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Preface


More than twenty years have passed since we first wrote this book. With each successive edition, we have endeavored to keep it fresh while preserving elements that seem to work well. We are reminded this time, once again, how much we live in a world of rapid change, and of the challenge of not allowing the length of the book to grow too much. The twenty-first century is more than a decade and a half old now and the Cold War’s end, which inspired the first edition, seems ever more distant. Even more than when we did the fourth edition, the dynamics of world politics are being reshaped by rising powers, particularly China, and by both Russia’s and China’s greater assertiveness. The threat of transnational terrorism seems to grow rather than diminish, particularly with the emergence of ISIS. The UN continues to take on ever more ambitious peace operations, blurring the boundary between peacekeeping and enforcement, with more peacekeepers in the field than at any other time in its seventy years. Even as it launches a second major development initiative, the Sustainable Development Goals, its role in international economic relations more broadly is further diminished as the IMF, World Bank, World Trade Organization, G-20, and other bodies play more important roles in dealing with financial crises, trade, and development. The effects of climate change are now more apparent than ever, and the agreement reached at the 2015 Paris conference finally promises concrete, if still inadequate, steps to address it. And, despite the seeming consensus on the responsibility to protect civilians at risk in armed conflicts, humanitarian crises, and natural disasters, the reality continues to be a very selective will to act, as the 2015 refugee and migration crisis has shown.


This new edition adds a fourth dilemma—the need for inclusiveness, such as by appointing more women to senior positions within the UN, advocating for other marginalized groups, and providing more access for civil society—which can be in conflict with deep-seated prejudices, cultural practices, and inequalities. In addition to general updates, readers will find new case studies of the 2015 Paris climate change conference, the refugee and migration crisis, WHO and Ebola, failed statebuilding efforts in South Sudan, complex peacekeeping in Mali, and the debate over why the Security Council authorized humanitarian intervention in Libya in 2011 but not in Syria since then. We also examine China’s growing role as a major power within the UN system, the effects of China and Russia’s greater assertiveness in the use of the veto, and recent analyses of targeted sanctions and of the International Criminal Court.


In updating the book, we have welcomed Alynna Lyon as a third coauthor. We wish to thank Charla Burnett, a doctoral student at the University of Massachusetts Boston, for her assistance with the new case study on the refugee and migration crisis. We also thank Lynne Rienner for allowing us to use material on the United Nations from the third edition of our book International Organizations: The Politics and Processes of Global Governance (2015). We dedicate this fifth edition to our children and grandchildren, Ginger, Brett, Paul, McKayla, Madelyn, Quintin, and Anna, whose generations must sustain the United Nations in the twenty-first century. And we wish to thank our husbands, Robert Stauffer, Ralph Johnston, and Daniel Hartman, whose patience, support, and encouragement have enabled us to bring this work to fruition.


Karen A. Mingst


Margaret P. Karns


Alynna J. Lyon









Acronyms
















	AfDB  


	African Development Bank







	AFISMA  


	African-led International Support Mission to Mali







	AI  


	Amnesty International







	AIIB  


	Asian Infrastructure Investment Bank







	AMISOM  


	African Union Mission to Somalia







	ANC  


	African National Congress







	ASEAN  


	Association of Southeast Asian Nations







	AU  


	African Union







	BRICS  


	Brazil, Russia, India, China, South Africa (emerging powers)







	CACM  


	Central American Common Market







	CAR  


	Central African Republic







	CARE  


	Cooperative for Assistance and Relief Everywhere







	CEDAW  


	Convention on the Elimination of All Forms of Discrimination Against Women







	CFCs  


	chlorofluorocarbons







	CGIAR  


	Consultative Group on International Agricultural Research







	CoNGO  


	Conference of Non-Governmental Organisations in Consultative Status with UN ECOSOC







	COP  


	Conference of Parties







	CSD  


	Commission on Sustainable Development







	CSO  


	civil society organization







	CSW  


	Commission on the Status of Women







	CTC  


	Counter-Terrorism Committee







	CTED  


	Counter-Terrorism Executive Directorate







	CTITF  


	Counter-Terrorism Implementation Task Force







	CWC  


	Chemical Weapons Convention







	DPKO  


	UN Department of Peacekeeping Operations







	DRC  


	Democratic Republic of the Congo







	ECA  


	Economic Commission for Africa







	ECE  


	Economic Commission for Europe







	ECLA  


	Economic Commission for Latin America







	ECOSOC  


	United Nations Economic and Social Council







	ECOWAS  


	Economic Community of West African States







	EPTA  


	Expanded Programme of Technical Assistance







	ESCAP  


	Economic and Social Commission for Asia and the Pacific







	EU  


	European Union (previously referred to as the European Community [EC] or the European Economic Community [EEC])







	FAO  


	Food and Agriculture Organization







	G-4  


	Group of Four







	G-7  


	Group of Seven







	G-8  


	Group of Eight







	G-20  


	Group of Twenty







	G-77  


	Group of 77







	GATT  


	General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade







	GCC  


	Gulf Cooperation Council







	GDP  


	gross domestic product







	GEF  


	Global Environmental Facility







	GNP  


	gross national product







	GONGOs  


	government-organized nongovernmental organizations







	GSP  


	Generalized System of Preferences







	HDI  


	Human Development Index







	HIPC  


	Heavily Indebted Poor Countries Initiative







	HIV/AIDS  


	human immunodeficiency virus/acquired immune deficiency syndrome







	HRC  


	Human Rights Council







	HRW  


	Human Rights Watch







	IAEA  


	International Atomic Energy Agency







	IATA  


	International Association of Transport Airlines







	IBRD  


	International Bank for Reconstruction and Development (also known as the World Bank)







	ICAO  


	International Civil Aviation Organization







	ICC  


	International Criminal Court







	ICJ  


	International Court of Justice







	ICRC  


	International Committee of the Red Cross







	ICSID  


	International Centre for Settlement of Investment Disputes







	ICTR  


	International Criminal Tribunal for Rwanda







	ICTY  


	International Criminal Tribunal for the Former Yugoslavia







	IDA  


	International Development Association







	IDB  


	Inter-American Development Bank







	IDP  


	internally displaced persons







	IFAD  


	International Fund for Agricultural Development







	IFC  


	International Finance Corporation







	IFOR  


	Implementation Force (NATO force in the former Yugoslavia)







	IGO  


	international intergovernmental organization







	IHR  


	International Health Regulations







	ILGA  


	International Lesbian, Gay, Bisexual, Trans, and Intersex Association







	ILO  


	International Labour Organization







	IMF  


	International Monetary Fund







	IMO  


	International Maritime Organization







	INGO  


	international nongovernmental organization







	INSTRAW  


	International Research and Training Institute for the Advancement of Women







	IO  


	international organization







	IOM  


	International Organization for Migration







	IPCC  


	Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change







	IR  


	international relations







	ISAF  


	International Security Assistance Force







	ISIS  


	Islamic State of Iraq and Syria







	ITU  


	International Telecommunication Union







	KFOR  


	Kosovo Force (NATO)







	LDCs  


	less developed countries (also referred to as “the South”)







	LGBT  


	lesbian, gay, bisexual, and transgender persons







	MDGs  


	Millennium Development Goals







	MIGA  


	Multilateral Investment Guarantee Agency







	MINUSMA  


	Multidimensional Integrated Stabilization Mission in Mali







	MNCs  


	multinational corporations







	MONUC  


	UN Organization Mission in the Democratic Republic of the Congo







	MONUSCO  


	UN Organization Stabilization Mission in the Democratic Republic of the Congo







	MSF  


	Médecins Sans Frontières (Doctors Without Borders)







	MSLR  


	mean sea-level rise







	NAM  


	Nonaligned Movement







	NATO  


	North Atlantic Treaty Organization







	NEPAD  


	New Partnership for Africa’s Development







	NGO  


	nongovernmental organization







	NIEO  


	New International Economic Order







	NNWS  


	non-nuclear-weapon states







	NPT  


	Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons







	NWS  


	nuclear-weapon states







	OAS  


	Organization of American States







	OAU  


	Organization of African Unity







	OCHA  


	Office for the Coordination of Humanitarian Affairs







	OFFP  


	Oil-for-Food Programme







	OHCHR  


	Office of the High Commissioner for Human Rights







	OIC  


	Organisation of Islamic Cooperation







	OIHP  


	Office International d’Hygiène Publique







	OPCW  


	Organisation for the Prohibition of Chemical Weapons







	OPEC  


	Organization of Petroleum Exporting Countries







	OSCE  


	Organization for Security and Cooperation in Europe







	P-5  


	permanent members of the UN Security Council







	PBC  


	Peacebuilding Commission







	PBSO  


	Peacebuilding Source Office







	PCA  


	Permanent Court of Arbitration







	PLO  


	Palestine Liberation Organization







	POC  


	protection of civilians







	PRC  


	People’s Republic of China







	PRSP  


	Poverty Reduction Strategy Papers







	R2P  


	responsibility to protect (also RtoP)







	ROC  


	Republic of China (Taiwan)







	RPF  


	Rwandan Patriotic Front







	SADC  


	Southern African Development Community







	SARS  


	severe acute respiratory syndrome







	SDGs  


	Sustainable Development Goals







	SRSG  


	Special Representative of the Secretary-General







	SWAPO  


	South West Africa People’s Organization







	UN  


	United Nations







	UNAIDS  


	United Nations Joint Programme on HIV/AIDS







	UNAMID  


	AU-UN Mission in Darfur







	UNAMIR  


	United Nations Assistance Mission in Rwanda







	UNCED  


	United Nations Conference on the Environment and Development







	UNCHE  


	United Nations Conference on the Human Environment







	UNCLOS  


	United Nations Conference on the Law of the Sea







	UNCTAD  


	United Nations Conference on Trade and Development







	UNDP  


	United Nations Development Programme







	UNEF I, II  


	United Nations Emergency Force (in Egypt)







