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Throughout its history, the United Nations Security Council (UNSC) has seen numerous instances where
the veto power exercised by the permanent members (P5) has led to the blockage of key resolutions,
preventing action on critical global issues. This eBook delves into some of the most significant vetoed
resolutions in UNSC history, analyzing the reasons behind the vetoes, their impact on international peace
and security, and their broader implications for global governance and diplomacy. The Cold War Era: The
Vietnam War and the Middle East Conflict: The Cold War period was marked by intense geopolitical
rivalry between the United States and the Soviet Union, and the veto power was often used to protect
national interests in the context of this ideological struggle. The Middle East Conflict: The Arab-Israeli
conflict in the Middle East has been another area where vetoes have shaped the outcome of UNSC resolutions.
U.S. vetoes have been particularly frequent when it comes to resolutions that criticize Israeli actions, such as
its military operations in Lebanon or the construction of settlements in the West Bank and Gaza. For example,
in 1982, the U.S. vetoed a resolution that condemned Israel for its role in the Sabra and Shatila massacres
in Lebanon, where hundreds of Palestinian civilians were killed. The U.S. vetoed the resolution due to its
strong political and military alliance with Israel, despite international condemnation of the events. The Gulf
Wars: Iraq, Kuwait, and the Use of Force: In the aftermath of the Cold War, the UNSC witnessed several
high-stakes veto situations concerning conflicts in the Middle East, particularly related to Iraq and Kuwait.
The Gulf War (1990-1991): In 1990, Iraq’s invasion of Kuwait led to swift action by the UNSC, which
passed a resolution demanding Iraq's withdrawal and imposing economic sanctions. However, the situation
became more complex when the debate over military intervention began. The U.S. and its allies pushed for
the use of force to expel Iraqi troops, leading to the 1990 UNSC Resolution 678, which authorized the use
of military force if Iraq did not withdraw by a specified deadline. The resolution was passed without a veto,
and the subsequent Operation Desert Storm was launched, resulting in Iraq’s defeat. The Iraq War (2003):
One of the most controversial uses of the veto occurred in 2003, when the U.S. and the United Kingdom
sought approval for military action against Iraq, claiming that the regime of Saddam Hussein possessed
weapons of mass destruction (WMDs). France, Russia, and China vetoed a U.S.-led resolution that sought
to authorize the invasion, arguing that the evidence for the existence of WMDs was insufficient and that the
UN weapons inspections had not yet been fully completed. Despite the veto, the U.S. and the UK proceeded
with the invasion, which led to the toppling of Saddam Hussein but also to a prolonged conflict and
instability in Irag, with devastating consequences for regional and global peace. The Syrian Civil War:
Vetoes in the Face of Humanitarian Crisis: The Syrian Civil War has been one of the most prominent
contemporary examples of the limitations of the UNSC due to the veto power. The conflict, which began in
2011, has resulted in widespread human rights abuses and humanitarian suffering, yet the UNSC has
struggled to take meaningful action due to the political standoff between the P5 members.
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Chapter 1: Introduction to the UNSC and Its Role in
Global Security

1.1 Understanding the United Nations Security Council

The United Nations Security Council (UNSC) is one of the six main organs of the United
Nations (UN), tasked with maintaining international peace and security. Created in 1945
under the UN Charter, the UNSC's primary responsibility is to prevent conflict, resolve
disputes, and address threats to international peace. Its decisions are legally binding on all
member states, and it is the only UN body authorized to impose sanctions or authorize the use
of force.

The UNSC is composed of 15 members: five permanent members (the P5) and ten non-
permanent members elected for two-year terms. The P5 members—China, France, Russia,
the United Kingdom, and the United States—hold permanent seats and possess veto power
over substantive resolutions, making their role central in the Council’s operations. This
structure reflects the geopolitical realities of the post-World War 11 era and the desire to
prevent future global conflicts.

In practice, the UNSC aims to tackle various global challenges, including armed conflicts,
threats to international law, terrorism, and human rights violations. It also plays a crucial role
in authorizing peacekeeping missions and offering diplomatic solutions to crises.

1.2 The Mandate of the UNSC in Peace and Security

The UNSC's mandate, as laid out in Chapter VI and Chapter V11 of the UN Charter, is
expansive but focuses primarily on the following areas:

o Peaceful Dispute Resolution (Chapter VI1): The UNSC encourages peaceful
solutions to international conflicts, utilizing diplomacy and negotiation before
escalating to military measures. It may recommend peaceful resolutions, including
mediation, fact-finding missions, or deploying peacekeepers to conflict zones.

e Threats to International Peace (Chapter VI1): If peaceful means fail, the UNSC
has the authority to take stronger measures, including imposing sanctions or even
authorizing the use of force. This chapter grants the UNSC the power to act decisively
in situations where threats to global peace exist.

« Peacekeeping and Humanitarian Action: The UNSC has the authority to deploy
peacekeeping forces to conflict zones to ensure ceasefires and stabilize post-conflict
situations. It also supports humanitarian efforts by coordinating with agencies like the
UNHCR and the World Food Programme (WFP).

« Sanctions and Resolutions: The UNSC can impose international sanctions, ranging
from economic measures to arms embargos, aimed at pressuring states or entities to
comply with international law or cease hostile actions.
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In fulfilling these responsibilities, the UNSC plays an essential role in international security,
responding to a wide array of global crises—whether it be an armed conflict, nuclear threat,
or humanitarian disaster.

1.3 Structure of the UNSC: Permanent vs. Non-Permanent Members

The structure of the UNSC is designed to balance the interests of the world's major powers
with those of smaller nations. The 15 members are divided into:

e Permanent Members (The P5): The five permanent members hold substantial
influence due to their veto power, which allows them to block any substantive
resolution. This veto right ensures that any major decision must have the support of
these five countries, which reflect the key powers of the post-WW1I era. These
powers are also nuclear-armed and have historically played central roles in global
security affairs.

e Non-Permanent Members: The remaining ten seats are held by elected members
chosen by the General Assembly for two-year terms. These members are elected
based on geographic representation and are intended to bring diverse perspectives to
the table. While they can propose resolutions and engage in discussions, they do not
possess veto power, which significantly limits their ability to shape decisions.

This dual structure—permanent and non-permanent members—reflects the balance between
the major powers and the broader international community. While the veto power of the P5 is
crucial in ensuring that their interests are safeguarded, it has also led to criticism for
preventing the UNSC from acting decisively in certain situations.

1.4 The Role of Veto Power in Decision-Making

Veto power is one of the most controversial aspects of the UNSC. The five permanent
members of the Security Council—China, France, Russia, the United Kingdom, and the
United States—possess the ability to block any substantive resolution. This power grants
them significant influence over the Council’s actions and can prevent the adoption of
resolutions that may not align with their national interests or strategic goals.

The veto system was established in the aftermath of World War |1, with the intent of ensuring
that the major Allied powers would have a decisive say in global security matters. The veto
power was seen as a way to maintain international order and avoid the mistakes of the League
of Nations, where decisions were often ineffective due to the lack of unanimity among
powerful states.

However, the veto power has been a source of significant criticism, particularly when it
results in the UNSC’s inaction in critical situations. Vetoes have blocked resolutions aimed at
addressing conflicts, humanitarian crises, and the enforcement of international law. For
example, in cases like the Syrian Civil War, where widespread atrocities have occurred, the
use of vetoes by certain P5 members has been blamed for preventing timely intervention or
the imposition of effective sanctions.
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The dynamics of veto power illustrate a tension between the desire for effective action on
global security and the political realities of international relations. While veto power ensures
that major powers are invested in the decision-making process, it often leads to paralysis in
situations where unanimity is difficult to achieve.

Conclusion of Chapter 1

The UNSC plays a central role in maintaining global peace and security. Its mandate to
resolve conflicts, prevent threats, and foster cooperation in addressing international crises is
critical to the international order. However, the power dynamics within the Council,
especially the veto power held by the P5, present significant challenges to its effectiveness.

In this chapter, we’ve outlined the foundational structure of the UNSC and its primary
functions. The next chapters will explore the practical implications of the veto power,
examining the cases where it has led to inaction and the consequences of such deadlocks for
global security and governance.
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1.1 Understanding the United Nations Security Council

The United Nations Security Council (UNSC) is one of the six main organs of the United
Nations (UN), established in 1945 to help maintain international peace and security. It is the
only UN body that has the authority to make decisions that are legally binding on all 193
member states of the UN. While other UN organs, such as the General Assembly and the
International Court of Justice, offer advisory opinions and support international cooperation,
the UNSC has the unique power to impose sanctions, authorize military intervention, and
establish peacekeeping missions in response to threats to global peace.

Mandate of the UNSC

The UNSC’s mandate is clearly defined in the UN Charter, specifically in Chapter VI and
Chapter V11, which lay out the mechanisms for addressing conflicts and threats to peace:

e Chapter VI: Peaceful Settlement of Disputes
The UNSC encourages the peaceful resolution of disputes through dialogue,
negotiations, and mediation. The Council may recommend peaceful measures or refer
matters to the International Court of Justice.

o Chapter VII: Actions with Respect to Threats to Peace, Breaches of Peace, and
Acts of Aggression
If peaceful measures fail, the UNSC is empowered to take more direct actions,
including the use of force to address violations of international peace and security.
This chapter allows the UNSC to impose binding sanctions, deploy peacekeeping
missions, or authorize military intervention when required.

Structure of the UNSC

The UNSC is composed of 15 members, with a dual structure designed to reflect both the
geopolitical realities of the post-World War Il world and the interests of the international
community:

o Five Permanent Members (P5)
The five permanent members of the UNSC are China, France, Russia, the United
Kingdom, and the United States. These countries were the key Allied powers in
World War Il and were given permanent seats as part of the formation of the UN. The
P5 members hold a unique veto power, allowing any one of them to block substantive
resolutions, including decisions related to sanctions, peacekeeping missions, and
military actions.

e Ten Non-Permanent Members
The remaining ten seats are filled by non-permanent members, elected by the
General Assembly for two-year terms. These members are chosen to represent
different geographical regions, ensuring broader representation within the UNSC.
Non-permanent members do not have veto power but can propose resolutions and
take part in discussions and decision-making.
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The dual structure of the UNSC reflects a balance between the major powers (the P5) and the
wider international community (the non-permanent members), though the disproportionate
influence of the permanent members has been a subject of debate over the years.

Functions and Responsibilities of the UNSC

The core function of the UNSC is to address threats to international peace and security. The
Council’s activities can broadly be categorized into the following areas:

1. Conflict Prevention and Resolution
The UNSC works to prevent conflicts from escalating and to resolve existing
disputes. This may involve diplomatic efforts, such as appointing special envoys or
facilitating negotiations between conflicting parties. The UNSC also authorizes
peacekeeping operations to support ceasefires and foster peace processes in post-
conflict areas.

2. Sanctions and Diplomatic Measures
In cases where diplomacy fails, the UNSC can impose international sanctions to
pressure states or groups to comply with international law. Sanctions can include
trade embargoes, arms restrictions, asset freezes, and travel bans on specific
individuals or entities.

3. Peacekeeping and Humanitarian Assistance
The UNSC can authorize the deployment of peacekeeping missions to stabilize
regions affected by conflict. Peacekeepers are tasked with monitoring ceasefires,
providing humanitarian assistance, and helping to rebuild war-torn societies. These
operations are often carried out by member states contributing troops and resources
under UN command.

4. Military Action
The UNSC has the authority to authorize the use of force in cases of threats to global
peace, as seen in interventions like the Korean War (1950-1953) and the Gulf War
(1990-1991). Military interventions are usually seen as a last resort when all other
options for peaceful resolution have failed.

5. Addressing New Threats
The UNSC also adapts to emerging global challenges, such as terrorism, weapons of
mass destruction (WMD), cyber-attacks, and organized crime. Over time, the
Council has passed resolutions targeting these evolving threats to international
security, establishing frameworks for counterterrorism and non-proliferation.

The Role of the Veto Power

The most distinctive feature of the UNSC’s structure is the veto power held by the five
permanent members (P5). Any substantive resolution (including those on sanctions,
peacekeeping, or military action) requires the approval of all P5 members. If any one of the
permanent members votes against the resolution, it is automatically blocked.

The veto system was introduced to ensure that the major powers, who had borne the brunt of
the conflict in World War 11, would have the final say on decisions affecting international
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peace and security. However, the veto has been a source of controversy, as it can lead to
inaction in the face of urgent global crises, where one or more P5 members may block
actions that are in the broader global interest.

Conclusion of Section 1.1

The UNSC is a cornerstone of the international system, with its responsibility to maintain
global peace and security. It has played a critical role in managing conflicts, imposing
sanctions, and authorizing peacekeeping operations. However, the P5’s veto power remains a
controversial feature of the UNSC, affecting its ability to act decisively on pressing global
issues. Understanding the structure, function, and limitations of the UNSC is essential to
exploring the challenges it faces, particularly in cases where its inaction or delays in
resolution can lead to significant consequences for global peace.
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1.2 The Mandate of the UNSC in Peace and Security

The United Nations Security Council (UNSC) has a fundamental mandate to maintain
international peace and security, as outlined in the UN Charter. This mandate is outlined in
Chapter VI and Chapter VII of the Charter, which provide the UNSC with the tools
necessary to address both imminent threats and ongoing conflicts. The Council’s actions,
ranging from peaceful dispute resolution to the use of military force, play a critical role in
shaping global peace efforts.

Chapter VI: Peaceful Settlement of Disputes

Chapter VI of the UN Charter is centered around the peaceful settlement of disputes. The
UNSC, under this chapter, encourages diplomacy, negotiation, and mediation as primary
tools for resolving international conflicts. The main principles guiding the UNSC in this
regard are:

1. Prevention of Conflict:
The UNSC is tasked with taking preventive measures to avoid the escalation of
disputes that could lead to armed conflict. This involves diplomatic efforts such as
engaging in dialogue between conflicting parties, offering good offices, and deploying
fact-finding missions. These early interventions aim to address tensions before they
turn into crises.

2. Non-Use of Force:
The UNSC emphasizes the peaceful resolution of conflicts, as opposed to the use of
military force. It can recommend peaceful measures such as arbitration, legal
settlement, or the involvement of neutral third parties to facilitate a resolution. The
UNSC may also encourage states to refer disputes to the International Court of Justice
(I1CJ) for a legal opinion, which can help prevent war.

3. Confidence-Building Measures:
In some instances, the UNSC may promote confidence-building measures between
rival states, such as arms control agreements, transparency, or military de-escalation
initiatives. These measures can help build trust and reduce the likelihood of violent
conflict.

4. Role of Special Envoys and Mediators:
The UNSC can appoint special envoys or mediators to facilitate negotiations between
conflicting parties. These individuals, often senior diplomats or experts in conflict
resolution, are tasked with engaging with all sides to broker a peaceful agreement.

While Chapter VI focuses on diplomatic methods, the UNSC can escalate to more assertive
measures under Chapter VII if these methods prove ineffective.

Chapter VI1: Actions with Respect to Threats to Peace, Breaches of Peace, and Acts of
Aggression

Chapter V11 of the UN Charter empowers the UNSC to take stronger, binding actions

when peace is threatened or when conflicts escalate to breaches of international peace or acts
of aggression. This chapter provides the UNSC with the legal authority to take steps that are
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mandatory for UN member states, which can include sanctions, peace enforcement, or
military intervention. The key mechanisms under Chapter VII include:

1.

Identifying Threats to Peace:

The UNSC is responsible for determining when a threat to international peace and
security exists. Such threats can take various forms, including territorial disputes,
military aggression, humanitarian crises, or violations of international law. Once a
threat is identified, the UNSC must decide on an appropriate response.

Sanctions and Diplomatic Measures:

The UNSC can impose a range of sanctions, including:

o Economic Sanctions: These can include trade restrictions, asset freezes, or
bans on specific financial transactions to exert pressure on the offending state
or group.

o Arms Embargoes: The UNSC can place arms embargoes on a state or group
to prevent the flow of weapons and reduce the potential for further violence.

o Travel Bans: Individuals deemed responsible for instigating conflict or
violating international law can be subject to travel bans, preventing them from
participating in international diplomacy or conferences.

These non-violent measures are designed to pressure states into compliance with
international norms and resolutions without resorting to the use of military force.

Peacekeeping and Peace Enforcement:

If sanctions or diplomatic efforts are insufficient, the UNSC may authorize the
establishment of peacekeeping missions. Peacekeepers, typically drawn from neutral
countries, are deployed to areas of conflict to monitor ceasefires, provide
humanitarian assistance, and create conditions for long-term peace agreements. These
missions are often tasked with supervising elections, ensuring the safe return of
refugees, and supporting post-conflict reconstruction.

In cases of extreme escalation, the UNSC can authorize peace enforcement
operations, which may involve military action by member states or regional
organizations. Unlike peacekeeping missions, peace enforcement involves the use of
force to restore peace and order, even against the will of the aggressor. This has been
employed in cases like the Korean War (1950-1953) and the Gulf War (1990-1991).

Use of Military Force:

As a last resort, the UNSC can authorize the use of military force to address threats to
international peace. This power was granted under Chapter VI to ensure that the
UNSC can respond to crises where diplomatic or economic measures fail. Military
action is considered only after all non-forceful measures have been exhausted. This
decision requires the support of the P5 members (through the veto power), and the
approval of the broader UNSC membership.

The UNSC may authorize member states or regional organizations to take military
action to restore peace, prevent further escalation, and protect civilians in areas of
conflict. The most notable example of military intervention authorized by the UNSC
was the NATO intervention in Kosovo (1999) and the Gulf War (1990), following
Iraq’s invasion of Kuwait.
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Cooperation with Other UN Bodies and International Organizations

In fulfilling its mandate, the UNSC cooperates with various other UN bodies and
international organizations. For example:

e The General Assembly: While the General Assembly cannot make binding decisions
like the UNSC, it provides a platform for discussing global peace and security issues,
offering guidance and recommendations.

e The International Court of Justice (ICJ): The ICJ can provide legal opinions on
matters related to the use of force, territorial disputes, and violations of international
law, which may inform UNSC decisions.

o Regional Organizations: The UNSC works with regional organizations such as the
African Union (AU), the European Union (EU), and the Arab League to address
conflicts that have regional implications. In some cases, these organizations have
played a key role in peacekeeping or conflict resolution, often with UNSC
authorization.

The Role of the UNSC in Addressing Emerging Threats

The UNSC’s mandate extends beyond traditional conflicts to address emerging security
challenges in the modern era. These include:

1. Terrorism:
The rise of global terrorism has become a major focus of the UNSC. Resolutions have
been passed to combat terrorism, including freezing assets of terrorist groups,
imposing travel bans on individuals linked to terrorism, and encouraging international
cooperation in intelligence-sharing.

2. Weapons of Mass Destruction (WMDs):
The proliferation of nuclear, chemical, and biological weapons has been a central
issue for the UNSC. The UNSC works to prevent the spread of these weapons through
arms control agreements and sanctions, such as those imposed on North Korea and
Iran to curb their nuclear programs.

3. Cybersecurity:
With the increasing threat of cyberattacks on critical infrastructure, the UNSC has
begun addressing the risks posed by cyber warfare, promoting global cooperation to
prevent cyber threats that could destabilize nations or regions.

4. Climate Change and Environmental Security:
Environmental degradation and climate change are emerging threats to global
security, potentially leading to resource conflicts, forced migration, and instability.
While the UNSC does not directly address climate change, it has recognized its
potential impact on international peace and security, particularly in fragile regions.

Conclusion of Section 1.2
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The UNSC's mandate in peace and security is both broad and vital to maintaining global
stability. From preventive diplomacy to military interventions, the UNSC’s role is to act as
the primary mechanism for responding to threats to international peace. However, the
effectiveness of the UNSC is often hindered by the veto power of the P5, which can prevent
the Council from taking timely and decisive action in certain crises. As global threats evolve,
the UNSC’s mandate and its methods of action will continue to be critical in shaping the
international security landscape.
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1.3 Structure of the UNSC: Permanent vs. Non-Permanent
Members

The United Nations Security Council (UNSC) is composed of 15 members, split between
permanent and non-permanent members, each with distinct roles, powers, and
responsibilities. This structure reflects the political realities and historical context of the post-
World War 11 era, where the victors of the war (the P5) were given significant influence in
the UN system. However, over time, the dynamics within the UNSC have evolved to
incorporate broader representation from different regions around the world. Understanding
the roles and differences between the Permanent Members (P5) and the Non-Permanent
Members is essential to grasping how the UNSC functions in maintaining international peace
and security.

