of the 25.

The Open-ended Working Group cluster I, also called the “never ending talking group”, did not make much progress. The majority of the member states agreed that the Security Council should be enlarged, however they disagreed deeply on key issues, such as whether to add new permanent members or to extend the veto to new permanent members. 
4.4
Achievements in Cluster II

Since the beginning of the discussion about the reform of the Security Council most of the attention has been given to Cluster I. Quite understandable since Cluster I deals with the question: Who sits permanently around the high desired Council’s table? However, for the majority of the member states reforms in Cluster II, which deal with the Council working methods, are more important than reforms in Cluster I. The UN counts 192 members of which relatively few have a chance of becoming a permanent member. But altering the working methods of the Council in a way to assure greater transparency, accountability and inclusiveness of non-members of the Council could increase the level of participation of all member states in the Security Council’s decision-making forum. This could increase the Council’s legitimacy and could positively affect its effectiveness. Further an expanded Security Council with deficits in its working methods could result in a new demand for enlargement of Security Council’s seats in the future. Greater progress has been reached on Cluster II than on Cluster I. This is not surprising knowing that reforming the working methods of the Security Council does not requires Charter amendment nor Assembly resolution while enlargement requires both. Examples of achievements in Cluster II are: 
1. “To assist transparency and accountability, it has become common practise for the President of the Council to brief non-members, and often the press, on the results of informal (private consultations) (Luck, 2006. p. 123).

2. “Tentative monthly forecasts and the provisional agendas for the Council’s upcoming work are now provided regularly to non-members, as are provisional draft resolutions” (Ibid).

3. Through the work of its subsidiary bodies, as well as in plenary, the Council has begun to include non-members in its work on a more regular and substantive basis.

However it is questionable if achievements in Cluster II would result in a more effective and efficient Security Council. The fact is that achievements in Cluster II do not directly tackle the problem of representation and legitimacy of the UN membership in the Security Council. 

5
Permanent members of the UN Security Council 

5.1
Privileges of the permanent members

Permanent members of the Security Council have a superior position compared to other members of the United Nations. Besides the fact that these nations always sit around the Security Council’s table, each member of the P-5 has significant power to influence the decisions of the UN Security Council. By using or threatening to use their veto right permanent members can determine outcomes of the Security Council. E.g. The UK and Russia strenuously opposed the inclusion of Northern Ireland and Chechnya as “armed conflicts,” especially because the conflicts would be subject to monitoring under the terms of the resolution. London and Moscow signalled their hidden vetoes by “refusing to support” the text. The UN Secretariat was then forced to make “official corrections” to the original report so that it referred to the sensitive cases not as “armed conflicts”, but as "situations of concern."(Celine Nahory, 2004, The hidden veto para. 7). An article written by Celine Nahory from the Global Policy Forum provides more examples of such occurrences see appendix 6. Apart from this and written privilege, the veto right, the P-5 also has unwritten privileges (Bourantonis. D, 2005, p. 7) The P-5 succeeded to also have permanent seats in other UN organs such as in the Economic and Social Council and the International Court of Justice. “It has also resulted in the frequent appointment of nationals of the permanent five to key positions in the UN Secretariat” (Ibid). Appendix 7 demonstrates the participation of the P-5 in the UN system as a whole. After reading appendix 7 it can be concluded that being a permanent member of the Security Council is very attractive. It guarantees permanent seats and influence in various organs of the UN. Members of the P-5 permanently occupy key positions in the various important organs of the UN. This disequilibrium is undesirable because it gives the P-5 the power to control and govern the UN. Furthermore, the UN is an international organisation, the participation and governance of its organs should for that reason reflect its international character and not the P-5’s special position.

5.2
Attitude of the P-5 towards expansion of the permanent seats 

How does the P-5 think about the enlargement of the Security Council’s seats? Do they support the idea or reject it? Are they prepared to share their privileges including the right to veto with other UN member states? This subchapter describes the position of members of the P-5 vis-à-vis the enlargement of the permanent seats. At this moment the P-5, generally speaking, agrees that the expansion of the Security Council would help the organ better fulfil its responsibilities. This because the UN member states, including the P-5, have recognised that in order to be capable of acting against the new challenges, such as the management of internal conflicts, humanitarian crisis, and the fight against terrorism, a more representative and legitimatised Security Council is required. This was also the conclusion of the High Level Panel on Challenges and threats in 2004. 

The United States and other members of the P-5 even publicly stated the above mentioned. “We believe the Council would be more effective if Japan-the second largest financial contributor to the UN, a strong and vibrant democracy, a defender of human rights, and a leader contributor to peacekeeping operations and development worldwide became a permanent member of the Council” stated the US UN ambassador, John R. Bolton, in the General Assembly in June 2006. However, the P-5 disagrees in certain issues concerning the expansion of the Council and some of them do not take a clear position on this issue. 

The United States favours a modest enlargement of the Security Council with no more than six new seats, permanent and non-permanent. A Council with more than 21 members would decrease its effectiveness and efficiency as the US diplomatic body stated in the UN. The P-5 agreed that the Council should remain organised on the principles of responsibility and efficiency, rather than on the principle of democratic representation (Bourantonis. 2005, p. 71). Another reason why the US, and perhaps the rest of the P5, favours a modest enlargement of the Security Council is because they fear losing their privileged position, and their ability to determine outcomes. A large increase of the permanent as well as the non-permanent seats would be a threat to the P-5. They would no longer be the only members with the ability to determine outcomes. Developing states would have the possibility (by their permanent and non- permanent seats) “to create a solid bloc and exercise an effective group veto (Ibid, p. 71). As stated above the US welcomes Japan as a new permanent member. Concerning the extension of the veto right to new permanent members, the US did not take a clear position on this issue. The United States seems to not favour extension of the veto right to new permanent members. Stating this publicly could upset permanent seat candidates which have friendly political and economical relationships with the US. As result this could have a bad influence on the diplomatic relationship between the US and permanent seat candidates. By avoiding comments on this issue the US avoids diplomatic tensions.

France and the UK support the G4 as candidates for a permanent seat and also favour the permanent representation for Africa. Both the permanent members further support the creation of more non permanent seats. France is against extending the veto right to new permanent members. The UK does not give a clear position on this issue. This could be for the same reason as the United States. 

China and Russia both also favour the enlargement of the Council but they do not have a clear position on the issue. On the plenary consultations 20 and 21 July Russia stated to consider any proposal reached by consensus. Wang Guangya representative of China stated at the 61st session of the GA on the Security Council Report and Security Council Reform that any reform formula only addressing the concerns of a few big powers will not get support from China. Enhancing the representation of the developing countries, especially Africa, should be the priority stated the Chinese representative.

5.3 Critics against the Permanent  

The permanent members of the UN Security Council have been seriously critised for using the organ for their own national interests and to support their allies. This was the most noticeable during the Cold War, when the superpowers even violated the UN Charter numerous times and prevented the Council to act against serious matters. But also after the Cold War critics continued to point the finger at the P-5 because of the use of the UN for their own national interests. The fact that the P-5 cast very few vetoes after the Cold War created the illusion that all the decisions were taken by “consensus” or by majority voting. The reality is that the P-5, creative as they are when it comes to preserve their own national interests, used other methods to accomplish their will. Members of the P-5 made use of the hidden veto several times, “the quiet threat of possible veto use” (Celine Nahory, 2004, The hidden veto). The P-5 uses the hidden veto in informal consultations, where no minutes of the meetings are made. “By giving private veto warnings before a vote takes place, the P5 can “convince” Council members to shift their position and still persuade the international public of their good intentions” (Ibid). The U.S. for example has blocked numerous actions against the Israel by threatening to use the veto.  The U.S. used a hidden veto in the Rwanda conflict as well, and prevented the council to take action. Apart from the hidden veto the informal consultations have also being critised. Critics argue that the P-5 after 1980’s largely conducted its business in informal private sessions “away from the public and without any record of what has been said” (Celine Nahory, 2004, The hidden veto para 4). Non-members of the Security Council do not attend these private meetings and do not have knowledge about how, when and by whom decisions in these private meetings are taken. Critics further argue that members of the P-5 are reluctant to intervene in African conflicts. This because the Security Council’s permanent members were reluctant to intervene in certain African internal armed conflicts, e.g. Rwanda and Darfur conflict, but rapidly intervened in the Yugoslavia and mobilized so fast to aid the victims of the 2004 tsunami.

5.4 Should the veto right be extend to new permanent members

On this particular issue there seems to be an informal consensus between the G4, a part of the NAM, Japan, and the High Level Panel on Threats. They all stated in their tabled draft resolutions that new permanent members should not have the right to veto. However the African states do not favour the idea of second range permanent members, a position/status they believe permanent members without veto right will posses. These states are in favour of granting the veto right to new permanent members. 

The veto and its practise has been seen over the decades as a negative element for the credibility, legitimacy, democracy and effectiveness of the Security Council. Think about the situation during the Cold War and/or the consequences of the US veto in the Rwanda conflict. New permanent members with the right to veto would only increase these deficits. And although the Cold War is over, certain nations still find themselves in a kind of ‘Cold War’ status quo. These nations would probably use the veto, in case they had the opportunity to do so, to weaken the position of its “enemy” and strengthen its own political and/or economic position. Examples of nations in this situation are: India and Pakistan. A paralysed and less effective Security Council would probably be the result if new permanent members would have the right to veto. Moreover, because it is impossible to predict the future of the international political relationships, another Cold War can reoccur. Imagine a Cold War with 12 permanent members with the right to veto. However, not granting the veto to new permanent members would create an unstable Security Council. Original permanent members will still be capable of forcing and/or blocking decisions by using the veto or the hidden veto. The power to decide will still be in the hand of the original five. The undemocratic deficit will remain and the legitimacy of the Security Council’s decisions will still be questionable. This can have undesirable consequences for the Council’s effectiveness; it is possible that nations would not accept, respect and/or execute the Council’s mandates because of these deficits. Abolishing the veto right is also an option. All decisions in the Security would then be taken by majority voting. This would make the organ more democratic. However, it could result in a weak Security Council when acting without the support of its powerful states. In case powerful states in the Security vote against the decisions and decide not support the resolutions materially and politically, resolutions could be passed but would not be carried out (or not properly) and would be weak from character because of the lack of the support from powerful nation states. Too much of such situations would jeopardise the Council’s credibility. On the other hand, this option seems to be practically impossible at this moment. The permanent members do not favour this option and would certainly block such a draft with a veto. However, elimination of the veto requires Charter revision, which itself is subject to the veto process. Any reform proposal containing such a demand would be vetoed.

6 Conclusion 

In order to give an answer to the question: Should the permanent seats of the UN Security be enlarged? The pros and cons of the Security Council permanent seats enlargement have to be weighed against each other. Afterwards a conclusion can be drawn. For this reason this chapter starts with the cons of the Security Council permanent seats enlargement afterwards the pros are approached and finally a conclusion is made. 
Cons 

Increasing the permanent seats of the Security Council will not motivate developed countries (include the actual P-5) to support, politically and materially, Security Council’s operations in regions where they do not have interests in it. For adequate material and military intelligence the Council will still depending on the will of the developed countries from the northern hemisphere, including today’s P-5. An African or Latin American permanent member would have the power to shape the agenda and call attention for conflicts in their own region, but will lack the capability to intervene without the material and political support of today’s P-5 and other developed member states from the Northern hemisphere. 

Moreover, the enlargement of the UN Security Council’s permanent seats can result in a less effective Council, especially if the right to veto is extended to the new permanent members (chapter 5.4). The actual P-5 through their veto and hidden veto already has several times prevented Security Council’s action on essential issues of peace and security and on other topics to safeguard their national interests. In the Darfur case in 2003 for example China, a permanent member, was the main impediment to stronger action by the Security Council. China had economic interests in the region and did not want to offend the Government of Sudan, which was involved in ongoing atrocities in Sudan. The extension of new permanent seats could result in a more exclusion of more matters. New permanent seats could act as the actual permanent five making effective Council action impossible. 

Furthermore, a larger Security Council in terms of participants could make the Council less efficient.  The meetings of the Council would take more time, the discussions would be longer and more time would be needed to negotiate. James Paul and Céline Nahory (2005) in the article Theses towards a Democratic Reform of the UN Security Council endorse that enlargement of the permanent seats would make the body inefficient “The Council is not a legislature, but rather a body that combines quasi-legislative authority in security emergencies with power for rapid executive action. With fifteen members, the Council is already past the outer limit of the size-efficiency range for an executive body with such big responsibilities” (para 14). 
Pros

Despite the aforementioned the distribution of the Security Council permanent seats has become outdated and does not represent today’s geopolitical realities. The international political environment within  which the UN had been operating for years, has changed: 

1. The end of the Cold War;

2. The fall of the Berlin Wall in 1989 and unification of Germany;

3. The collapse of the Soviet Union in 1991;

4. The increased number of Member states from Africa and Asia and Latin American

· In 1945 the UN consisted of 51 Members States only 3 were African, South Africa, Liberia, and Ethiopia. Today the UN consists of 192 Member States and has 53 African Member States 

· The increasing membership in the UN, decreased the ratio Security Council and the General Assembly of elective seats on the Security Council to the total membership of the UN, 21% in 1945 ( a ration of 1:5), 13% in 1965 ( a ration 1:8), and 8% ( a ratio of 1:13) today;

5. The end of France and Great Britain as colonial superpowers, and the emerging of new regional powers such as Japan, Germany, South Africa, Nigeria and Brazil. 