	UNEP  


	United Nations Environment Programme







	UNESCO  


	United Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organization







	UNFCCC  


	United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change







	UNFICYP  


	United Nations Force in Cyprus







	UNFPA  


	United Nations Fund for Population Activities







	UN.GIFT  


	United Nations Global Initiative to Fight Human Trafficking







	UNHCR  


	United Nations High Commissioner for Refugees







	UNICEF  


	United Nations Children’s Fund







	UNIDO  


	United Nations Industrial Development Organization







	UNIFEM  


	United Nations Development Fund for Women







	UNIFIL  


	United Nations Interim Force in Lebanon







	UNIHP  


	United Nations Intellectual History Project







	UNIKOM  


	United Nations Iraq-Kuwait Observer Mission







	UNITA  


	National Union for the Total Independence of Angola







	UNITAF  


	Unified Task Force on Somalia (also known as Operation Restore Hope)







	UNMEER  


	United Nations Mission for Ebola Emergency Response







	UNMIK  


	United Nations Mission in Kosovo







	UNMIL  


	United Nations Mission in Liberia







	UNMISS  


	UN Mission in South Sudan







	UNMIT  


	UN Integrated Mission in Timor







	UNMOVIC  


	United Nations Monitoring, Verification, and Inspection Commission (in Iraq)







	UN-NGLS  


	United Nations Non-Governmental Liaison Services







	UNOCI  


	United Nations Operation in Côte d’Ivoire







	UNODC  


	United Nations Office of Drugs and Crime







	UNOSOM I, II  


	United Nations Operation in Somalia







	UNPROFOR  


	United Nations Protection Force (in the former Yugoslavia)







	UNRWA  


	United Nations Relief and Works Agency







	UNSCOM  


	United Nations Special Commission for the Disarmament of Iraq







	UNSG  


	United Nations Secretary-General







	UNTAC  


	United Nations Transitional Authority in Cambodia







	UNTAET  


	United Nations Transitional Administration in East Timor







	UNTAG  


	United Nations Transition Assistance Group (in Namibia)







	UPR  


	Universal Periodic Review







	UPU  


	Universal Postal Union







	WCED  


	World Commission on Environment and Development







	WFP  


	World Food Programme







	WHA  


	World Health Assembly







	WHO  


	World Health Organization







	WIPO  


	World Intellectual Property Organization







	WMD  


	weapons of mass destruction







	WTO  


	World Trade Organization

















1


[image: ]


The United Nations in World Politics


For more than seventy years, the United Nations has played a key role in shaping the world as we know it. It is consistently called upon to respond to both human and natural disasters, and to coordinate global efforts on the challenges of poverty, health security, women’s empowerment, and climate change. As the UN marked its seventieth anniversary in 2015, it was hard to imagine the world without it despite its many ups and downs over the years. It has embodied humankind’s hopes for a better world through the prevention of conflict. It has promoted a culture of legality and rule of law. It has raised awareness of the plight of the world’s poor, and it has boosted development by providing technical assistance. It has promoted concern for human rights, including the status of women, the rights of the child, and the unique needs of indigenous peoples. It has been the source of numerous concepts and ideas over its history, including peacekeeping, human development, and sustainable development. It contributed immensely to making multilateral diplomacy the primary way in which international norms, public policies, and law are established. It has served as a catalyst for global policy networks and partnerships with other actors. It plays a central role in global governance. Along the way, the UN has earned several Nobel Peace Prizes, including a 2005 award to the International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA); the 2001 prize to the UN and Secretary-General Kofi Annan; the 1988 award to UN peacekeepers; and the 1969 honor to the International Labour Organization (ILO).


In the many areas of UN activity, we can point to the UN’s accomplishments and also to its shortcomings and failures. More than seventy years after its creation, the UN continues to be the only international organization (IO) or, more correctly, international intergovernmental organization (IGO) of global scope and nearly universal membership that has an agenda encompassing the broadest range of governance issues. It is a complex system that serves as the central site for multilateral diplomacy, with the UN’s General Assembly as center stage. Three weeks of general debate at the opening of each fall assembly session draw foreign ministers and heads of state from small and large states to take advantage of the opportunity to address the nations of the world and to engage in intensive diplomacy. Diplomats are joined by activists, nongovernmental organizations (NGOs), international corporations, and civil society groups for discussions both within and around the UN to address the growing demands of a complex and globalized world. As one member of the UN staff describes it, “The whole world comes to New York in September, and the UN provides great value in bringing everyone together, even if they are not working through the UN.”1


As an IGO, however, the UN is the creation of its member states; it is they who decide what that they will allow this organization to do and what resources—financial and otherwise—they will provide. In this regard, the UN is very much subject to the winds of world politics and the whims of member governments. To understand the UN today, it is useful to look back at some of the major changes in world politics and how they affected the UN.


THE UNITED NATIONS IN WORLD POLITICS: VISION AND REALITY


The establishment of the United Nations in the closing days of World War II was an affirmation of the desire of war-weary nations for an organization that could help them avoid future conflicts and promote international economic and social cooperation. As we discuss further in Chapter 2, the UN’s Charter built on lessons learned from the failed League of Nations created at the end of World War I and earlier experiments with international unions, conference diplomacy, and dispute settlement mechanisms. It represented an expression of hope for the possibilities of a new global security arrangement and for fostering the social and economic conditions necessary for peace to prevail.


The United Nations and Politics in the Cold War World


The World War II coalition of great powers (the United States, the Soviet Union, Great Britain, France, and China), whose unity had been key to the UN’s founding, was nevertheless a victim of rising tensions almost before the first General Assembly session in 1946. Developments in Europe and Asia between 1946 and 1950 soon made it clear that the emerging Cold War would have fundamental effects on the UN. How could a collective security system operate when there was no unity among the great powers on whose cooperation it depended? Even the admission of new members was affected between 1950 and 1955 because each side vetoed applications from states that were allied with the other.


The Cold War made Security Council actions on threats to peace and security extremely problematic, with repeated sharp exchanges and frequent deadlock. Some conflicts, such as the French and American wars in Vietnam and the Soviet interventions in Czechoslovakia and Hungary, were never brought to the UN at all. The UN was able to respond to the North Korean invasion of South Korea in 1950 only because the Soviet Union was boycotting the Security Council at the time.


In order to deal with a number of regional conflicts, the UN developed something never mentioned in its charter, namely, peacekeeping; this has involved the prevention, containment, and moderation of hostilities between or within states through the use of lightly armed multinational forces of soldiers, police, and civilians. UN peacekeeping forces were used extensively in the Middle East and in conflicts arising out of the decolonization process during the Cold War period. Thirteen operations were deployed from 1948 to 1988. The innovation of peacekeeping illustrates what the Cold War did to the UN: “It had repealed the proposition that the organization should undertake to promote order by bringing the great powers into troubled situations. . . . Henceforward, the task of the United Nations was to be defined as that of keeping the great powers out of such situations.”2


The Effects of the Nuclear Revolution. The UN Charter had just been signed when the use of two atomic bombs on Japan on August 6 and 10, 1945, began a scientific and technological revolution in warfare that would have a far-reaching impact on the post–World War II world. The earliest and most obvious effect of nuclear weapons was to restore the issue of disarmament to the UN’s agenda. Disarmament as an approach to peace had been discredited during the interwar era, but the UN almost from its inception in early 1946 became a forum for discussions and negotiations on arms control and disarmament. Hence, the nuclear threat not only transformed world politics but also made the UN the key place where world leaders sought to persuade each other that war had become excessively dangerous, that disarmament and arms control were imperative, and that they were devoted to peace and restraint.


The Role of the United Nations in Decolonization and the Emergence of New States. At the close of World War II, few would have predicted the end of colonial rule in Africa and Asia. Yet twenty-five years after the UN Charter was signed, at the height of the Cold War, most of the former colonies had achieved independence with relatively little threat to international peace and security. Membership in the UN more than doubled from 51 states in 1945 to 118 in 1965 and had tripled by 1980 (see Figure 1.1), the vast majority of these new members being newly independent states. Twenty-six new states were later seated in the UN after the Cold War’s end, mostly as a result of the dissolution of the Soviet Union and Yugoslavia.
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FIGURE 1.1.  Growth in UN Membership, 1945–2015


SOURCES: Compiled from Robert E. Riggs and Jack C. Plano, The United Nations: International Organization of World Politics, 2nd ed. (Belmont, CA: Wadsworth, 1994), 45, and updated.


The UN played a significant role in this remarkably peaceful transformation. The UN Charter endorsed the principle of self-determination. Already independent former colonies, such as India, Egypt, Indonesia, and the Latin American states, used the UN as a forum to advocate an end to colonialism and independence for territories ruled by Great Britain, France, the Netherlands, Belgium, Spain, and Portugal. Success added new votes to the growing anticolonial coalition, so by 1960 a majority of the UN’s members favored decolonization. General Assembly Resolution 1514 that year condemned the continuation of colonial rule and preconditions for granting independence (such as a lack of preparation for self-rule) and called for annual reports on progress toward independence for all remaining colonial territories. In short, the UN was an important forum for the collective legitimation of a change in international norms (that is, colonialism and imperialism were no longer acceptable patterns of state behavior, and colonial peoples had a right to self-determination).