The Permanent Members (P5)

The five permanent members of the UNSC are China, France, Russia, the United Kingdom,
and the United States. These countries hold permanent seats on the Council and have special
privileges and powers that distinguish them from the non-permanent members. Their
inclusion as permanent members reflects their status as the major Allied powers in World
War 1l and their central role in shaping the international order that emerged from the war.

Key Features of Permanent Members:

1. Veto Power:
The most significant privilege granted to the permanent members is the right to veto
any substantive resolution put forth by the UNSC. This means that any one of the P5
members can block a resolution, including those that pertain to peacekeeping,
sanctions, or military intervention. For a resolution to be adopted, it requires the
approval of all five permanent members, in addition to the majority vote of the other
members. This gives the P5 significant control over the actions of the UNSC.

2. Influence on Global Security:
Due to their veto power, the P5 members wield considerable influence over global
security matters. Their decisions—whether to impose sanctions, authorize military
action, or create peacekeeping missions—carry substantial weight. As a result, the P5
are often key players in addressing global crises, but their actions can also lead to
gridlock, particularly if their interests conflict.

3. Responsibility to Uphold International Order:
As the primary architects of the post-WWII international order, the P5 members are
seen as having a special responsibility for maintaining global peace and stability.
Their power to block resolutions reflects their historical role in shaping the UN
system, and they are often expected to lead diplomatic efforts to resolve conflicts and
uphold international law.

4. Regional and Global Influence:
The P5 members represent major geopolitical powers with significant military,
economic, and diplomatic influence. Their status in the UNSC reflects their leadership
roles on the global stage. However, their dominant position has been the subject of
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criticism, especially regarding how their veto power can prevent the UNSC from
taking action on urgent humanitarian crises.

The Non-Permanent Members

In contrast to the permanent members, the ten non-permanent members are elected by the
UN General Assembly for two-year terms. These members are chosen to reflect a broader
spectrum of global representation, with the goal of ensuring that a wider array of nations can
have a voice in the decision-making process of the UNSC. Non-permanent members are not
given the right to veto resolutions, but they do have the ability to vote on all matters brought
before the Council.

Key Features of Non-Permanent Members:

1. Elected by the General Assembly:
Non-permanent members are elected by the General Assembly through a two-thirds
majority vote. The elections occur every two years, with five new members elected
each time. Non-permanent members are chosen to represent a geographical balance of
the global community, with seats allocated to different regions:
o Africa: 3 seats
o Asia-Pacific: 2 seats
o Latin America and the Caribbean: 2 seats
o Western Europe and Others: 2 seats
o Eastern Europe: 1 seat
2. No Veto Power:
Unlike the permanent members, non-permanent members do not have veto power.
While they can participate in discussions, propose resolutions, and vote on issues,
they cannot block decisions. However, their votes can influence the outcome of
UNSC decisions. Non-permanent members often seek to work with the P5 to broker
compromises or advance issues of regional or global importance.
3. Rotation and Representation:
Non-permanent members rotate every two years, meaning that a broad cross-section
of countries from around the world has an opportunity to serve on the UNSC. This
rotation allows for diverse perspectives and greater representation of developing
nations and emerging economies in global security discussions. However, smaller
nations without permanent seats often feel that their influence is limited, especially
when the P5 countries can block resolutions.
4. Limited Influence on Decision-Making:
While non-permanent members contribute to the decision-making process, their
ability to shape UNSC outcomes is limited by the P5’s veto power. As a result, non-
permanent members often find themselves in a balancing act—advocating for their
interests and those of their regions, while also seeking to align with the priorities of
the permanent members.

Differences in Power and Influence: Permanent vs. Non-Permanent Members
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Veto Power and Decision-Making:

The most glaring difference between the two groups is the veto power granted to the
P5 members. This allows them to effectively block any resolution that does not align
with their national interests. In contrast, non-permanent members do not have this
power, and their influence on resolutions is often shaped by negotiations with the P5.
Role in International Security:

The P5 members are viewed as the principal decision-makers in international security
matters, especially since their veto power gives them the final say on major
interventions or sanctions. Non-permanent members, on the other hand, can raise
concerns, propose resolutions, and engage in diplomacy, but they lack the ability to
block key decisions.

Geopolitical Influence:

The P5 members, due to their status as major global powers, exert significant
geopolitical influence both within the UNSC and outside of it. Non-permanent
members, while able to represent regional interests, often find their diplomatic
leverage constrained by the larger interests of the P5. This imbalance of power has led
to calls for UNSC reform to ensure more equitable representation.

Accountability and Representation:

Non-permanent members, being elected by the General Assembly, are more directly
accountable to the international community. Their positions reflect the will of the
broader UN membership, and they are expected to represent the interests of their
regions. In contrast, the P5 members are not subject to election and thus are more
insulated from global public opinion, which can lead to concerns about their
accountability.

Challenges and Criticism of the UNSC Structure

The structure of the UNSC, particularly the dominance of the P5 members, has been the
subject of ongoing criticism and calls for reform. Some of the key challenges include:

1.

Imbalance of Power:

Critics argue that the veto power held by the P5 creates an imbalance of power, where
the interests of a few countries can outweigh the needs of the broader international
community. This imbalance has led to inaction or delayed responses in crises where
one or more of the P5 members have opposing interests.

Lack of Representation of Emerging Powers:

The current structure of the UNSC does not adequately reflect the geopolitical
realities of the 21st century. Emerging powers such as India, Brazil, and South Africa,
which play significant roles in regional and global security, are not represented among
the P5. This has led to calls for the inclusion of new permanent members to better
reflect the global balance of power.

Calls for Reform:

Many nations and scholars argue for UNSC reform, including a more equitable
distribution of power, the inclusion of new permanent members, or the limitation of
the veto power. However, such reforms would require the approval of the P5, making
significant changes difficult to implement.

18| Page



Conclusion of Section 1.3

The structure of the UNSC, divided between permanent and non-permanent members,
reflects both the historical realities of the post-WWII world order and the changing
geopolitical landscape. While the P5 holds significant power through their veto rights, non-
permanent members are elected to ensure broader representation of global interests. Despite
this balance, the dominance of the P5 and the challenges in implementing reforms continue to
be central issues in the debate over the effectiveness and fairness of the UNSC in addressing
international peace and security.
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1.4 The Role of Veto Power in Decision-Making

The veto power held by the five permanent members of the United Nations Security
Council (UNSC) is a defining feature of the Council’s decision-making process. The veto
power grants any of the five permanent members—China, France, Russia, the United
Kingdom, and the United States—the authority to block any substantive resolution,
regardless of the majority vote of other members. This power has significant implications for
the functioning of the UNSC, shaping the Council’s ability to take action on issues related to
international peace and security. In this section, we explore the role of veto power, its
impact on decision-making, and the criticism it faces.

Understanding Veto Power in the UNSC

Veto power is one of the most unique and controversial elements of the UNSC's structure.
Avrticle 27 of the United Nations Charter stipulates that for any substantive resolution to be
adopted by the UNSC, it must be approved by at least nine of the 15 members, including all
five permanent members. If any one of the P5 members exercises their veto, the resolution
cannot pass. This effectively gives the P5 a disproportionate influence over global security
matters.

Key Features of Veto Power:

1. Absolute Block on Resolutions:
The veto power allows a single permanent member to prevent the adoption of a
resolution, regardless of the number of votes in favor. This can apply to a wide range
of issues, including peacekeeping missions, sanctions, military interventions, or even
symbolic resolutions on matters like human rights violations. Essentially, one veto
from any P5 member can override the collective will of the other members.

2. Unilateral Decision-Making:
The veto provides unilateral decision-making power to the P5 members on
substantial matters. This means that, despite widespread international support or the
endorsement of the majority of UNSC members, the interests of one or more P5
countries can prevent action from being taken. This dynamic creates a situation where
the security concerns of powerful nations often supersede the broader goals of the
international community.

3. Influence Beyond the UNSC:
The power to block resolutions extends the influence of the P5 beyond the UNSC
itself. For example, a P5 member may veto a resolution to protect its national
interests or in pursuit of geopolitical objectives, even if these objectives conflict
with the broader humanitarian or peacekeeping goals endorsed by the majority of the
international community. This can also have a ripple effect, shaping how other
international bodies or countries perceive and respond to global security issues.

Impacts of the Veto Power on UNSC Decision-Making
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The veto power profoundly impacts how the UNSC operates, both in terms of its
effectiveness and its credibility as a body dedicated to maintaining global peace and
security. While it was originally designed to maintain the balance of power and prevent the
possibility of one state dominating the decision-making process, it also brings significant
challenges to the Council's ability to act decisively.

1. Impeding Consensus and Inaction:

1. Deadlock in Crisis Situations:
Veto power can lead to deadlock in situations where urgent action is required. For
instance, in times of armed conflict, humanitarian crises, or violations of
international law, the ability of a single country to block a resolution can prevent the
UNSC from responding effectively. This has been evident in several high-profile
crises, such as the Syrian civil war, where vetoes from Russia and China have
blocked interventions that could have alleviated the suffering of civilians.

2. Political Gridlock:
Veto power often leads to political gridlock, where diplomatic negotiations within
the UNSC become more about strategic interests and alliances than about seeking
common solutions for global peace. As permanent members prioritize their own
national interests, efforts to broker compromises among the broader membership may
fall short. This process of gridlock not only delays action but often undermines the
credibility of the UNSC in the eyes of the international community.

3. Lack of Accountability:
The P5's ability to block resolutions, especially without sufficient justification, can
result in a lack of accountability within the UNSC. A permanent member may
exercise their veto based on national interests, even when such actions run counter to
the broader international will or public opinion. For example, a veto on a resolution
designed to address human rights abuses may prevent the global community from
holding violators accountable, leading to perceptions of double standards.

The Use of Veto Power in Key Global Events

Over the years, veto power has been employed by the P5 members to shape key decisions in
global security. In some instances, vetoes have been used to advance peace or maintain
international stability, but in many cases, they have hindered action in the face of widespread
international consensus. Here are some notable instances where veto power has played a
critical role:

1. Syrian Civil War:
The Syrian conflict, which began in 2011, has been one of the most significant
examples of how veto power can paralyze the UNSC. Despite clear evidence of
atrocities, the Russian Federation and China have exercised their vetoes multiple
times to block resolutions aimed at imposing sanctions on Syria or authorizing
international intervention. This has led to widespread frustration with the UNSC's
inability to take decisive action.

2. lIsrael-Palestine Conflict:
The Israeli-Palestinian conflict has long been a subject of contention within the
UNSC, with the United States frequently using its veto to block resolutions critical of
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Israel. This has raised concerns about the UNSC’s effectiveness in addressing global
issues impartially and the way veto power can be used to protect the interests of
powerful member states.

3. North Korea:
North Korea’s nuclear weapons program has prompted repeated calls for UNSC
action, including sanctions and military interventions. However, China and Russia
have often exercised their veto powers to block stronger measures, citing concerns
about regional stability and the potential consequences of escalating tensions in East
Asia. This has complicated efforts to curb North Korea’s nuclear ambitions.

The Ethical and Political Implications of VVeto Power

The veto power also raises profound ethical and political questions about global
governance, fairness, and the balance of power in international relations.

1. Democratic Deficit:

The veto power creates a democratic deficit within the UNSC. While the Council's
membership includes representatives from diverse regions and countries, the veto allows a
select few states to override the majority vote, raising concerns about the representation of
smaller or less powerful nations. Critics argue that the veto system undermines the idea of
equal representation and global justice.

2. Geopolitical Tensions:

The use of the veto power often reflects geopolitical rivalry and strategic interests. For
example, during the Cold War, the U.S. and the Soviet Union frequently used their vetoes to
block each other’s initiatives. Today, tensions between major powers, such as the U.S. and
Russia, or China and the West, continue to shape veto decisions. This results in a polarized
approach to global security, where ideological differences outweigh the need for collective
action.

3. Undermining the Legitimacy of the UNSC:

The frequent use of veto power to block resolutions can lead to questions about the
legitimacy of the UNSC. When the Council fails to act in the face of crises, particularly those
involving humanitarian issues, it damages the credibility of the entire United Nations system.
The lack of accountability for veto decisions has led to calls for reform to make the UNSC
more representative and capable of taking timely and effective action.

Conclusion of Section 1.4

Veto power plays a pivotal role in shaping the decision-making process within the UNSC.
While it was originally intended to preserve the interests of the major powers and prevent
unilateral action, it has also become a source of frustration and criticism, particularly when
it leads to inaction in the face of urgent global crises. The ethical and political implications

22| Page



of veto power, particularly its impact on global governance, remain central to debates on
reforming the UNSC to ensure it can better address the challenges of the modern world.
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Chapter 2: The Veto Power — History and
Justification

The veto power within the United Nations Security Council (UNSC) is one of the most
powerful and contentious elements of the international diplomatic system. The veto, granted
exclusively to the five permanent members of the UNSC—China, France, Russia, the
United Kingdom, and the United States—allows these states to block any substantive
resolution, regardless of the support it receives from the majority of the Council. This chapter
explores the history and justifications behind the establishment of veto power, tracing its
origins from the formation of the United Nations to its role in global governance today.

2.1 Origins of the Veto Power

The concept of a veto in international governance was solidified during the creation of the
United Nations (UN) at the end of World War I1. The establishment of the UN was intended
to prevent future conflicts and foster international cooperation. The San Francisco
Conference in 1945, which led to the creation of the UN Charter, reflected the delicate
power balance that emerged after the war, as the global order shifted from the Axis powers to
the Allied victors. The key decisions made at this conference shaped the structure of the
UNSC and the powers of its permanent members.

The Post-War Order and the Role of the P5

The victors of World War II—primarily the United States, the Soviet Union (now Russia),
the United Kingdom, China, and France—emerged as the key architects of the new world
order. These nations were given permanent membership on the UNSC, a body created to
ensure international peace and security. Recognizing the role these powers played in shaping
the post-war world and the desire to prevent the breakdown of international diplomacy, the
Allied powers agreed to a system where permanent members would wield veto power over
decisions of the Security Council.

The Uniqueness of Veto Power in the UN System

The veto was a departure from the traditional democratic decision-making model, where
decisions are made by the majority vote. The permanent members of the UNSC, by holding
veto power, effectively gained the ability to block any substantive resolutions—including
those on peacekeeping missions, sanctions, or military interventions—even if they had the
support of a majority of other members.

The inclusion of veto power in the structure of the UNSC was seen as a pragmatic
compromise designed to maintain the participation of the major powers and prevent the
paralysis of the UN system. The founders of the UN believed that without the consent of
these dominant nations, the UN would lack the authority and effectiveness to maintain global
peace and security.

24 |Page



2.2 Justifications for the VVeto Power

The veto power, while often controversial, has been justified by the permanent members of
the UNSC and various international actors in several ways. These justifications are rooted in
the principles of the UN Charter, the historical context of its creation, and the perceived
necessity of ensuring that the major global powers remain engaged in the international
security framework.

1. Maintaining Balance of Power

One of the primary justifications for veto power is the notion of maintaining a balance of
power in international relations. The permanent members of the UNSC represent the most
powerful and influential states, particularly after the end of World War 1l. By granting these
states veto power, the UN system sought to ensure that no single nation or coalition could
dominate global security decisions to the exclusion of the others.

The veto was designed to ensure that all major powers have a stake in decisions related to
international security. This was viewed as a safeguard against the possibility of the UN
being used to advance the interests of a single power or group of countries. It was also seen
as an important tool to prevent the unilateral use of military force or interventions by
individual states without broad international consent.

2. Encouraging Cooperation Among Major Powers

The veto power was intended to foster cooperation among the world’s major powers,
especially as they emerged from the ashes of the Second World War. The creators of the UN
believed that involving the P5 countries in decision-making at the UNSC would promote
collaboration and diplomacy over conflict. If one of the P5 countries had been excluded
from decision-making, it was feared that it could have led to the failure of the UN system
and the rise of new geopolitical tensions.

The Cold War period, marked by ideological and military rivalry between the United States
and the Soviet Union, underscored the importance of these powers working together. The
veto ensured that both superpowers could not be ignored in the UNSC, thereby promoting
peaceful coexistence through diplomatic negotiations.

3. Preventing the Tyranny of the Majority

Another justification for the veto power is that it prevents the tyranny of the majority—
where decisions could be made against the interests of smaller nations or powerful states
without their consent. The creators of the UNSC wanted to ensure that decisions were made
in a way that was respectful of the interests of the most influential states in the
international system, which were viewed as vital for maintaining peace and stability.

In this sense, the veto was meant to serve as a check on potentially harmful or hasty
decisions that could disproportionately affect major powers. It was also seen as a safeguard
against the possibility of smaller, less influential states acting in a way that could destabilize
global security. By granting the veto to the P5, the UN aimed to promote consensus-based
decision-making among the world’s most powerful states.

4. Ensuring the Effectiveness of the UNSC
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The veto power was also justified by the idea that major powers must have a say in
decisions about global security for the UNSC to be effective. The argument here is that if the
major powers were excluded or outvoted, they would not have a vested interest in
supporting or enforcing UNSC decisions. This would render the UNSC ineffective in
addressing global conflicts or crises.

By giving the P5 the ability to block resolutions, the idea was that each member would feel
more invested in the UNSC's credibility and authority to act. In theory, this arrangement
ensures that no major power would feel sidelined, which could lead to a more effective and
unified approach to global security.

2.3 The Evolution of Veto Power: Cold War to Present

During the Cold War, vetoes were regularly used as a way for the superpowers—the United
States and the Soviet Union—to block each other’s resolutions, often leading to deadlock
and inaction in the UNSC. Vetoes during this period were usually motivated by the
ideological conflict between capitalism and communism, as well as concerns about military
intervention and the balance of power.

With the end of the Cold War and the collapse of the Soviet Union, the geopolitical dynamics
shifted, but the veto power remained. The role of veto power has become more complex in
the post-Cold War era, with emerging powers like China gaining influence, and regional
conflicts taking on increasing prominence. The use of vetoes continues to be a significant
feature of UNSC decision-making, but it is often criticized for its inability to facilitate timely
and effective interventions in response to humanitarian crises and conflicts in the modern
world.

2.4 Criticisms of Veto Power

Despite the justifications for veto power, it has faced significant criticism from both within
the UN system and from the international community. Critics argue that the veto system
disproportionately benefits the interests of the P5 members and undermines the authority of
the UNSC, leading to gridlock and inaction in situations that demand a unified response.

In the following chapters, we will delve deeper into the criticism of the veto power,
especially its role in blocking critical resolutions on issues such as humanitarian
interventions, peacekeeping missions, and the prevention of war crimes. Additionally, we
will explore calls for reform of the UNSC structure, including proposals to modify or
eliminate the veto system altogether.

Conclusion

The veto power is a foundational element of the UNSC’s structure, created to reflect the
political realities of the post-war world order. It was designed to ensure the participation of
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the major powers, prevent unilateral action, and promote cooperation among the world's most
powerful states. However, as the global landscape has evolved, the veto power has become a
source of significant controversy, especially in its role in blocking resolutions on global
peace and security. In the next chapters, we will examine how the veto power has led to
inaction on critical global issues, contributing to the debate over whether the UNSC's
structure needs reform to better address the challenges of the 21st century.
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2.1 The Birth of the Veto Power: Post-World War |1
Context

The veto power granted to the five permanent members of the United Nations Security
Council (UNSC)—China, France, Russia (formerly the Soviet Union), the United
Kingdom, and the United States—was a defining feature of the organization’s
establishment after World War I1. To understand the birth of the veto power, it is crucial to
consider the historical context of the period and the geopolitical realities that shaped the
formation of the United Nations (UN). The creation of the veto was not only about
structuring the UNSC but also about reconciling the interests of the victorious powers of the
war while ensuring that the UN could play a central role in maintaining global peace and
security.

The End of World War 11: A Changed Global Landscape

By the end of World War 11 in 1945, the global balance of power had fundamentally shifted.
The Axis powers—primarily Germany, Italy, and Japan—had been defeated, and the
Allied powers—composed of the United States, the Soviet Union, the United Kingdom,
China, and France—emerged as the dominant forces in international politics. However, the
war had left much of Europe and parts of Asia in ruins, and the international community
sought to establish a new system to prevent the kind of large-scale conflict that had ravaged
the world for decades.

The United Nations was created as part of this effort to maintain global peace. It replaced the
failed League of Nations, whose inability to prevent the outbreak of World War 11 had
discredited it in the eyes of the international community. The UN was designed to provide a
platform for resolving international disputes peacefully and to promote cooperation on
economic, social, and humanitarian issues.