The distribution of the Security Council permanent seats represents the geopolitical realities of 1945. Today, 2007, the world is different. The Council should be adapted to today’s geopolitical realities and not stuck in the past. The Security Council’s distributions of the permanent seats does not represent the geographical distribution of the UN membership. Today the UN counts 192 Member States, 53 Member States are from Africa, 56 from Asia and the Pacific, 35 from the Americas and 48 from Europe. Asia is underrepresented in the Security Council’s permanent members “club’. Africa and Latin America are unrepresented while Europe is overrepresented. The disproportionate representation in the Council’s membership decreases the Security Council’s legitimacy and credibility. This has a negative effect on the Security Council’s effectiveness. “If you want the council and the council's decisions to command greater respect, particularly in the developing world, you need to address the issue of its composition with greater urgency” ( Roy, 2003, Anna Seeks Expanded UN Security Council, para 8) as Kofi Annan correctly stated in his address to member countries at the opening of the General Debate of the General Assembly. With the enlargement of the permanent seats the Council would gain more legitimacy and confidence, this would have a positive effect on the Council effectiveness. 
Moreover, since the end of the Cold War the Security Council not only intervenes in interstate conflicts, but also in its members political and security affairs, e.g. in civil wars with a transnational character. These politically sensible operations require such great legitimacy that raised questions about how, why and specially by whom the Security Council’s decisions were being made (Luck, 2006. p. 115). The fact that three White Western Christian orientated Member States, Russia and China have the decisive word in an organ who’s decisions should  “represent” the will of the UN as a “whole” made several Member States “frowning their eyebrows”. Critics correctly argued that the Council’s decisions did not reflect the will of the UN members as whole, but “the will of the few who dominate it because of their disproportionate representation in the Council’s membership” (Bourantonis, 2005, p. 34).
“Although all 15 council members were involved in deliberations on Iraq, the final stance depended on compromises reached among the United States, France, Britain, Russia and China — the veto-holding members. Many countries, which were either not on the council or were among its 10 elected members, felt ignored as the rich and powerful countries decided policies that bore the stamp of the United Nations and consequently that of international public opinion” (Roy, 2003, Anna Seeks Expanded UN Security Council, para 4) 
The High Level Panel on Challenges and Threats 2004 stated that, Security Council decisions often “lacked realism, equity and consistency, resulting in inadequate follow-up and implementation by the UN’s membership as a whole”. To improve the Security Council’s capacity and willingness of Member States to act in the face of threats it is necessary to involve more nations in Security Council decision –making forum stated the High Level Panel on Threats in 2004 correctly.
The Security Council’s mandates have a different character than mandates before the Cold War

· The Security Council intervenes in intra-state conflicts.

· These conflicts are hard to deal with because of its complexity. It’s source can range from economics (e.g., issues of poverty, distribution), politics, to issues of ethnicity, religion or gross violations of human. Negotiating in these conflicts is a complex task because of the number of local parties involved in the conflict and the divergence of their goals.

· Peacekeeping operations mandates are characterised by an ever-widening spectrum of tasks  than only buffer between the parties in dispute

· Aid for states in transitional periods or undergoing processes of national reconciliation

· Support for process of democratic reconciliation,

· Disarmament and reintegration of the parties to civil war,

· Repatriation of refugees and temporary undertaking of quasi-sovereign competences

In order to counter these new threats the active political, logistical and/or military support of more great powers or of major regional powers is required as, stated in the Brahimi report (Brahimi, 2000, para 23).

Regional powers may have a better knowledge about conflicts occurring in their region. They may also be the appropriate negotiators, since they share the same (regional) cultural as the nations in conflict status quo. This enables them to better understand and approach the conflict. Including regional powers in respectively regional conflicts has a positive effect on the U.N. missions’ credibility. Moreover “Neighbouring States can contribute to the intra-state conflicts by allowing passage of conflict-supporting contraband, serving as middlemen for it or providing base areas for fighters” (Brahimi, 2000, para 23). Regional powers can help to counter such conflicts supporting neighbours. 
Taking the pros and cons into account the following should be kept in mind.

Enlargement of the Security Council permanent seats may have a bad influence on the Council’s efficiency and effectiveness, particularly if the veto right is extended to new permanent members. Extension of the veto right could result in a more exclusion of matters through its use. Meetings, discussions, and negotiations would also be more time-consuming in an enlarged Security Council as consequence the Security Council would be less fast in making/taking decisions. This can have disastrous consequences. Especially in matters, e.g. the Rwanda conflict, which demand fast and adequate Council’s action in order to prevent conflict escalation.  
On the other hand the actual distribution of the UN permanent seats is outdated, do not represent the geographical distribution of the UN membership, do not reflect today’s geopolitical realities, and has a bad influence on the Security Council’s effectiveness as described in chapter 2.3. 
Enlargement of the permanent seats with regional powers from underrepresented regions would increase the Council legitimacy, credibility and effectiveness. In addition enlargement of the permanent seats would also have a positive effect on the distribution of the UN Secretariat key positions, which are frequently occupied by nationals of the P-5.

When weighing the pros and the cons against each other it must be concluded that the expansion of the permanent seats would improve the Security Council’s legitimacy, credibility and effectiveness on the condition that the enlargement is limited. A limited permanent seats’ expansion, e.g. with 4 new seats, would decrease the possibility that its efficiency becomes jeopardised. The following chapter offers a formula containing a limited enlargement of the permanent seats. 

Recommendations 

Any draft resolution should seek to make a formula that acquires the widest political support and acceptance from the General Assembly and the permanent members of the Security Council since adoption of any amendment requires “a vote of two thirds of the members of the General Assembly and ratified in accordance with their respective constitutional processes by two thirds of the Members of the United Nations, including all the permanent members of the Security Council” (Article 108 of the United Nations Charter). Further more any formula should seek to improve the Security’s Council effectiveness, representation and transparency. The following chapter contains recommendations which could fasten the Security Council’s enlargement, and improve the Council’s effectiveness, representation and transparency.  

The size of an enlarged Security Council
The enlargement of the Security Council’s permanent seats should have two main goals. 

.

1. Enhancing the Security Council’s representativity 

2. Enhancing the Security Council’s effectiveness

A large expansion of the permanent seats could put at risk the Council effectiveness, for this reason the Council should be expanded with no more than 4 new seats. The enlargement should in the first instance seek to remedy the under-representation of Africa, Asia, Latin America and the Caribbean at the Security Council’s permanent club. The new seats should be distributed as following:   

· Two seats for Africa,

· One for Asia, 

· One for Latin America and the Caribbean

The total distribution of the permanents seats would be the following: 

	Regional area
	No. of States
	Permanent seats
(continuing)
	Proposed new permanent seats
	Total permanent seats 

	Africa
	53
	0
	2
	2

	Asia and Pacific 
	56
	1
	1
	2

	Europe
	48
	3
	0
	3

	Americas
	35
	1
	1
	2

	Total
	192
	5
	4
	9


Concerning the method of selection the regional groups should be responsible for the selection of its representatives in the Security Council; however the final decision should be the responsibility of the General Assembly based on the criteria set out in the Charter. To the regional groups should be given the possibility to opt for rotational permanent seats. In case the regional groups fails to point out a Security Council permanent member, the General Assembly in collaboration with the Security Council should point one. In the selection of new permanent members should be taken in account the following measurable criteria; 

· The level of financial contribution to the United Nations 

· The size of the population 

· Regional role and standing 

· Size of military forces

· Contributions to the UN peacekeeping operations 

Why these criteria? To make sure that new permanent member could offer relevant contribution to the United Nations Security Council. And to avoid that new members may be exposed to the pressure of great power states, “bowing often to threats or blandishments and voting according to the interests of the mighty", not the interests of the international community” (Paul & Nahory ,2005, Theses Towards a Democratic Reform of the UN Security Council, para 17).
The veto issue  

Any reform proposal should aim to restrict the use of the veto; elimination of it would the best option but is in the near future not possible. Elimination of the veto requires Charter revision, which itself is subject to the veto process. Any reform proposal containing such a demand would be vetoed.   

In the first instance new permanent members should not be given the right to veto. This to fasten the admission of new permanent members since not all the permanent members do favour the extension of the veto right to new permanent members. After the enlargement new permanent members could again reopen the discussion about extension of the veto right. Further the following should be considered 

1. Criteria for when and in what kind of situations the veto can be used should be established.

2. Veto holders should be excluded for the right of using the veto when they are part of the conflict. 

3. On crucial issues such as, genocide, and crimes against humanity two vetoes should be required in order to reject a resolution. 

4. Veto users should be obliged to give an explanation for the use of the veto

Workings methods and decision making procedures of the Security Council. 

Since the enlargement of the Security Council will only increase the involvement of few individual Members States in the UN Security Council’s affairs, improvement in the working methods of the Security Council to improve the access for non-Council members is necessary. For this reason the decision making process and working methods of the Security Council should be altered in such a way that non-Council members can take part in the decision making process of the Security Council and have better access to the Security Council’s affairs. Below are three points that the Security Council should consider implementing in order to achieve the above stated.

1. A system should ensure that Member States “whose interests are specially affected will be heard upon request in private meetings of the Council (more vigorous implementation of articles 31 and 32 of the Charter), and expansion of consultation and cooperation with regional organizations and countries in the region, not only in thematic, public meetings, but also in private meetings”( Report of the facilitators , 2007, para. 13) 

2. Implementation of consistent consolation with potential troop contributing counties e.g. India and Brazil, and potential peacekeeping operation financial contributing countries e.g. Germany and Japan, in the early phase of a new operation, and regular substantive meetings during ongoing operations. These countries should be invited to actively participate in private and public meetings of the Security Council in which the mandate of the Peacekeeping operation is discussed. ”( Ibid) 

3. To enhance the transparency of the Security Council timely and substantive information on its work should be given to non-Council members. This would allow non-Council members better to follow the proceedings and give their opinion on the Council’s work and informally exert influence on the Council’s decisions.” (Ibid)
i. Minutes of all Council meetings, including private meetings and draft resolutions should be made and forwarded to non-Council members 

ii. Reports containing the mandates and decisions of the Council should be forwarded to non-Council member
Personal statement 
The reform of the United Nations Security Council permanent seats is a very complex issue. I do not believe that the Council’s permanent seats will be enlarged within the next two decades. This because of the disagreement that exists between the UN member states, including the permanent five. There is disagreement concerning the extension of the veto, concerning the size of the enlargement, and concerning the new permanent member states. However, I think there will be more cases similar to the Rwanda and Darfur conflict if the Security Council permanent seats remain unequally divided. Especially in Africa and other world regions without a permanent representative in the Security Council. For this reason I advice UN member states from Africa, Asia and Latin America to act as one bloc and speak with one voice in matters related to the enlargement of the Security Council. This to fasten the process and to be capable of managing the pressure of the Permanent five. Because the longer it takes, the longer many people will have to wait for help from the UN in times of conflict. 
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Appendix 1

Charter of the United Nations 

 PREAMBLE

WE THE PEOPLES OF THE UNITED NATIONS DETERMINED
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to save succeeding generations from the scourge of war, which twice in our lifetime has brought untold sorrow to mankind, and 
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to reaffirm faith in fundamental human rights, in the dignity and worth of the human person, in the equal rights of men and women and of nations large and small, and 
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to establish conditions under which justice and respect for the obligations arising from treaties and other sources of international law can be maintained, and 
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to promote social progress and better standards of life in larger freedom, 

AND FOR THESE ENDS
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to practice tolerance and live together in peace with one another as good neighbours, and 
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to unite our strength to maintain international peace and security, and 
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to ensure, by the acceptance of principles and the institution of methods, that armed force shall not be used, save in the common interest, and 
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to employ international machinery for the promotion of the economic and social advancement of all peoples, 

HAVE RESOLVED TO COMBINE OUR EFFORTS TO ACCOMPLISH THESE AIMS

Accordingly, our respective Governments, through representatives assembled in the city of San Francisco, who have exhibited their full powers found to be in good and due form, have agreed to the present Charter of the United Nations and do hereby establish an international organization to be known as the United Nations. 

CHAPTER I

PURPOSES AND PRINCIPLES 
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Article 1

The Purposes of the United Nations are:

1. To maintain international peace and security, and to that end: to take effective collective measures for the prevention and removal of threats to the peace, and for the suppression of acts of aggression or other breaches of the peace, and to bring about by peaceful means, and in conformity with the principles of justice and international law, adjustment or settlement of international disputes or situations which might lead to a breach of the peace; 

2. To develop friendly relations among nations based on respect for the principle of equal rights and self-determination of peoples, and to take other appropriate measures to strengthen universal peace; 

3. To achieve international co-operation in solving international problems of an economic, social, cultural, or humanitarian character, and in promoting and encouraging respect for human rights and for fundamental freedoms for all without distinction as to race, sex, language, or religion; and 

4. To be a centre for harmonizing the actions of nations in the attainment of these common ends. 
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Article 2

The Organization and its Members, in pursuit of the Purposes stated in Article 1, shall act in accordance with the following Principles. 

1. The Organization is based on the principle of the sovereign equality of all its Members. 

2. All Members, in order to ensure to all of them the rights and benefits resulting from membership, shall fulfill in good faith the obligations assumed by them in accordance with the present Charter. 

3. All Members shall settle their international disputes by peaceful means in such a manner that international peace and security, and justice, are not endangered. 

4. All Members shall refrain in their international relations from the threat or use of force against the territorial integrity or political independence of any state, or in any other manner inconsistent with the Purposes of the United Nations. 

5. All Members shall give the United Nations every assistance in any action it takes in accordance with the present Charter, and shall refrain from giving assistance to any state against which the United Nations is taking preventive or enforcement action. 

6. The Organization shall ensure that states which are not Members of the United Nations act in accordance with these Principles so far as may be necessary for the maintenance of international peace and security. 

7. Nothing contained in the present Charter shall authorize the United Nations to intervene in matters which are essentially within the domestic jurisdiction of any state or shall require the Members to submit such matters to settlement under the present Charter; but this principle shall not prejudice the application of enforcement measures under Chapter Vll. 

CHAPTER II

MEMBERSHIP 
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Article 3

The original Members of the United Nations shall be the states which, having participated in the United Nations Conference on International Organization at San Francisco, or having previously signed the Declaration by United Nations of 1 January 1942, sign the present Charter and ratify it in accordance with Article 110. 
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Article 4

1. Membership in the United Nations is open to all other peace-loving states which accept the obligations contained in the present Charter and, in the judgment of the Organization, are able and willing to carry out these obligations. 

2. The admission of any such state to membership in the United Nations will be effected by a decision of the General Assembly upon the recommendation of the Security Council. 
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Article 5

A Member of the United Nations against which preventive or enforcement action has been taken by the Security Council may be suspended from the exercise of the rights and privileges of membership by the General Assembly upon the recommendation of the Security Council. The exercise of these rights and privileges may be restored by the Security Council. 