The consequences of decolonization and the expanded number of independent states were manifold. The less developed states of Africa, Asia, and Latin America formed a strong coalition within the UN known as the Group of 77 (G-77) and commanded a majority of votes on a broad range of issues after 1960. Whereas the Cold War had shaped politics in the UN until 1960, the G-77, and what became known as the North-South conflict between the developed countries of the industrial North and the less developed countries (LDCs) of the South, shaped much of the politics thereafter. The two conflicts became entwined in complex ways. For example, the Soviet Union and many Western European states often sided with the G-77, and the United States frequently found itself in a small minority.


Beginning in the 1960s, new issues, especially issues of economic and social development, proliferated on the UN’s agenda, many at the urging of the G-77. For example, in 1967, Arvid Pardo, the representative from Malta, argued on behalf of newly independent states that the resources found on the deep seabed were the “common heritage of mankind,” not the property of any specific nation. This subsequently had an impact on emerging environmental issues as well as on the law of the sea. Of all the issues pushed by the G-77, however, none received more attention than the drive for economic and social development.


The North-South Conflict. The ideological leaning of the G-77 in the 1960s and 1970s toward a heavy government role in economic development and redistribution of wealth shaped many UN programs and activities. In the 1970s the G-77 pushed for a New International Economic Order (NIEO), marshaling support in the UN General Assembly for “A Declaration on the Establishment of a New International Economic Order” and “A Charter of Economic Rights and Duties of States.” For most of the decade, the NIEO debates dominated and polarized the UN system, with the deep divide between North and South at times making agreement on both economic and security issues impossible to achieve.


The North-South conflict continues to be a central feature of world politics, and hence of the UN, although the rhetoric and issues of the NIEO sharply diminished in the late 1980s and 1990s. For example, the UN’s treatment of environmental issues, which began with the Stockholm Conference on the Human Environment in 1972, has been permeated by North-South differences. The 1997 Kyoto Conference on Climate Change heard echoes of the North-South conflict when developing countries insisted that industrial countries make the first reductions in carbon dioxide emissions. Those echoes still persist in the negotiations on climate change. The G-77, however, is no longer as cohesive a group; its members’ interests increasingly diverged in the 1980s when some states, especially in Southeast Asia, achieved rapid economic growth and as many developing countries shifted from statist-oriented economic policies to neoliberal ones, calling for open markets and privatization. Chapter 5 discusses these shifts further as well as the increased emphasis on poverty alleviation that accompanied the now concluded Millennium Development Goals (MDGs) and the Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs) approved in 2015.


World Politics Since the Cold War’s End


The Cold War’s end in 1990 meant not only new cooperation among the five permanent members of the Security Council but also a resurgence of nationalism, civil wars, and ethnic conflicts; the new phenomenon of failed states; and a related series of humanitarian crises. The consequence was greater demands than ever before on the United Nations to deal with threats to peace and security as well as environmental and developmental issues, democratization, population growth, humanitarian crises, and other problems. UN peacekeepers were called on to rebuild Cambodia; create peace in Bosnia; organize and monitor postconflict elections in Nicaragua, Namibia, and many other places; monitor human rights violations in El Salvador; and oversee humanitarian relief in Bosnia, Somalia, Rwanda, Kosovo, the Democratic Republic of the Congo (DRC), East Timor, and Afghanistan. Since Iraq’s invasion of Kuwait in 1990, the UN’s enforcement powers have been used more in the post–Cold War era than at any previous time.


In the late 1980s and 1990s, democratization spread to all regions of the globe, from Latin America, Eastern Europe, and states created from the former Soviet Union to Africa and Asia. Many authoritarian governments were forced to open their political processes to competing political parties, adopt more stringent human rights standards, and hold free elections. Since 1990 the UN has been in heavy demand to provide observers for elections in countries around the world. UN-sanctioned intervention in Haiti in 1993 marked the first time the UN took action to restore a democratically elected government. In Namibia, Kosovo, Bosnia, East Timor, and, most recently, South Sudan, the UN was called upon to assist with organizing the elements of newly independent states, including the provision of transitional administrations, writing of constitutions, training of police and judges, and organization of elections. The trend toward more democratization has regressed in recent years, however.


By 1995, the early post–Cold War optimism about the United Nations had faded. The peacekeepers in Somalia, Bosnia, and Rwanda found little peace to be kept, although their presence did alleviate much human suffering. Despite almost continuous meetings of the UN Security Council and numerous resolutions, the UN’s members lacked the political will to provide the military, logistical, and financial resources needed to deal adequately with these and other complex situations. In addition, the UN faced a deep financial crisis in the late 1990s caused by the increased cost of peacekeeping and other activities and the failure of many members, including the United States, to pay their assessed contributions. The organization clearly needed significant reforms to meet the increased demands and address weaknesses in its structures and operations, but member states failed to use either the occasion of the UN’s fiftieth anniversary in 1995 or the sixtieth anniversary in 2005 to approve many of the necessary changes. Some changes could be and were made without member states’ approval, however. And, in its responses to many complex conflicts, humanitarian crises, new threats to peace posed by nuclear weapons proliferation and terrorism, and persistent global poverty, the UN demonstrated that it was still central to many aspects of global governance, as discussed in subsequent chapters.


Beginning in the 1970s, well before the Cold War’s end, the UN began to play an important role on a nexus of interdependence issues by convening global conferences and summits on topics ranging from the environment, food, housing, the law of the sea, disarmament, women, and water to human rights, population and development, and social development. These conferences articulated new international norms; expanded international law; set agendas for governments and the UN itself, through programs of action; and promoted linkages among the growing communities of NGOs active on different issues, the UN, and member states’ governments.


The UN has never played a central role in international economic relations, however. Although economic topics appear on the agendas of the General Assembly and the United Nations Economic and Social Council (ECOSOC), much of the decisionmaking has always taken place in institutions that have never really been part of the UN system. The Bretton Woods institutions—the World Bank, the International Monetary Fund (IMF), and the former General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade (GATT)—while technically part of the system, have operated quite independently. The World Trade Organization (WTO, established in 1995 as the successor to GATT), the Group of 7 (G-7), the Group of 20 (G-20), major corporations, and banks are all outside the UN system. The UN has, however, been active from its earliest years in efforts to promote economic and social development, introducing the ideas of development aid in the 1950s, sustainable development in the 1980s, human development in the 1990s, the MDGs in the 2000s, and now the SDGs. Many of the global conferences reinforced understanding of the way development overlaps with the status of women, population, food, and other problems. UN Secretary-General Kofi Annan used the occasion of the new millennium to convene a Millennium Summit in 2000, hoping “to harness the symbolic power of the millennium to the real and urgent needs of people everywhere.”3 His special report, We the Peoples, provided his views of the state of the world, the major global challenges, and the need for structural reform of the UN itself. Annan’s successor, Secretary-General Ban Ki-moon, convened the Climate Summit in 2014, bringing together more than one hundred heads of state or government and leaders from the private sector and civil society to marshal support for efforts to address the central environmental challenge of the twenty-first century.


Over the last thirty years, what had initially appeared to be simply growing interdependence among states and peoples has become something much more fundamental—a complex multidimensional process of economic, cultural, and social change. Globalization is the process of increasing worldwide integration of politics, economics, social relations, and culture that often appears to undermine state sovereignty. Particularly noticeable is the rapid pace of change, the compression of time and space, and the scale and scope of interconnectedness. In its contemporary form, globalization has linked economic markets, cultures, peoples, and states to an unprecedented degree. This is thanks to improvements in transportation and communications that speed the movement of ideas, goods, news, capital, technology, and people, and to the deregulation and privatization of businesses, finance, and services in many countries.


Many regard globalization as desirable because it has fueled greater prosperity and higher standards of living in many parts of the world. Others, however, point to the growing inequality among and within nations and the ways in which globalization creates both winners and losers, such as those whose jobs in developed countries are lost to workers in developing countries who are paid lower wages. There is also the dark side of globalization, which has facilitated the growth of trafficking in drugs and persons, transnational terrorism, and other criminal enterprises. Finally, as globalization promotes industrialization and consumption, it has increasing ecological and environmental impacts. Many are concerned that the regulations and incentives that could mitigate the damages associated with globalization are still lacking.


The UN itself and various specialized agencies within the UN system have struggled to address globalization issues. Although the International Labour Organization, World Health Organization (WHO), and World Intellectual Property Organization (WIPO) are very much involved in globalization-related issues of labor, health, and intellectual property rights, the fact that the targets of anti-globalization protesters have been the World Bank, IMF, G-7, and WTO has underscored the UN’s marginal role in international economic relations. Yet globalization has fueled the growth of NGOs. Subsequent chapters illustrate how the UN and NGOs, which represent what some have called global civil society and still others refer to as part of the “third UN,” are involved in new partnerships that make each more responsive to globalization issues.


The emergence of the United States as the world’s sole superpower was another aspect of post–Cold War world politics, the era of globalization, and the early twenty-first century. The economic and military capabilities of the United States far exceeded those of any other state, and with the collapse of the Soviet Union, the United States had no serious rival. Many worried that this development would result in the UN’s marginalization, particularly if, or when, the United States chose to act unilaterally. This view was borne out when the United States invaded Iraq in 2003 in defiance of international opposition and vigorous Security Council debate. An alternative view was that the UN could become a puppet of the sole superpower, dependent upon its goodwill for funding and subservient in authorizing US actions. Yet in the late 1990s and first decade of the twenty-first century, we saw groups of states and NGOs push ahead with policy initiatives opposed by the United States, examples being the International Criminal Court and the convention banning land mines. Although its support has fluctuated, in fact, the United States has always been important to the United Nations, as discussed further in Chapter 3.