However, as the victorious powers were the ones who had shaped the outcome of the war,
their influence and interests were paramount in the design of the new international system.
The key consideration was how to prevent future wars by ensuring that the most powerful
states had a central role in maintaining international peace and security.

The Birth of the UNSC and the Role of the P5 Powers

The Security Council, one of the six main organs of the United Nations, was envisioned as
the body responsible for maintaining international peace and security. The council was given
the authority to make binding decisions, including imposing sanctions, authorizing
peacekeeping missions, and even using military force when necessary. The UNSC's
mandate was thus to play a central role in ensuring the world did not descend back into war.

From the outset, the founders of the UN recognized that without the cooperation of the most

powerful countries, the organization would be ineffective. Thus, the five victorious
powers—the United States, the Soviet Union, China, the United Kingdom, and France—
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were granted permanent membership on the UNSC. These five nations were seen as the
cornerstone of the new world order and were entrusted with the responsibility of ensuring
global stability.

The Veto Power: A Key Element of the UNSC Structure

The veto power granted to these five permanent members was not just a technical detail but
a reflection of the geopolitical realities at the time. The P5 nations were the primary
architects of the new international system, and their veto rights ensured that any substantive
decision made by the UNSC would have to have the approval of all of these key players.
Without the consensus of the P5, the UNSC would not have been able to act effectively,
and the UN itself would have lacked the legitimacy needed to operate as the supreme
authority on matters of international peace.

At the time, there was a strong belief that giving veto power to these states was essential for
maintaining peace in the post-war world. In fact, the veto was seen as a mechanism for
ensuring that the UNSC would not make decisions without the consent of the powers that
had the military, political, and economic capacity to enforce those decisions. This was
particularly important because the world was emerging from a conflict in which global
powers had shown an ability to wield enormous destructive potential, and there was a desire
to prevent a repeat of the mistakes that had led to two World Wars.

The Veto as a Pragmatic Solution

In the immediate aftermath of the war, the creation of the veto was primarily driven by
pragmatic considerations. The victorious powers were acutely aware of their differing
national interests, and granting veto power was seen as a necessary compromise to ensure
their active participation in the UNSC. Without this concession, the UN’s ability to address
global issues could have been severely undermined by a lack of cooperation from the major
powers.

The veto power was also seen as a means of promoting cooperation among the P5 nations.
The Cold War rivalry between the United States and the Soviet Union was not yet fully
evident at the time of the UN's creation, but the veto system was designed to prevent any one
power from dominating the UN system. It was assumed that each of the P5 states would need
to have a say in decisions affecting global peace and security, ensuring that no one nation or
bloc of nations would dictate the terms of peace.

The Role of the Veto in Preventing World War 111

One of the underlying assumptions behind the creation of the veto was that the world’s most
powerful states would have a shared interest in avoiding global war. Given the trauma and
devastation of the two World Wars, it was believed that the major powers would act
cautiously in the face of international crises, knowing that the consequences of another
world war would be catastrophic.
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The veto was thus seen as a tool for prevention. By ensuring that no single power could
unilaterally dictate UNSC actions, the veto was supposed to foster cooperation and prevent a
repeat of the unchecked aggression that had marked the interwar period. The veto ensured
that all major players in the international system would have a voice, which in theory would
promote diplomacy over military action and create a more balanced and stable global order.

Conclusion

The birth of the veto power in the United Nations Security Council was a direct response to
the realities of the post-World War 11 geopolitical environment. The creation of the veto
was not only a reflection of the dominance of the major powers of the time but also a means
of ensuring cooperation and balance of power in the international system. The veto power
was intended to maintain peace, foster diplomacy, and prevent the domination of global
decision-making by any one nation or group of nations.

However, while the veto was designed as a compromise to ensure cooperation among the P5,
it has become one of the most controversial aspects of the UN system, especially as the world
has evolved and the balance of power has shifted. The next section will explore the
justifications offered by the permanent members of the UNSC for retaining the veto power,
as well as its ongoing impact on the effectiveness of the UNSC in addressing contemporary
global challenges.
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2.2 The Concept of Sovereignty and the Veto Power

The concept of sovereignty has long been central to international relations and the structure
of global governance. In essence, sovereignty refers to the authority of a state to govern
itself, control its own territory, and make decisions free from external interference. This
principle underpins much of the international system, with each state seen as having the
ultimate authority over its internal affairs.

The veto power in the United Nations Security Council (UNSC) intersects with the concept
of sovereignty in complex and significant ways. While the veto is intended to ensure that
major powers have a direct say in decisions affecting global peace and security, it also raises
fundamental questions about the balance between the rights of individual nations and the
collective responsibility of the international community to address threats to global stability.

The Sovereign Equality of States

One of the foundational principles of the United Nations is the idea of sovereign equality.
This principle asserts that all member states, regardless of their size, power, or influence, are
legally equal in their rights and obligations under the UN Charter. In practice, however, the
veto power given to the five permanent members of the Security Council (P5) creates a stark
contrast to the notion of equality among nations. The P5 nations—the United States, Russia,
China, France, and the United Kingdom—nhold the unique privilege of vetoing any
substantive resolution brought before the UNSC. This gives them unparalleled influence over
decisions related to international peace and security, and in many ways, it can be seen as a
challenge to the principle of sovereign equality.

The veto power effectively allows these five states to block actions that they deem contrary to
their national interests, even if the majority of the rest of the world supports such actions.
This creates an inherent tension between the sovereign rights of the individual states within
the UN and the collective will of the international community as represented by the Security
Council. While sovereign equality is enshrined in the UN Charter, the veto power is a
mechanism that provides the P5 with the authority to override this principle in cases that
involve their own national interests.

Sovereignty vs. Collective Responsibility

The clash between sovereignty and collective responsibility is perhaps most evident when
considering the role of the UNSC in authorizing actions such as military interventions,
sanctions, and peacekeeping missions. In situations where a crisis threatens global peace,
the UNSC is expected to act swiftly to resolve the issue. However, the veto power held by
the permanent members often complicates this process, as any of the P5 members can block
actions they perceive as encroaching on their sovereignty or national interests.

In the context of military interventions, for example, the question arises as to whether a
sovereign state’s government should have the right to refuse intervention by the
international community, even if the intervention is deemed necessary to prevent atrocities,
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such as genocide or ethnic cleansing. The veto allows P5 members to block resolutions that
may challenge their perception of sovereignty, even if such actions could prevent broader
human suffering or conflict.

In this regard, the veto power reflects the ongoing tension between the protection of
individual state sovereignty and the broader responsibility of the international community to
maintain peace and security. The United Nations—and by extension, the UNSC—is tasked
with upholding international law and responding to global crises, but it is also constrained by
the sovereignty of the P5 and, to a lesser extent, the sovereignty of all member states.

The Veto as a Safeguard for Sovereignty

From the perspective of the permanent members of the Security Council, the veto is seen as
a safeguard for national sovereignty. For these five powers, the veto is a means of ensuring
that no decision by the UNSC will infringe upon their sovereign interests. Given that the
UNSC has the authority to impose sanctions or even authorize the use of force in response to
threats to international peace, the veto power is viewed by the P5 as a critical check on the
authority of the UN to infringe upon their sovereign rights.

For instance, the United States has frequently used its veto power to prevent resolutions that
would have placed pressure on Israel, a key ally. Similarly, Russia has employed its veto
power to protect its interests in Syria, where it has supported the regime of President Bashar
al-Assad. In both of these cases, the veto power allowed these nations to block collective
action by the UNSC, asserting their sovereignty and national interests above the collective
will of the international community.

This perspective on the veto power reflects a belief in the principle of non-interference in
the internal affairs of sovereign states. For the P5, the veto is a critical tool in maintaining
their freedom of action in global affairs and protecting their right to pursue policies that may
not align with the broader interests of the international community.

Sovereignty vs. Humanitarian Intervention

While the veto power protects the interests of the P5, it also raises significant questions about
the right to intervene in cases of humanitarian crises. In many instances, the veto has been
used to block intervention in conflicts or genocidal situations where the international
community has called for action to protect vulnerable populations. The most notable example
of this is the failure to act decisively in the Rwandan Genocide (1994), where the United
Nations was unable to authorize an intervention to stop the killings due to the lack of
consensus in the Security Council and the veto power of key members.

Similarly, the Syrian Civil War has seen repeated use of the veto to prevent action by the
UNSC. Russia, as a permanent member, has used its veto power to block resolutions calling
for action against the Assad regime in Syria, citing concerns about sovereignty and the
potential for foreign intervention to exacerbate the conflict. These situations illustrate the
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broader debate between the sovereignty of a nation and the responsibility of the
international community to protect human rights and prevent atrocities.

The challenge lies in reconciling the protection of state sovereignty with the humanitarian
obligation to intervene in cases of extreme violence or oppression. The veto power, in these
cases, often becomes a barrier to action, leaving the international community in a state of
inaction and raising questions about the legitimacy of the UNSC’s ability to fulfill its core
mandate of maintaining international peace and security.

Conclusion

The veto power in the UNSC represents a delicate balance between the sovereignty of states
and the collective responsibility of the international community. While it was designed to
prevent the imposition of decisions on major powers without their consent, the veto often
creates a tension between the rights of individual states to govern themselves and the
international community's ability to address crises and uphold humanitarian principles. The
concept of sovereignty continues to be a key factor in how veto power is wielded in the
UNSC, but it also highlights the challenges of maintaining global order in a world where
national interests can override the collective will of the international community.

The continued use of the veto power in the UNSC raises important questions about the future
of the United Nations and its ability to respond to contemporary challenges in a way that
balances the interests of powerful states with the protection of global peace and human rights.
The next chapter will explore the impact of the veto on the effectiveness of the UNSC and
analyze specific cases where the veto has been used to block resolutions that could have had
significant consequences for international peace and security.
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2.3 Veto Power and the Balance of Global Power

The veto power granted to the five permanent members of the United Nations Security
Council (UNSC) — the United States, Russia, China, France, and United Kingdom — is
intrinsically linked to the global balance of power. Initially designed to prevent the recurrence
of the global conflict that led to World War 11, the veto mechanism reflects the political
realities and power dynamics of the post-war world order. However, as the global political
landscape has evolved, the veto has become a central point of contention, as it often prevents
the Security Council from acting on issues that require collective international action.
Understanding the role of the veto in shaping the balance of global power is crucial to
assessing both the functionality and limitations of the UNSC in modern international
relations.

Historical Context: A Reflection of Post-War Power Dynamics

At the creation of the United Nations in 1945, the world was reeling from the devastation of
World War 11, and the UN was established to promote international cooperation and prevent
further global conflicts. The P5 — the victorious powers from the war — were given the
veto power as a way to secure their commitment to the UN and ensure that decisions would
not be forced upon them. These five countries had emerged as the primary military, political,
and economic powers of the time, and their veto power was intended to reflect their central
role in maintaining global peace and security.

The veto power can thus be seen as a product of the balance of power in the immediate
aftermath of the war, where the P5 were granted significant influence to ensure that the UN
would not repeat the failures of the League of Nations — which was unable to prevent the
rise of totalitarian regimes and the outbreak of the Second World War. By empowering the
P5 to block any resolution they found unacceptable, the UN created a system in which these
powers had an outsized role in shaping the global order.

Changing Power Dynamics: Shifting Global Influence

While the veto power was originally designed to reflect the power dynamics of the post-
WWII world, the global political landscape has dramatically shifted over the past seven
decades. The emergence of new economic powers, particularly from Asia and Latin
America, and the growth of multilateral institutions such as the European Union (EU),
the World Trade Organization (WTO), and the G20, have led to a more multipolar world.
In this context, the continued concentration of decision-making power in the hands of the P5
has become a point of criticism.

For example, the rise of China as a major global economic and military power, along with
the increasing influence of India, has led to calls for reform of the UNSC to better reflect the
changing global balance of power. China, in particular, has used its veto power in the
Security Council to block resolutions that it perceives as a threat to its national interests,
especially in regard to issues involving Taiwan and its role in international trade. Similarly,
Russia's use of its veto power in the context of the Syrian Civil War and its involvement in
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Ukraine has highlighted the growing divide between the permanent members of the Security
Council and the broader international community.

The dominance of the P5 in shaping global security decisions often appears out of step with
the global south — regions such as Africa, Asia, and Latin America, which have
historically been marginalized in UNSC decision-making. As a result, the veto power has
come to symbolize the unequal distribution of global influence, where a handful of states
wield disproportionate control over international peace and security, despite changes in the
global balance of power.

Veto Power and the Legitimacy of the UNSC

The legitimacy of the UNSC is often called into question due to the unequal influence of the
P5. Critics argue that the veto power undermines the democratic principles on which the UN
was founded, particularly the idea that all nations should have an equal say in decisions that
affect global peace and security. This has become especially apparent in cases where the P5
have used their vetoes to block action on crises that demand international intervention, such
as in the case of Syria, Myanmar, or the Rwandan Genocide.

The global north and global south divide within the UN is often reflected in these veto
decisions. Developing countries, which are not represented as permanent members of the
UNSC, may feel that the P5 are making decisions on their behalf without fully considering
their interests or perspectives. Moreover, the use of the veto by the P5 to protect their national
interests, often at the expense of broader international consensus, raises questions about the
fairness and representativeness of the Security Council.

One example of this imbalance is the demands for reform from countries like India, Brazil,
and South Africa, which argue that they should be granted permanent membership in the
UNSC to better represent the diverse and shifting global power structure. These countries
have emerged as influential actors in global politics, but they lack the veto power that would
allow them to influence UNSC decisions in the same way as the P5.

Geopolitical Implications: Influence and Power Struggles

The veto power can also be seen as a tool for geopolitical influence and power struggles
between the P5 members. The US, Russia, and China, in particular, have used the veto to
protect their strategic interests and preserve their spheres of influence. For example, the US
has consistently used its veto power to protect its ally Israel, blocking resolutions critical of
Israel's policies in the Middle East. Meanwhile, Russia has used its veto to protect the Assad
regime in Syria, despite widespread international condemnation of the Syrian government's
actions against its citizens.

At the same time, the veto system also fosters a kind of diplomatic bargaining among the P5
members. Compromises and backroom deals often shape the outcomes of Security Council
resolutions, with the veto power serving as a tool for each permanent member to extract
concessions from others in exchange for their support on key issues. This often results in
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compromise resolutions that fail to fully address the underlying causes of conflict or crises,
weakening the overall effectiveness of the UNSC.

This geopolitical maneuvering creates an environment where global governance is shaped
not by the collective will of the international community, but by the interests of a few
powerful states. While the veto system was originally intended to prevent the UNSC from
imposing decisions on the major powers, it now frequently serves as a means for these
powers to preserve their global influence and strategic objectives, often at the expense of
broader global security.

Conclusion

The veto power in the UNSC continues to reflect the balance of power established at the end
of World War 11 but is increasingly out of step with the multipolar world of the 21st
century. The concentration of decision-making power in the hands of the P5 raises significant
questions about the legitimacy, effectiveness, and fairness of the UN as a mechanism for
global governance. While the veto power was originally designed to ensure the participation
and commitment of the most powerful nations, it has since become a symbol of the unequal
distribution of power in global politics.

As the international order continues to evolve, there will likely be continued calls for
reforming the UNSC to better reflect the changing global balance of power. However, until
this occurs, the veto power will remain a central feature of the Security Council, shaping the
future of international peace and security in ways that often prioritize the interests of the P5
over those of the broader global community. The next chapter will examine how the veto
power has directly impacted key resolutions and analyze specific case studies where the P5
have used the veto to block action on critical international issues.
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2.4 Arguments For and Against the VVeto Power

The veto power held by the five permanent members (P5) of the United Nations Security
Council (UNSC) — the United States, Russia, China, France, and United Kingdom — is
one of the most controversial aspects of the UN system. Over time, the veto has both been
defended as a necessary tool for maintaining international stability and criticized as a
mechanism that undermines global democracy and equity. This section explores the
arguments for and against the veto power, providing insight into the ongoing debate about
its legitimacy, fairness, and effectiveness in today’s international system.

Arguments For the Veto Power

1. Maintaining Global Stability and Preventing Conflict

@)

Preserving the Balance of Power: The veto system ensures that no major
power is bypassed in decisions of global significance, thereby protecting the
sovereignty and security of the permanent members. In a world that emerged
from World War 11, it was essential to create a framework that gave the main
victors of the war influence over international decisions to avoid unilateral
actions that could lead to another global conflict.

Avoiding the Tyranny of the Majority: The veto power acts as a safeguard
against the potential for a tyranny of the majority in international decision-
making. In a democratic system, the interests of smaller or less powerful
nations could be overridden by the majority of votes. By allowing the P5 to
block resolutions, the veto ensures that the most powerful states in the world
are not sidelined, helping to maintain their engagement in global peace and
security efforts.

Encouraging Diplomacy and Consensus Building: The veto power often
forces the P5 to engage in diplomatic negotiation and compromise. In order
to avoid a veto, member states may have to work together, creating more
inclusive resolutions. This mechanism encourages a spirit of collaboration,
as each permanent member has to consider the views and interests of others,
especially when pushing for resolutions.

2. Preventing Unilateral Interventions and Overreach

(@)

o

Check on Power: The veto prevents any one nation or group of nations from
unilaterally imposing their will on the global stage. In many instances, the veto
has been used to prevent the UNSC from intervening in situations that could
be perceived as imperial overreach or violations of national sovereignty.

A Means of Defending Strategic Interests: The veto enables the P5 to
protect their national interests and safeguard against actions that could
destabilize the world order. In a highly interconnected and complex
geopolitical landscape, having the ability to veto resolutions allows these
major powers to protect both their security and their economic interests.

3. Preserving the Integrity of the United Nations

o

Ensuring Commitment from Major Powers: Without the veto power, there
may be less incentive for major global powers to participate in UNSC
decisions, or even in the UN system itself. By granting them this significant
influence, the P5 are more likely to support and remain engaged with the UN,
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ensuring that the UNSC remains a relevant institution in managing global
security challenges.

Preventing Paralysis in Decision-Making: In many instances, the veto
allows the P5 to prevent the UNSC from taking drastic actions that might have
long-term unintended consequences. The ability to block actions that have the
potential to destabilize regions or exacerbate conflicts has historically
prevented hasty or overly aggressive interventions.

Arguments Against the Veto Power

1. Undermining Democratic Principles

o

Lack of Representation: The veto power creates a significant imbalance of
power within the UNSC, where five countries can hold disproportionate
influence over global decision-making, while the rest of the world is
essentially marginalized. This undemocratic system is criticized for giving a
small group of nations special privileges at the expense of the broader
international community. It contradicts the UN’s principle of equal
sovereignty for all nations, as smaller or less powerful countries often have no
say in key security decisions.

Exclusion of Emerging Powers: The veto power has led to calls for the
reform of the UNSC, as the changing dynamics of global power are not
reflected in the permanent membership. Countries such as India, Brazil, and
South Africa have advocated for greater representation, arguing that the P5
no longer represents the world’s power structure, which has grown more
multipolar in recent decades. These emerging powers often feel excluded
from key decisions that affect their regions or global stability.

2. Stalling International Action on Critical Issues

o

Blockage of Necessary Resolutions: The veto power often results in the
blockage of vital resolutions that could address humanitarian crises,
conflicts, or human rights violations. For instance, in the case of the Syrian
Civil War, Russia has consistently used its veto to block any meaningful
action from the UNSC, preventing the international community from taking
a unified stance on the conflict. Similarly, the US has used its veto power to
prevent resolutions that would criticize Israel’s actions in Palestine.

Failure to Address Global Challenges: The veto has also contributed to
inaction on major global security issues like climate change, nuclear
proliferation, and the growing risks posed by transnational terrorism. The
inability of the UNSC to act decisively on these issues due to vetoes by
permanent members undermines the credibility and legitimacy of the
organization itself.

3. Perpetuating Global Inequities and Power Imbalances

o

Exacerbating Inequality: Critics argue that the veto entrenches the
inequality that exists between the P5 and the rest of the world. The ability of a
single P5 member to block a resolution means that these countries have a
disproportionate influence on the global system, often advancing their own
interests at the expense of the global majority. This perpetuates inequitable
structures, reinforcing power dynamics that favor Western countries and
major powers, and marginalizing developing nations.
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o Imbalance of Military and Economic Power: By granting P5 states the
power to block resolutions, the UNSC risks becoming an instrument for
maintaining the status quo of global military and economic dominance. This
often aligns the actions of the P5 with their geopolitical and economic
interests, rather than prioritizing global peace and security. Consequently,
smaller nations or those without strong military or economic clout are often
unable to influence decisions affecting their sovereignty or regional stability.