[image: image14.png]



Article 6

A Member of the United Nations which has persistently violated the Principles contained in the present Charter may be expelled from the Organization by the General Assembly upon the recommendation of the Security Council

CHAPTER III

ORGANS 
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Article 7

1. There are established as the principal organs of the United Nations: 
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a General Assembly 
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a Security Council 
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an Economic and Social Council 
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a Trusteeship Council 
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an International Court of Justice 
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and a Secretariat. 

2. Such subsidiary organs as may be found necessary may be established in accordance with the present Charter. 
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Article 8

The United Nations shall place no restrictions on the eligibility of men and women to participate in any capacity and under conditions of equality in its principal and subsidiary organs.

CHAPTER IV
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THE GENERAL ASSEMBLY [image: image24.png]





COMPOSITION
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Article 9

1. The General Assembly shall consist of all the Members of the United Nations. 

2. Each Member shall have not more than five representatives in the General Assembly. 

FUNCTIONS and POWERS
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Article 10

The General Assembly may discuss any questions or any matters within the scope of the present Charter or relating to the powers and functions of any organs provided for in the present Charter, and, except as provided in Article 12, may make recommendations to the Members of the United Nations or to the Security Council or to both on any such questions or matters. 
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Article 11

1. The General Assembly may consider the general principles of co-operation in the maintenance of international peace and security, including the principles governing disarmament and the regulation of armaments, and may make recommendations with regard to such principles to the Members or to the Security Council or to both. 

2. The General Assembly may discuss any questions relating to the maintenance of international peace and security brought before it by any Member of the United Nations, or by the Security Council, or by a state which is not a Member of the United Nations in accordance with Article 35, paragraph 2, and, except as provided in Article 12, may make recommendations with regard to any such questions to the state or states concerned or to the Security Council or to both. Any such question on which action is necessary shall be referred to the Security Council by the General Assembly either before or after discussion. 

3. The General Assembly may call the attention of the Security Council to situations which are likely to endanger international peace and security. 

4. The powers of the General Assembly set forth in this Article shall not limit the general scope of Article 10. 
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Article 12

1. While the Security Council is exercising in respect of any dispute or situation the functions assigned to it in the present Charter, the General Assembly shall not make any recommendation with regard to that dispute or situation unless the Security Council so requests. 

2. The Secretary-General, with the consent of the Security Council, shall notify the General Assembly at each session of any matters relative to the maintenance of international peace and security which are being dealt with by the Security Council and shall similarly notify the General Assembly, or the Members of the United Nations if the General Assembly is not in session, immediately the Security Council ceases to deal with suchmatters. 
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Article 13

1. The General Assembly shall initiate studies and make recommendations for the purpose of: 

a. promoting international co-operation in the political field and encouraging the progressive development of international law and its codification; 

b. promoting international co-operation in the economic, social, cultural, educational, and health fields, and assisting in the realization of human rights and fundamental freedoms for all without distinction as to race, sex, language, or religion. 

2. The further responsibilities, functions and powers of the General Assembly with respect to matters mentioned in paragraph 1 (b) above are set forth in Chapters IX and X. 
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Article 14

Subject to the provisions of Article 12, the General Assembly may recommend measures for the peaceful adjustment of any situation, regardless of origin, which it deems likely to impair the general welfare or friendly relations among nations, including situations resulting from a violation of the provisions of the present Charter setting forth the Purposes and Principles of the United Nations. 
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Article 15

1. The General Assembly shall receive and consider annual and special reports from the Security Council; these reports shall include an account of the measures that the Security Council has decided upon or taken to maintain international peace and security. 

2. The General Assembly shall receive and consider reports from the other organs of the United Nations. 
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Article 16

The General Assembly shall perform such functions with respect to the international trusteeship system as are assigned to it under Chapters XII and XIII, including the approval of the trusteeship agreements for areas not designated as strategic. 
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Article 17

1. The General Assembly shall consider and approve the budget of the Organization. 

2. The expenses of the Organization shall be borne by the Members as apportioned by the General Assembly. 

3. The General Assembly shall consider and approve any financial and budgetary arrangements with specialized agencies referred to in Article 57 and shall examine the administrative budgets of such specialized agencies with a view to making recommendations to the agencies concerned. 

VOTING
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Article 18

1. Each member of the General Assembly shall have one vote. 

2. Decisions of the General Assembly on important questions shall be made by a two-thirds majority of the members present and voting. These questions shall include: recommendations with respect to the maintenance of international peace and security, the election of the non-permanent members of the Security Council, the election of the members of the Economic and Social Council, the election of members of the Trusteeship Council in accordance with paragraph 1 (c) of Article 86, the admission of new Members to the United Nations, the suspension of the rights and privileges of membership, the expulsion of Members, questions relating to the operation of the trusteeship system, and budgetary questions. 

3. Decisions on other questions, including the determination of additional categories of questions to be decided by a two-thirds majority, shall be made by a majority of the members present and voting. 
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Article 19

A Member of the United Nations which is in arrears in the payment of its financial contributions to the Organization shall have no vote in the General Assembly if the amount of its arrears equals or exceeds the amount of the contributions due from it for the preceding two full years. The General Assembly may, nevertheless, permit such a Member to vote if it is satisfied that the failure to pay is due to conditions beyond the control of the Member. 

PROCEDURE

[image: image36.png]



Article 20

The General Assembly shall meet in regular annual sessions and in such special sessions as occasion may require. Special sessions shall be convoked by the Secretary-General at the request of the Security Council or of a majority of the Members of the United Nations. 
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Article 21

The General Assembly shall adopt its own rules of procedure. It shall elect its President for each session. 
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Article 22

The General Assembly may establish such subsidiary organs as it deems necessary for the performance of its functions.

CHAPTER V
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THE SECURITY COUNCIL [image: image40.png]





COMPOSITION
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Article 23

1. The Security Council shall consist of fifteen Members of the United Nations. The Republic of China, France, the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, the United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland, and the United States of America shall be permanent members of the Security Council. The General Assembly shall elect ten other Members of the United Nations to be non-permanent members of the Security Council, due regard being specially paid, in the first instance to the contribution of Members of the United Nations to the maintenance of international peace and security and to the other purposes of the Organization, and also to equitable geographical distribution. 

2. The non-permanent members of the Security Council shall be elected for a term of two years. In the first election of the non-permanent members after the increase of the membership of the Security Council from eleven to fifteen, two of the four additional members shall be chosen for a term of one year. A retiring member shall not be eligible for immediate re-election. 

3. Each member of the Security Council shall have one representative. 

FUNCTIONS and POWERS
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Article 24

1. In order to ensure prompt and effective action by the United Nations,its Members confer on the Security Council primary responsibility for the maintenance of international peace and security, and agree that in carrying out its duties under this responsibility the Security Council acts on their behalf. 

2. In discharging these duties the Security Council shall act in accordance with the Purposes and Principles of the United Nations. The specific powers granted to the Security Council for the discharge of these duties are laid down in Chapters VI, VII, VIII, and XII. 

3. The Security Council shall submit annual and, when necessary, special reports to the General Assembly for its consideration. 
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Article 25

The Members of the United Nations agree to accept and carry out the decisions of the Security Council in accordance with the present Charter. 
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Article 26

In order to promote the establishment and maintenance of international peace and security with the least diversion for armaments of the world's human and economic resources, the Security Council shall be responsible for formulating, with the assistance of the Military Staff Committee referred to in Article 47, plans to be submitted to the Members of the United Nations for the establishment of a system for the regulation of armaments. 

VOTING
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Article 27

1. Each member of the Security Council shall have one vote. 

2. Decisions of the Security Council on procedural matters shall be made by an affirmative vote of nine members. 

3. Decisions of the Security Council on all other matters shall be made by an affirmative vote of nine members including the concurring votes of the permanent members; provided that, in decisions under Chapter VI, and under paragraph 3 of Article 52, a party to a dispute shall abstain from voting. 

PROCEDURE
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Article 28

1. The Security Council shall be so organized as to be able to function continuously. Each member of the Security Council shall for this purpose be represented at all times at the seat of the Organization. 

2. The Security Council shall hold periodic meetings at which each of its members may, if it so desires, be represented by a member of the government or by some other specially designated representative. 

3. The Security Council may hold meetings at such places other than the seat of the Organization as in its judgment will best facilitate its work. 
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Article 29

The Security Council may establish such subsidiary organs as it deems necessary for the performance of its functions. 
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Article 30

The Security Council shall adopt its own rules of procedure, including the method of selecting its President. 
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Article 31

Any Member of the United Nations which is not a member of the Security Council may participate, without vote, in the discussion of any question brought before the Security Council whenever the latter considers that the interests of that Member are specially affected. 
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Article 32

Any Member of the United Nations which is not a member of the Security Council or any state which is not a Member of the United Nations, if it is a party to a dispute under consideration by the Security Council, shall be invited to participate, without vote, in the discussion relating to the dispute. The Security Council shall lay down such conditions as it deems just for the participation of a state which is not a Member of the United Nations.

CHAPTER VI

PACIFIC SETTLEMENT OF DISPUTES



[image: image51.png]



Article 33

1. The parties to any dispute, the continuance of which is likely to endanger the maintenance of international peace and security, shall, first of all, seek a solution by negotiation, enquiry, mediation, conciliation, arbitration, judicial settlement, resort to regional agencies or arrangements, or other peaceful means of their own choice. 

2. The Security Council shall, when it deems necessary, call upon the parties to settle their dispute by such means. 
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Article 34

The Security Council may investigate any dispute, or any situation which might lead to international friction or give rise to a dispute, in order to determine whether the continuance of the dispute or situation is likely to endanger the maintenance of international peace and security. 
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Article 35

1. Any Member of the United Nations may bring any dispute, or any situation of the nature referred to in Article 34, to the attention of the Security Council or of the General Assembly. 

2. A state which is not a Member of the United Nations may bring to the attention of the Security Council or of the General Assembly any dispute to which it is a party if it accepts in advance, for the purposes of the dispute, the obligations of pacific settlement provided in the present Charter. 

3. The proceedings of the General Assembly in respect of matters brought to its attention under this Article will be subject to the provisions of Articles 11 and 12. 
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Article 36

1. The Security Council may, at any stage of a dispute of the nature referred to in Article 33 or of a situation of like nature, recommend appropriate procedures or methods of adjustment. 

2. The Security Council should take into consideration any procedures for the settlement of the dispute which have already been adopted by the parties. 

3. In making recommendations under this Article the Security Council should also take into consideration that legal disputes should as a general rule be referred by the parties to the International Court of Justice in accordance with the provisions of the Statute of the Court. 
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Article 37

1. Should the parties to a dispute of the nature referred to in Article 33 fail to settle it by the means indicated in that Article, they shall refer it to the Security Council. 

2. If the Security Council deems that the continuance of the dispute is in fact likely to endanger the maintenance of international peace and security, it shall decide whether to take action under Article 36 or to recommend such terms of settlement as it may consider appropriate. 
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Article 38

Without prejudice to the provisions of Articles 33 to 37, the Security Council may, if all the parties to any dispute so request, make recommendations to the parties with a view to a pacific settlement of the dispute.

CHAPTER VII

ACTION WITH RESPECT TO THREATS TO THE PEACE, BREACHES OF THE PEACE, AND ACTS OF AGGRESSION
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Article 39

The Security Council shall determine the existence of any threat to the peace, breach of the peace, or act of aggression and shall make recommendations, or decide what measures shall be taken in accordance with Articles 41 and 42, to maintain or restore international peace and security. 
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Article 40

In order to prevent an aggravation of the situation, the Security Council may, before making the recommendations or deciding upon the measures provided for in Article 39, call upon the parties concerned to comply with such provisional measures as it deems necessary or desirable. Such provisional measures shall be without prejudice to the rights, claims, or position of the parties concerned. The Security Council shall duly take account of failure to comply with such provisional measures. 
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Article 41

The Security Council may decide what measures not involving the use of armed force are to be employed to give effect to its decisions, and it may call upon the Members of the United Nations to apply such measures. These may include complete or partial interruption of economic relations and of rail, sea, air, postal, telegraphic, radio, and other means of communication, and the severance of diplomatic relations. 
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Article 42

Should the Security Council consider that measures provided for in Article 41 would be inadequate or have proved to be inadequate, it may take such action by air, sea, or land forces as may be necessary to maintain or restore international peace and security. Such action may include demonstrations, blockade, and other operations by air, sea, or land forces of Members of the United Nations. 
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Article 43

1. All Members of the United Nations, in order to contribute to the maintenance of international peace and security, undertake to make available to the Security Council, on its call and in accordance with a special agreement or agreements, armed forces, assistance, and facilities, including rights of passage, necessary for the purpose of maintaining international peace and security. 

2. Such agreement or agreements shall govern the numbers and types of forces, their degree of readiness and general location, and the nature of the facilities and assistance to be provided. 

3. The agreement or agreements shall be negotiated as soon as possible on the initiative of the Security Council. They shall be concluded between the Security Council and Members or between the Security Council and groups of Members and shall be subject to ratification by the signatory states in accordance with their respective constitutional processes. 
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Article 44

When the Security Council has decided to use force it shall, before calling upon a Member not represented on it to provide armed forces in fulfilment of the obligations assumed under Article 43, invite that Member, if the Member so desires, to participate in the decisions of the Security Council concerning the employment of contingents of that Member's armed forces. 
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Article 45

In order to enable the United Nations to take urgent military measures, Members shall hold immediately available national air-force contingents for combined international enforcement action. The strength and degree of readiness of these contingents and plans for their combined action shall be determined within the limits laid down in the special agreement or agreements referred to in Article 43, by the Security Council with the assistance of the Military Staff Committee. 
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Article 46

Plans for the application of armed force shall be made by the Security Council with the assistance of the Military Staff Committee. 
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Article 47

1. There shall be established a Military Staff Committee to advise and assist the Security Council on all questions relating to the Security Council's military requirements for the maintenance of international peace and security, the employment and command of forces placed at its disposal, the regulation of armaments, and possible disarmament. 

2. The Military Staff Committee shall consist of the Chiefs of Staff of the permanent members of the Security Council or their representatives. Any Member of the United Nations not permanently represented on the Committee shall be invited by the Committee to be associated with it when the efficient discharge of the Committee's responsibilities requires the participation of that Member in its work. 

3. The Military Staff Committee shall be responsible under the Security Council for the strategic direction of any armed forces placed at the disposal of the Security Council. Questions relating to the command of such forces shall be worked out subsequently. 