Now, with the rapid rise of China in particular, as well as of India, South Africa, Brazil, and other emerging powers, and the reassertiveness of Russia (a group collectively known as the BRICS), world politics is again shifting, and the years ahead will likely see significant changes in how these shifts play out within the UN. Already in international economic relations, the G-7 has been partially replaced by the Group of 20 (G-20), and the emerging powers have pushed for changes in their voting shares within the World Bank and IMF. China has taken the lead in creating new institutions such as the Asian Infrastructure Investment Bank (AIIB), drawing many developed as well as developing countries to become charter members in 2015, despite the opposition of the United States. US power and influence are noticeably declining in what, for lack of a better phrase, one might call the post-post–Cold War era. The reform of UN Security Council membership is likely to gain new attention and urgency with these power shifts.


To understand the links between world politics and the United Nations, it is also important to examine the major international relations theories to see how they explain global changes and the roles of IGOs such as the UN.


CONTENDING INTERNATIONAL RELATIONS THEORIES


For much of the post–World War II era, realist theory, or realism, provided the dominant explanation for international politics. Realists see states as the most important actors in the international system and as unitary actors that define their national interests in terms of maximizing power and security. Sovereign states coexist in an anarchic international system and, therefore, must rely primarily on themselves to manage their own insecurity through balance of power, alliances, and deterrence. International rules (law) and norms, as well as international organizations, do not carry much weight with realists because they lack enforcement power. In realists’ view, IGOs and NGOs are marginal actors. IGOs, in particular, do not enjoy autonomy or capability for independent action on the world stage. Rather, they reflect the interests of their members, especially the most powerful ones. In this view, the UN is constrained by its members’ willingness to work through it in dealing with specific problems, to comply with and support its actions, to provide peacekeeping contingents (military or civilian), and to pay for its regular operations and special programs. In realist theory, cooperation among states is not impossible, but states have little incentive to enter into international arrangements, and they are always free to exit from them.4


For many international relations scholars, however, realist theory is an inadequate theoretical framework for analyzing world politics, and especially the rapid changes since the Cold War’s end as well as the expanded practice of multilateralism, the activities of the UN and other IGOs among the elements of global governance. One major alternative is liberalism.5


Liberals regard states as important actors, but they place importance on a variety of other actors in the international system, including IGOs, NGOs, multinational corporations (MNCs), and even individuals. States, in their view, are pluralistic, not unitary, actors. Moral and ethical principles, power relations, and bargaining among different domestic and transnational groups amid changing international conditions shape states’ interests and actions. There is no single definition of national interest; rather, states vary in their goals, and their interests change. Liberal theorists characterize the international system as an interdependent one in which there is both cooperation and conflict and where actors’ mutual interests tend to increase over time. State power matters, but it is exercised within a framework of international rules and institutions that help to make cooperation possible.


Neoliberal institutionalists have provided a somewhat different explanation for why cooperation occurs. For classical liberals, cooperation emerges from establishing and reforming institutions that permit cooperative interactions and prohibit coercive actions. For neoliberal institutionalists, cooperation emerges when actors have continuous interactions with each other. Institutions help prevent cheating; they reduce transaction and opportunity costs for those who seek gains from cooperation within them. Institutions are essential; they build upon common interests. They help to shape state interests and state preferences. IGOs such as the United Nations make a difference in world politics by altering state preferences and establishing rules that constrain states. They are not merely pawns of the dominant powers but actually modify state behavior by creating habits of cooperation and serving as arenas for negotiation and policy coordination.


For some liberal theorists, the growth of multilateralism, IGOs, and international law is indicative of a nascent international society in which actors consent to common rules and institutions and recognize common interests as well as a common identity or sense of “we-ness.” Within this emerging society, international institutions change the way states and other actors interact with each other. Many scholars argue that the growing role of nongovernmental actors represents an emerging global civil society.6


A third and relatively recent approach to international relations is constructivism, which has become important for studying various aspects of global governance, particularly the role of norms and institutions. Constructivism has several variants, and questions have arisen about whether it is a theory of politics. Yet it offers a valuable way of studying how shared beliefs, rules, organizations, and cultural practices shape the behavior of states and other actors as well as their identities and interests. Among the key norms affecting state behavior in constructivists’ view is multilateralism. Several studies have examined the impact of norms and principled beliefs on international outcomes such as the evolution of the international human rights regime, bans on certain types of weapons, and humanitarian interventions in which the UN and other IGOs have played a role. They have found that international organizations can be not only “teachers” but also “creators” of norms; as such, they can socialize states into accepting certain political goals and values.7


Constructivists tend to see IGOs as actors that can have independent effects on international relations and as arenas in which discussions, persuasion, education, and argument take place that influence government leaders’, business-people’s, and NGO activists’ understandings of their interests and of the world in which they live. The consequences are not always positive, however, because IGOs can also stimulate conflicts, their actions may not necessarily be in the interests of their member states, and IGO bureaucracies such as the UN Secretariat may develop agendas of their own, be dysfunctional, lack accountability, tolerate inefficient practices, and compete for turf, budgets, and staff.8


There are also critical theories that challenge realism’s focus on the primacy of states’ power and liberalism’s optimism about the value of international law and institutions for promoting cooperation. Among the most prominent are Marxist and neo-Marxist theories and their derivative, dependency theory, with their focus on exploitative structures in economic, political, and social systems. Even with the demise of the Soviet Union, Marxism and its variants did not disappear. They had significant influence on many LDCs from the 1950s to the 1980s. Some aspects of these critical theories have resurfaced in the debates over globalization, particularly among opponents of globalization, including those who oppose corporate control over the economy and those who are trying to strengthen protection for workers, small farmers, poor people, and women.


There are several feminist perspectives that build on both the liberal and critical traditions and bring attention to the role of women in and around the UN. Liberal feminists call for an increased focus on the role of women as international leaders, staffers, and lobbyists. Historically women have been poorly represented in the halls of power; only recently have they held senior positions at the United Nations. Liberals also call for increased attention to developing organizational policies that affect women, especially the role of women in economic development, women as victims of crime and discrimination, and women in situations of armed conflict. For too long these issues have been neglected. Critical feminists argue that studying gender involves more than just counting women in elite positions or cataloging programs targeting women. They see women as particularly vulnerable to exploitation when the public sector fails to provide essential services or is adversely affected by globalization. They point, for example, to the fact that the overwhelming majority of trafficked persons are women who experience a double exploitation by virtue of the way the world economy is defined and managed. Critics, including other feminists, have challenged the misandrogynistic tone of some critical feminist writing, arguing that the exploitative structures they describe are not automatically the fault of men, but that both women and men are part of the problem and part of the solution. The UN has become a battleground for these feminist perspectives.


Realism, liberalism, constructivism, critical theories, and feminism, then, are different lenses through which scholars view world politics and the United Nations. No matter which theory one finds most valuable, understanding the role of the UN in the twenty-first century requires the exploration of four dilemmas.


DILEMMAS THE UN FACES IN THE TWENTY-FIRST CENTURY


Dilemma 1: Expanding Needs for Governance Versus the UN’s Limited Capacity


The United Nations has faced increasing demands that it provide peacekeeping and peacebuilding operations, initiate international regulation to halt environmental degradation and alleviate poverty and inequality in the world, promote greater human economic and social well-being, provide humanitarian relief to victims of natural disasters and violence, and protect human rights for various groups. These are demands for global governance, not world government—that is, demands for rules, norms, and organizational structures to manage trans-boundary and interdependence problems that states acting alone cannot solve, such as terrorism, crime, drugs, environmental degradation, pandemics, and human rights violations.9


These governance demands test the capacity and the willingness of states to commit themselves to international cooperation and the capacity of the UN and other IGOs to function effectively. Can they meet these new demands without simply adding more programs? How can the initiatives be funded? Can the UN be more effective in coordinating the related activities of various institutions, states, and NGOs? Can it improve its own management and personnel practices? Can it adapt to deal with the changing nature of conflicts and persistent poverty and inequality? The most important issues concerning the global economy are discussed and decided outside the UN system. The UN Charter’s provisions are designed for interstate conflicts, yet most conflicts since 1990 have been intrastate civil wars. Many have involved nonstate actors such as militias, paramilitary groups, or terrorist groups such as Al Qaeda or the Islamic State of Iraq and Syria (ISIS), on the one hand, and regional IGOs collaborating with the UN in mounting various types of peace operations, on the other. The UN’s membership has grown from 50 to 193 states. The Security Council was structured to reflect power realities in 1945, not the twenty-first century, and efforts to update its membership structure have so far failed despite wide agreement on the importance of reform.


Clearly, the UN needs to increase its capacity to meet new demands, to mobilize resources, to reflect the changing distribution of power and authority, and to strengthen its links with nonstate actors and regional IGOs. One of the UN’s strengths to date has been its flexibility in response to new issues and a membership more than three times the size of the original membership. Its weaknesses are the rigidity of its central structures, its slowness to accommodate nonstate actors and the changing realities of geopolitics, and the continuing inability of member states to agree about major reforms. It has also been weakened by states’ failure to meet their commitments for funding and their reluctance to grant too much power to the UN Secretariat. Yet the current demands for global governance require the commitment of states and enhanced institutional capacity in the UN; they therefore also require that states give up more of their sovereignty. This leads to the second dilemma.