4. Frustrating Global Consensus and Legitimacy

o A Barrier to Global Consensus: The veto is seen as a major obstacle to
achieving consensus in the UNSC, where a single veto can block efforts to
achieve a unified response to crises. In situations where global consensus is
critical — such as in response to pandemics, environmental challenges, or
large-scale humanitarian disasters — the veto system can delay or prevent
effective action, undermining the legitimacy of the UN as a representative and
effective body.

o Public Perception of Ineffectiveness: The frequent use of the veto by the P5
in pursuit of their national interests has led to public frustration and cynicism
about the UN’s effectiveness. In situations where a global response is
urgently needed, the UNSC’s inability to act due to the veto power often
tarnishes the reputation of the UN and diminishes its moral authority in the
eyes of the global community.

Conclusion: A Double-Edged Sword

The veto power in the UNSC is both a strength and a weakness in the global governance
system. On the one hand, it helps to preserve international stability by ensuring that major
powers have a say in security decisions, preventing unilateral actions that could destabilize
the international order. On the other hand, the veto undermines the democratic ideals of the
UN and often prevents timely and effective action on critical global issues.

As the global balance of power continues to evolve, the debate over the veto power will
remain at the forefront of discussions about UN reform. Advocates of change argue that the
system needs to evolve to better reflect the realities of the 21st century, while proponents of
the veto contend that it is essential for maintaining peace, stability, and cooperation among
the world’s most powerful states.
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Chapter 3: The Political Dynamics of the Veto
Power

The veto power of the United Nations Security Council (UNSC) is not just a legal or
procedural feature; it is fundamentally shaped by the political dynamics between the five
permanent members (P5) — the United States, Russia, China, France, and the United
Kingdom. These nations’ ability to block any substantive resolution has profound
implications for global governance, as well as for regional conflicts, international diplomacy,
and global cooperation on key issues like peace and security. In this chapter, we will explore
the political underpinnings of the veto power and how the interests, alliances, and rivalries
among the P5 influence decision-making within the UNSC.

3.1 The Role of National Interests in the Use of the Veto

The veto power in the UNSC is deeply rooted in the national interests of the P5 members,
who frequently wield their veto to safeguard their strategic, political, and economic
objectives. These interests shape their behavior within the UNSC and dictate how they use
their vetoes. While the UNSC is meant to serve the greater good of global security, the
political dynamics of the veto often reflect the priorities of the P5 as individual states.

1. Geopolitical Interests and Alliances

o Global Power Struggles: The P5 nations often use their veto power to
protect their geopolitical interests, which are shaped by ongoing rivalries,
alliances, and regional conflicts. For example, during the Cold War, the
Soviet Union (now Russia) and the United States frequently blocked each
other’s resolutions to maintain influence over key regions and issues. In recent
years, Russia has used its veto to protect its interests in Syria, blocking
resolutions that could have led to greater international pressure on the Assad
regime, which aligns with Russian geopolitical goals in the Middle East.

o Shifting Alliances and Influence: As the balance of power continues to shift
in the international system, China’s rise as a global power has reshaped the
political dynamics within the UNSC. China’s growing influence in Africa,
Asia, and other regions has influenced its use of the veto, often in defense of
its strategic interests in countries where it has economic or political
investments. Likewise, the United States often aligns with its Western allies,
blocking resolutions that might undermine NATO interests or diminish
American influence globally.

2. Economic and Trade Interests

o The veto power also allows the P5 to protect their economic interests. For
instance, the United States may block resolutions that could harm its interests
in the Middle East (e.g., trade relationships with Israel) or Latin America (in
relation to economic sanctions or regional stability). Similarly, China may
veto proposals related to issues like Taiwan, trade imbalances, or international
sanctions against its allies or economic partners.

o Energy Security: The use of the veto can also reflect the economic
importance of resources such as oil, natural gas, and mineral deposits in
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certain regions. For example, Russia’s veto power has been used to preserve
its interests in energy-rich areas like the Caspian Sea and Eastern Europe,
where it maintains substantial control over energy exports to Europe. The
United States, too, has frequently used its veto to protect its oil interests and
military presence in the Middle East.

3.2 Rivalries and Tensions Between the P5 Members

The P5 are not monolithic entities; rather, they have their own rivalries, competing
interests, and differences in values. These tensions often come to the fore within the UNSC,
as the veto power becomes a tool for political leverage and diplomatic gamesmanship.

1. The U.S. and Russia: Legacy of the Cold War

o

The Cold War legacy continues to shape the political dynamics between the
United States and Russia. These two powers remain the most frequent users
of the veto, often blocking resolutions that conflict with their national
interests or those of their allies. The U.S. has historically used its veto power
to protect Israel, while Russia uses its veto to maintain its role as a key
player in the Middle East and Eastern Europe.

Their rivalry is most evident in conflicts like Syria, where Russia’s veto
shields the Assad regime from international sanctions or intervention, while
the U.S. vetoes resolutions in an attempt to prevent Russian influence from
spreading. The ideological differences between these two powers often
translate into stark divisions in the UNSC.

2. The U.S. and China: Strategic Competition

@)

In recent years, the relationship between the United States and China has
become a central axis of global geopolitics. The growing economic and
military rivalry between these two powers has spilled over into the UNSC.
While the U.S. and China rarely block each other’s resolutions directly, their
conflicting interests often result in deadlock or paralysis in the UNSC.

A prominent example is in North Korea, where China has traditionally
blocked stronger sanctions against Pyongyang due to its strategic and
economic interests in the region, while the U.S. pushes for tougher actions.
Similarly, China’s veto power has been used to prevent resolutions on
Taiwan and human rights issues, often pitting it against Western powers,
particularly the U.S. and European Union members.

3. France and the UK: Europe’s Shared Interests and Divergences

@)

While the United Kingdom and France share certain common Western
values and strategic interests, their use of the veto power sometimes
diverges. Both have used their vetoes in the past to protect their former
colonies, maintain their military presence in certain regions, and preserve
their influence in global affairs.

Despite their shared interests, Britain and France occasionally find
themselves on opposite sides of the table in UNSC debates, particularly when
it comes to issues in Africa or the Middle East. For example, France has
used its veto power in the past to protect French-speaking nations in Africa,
while Britain has used its veto to secure its interests in the Gulf and other
former colonies.
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3.3 The Use of Veto in Response to Humanitarian Crises

The veto power has often been at the center of debates surrounding the UNSC’s response to
humanitarian crises. The P5 have been accused of blocking resolutions that would have
addressed significant human rights violations, genocide, or mass atrocities in various parts

of the world.

1. Syria: A Case of Stalemate and Humanitarian Deadlock

o

Russia and China have repeatedly used their veto power to block resolutions
that would have imposed sanctions or authorized international intervention
in Syria, where Assad's regime has been accused of perpetrating war crimes
against its own citizens. While the U.S. and European Union have pushed for
stronger actions, Russia, a key ally of the Assad regime, has used its veto to
shield Syria from international accountability, resulting in deadlock within
the UNSC.

China’s veto has often aligned with Russia’s in defense of sovereignty and
non-intervention, illustrating the way veto power can be used to prevent
actions that threaten national governments' control over internal matters, even
at the cost of human lives.

2. The Rwanda Genocide: A Historical Example of Veto’s Impact

@)

The Rwandan Genocide of 1994 remains one of the most tragic episodes in
modern history, in part because of the UN’s failure to act swiftly due to
political factors in the UNSC. Despite the atrocities being committed in
Rwanda, the United States and France—two of the most influential members
of the UNSC—uwere hesitant to intervene. The reluctance of France to act, as
well as the failure of the U.S. to push for decisive action, highlights how
national interests and diplomatic calculations can prevent timely
intervention in humanitarian crises.

3.4 The Impact of Changing Global Dynamics on the Veto System

As the global landscape continues to evolve, the political dynamics of the veto power in the
UNSC are also undergoing transformation. New players on the world stage and regional
powers are increasingly questioning the legitimacy of the P5 veto, and calls for reform are
gaining momentum.

1. Emerging Powers and the Push for Reform

o

Countries like India, Brazil, Germany, and South Africa have been at the
forefront of calls for UNSC reform, demanding greater representation for
non-permanent members and the inclusion of emerging powers in the
decision-making process. These countries argue that the P5 system no longer
reflects the realities of the 21st-century geopolitical and economic order,
where power is more multipolar.

2. The Shift Towards Multilateralism

o

As issues like climate change, pandemics, and global terrorism require
multilateral responses, the veto power’s increasing use to block collective
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action may become a growing concern. As global interdependence increases,
regional organizations and non-governmental actors may play a more
prominent role, potentially leading to greater fragmentation of international
responses outside of the UN system.

Conclusion

The political dynamics of the veto power in the UNSC reveal the complex interplay of
national interests, rivalries, and diplomatic priorities that influence global security
decisions. The veto not only shapes how major powers interact with each other but also
determines how the international community responds to critical global issues, from
humanitarian crises to geopolitical conflicts. As the international system evolves, the
political factors driving the use of the veto will remain a key element of the broader debate
about the legitimacy, effectiveness, and future of the United Nations in addressing global
challenges.
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3.1 How Veto Power Shapes UNSC Decision-Making

The veto power in the United Nations Security Council (UNSC) plays a pivotal role in
determining how the Council makes decisions, significantly affecting its effectiveness and the
outcomes of global security interventions. Since the formation of the UNSC in 1945, the five
permanent members (P5) — the United States, Russia, China, France, and the United
Kingdom — have held the ability to block any substantive resolution. This power has
fundamentally shaped the decision-making process in the UNSC, often leading to gridlock,
deadlock, and, in some cases, a lack of meaningful action on urgent global crises.

This section explores the impact of the veto power on UNSC decision-making, discussing
how the P5 members use the veto to pursue their national interests, how it stymies action on
certain issues, and the broader consequences for international diplomacy and global
governance.

The Mechanism of the Veto

To understand the influence of veto power on decision-making, it's crucial to first grasp how
the veto mechanism works within the UNSC. The UNSC consists of 15 members: 5
permanent members with veto power and 10 non-permanent members, elected for two-year
terms. For a resolution to pass, it requires a minimum of 9 out of 15 votes, including all 5
permanent members. This means that if any one of the P5 members casts a veto against a
resolution, it is blocked, regardless of the votes from the other members.

This power provides the P5 with an unparalleled level of influence over global affairs, as they
can prevent action on virtually any issue of international peace and security, ranging from
military interventions to sanctions, peacekeeping missions, and even humanitarian aid
resolutions.

3.1.1 Blocking Action on Humanitarian Crises

One of the most controversial aspects of the veto power is its impact on responses to
humanitarian crises. In many cases, the P5 have used the veto to block resolutions aimed at
protecting civilians, providing humanitarian aid, or intervening in conflicts where the
international community sees the need for immediate action. These blocked resolutions often
involve atrocities such as genocides, war crimes, or ethnic cleansing, where international
action is imperative.

1. Syria Conflict:

o The Syria civil war, which began in 2011, is a prominent example of how
veto power can paralyze the UNSC. Both Russia and China have repeatedly
blocked UNSC resolutions that would have imposed stronger sanctions on the
Assad regime for its use of chemical weapons and its human rights violations.
Russia, a key ally of the Syrian government, has used its veto to prevent any
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foreign military intervention or international sanctions, reflecting its
broader geopolitical interests in the region.

As a result, the UNSC’s inability to act has contributed to the prolonged
humanitarian disaster in Syria, with over 500,000 deaths and millions
displaced. The veto power has allowed Russia to protect its strategic and
military interests in Syria, undermining efforts to secure a coordinated
international response.

2. Rwanda Genocide (1994):

o

The Rwandan genocide is another tragic example where the UNSC’s failure
to act, largely due to the veto power, resulted in widespread loss of life.
Despite the clear evidence of ethnic cleansing and massacres by the Hutu
regime, the UNSC failed to take decisive action to stop the violence in time.
France, a permanent member with significant interests in the region, used its
influence to block stronger action that could have intervened earlier.

The genocide, which led to the deaths of approximately 800,000 Tutsis,
could have been mitigated through a more timely international response, but
the veto’s effect on the UNSC’s decision-making structure contributed to
inaction and delay.

3.1.2 The Veto’s Impact on Military Interventions

In situations where military intervention is seen as a necessary means to protect civilians or
restore order, the veto power often prevents the UNSC from authorizing action. The use of
military force requires a Chapter V11 resolution, which grants the UNSC the authority to
take action, including sanctions and the use of force. However, the P5 members, due to
their competing national interests, often wield their veto power to block these resolutions.

1. Libya (2011):

o

O

In 2011, when Libya was embroiled in a civil war, the UNSC authorized
military action against Muammar Gaddafi's forces, ultimately leading to the
NATO-led intervention that resulted in the fall of the Libyan regime.
However, the veto power also prevented any follow-up action to stabilize the
country, with Russia and China critical of the way the intervention was
conducted. The failure to act decisively post-intervention contributed to the
ongoing instability and militia warfare in Libya today.

This episode highlights how the veto not only affects decisions to intervene
but also complicates post-conflict stabilization efforts. The lack of a unified
response leaves a country vulnerable to long-term chaos after military action.

2. lIraqg (2003):

o

The U.S.-led invasion of Iraq in 2003, which was carried out without UNSC
authorization, underscores the importance of veto power in military
intervention debates. While the United States sought to secure a UNSC
resolution to authorize the invasion, France, Russia, and China strongly
opposed the invasion, citing the lack of clear evidence of weapons of mass
destruction and the potential for regional instability. Despite this, the U.S.
went ahead with its military intervention, reflecting the limitations of UNSC
decision-making when permanent members act unilaterally.
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3.1.3 Diplomatic Gridlock and Regional Disputes

The veto also affects the ability of the UNSC to address complex regional disputes and
diplomatic issues. For example, issues involving territorial disputes, regional alliances, and
historical grievances often lead to blockages within the UNSC.

1. Israel-Palestine Conflict:

o

The Israeli-Palestinian conflict has long been a source of division within the
UNSC, with the United States consistently using its veto power to block
resolutions that would have criticized Israeli actions in Palestinian
territories or called for a two-state solution to the conflict. The U.S. veto has
often stymied efforts to pass resolutions calling for sanctions on Israel or
condemning its actions in the West Bank and Gaza Strip.

On the other hand, Russia and China have been vocal in their support for the
Palestinian cause, but their ability to push resolutions through the UNSC is
frequently thwarted by the U.S. veto. This diplomatic gridlock has prevented
the UNSC from making any meaningful progress toward a peaceful resolution
to the conflict, further entrenching the status quo and human suffering in the
region.

2. Korean Peninsula:
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The North Korean nuclear issue has also been a point of contention in the
UNSC. While there has been broad international consensus on the need to
prevent North Korea’s nuclear proliferation, the veto power has often
complicated efforts to pass effective resolutions. The United States, South
Korea, and Japan have pushed for stronger sanctions, while Russia and
China have called for more diplomatic engagement and dialogue with North
Korea.

The veto, therefore, often leads to a lack of cohesion in addressing issues like
the Korean Peninsula, where national interests and regional security concerns
override the potential for a united international approach.

3.1.4 Deadlock and Inefficiency in the UNSC

The veto power often leads to deadlock and inefficiency in the UNSC. This occurs when the
P5 members use their vetoes not out of necessity, but for reasons tied to political leverage,
strategic advantage, or national interests. This undermines the legitimacy of the UNSC
and reduces its effectiveness in dealing with the complex global challenges of the 21st

century.

1. Failure to Address Climate Change and Global Health Crises:

o

Critical global issues such as climate change and pandemics have failed to
gain sufficient traction in the UNSC due to the lack of a coordinated
approach. Despite overwhelming global consensus on the need for action, the
P5’s conflicting priorities have made it difficult for the UNSC to adopt
comprehensive resolutions on these topics. China’s economic ties to coal and
Russia’s energy dependence on fossil fuels are often cited as reasons for
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vetoing measures related to environmental protection and carbon
reduction.

o Similarly, global health issues like the COVID-19 pandemic often reveal how
the veto system creates obstacles to coordinated international action in the
face of emerging global threats.

Conclusion

The veto power remains a defining feature of the UNSC’s decision-making process,
enabling the P5 to block any substantive resolution that does not align with their national
interests. While this power is intended to ensure that the most influential states in global
politics maintain a role in preserving international peace and security, it often results in
deadlock, inaction, and the inefficient handling of crises. The use of the veto has been a
major point of contention and debate, as it impedes the UNSC’s ability to respond effectively
to global challenges and undermines its legitimacy in the eyes of the international
community.
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3.2 The Influence of Major Powers on Global Politics

The veto power in the United Nations Security Council (UNSC) is a powerful tool that
allows the five permanent members (P5)—the United States, Russia, China, France, and
the United Kingdom—to exert considerable influence on global politics. Their ability to
block any substantive resolution gives them unique leverage not only in the UNSC but also in
shaping international diplomacy, security policies, and geopolitical alliances. This
influence stems from both the formal authority granted to these countries within the UNSC
and their broader economic, military, and political power on the global stage.

This section explores how the major powers use their position within the UNSC to impact
global affairs, often prioritizing national interests over multilateral consensus. It examines
how this influence extends beyond the UNSC, affecting international norms, conflicts, and
diplomatic strategies.

3.2.1 The United States: The Superpower with Global Reach

As the most influential and militarily powerful country, the United States has long used its
veto power to shape global politics in line with its strategic interests. This influence extends
beyond the UNSC, where the U.S. has historically been the driving force behind military
interventions, sanctions, and peacekeeping missions.

1. Military Interventions and Global Security:

o The U.S. often uses its veto power to block resolutions that conflict with its
foreign policy goals, particularly in regions where it has strategic interests.
For instance, the U.S. vetoed UNSC resolutions aimed at imposing sanctions
on Israel, its long-standing ally, over its actions in the Palestinian territories.
Similarly, the U.S. has used its veto to prevent stronger UN responses to issues
like the Syria conflict and Iran’s nuclear program, due to its concerns over
regional stability and the security of its allies.

o Additionally, the U.S. has been a key player in shaping international responses
to military conflicts, whether through direct NATO interventions, such as in
Kosovo and Afghanistan, or through broader coalitions of the willing when
UNSC approval is blocked.

2. Global Leadership and Diplomacy:

o Through its veto, the United States has ensured that it retains a central role in
global governance, particularly in institutions like the International
Monetary Fund (IMF), World Bank, and NATO. This allows the U.S. to
dictate economic and security policies in ways that align with its national
interests. The ability to shape global economic frameworks or implement
policies such as sanctions on rogue states or terrorist organizations has been a
cornerstone of U.S. foreign policy.

o Moreover, the U.S. dollar’s dominance in global finance, combined with its
military power, means that Washington can use economic leverage alongside
its veto power to exert significant influence over other countries, often
pressuring them into supporting its political and security objectives.
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3.2.2 Russia: A Resurgence of Regional and Global Influence

Russia, as the successor to the Soviet Union and a major nuclear power, utilizes its veto
power within the UNSC to assert its influence on global and regional politics. With its focus
on protecting national sovereignty and countering what it perceives as Western dominance,
Russia uses its veto to prevent actions that it views as detrimental to its interests.

1. Preventing Western Influence in Former Soviet States:

o

Russia has consistently used its veto to block resolutions that would challenge
its geopolitical dominance in Eastern Europe and Central Asia. For
example, in the context of the Ukraine crisis, Russia has exercised its veto to
prevent UNSC action against its annexation of Crimea and its support for
separatist movements in Eastern Ukraine. Moscow views such actions as
crucial to maintaining its sphere of influence and pushing back against
NATO’s eastward expansion.

Similarly, in conflicts in countries like Georgia, Moldova, and Armenia,
Russia has used its veto power to maintain political influence and prevent the
West from gaining a foothold in regions Russia deems vital to its security
interests.

2. Anti-Western Stance and Regional Alliances:

@)

Russia has often aligned with China to block resolutions that reflect a pro-
Western agenda in the UNSC. This alignment has led to the creation of a
diplomatic axis within the UNSC, particularly when confronting issues like
Syria or Iran. Russia’s veto allows it to shape the global narrative around
these issues, presenting itself as a champion of multipolarity and an
alternative to Western-driven international norms.