4. The Military Staff Committee, with the authorization of the Security Council and after consultation with appropriate regional agencies, may establish regional sub-committees. 
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Article 48

1. The action required to carry out the decisions of the Security Council for the maintenance of international peace and security shall be taken by all the Members of the United Nations or by some of them, as the Security Council may determine. 

2. Such decisions shall be carried out by the Members of the United Nations directly and through their action in the appropriate international agencies of which they are members. 
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Article 49

The Members of the United Nations shall join in affording mutual assistance in carrying out the measures decided upon by the Security Council. 
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Article 50

If preventive or enforcement measures against any state are taken by the Security Council, any other state, whether a Member of the United Nations or not, which finds itself confronted with special economic problems arising from the carrying out of those measures shall have the right to consult the Security Council with regard to a solution of those problems. 
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Article 51

Nothing in the present Charter shall impair the inherent right of individual or collective self-defence if an armed attack occurs against a Member of the United Nations, until the Security Council has taken measures necessary to maintain international peace and security. Measures taken by Members in the exercise of this right of self-defence shall be immediately reported to the Security Council and shall not in any way affect the authority and responsibility of the Security Council under the present Charter to take at any time such action as it deems necessary in order to maintain or restore international peace and security.

CHAPTER VIII

REGIONAL ARRANGEMENTS
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Article 52

1. Nothing in the present Charter precludes the existence of regional arrangements or agencies for dealing with such matters relating to the maintenance of international peace and security as are appropriate for regional action provided that such arrangements or agencies and their activities are consistent with the Purposes and Principles of the United Nations. 

2. The Members of the United Nations entering into such arrangements or constituting such agencies shall make every effort to achieve pacific settlement of local disputes through such regional arrangements or by such regional agencies before referring them to the Security Council. 

3. The Security Council shall encourage the development of pacific settlement of local disputes through such regional arrangements or by such regional agencies either on the initiative of the states concerned or by reference from the Security Council. 

4. This Article in no way impairs the application of Articles 34 and 35. 
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Article 53

1. The Security Council shall, where appropriate, utilize such regional arrangements or agencies for enforcement action under its authority. But no enforcement action shall be taken under regional arrangements or by regional agencies without the authorization of the Security Council, with the exception of measures against any enemy state, as defined in paragraph 2 of this Article, provided for pursuant to Article 107 or in regional arrangements directed against renewal of aggressive policy on the part of any such state, until such time as the Organization may, on request of the Governments concerned, be charged with the responsibility for preventing further aggression by such a state. 

2. The term enemy state as used in paragraph 1 of this Article applies to any state which during the Second World War has been an enemy of any signatory of the present Charter. 
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Article 54

The Security Council shall at all times be kept fully informed of activities undertaken or in contemplation under regional arrangements or by regional agencies for the maintenance of international peace and security.

CHAPTER IX

INTERNATIONAL ECONOMIC AND SOCIAL CO-OPERATION 
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Article 55

With a view to the creation of conditions of stability and well-being which are necessary for peaceful and friendly relations among nations based on respect for the principle of equal rights and self-determination of peoples, the United Nations shall promote: 

a. higher standards of living, full employment, and conditions of economic and social progress and development; 

b. solutions of international economic, social, health, and related problems; and international cultural and educational cooperation; and 

c. universal respect for, and observance of, human rights and fundamental freedoms for all without distinction as to race, sex, language, or religion. 
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Article 56

All Members pledge themselves to take joint and separate action in co-operation with the Organization for the achievement of the purposes set forth in Article 55. 
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Article 57

1. The various specialized agencies, established by intergovernmental agreement and having wide international responsibilities, as defined in their basic instruments, in economic, social, cultural, educational, health, and related fields, shall be brought into relationship with the United Nations in accordance with the provisions of Article 63. 

2. Such agencies thus brought into relationship with the United Nations are hereinafter referred to as specialized agencies.</OL.
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Article 58

The Organization shall make recommendations for the co-ordination of the policies and activities of the specialized agencies. 
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Article 59

The Organization shall, where appropriate, initiate negotiations among the states concerned for the creation of any new specialized agencies required for the accomplishment of the purposes set forth in Article 55. 
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Article 60

Responsibility for the discharge of the functions of the Organization set forth in this Chapter shall be vested in the General Assembly and, under the authority of the General Assembly, in the Economic and Social Council, which shall have for this purpose the powers set forth in Chapter X. 

CHAPTER X
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THE ECONOMIC AND SOCIAL COUNCIL [image: image80.png]





COMPOSITION
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Article 61

1. The Economic and Social Council shall consist of fifty-four Members of the United Nations elected by the General Assembly. 

2. Subject to the provisions of paragraph 3, eighteen members of the Economic and Social Council shall be elected each year for a term of three years. A retiring member shall be eligible for immediate re-election. 

3. At the first election after the increase in the membership of the Economic and Social Council from twenty-seven to fifty-four members, in addition to the members elected in place of the nine members whose term of office expires at the end of that year, twenty-seven additional members shall be elected. Of these twenty-seven additional members, the term of office of nine members so elected shall expire at the end of one year, and of nine other members at the end of two years, in accordance with arrangements made by the General Assembly. 

4. Each member of the Economic and Social Council shall have one representative. 

FUNCTIONS and POWERS
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Article 62

1. The Economic and Social Council may make or initiate studies and reports with respect to international economic, social, cultural, educational, health, and related matters and may make recommendations with respect to any such matters to the General Assembly to the Members of the United Nations, and to the specialized agencies concerned. 

2. It may make recommendations for the purpose of promoting respect for, and observance of, human rights and fundamental freedoms for all. 

3. It may prepare draft conventions for submission to the General Assembly, with respect to matters falling within its competence. 

4. It may call, in accordance with the rules prescribed by the United Nations,international conferences on matters falling within its competence. 
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Article 63

1. The Economic and Social Council may enter into agreements with any of the agencies referred to in Article 57, defining the terms on which the agency concerned shall be brought into relationship with the United Nations. Such agreements shall be subject to approval by the General Assembly. 

2. It may co-ordinate the activities of the specialized agencies through consultation with and recommendations to such agencies and through recommendations to the General Assembly and to the Members of the United Nations. 
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Article 64

1. The Economic and Social Council may take appropriate steps to obtain regular reports from the specialized agencies. It may make arrangements with the Members of the United Nations and with the specialized agencies to obtain reports on the steps taken to give effect to its own recommendations and to recommendations on matters falling within its competence made by the General Assembly. 

2. It may communicate its observations on these reports to the General Assembly. 
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Article 65

The Economic and Social Council may furnish information to the Security Council and shall assist the Security Council upon its request. 
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Article 66

1. The Economic and Social Council shall perform such functions as fall within its competence in connexion with the carrying out of the recommendations of the General Assembly. 

2. It may, with the approval of the General Assembly, perform services at the request of Members of the United Nations and at the request of specialized agencies. 

3. It shall perform such other functions as are specified elsewhere in the present Charter or as may be assigned to it by the General Assembly.

VOTING
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Article 67

1. Each member of the Economic and Social Council shall have one vote. 

2. Decisions of the Economic and Social Council shall be made by a majority of the members present and voting. 

PROCEDURE
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Article 68

The Economic and Social Council shall set up commissions in economic and social fields and for the promotion of human rights, and such other commissions as may be required for the performance of its functions. 
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Article 69

The Economic and Social Council shall invite any Member of the United Nations to participate, without vote, in its deliberations on any matter of particular concern to that Member. 
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Article 70

The Economic and Social Council may make arrangements for representatives of the specialized agencies to participate, without vote, in its deliberations and in those of the commissions established by it, and for its representatives to participate in the deliberations of the specialized agencies. 
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Article 71

The Economic and Social Council may make suitable arrangements for consultation with non-governmental organizations which are concerned with matters within its competence. Such arrangements may be made with international organizations and, where appropriate, with national organizations after consultation with the Member of the United Nations concerned. 
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Article 72

1. The Economic and Social Council shall adopt its own rules of procedure, including the method of selecting its President. 

2. The Economic and Social Council shall meet as required in accordance with its rules, which shall include provision for the convening of meetings on the request of a majority of its members. 

CHAPTER XI

DECLARATION REGARDING NON-SELF-GOVERNING TERRITORIES
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Article 73

Members of the United Nations which have or assume responsibilities for the administration of territories whose peoples have not yet attained a full measure of self-government recognize the principle that the interests of the inhabitants of these territories are paramount, and accept as a sacred trust the obligation to promote to the utmost, within the system of international peace and security established by the present Charter, the well-being of the inhabitants of these territories, and, to this end: 

a. to ensure, with due respect for the culture of the peoples concerned, their political, economic, social, and educational advancement, their just treatment, and their protection against abuses; 

b. to develop self-government, to take due account of the political aspirations of the peoples, and to assist them in the progressive development of their free political institutions, according to the particular circumstances of each territory and its peoples and their varying stages of advancement; 

c. to further international peace and security; 

d. to promote constructive measures of development, to encourage research, and to co-operate with one another and, when and where appropriate, with specialized international bodies with a view to the practical achievement of the social, economic, and scientific purposes set forth in this Article; and 

e. to transmit regularly to the Secretary-General for information purposes, subject to such limitation as security and constitutional considerations may require, statistical and other information of a technical nature relating to economic, social, and educational conditions in the territories for which they are respectively responsible other than those territories to which Chapters XII and XIII apply. 
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Article 74

Members of the United Nations also agree that their policy in respect of the territories to which this Chapter applies, no less than in respect of their metropolitan areas, must be based on the general principle of good-neighbourliness, due account being taken of the interests and well-being of the rest of the world, in social, economic, and commercial matters.

CHAPTER XII

INTERNATIONAL TRUSTEESHIP SYSTEM
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Article 75

The United Nations shall establish under its authority an international trusteeship system for the administration and supervision of such territories as may be placed thereunder by subsequent individual agreements. These territories are hereinafter referred to as trust territories. 
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Article 76

The basic objectives of the trusteeship system, in accordance with the Purposes of the United Nations laid down in Article 1 of the present Charter, shall be: 

a. to further international peace and security; 

b. to promote the political, economic, social, and educational advancement of the inhabitants of the trust territories, and their progressive development towards self-government or independence as may be appropriate to the particular circumstances of each territory and its peoples and the freely expressed wishes of the peoples concerned, and as may be provided by the terms of each trusteeship agreement; 

c. to encourage respect for human rights and for fundamental freedoms for all without distinction as to race, sex, language, or religion, and to encourage recognition of the interdependence of the peoples of the world; and 

d. to ensure equal treatment in social, economic, and commercial matters for all Members of the United Nations and their nationals, and also equal treatment for the latter in the administration of justice, without prejudice to the attainment of the foregoing objectives and subject to the provisions of Article 80. 
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Article 77

1. The trusteeship system shall apply to such territories in the following categories as may be placed thereunder by means of trusteeship agreements: 

a. territories now held under mandate; 

b. territories which may be detached from enemy states as a result of the Second World War; and 

c. territories voluntarily placed under the system by states responsible for their administration. 

2. It will be a matter for subsequent agreement as to which territories in the foregoing categories will be brought under the trusteeship system and upon what terms. 
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Article 78

The trusteeship system shall not apply to territories which have become Members of the United Nations, relationship among which shall be based on respect for the principle of sovereign equality. 
[image: image99.png]



Article 79

The terms of trusteeship for each territory to be placed under the trusteeship system, including any alteration or amendment, shall be agreed upon by the states directly concerned, including the mandatory power in the case of territories held under mandate by a Member of the United Nations, and shall be approved as provided for in Articles 83 and 85. 
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Article 80

1. Except as may be agreed upon in individual trusteeship agreements, made under Articles 77, 79, and 81, placing each territory under the trusteeship system, and until such agreements have been concluded, nothing in this Chapter shall be construed in or of itself to alter in any manner the rights whatsoever of any states or any peoples or the terms of existing international instruments to which Members of the United Nations may respectively be parties. 

2. Paragraph 1 of this Article shall not be interpreted as giving grounds for delay or postponement of the negotiation and conclusion of agreements for placing mandated and other territories under the trusteeship system as provided for in Article 77. 
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Article 81

The trusteeship agreement shall in each case include the terms under which the trust territory will be administered and designate the authority which will exercise the administration of the trust territory. Such authority, hereinafter called the administering authority, may be one or more states or the Organization itself. 
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Article 82

There may be designated, in any trusteeship agreement, a strategic area or areas which may include part or all of the trust territory to which the agreement applies, without prejudice to any special agreement or agreements made under Article 43. 
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Article 83

1. All functions of the United Nations relating to strategic areas, including the approval of the terms of the trusteeship agreements and of their alteration or amendment shall be exercised by the Security Council. 

2. The basic objectives set forth in Article 76 shall be applicable to the people of each strategic area. 

3. The Security Council shall, subject to the provisions of the trusteeship agreements and without prejudice to security considerations, avail itself of the assistance of the Trusteeship Council to perform those functions of the United Nations under the trusteeship system relating to political, economic, social, and educational matters in the strategic areas. 
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Article 84

It shall be the duty of the administering authority to ensure that the trust territory shall play its part in the maintenance of international peace and security. To this end the administering authority may make use of volunteer forces, facilities, and assistance from the trust territory in carrying out the obligations towards the Security Council undertaken in this regard by the administering authority, as well as for local defence and the maintenance of law and order within the trust territory. 
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Article 85

1. The functions of the United Nations with regard to trusteeship agreements for all areas not designated as strategic, including the approval of the terms of the trusteeship agreements and of their alteration or amendment, shall be exercised by the General Assembly. 

2. The Trusteeship Council, operating under the authority of the General Assembly shall assist the General Assembly in carrying out these functions. 
CHAPTER XIII
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THE TRUSTEESHIP COUNCIL [image: image107.png]





COMPOSITION
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Article 86

1. The Trusteeship Council shall consist of the following Members of the United Nations: 

a. those Members administering trust territories; 

b. such of those Members mentioned by name in Article 23 as are not administering trust territories; and 

c. as many other Members elected for three-year terms by the General Assembly as may be necessary to ensure that the total number of members of the Trusteeship Council is equally divided between those Members of the United Nations which administer trust territories and those which do not. 