Dilemma 2: Sovereignty Versus Challenges to Sovereignty


The UN Charter affirms the long-standing principles of state sovereignty and nonintervention in states’ domestic affairs, yet sovereignty has eroded on many fronts and is continually challenged by issues and problems that cross states’ borders and that states cannot solve alone. Historically, sovereignty empowered each state to govern all matters within its territorial jurisdiction. Nonintervention is the related principle that obliges other states and international organizations not to intervene in matters within the internal or domestic jurisdiction of a sovereign state. Global telecommunications, including the Internet and social media, economic interdependencies such as global financial markets, international human rights norms, international election monitoring, and environmental regulation are among the many developments that infringe on states’ sovereignty and traditional areas of domestic jurisdiction.


The growing activities of IGOs, NGOs, corporations, and private foundations have eroded the centrality of states as the primary actors in world politics. For example, Amnesty International (AI) and the International Commission of Jurists have been key actors in promoting human rights, sometimes exerting more influence than states themselves. The Gates Foundation provides a large proportion of funding for international health programs. NGOs can influence legislators and government officials both from within countries and from outside through transnational networks and access to the media. To be sure, some governments have increasingly worked to maintain control by using firewalls and restrictions on the activities of NGOs. MNCs with operations in several countries and industry groups such as oil, steel, automobiles, insurance, and shipping are important players in trade and climate change negotiations, a number of them having more resources than some states. Partnerships between the UN and the private sector, including MNCs, have become increasingly important for addressing a variety of governance challenges.


International norms and rules, such as those on nuclear nonproliferation, trade, the seas, intellectual property rights, ozone-depleting chlorofluorocarbons (CFCs), and women’s rights, have been established through UN-sponsored negotiations. They set standards for states and relevant industries as well as for consumers and citizens. When states themselves accept commitments to uphold these standards (by signing and ratifying international treaties and conventions), they are simultaneously exercising their sovereignty (by making the commitment) and accepting a diminution of that sovereignty (by agreeing to international standards that will then be open to international monitoring). Establishing rules to address climate change poses particularly daunting challenges for both global governance and state sovereignty.


Although multilateral institutions in theory take actions that constitute intervention in states’ domestic affairs only with their consent, there has been a push since 2000 to accept a new norm of responsibility to protect (R2P) to justify humanitarian intervention to alleviate human suffering during violent conflicts when states fail to protect their citizens. It was first invoked to provide food relief and reestablish civil order in Somalia in 1993–1994, and later to call for international action against genocide in the Darfur region of Sudan in 2005–2006. The 2005 UN World Summit endorsed the R2P norm, but many states, particularly developing countries, continue to fear its consequences for the norms of nonintervention and sovereignty. The Security Council’s approval of humanitarian intervention in Libya in 2011 is discussed in Chapter 4 along with the Council’s failure to act in the case of Syria’s civil war and humanitarian crisis.


The reality remains that “the capacity to mobilize the resources necessary to tackle global problems also remains vested in states, therefore effectively incapacitating many international institutions.”10 That includes the United Nations. Thus, the dilemma associated with state sovereignty links also to the third dilemma: the need for leadership.


Dilemma 3: The Need for Leadership


World politics in the twenty-first century was marked initially by the dominance of the United States as the sole superpower and a diffusion of power among many other states, the European Union (EU), and a wide variety of nonstate actors that exercise influence in different ways. As noted earlier, however, even before the end of the first decade, it was apparent that the rise of emerging nations such as Brazil, India, and China as well as constraints on the United States were leading to shifting patterns of power and leadership. This was underscored by both Russia and China’s greater assertiveness since 2014. Yet traditional measures of power in international politics do not necessarily dictate who will provide leadership or be influential within the UN.


Multilateral institutions such as the UN create opportunities for small and middle powers as well as for NGOs, groups of states, and IGOs’ executive heads to exercise initiative and leadership. UN secretaries-general, in fact, have often been important figures in the international arena depending on their personality and willingness to take initiatives such as mediating conflicts or proposing responses to international problems that may or may not prove acceptable to member states. Both Boutros Boutros-Ghali and Kofi Annan, for example, were noted for their leadership both within and outside the UN, while Ban Ki-moon has been less assertive. Prominent individuals, such as former Australian prime minister Gareth Evans and Mohamed Sahnoun of Algeria, who chaired the independent International Commission on Intervention and State Sovereignty that in 2001 proposed the new norm of responsibility to protect as an obligation of states, can exercise leadership through technical expertise and diplomatic skill. Middle powers such as Australia, Canada, Brazil, and India have been influential in international trade negotiations on agricultural issues, as they have long been in peacekeeping and development. Canada provided leadership for the effort in the late 1990s to ban antipersonnel land mines, while Norway led a similar effort on cluster munitions that culminated in a treaty in 2008. Brazil, Japan, and India led the effort in 2005 to secure Security Council reform and renewed their push ahead of the UN’s seventieth anniversary in 2015.


NGOs can also provide leadership along with states, UN secretaries-general, and other prominent individuals. The success of both the land mine and cluster munitions efforts owed much to the leadership of coalitions of NGOs. The Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) has been a lead actor in international efforts since the late 1980s to analyze data on climate and to promote efforts to address the problem. In 2015, two NGO coalitions pushed for change in the process for selecting a new UN secretary-general: the campaign called 1for7Billion sought to build support through social media for transparent selection criteria and a more formal application process; Equality Now, a network of women’s rights groups, pushed for a woman to be selected and posted a list of fourteen potential female candidates.11


Still, states matter, and leadership from major powers with resources and influence matters. Hence the dilemma. As we have seen, with the demise of the Soviet Union in 1991 the United States became the sole remaining superpower—the only state with intervention capabilities and interests in many parts of the globe. The United States remains a clear military superpower, as American military expenditures equal those of its nearest fourteen competitors combined, although both Russia and China have rapidly increased their defense budgets. By most accounts, the United States is still the world’s largest economy, but China’s GDP is predicted to overtake it by 2020.


A dominant power can rely on its sheer weight to play hardball and get its way—up to a point. The prolonged insurgency and failures in Iraq following US military intervention in 2003 demonstrated the limits of hard power. Leadership depends on the inspiration and cultivation of soft power as well as on followers. In the late 1990s, US opposition to the creation of the International Criminal Court (ICC), the convention banning antipersonnel land mines, the Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty, and the Kyoto Protocol on Climate Change signaled a “go-it-alone” pattern that continued in the early years of the twenty-first century with the Bush administration’s opposition to international treaties and invasion of Iraq.12 This made many countries less willing to accept US dominance.13 It also fueled anti-Americanism in many parts of the world. Consequently, the United States lost a good deal of its soft power and ability to lead. President Obama initially reversed some of that loss and has been more inclined to forge international consensus, as in NATO’s intervention in Libya and limited US intervention in Syria, mindful of the constraints of the US budget deficit and lack of good military options. Still, the history of US engagement with the UN is one of mixed messages and considerable variation. As discussed further in Chapter 3, Congress blocked full payment of US dues to the UN from the mid-1980s until 2000; in 2011 it defunded the UN Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organization (UNESCO) and decreased the funding levels of several other UN agencies. The perception of domestic political dysfunction in the United States and its reluctance to use force (especially in the Middle East) have raised questions about the US ability and willingness to lead, build coalitions, and create consensus through multilateralism. The decline in US power also creates uncertainty about the UN’s future and about whether emerging powers such as China will find the UN a valuable venue. China has begun to create alternative organizations, as noted earlier in this chapter. Yet there are also indications that the Chinese see a strong future for the UN. In 2014 one senior UN official remarked, “The Chinese want as many people as possible funneling through the UN to gain the experience, while the Americans in the State Department actually don’t like the New York assignment.”14 In a world of emerging powers, the likelihood that the United States can lead, even when it chooses to, is inevitably diminished. Yet those rising powers may not be willing or able to assume leadership either. And the nature of the norms and rules they may promote may be very different from those the United States and other Western nations have promoted since the 1940s.


Dilemma 4: The Need for Inclusiveness


The first three words in the UN Charter proclaim “We the People,” and Articles 1, 8, and 101 (3) recognize the dignity and worth of all people. For more than seventy years, the UN has served as a leading advocate against discrimination. Despite progress, inequality and exclusion persist, and in many parts of the world are actually increasing.15 Recently the UN began recognizing that respecting all people as a moral imperative is not enough. In order for the UN to address many key issues including poverty, climate change, conflict resolution, and global health, it must address inequality and include the marginalized. Reversing social exclusion is now viewed as part of fostering both human security and development. Lack of participation and voice often translate into lack of education, employment, and social services, which contributes to poverty, discrimination, political instability, and even violence.


The need for inclusiveness presents several dilemmas for the UN. First, there is a renewed focus not only on advocating for excluded groups but also on including them. Here the UN faces challenges in combating deep-seated prejudices, cultural practices, and inequalities that may be entrenched in states’ political and economic systems. Can the UN be effective in setting robust standards as well as in establishing accountability for those states and societies where discriminatory practices persist?