On the global stage, Russia’s veto power has also bolstered its position as a
leader of BRICS (Brazil, Russia, India, China, South Africa) and other
regional organizations. This diplomatic leverage gives Russia the ability to
push back against Western policies in various multilateral forums.

3.2.3 China: A Rising Global Power with Strategic Ambitions

China, as a rapidly growing economic and military power, uses its veto to safeguard its
economic interests, territorial claims, and global ambitions. As a member of the P5,
China’s veto power allows it to influence decisions on security issues and to promote a new
international order where its priorities are reflected.

1. Economic Diplomacy and Global Trade:

o

China’s economic clout, combined with its veto in the UNSC, enables it to
shape global economic policies to favor its growth and expand its influence.
For instance, China’s Belt and Road Initiative (BRI), a global infrastructure
development strategy, has been used as a tool for increasing economic
leverage across developing countries. By backing certain resolutions or
blocking others, China ensures that its trade routes and investment channels
are safeguarded.
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o

China’s veto is also leveraged to limit sanctions or international actions that
may undermine its economic relations with other nations, particularly those in
Africa and Asia, where it has significant investments in natural resources
and infrastructure.

2. Territorial Claims and Regional Security:

o

One of the most significant areas where China’s veto power comes into play is
in its territorial disputes in the South China Sea, where it has increasingly
asserted its sovereignty over disputed islands and maritime routes. The
Chinese government has consistently used its veto to block any UNSC
resolutions that criticize its actions in these regions or call for international
oversight. For example, the South China Sea arbitration case, where an
international tribunal ruled against China’s claims, faced opposition from
China in the UNSC, which blocked any attempt to discuss the ruling.

China’s veto also influences its stance on issues related to North Korea,
where it has used its veto power to prevent harsher sanctions that could
destabilize the region. While China supports denuclearization, it also seeks to
avoid actions that could lead to regime collapse in North Korea, which might
have unpredictable consequences on the region’s security dynamics.

3.2.4 France and the United Kingdom: Historic Powers with Global Influence

Although France and the United Kingdom are no longer global superpowers in the same
way as the U.S., Russia, or China, they continue to wield significant influence due to their
permanent seats on the UNSC. Their veto power allows them to participate actively in
shaping global politics, particularly in areas where they have historical ties, economic
interests, or military commitments.

1. France’s Focus on Africa:

o

France’s veto power is particularly evident in Africa, where it has long had
military, economic, and diplomatic ties. France has used its veto to block
resolutions that would challenge its actions or interests in the continent, such
as its military interventions in Mali, Central African Republic, and Chad.
Additionally, France has used its veto to maintain influence in its former
colonies, ensuring that Africa remains a key area for its global strategy.

2. United Kingdom’s Role in Global Security:

O

Conclusion

The United Kingdom has also used its veto to protect its interests, particularly
in Europe and regions where it has military alliances or historical
connections. For instance, the UK’s veto power has allowed it to maintain a
strategic role in NATO and ensure that U.S. policies align with its own
priorities in Europe and the Middle East. The UK has been vocal in
preventing UNSC resolutions that it believes would undermine NATO
operations or Western alliances.
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The veto power of the P5—the United States, Russia, China, France, and the United
Kingdom—serves as a key tool in shaping global politics, allowing these major powers to
secure their national interests and regional dominance. Through the UNSC, these countries
can block resolutions that threaten their priorities, whether related to military interventions,
sanctions, or diplomatic engagement. The influence of the veto power in global politics is
not limited to the UNSC itself but extends to international diplomacy, trade relations, and
military alliances, ultimately shaping the broader framework of global governance.
However, this concentration of power also raises concerns about inefficiency and
inequitable influence in addressing global challenges, underscoring the ongoing debate over
the future of the UNSC and the need for reform.
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3.3 Vetoes and National Interests: Case Studies

The veto power in the United Nations Security Council (UNSC) is often exercised in a
manner that reflects the national interests of the permanent members (P5)—the United
States, Russia, China, France, and the United Kingdom. This section examines specific case
studies where vetoes have been used to protect or advance the strategic, economic, or
political interests of these countries, highlighting how their actions within the UNSC align
with broader foreign policy objectives. These case studies illustrate the influence of the veto
on global diplomacy, security, and the functionality of the UNSC itself.

3.3.1 The United States: Blocking Resolutions on Israel

One of the most prominent examples of the U.S. using its veto power to protect its national
interests occurred in the context of the Israeli-Palestinian conflict. The U.S. has
consistently exercised its veto to prevent the UNSC from taking action that would condemn
Israel’s military operations or settlement expansion in the Palestinian territories.

1. Background:

o Since the establishment of Israel in 1948, the United States has been its closest
ally, providing military, financial, and diplomatic support. As part of its
commitment to Israel’s security, the U.S. has blocked numerous UNSC
resolutions that criticize Israel or seek to impose sanctions in response to its
actions in Gaza, the West Bank, or East Jerusalem.

o A notable example is the 2011 UNSC Resolution which condemned Israeli
settlement construction in the West Bank and East Jerusalem. The resolution,
which was sponsored by several European countries, called for the halt of
settlement activity. The U.S. vetoed the resolution, aligning with its
longstanding support for Israel.

2. Impact:

o This use of the veto demonstrates the U.S. commitment to maintaining
Israel’s strategic interests in the Middle East, as well as its broader foreign
policy goals in the region. By using the veto, the U.S. ensures that Israel’s
right to self-defense and its territorial claims remain largely unchallenged on
the global stage, despite widespread international criticism.

3. Broader Implications:

o The U.S. veto in this case reflects its influence in the UNSC and its ability to
block actions that contradict its strategic alliances. It also highlights the
polarization of the UNSC, where competing national interests often prevent
the Council from acting decisively on issues of international law, human
rights, and conflict resolution.

3.3.2 Russia: Vetoing Action on Syria

Russia has frequently used its veto power to block UNSC resolutions related to the Syrian
civil war, often in alignment with its strategic and military interests in the region. Russia’s
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support for the government of President Bashar al-Assad has shaped its decisions in the
UNSC, particularly when it comes to resolutions aimed at imposing sanctions, authorizing
military interventions, or holding the Syrian government accountable for human rights

violations.

1. Background:

o

Russia has been a strong ally of the Assad regime in Syria, providing both
military and diplomatic support since the beginning of the civil war in 2011.
In the UNSC, Russia has repeatedly blocked resolutions that would condemn
the Assad government or approve military interventions in Syria, citing
concerns about sovereignty and the need for a peaceful resolution.

A notable instance occurred in 2017, when Russia vetoed a draft resolution
that called for an investigation into the use of chemical weapons by the Assad
regime in Khan Shaykhun, which resulted in dozens of civilian casualties.
Despite evidence suggesting that Syrian forces were responsible, Russia
argued that the investigation was biased and pushed for alternative
mechanisms that would absolve the Syrian government.

2. Impact:

o

Russia’s veto reflects its desire to maintain regional influence and military
access in Syria, where it has strategic military bases. The veto power allows
Russia to ensure that any action taken by the UNSC does not undermine
Assad’s government or hinder its own military operations in the region.
Moreover, Russia has used its veto to prevent the UN from authorizing
military action or sanctions against Syria, ensuring that the international
community cannot use the UNSC as a platform to challenge Assad’s regime or
interfere in Russia’s military operations.

3. Broader Implications:

o

The Russian veto in Syria underscores how the veto power enables a
permanent member to protect its allies and strategic interests, even at the
cost of international consensus. It also highlights the ineffectiveness of the
UNSC in resolving conflicts where one of the P5 members has a vested
interest in the outcome, leading to criticism of the Council’s legitimacy in
managing global security issues.

3.3.3 China: Blocking Resolutions on North Korea

China has used its veto power in the UNSC to influence the international response to
North Korea’s nuclear weapons program. As North Korea’s closest ally and trading
partner, China has repeatedly blocked UNSC resolutions that would impose stringent
sanctions or take military action against the regime in Pyongyang.

1. Background:

o

While China officially supports the denuclearization of the Korean
Peninsula, it has consistently used its veto power to block measures that it
perceives as destabilizing to the region or that would result in the collapse of
the North Korean regime. This is due to China’s strategic interests, which
include maintaining a buffer state along its border with North Korea and
preventing a unified, pro-Western Korea.
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o

For example, in 2017, despite growing international concern over North
Korea’s missile tests and nuclear weapons development, China vetoed a U.S.-
sponsored resolution that sought to impose tougher sanctions on North
Korea, including targeting Chinese entities that did business with Pyongyang.

2. Impact:

o

China’s veto power allows it to control the pace and nature of sanctions
against North Korea, ensuring that the regime’s survival is not threatened by
international pressure. China has consistently argued that unilateral sanctions
or military action would only lead to regional instability and a possible
refugee crisis at its border.

China’s approach also reflects its desire to maintain regional influence in
East Asia, ensuring that North Korea remains loyal and dependent on China
while avoiding actions that would push the North into a closer alliance with
the West.

3. Broader Implications:

@)

China’s veto in this case highlights the complexity of global diplomacy and
the difficulties in achieving consensus on security issues when one of the P5
members has competing national interests. It also demonstrates how the
UNSC’s inability to act decisively on North Korea’s provocations further
underscores the dysfunction of the current international system when
powerful states prioritize national interests over collective action.

3.3.4 France and the United Kingdom: Vetoing Action on Libya

Both France and the United Kingdom exercised their veto power during the Libyan Civil
War and in the subsequent military intervention in 2011. However, there were instances
where their veto power reflected differing national interests, as well as broader geopolitical
and strategic considerations.

1. Background:

o

In 2011, the UNSC authorized military intervention in Libya under
Resolution 1973, which authorized a no-fly zone and the use of force to
protect civilians amidst Muammar Gaddafi’s brutal crackdown. France and
the UK, both with historical interests in North Africa and strong ties to the
Libyan opposition, played leading roles in supporting the intervention.
However, as the conflict dragged on, there were disagreements within the
UNSC, particularly between the U.S. and Russia, over the scope of
intervention. Russia blocked resolutions that would have authorized post-
intervention peacekeeping forces, citing concerns about the aftermath of
regime change and the absence of a clear plan for stability in Libya.

2. Impact:

o

France and the UK’s veto power in these discussions allowed them to pursue
their own interests in the region, particularly in the context of securing access
to Libya’s oil reserves and maintaining regional influence in North Africa.
At the same time, Russia’s veto highlighted the divisions in the UNSC over
the legitimacy of regime change and the responsibility of the international
community in post-conflict reconstruction.

3. Broader Implications:
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o The case of Libya demonstrates the complex dynamics in the UNSC, where
vetoes are not always driven by clear moral or legal considerations but by
strategic, economic, and geopolitical interests. This has led to criticism of
the UNSC for allowing powerful countries to pursue their own agendas at the
expense of global peace and stability.

Conclusion

These case studies reveal the significance of the veto power in the UNSC, particularly how
it is wielded to protect national interests. Whether defending allies, blocking sanctions, or
securing strategic advantages, the veto power often shapes global security decisions in ways
that reflect the priorities of the permanent members. However, the frequent use of the veto
has also highlighted the limitations of the UNSC in addressing global crises, leading to
growing calls for reform and greater equity in international governance.
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3.4 The Effect of Vetoes on International Law and Global
Governance

The use of veto power in the United Nations Security Council (UNSC) has significant
implications for international law and global governance. The veto often blocks the
adoption of resolutions, influencing global diplomacy, the enforcement of international
law, and the ability of the international community to address complex global issues. This
section explores the ramifications of vetoes on the evolution of international legal norms,
the effectiveness of the UNSC in global governance, and the perceptions of justice in the
international community.

3.4.1 Vetoes and the Legitimacy of International Law

The veto power held by the permanent members (P5) of the UNSC plays a crucial role in
shaping the legitimacy and enforceability of international law. When any of the P5 members
veto a resolution, they essentially block a potential legal action or decision that could be
significant for global governance and international law.

1. Impairing the Implementation of International Legal Standards:

o International law seeks to uphold human rights, peace, and security
worldwide. However, the veto power allows permanent members to block the
enforcement of these standards if they perceive that their national interests or
strategic alliances might be threatened by a particular legal resolution.

o For example, in situations involving genocide, war crimes, or human rights
violations, the veto can prevent the UNSC from authorizing sanctions,
peacekeeping missions, or interventions that might lead to holding perpetrators
accountable. This leads to a perception that international law is not applied
uniformly or impartially, as it is often shaped by the interests of powerful
countries rather than universal values.

2. Impact on the International Court of Justice (ICJ):

o The veto also affects the relationship between the UNSC and other
international legal bodies, such as the International Court of Justice (1CJ).
The UNSC has the authority to refer matters to the 1CJ for legal proceedings,
but the use of the veto can hinder such referrals. For example, if a UNSC
resolution is vetoed, it may prevent the ICJ from issuing advisory opinions or
judgments that could have a significant impact on international legal norms.

o This has led to criticisms that the UNSC’s structure undermines the role of
the 1CJ as the principal judicial organ of the UN, which is meant to uphold
international law independently of the political interests of the P5.

3.4.2 Vetoes and the Erosion of Global Governance

Global governance is defined by the system of rules, institutions, and norms that manage
international relations and tackle cross-border challenges such as climate change, conflict
resolution, public health, and human rights. The veto power undermines the efficiency and
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effectiveness of global governance by allowing individual national interests to prevail over
the common good.

1. Inability to Respond to Global Crises:

o

In moments of global crisis, such as humanitarian emergencies, armed
conflicts, or widespread human rights violations, the veto can paralyze the
UNSC’s ability to act. This stymies global efforts to address pressing issues.
For instance, the Syrian Civil War has shown the consequences of the
UNSC’s inability to pass resolutions on issues like the use of chemical
weapons or the protection of civilians due to the Russian and Chinese vetoes.
Similarly, climate change, an issue requiring urgent collective action, often
faces delays or lack of consensus within the UNSC due to the veto.

The blockage of timely action in such cases undermines international
governance structures, where timely action is crucial to managing global
challenges and promoting peace.

2. Selective Global Governance:

o

o

The use of veto power in the UNSC often leads to selective global
governance, where decisions are made based on the interests of the powerful
nations, rather than a broader, more inclusive approach. This selective action
leads to unequal treatment of crises, where some international situations are
prioritized while others are ignored.

This selective approach often alienates smaller states and non-permanent
members of the UNSC, who may feel that their concerns are marginalized,
leading to a crisis of legitimacy for the UNSC as a whole. When vetoes are
perceived to be driven by narrow national interests rather than global needs, it
damages the perceived fairness of the UNSC and erodes the legitimacy of the
decisions it makes in the name of global governance.

3.4.3 The Impact on Humanitarian Intervention and Peacekeeping

One of the primary functions of the UNSC is to authorize humanitarian interventions and
peacekeeping operations to protect civilians in conflict zones and to enforce international
peace and security. The veto power plays a pivotal role in determining whether such
interventions take place.

1. Obstructing Humanitarian Intervention:

O

o

Humanitarian interventions—especially those aiming to prevent atrocities
such as genocide or to protect civilians in conflict areas—are often blocked by
the veto. This can lead to widespread suffering, as interventions to stop
conflicts, protect human rights, or provide humanitarian aid are delayed or
never approved.

A key example is the situation in Darfur, where the United States and China
used their veto powers to block more robust UNSC interventions to stop the
genocide. In such cases, the veto has prevented the UNSC from taking action
that could have helped prevent or mitigate human suffering, ultimately
undermining international law’s mandate to protect human dignity.

2. Peacekeeping Operations:
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o

Similarly, vetoes have often prevented the establishment of peacekeeping
missions in conflict zones, leaving nations or regions without the necessary
support to maintain peace and stability. For instance, the lack of a unanimous
resolution on peacekeeping efforts in Syria and Yemen has resulted in failed
diplomatic initiatives and escalated violence.

This demonstrates the paralysis of the UNSC in cases where there is a
disagreement among the permanent members, further weakening the ability of
the United Nations to contribute meaningfully to maintaining global peace and
security.

3.4.4 The Role of Vetoes in Promoting or Hindering Reform of the UNSC

The ability of the P5 members to exercise their veto power has led to calls for reform of the
UNSC and the veto system itself. Many argue that the current system reflects an outdated
post-World War Il power structure, which no longer reflects the realities of contemporary
global governance.

1. Calls for UNSC Reform:

@)

Critics argue that the current structure of the UNSC, particularly the veto
power, hinders the ability of the United Nations to adapt to modern global
challenges. Various reform proposals, such as the inclusion of new permanent
members or the limitation of veto power, have been made in response to the
ineffectiveness of the UNSC in addressing current global threats such as
terrorism, climate change, and global health crises.

However, these reforms are often blocked by the very countries that benefit
from the status quo. The veto power serves as a significant barrier to reform,
as the P5 are unlikely to relinquish or share their privilege in decision-making,
fearing a loss of their influence in global governance.

2. The Future of International Law and Governance:

@)

Conclusion

The continued use of the veto power in the UNSC presents a challenge to the
future of international law and global governance. Without reform, the
legitimacy of the UNSC—and by extension, international legal systems—may
continue to erode, as the veto prevents the global community from acting on
pressing issues that affect millions of people worldwide.

Some scholars and diplomats argue for a more inclusive and democratic
system where the veto power is limited or eliminated, allowing for more
representative action and a more equitable application of international
law. Until such reforms are implemented, the veto will remain a defining
feature of the UNSC, continuing to shape its ability to govern effectively on
the world stage.

The veto power’s impact on international law and global governance is profound. While it
has contributed to maintaining a delicate balance of power among the P5 members, it has also
led to inefficiencies, inequities, and missed opportunities for addressing pressing global
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issues. The blockage of resolutions that would promote humanitarian action,
peacekeeping, or climate change action due to vetoes undermines the ability of the UNSC
to fulfill its mandate of ensuring global peace and security. As global challenges become
increasingly complex, the continued use of the veto power poses a significant obstacle to
achieving a more equitable, effective, and responsive system of international governance
and the rule of international law.
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Chapter 4: Major Instances of Vetoes in UNSC
History

Throughout its history, the United Nations Security Council (UNSC) has seen numerous
instances where the veto power exercised by the permanent members (P5) has led to the
blockage of key resolutions, preventing action on critical global issues. This chapter delves
into some of the most significant vetoed resolutions in UNSC history, analyzing the reasons
behind the vetoes, their impact on international peace and security, and their broader
implications for global governance and diplomacy.

4.1 The Cold War Era: The Vietnam War and the Middle East Conflict

The Cold War period was marked by intense geopolitical rivalry between the United States
and the Soviet Union, and the veto power was often used to protect national interests in the
context of this ideological struggle.

1. The Vietnam War (1965-1975):

o During the Vietnam War, both the United States and the Soviet Union used
their veto power to block resolutions in the UNSC that would have intervened
in the conflict or called for a ceasefire. The U.S. vetoed proposals that called
for international peacekeeping missions or efforts to end U.S. military
involvement in Vietnam.

o The Soviet Union, on the other hand, used its veto power to prevent any
resolution critical of North Vietnam’s actions and blocked initiatives aimed at
limiting Soviet support for the North Vietnamese regime. The inability of the
UNSC to intervene or resolve the crisis contributed to the prolonged conflict
and the global perception of the UN's impotence in the face of superpower
rivalry.

2. The Middle East Conflict:

o The Arab-Israeli conflict in the Middle East has been another area where
vetoes have shaped the outcome of UNSC resolutions. U.S. vetoes have been
particularly frequent when it comes to resolutions that criticize Israeli actions,
such as its military operations in Lebanon or the construction of settlements in
the West Bank and Gaza.

o For example, in 1982, the U.S. vetoed a resolution that condemned Israel for
its role in the Sabra and Shatila massacres in Lebanon, where hundreds of
Palestinian civilians were killed. The U.S. vetoed the resolution due to its
strong political and military alliance with Israel, despite international
condemnation of the events.

4.2 The Gulf Wars: Iraq, Kuwait, and the Use of Force

In the aftermath of the Cold War, the UNSC witnessed several high-stakes veto situations
concerning conflicts in the Middle East, particularly related to Iraq and Kuwait.
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1. The Gulf War (1990-1991):

o

In 1990, Iraq’s invasion of Kuwait led to swift action by the UNSC, which
passed a resolution demanding Iraq's withdrawal and imposing economic
sanctions. However, the situation became more complex when the debate over
military intervention began.

The U.S. and its allies pushed for the use of force to expel Iraqgi troops,
leading to the 1990 UNSC Resolution 678, which authorized the use of
military force if Irag did not withdraw by a specified deadline. The resolution
was passed without a veto, and the subsequent Operation Desert Storm was
launched, resulting in Iraq’s defeat.