2. Each member of the Trusteeship Council shall designate one specially qualified person to represent it therein. 

FUNCTIONS and POWERS
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Article 87

The General Assembly and, under its authority, the Trusteeship Council, in carrying out their functions, may: 

a. consider reports submitted by the administering authority; 

b. accept petitions and examine them in consultation with the administering authority; 

c. provide for periodic visits to the respective trust territories at times agreed upon with the administering authority; and 

d. take these and other actions in conformity with the terms of the trusteeship agreements. 
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Article 88

The Trusteeship Council shall formulate a questionnaire on the political, economic, social, and educational advancement of the inhabitants of each trust territory, and the administering authority for each trust territory within the competence of the General Assembly shall make an annual report to the General Assembly upon the basis of such questionnaire. 

VOTING
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Article 89

1. Each member of the Trusteeship Council shall have one vote. 

2. Decisions of the Trusteeship Council shall be made by a majority of the members present and voting. 

PROCEDURE
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Article 90

1. The Trusteeship Council shall adopt its own rules of procedure, including the method of selecting its President. 

2. The Trusteeship Council shall meet as required in accordance with its rules, which shall include provision for the convening of meetings on the request of a majority of its members. 
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Article 91

The Trusteeship Council shall, when appropriate, avail itself of the assistance of the Economic and Social Council and of the specialized agencies in regard to matters with which they are respectively concerned.

CHAPTER XIV
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THE INTERNATIONAL COURT OF JUSTICE [image: image115.png]
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Article 92

The International Court of Justice shall be the principal judicial organ of the United Nations. It shall function in accordance with the annexed Statute, which is based upon the Statute of the Permanent Court of International Justice and forms an integral part of the present Charter. 

[image: image117.png]



Article 93

1. All Members of the United Nations are ipso facto parties to the Statute of the International Court of Justice. 

2. A state which is not a Member of the United Nations may become a party to the Statute of the International Court of Justice on conditions to be determined in each case by the General Assembly upon the recommendation of the Security Council. 
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Article 94

1. Each Member of the United Nations undertakes to comply with the decision of the International Court of Justice in any case to which it is a party. 

2. If any party to a case fails to perform the obligations incumbent upon it under a judgment rendered by the Court, the other party may have recourse to the Security Council, which may, if it deems necessary, make recommendations or decide upon measures to be taken to give effect to the judgment. 

[image: image119.png]



Article 95

Nothing in the present Charter shall prevent Members of the United Nations from entrusting the solution of their differences to other tribunals by virtue of agreements already in existence or which may be concluded in the future. 
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Article 96

1. The General Assembly or the Security Council may request the International Court of Justice to give an advisory opinion on any legal question. 

2. Other organs of the United Nations and specialized agencies, which may at any time be so authorized by the General Assembly, may also request advisory opinions of the Court on legal questions arising within the scope of their activities. 

CHAPTER XV
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THE SECRETARIAT [image: image122.png]
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Article 97

The Secretariat shall comprise a Secretary-General and such staff as the Organization may require. The Secretary-General shall be appointed by the General Assembly upon the recommendation of the Security Council. He shall be the chief administrative officer of the Organization. 
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Article 98

The Secretary-General shall act in that capacity in all meetings of the General Assembly, of the Security Council, of the Economic and Social Council, and of the Trusteeship Council, and shall perform such other functions as are entrusted to him by these organs. The Secretary-General shall make an annual report to the General Assembly on the work of the Organization. 
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Article 99

The Secretary-General may bring to the attention of the Security Council any matter which in his opinion may threaten the maintenance of international peace and security. 
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Article 100

1. In the performance of their duties the Secretary-General and the staff shall not seek or receive instructions from any government or from any other authority external to the Organization. They shall refrain from any action which might reflect on their position as international officials responsible only to the Organization. 

2. Each Member of the United Nations undertakes to respect the exclusively international character of the responsibilities of the Secretary-General and the staff and not to seek to influence them in the discharge of their responsibilities. 
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Article 101

1. The staff shall be appointed by the Secretary-General under regulations established by the General Assembly. 

2. Appropriate staffs shall be permanently assigned to the Economic and Social Council, the Trusteeship Council, and, as required, to other organs of the United Nations. These staffs shall form a part of the Secretariat. 

3. The paramount consideration in the employment of the staff and in the determination of the conditions of service shall be the necessity of securing the highest standards of efficiency, competence, and integrity. Due regard shall be paid to the importance of recruiting the staff on as wide a geographical basis as possible. 

CHAPTER XVI

MISCELLANEOUS PROVISIONS
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Article 102

1. Every treaty and every international agreement entered into by any Member of the United Nations after the present Charter comes into force shall as soon as possible be registered with the Secretariat and published by it. 

2. No party to any such treaty or international agreement which has not been registered in accordance with the provisions of paragraph 1 of this Article may invoke that treaty or agreement before any organ of the United Nations. 
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Article 103

In the event of a conflict between the obligations of the Members of the United Nations under the present Charter and their obligations under any other international agreement, their obligations under the present Charter shall prevail. 
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Article 104

The Organization shall enjoy in the territory of each of its Members such legal capacity as may be necessary for the exercise of its functions and the fulfilment of its purposes. 
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Article 105

1. The Organization shall enjoy in the territory of each of its Members such privileges and immunities as are necessary for the fulfilment of its purposes. 

2. Representatives of the Members of the United Nations and officials of the Organization shall similarly enjoy such privileges and immunities as are necessary for the independent exercise of their functions in connexion with the Organization. 

3. The General Assembly may make recommendations with a view to determining the details of the application of paragraphs 1 and 2 of this Article or may propose conventions to the Members of the United Nations for this purpose.

CHAPTER XVII

TRANSITIONAL SECURITY ARRANGEMENTS
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Article 106

Pending the coming into force of such special agreements referred to in Article 43 as in the opinion of the Security Council enable it to begin the exercise of its responsibilities under Article 42, the parties to the Four-Nation Declaration, signed at Moscow, 30 October 1943, and France, shall, in accordance with the provisions of paragraph 5 of that Declaration, consult with one another and as occasion requires with other Members of the United Nations with a view to such joint action on behalf of the Organization as may be necessary for the purpose of maintaining international peace and security. 
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Article 107

Nothing in the present Charter shall invalidate or preclude action, in relation to any state which during the Second World War has been an enemy of any signatory to the present Charter, taken or authorized as a result of that war by the Governments having responsibility for such action.

CHAPTER XVIII

AMENDMENTS
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Article 108

Amendments to the present Charter shall come into force for all Members of the United Nations when they have been adopted by a vote of two thirds of the members of the General Assembly and ratified in accordance with their respective constitutional processes by two thirds of the Members of the United Nations, including all the permanent members of the Security Council. 
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Article 109

1. A General Conference of the Members of the United Nations for the purpose of reviewing the present Charter may be held at a date and place to be fixed by a two-thirds vote of the members of the General Assembly and by a vote of any nine members of the Security Council. Each Member of the United Nations shall have one vote in the conference. 

2. Any alteration of the present Charter recommended by a two-thirds vote of the conference shall take effect when ratified in accordance with their respective constitutional processes by two thirds of the Members of the United Nations including all the permanent members of the Security Council. 

3. If such a conference has not been held before the tenth annual session of the General Assembly following the coming into force of the present Charter, the proposal to call such a conference shall be placed on the agenda of that session of the General Assembly, and the conference shall be held if so decided by a majority vote of the members of the General Assembly and by a vote of any seven members of the Security Council. 

CHAPTER XIX

RATIFICATION AND SIGNATURE
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Article 110

1. The present Charter shall be ratified by the signatory states in accordance with their respective constitutional processes. 

2. The ratifications shall be deposited with the Government of the United States of America, which shall notify all the signatory states of each deposit as well as the Secretary-General of the Organization when he has been appointed. 

3. The present Charter shall come into force upon the deposit of ratifications by the Republic of China, France, the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, the United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland, and the United States of America, and by a majority of the other signatory states. A protocol of the ratifications deposited shall thereupon be drawn up by the Government of the United States of America which shall communicate copies thereof to all the signatory states. 

4. The states signatory to the present Charter which ratify it after it has come into force will become original Members of the United Nations on the date of the deposit of their respective ratifications. 
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Article 111

The present Charter, of which the Chinese, French, Russian, English, and Spanish texts are equally authentic, shall remain deposited in the archives of the Government of the United States of America. Duly certified copies thereof shall be transmitted by that Government to the Governments of the other signatory states. 

IN FAITH WHEREOF the representatives of the Governments of the United Nations have signed the present Charter. 

DONE at the city of San Francisco the twenty-sixth day of June, one thousand nine hundred and forty-five. 

Appendix 2

“Table shows number of times veto was cast, by country1
	Period
	China*
	France
	Britain
	US
	USSR/
Russia
	Total

	Total
	5-6
	18
	32
	82
	123
	261

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	2007
	1
	-
	-
	- 
	1
	2

	2006
	-
	-
	-
	2 
	-
	2

	2005
	-
	-
	-
	- 
	-
	-

	2004
	-
	-
	-
	2 
	1
	3

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	2003
	-
	-
	-
	2 
	-
	2

	2002
	-
	-
	-
	2 
	-
	2

	2001
	-
	-
	-
	2 
	-
	2

	2000
	-
	-
	-
	- 
	-
	0

	1999
	1
	-
	-
	- 
	-
	1

	1998
	-
	-
	-
	- 
	-
	0

	1997
	1
	-
	-
	2 
	-
	3

	1996
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	0

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	1986-95
	-
	3
	8
	24
	2
	37

	1976-85
	-
	9
	11
	34
	6
	60

	1966-75
	2
	2
	10
	12
	7
	33

	1956-65
	-
	2
	3
	-
	26
	31

	1946-55
	(1*)
	2
	-
	-
	80
	83


Table compiled by Global Policy Forum from UN information 
“*Between 1946 and 1971, the Chinese seat on the Security Council was occupied by the Republic of China (Taiwan), which used the veto only once (to block Mongolia's application for membership in 1955). The first veto exercised by the present occupant, the People's Republic of China, was therefore not until 25 August 1972. 

1) Only a minority of vetoes have been cast in cases where vital international security issues were at stake. 59 vetoes have been cast to block admission of member states. Additionally, 43 vetoes have been used to block nominees for Secretary General, although these vetoes were cast during closed sessions of the Council and are not included in the table above. Limitation of veto use to Chapter VII (threats to international peace and security), as many members propose, would be a long step towards total veto abolition

Appendix 3

The following table illustrates the total UN Regular Budget expenditures since 1971 in current vs real terms. 

Table Notes: 

  All sums are rounded in $US millions. 

  “Constant 1971 Dollars” calculated with the US consumer price index for all urban consumers and all items 

[image: image138.png]UN Regular Budget Expenditures in Current vs Real Terms

(in US$ Milior)
Expenditures | Expenditures Expenditures | Expenditures
Year | inConstant | inCurrent | Year | in Constant Current
1971 Dollars | Dollars 1971 Dollars | Dollars
1971 194 194 1991 525 1094
1972 202 208 1992 543 1188
1973 213 254 1993 EEE] 1188
1974 251 505 1994 360 1316
1975 250 305 1995 350 1316
1976 278 EEE] 1996 527 1266
1977 262 EEE] 1997 519 1266
1978 34 535 1998 509 1244
1979 301 539 1999 502 1244
1980 527 666 2000 301 1280
1981 257 666 2001 253 1280
1982 307 731 2002 334 1482
1983 257 731 2003 5% 1482
1984 513 ] 2004 567 1808
1985 502 601 2005 574 1808
1986 295 799 2006
1987 265 759 2007
1988 299 674 2008
1989 266 674 2009
1990 339 1094 2010





Sources:
Regular Budget Expenditures: Financial Report and Audited Financial Statements for the Biennium Ended 31 December … and Report of the Board of Auditors. Volume 1, United Nations
Consumer Price Index: The US Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics 
The following table illustrates the total UN Peacekeeping Operations Expenditures from 1947 until 2005. 

Table Notes: 

  All sums are rounded in $US millions. 

  Since 1996 the Peacekeeping budget is measured by July-June basis instead of by calendar year. GPF has calculated the calendar year figures since 1996 by adding the prior and the current years' figures and dividing by two. From 2000 onwards, peacekeeping data represent approved budgets rather than actual expenditures. 
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Expenditures, Expenditures,
1947 o[ 1962 128] 1977 1992
1948 41963 127] 1978 1993
1949 7| 1964 511979 1994
1950 71965 451980 1995
1951 6 1966 5[ 1981 1996
1952 6 1967 57 1982 1997
1953 6 1968 24 1983 1998
1954 6 1969 24 1984 1999
1955 6] 1970 241985 2000
1956 5[ to71 241986 2001
1957 26| 1972 241987 2002
1958 0] 1973 57 1988 2003
1959 26[ 1974 131] 1989 2004
1960 761975 183]_1990 2005
1961 126] 1976 153] 1991 2006





Sources:
Data prior to 1986 calculated from Joseph Baratta, “International Peacekeeping: History and Strengthening” (Washington: Center for UN Reform Education, 1989). 
1986-1995: Luisa Anzola, DPKO, Field Administration & Logistics Division, discussion with author, 20 December 1995; “Peace-Keeping Operations Expenditures (All Missions),” www.un.org/Depts/DPKO/yir96/allexp.jpg, viewed 18 March 1997. 
1996-1997: UN GA, A/52/837, "Support for Peacekeeping Operations", 20 March 1998, p. 12. 
1996 Transition Budget January – June 1996: UN GA, A/52/837, "Support for Peacekeeping Operations", 20 March 1998. 
1998-1999: UNDPI “United Nations Peacekeeping from 1991 to 2000. Statistical Data and Charts,” December 2000. 
1999-2005: UNDPI, “Background Note: U.N. Peacekeeping Operations,” 28 February 2005 & earlier editions






Appendix 4 

� Between 1946 and 1992, the Russian seat on the Security Council was occupied by the Soviet Union. After the Soviet Union dissolved in December 1991, Russia on 31 January of 1992 took over the seat from the Soviet Union.


� Between 1946 and 1971, the Chinese seat on the Security Council was occupied by the Republic of China (Taiwan). Afterwards the People's Republic of China occupied the Chinese seat in the UN Security Council.