Women’s issues, in particular, intersect with poverty, development, education, political equality, migration, and refugees. In this regard, there is increased awareness that women are essential stakeholders in the peacebuilding process and a key part of promoting human rights and sustainable development. In 2006, former Secretary-General Kofi Annan wrote, “It is impossible to realize our goals while discriminating against half the human race.”16


The UN has spearheaded many efforts to ensure equal opportunities, beginning with its long history of setting international human rights standards, as discussed in Chapter 6. This emphasis was expanded at the 1995 World Summit for Social Development, which proclaimed that “no human being should be condemned to endure a brief or miserable life as a result of his or her class, country, religious affiliation, ethnic background or gender.” The MDGs and the SDGs also promote the need for inclusiveness by striving to achieve universal education, promote gender equality, reduce child mortality, and improve maternal health. Over many years and with the creation of UN Women in 2011, the UN has made significant strides in gender mainstreaming. As critics of the SDGs point out, however, trying to include too many people and concerns among the goals may create a list that is too broad, unattainable, and unfocused. The UN’s focus on inclusiveness has expanded to include people living in poverty, persons with disabilities, children, older persons, and recent migrants. More recently, the list extended to incorporate persons with diverse gender identities as well as socially excluded groups with distinct ethnic, religious, and cultural backgrounds.


The UN also faces challenges of inclusiveness in terms of its own management and personnel. As discussed further in Chapter 2, it is only since the late 1980s that any women have held high-level posts in UN agencies, and their numbers are still quite small. Only 20 percent of the 193 member states are represented by women. This inequity within the UN system triggered the push for a female secretary-general to succeed Ban Ki-moon, as discussed earlier in this chapter and in Chapter 2. For the UN to remain relevant and legitimate, it must widen its own net.


Different groups with different interpretations of feminism, as discussed above, come to the UN with diverse views of inclusiveness and the remedies needed. The demand for inclusion tests the capacity of the UN and the level of member state commitment to address social and economic inequalities, including providing sufficient funding to meet goals for inclusiveness. While the UN itself may promote inclusiveness, there are also member states and groups within those member states that use the UN as a forum to push back and even block such initiatives.


STRUCTURE OF THE BOOK


Subsequent chapters explore these dilemmas in the context of different areas of UN activity. Chapter 2 outlines the historical foundations of the United Nations and describes the various structures, politics, and processes within it as well as efforts at reform. Chapter 3 considers the major actors in the UN system, including NGOs, coalitions and blocs, small states and middle powers, and the United States and other emerging powers, as well as the UN secretary-general and the Secretariat. Chapter 4 deals with the UN’s role in peace and security issues, including peacekeeping, enforcement, peacebuilding, statebuilding, humanitarian intervention, counterterrorism, and nuclear proliferation, with case studies of Somalia, Bosnia, Democratic Republic of the Congo, Kosovo, Timor-Leste, Mali, and South Sudan. In Chapter 5, which covers the role of the UN system in promoting development, we explore case studies of women and development, the MDGs and SDGs, and poverty alleviation. Chapter 6 analyzes the role of the UN in the evolution of international human rights norms with case studies of the antiapartheid movement, the women’s rights agenda, human trafficking, and genocide, crimes against humanity, and war crimes. Chapter 7, on human security, deals with environmental degradation and health issues, including case studies of ozone, climate change, the Ebola epidemic, and the refugee/migration crisis. Chapter 8 explores the questions of what the UN has done best, where it has fallen short, and whether and how it can make a difference in the world of the twenty-first century.
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The Evolution of the United Nations System


The United Nations was established at the end of World War II, but its roots can be traced to sixteenth-century European ideas about international law and organization, a series of developments in the nineteenth century, and the League of Nations, established after World War I. In 1815, the European states established the Concert of Europe. Under the Concert system, the leaders of the major European powers came together in multilateral meetings to settle problems and coordinate actions. Meeting more than thirty times between 1815 and 1878, the major powers legitimized the independence of new European states such as Belgium and Greece. At the last meeting in Berlin in 1878, they extended the reach of European imperialism by dividing up the previously uncolonized parts of Africa. These Concert meetings solidified some important practices that persist today in the UN, including multilateral consultation, collective diplomacy, and special status for “great powers” in the Security Council.


Also in the nineteenth century, a number of public international unions were established among European states to deal with problems stemming from the expanding commerce, communications, and technological innovation of the Industrial Revolution: for example, health standards for travelers, shipping rules on the Rhine River, increased mail volume, and the cross-boundary usage of the newly invented telegraph. These practical problems of expanding international relations led to the creation of the International Telegraph Union in 1865 and the Universal Postal Union in 1874. Thus, the public international unions gave rise to functionalism—the theory that IGOs can help states deal with practical problems in their international relations—and many are now specialized agencies within the UN system.


The public international unions spawned several procedural innovations; among them were international secretariats, that is, permanent bureaucrats hired from a variety of countries to perform specific tasks. They also developed the practice of involving specialists from outside ministries of foreign affairs as well as private interest groups in their work. Multilateral diplomacy was no longer the exclusive domain of traditional diplomats. In addition, the public unions began to develop techniques for multilateral conventions—law- or rule-making treaties. Many additional such organizations were established in the twentieth century, including the International Maritime Organization (IMO) and the International Civil Aviation Organization (ICAO).


In addition, a pair of conferences of European and non-European states convened in The Hague (Netherlands) in 1899 and 1907 by Czar Nicholas II of Russia set a number of precedents that also shaped the UN as we know it today. The conferences were intended to consider techniques that would prevent war and the conditions under which arbitration, negotiation, and legal recourse would be appropriate. Exploring such issues in the absence of a crisis was a novelty. They led to the Convention for the Pacific Settlement of International Disputes, ad hoc international commissions of inquiry, and the Permanent Court of Arbitration, which still exists. Among its most recent cases is the Philippines’ complaint that China’s activities in the South China Sea violate the UN Convention on the Law of the Sea.


The Hague conferences also produced several major procedural innovations. This was the first time that participants included both small and non-European states. The Latin American states, China, and Japan were given an equal voice, an advance that not only established the principle of universality but also bolstered legal equality. Thus, what had been largely a European state system until the end of the nineteenth century became a truly international system at the beginning of the twentieth. For the first time, multilateral diplomacy employed such techniques as the election of chairs, the organization of committees, and roll call votes, all of which became permanent features of twentieth-century organizations, including the UN. The Hague conferences also advanced the codification of international law and promoted the novel idea that humankind has common interests.


The institutional developments of the nineteenth century, however, did not prevent war among the major European powers. The Concert system broke into two competing military alliances at the turn of the twentieth century. Cooperation in other areas of interest proved insufficient to prevent war when national security was at stake. Hence, the outbreak of World War I pointed vividly to the weaknesses of the nineteenth-century arrangements. The war had hardly begun when private groups and prominent individuals in Europe and the United States began to plan for the postwar era. Nongovernmental groups such as the League to Enforce Peace in the United States and the League of Nations in Great Britain were eager to develop more permanent frameworks for preventing future wars. President Woodrow Wilson’s proposal to create a permanent international organization in the Versailles Peace Treaty was based on these plans. Because the League of Nations had a significant influence on its successor, the United Nations, we examine it in more detail.


THE LEAGUE OF NATIONS


The League of Nations reflected the environment in which it was conceived.1 Almost half of the League Covenant’s twenty-six provisions focused on preventing war. Two basic principles were paramount: member states agreed to respect and preserve the territorial integrity and political independence of states and to try different methods of dispute settlement. If they failed, the League had the power under Article 16 to enforce settlements through sanctions. The second principle was firmly embedded in the proposition of collective security, namely, that aggression by one state should be countered by all members acting together as a “league of nations” with economic sanctions and force if necessary.


The League Covenant established an assembly and a council, the latter recognizing the special prerogative of great powers, a lasting remnant of the European Concert system, and the former giving pride of place to universality of membership (about sixty states at that time). Authority rested with the council, composed of four permanent and four elected members. The council was to be the settler of disputes, the enforcer of sanctions, and the implementer of peaceful settlements. The requirement of unanimity, however, made action difficult.


The League did enjoy a number of successes, many of them on territorial issues. It conducted plebiscites in Silesia and the Saar and then demarcated the German-Polish border. It settled territorial disputes between Lithuania and Poland, Finland and Russia, and Bulgaria and Greece, and it guaranteed Albanian territorial integrity against encroachments by Italy, Greece, and Yugoslavia.


Despite these successes, the League’s council failed to act decisively against the aggression of Italy and Japan in the 1930s. Collective security failed as Britain and France pursued their national interests. Voluntary sanctions approved after Italy’s invasion of Ethiopia in 1935 carried little effect. The absence of great-power support for the League was particularly evident in the failure of the United States, as a result of congressional opposition and a resurgence of isolationism, to join the organization.


The League could not prevent the outbreak of World War II, yet it represented an important step forward in the process of international organization. Planning for the post–World War II peace began even before the United States entered the war and involved several high-level meetings of the Allied leaders—Roosevelt, Churchill, and Stalin—as well as other officials in Allied governments. Most important, this planning built on the lessons of the League in laying the groundwork for its successor, the United Nations. Despite the League’s shortcomings, there was consensus on the importance of such an international organization, albeit one whose scope would be far greater than the League’s. President Roosevelt, a firm believer in the importance of such an organization, early on sought to ensure domestic support for US participation.