2. The Irag War (2003):

o

One of the most controversial uses of the veto occurred in 2003, when the U.S.
and the United Kingdom sought approval for military action against Iraq,
claiming that the regime of Saddam Hussein possessed weapons of mass
destruction (WMDs).

France, Russia, and China vetoed a U.S.-led resolution that sought to
authorize the invasion, arguing that the evidence for the existence of WMDs
was insufficient and that the UN weapons inspections had not yet been fully
completed. Despite the veto, the U.S. and the UK proceeded with the
invasion, which led to the toppling of Saddam Hussein but also to a
prolonged conflict and instability in Irag, with devastating consequences for
regional and global peace.

4.3 The Syrian Civil War: Vetoes in the Face of Humanitarian Crisis

The Syrian Civil War has been one of the most prominent contemporary examples of the
limitations of the UNSC due to the veto power. The conflict, which began in 2011, has
resulted in widespread human rights abuses and humanitarian suffering, yet the UNSC
has struggled to take meaningful action due to the political standoff between the P5

members.

1. Humanitarian Access and Peacekeeping:

o

The international community’s attempts to hold the Assad regime accountable
for chemical weapon attacks, airstrikes on civilian areas, and the siege of
cities have been repeatedly blocked by vetoes, primarily by Russia and
China.

In 2017, for example, after the chemical weapons attack in Khan
Shaykhun, which killed over 80 civilians, the U.S. and France pushed for a
resolution condemning Syria and demanding action. However, Russia vetoed
the resolution, protecting its ally, the Syrian government. This veto was
consistent with Russia’s broader strategy of supporting the Assad regime,
preventing any meaningful international intervention in the conflict.
Similarly, resolutions calling for humanitarian corridors and sanctions
against the Assad government have faced vetoes, allowing the ongoing
humanitarian crisis to escalate and complicating efforts to bring about a
peaceful resolution to the war.
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4.4 The Ukraine Crisis: The Veto and the Battle for International Norms

The Ukraine crisis, which escalated in 2014 with Russia’s annexation of Crimea and the
subsequent conflict in eastern Ukraine, highlights the ongoing challenges that the veto power
poses to international law, territorial integrity, and the preservation of global peace.

1. Annexation of Crimea:

o Following Russia’s annexation of Crimea in 2014, the UNSC was called to
act on resolutions condemning Russia’s violation of Ukraine’s sovereignty and
territorial integrity. However, Russia exercised its veto to block any resolution
that would have imposed sanctions or taken stronger action in response to the
annexation.

o The use of the veto by Russia has effectively prevented the UNSC from taking
any meaningful action, leaving the international community divided and
unable to restore Ukraine’s territorial integrity or punish Russia for its actions.
This situation has brought attention to the ways in which the veto power
undermines the authority of the UNSC when it comes to issues of territorial
sovereignty and aggression.

2. Ongoing Conflict in Eastern Ukraine:

o As the conflict between Ukrainian forces and Russian-backed separatists in
eastern Ukraine continues, the UNSC’s inability to act has led to criticisms
that the veto system prevents international legal norms from being applied in
a consistent and impartial manner. The conflict has further exposed the limits
of the UNSC in managing issues of international security, especially when a
permanent member has a direct stake in the conflict.

Conclusion

The history of vetoes in the UNSC reveals a complex pattern of geopolitical maneuvering
and the protection of national interests by the P5 members, often at the expense of global
peace, human rights, and humanitarian needs. From the Cold War to the present day,
vetoes have shaped the UNSC’s capacity to act on major crises, from armed conflicts to
humanitarian interventions. The major instances of vetoes outlined in this chapter highlight
the inherent limitations of the UNSC’s decision-making process, particularly when powerful
nations prioritize their national interests over global cooperation and humanitarian
concerns. This situation continues to prompt calls for reform and re-evaluation of the role
of veto power in the UNSC’s functioning and its ability to effectively address the challenges
of the 21st century.
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4.1 The Early Years: Cold War and Veto Use

The early years of the United Nations Security Council (UNSC), especially during the Cold
War, were marked by intense ideological and geopolitical rivalry between the United States
and the Soviet Union. The Cold War, lasting from the late 1940s to the early 1990s, created a
deeply polarized world order. This rivalry significantly impacted the use of the veto power in
the UNSC, as both superpowers wielded their veto to protect their strategic interests, often
blocking resolutions that could have addressed pressing international crises.

In this period, the P5 members—the United States, the Soviet Union (later Russia), the
United Kingdom, France, and China—were frequently at odds over various global issues,
ranging from conflicts in the Middle East and Europe to decolonization and the Korean
Peninsula. As the permanent members of the UNSC, these five countries had the power to
prevent the adoption of any substantive resolution by exercising their vetoes.

1. The Korean War (1950-1953)

One of the first major instances of the veto power in action came during the Korean War.
After the North Korean invasion of South Korea in June 1950, the UNSC was quick to call
for military action. The United States, supported by its allies, pushed for military intervention
under the banner of the United Nations.

o Inthis case, the Soviet Union was absent from the UNSC due to its boycott of the
council over the issue of the representation of Taiwan (Republic of China). This
absence allowed the U.S. and its allies to pass a resolution authorizing military
intervention to defend South Korea without the need for Soviet approval.

o However, it was during later stages of the Cold War that the veto power became a
key instrument in blocking UNSC action. The permanent members of the UNSC used
their vetoes frequently to prevent resolutions that would have curbed their global
influence, especially in regions where they had competing interests.

2. The Suez Crisis (1956)

In 1956, the Suez Crisis—a conflict between Egypt, France, Israel, and the United
Kingdom—saw the use of the veto in a major way during the Cold War. The conflict erupted
after Egyptian President Gamal Abdel Nasser nationalized the Suez Canal, a key waterway
that was vital for global trade. France, the UK, and Israel launched a military operation
against Egypt, but the international community, led by the U.S., opposed this action.

e The U.S., under President Eisenhower, used its political influence in the UNSC to
push for a ceasefire and an end to the invasion. At the same time, the Soviet Union
threatened military intervention on behalf of Egypt. While no veto was exercised in
this particular instance, the U.S. played a crucial role in galvanizing the UNSC to call
for a ceasefire, demonstrating the influence of superpowers in UNSC decision-
making.
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The Suez Crisis was significant in highlighting the limitations of the UNSC when it
came to addressing conflicts in which the P5 had entrenched interests. The resolution
of the crisis came only after significant pressure from the U.S. and the UN General
Assembly, not the UNSC, showing how Cold War dynamics influenced the
workings of the UNSC.

3. The Vietnam War (1960s-1970s)

During the Vietnam War, the Soviet Union and the United States found themselves on
opposing sides of the conflict, and the use of the veto became a significant tool in preventing
action in the UNSC.

The U.S. frequently blocked any resolutions critical of its military intervention in
Vietnam. Even as the war became increasingly unpopular internationally, the United
States consistently used its veto power to prevent any UNSC action that could have
led to a ceasefire or peacekeeping mission to mediate between the warring parties.
The U.S. vetoed resolutions that could have pressured the South Vietnamese
government or the U.S. military to end their actions, even as the toll of the war on
civilians mounted.

The Soviet Union, on the other hand, used its veto power in response to Western
resolutions related to communist forces in Indochina and Vietnam, especially
concerning North Vietnam and the National Front for the Liberation of South
Vietnam (NLF). The Soviet vetoes effectively prevented UNSC actions that could
have limited the spread of U.S. influence in Southeast Asia.

The Cold War rivalry ensured that the UNSC was unable to act meaningfully during
the Vietnam War. Despite the tragic loss of life and the growing evidence of human
rights violations, the veto power stymied efforts to intervene or push for peace,
highlighting the limitations of the UNSC’s ability to resolve conflicts when
superpower interests were at stake.

4. The Cuban Missile Crisis (1962)

The Cuban Missile Crisis of 1962 is another key example of the veto power in the context
of Cold War politics. In this instance, the Soviet Union and the U.S. were directly involved

in a dangerous standoff after the Soviet Union placed nuclear missiles in Cuba, just 90 miles
off the coast of the U.S.

Although the crisis itself was resolved through diplomatic negotiations, it underscored
the role of the veto power in preventing international responses to crises that could
potentially escalate into war. Had the situation come to a vote in the UNSC, the
Soviet Union and the U.S. would likely have used their veto powers to block any
resolution that might have involved international peacekeeping or mediation.

The resolution of the Cuban Missile Crisis ultimately occurred outside the UNSC,
with both the Soviet Union and the U.S. choosing backchannel diplomacy to defuse
the situation. This event demonstrated how the veto could hinder the UNSC’s ability
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to address the immediate needs of international peace and security in situations where
the interests of the P5 were deeply entrenched.

5. The Middle East Conflict and Israel-Palestine (1947-Present)

One of the longest-running instances of veto use by the U.S. has been in the context of the
Israel-Palestine conflict. Since the 1947 partition plan and the subsequent founding of
Israel in 1948, the U.S. has regularly used its veto power to block UNSC resolutions that
criticize Israel’s actions, especially regarding its military operations in the West Bank, Gaza
Strip, and East Jerusalem.

e The U.S. veto has consistently been used to shield Israel from international
condemnation, most notably in instances where resolutions have condemned Israeli
settlement expansions or military actions against Palestinians. For instance, in 1982,
the U.S. vetoed a UNSC resolution calling for the withdrawal of Israeli forces from
Lebanon after the Sabra and Shatila massacre in which hundreds of Palestinians
were killed by Lebanese militias, with Israeli forces accused of complicity.

e The use of the veto in these situations reflects how the Cold War dynamics and
superpower alliances shaped the UNSC’s response to conflicts in the Middle East,
often resulting in the paralysis of the UNSC in addressing the Israel-Palestine
conflict and other regional security issues.

Conclusion

The Cold War period marked the early years of the UNSC’s involvement in global
conflicts, and it set the tone for how the veto power would be used to block or influence
international resolutions. From the Korean War to the Vietnam War, the Suez Crisis, and
the Middle East conflict, the veto power was a critical tool that the superpowers used to
advance their national interests. While these actions prevented certain interventions, they also
highlighted the limitations of the UNSC when P5 members are locked in geopolitical
competition. These early instances of veto use laid the groundwork for the challenges the
UNSC would continue to face in later decades, especially when global peace and security
were threatened by conflict and ideological division.
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4.2 The Post-Cold War Era and Its Shift in Veto Usage

The post-Cold War era marked a significant shift in the global political landscape,
characterized by the collapse of the Soviet Union in 1991 and the rise of unipolarity, with
the United States emerging as the dominant global superpower. This shift had a profound
impact on the United Nations Security Council (UNSC), especially in the use of the veto
power. While the Cold War was defined by intense ideological rivalry between the U.S. and
the Soviet Union, the post-Cold War era introduced new challenges to international peace
and security, which required the UNSC to adapt to a changing geopolitical environment.

The P5 members—the U.S., Russia (formerly the Soviet Union), the United Kingdom,
France, and China—continued to hold their veto power, but the dynamics around its usage
evolved due to shifts in global political alliances, new security challenges, and the expansion
of multilateral diplomacy. The end of the Cold War led to a period of cooperation between
the P5 on certain issues, but it also exposed the limitations and flaws of the UNSC,
particularly when it came to handling new types of conflicts that were not rooted in
traditional superpower rivalry.

1. The Gulf War (1990-1991) — A Rare Moment of Veto Cooperation

The Gulf War is often cited as one of the few moments in post-Cold War history where the
UNSC was able to act decisively and with broad support, despite the potential for vetoes
from the P5. When Irag, under Saddam Hussein, invaded Kuwait in August 1990, the U.S.,
alongside other major powers, led a military coalition to eject Iraqi forces from Kuwait. The
UNSC, which had struggled to act effectively during the Cold War, was able to pass a
resolution (Resolution 678) authorizing the use of force against Irag, as the U.S. had the
support of many countries, including the Soviet Union (which was in the process of collapse
and undergoing internal transformation).

e Veto Power Dynamics: During the Gulf War, the Soviet Union, under the leadership
of Mikhail Gorbachev, chose not to exercise its veto despite being historically
aligned with Irag. The diplomatic cooperation between the U.S. and the Soviet Union
in the UNSC reflected a shift from Cold War antagonism to a more cooperative
approach between the two superpowers in the post-Cold War era.

o Impact: This event illustrated a brief moment of multilateral cooperation in the
UNSC, where the veto did not impede swift action to address a regional security
crisis. It raised hopes for a more effective UNSC in the future, as the Cold War
rivalry seemed to dissipate.

2. The Balkans Conflict (1990s) — Vetoes and Inaction
While the Gulf War represented a successful example of cooperation, the Balkans conflict,

especially the Bosnian War (1992-1995), highlighted the continued paralysis within the
UNSC despite the changing geopolitical landscape. The collapse of Yugoslavia and the
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subsequent ethnic conflicts in Bosnia and Herzegovina, Croatia, and Kosovo presented an
entirely new set of challenges for the UNSC.

Veto Usage: The United States and Russia, the two key P5 members at the time,
were often at odds over the best approach to the crisis. In particular, Russia was
sympathetic to the Serb cause, while the U.S. and its European allies supported the
Bosnian Muslims and Croats. Russia used its veto power in the UNSC to block
actions that would have taken stronger measures against Serbia, while the U.S. and
European countries pushed for more intervention.

Impact: The UNSC’s inability to act decisively in the early stages of the conflict,
largely due to the Russian veto, revealed the limitations of the organization in the
face of intra-European conflicts and post-Cold War regional instability. It also
exposed how the veto power could still be used to protect national interests, even
when global consensus on intervention was clear.

Later Action: The NATO intervention in Kosovo in 1999, conducted without
UNSC approval due to anticipated vetoes from Russia, demonstrated how the
UNSC’s paralysis had led other global powers to take action independently. While
the NATO-led operation was seen as necessary to stop ethnic cleansing, it also raised
concerns about the legitimacy of military interventions outside the UNSC framework.

3. The Iraq War (2003) — A Deep Divide and the Veto's Reassertion

The Irag War in 2003 marked a pivotal moment in the post-Cold War era, particularly
regarding the use of the veto power in the UNSC. The U.S., under President George W.
Bush, sought a UNSC resolution to authorize the use of force against Irag, accusing
Saddam Hussein of possessing weapons of mass destruction (WMDs) and violating UN
Security Council resolutions. However, the path to military intervention was contentious and
deeply divided the P5.

U.S. and U.K. Support: The U.S. and the U.K. were in favor of military intervention,
but France, Russia, and China opposed the war and indicated that they would use
their veto powers to block any resolution that authorized the use of force.

The Veto and Its Impact: In the UNSC, the issue was never put to a vote due to the
threat of a French veto, backed by Russia and China. Despite this, the U.S. and U.K.
pressed ahead with the invasion of Iraq without UN approval, leading to a major
diplomatic rift. The lack of UNSC backing for the war severely undermined the
legitimacy of the Iraq invasion in the eyes of many countries, even though it had
been portrayed as part of the broader war on terror.

Impact on the UNSC's Reputation: The invasion of Irag without UNSC approval
further eroded the credibility and legitimacy of the UNSC. It also highlighted the
limitations of the veto power, as countries like Russia and France used their veto
threat to maintain their national interests, and U.S. unilateralism in bypassing the
UNSC undermined the role of the Council as the primary body responsible for
authorizing the use of force under international law.

4. The Syrian Civil War (2011-Present) — A Deadlock in the UNSC
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The Syrian Civil War, which began in 2011, represents one of the most egregious examples
of UNSC inaction due to veto power in the post-Cold War era. The conflict, which began
as an uprising against the regime of Bashar al-Assad, quickly spiraled into a brutal civil war
involving various regional and global powers. The UNSC has been largely ineffective in
addressing the situation, largely due to the veto power exercised by Russia and China.

e Veto Usage: Russia, a key ally of the Assad regime, has used its veto power
numerous times to block UNSC resolutions that called for sanctions or military
intervention in Syria. China has also vetoed several resolutions, often in alignment
with Russia, citing concerns about interventionism and sovereignty.

o Impact: The repeated use of the Russian veto in particular has meant that the UNSC
has been unable to effectively address the humanitarian crisis in Syria, which has
led to hundreds of thousands of deaths and millions of displaced persons. The
UNSC’s failure to act in this case has prompted criticisms that the veto system has
become a tool for protecting national interests, rather than facilitating global peace
and security.

Conclusion

The post-Cold War era saw a shift in how the veto power was used in the UNSC, but it also
revealed the continuing challenges of UNSC reform and global governance. The Gulf War
demonstrated a moment of cooperation, while the Balkans conflict, the Iraq War, and the
Syrian Civil War underscored the persistent influence of national interests and the
limitations of the veto system. Despite the end of the Cold War, the P5 members continue
to use the veto to shape global security dynamics, often resulting in inaction and frustration
within the international community. The veto power remains one of the most controversial
aspects of the UNSC, and its role in global decision-making is likely to remain a topic of
debate for years to come.

68 |Page



4.3 Vetoes in the 21st Century: Recent Trends and
Challenges

The 21st century has witnessed significant challenges to international peace and security,
with the United Nations Security Council (UNSC) frequently paralyzed by the exercise of
veto power. This section will examine the recent trends in veto usage, the challenges faced
by the UNSC in responding to contemporary global crises, and the broader implications for
global governance and diplomacy. As new threats to global stability emerge, the role of the
P5 members—United States, Russia, China, United Kingdom, and France—and their use
of veto power continues to shape the effectiveness and legitimacy of the UNSC.

1. The Rise of Geopolitical Tensions and Veto Usage

The early decades of the 21st century have been marked by the reassertion of global power
rivalries, particularly between the United States and China and the United States and
Russia. These tensions have led to an increase in the use of veto power by the P5 members,
as each seeks to protect its national interests, exert influence, and safeguard its strategic
objectives.

e Russia and China: The two nations have increasingly used their veto power to
counter what they perceive as efforts by the United States and its allies to exert
dominance in international affairs. For example, Russia has consistently vetoed
resolutions related to the Ukraine conflict, particularly in relation to sanctions and
international condemnation of its actions in Crimea and eastern Ukraine. Similarly,
China has used its veto power to block resolutions concerning its activities in the
South China Sea and its human rights policies, particularly regarding Hong Kong
and Xinjiang.

o United States: The U.S. has also been a frequent user of the veto, particularly when it
comes to protecting Israel. The U.S. has consistently vetoed resolutions critical of
Israel’s actions in Palestinian territories, despite widespread international
condemnation. This veto usage underscores the significant role that national interests
play in the functioning of the UNSC, and how the veto system often leads to a lack of
consensus on critical global issues.

2. Humanitarian Crises and the Paradox of Inaction

In recent years, humanitarian crises have emerged as one of the most pressing global
challenges, but the UNSC has struggled to take effective action due to veto power. These
crises often involve complex geopolitical interests, regional rivalries, and power struggles,
making it difficult for the P5 to come to a consensus.

e The Syrian Civil War: The Syrian Civil War has become one of the most stark
examples of the UNSC's inability to address an ongoing humanitarian catastrophe.
The repeated use of Russia’s veto to block resolutions aimed at pressuring the Assad
regime or instituting sanctions on Syria has effectively prevented the UNSC from
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taking decisive action. Meanwhile, China has also supported Russia’s position,
emphasizing sovereignty and non-intervention in internal conflicts, even in the face
of widespread atrocities. This has led to a situation where the UNSC has been unable
to effectively intervene, leading to criticism that the Council is ineffective in
resolving conflicts where P5 members’ interests are deeply entangled.

The Yemen Crisis: Similarly, the ongoing Yemen conflict has witnessed the use of
the veto power to prevent UNSC intervention. Saudi Arabia, a major player in the
Yemen war, has used its diplomatic leverage to prevent the UNSC from passing
strong resolutions calling for accountability for human rights violations and
sanctioning the parties involved in the conflict. This has raised questions about the
ethical responsibility of the UNSC and whether the veto is being used to shield
human rights abusers from accountability.

The Rohingya Crisis: The Rohingya crisis in Myanmar has also exposed the
challenges the UNSC faces in addressing humanitarian issues when powerful nations
exercise their veto power. Despite overwhelming evidence of human rights violations
against the Rohingya Muslim minority, the UNSC has been largely silent on the issue
due to the veto power exercised by China and Russia, both of which have vested
interests in supporting the Myanmar government. This has led to accusations that the
UNSC is complicit in enabling these abuses by failing to take decisive action.