� Academic director from the European University Centre for Peace Studies (EPU) in Austria


� Between 1946 and 1992, the Russian seat on the Security Council was occupied by the Soviet Union. After the Soviet Union dissolved in December 1991, Russia on 31 January of 1992 took over the seat from the Soviet Union. 


� Between 1946 and 1971, the Chinese seat on the Security Council was occupied by the Republic of China (Taiwan). Afterwards the People's Republic of China occupied the Chinese seat in the UN Security Council.


� International order and Security means in this context  a stable world with no interstate armed conflicts  between  sovereign states.


� Effective means that Security Council can  prevent or address conflicts in progress attempting to bring them to


a halt.


� Means that the Security Council can take rapidly the necessary decisions, including appropriate mandates. 


� The UN describes Peacekeeping as “a way to help countries torn by conflict create conditions for sustainable 


peace.





� “In his address to the General Assembly in September 2003, United Nations Secretary-General Kofi Annan warned Member States that the United Nations had reached a fork in the road. It could rise to the challenge of meeting new threats or it could risk erosion in the face of mounting discord between States and unilateral action by them. He created the High-level Panel on Threats, Challenges and Change to generate new ideas about the kinds of policies and institutions required for the UN to be effective in the 21st century.” Executive Summary of the Report of the Secretary General’s High-Level Panel on Threats, Challenges and Change Designed by the Graphic Design Unit: United Nations Department of Public Information 








� Means African and Asian states as a bloc


� Term used to refer to African and Asian states together as a bloc 





NAM  ��The Movement of Non-Aligned Countries was created and founded during the collapse of the colonial system and the independence struggles of the peoples of Africa, Asia, Latin America and other regions of the world and at the height of the Cold War. During the early days of the Movement, its actions were a key factor in the decolonization process, which led later to the attainment of freedom and independence by many countries and peoples and to the founding of tens of new sovereign States. Throughout its history, the Movement of Non-Aligned Countries has played a fundamental role in the preservation of world peace.


While some meetings with a third-world perspective were held before 1955, historians consider that the Bandung Asian-African Conference is the most immediate antecedent to the creation of the Non-Aligned Movement. This Conference was held on April 18-24, 1955 and gathered 29 Heads of States belonging to the first post-colonial generation of leaders from the two continents with the aim of identifying and assessing world issues at the time and pursuing out joint policies in international relations.


The principles that would govern relations among large and small nations, known as the "Ten Principles of Bandung," were proclaimed at that Conference. Such principles were adopted later as the main goals and objectives of the policy of non-alignment. The fulfillment of those principles became the essential criterion for Non-Aligned Movement membership; it is what was known as the "quintessence of the Movement" until the early 1990s.


In 1960, in the light of the results achieved in Bandung, the creation of the Movement of Non-Aligned Countries was given a decisive boost during the Fifteenth Ordinary Session of the United Nations General Assembly, during which 17 new African and Asian countries were admitted. A key role was played in this process by the then Heads of State or Government Gamal Abdel Nasser of Egypt, Kwame Nkrumah of Ghana, Shri Jawaharlal Nehru of India, Ahmed Sukarno of Indonesia and Josip Broz Tito of Yugoslavia, who later became the emblematic leaders of the Movement.


Six years after Bandung, the Movement of Non-Aligned Countries was founded on a wider geographical basis at the First Summit Conference of Belgrade, which was held on September 1-6, 1961. The Conference was attended by 25 countries. Cuba was the only country from the Latin America and the Caribbean that participated in the Belgrade Summit.


The membership criteria formulated during the Preparatory Conference to the Belgrade Summit (Cairo, 1961) show that the Movement was not conceived to play a passive role in international politics but to formulate its own positions in an independent manner so as to reflect the interests and conditions of its members as militarily weak and economically underdeveloped countries.


Thus, the primary of objectives of the non-aligned countries focused on the support of self-determination, national independence and the sovereignty and territorial integrity of States; opposition to apartheid; non-adherence to multilateral military pacts and the independence of non-aligned countries from great power or block influences and rivalries; the struggle against imperialism in all its forms and manifestations; the struggle against colonialism, neocolonialism, racism, foreign occupation and domination; disarmament; non-interference into the internal affairs of States and peaceful coexistence among all nations; rejection of the use or threat of use of force in international relations; the strengthening of the United Nations; the democratization of international relations; socioeconomic development and the restructuring of the international economic system; as well as international cooperation on an equal footing.


Since its inception, the Movement of Non-Aligned Countries has waged a ceaseless battle to ensure that peoples being oppressed by foreign occupation and domination can exercise their inalienable right to self-determination and independence.


During the 1970s and 1980s, the Movement of Non-Aligned Countries played a key role in the struggle for the establishment of a new international economic order that allowed all the peoples of the world to make use of their wealth and natural resources and provided a wide platform for a fundamental change in international economic relations and the full economic emancipation of the countries of the South.


During its nearly 45 years of existence, the Movement of Non-Aligned Countries has gathered a growing number of States and liberation movements which, in spite of their ideological, political, economic, social and cultural diversity, have accepted its founding principles and primary objectives and shown their readiness to realize them. Historically, the non-aligned countries have shown their ability to overcome their differences and found a common ground for action that leads to mutual cooperation and the upholding of their shared values.


To this day, thirteen Summit Conferences of the Non-Aligned Movement have been held.


THE TEN PRINCIPLES OF BANDUNG 


1. Respect of fundamental human rights and of the objectives and principles of the Charter of the United Nations.


2. Respect of the sovereignty and territorial integrity of all nations.


3. Recognition of the equality among all races and of the equality among all nations, both large and small.


4. Non-intervention or non-interference into the internal affairs of another country.


5. Respect of the right of every nation to defend itself, either individually or collectively, in conformity with the Charter of the United Nations.


6. A. Non-use of collective defense pacts to benefit the specific interests of any of the great powers.


   B. Non-use of pressures by any country against other countries.


7. Refraining from carrying out or threatening to carry out aggression, or from using force against the territorial integrity or political independence of any country.














 MEMBERS OF NAM (BY REGIONS) TOTAL: 118





AFRICA (53)


	�
ASIA (38)�
LATIN AMERICA & CARIBIBE (26)�
EUROPA (1)�
�
�
�
Antigua y Barbuda�
�
�
Angola�
Afghanistan�
Bahamas�
Belarus�
�
Algeria�
Saudi Arabia �
Barbados�
�
�
Benin�
Bahrain�
Belize�
�
�
Botswana�
Bangladesh�
Bolivia�
�
�
Burkina Faso�
Bhutan�
Chile�
�
�
Burundi�
Brunei Darussalam�
Colombia�
�
�
Cape Verde�
Cambodia�
Cuba�
�
�
�
�
Dominica�
�
�
Cameroon�
United Arab Emirates �
Ecuador�
�
�
Chad�
Philippines�
Grenada�
�
�
Coloras�
India�
Guatemala�
�
�
Congo�
Indonesia�
Guyana�
�
�
Ivory Coast�
Iraq�
Haiti�
�
�
�
�
Honduras�
�
�
Djibouti�
Iran�
Jamaica�
�
�
Egypt�
Jordan�
Nicaragua�
�
�
Eritrea�
Kuwait�
Panama�
�
�
Ethiopia�
Laos�
Peru�
�
�
Gabon�
Lebanon�
Dominican Rep. �
�
�
Gambia�
Malaysia�
Saint Kitts y Nevis�
�
�
�
�
St. Vincent & the Grenadines�
�
�
Ghana�
Maldives�
Saint Lucia�
�
�
Guinea�
Mongolia�
Suriname�
�
�
Guinea Bissau�
Myanmar�
Trinidad y  Tobago�
�
�
 Equatorial Guinea�
Nepal�
Venezuela�
�
�
Kenya�
Oman�
�
�
�
Libya�
Pakistan�
�
�
�
Lesotho�
Palestine�
�
�
�
Liberia�
Papua-New


Guinea�
�
�
�
Madagascar�
Qatar�
�
�
�
Malawi�
People’s Democratic Republic of Korea �
�
�
�
Mali�
Singapore�
�
�
�
Morocco�
Syria�
�
�
�
Mauricio�
Sri Lanka�
�
�
�
Mauritania�
Thailand�
�
�
�
Mozambique�
Timor-Leste�
�
�
�
Namibia�
Turkmenistan�
�
�
�
Niger�
Uzbekistan�
�
�
�
Nigeria�
Vanuatu�
�
�
�
R.D. Congo�
Viet Nam�
�
�
�
Central African Republic �
Yemen�
�
�
�
Rwanda�
�
�
�
�
Sao Tome &  Prince�
�
�
�
�
Senegal�
�
�
�
�
Seychelles�
�
�
�
�
Sierra Leone�
�
�
�
�
Somalia�
�
�
�
�
South Africa�
�
�
�
�
Sudan�
�
�
�
�
Swaziland�
�
�
�
�
Tanzania�
�
�
�
�
Togo�
�
�
�
�
Tunes�
�
�
�
�
Uganda�
�
�
�
�
Zambia�
�
�
�
�
Zimbabwe�
�
�
�
�








































































































































































Appendix 5


Growth in United Nations membership, 1945-present


Note: If Javascript is enabled, the links below will open a pop-up window; otherwise, it will open the page it is linked to in a new window. 





1945


51 Members


Argentina, Australia, Belgium, Bolivia, Brazil, � HYPERLINK "http://www.un.org/members/notes/belarus.htm" \t "_blank" �Belarus�*, Canada, Chile, China, Colombia, Costa Rica, Cuba, � HYPERLINK "http://www.un.org/members/notes/czech-slovak-reps.htm" \t "_blank" �Czechoslovakia�*, Denmark, Dominican Republic, Ecuador, � HYPERLINK "http://www.un.org/members/notes/egypt-syria.htm" \t "_blank" �Egypt�*, El Salvador, Ethiopia, France, Greece, Guatemala, Haiti, Honduras, India, Iran, Iraq, Lebanon, Liberia, Luxembourg, Mexico, Netherlands, New Zealand, Nicaragua, Norway, Panama, Paraguay, Peru, Philippines, Poland, Saudi Arabia, South Africa, � HYPERLINK "http://www.un.org/members/notes/egypt-syria.htm" \t "_blank" �Syrian Arab Republic�*, Turkey, Ukraine, � HYPERLINK "http://www.un.org/members/notes/ussr.htm" \t "_blank" �Union of Soviet Socialist Republics�*, United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland, United States of America, Uruguay, Venezuela, � HYPERLINK "http://www.un.org/members/notes/yugoslavia.htm" \t "_blank" �Yugoslavia�*


�


1946


55 Members


Afghanistan, Iceland, Sweden, Thailand


�


1947


57 Members


Pakistan, � HYPERLINK "http://www.un.org/members/notes/yemen.htm" \t "_blank" �Yemen�*


�


1948


58 Members


Myanmar


�


1949


59 Members


Israel


�


1950


60 Members


� HYPERLINK "http://www.un.org/members/notes/indonesia.htm" \t "_blank" �Indonesia�*


�


1955


76 Members


Albania, Austria, Bulgaria, Cambodia, Finland, Hungary, Ireland, Italy, Jordan, Lao People's Democratic Republic, Libyan Arab Jamahiriya, Nepal, Portugal, Romania, Spain, Sri Lanka


�


1956


80 Members


Japan, Morocco, Sudan, Tunisia


�


1957


82 Members


� HYPERLINK "http://www.un.org/members/notes/malaysia-singapore.htm" \t "_blank" �Federation of Malaya�*, Ghana


�


1958


� HYPERLINK "http://www.un.org/members/notes/egypt-syria.htm" \t "_blank" �82 Members�*


Guinea


�


1960


99 Members


Benin, Burkina Faso, Cameroon, Central African Republic, Chad, Côte d'Ivoire, Cyprus, Gabon, Madagascar, Mali, Niger, Nigeria, Republic of the Congo, Senegal, Somalia, Togo, � HYPERLINK "http://www.un.org/members/notes/zaire.htm" \t "_blank" �Zaire�*


�


1961


� HYPERLINK "http://www.un.org/members/notes/egypt-syria.htm" \t "_blank" �104 Members�*


Mauritania, Mongolia, Sierra Leone, � HYPERLINK "http://www.un.org/members/notes/tanganyika.htm" \t "_blank" �Tanganyika�*


�


1962


110 Members


Algeria, Burundi, Jamaica, Rwanda, Trinidad and Tobago, Uganda


�


1963


� HYPERLINK "http://www.un.org/members/notes/malaysia-singapore.htm" \t "_blank" �113 Members�*


Kenya, Kuwait, � HYPERLINK "http://www.un.org/members/notes/tanganyika.htm" \t "_blank" �Zanzibar�*


�


1964


� HYPERLINK "http://www.un.org/members/notes/tanganyika.htm" \t "_blank" �115 Members�*


Malawi, Malta, Zambia


�


1965


� HYPERLINK "http://www.un.org/members/notes/indonesia.htm" \t "_blank" �117 Members�*


Gambia, Maldives, � HYPERLINK "http://www.un.org/members/notes/malaysia-singapore.htm" \t "_blank" �Singapore�*


�


1966


� HYPERLINK "http://www.un.org/members/notes/indonesia.htm" \t "_blank" �122 Members�*


Barbados, Botswana, Guyana, Lesotho


�


1967


123 Members


� HYPERLINK "http://www.un.org/members/notes/yemen.htm" \t "_blank" �Democratic Yemen�*


�


1968


126 Members


Equatorial Guinea, Mauritius, Swaziland


�


1970


127 Members


Fiji


�


1971


� HYPERLINK "http://www.un.org/members/notes/egypt-syria.htm" \t "_blank" �132 Members�*


Bahrain, Bhutan, Oman, Qatar, United Arab Emirates


�


1973


135 Members


Bahamas, � HYPERLINK "http://www.un.org/members/notes/germany.htm" \t "_blank" �Federal Republic of Germany�*, � HYPERLINK "http://www.un.org/members/notes/germany.htm" \t "_blank" �German Democratic Republic�*


�


1974


138 Members


Bangladesh, Grenada, Guinea-Bissau


�


1975


144 Members


Cape Verde, Comoros, Mozambique, Papua New Guinea, Sao Tome and Principe, Suriname