THE ORIGINS OF THE UNITED NATIONS


The Atlantic Charter of August 14, 1941—a joint declaration by US president Franklin Roosevelt and British prime minister Winston Churchill calling for collaboration on economic issues and a permanent system of security—was the foundation for the Declaration by the United Nations in January 1942. Twenty-six nations affirmed the principles of the Atlantic Charter and agreed to create a new universal organization to replace the League of Nations. The UN Charter was then drafted in two sets of meetings between August and October 1944 at Dumbarton Oaks in Washington, DC. The participants agreed that the organization would be based on the principle of the sovereign equality of members and that all “peace-loving” states would be eligible for membership, thereby excluding the Axis powers—Germany, Italy, Japan, and Spain. It was also agreed that decisions on security issues would require unanimity of the permanent members of the Security Council, the great powers.


When the United Nations Conference on International Organization convened in San Francisco on April 25, 1945, delegates from the fifty participating states modified and finalized what had already been negotiated among the great powers. On July 28, 1945, with Senate approval, the United States became the first country to ratify the Charter, and it would take only three more months to obtain a sufficient number of ratifications (legal consents) from other countries. (An abridged and amended version of the UN Charter can be found in the Appendix.)


One conference participant made the following comments after the Charter was signed:


One of the most significant features was the demonstration of the large area of agreement which existed from the start among the 50 nations. . . . Everyone exhibited a serious minded determination to reach agreement on an organization which would be more effective than the League of Nations. . . . Not a single reservation was made to the Charter when it was adopted. . . . The conference will long stand as one of the landmarks in international diplomacy. . . . [Nonetheless,] one wonders—will the conversations of men prove powerful enough to curb the might of military power or to harness it to more orderly uses?2


THE ORGANIZATION OF THE UNITED NATIONS


Basic Principles


Several principles undergird the structure and operation of the UN and represent fundamental legal obligations of all members. These are contained in Article 2 of the Charter as well as in other Charter provisions.


The most fundamental principle is the sovereign equality of member states. Since the Peace of Westphalia of 1648, states as political units do not recognize any higher governing authority. “Equality” refers to the legal status of states, not to their size, military power, or wealth; Russia, Lithuania, China, and Singapore, for instance, are equals. Sovereign equality is the basis for each state having one vote in the General Assembly. Yet inequality is also part of the UN framework, embodied in the permanent membership and veto power of five states in the Security Council: the United States, Russia, China, Great Britain, and France.


Closely related to the UN’s primary goal of maintaining peace and security are the twin principles that all member states shall refrain from threatening or using force against the territorial integrity or political independence of any state, refrain from acting in any manner inconsistent with UN purposes, and settle their international disputes by peaceful means. Many times over the years, states have failed to honor these principles, often failing even to submit their disputes to the UN for settlement. Yet the UN’s members continue to demonstrate strong support for these core principles, as evidenced by their firm response to Iraq’s occupation of Kuwait in 1990.


Members also accept the obligation to support enforcement actions, such as economic sanctions, and to refrain from giving assistance to states that are the objects of UN preventive or enforcement action. They have the collective responsibility to ensure that nonmember states act in accordance with these principles as necessary for the maintenance of international peace and security.


A further key principle is the requirement that member states fulfill in good faith all the obligations assumed by them under the Charter. This affirms a fundamental norm of all international law and treaties, pacta sunt servanda—treaties must be carried out. Those obligations include payment of assessed annual contributions (dues) to the organization, compliance with sanctions, and provision of troops for peacekeeping operations.


Finally, Article 2(7) asserts that “nothing 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 . . . [although] this principle shall not prejudice the application of enforcement measures under Chapter VII.” This provision underscores the long-standing norm of nonintervention in the domestic affairs of states. But who decides what is an international problem and what is a domestic one? Since the UN’s founding in 1945, the scope of what is considered international has broadened, with UN involvement in human rights, development, and humanitarian intervention. Since the Cold War’s end, most UN peacekeeping operations have involved intrastate rather than interstate conflicts, that is, conflicts within rather than between states, as well as intrusive peacebuilding efforts. The UN’s founders recognized the tension between the commitment to act collectively against a member state and the affirmation of state sovereignty represented in the nonintervention principle. They could not foresee the dilemmas that changing definitions of security, new issues, and ethnic conflicts would pose, let alone shifting interpretations of sovereignty itself.


The Preamble and Article 1 of the UN Charter both contain references to human rights and obligate states to show “respect for the principle of equal rights and self-determination of peoples.” Hence, discussions about human rights have always been regarded as a legitimate international activity rather than solely a domestic concern. Actions to promote or enforce human rights have been more controversial. Since the late 1990s, there have been extensive debates over “sovereignty as responsibility” and the responsibility to protect peoples at risk in situations of humanitarian crisis.


In Article 51, the Charter affirms states’ “right of individual or collective self-defence” against armed attack. Thus, states are not required to wait for the UN to act before undertaking measures in their own (and others’) defense. They are obligated to report their responses, and they may create regional defense and other arrangements. This “self-defence” principle, not surprisingly, has led to many debates over who initiated hostilities and who was the victim of aggression.


Structure of the United Nations


The structure of the United Nations as outlined in the Charter includes six major bodies: the General Assembly, the Security Council, the Economic and Social Council (ECOSOC), the Secretariat, the International Court of Justice (ICJ), and the Trusteeship Council. Each has changed during the life of the organization in response to external realities, internal pressures, and interactions with other organs.3


In reality, it is more accurate to speak of the United Nations system, because the UN has evolved into far more than these six organs.4 Articles 57 and 63 of the Charter called for the affiliation with the UN of various specialized agencies established by separate international agreements to deal with particular issues, as discussed later in this chapter. The General Assembly, the Security Council, and ECOSOC have also used their powers to create separate and subsidiary bodies; in doing so, they have illustrated the phenomenon of “IGOs creating other IGOs.”5 For example, in 1964, developing countries, with their large majority in the General Assembly, created the United Nations Conference on Trade and Development (UNCTAD) to focus more attention on the trade and development problems of newly independent and developing states. UN Women was established by the General Assembly in 2010 through a merger of various parts of the UN, as discussed further in Chapter 5. Figure 2.1 shows the complexity of the UN system.


In the sections that follow, we discuss how the six major UN organs have evolved in practice and some of their political dynamics. We also provide brief discussions of one specialized agency and of UN-sponsored global conferences. Subsequent chapters will illustrate the relationships among different parts of the UN system.


The General Assembly. The General Assembly, like the League of Nations assembly, was designed as the general debate arena where all members would be equally represented according to a one-state/one-vote formula. It is the organization’s hub, with a diverse agenda and the responsibility for coordinating and supervising subsidiary bodies but with power only to make recommendations to members, except on internal matters such as elections and the budget. It has exclusive competence over the latter, giving it a measure of surveillance and control over all UN programs and subsidiary bodies. The assembly has important elective functions: electing the nonpermanent members of the Security Council, ECOSOC, and the Trusteeship Council; appointing judges to the International Court of Justice; and, upon the recommendation of the Security Council, admitting states to UN membership and appointing the secretary-general. In many ways, the General Assembly comes closer than any other international body to embodying what is often called the “international community.” It is a “forum where ‘the masses’ can rally to counterbalance ‘the aristocracy’ of the permanent five.”6 To paraphrase Shakespeare, if all the world’s a stage, the UN General Assembly is center stage—particularly for small states such as Fiji, Malta, and Burundi.


The General Assembly can consider any matter within the purview of the UN Charter (Article 10) and make nonbinding recommendations. Over time, the number of items on the assembly’s agenda has continually grown, from 46 in 1946 to more than 150 in recent years. Many items, however, are repeated year after year, because they either constitute routine UN business or represent efforts by member states to reiterate support for some cause. The issues range from conflict situations such as the Israeli-Palestinian conflict to arms control, development, global resource management, human rights, legal issues, and the UN’s finances. Resolutions may be aimed at individual member states, nonmembers, the Security Council or other organs, the secretary-general, or even the assembly itself.
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FIGURE 2.1.  The United Nations System


SOURCE: United Nations, 2015.


Although the Security Council is the primary organ for dealing with threats to international peace and security, the assembly can make inquiries and studies with respect to conflicts (Articles 13, 14), it may discuss a situation and make recommendations if the council is not exercising its functions (Articles 11, 12), and it has the right to be kept informed by the Security Council and the secretary-general (Articles 10, 11, 12). The Uniting for Peace Resolution, passed during the Korean War in 1950, however, ignited controversy over the respective roles of the two bodies. Under the resolution, the General Assembly claimed authority to recommend collective measures when the Security Council was deadlocked by a veto. It was subsequently used to deal with crises in Suez and Hungary (1956), the Middle East (1958, 1967, 1980, 1982), the Congo (1960), and Palestine-Israel (1997). In all, ten emergency special sessions of the General Assembly have dealt with threats to international peace when the Security Council was deadlocked. Since the early 1990s, however, the permanent members of the Security Council have tacitly agreed that only the Security Council should authorize the use of armed force, and this authority is discussed further below. In any case, the General Assembly is a cumbersome body for dealing with delicate situations concerning peace and security. It is a far better organ for the symbolic politics of agenda setting and for mustering large majorities in support of resolutions.


The UN Charter also gave the General Assembly an important role in the development of international law (Article 13). Although it is not a world legislature, its resolutions may lay the basis for new international law by articulating new principles, such as one that called the seas the “common heritage of mankind,” and new concepts, such as sustainable development. When reiterated in resolutions over several years, these can become the basis for “soft law”—norms that represent a widespread international consensus. This norm-creating role is now recognized as one of the UN’s major contributions. In some instances, new norms may be subsequently incorporated in “hard law”—creating treaties and conventions drafted under General Assembly authorization. For example, the “common heritage” principle was incorporated into the 1967 Treaty on Outer Space and 1982 Convention on the Law of the Sea.