3. The Changing Nature of Conflicts and the UNSC’s Response

The nature of global conflicts has evolved in the 21st century, from traditional state-to-state
wars to more complex, multi-faceted conflicts involving terrorism, civil wars, ethnic
violence, and climate-induced displacement. These new types of crises often require
multilateral cooperation and innovative solutions, but the UNSC's reliance on the veto
power has made it difficult to adopt timely and effective responses.

Terrorism: The rise of terrorism as a global threat has posed significant challenges
for the UNSC. In many cases, terrorist groups like ISIS or al-Qaeda operate across
borders, making it difficult for the UNSC to address these threats through traditional
means. Although the UNSC has passed resolutions on counter-terrorism, the lack of
a united front among the P5 has hampered the development of comprehensive
strategies to combat terrorism globally. The veto power has been used to block
initiatives that would have led to stronger actions against terrorist-supporting states
or entities, undermining the effectiveness of the UNSC in this area.

Climate Change and Security: The link between climate change and global
security has emerged as a major issue in the 21st century, with rising temperatures,
sea-level rise, and environmental disasters contributing to instability and conflict.
The UNSC has been criticized for its inaction in addressing climate-related security
threats. Despite calls from the international community for climate change to be
treated as a security issue, the P5 members have been slow to act due to competing
interests. For example, China and Russia have been reluctant to embrace measures
that would lead to binding climate commitments in the UNSC, especially when it
comes to issues like carbon emissions and green energy. This highlights the
challenges the UNSC faces in addressing emerging threats to global security.
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4. Calls for UNSC Reform: A Persistent Debate

Given the challenges posed by veto power in the 21st century, calls for UNSC reform have
gained momentum. There is growing recognition that the UNSC must adapt to the realities of
a multipolar world and globalized threats if it is to remain relevant and effective in the 21st
century.

e Arguments for Reform: Advocates of UNSC reform argue that the veto system
perpetuates inequities in global decision-making and hinders the UNSC's ability to
respond to emerging crises. They propose expanding the number of permanent
members or limiting the use of veto power to prevent stalemate in the face of
urgent security threats.

o Challenges to Reform: However, reform proposals face significant resistance,
particularly from the P5 members, who hold substantial power through their veto
rights. The U.S., China, and Russia are unlikely to relinquish or dilute their veto
powers, as doing so would significantly diminish their global influence.

Conclusion

Veto usage in the 21st century has become a defining feature of the UNSC’s decision-
making process, highlighting both the influence and limitations of the P5 members in
shaping global security outcomes. Geopolitical tensions, humanitarian crises, and the
changing nature of global conflicts have brought the veto power to the forefront, often
preventing the UNSC from taking timely action. As the world faces new and evolving
challenges, the role of the veto will continue to provoke debate about the future of the UNSC
and its ability to maintain relevance in a rapidly changing global environment.
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4.4 Landmark UNSC Vetoes: Case Study of Key
Resolutions Blocked

Throughout the history of the United Nations Security Council (UNSC), several landmark
vetoes have significantly influenced global politics, international law, and global governance.
The P5 members—United States, Russia, China, United Kingdom, and France—have
repeatedly used their veto power to block key resolutions, often reflecting broader
geopolitical struggles and national interests. This section will examine some of the most
notable instances where vetoes have shaped the UNSC's actions, highlighting the political
dynamics behind them and their long-lasting effects.

1. The 1980s: The Cold War and Vetoes Over the Middle East

One of the most consistent areas where the veto has been used to block resolutions concerns
the Middle East, particularly the Israeli-Palestinian conflict. The United States, as a
permanent member of the UNSC, has used its veto power on several occasions to protect
Israel from international censure. These vetoes underscore how national political alliances
and regional interests can significantly influence UNSC decisions.

e The 1980 Veto Over the Israeli Annexation of East Jerusalem: In 1980, the UNSC
passed a resolution condemning the Israeli annexation of East Jerusalem and
declaring it to be a violation of international law. The resolution called on Israel to
reverse its actions. However, the United States vetoed the resolution, asserting that
Jerusalem’s status should be determined through direct negotiations between Israel
and the Palestinians, rather than imposed by the UNSC. This veto marked one of the
many instances where U.S. foreign policy interests aligned with its use of veto
power, protecting Israel from further international sanctions or isolation.

e The 1982 Veto on Condemnation of Israel’s Actions in Lebanon: Following the
Israeli invasion of Lebanon in 1982, the UNSC attempted to pass a resolution that
would have condemned Israeli actions in Lebanon and called for a ceasefire. The U.S.
vetoed the resolution, again citing Israel’s right to self-defense and the geopolitical
importance of supporting its ally in the Middle East. This veto reflected the broader
Cold War dynamics, where the United States often blocked resolutions that could
weaken its strategic allies in regions of critical geopolitical importance.

2. The 1990s: Bosnia and Rwanda — Humanitarian Crises and Veto Inaction

The 1990s marked a period of significant humanitarian crises in Bosnia and Rwanda,
which exposed the limitations of the UNSC’s ability to respond effectively to genocide and
other mass atrocities. The role of the veto in these crises highlighted the challenges of
international intervention when great power politics and national interests were involved.

e The 1993 Veto on Bosnia: In 1993, the UNSC proposed a resolution to impose
sanctions on the Bosnian Serbs for their role in the Bosnian War, particularly in
relation to their siege of Sarajevo and ethnic cleansing. The resolution aimed to hold
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the Bosnian Serb leadership accountable for war crimes. However, Russia used its
veto to block the resolution, arguing that the sanctions would hinder peace efforts and
exacerbate the conflict. This veto demonstrated how the Cold War legacy of
geopolitical rivalries continued to impact the UNSC even after the collapse of the
Soviet Union, as Russia maintained its influence in the region.

e The 1994 Veto on Rwanda: During the Rwandan Genocide, the UNSC failed to act
decisively despite the mass murder of hundreds of thousands of Tutsi civilians. The
United States, concerned about potential U.N. peacekeeping missions in Africa, was
reluctant to commit significant resources to Rwanda, and this reluctance led to a veto
of a resolution calling for a larger peacekeeping force to intervene in the crisis. The
lack of response from the UNSC to the Rwandan Genocide is often cited as a
critical failure of the Council, driven by the veto power and the reluctance of major
powers to become involved in what was seen as a local conflict.

3. The 2000s: Iraqg War and the Failure to Prevent Military Intervention

The Iraq War is perhaps the most significant example of UNSC paralysis during the early
21st century. The 2003 invasion of Iraq, led by the United States and its coalition allies,
took place without a clear UNSC mandate, and several vetoes played a crucial role in
blocking efforts to prevent the war. The debate surrounding the use of veto power during this
period had far-reaching consequences for international diplomacy and the legitimacy of the
UNSC.

e The 2003 Veto by France, Russia, and China: In 2003, the United States sought
UNSC approval to launch military action against Iraq under the pretext that the
regime of Saddam Hussein possessed weapons of mass destruction (WMDs).
However, France, Russia, and China strongly opposed the resolution, believing there
was insufficient evidence to justify military action. These three countries vetoed the
resolution, arguing that diplomatic efforts and inspections should be given more
time. Despite the UNSC veto, the United States and the United Kingdom proceeded
with the invasion, raising questions about the legitimacy of military action without
UNSC endorsement and the ability of the UN to prevent conflicts driven by national
agendas.

e The Aftermath of the Iraq War: The aftermath of the Irag invasion illustrated the
weaknesses of the UNSC and its inability to prevent unilateral actions by powerful
nations. The U.S.-led invasion led to the destabilization of the region, resulting in
long-term consequences such as the rise of ISIS and the intensification of sectarian
violence. This period marked a turning point in how veto power was perceived: as a
tool that could either prevent war or enable actions that undermine international
peace.

4. The 2010s and 2020s: Vetoes Over Syria and International Humanitarian Law
In the 2010s and 2020s, the Syrian Civil War became a major flashpoint for UNSC vetoes,

with the P5 members deeply divided on how to address the ongoing humanitarian crisis and
the Assad regime’s actions. These vetoes, particularly by Russia and China, highlighted the
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challenges of enforcing international law and protecting human rights when geopolitical
interests are at play.

The 2011 Veto on Intervention in Syria: In 2011, the UNSC was called upon to
address the escalating violence in Syria as President Bashar al-Assad’s regime faced
widespread protests. A resolution was drafted to condemn Assad’s crackdown on
protesters and call for international sanctions. Russia and China vetoed the
resolution, arguing that the situation in Syria should be resolved through peaceful
dialogue and respect for Syria’s sovereignty. This veto was a key moment in the
Syria crisis, as it allowed Assad to continue his brutal repression, ultimately leading
to one of the deadliest civil wars in recent history.

The 2017-2020 Vetoes Over Chemical Weapons in Syria: Throughout the Syrian
conflict, Russia exercised its veto power to block UNSC resolutions aimed at
investigating or sanctioning the use of chemical weapons by the Assad regime. In
2017, after a chemical attack in Khan Shaykhun, the U.S. and its allies pushed for a
resolution condemning the attack, but Russia vetoed it, citing insufficient evidence
and accusing the West of bias. These vetoes have led to criticism that the UNSC was
unable to hold governments accountable for violations of international
humanitarian law, particularly in situations where major powers’ national interests
are involved.

Conclusion

The landmark vetoes examined in this section demonstrate how the UNSC's veto power has
been used to block or delay action on key issues ranging from humanitarian crises to
military interventions. These vetoes highlight the political realities of the P5 members,
whose national interests often take precedence over global peace and security. The
blockage of resolutions has led to widespread criticism of the UNSC's effectiveness, raising
questions about the future of the veto system and the need for reform. As the world faces new
and evolving challenges, the UNSC's ability to adapt to these changes will be determined by
its willingness to confront the limitations of the veto and move toward a more inclusive and
responsive decision-making process.
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Chapter 5: The Impact of Veto Power on Conflict
Resolution

The veto power held by the five permanent members of the United Nations Security Council
(UNSC)—the United States, Russia, China, France, and the United Kingdom—has long
been a defining feature of international diplomacy. While intended to preserve the balance of
power and ensure that major world powers have a decisive role in maintaining global peace
and security, the veto can also obstruct efforts to resolve conflicts. This chapter explores the
impact of veto power on conflict resolution, examining how it influences the outcome of
peace efforts, the effectiveness of the UNSC, and the long-term stability of regions
affected by conflict.

5.1 Veto Power’s Role in Preventing or Delaying Conflict Resolution

In many instances, the veto has acted as a barrier to the timely resolution of conflicts,
particularly in cases where one or more permanent members have conflicting national
interests. The veto system means that resolutions intended to address issues such as
humanitarian crises, military interventions, or peace agreements cannot pass without the
consent of the P5 members. When vetoes are applied in these cases, the ability of the UNSC
to take action is significantly weakened, leaving conflicts unresolved for extended periods.

e Syria and the Blocking of Humanitarian Assistance: A key example is the Syrian
Civil War, where Russia and China have repeatedly vetoed resolutions aimed at
providing humanitarian assistance to civilians trapped in war zones or enforcing
sanctions on the Assad regime for its role in war crimes. The continued veto power
of these two countries has not only delayed critical peacebuilding efforts but also
deepened the humanitarian crisis, exacerbating the suffering of millions of civilians.
The veto, in this case, has obstructed progress toward a lasting political solution and
prolonged the conflict's toll on the region.

e The Blocking of Ceasefires in the Middle East: The United States has used its veto
power to block resolutions aimed at pressing Israel to cease hostilities in the Israeli-
Palestinian conflict. On numerous occasions, the U.S. has vetoed resolutions that
sought to impose sanctions or call for an immediate ceasefire, citing Israel’s right to
defend itself. These vetoes often undermine peace efforts and prolong the conflict,
leading to further escalation and the continued suffering of civilians on both sides.

5.2 Veto Power’s Impact on International Peacekeeping Missions

The veto power has also been a crucial factor in shaping the success or failure of
international peacekeeping operations. While peacekeeping missions have been successful
in certain instances, the use of the veto has sometimes undermined their effectiveness by
limiting the scope of the mission, blocking mandates, or preventing the deployment of
peacekeepers in the first place.
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The 1994 Rwanda Genocide: During the Rwandan Genocide, the UNSC was
heavily criticized for failing to act swiftly to prevent the mass slaughter of Tutsi
civilians. After the outbreak of violence, the UN had a peacekeeping mission in place
but was not given the mandate to intervene in the conflict. The lack of a robust
peacekeeping force and the slow response of the UNSC contributed to the scale of
the genocide. The reluctance to deploy a large peacekeeping force was influenced by
a combination of national interests and veto politics, with major powers failing to
commit to a robust intervention. This marked a significant failure in the UNSC’s
ability to address large-scale atrocities.

The Dilemma in Darfur: In the early 2000s, the Darfur conflict in Sudan led to
widespread violence and human rights violations. Despite widespread international
condemnation, the UNSC’s peacekeeping efforts were stymied by the veto power of
China, which had close economic ties with the Sudanese government. The UNSC
was unable to deploy peacekeepers effectively due to the lack of consensus among P5
members, allowing the conflict to persist for years without a decisive resolution. This
highlights the role of veto power in influencing the scope and success of
peacekeeping missions.

5.3 Veto Power and the Prevention of Sanctions and Accountability

The ability to impose sanctions or hold states accountable for violations of international law
is a central function of the UNSC, but the veto has often been used to block such actions
when major powers perceive them as contrary to their strategic interests. This often leads to
impunity for aggressor states and prevents the UNSC from upholding international law.

North Korea’s Nuclear Program: The United States and China have often
disagreed over how to address the North Korean nuclear threat. While the U.S. has
pushed for strong sanctions and international condemnation, China has blocked
resolutions that it believes will harm its strategic relationship with North Korea. This
veto power has prevented a unified international response to North Korea’s nuclear
ambitions and undermined efforts to compel Pyongyang to abandon its weapons
programs, prolonging tensions in the Korean Peninsula.

Iran’s Nuclear Program: Similarly, the P5 members have clashed over the issue of
Iran’s nuclear program. While the U.S. has advocated for harsh sanctions against
Iran, other members like Russia and China have often vetoed such measures, fearing
the implications for regional stability and their economic ties with Iran. The
ongoing use of veto power has undermined the UNSC’s ability to adopt a unified
approach to non-proliferation and has prolonged the risk of regional instability and
potential conflict.

5.4 Veto Power and Long-Term Peacebuilding Efforts

Beyond immediate conflict resolution, the veto power also impacts long-term
peacebuilding efforts by obstructing the creation of multilateral frameworks that could
address the root causes of conflict and contribute to sustainable peace.
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e The Case of South Sudan: After South Sudan gained independence from Sudan in
2011, conflict soon erupted between rival factions, leading to widespread violence.
Despite a series of peace agreements and efforts by the African Union and the UN,
the P5 vetoes on resolutions aimed at imposing stronger sanctions or taking decisive
action against the conflict’s perpetrators led to a lack of accountability and prolonged
instability. The international community’s inability to act swiftly and cohesively
hindered the reconciliation process and contributed to the ongoing violence in the
region.

o The Israeli-Palestinian Conflict: The long-standing Israeli-Palestinian conflict is
another example of how the veto power has hindered meaningful progress toward a
two-state solution. Efforts to reach a peaceful resolution have often been blocked by
the U.S. veto on resolutions critical of Israel, while Russia and China have used their
vetoes in the past to protect Palestinian interests. The lack of a unified international
approach due to veto power has impeded long-term efforts at reconciliation and
peacebuilding in the region.

Conclusion

The veto power has a profound impact on conflict resolution, with both positive and
negative consequences. While it ensures that major powers have a significant voice in
UNSC decisions, it also often paralyzes the Council when it comes to addressing conflicts
where the interests of the P5 members are at odds. VVetoes can delay humanitarian
assistance, peacekeeping deployments, and the imposition of sanctions, while also
preventing meaningful accountability for those responsible for international crimes. In many
cases, the veto system has exacerbated the suffering of civilians, prolonged conflicts, and
impeded efforts to achieve long-term peace and stability. The challenge for the UNSC
going forward will be to find ways to reform the veto system in a manner that balances the
interests of powerful states with the broader goal of global peace and security.

77 |Page



5.1 Peacekeeping Operations and the Veto Impasse

One of the most critical functions of the United Nations Security Council (UNSC) is the
authorization and coordination of peacekeeping operations in conflict zones. These
operations are designed to help maintain peace and security, assist with humanitarian relief,
and support the peacebuilding process in post-conflict situations. However, the veto power
of the five permanent members (P5) of the UNSC often creates a significant impasse,
hindering the UN’s ability to deploy peacekeeping missions effectively in certain conflict
regions.

The Role of Peacekeeping Missions

Peacekeeping operations have been pivotal in maintaining stability and preventing the
escalation of violence in numerous conflict areas since the UN first began deploying forces in
1948. These missions typically include military personnel, civilian staff, police officers, and
humanitarian aid teams who work together to:

e Monitor ceasefires and prevent further military escalation.

« Protect civilians in areas of conflict, particularly vulnerable populations such as
refugees, women, and children.

e Support the implementation of peace agreements and assist with the
disarmament, demobilization, and reintegration (DDR) of former combatants.

« Facilitate political dialogue and reconciliation efforts between conflicting parties.

In cases where peacekeeping forces are deployed successfully, the UN has played an essential
role in stabilizing regions and creating environments conducive to long-term peace. However,
the presence of the veto power in the UNSC has often led to the blockage of peacekeeping
interventions, preventing the UN from acting in a timely and decisive manner.

Obstruction of Peacekeeping Missions through the Veto

The use of the veto power has, in numerous instances, obstructed the UNSC’s ability to
deploy peacekeeping missions, particularly when one or more of the P5 members perceive
their national interests as being threatened by such missions. This creates a situation in
which the needs of the conflict-affected population are ignored or delayed due to political
considerations at the highest level.

o Rwanda Genocide (1994): One of the most tragic examples of the veto power’s
impact on peacekeeping was the international community’s failure to respond
adequately to the Rwandan Genocide. Despite mounting evidence of mass atrocities
being committed against the Tutsi population, the UN struggled to take decisive
action. The U.S. vetoed the expansion of the UNAMIR (United Nations Assistance
Mission for Rwanda), which had been deployed to Rwanda prior to the genocide. As
the situation deteriorated, there was resistance to increasing the mandate of
peacekeepers, and the U.S. and France hesitated to authorize more troops or stronger
actions. This delayed the UN’s response and contributed to the deaths of an
estimated 800,000 people, most of them Tultsis, in just a few months.
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o Darfur Conflict (2003-Present): In the Darfur region of Sudan, another example of
the veto impasse is seen in the international response to the atrocities committed by
the Sudanese government and its militias. The UN Security Council authorized a
peacekeeping mission (the UNAMID operation) to protect civilians and deliver
humanitarian aid in 2007. However, despite the atrocities occurring, the U.S. and
China often vetoed stronger actions such as sanctions or intervention that would
hold Sudan’s government accountable for human rights violations. The P5’s lack of
unity on Sudan has meant that the peacekeeping mission lacked sufficient resources,
personnel, and an effective mandate, thus diminishing its impact on the ground.

e Syria Civil War (2011-Present): The Syrian conflict has also exemplified how the
veto power can paralyze peacekeeping efforts. Despite widespread humanitarian
crises and war crimes, including chemical weapon attacks on civilians, the vetoes by
Russia and China have consistently blocked any UNSC resolution that would
impose sanctions or authorize a peacekeeping force to protect civilians or enforce a
ceasefire. Russia, in particular, has used its veto power to protect the regime of
President Bashar al-Assad, a key ally. This has left millions of Syrians without the
protection of the international community and has delayed any effective response to
the crisis.

The Consequences of Veto Blocked Peacekeeping Operations

When the UNSC is unable to authorize peacekeeping operations due to the veto power, the
consequences can be devastating for both the local population and the international
community. Some of the long-term implications include:

e Prolonged Conflict and Escalation: The inability to deploy peacekeepers often leads
to conflicts dragging on longer than they otherwise would. Without international
intervention, parties to the conflict may continue fighting, resulting in greater loss of
life, increased displacement of civilians, and a further breakdown of social, economic,
and political structures.

o Humanitarian Catastrophes: The absence of peacekeepers and international
observers leaves civilians vulnerable to targeted attacks, mass atrocities, and
human rights violations. In cases like the Rwandan Genocide and the Syria
conflict, the lack of timely intervention has contributed to mass suffering.

e Loss of Trust in International Institutions: When the UNSC fails to act due to the
political maneuvering of permanent members, it undermines the credibility of the
United Nations as an effective peacekeeping body. This damages the global
perception of the UN’s ability to fulfill its core mandate of maintaining international
peace and security, leading to a loss of faith in the organization by many member
states and international stakeholders.