�


1976


147 Members


Angola, Samoa, Seychelles


�


1977


149 Members


Djibouti, Viet Nam


�


1978


151 Members


Dominica, Solomon Islands


�


1979


152 Members


Saint Lucia


�


1980


154 Members


Saint Vincent and the Grenadines, Zimbabwe


�


1981


157 Members


Antigua and Barbuda, Belize, Vanuatu


�


1983


158 Members


Saint Kitts and Nevis


�


1984


159 Members


Brunei Darussalam


�


1990


� HYPERLINK "http://www.un.org/members/notes/1990.htm" \t "_blank" �159 Members�*


Liechtenstein, Namibia


�


1991


� HYPERLINK "http://www.un.org/members/notes/1991.htm" \t "_blank" �166 Members�*


Democratic People's Republic of Korea, Estonia, Federated States of Micronesia, Latvia, Lithuania, Marshall Islands, Republic of Korea


�


1992


179 Members


Armenia, Azerbaijan, � HYPERLINK "http://www.un.org/members/notes/yugoslavia.htm" \t "_blank" �Bosnia and Herzegovina�*, � HYPERLINK "http://www.un.org/members/notes/yugoslavia.htm" \t "_blank" �Croatia�*, Georgia, Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan, Republic of Moldova, San Marino, � HYPERLINK "javascript:popUpSmall('notes/yugoslavia.htm')" �Slovenia�*, Tajikistan, Turkmenistan, Uzbekistan


�


1993


184 Members


Andorra, � HYPERLINK "http://www.un.org/members/notes/czech-slovak-reps.htm" \t "_blank" �Czech Republic�*, Eritrea, Monaco, � HYPERLINK "http://www.un.org/members/notes/czech-slovak-reps.htm" \t "_blank" �Slovak Republic�*, � HYPERLINK "http://www.un.org/members/notes/yugoslavia.htm" \t "_blank" �The former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia�*


�


1994


185 Members


Palau


�


1997


� HYPERLINK "http://www.un.org/members/notes/zaire.htm" \t "_blank" �185 Members�*


 


�


1999


188 Members


Kiribati, Nauru, Tonga


�


2000


189 Members


� HYPERLINK "http://www.un.org/members/notes/yugoslavia.htm" \t "_blank" �Federal Republic of Yugoslavia�*, Tuvalu


�


2002


191 Members


Switzerland, Timor-Leste


�


2003


� HYPERLINK "http://www.un.org/members/notes/yugoslavia.htm" \t "_blank" �191 Members�*


 


�


2006


192 Members


� HYPERLINK "http://www.un.org/members/notes/yugoslavia.htm" \t "_blank" �Montenegro�*
































































































































Appendix 6 





The Hidden Veto


By Céline Nahory


� HYPERLINK "http://www.globalpolicy.org" \t "_blank" �Global Policy forum� �May 2004 


The veto has always loomed over the work of the UN Security Council. During the Cold War, the United States and the Soviet Union often brandished their prerogative publicly in Council meetings. Overall, the five permanent members cast 199 vetoes between 1946 and 1989 � HYPERLINK "http://www.globalpolicy.org/security/veto/2004/0519hiddenveto.htm" \l "1#1" �(1)� - well over four per year - preventing the Council from taking action on many important matters. Since the end of the Cold War, however, the formal use of the veto has diminished dramatically. Between January 1990 and March 2004, the Permanent Five (P5) cast 17 vetoes - only about one per year. In spite of this new appearance of restraint, the P5 continue to pressure the Security Council through a "hidden" veto - the quiet threat of possible veto use. As Ambassador Curtis Ward of Jamaica put it, "the mere presence of the threat of the veto … determines the way the Council conducts its business." � HYPERLINK "http://www.globalpolicy.org/security/veto/2004/0519hiddenveto.htm" \l "2#2" �(2)� 


Permanent members use the hidden veto mainly in closed-door informal consultations, rather than in official open meetings. Since the late 1980s, the Council largely conducts its business in such private sessions. Away from the public and without any record of what has been said, the P5 have more freedom to pressure, threaten, and even bully other members of the Council. By giving private veto warnings before a vote takes place, the P5 can “convince” Council members to shift their position and still persuade the international public of their good intentions. 


Hidden vetoes - nearly always pitting a single permanent member against the rest of the Council - have a very negative impact on the work of the Security Council. Washington’s constant threat of vetoes on Security Council actions critical of Israel is a notorious example of this abuse, which generally worsens international crises. Though the Arab group has obtained monthly Security Council meetings on the situation in Israel and the Occupied Territories, the US prevents any substantive role of the Council on the matter. The constant threat has been strengthened by the actual use of the veto on draft resolutions judged either “unfair” or “unconstructive” by Washington � HYPERLINK "http://www.globalpolicy.org/security/veto/2004/0519hiddenveto.htm" \l "3#3" �(3)�. By contrast, France’s threat to block a resolution authorizing war against Iraq in the spring of 2003 illustrates the very unusual case of a threatened veto with an arguably positive effect. Contrary to most threats of veto, France made its threat publicly, confident that worldwide support for its action would ultimately help other members of the Council to stand up against US pressure. But in the great majority of cases, a single member issues a veto threat against the will of a large majority of Council members, and often too against the preponderance of UN member states and international public opinion. � HYPERLINK "http://www.globalpolicy.org/security/veto/2004/0519hiddenveto.htm" \l "4#4" �(4)� 


Controlling the Agenda 


Permanent members use their hidden veto to control the Council’s agenda and prevent the Council from taking up certain issues. The Council never discusses crises that a P5 member considers to be within its own exclusive sphere of interest. Chechnya, Tibet, Xinjiang, Northern Ireland, Sudan, Uganda and Colombia figure among the forgotten conflicts that the Council ignores. Even in earlier days, when the formal veto was used much more frequently, hidden vetoes kept key issues such as colonial wars and Cold War conflicts off the agenda. The Security Council never debated the Algerian war or the partitioning of India because of the hidden vetoes of France and the UK. Nor did the Council take up US involvement in Vietnam or the Soviet war in Afghanistan even though hostilities continued for almost a decade after Moscow vetoed a draft resolution in 1980. 


To prevent the Council from discussing taboo issues, permanent members carefully mould the monthly program of work during intense negotiations among the rotating president and the other Council members. Though the UN Charter does not provide a right of veto on procedural matters, the P5 insist on their right to set the boundaries of what may and may not be said. The P5 argue implausibly but unshakeable that the Council makes a decision on substance (rather than a simple procedural move) when deciding what goes onto the agenda, thus making such a decision subject to a veto! � HYPERLINK "http://www.globalpolicy.org/security/veto/2004/0519hiddenveto.htm" \l "5#5" �(5)� 


Blocking Action 


Even when items pass through P5 censorship and make the agenda, permanent members continue to use the hidden veto to further their national policy goals. Iraq, a theater of deeply divergent strategic and commercial interests among the P5, has provoked more threats of veto than any other recent issue. For more than a decade, the US and UK clashed with Russia, China, and France – freely using their hidden vetoes at every turn, not only in the Security Council, but also in the Council’s sanctions committee dealing with Iraq. � HYPERLINK "http://www.globalpolicy.org/security/veto/2004/0519hiddenveto.htm" \l "6#6" �(6)� During committee debates, the US (and sometimes also the UK) blocked approval of contracts for Iraq imports under the Oil-for-Food programme, while in the Council France and Russia blocked lesser changes of the sanctions regime, pressing for extensive revamping or lifting of the sanctions. Successive threats of veto blocked action on the damaging consequences of the sanctions, the Oil-for-Food programme, no-fly zones, arms inspections and eventually the war of 2003. 


The hidden veto weakens many resolutions by removing language disapproved by P5 members. France presented a draft resolution in January 2004 on the protection of children in armed conflict. The text was based on a 2003 report by the Secretary General that provided a list of affected countries. � HYPERLINK "http://www.globalpolicy.org/security/veto/2004/0519hiddenveto.htm" \l "7#7" �(7)� The UK and Russia strenuously opposed the inclusion of Northern Ireland and Chechnya as “armed conflicts,” especially because the conflicts would be subject to monitoring under the terms of the resolution. London and Moscow signaled their hidden vetoes by “refusing to support” the text. The UN Secretariat was then forced to make “official corrections” to the original report so that it referred in the sensitive cases not as “armed conflicts” but as "situations of concern." After four months of negotiations and Secretariat collusion, Resolution 1539 was then adopted unanimously. The public, generally unaware of the dispute, welcomed the adoption of the weakened resolution. 


In the Security Council’s culture of formal cooperation and teamwork, the hidden veto plays a highly strategic role even among the P5 group. As the Council increasingly takes decision by consensus, permanent members consult often among themselves on important matters before going to the Council with a common arrangement. In this context, permanent members may threaten a veto as leverage to strike a deal with other members or swap their support. The United States and Russia apparently struck a deal in 1999, trading off a threat of Russian veto on Iraq in return for ''no action'' on Chechnya. 


Early in their term, elected members learn the topics they cannot raise without risking a very high price. Increasingly discouraged after facing one hidden veto after another, they stay away from these topics, creating what can be considered a “double hidden veto.” In addition to P5 threat of veto, then, elected members’ self-censorship paralyzes the work of the Council. When determined ambassadors challenge the veto system, they are quickly put in their place. Past the middle of his term in the Security Council in 1999-2000, Ambassador Peter Van Walsum of the Netherlands interjected a statement about Chechnya in a Council debate on another subject. Ambassador Sergey Lavrov of Russia immediately interrupted to object and make clear that, as a veto-wielder, he would block any further discussions on the topic. The president of the Council ruled that Van Walsum was out of order and the matter never arose again. 


Hidden vetoes can have terrible consequences. The Security Council failed to act during the Rwandan genocide in 1994 due to the hidden vetoes of France and the US. Paris and Washington not only blocked UN action, but also used their hidden veto to weaken the definition of the crisis under international law. An independent UN report admitted that the failure of the Security Council to act led directly to the genocide. � HYPERLINK "http://www.globalpolicy.org/security/veto/2004/0519hiddenveto.htm" \l "8#8" �(8)� The Security Council could not even pass a resolution containing the word “genocide,” which would have required intervention by parties to the 1951 Genocide Convention. Only after the worst months of the killing did the Security Council endorse Opération Turquoise, a deployment of French troops as a “humanitarian” mission under the UN flag. Yet, 800,000 people died because permanent members considered an earlier UN intervention contrary to their interests. A Human Rights Watch report scathingly said: "The Americans were interested in saving money, the Belgians were interested in saving face, and the French were interested in saving their ally, the genocidal government." � HYPERLINK "http://www.globalpolicy.org/security/veto/2004/0519hiddenveto.htm" \l "9#9" �(9)� 


Hidden vetoes usually do not make the headlines, so the public tends to believe that the veto is a problem of the past. Permanent members continue to keep the Security Council under intense political pressure, shaping Council action according to their own national interests. Only abolishing the power of veto can resolve the problem of the hidden veto. But permanent members oppose any reforms of the voting system. Eager to keep their absolute prerogative, the P5 will rule out any attempts to eliminate the veto - even proposals aiming at limiting the use and the scope of the veto. Permanent members concede that the veto should remain a “last resort,” but in fact they use the hidden veto constantly. Their abusive use of this privilege bedevils the Security Council, making it undemocratic, lacking in legitimacy and often sadly ineffective. 


�


Footnotes:


(1) Between 1946 and 1989, the USA and USSR cast respectively 60 and 79 vetoes. The topics vary from the Korean war and the Middle East conflict to applications for membership. Moscow especially exercised its veto power in the early period, while Washington cast its first veto in 1970. For more information on numbers and subjects of veto from 1946 until today, see � HYPERLINK "http://www.globalpolicy.org/security/membship/veto/vetosubj.htm" \t "_blank" �http://www.globalpolicy.org/security/membship/veto/vetosubj.htm� 


(2) Statement at the Wrap-Up Session of August 2001, S/PV. 4363, p.7. Jamaica served in the Council in 2000-2001 


(3) Between 2001 and May 2004, 6 out of the 8 vetoes were cast by Washington specifically on Israel and the Occupied Territories. See a complete list of subjects of the veto: � HYPERLINK "http://www.globalpolicy.org/security/membship/veto/vetosubj.htm" \t "_blank" �http://www.globalpolicy.org/security/membship/veto/vetosubj.htm� 


(4) Because veto threats are issued informally, it is impossible to count the number of hidden vetoes, which must add up to many hundreds. As an indicator, the count of actually cast vetoes gives a sense of how the P5 use the hidden veto to block decision against the will of other Council members. Among the 216 vetoes cast between 1946 and April 2004, only 27 were cast by more than one P5 member. 


(5) See Bailey and Daws, The Procedure of the Security Council, Clarendon Press, Oxford, 1998, Third Edition, p. 240-249. 


(6) Sanctions Committees operate by consensus. Therefore, in theory, all fifteen Council members have the capacity to block decisions. But in practice, only P5 members regularly use this veto power. 


(7) Report of the Secretary General on Children and Armed Conflict (S/2003/1053 and Corr.1 and 2), November 10, 2003. The countries listed are Afghanistan, Burundi, Chechnya, Colombia, Democratic Republic of Congo, Ivory Coast, Liberia, Myanmar, Nepal, Northern Ireland, the Philippines, Somalia, Sri Lanka, Sudan and Uganda. 


(8) Independent UN Inquiry into the Actions of the UN during the 1994 Genocide, commissioned by Secretary General Kofi Annan. Released December 15, 1999, S/1999/1257 


(9) Alison Des Forges, "Leave None to Tell the Story: Genocide in Rwanda" Human Rights Watch, March 1999 







































































Appendix 7





On December 7, 1988, Soviet General Secretary Mikhail Gorbachev addressed the United Nations General Assembly. After speaking about the recent changes in the Soviet Union, Gorbachev amazed the global community when he announced drastic cuts in the Soviet military presence in Eastern Europe and along the Chinese border -- a move that ultimately allowed Soviet satellites to choose their own paths. 


Excerpts of Address by Mikhail Gorbachev


43rd U.N. General Assembly Session�December 7, 1988


Two great revolutions, the French revolution of 1789 and the Russian revolution of 1917, have exerted a powerful influence on the actual nature of the historical process and radically changed the course of world events. Both of them, each in its own way, have given a gigantic impetus to man's progress. They are also the ones that have formed in many respects the way of thinking which is still prevailing in the public consciousness. 