Over time, the General Assembly has produced a large number of multilateral lawmaking treaties, including the 1961 Vienna Convention on Diplomatic Relations, the 1969 Vienna Convention on the Law of Treaties, the 1968 Treaty on the Nonproliferation of Nuclear Weapons, the 1994 Convention on the Safety of United Nations and Associated Personnel, and the 2013 Arms Trade Treaty. Assembly resolutions have also approved all the major conventions on international human rights, although most were drafted in the former Commission on Human Rights that functioned under ECOSOC, as discussed in Chapter 6.


The Security Council and General Assembly share responsibilities for Charter revision. The assembly can propose amendments with a two-thirds majority; two-thirds of the member states, including all the permanent members of the Security Council, must then ratify the changes. The General Assembly and Security Council together may also call a general conference for the purpose of Charter review. There have been only two instances to date, however, of Charter amendment, both enlarging the membership of the Security Council (1965) and ECOSOC (1965 and 1973).


How the General Assembly Functions. Regular annual meetings of the General Assembly are held for three months (or longer) each fall; they begin with a “general debate” period when heads of state, prime ministers, and foreign ministers speak before the assembly. Each year, the General Assembly elects a president and seventeen vice presidents who serve for that year’s session. By tradition, presidents come from small and middle-power states. Only on three occasions (in 1953, 1969, and 2006) has a woman been elected. The president’s powers come largely from personal influence and political skills in guiding the assembly’s work, averting crises, bringing parties to agreement, ensuring that procedures are respected, and accelerating the large agenda. In addition to regular sessions, there have been twenty-eight special sessions called to deal with specific problems (for example, with HIV/AIDS in 2001, with children in 2002, and to follow up on the International Conference on Population and Development in 2014). These special sessions should not be confused with the assembly’s emergency special sessions convened under a Uniting for Peace Resolution or with the global conferences the UN has sponsored since the 1970s.


The bulk of the General Assembly’s work is done in six functional committees on which all members sit: the First, or Disarmament and International Security Committee; the Second, or Economic and Financial Committee; the Third, or Social, Humanitarian, and Cultural Committee; the Fourth, or Special Political and Decolonization Committee; the Fifth, or Administrative and Budgetary Committee; and the Sixth, or Legal Committee. The assembly also has created other, smaller committees to carry out specific tasks, such as studying a question (the ad hoc Committee on International Terrorism) or framing proposals and monitoring (the Committee on Peaceful Uses of Outer Space and the Disarmament Commission).


Member states’ delegations are key to the assembly’s functioning. The Charter provides that each member can have no more than five representatives in the assembly, but alternates and advisers are permitted. Delegates are organized in permanent missions, a practice begun with the League of Nations. Missions vary in size from about 120 (the United States) to one or two persons of diplomatic rank. Small and poor states often combine their UN mission with their embassy in Washington, DC, to save money; most states’ missions grow significantly during the fall assembly sessions, sometimes including a few parliamentarians or legislators. (The US House and Senate alternate in having representatives on the US delegation each year.) Ties between UN missions and home governments vary from loose to tight. Some delegations have considerable autonomy in dealing with the various issues on assembly agendas and determining how best to represent their countries’ interests. Others operate on a tighter leash and must seek instructions from their capitals on what strategies to use and how to vote on given resolutions.


Delegates attend assembly and committee sessions, participate in efforts to shape agendas and debate, and represent national interests. Expertise matters and enables some delegates to be more influential than others. Because almost all states of the world are represented at the annual assembly sessions, there are many opportunities for informal bilateral and multilateral contacts, which countries may use to deal with issues outside the assembly’s agenda. Multilateral diplomacy requires different skills, more akin to those of a parliamentary body than to traditional bilateral diplomacy.


Politics and Decisionmaking in the General Assembly. Politics within the General Assembly has mirrored world politics; it is the place to set the agendas of world politics, to get ideas endorsed or condemned, to have actions taken or rejected. Any state can propose an agenda item, and the assembly has been an especially valued tool of small and developing states. Under the one-state/one-vote system, it takes a simple majority of member states present and voting (50 percent plus one) to approve most resolutions. For those items determined to be “important questions,” such as resolutions dealing with the maintenance of peace and security, admission of new members, suspension or expulsion of a member, and budgetary questions, a two-thirds majority is required.


Since the General Assembly often mirrors world politics, it is not surprising that member states have formed voting blocs to coordinate positions on particular issues and build support for them. As discussed further in Chapter 3, there emerged during the Cold War two competing coalitions aligned with either the United States or the Soviet Union; later, the North-South coalitions tended to dominate assembly discussions and voting patterns, although those coalitions were never completely unified and changed over time. Thus, while the assembly’s agenda was dominated by Cold War and decolonization issues in the 1950s, from the 1960s to the 1980s developing countries used their voting power to push a number of Third World goals, as discussed in Chapter 5. The lopsided voting and frequent condemnations of US policies led the United States, in particular, to regard the General Assembly as a “hostile place” by the mid-1970s. In the mid-1970s, issues regarding the Middle East, particularly the Israeli-Palestinian conflict and issues of human rights, surpassed the focus on colonialism and development.7 Assembly agendas still largely reflect developing countries’ interests in self-determination, economic development, global inequalities, and neocolonialism, but since the late 1980s, differences in social and economic conditions among Asian, African, and Latin American countries have made common policy positions difficult to forge. The South is splintered between a number of more developed countries such as Brazil, China, India, South Africa, Mexico, and Malaysia; a large number of very poor countries; and others in between. The developed countries have never been as cohesive as the South.


Today, the North-South divide persists around issues of economic inequality and development, self-determination (particularly for Palestine), and great-power military capabilities. But human security issues, including human rights, development, international security, global inequalities, and the environment, are often very divisive, as are questions of political rights, state sovereignty, and UN intervention. On these issues, while the North-South divide is still salient, there are more crosscutting currents. Chapter 3 explores further the phenomenon of blocs and coalitions.


Although coalitions and blocs emerged in response to the Charter’s provisions for “equitable geographical distribution” in elections and voting, more General Assembly decisionmaking in recent years has been done by consensus, that is, by acclamation or acquiescence without any formal vote. In this case, the assembly president consults with delegations and then announces that a resolution is adopted. Consensus, therefore, refers to a decision “supported by, or at least not objectionable to, all parties involved.”8 When the assembly does vote, Article 18, paragraph 2, specifies that it use a simple majority of those states “present and voting” to decide all questions other than “important questions” dealing with peace and security, elections, budget, and admission or suspension of members. Only one-third of Assembly decisions between the first and sixty-fourth sessions involved recorded votes, however, with the highest percentage of these occurring in the 1980s on Middle East issues.9 Coalitions and blocs are as active in trying to forge consensus as in marshaling votes, but the outcome is less divisive because states’ individual positions are not revealed as in a roll call vote.


Criticisms directed at the UN are often criticisms of the General Assembly. Many resolutions are “ritual resolutions”—their texts repeated almost verbatim year after year on agenda items such as the right to development and the situation in the Palestinian territories. Many are also drafted in very general terms, thus masking dissent that would be evident if the wording were more specific. And many are passed with little concern for implementation. The number of resolutions passed in the General Assembly has ranged from about 117 annually during the first five years to a peak of 360 in 2001–2002. The 69th Assembly in 2014 approved 327 resolutions. This situation has led to arguments that there are too many resolutions with redundant or watered-down content, calling for too many reports, with delegates showing too little concern about commitments made. There has been some progress since the mid-1980s in reducing the agenda and number of resolutions as well as requiring explicit renewal of programs or funds based on continuing relevance and effectiveness. Changes, however, require the concurrence of a majority of states.


Since 1990, the General Assembly has been marginalized as the epicenter of UN activity shifted to the Security Council and Secretariat, much to the dismay of the South, which would like more consultation between the General Assembly and the Security Council on peace and security issues. However, with the council stymied by Russian and Chinese vetoes over the Syrian civil war since 2011, as well as Russia’s takeover of Crimea and actions in Ukraine in 2014, the General Assembly demonstrated its availability as an alternative forum with its resolution affirming Ukraine’s sovereignty and territorial integrity. Still, there is no doubt that the General Assembly needs reform and revitalization.


The Security Council. Under Article 24 of the Charter, the Security Council has primary responsibility for maintaining international peace and security and the authority to act on behalf of all members of the UN. Chapter VI deals with the peaceful settlement of disputes and provides a wide range of techniques for investigating disputes and helping parties achieve resolution without using force. Chapter VII specifies the Security Council’s authority to identify aggressors and to commit all UN members to take enforcement measures, such as economic sanctions, or to provide military forces for joint action. Prior to 1990, the Security Council used its enforcement powers under Chapter VII on only two occasions. During the Cold War years, it relied on the peaceful settlement mechanisms under Chapter VI to respond to the many conflicts on its agenda; hence, prior to 1992, all UN peacekeeping forces were authorized under Chapter VI. Since then, the Security Council’s use of Chapter VII, including its provisions for economic sanctions and military enforcement action, has increased dramatically, and most peacekeeping operations now carry Chapter VII authority, as discussed in Chapter 4 of this book. Article 25 of the Charter under which UN members agree to accept and carry out council decisions gives the council effective lawmaking power, which it has exercised in a number of ways since 1990, as discussed below. The Security Council is also the designated enforcer of the treaties on nuclear, chemical, and biological weapons.
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