That is a very great spiritual wealth, but there emerges before us today a different world, for which it is necessary to seek different roads toward the future, to seek -- relying, of course, on accumulated experience -- but also seeing the radical differences between that which was yesterday and that which is taking place today. 


The newness of the tasks, and at the same time their difficulty, are not limited to this. Today we have entered an era when progress will be based on the interests of all mankind. Consciousness of this requires that world policy, too, should be determined by the priority of the values of all mankind. 


The history of the past centuries and millennia has been a history of almost ubiquitous wars, and sometimes desperate battles, leading to mutual destruction. They occurred in the clash of social and political interests and national hostility, be it from ideological or religious incompatibility. All that was the case, and even now many still claim that this past -- which has not been overcome -- is an immutable pattern. However, parallel with the process of wars, hostility, and alienation of peoples and countries, another process, just as objectively conditioned, was in motion and gaining force: The process of the emergence of a mutually connected and integral world. 


Further world progress is now possible only through the search for a consensus of all mankind, in movement toward a new world order. We have arrived at a frontier at which controlled spontaneity leads to a dead end. The world community must learn to shape and direct the process in such a way as to preserve civilization, to make it safe for all and more pleasant for normal life. It is a question of cooperation that could be more accurately called "co-creation" and "co-development." The formula of development "at another's expense" is becoming outdated. In light of present realities, genuine progress by infringing upon the rights and liberties of man and peoples, or at the expense of nature, is impossible. 


The very tackling of global problems requires a new "volume" and "quality" of cooperation by states and sociopolitical currents regardless of ideological and other differences. 


Of course, radical and revolutionary changes are taking place and will continue to take place within individual countries and social structures. This has been and will continue to be the case, but our times are making corrections here, too. Internal transformational processes cannot achieve their national objectives merely by taking "course parallel" with others without using the achievements of the surrounding world and the possibilities of equitable cooperation. In these conditions, interference in those internal processes with the aim of altering them according to someone else's prescription would be all the more destructive for the emergence of a peaceful order. In the past, differences often served as a factor in puling away from one another. Now they are being given the opportunity to be a factor in mutual enrichment and attraction. Behind differences in social structure, in the way of life, and in the preference for certain values, stand interests. There is no getting away from that, but neither is there any getting away from the need to find a balance of interests within an international framework, which has become a condition for survival and progress. As you ponder all this, you come to the conclusion that if we wish to take account of the lessons of the past and the realities of the present, if we must reckon with the objective logic of world development, it is necessary to seek -- and the seek jointly -- an approach toward improving the international situation and building a new world. If that is so, then it is also worth agreeing on the fundamental and truly universal prerequisites and principles for such activities. It is evident, for example, that force and the threat of force can no longer be, and should not be instruments of foreign policy. [...] 


The compelling necessity of the principle of freedom of choice is also clear to us. The failure to recognize this, to recognize it, is fraught with very dire consequences, consequences for world peace. Denying that right to the peoples, no matter what the pretext, no matter what the words are used to conceal it, means infringing upon even the unstable balance that is, has been possible to achieve. 


Freedom of choice is a universal principle to which there should be no exceptions. We have not come to the conclusion of the immutability of this principle simply through good motives. We have been led to it through impartial analysis of the objective processes of our time. The increasing varieties of social development in different countries are becoming in ever more perceptible feature of these processes. This relates to both the capitalist and socialist systems. The variety of sociopolitical structures which has grown over the last decades from national liberation movements also demonstrates this. This objective fact presupposes respect for other people's vies and stands, tolerance, a preparedness to see phenomena that are different as not necessarily bad or hostile, and an ability to learn to live side by side while remaining different and not agreeing with one another on every issue. 


The de-ideologization of interstate relations has become a demand of the new stage. We are not giving up our convictions, philosophy, or traditions. Neither are we calling on anyone else to give up theirs. Yet we are not going to shut ourselves up within the range of our values. That would lead to spiritual impoverishment, for it would mean renouncing so powerful a source of development as sharing all the original things created independently by each nation. In the course of such sharing, each should prove the advantages of his own system, his own way of life and values, but not through words or propaganda alone, but through real deeds as well. That is, indeed, an honest struggle of ideology, but it must not be carried over into mutual relations between states. Otherwise we simply will not be able to solve a single world problem; arrange broad, mutually advantageous and equitable cooperation between peoples; manage rationally the achievements of the scientific and technical revolution; transform world economic relations; protect the environment; overcome underdevelopment; or put an end to hunger, disease, illiteracy, and other mass ills. Finally, in that case, we will not manage to eliminate the nuclear threat and militarism. 


Such are our reflections on the natural order of things in the world on the threshold of the 21st century. We are, of course, far from claiming to have infallible truth, but having subjected the previous realities -- realities that have arisen again -- to strict analysis, we have come to the conclusion that it is by precisely such approaches that we must search jointly for a way to achieve the supremacy of the common human idea over the countless multiplicity of centrifugal forces, to preserve the vitality of a civilization that is possible that only one in the universe. [...] 


Our country is undergoing a truly revolutionary upsurge. The process of restructuring is gaining pace; We started by elaborating the theoretical concepts of restructuring; we had to assess the nature and scope of the problems, to interpret the lessons of the past, and to express this in the form of political conclusions and programs. This was done. The theoretical work, the re-interpretation of what had happened, the final elaboration, enrichment, and correction of political stances have not ended. They continue. However, it was fundamentally important to start from an overall concept, which is already now being confirmed by the experience of past years, which has turned out to be generally correct and to which there is no alternative. 


In order to involve society in implementing the plans for restructuring it had to be made more truly democratic. Under the badge of democratization, restructuring has now encompassed politics, the economy, spiritual life, and ideology. We have unfolded a radical economic reform, we have accumulated experience, and from the new year we are transferring the entire national economy to new forms and work methods. Moreover, this means a profound reorganization of production relations and the realization of the immense potential of socialist property. 


In moving toward such bold revolutionary transformations, we understood that there would be errors, that there would be resistance, that the novelty would bring new problems. We foresaw the possibility of breaking in individual sections. However, the profound democratic reform of the entire system of power and government is the guarantee that the overall process of restructuring will move steadily forward and gather strength. 


We completed the first stage of the process of political reform with the recent decisions by the U.S.S.R. Supreme Soviet on amendments to the Constitution and the adoption of the Law on Elections. Without stopping, we embarked upon the second stage of this. At which the most important task will be working on the interaction between the central government and the republics, settling relations between nationalities on the principles of Leninist internationalism bequeathed to us by the great revolution and, at the same time, reorganizing the power of the Soviets locally. We are faced with immense work. At the same time we must resolve major problems. 


We are more than fully confident. We have both the theory, the policy and the vanguard force of restructuring a party which is also restructuring itself in accordance with the new tasks and the radical changes throughout society. And the most important thing: all peoples and all generations of citizens in our great country are in favor of restructuring. 


We have gone substantially and deeply into the business of constructing a socialist state based on the rule of law. A whole series of new laws has been prepared or is at a completion stage. Many of them come into force as early as 1989, and we trust that they will correspond to the highest standards from the point of view of ensuring the rights of the individual. Soviet democracy is to acquire a firm, normative base. This means such acts as the Law on Freedom of Conscience, on glasnost, on public associations and organizations, and on much else. There are now no people in places of imprisonment in the country who have been sentenced for their political or religious convictions. It is proposed to include in the drafts of the new laws additional guarantees ruling out any form or persecution on these bases. Of course, this does not apply to those who have committed real criminal or state offenses: espionage, sabotage, terrorism, and so on, whatever political or philosophical views they may hold. 


The draft amendments to the criminal code are ready and waiting their turn. In particular, those articles relating to the use of the supreme measure of punishment are being reviewed. The problem of exit and entry is also being resolved in a humane spirit, including the case of leaving the country in order to be reunited with relatives. As you know, one of the reasons for refusal of visas is citizens' possession of secrets. Strictly substantiated terms for the length of time for possessing secrets are being introduced in advance. On starting work at a relevant institution or enterprise, everyone will be made aware of this regulation. Disputes that arise can be appealed under the law. Thus the problem of the so-called "refuseniks" is being removed. 


We intend to expand the Soviet Union's participation in the monitoring mechanism on human rights in the United Nations and within the framework of the pan-European process. We consider that the jurisdiction of the International Court in The Hague with respect to interpreting and applying agreements in the field of human rights should be obligatory for all states. 


Within the Helsinki process, we are also examining an end to jamming of all the foreign radio broadcasts to the Soviet Union. On the whole, our credo is as follows: Political problems should be solved only by political means, and human problems only in a humane way. [...] 


Now about the most important topic, without which no problem of the coming century can be resolved: disarmament. [...] 


Today I can inform you of the following: The Soviet Union has made a decision on reducing its armed forces. In the next two years, their numerical strength will be reduced by 500,000 persons, and the volume of conventional arms will also be cut considerably. These reductions will be made on a unilateral basis, unconnected with negotiations on the mandate for the Vienna meeting. By agreement with our allies in the Warsaw Pact, we have made the decision to withdraw six tank divisions from the GDR, Czechoslovakia, and Hungary, and to disband them by 1991. Assault landing formations and units, and a number of others, including assault river-crossing forces, with their armaments and combat equipment, will also be withdrawn from the groups of Soviet forces situated in those countries. The Soviet forces situated in those countries will be cut by 50,000 persons, and their arms by 5,000 tanks. All remaining Soviet divisions on the territory of our allies will be reorganized. They will be given a different structure from today's which will become unambiguously defensive, after the removal of a large number of their tanks. [...] 


By this act, just as by all our actions aimed at the demilitarization of international relations, we would also like to draw the attention of the world community to another topical problem, the problem of changing over from an economy of armament to an economy of disarmament. Is the conversion of military production realistic? I have already had occasion to speak about this. We believe that it is, indeed, realistic. For its part, the Soviet Union is ready to do the following. Within the framework of the economic reform we are ready to draw up and submit our internal plan for conversion, to prepare in the course of 1989, as an experiment, the plans for the conversion of two or three defense enterprises, to publish our experience of job relocation of specialists from the military industry, and also of using its equipment, buildings, and works in civilian industry, It is desirable that all states, primarily the major military powers, submit their national plans on this issue to the United Nations. 


It would be useful to form a group of scientists, entrusting it with a comprehensive analysis of problems of conversion as a whole and as applied to individual countries and regions, to be reported to the U.N. secretary-general, and later to examine this matter at a General Assembly session. 


Finally, being on U.S. soil, but also for other, understandable reasons, I cannot but turn to the subject of our relations with this great country. ... Relations between the Soviet Union and the United States of America span 5 1/2 decades. The world has changed, and so have the nature, role, and place of these relations in world politics. For too long they were built under the banner of confrontation, and sometimes of hostility, either open or concealed. But in the last few years, throughout the world people were able to heave a sigh of relief, thanks to the changes for the better in the substance and atmosphere of the relations between Moscow and Washington. 


No one intends to underestimate the serious nature of the disagreements, and the difficulties of the problems which have not been settled. However, we have already graduated from the primary school of instruction in mutual understanding and in searching for solutions in our and in the common interests. The U.S.S.R. and the United States created the biggest nuclear missile arsenals, but after objectively recognizing their responsibility, they were able to be the first to conclude an agreement on the reduction and physical destruction of a proportion of these weapons, which threatened both themselves and everyone else. 


Both sides possess the biggest and the most refined military secrets. But it is they who have laid the basis for and are developing a system of mutual verification with regard to both the destruction and the limiting and banning of armaments production. It is they who are amassing experience for future bilateral and multilateral agreements. We value this. 


We acknowledge and value the contribution of President Ronald Reagan and the members of his administration, above all Mr. George Shultz. All this is capital that has been invested in a joint undertaking of historic importance. It must not be wasted or left out of circulation. The future U.S. administration headed by newly elected President George Bush will find in us a partner, ready -- without long pauses and backward movements -- to continue the dialogue in a spirit of realism, openness, and goodwill, and with a striving for concrete results, over an agenda encompassing the key issues of Soviet-U.S. relations and international politics. 


We are talking first and foremost about consistent progress toward concluding a treaty on a 50 percent reduction in strategic offensive weapons, while retaining the ABM Treaty; about elaborating a convention on the elimination of chemical weapons -- here, it seems to us, we have the preconditions for making 1989 the decisive year; and about talks on reducing conventional weapons and armed forces in Europe. We are also talking about economic, ecological and humanitarian problems in the widest possible sense. [...] 


We are not inclined to oversimplify the situation in the world. Yes, the tendency toward disarmament has received a strong impetus, and this process is gaining its own momentum, but it has not become irreversible. Yes, the striving to give up confrontation in favor of dialogue and cooperation has made itself strongly felt, but it has by no means secured its position forever in the practice of international relations. Yes, the movement toward a nuclear-free and nonviolent world is capable of fundamentally transforming the political and spiritual face of the planet, but only the very first steps have been taken. Moreover, in certain influential circles, they have been greeted with mistrust, and they are meeting resistance. 


The inheritance of inertia of the past are continuing to operate. Profound contradictions and the roots of many conflicts have not disappeared. The fundamental fact remains that the formation of the peaceful period will take place in conditions of the existence and rivalry of various socioeconomic and political systems. However, the meaning of our international efforts, and one of the key tenets of the new thinking, is precisely to impart to this rivalry the quality of sensible competition in conditions of respect for freedom of choice and a balance of interests. In this case it will even become useful and productive from the viewpoint of general world development; otherwise; if the main component remains the arms race, as it has been till now, rivalry will be fatal. Indeed, an ever greater number of people throughout the world, from the man in the street to leaders, are beginning to understand this. 


Esteemed Mr. Chairman, esteemed delegates: I finish my first speech at the United Nations with the same feeling with which I began it: a feeling of responsibility to my own people and to the world community. We have met at the end of a year that has been so significant for the United Nations, and on the threshold of a year from which all of us expect so much. One would like to believe that our joint efforts to put an end to the era of wars, confrontation and regional conflicts, aggression against nature, the terror of hunger and poverty, as well as political terrorism, will be comparable with our hopes. This is our common goal, and it is only by acting together that we may attain it. Thank you. 
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