Challenges and Solutions to Overcoming the Veto Impasse

While reforming the veto power remains an incredibly difficult task, several potential
solutions could help the UNSC overcome the veto impasse in peacekeeping operations:
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o Expanding the Criteria for Veto Use: One potential reform could be to restrict the
use of the veto in situations involving gross violations of human rights, such as
genocide or crimes against humanity. This would limit the ability of a single country
to block international intervention aimed at stopping such atrocities.

o Reforming the UN Security Council: Calls for reforming the UNSC structure,
including expanding the number of permanent members or rotating veto powers
among a wider range of nations, could help prevent a few countries from blocking
necessary peacekeeping missions. While this would require extensive political
negotiations, such reform could potentially create a more representative and
responsive UNSC.

« Utilizing Regional Organizations: In some cases, the UNSC’s inaction could be
mitigated by regional organizations, such as the African Union (AU) or the
European Union (EU), taking the lead in peacekeeping efforts. While the UNSC
should ideally coordinate global peacekeeping efforts, regional bodies have the
capacity to act more swiftly and may be able to bypass the deadlock at the UNSC.

Conclusion

The veto power has significantly impacted the ability of the UN Security Council to respond
effectively to conflicts and crises through peacekeeping operations. The failure to deploy
peacekeepers in situations like Rwanda, Darfur, and Syria has prolonged conflicts,
exacerbated human suffering, and undermined international efforts to maintain peace. While
reforming the veto system is an ongoing challenge, global cooperation and the innovative
use of regional peacekeeping forces may provide alternative paths toward addressing these
critical gaps in international peacekeeping.
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5.2 Vetoes and Their Effect on Humanitarian
Interventions

The UN Security Council (UNSC) is often called upon to authorize humanitarian
interventions in response to crises where civilians are facing severe harm, including
violence, starvation, disease, and displacement. These interventions are aimed at alleviating
suffering, protecting human rights, and promoting peace and security. However, the veto
power held by the five permanent members (P5) of the UNSC has significantly impacted
the ability of the international community to act decisively and swiftly in humanitarian crises,
particularly when one or more P5 members have strategic or political interests at stake.

The Role of Humanitarian Interventions in Global Crises

Humanitarian interventions are actions taken by international actors, often led by the UN, to
alleviate human suffering in conflict zones, particularly when a government is unable or
unwilling to protect its population. The UNSC can authorize such interventions through
peacekeeping missions, sanctions, and other measures, including the use of force.
Humanitarian interventions generally aim to:

« Protect civilians from atrocities such as genocide, ethnic cleansing, and war crimes.

o Deliver humanitarian aid to areas cut off by conflict.

« Support the cessation of hostilities and create conditions for a lasting peace.

e Promote respect for international human rights law and international
humanitarian law.

While the UN has successfully launched numerous humanitarian interventions, the veto
power has often obstructed or delayed these operations, leading to prolonged suffering and
instability.

The Obstruction of Humanitarian Action through Veto Power

When a permanent member of the UNSC exercises its veto in the face of a humanitarian
crisis, the international community is often unable to intervene. This has been seen in
several high-profile cases where one or more of the P5 members used their vetoes to block
action, despite clear evidence of massive human suffering.

Rwanda (1994)

The Rwandan Genocide is one of the most harrowing examples of the impact of veto power
on humanitarian intervention. In 1994, approximately 800,000 Tutsi and moderate Hutu
civilians were systematically murdered by government forces and militias in Rwanda. While
the United Nations Assistance Mission for Rwanda (UNAMIR) was deployed to monitor
the situation before the genocide, its mandate was limited and did not authorize the use of
force to protect civilians.

« Veto Inaction: Despite the ongoing atrocities, the UN was slow to act, primarily due
to the reluctance of the United States and France to push for stronger intervention.
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The U.S. in particular hesitated to expand the mission due to the political
ramifications of committing troops to a violent conflict in Africa. As the genocide
unfolded, the U.S. vetoed an expansion of UN peacekeeping forces, which could
have helped prevent some of the killing.

e Long-Term Impact: The failure to intervene decisively in Rwanda led to the loss of
hundreds of thousands of lives and left the international community deeply
criticized for its lack of action. The impact of the veto on humanitarian intervention in
this case is seen as a profound failure of the UN Security Council to prevent a
genocide due to political calculations, despite the availability of peacekeeping forces
and the clear need for action.

Syria (2011-Present)

The Syrian Civil War, which began in 2011, is another prominent example of how the veto
power can block critical humanitarian interventions. Over the years, the Syria conflict has
become one of the most complex and devastating humanitarian crises of the 21st century,
with millions of people killed, wounded, or displaced.

« Veto Dynamics: As the war escalated and evidence mounted of chemical weapons
attacks, massacres, and targeted assaults on civilians, the U.S., France, and other
Western nations pushed for UNSC resolutions that would have imposed sanctions,
demanded accountability, or authorized military intervention to protect civilians.
However, Russia and China—two of the permanent members—consistently vetoed
these resolutions, primarily because of their political and strategic alliances with
Syrian President Bashar al-Assad.

o Humanitarian Consequences: The vetoes have paralyzed efforts to impose any
meaningful pressure on the Syrian regime or to establish safe zones for civilians.
Humanitarian organizations have been forced to work under extremely challenging
conditions, and many Syrians continue to live in refugee camps or remain trapped in
besieged areas. The impact of the veto power has exacerbated the humanitarian
crisis, leaving civilians without international protection.

The Wider Effects of Vetoes on Global Humanitarian Norms

The use of the veto power to block humanitarian intervention has broader implications for
the development of global norms related to humanitarianism and responsibility to protect
(R2P) principles.

Responsibility to Protect (R2P)

The Responsibility to Protect is an international norm adopted in 2005 at the World
Summit that asserts that the international community has a responsibility to protect
populations from genocide, war crimes, ethnic cleansing, and crimes against humanity when
their own governments are unwilling or unable to do so.

e Veto’s Role in Undermining R2P: While the R2P doctrine is meant to provide a

legal and moral framework for intervention, the veto power undermines its
effectiveness. The veto, particularly when used by members with political interests in
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a conflict, restricts the UNSC’s ability to act on behalf of vulnerable populations. As a
result, R2P has often been blocked when it is most needed, particularly in cases
where permanent members of the UNSC have close ties to the offending regimes.

e Undermining Trust in International Norms: The repeated failure of the UNSC to
act in accordance with R2P has eroded global trust in the UN as a credible institution
for preventing mass atrocities. Countries affected by humanitarian crises may view
the UN’s inaction as proof of the failure of the international system, undermining
the development of stronger humanitarian norms and responses.

Case Studies: Recent Examples of Vetoes in Humanitarian Crises

Several recent cases illustrate the ongoing impact of the veto power on humanitarian
interventions:

Venezuela (2017-Present)

The political and humanitarian crisis in Venezuela has led to widespread poverty, violence,
and the migration of millions of people. Despite the economic collapse, food shortages, and
political repression faced by Venezuelans, the UNSC has struggled to intervene effectively.

e Veto Dynamics: Russia and China have used their vetoes to prevent UNSC
resolutions aimed at imposing sanctions or supporting the opposition government led
by Juan Guaido. These vetoes have prolonged the suffering of Venezuelan citizens
by blocking international support for efforts to end the humanitarian crisis.

Myanmar (2017-Present)

The military coup in Myanmar in 2021 and the subsequent ethnic cleansing of the
Rohingya people have triggered another major humanitarian disaster. Over 700,000
Rohingya Muslims fled to neighboring Bangladesh after brutal attacks by Myanmar’s
military.

e Veto Resistance: Despite widespread international condemnation and atrocity
crimes, the UNSC has been unable to impose meaningful sanctions or military
intervention due to the veto power of China and Russia, both of whom have strategic
interests in Myanmar. This has left the Rohingya and other ethnic minorities without
international protection, prolonging their suffering and displacement.

The Path Forward: Addressing the Veto’s Impact on Humanitarian Intervention
While reforming the UNSC veto system is a highly contentious issue, several potential
approaches could enhance the international community's ability to respond to humanitarian
crises more effectively:

e Expanding Criteria for Veto Use: One proposed reform is to limit the use of the
veto in cases of gross violations of human rights and humanitarian disasters. This
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would prevent a single nation from blocking action aimed at protecting civilians or
enforcing human rights law.

« Regional Intervention Mechanisms: In cases where the UNSC is deadlocked,
regional organizations such as the African Union or the European Union could be
empowered to take the lead in humanitarian interventions, with the UN’s blessing but
without being constrained by the veto.

e Strengthening Humanitarian Diplomacy: The international community must
continue to use diplomatic pressure and economic leverage to encourage P5
members to act in the interest of vulnerable populations, rather than simply protecting
their national interests.

Conclusion

The veto power has had a profound and negative impact on the UN’s ability to intervene in
humanitarian crises. The cases of Rwanda, Syria, Venezuela, and Myanmar illustrate how
the veto system can prevent or delay necessary actions to protect civilians and prevent
atrocities. Reforming the veto system, improving diplomatic mechanisms, and empowering
regional organizations are crucial steps toward ensuring that humanitarian interventions
can be deployed more effectively in the future. Without addressing the veto impasse, the
UN’s credibility in handling humanitarian crises will continue to be undermined, leaving
vulnerable populations without the protection they desperately need.
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5.3 The UNSC's Inaction on Regional Conflicts

The United Nations Security Council (UNSC) has, in theory, the mandate to address threats
to international peace and security, including regional conflicts that can escalate into wider,
global instability. The veto power exercised by the five permanent members (P5)—the
United States, Russia, China, France, and the United Kingdom—has often led to inaction
in the face of numerous regional conflicts, particularly when the interests of these permanent
members are not aligned or are directly threatened by proposed actions. As a result, the
UNSC has often failed to intervene in or resolve conflicts that have had profound
humanitarian, political, and economic consequences for the affected regions and the world at
large.

The Paradox of the UNSC’s Inaction

The UNSC's role as the central authority responsible for maintaining international peace
and security is directly challenged by its inability to act when P5 members use their veto
power to block resolutions related to regional conflicts. This often leads to a paradox where
the UNSC’s inaction exacerbates rather than mitigates conflict, undermining its credibility
and effectiveness.

Despite the existence of frameworks like the Responsibility to Protect (R2P) doctrine,
which asserts that the international community has an obligation to intervene to protect
populations from genocide, war crimes, ethnic cleansing, and crimes against humanity,
the P5’s vetoes have repeatedly blocked intervention in situations where such actions were
urgently needed. The lack of action in these cases leaves regional conflicts to escalate
unchecked, causing widespread human suffering, displacement, and long-term instability.

Key Regional Conflicts Blocked by the Veto

1. The Israel-Palestine Conflict

The Israel-Palestine conflict remains one of the most enduring and intractable regional
disputes in modern history. Over the decades, the UNSC has been repeatedly called upon to
intervene, pass resolutions, and mediate a two-state solution, yet U.S. vetoes have blocked
most efforts to impose meaningful sanctions or resolutions that would pressure Israel into a
peace agreement.

e Veto Usage: The United States has consistently used its veto power to prevent
UNSC resolutions that would criticize Israel for actions such as the expansion of
settlements in the West Bank, or the use of force against Palestinian civilians. This
has created a deadlock in the UNSC, where Palestinian rights and the broader peace
process are stymied by the geopolitics of U.S.-Israel relations.

e Humanitarian Impact: The inaction of the UNSC has contributed to the
perpetuation of violence, human rights abuses, and instability in the region. The
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ongoing conflict has resulted in significant loss of life, the displacement of millions,
and economic devastation, with little international recourse due to the veto power.

2. The War in Yemen (2015-Present)

The Yemen conflict has evolved into one of the worst humanitarian crises of the 21st
century. The conflict, which involves a civil war between the Houthi rebels and the Yemeni
government, backed by a Saudi-led coalition, has seen the destruction of infrastructure,
widespread famine, disease outbreaks, and the deaths of thousands of civilians.

e Veto Dynamics: The UNSC has struggled to take decisive action in Yemen. While
resolutions have been proposed to call for a ceasefire and impose sanctions on parties
to the conflict, Russia and China have often opposed these efforts, partly due to their
support for the Saudi-led coalition or other political interests in the region.

« Impact on Civilians: The inaction of the UNSC has allowed the conflict to escalate,
resulting in a humanitarian disaster of unprecedented scale. Millions of Yemenis
face starvation, disease, and death, and the international community's inability to
enforce peacekeeping operations or humanitarian interventions has left the situation in
limbo.

3. The War in Ukraine (2014-Present)

The Russian invasion of Ukraine in 2014, followed by the annexation of Crimea and the
ongoing conflict in eastern Ukraine, has posed a significant challenge to international security
and the global order. The conflict intensified in 2022, with Russia launching a full-scale
invasion of Ukraine, leading to large-scale human suffering and the displacement of millions.

e Veto Power and Stalemate: Despite widespread international condemnation, Russia,
as a permanent member of the UNSC, has used its veto power to block any resolution
that condemns its actions or attempts to impose sanctions. This includes vetoing
efforts to deploy peacekeeping forces or facilitate negotiations through the UNSC.

« Global Consequences: The inaction of the UNSC in the face of such a blatant
violation of international law has highlighted the limitations of the UN system. While
individual countries, particularly in the West, have provided military support and
sanctions against Russia, the UNSC remains paralyzed, and the war continues, further
destabilizing Europe and the global economy.

Factors Contributing to Inaction in Regional Conflicts

There are several key factors that contribute to the UNSC's inaction on regional conflicts,
primarily linked to the veto system and the interests of the P5.

1. Geopolitical Interests
The P5 members often have strategic or economic interests in the regions affected by

conflict, and their decisions regarding the use of the veto reflect these considerations. For
instance:
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e U.S. support for Israel in the Middle East has led to a long-standing veto against
resolutions critical of Israeli actions.

e Russia's support for Assad’s regime in Syria and its strategic interests in the region
have led to its repeated veto of any resolution calling for military intervention or
the imposition of sanctions against the regime.

« China’s interest in maintaining stability in its sphere of influence, particularly in
areas like Myanmar, has resulted in the blocking of UNSC actions that would
interfere with Chinese relations with the Myanmar government.

2. Lack of Consensus Among Permanent Members

The lack of consensus among the P5 on how to address conflicts is another significant
challenge to the UNSC's effectiveness. Disagreements between the U.S., Russia, and China,
for instance, over the proper response to the Syrian civil war or the Venezuelan crisis have
led to gridlock, with no effective solutions being presented.

e Syria, for example, has seen Russia and China veto resolutions aimed at sanctioning
the Assad regime, while the U.S. and European powers have supported stronger
actions.

e InYemen, Russia's reluctance to target Saudi Arabia (a major global ally and arms
customer) in the UNSC further impedes any meaningful intervention.

3. The Focus on Major Power Rivalries

The use of the veto has often been tied to broader major power rivalries. The UNSC
becomes a battleground for global powers to assert their influence over regional conflicts.
Instead of acting in the interests of global peace and stability, the UNSC's response to these
conflicts is shaped by the broader rivalry between major powers.

e Cold War and post-Cold War rivalries between the U.S. and the Soviet Union, and
more recently between the West and Russia/China, have often paralyzed the
UNSC'’s response to crises in the developing world.

The Broader Implications of UNSC Inaction on Regional Conflicts

The inaction of the UNSC in addressing regional conflicts has far-reaching consequences for
both the regions in question and the broader international order.

1. Prolonged Suffering and Humanitarian Crises
The lack of intervention prolongs the suffering of civilian populations, leaving them
vulnerable to violence, displacement, disease, and starvation. It also stymies efforts for

reconstruction and peacebuilding after conflicts have ended, making it more difficult for
affected countries to rebuild.

2. Deteriorating International Trust in the UNSC
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The UNSC's inaction leads to a growing perception of ineffectiveness and double
standards. If the UNSC is perceived as unable or unwilling to act in the face of gross
human rights violations, countries may lose faith in the institution, eroding its legitimacy.

3. The Risk of Escalation

Regional conflicts that remain unchecked by international intervention can escalate into
larger and more destructive wars. For instance, a failure to intervene in Yemen or Syria has
contributed to regional instability in the Middle East, with the potential for wider conflicts
involving neighboring states.

Conclusion

The inaction of the UNSC in regional conflicts is a significant issue that affects not only the
regions directly involved but also the credibility of the UN as a whole. The veto power of the
P5 members has consistently prevented the UNSC from taking decisive action in many of the
world’s most pressing conflicts, allowing humanitarian disasters to unfold with minimal
international response. To ensure the UNSC fulfills its mandate, there must be significant
reforms to address the veto system, such as limiting its use in cases of humanitarian crises, or
empowering regional organizations to take the lead in peacekeeping and conflict resolution.
Until these changes occur, the UNSC’s inaction will continue to perpetuate the suffering of
millions around the world.
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5.4 Case Study: The Syrian Civil War and the Veto
Deadlock

The Syrian Civil War is one of the most devastating and complex conflicts of the 21st
century, with catastrophic humanitarian consequences and profound geopolitical
implications. The conflict, which began in 2011 as part of the Arab Spring uprisings,
quickly escalated into a multi-sided civil war involving the Syrian government, opposition
groups, Islamic extremist organizations, and foreign powers. Despite numerous attempts
by the United Nations (UN) and the UN Security Council (UNSC) to intervene, the use of
veto power by Russia and China has consistently blocked any meaningful action, leading to
a deadlock in the UNSC’s efforts to resolve the conflict.

Background of the Syrian Civil War

The Syrian Civil War erupted in March 2011 when peaceful protests against the regime of
President Bashar al-Assad were met with violent repression. Over time, the conflict became
increasingly complex, with various domestic and international actors intervening. The war
has led to:

e Over 500,000 deaths and millions of displaced persons, making it one of the
deadliest and most destructive conflicts in modern history.

e The destruction of critical infrastructure, including hospitals, schools, and utilities.

e A humanitarian crisis marked by widespread famine, disease, and human rights
abuses.

Several peace initiatives were launched, including those by the UN, but the ongoing conflict
has shown how the UNSC’s paralysis in the face of the veto power has left millions of
civilians vulnerable and without hope of resolution.

The Role of the UNSC and Veto Blockades

The UNSC has been divided on how to address the Syrian Civil War. While many member
states have called for stronger actions, including sanctions against the Assad regime, the
establishment of peacekeeping forces, and the imposition of no-fly zones, two permanent
members of the UNSC—Russia and China—nhave repeatedly used their veto power to block
such resolutions.

1. Russia’s Support for the Assad Regime

Russia, a staunch ally of the Syrian government, has been the key defender of President
Bashar al-Assad in the UNSC. Moscow views Syria as an essential part of its geopolitical
influence in the Middle East and as a critical ally in the fight against Islamic extremism.
Russia has consistently vetoed resolutions that would have imposed sanctions on the Syrian
government or authorized military intervention.
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e Vetoes on Humanitarian Resolutions: Russia vetoed multiple UNSC resolutions
aimed at imposing sanctions on the Syrian government for its chemical weapons
attacks on civilians, including the 2013 Ghouta chemical attack and the 2017 Khan
Shaykhun attack.

« Blocking Peacekeeping Efforts: Russia also vetoed proposals for international
peacekeeping forces to intervene in Syria, which would have sought to protect
civilian populations and enforce ceasefires.

o Diplomatic Pressure on the UNSC: Russia’s diplomatic stance in the UNSC has
been consistent, arguing that the situation in Syria is an internal matter and that
foreign intervention would violate Syria’s sovereignty. This has prevented
meaningful action, especially concerning humanitarian assistance and the protection
of civilians.

2. China’s Position and Support for Russia

While China’s support for Syria has not been as overt as Russia’s, it has consistently aligned
with Russia in using the veto power to block resolutions in the UNSC. China's primary
interest is in maintaining the principle of state sovereignty and preventing any precedent of
external interference in internal conflicts that could be applied to its own concerns,
particularly in regions like Hong Kong and Xinjiang.

e Strategic Support for Russia: China has supported Russia’s position in the UNSC,
arguing that external military intervention or sanctions could escalate the conflict and
further destabilize the region. This stance has been crucial in preventing the UNSC
from taking action that could weaken the Assad regime.

« Limitations on Humanitarian Access: Like Russia, China has also used its veto
power to block resolutions that sought to create safe zones or impose humanitarian
interventions. This has resulted in the continuation of the siege warfare tactic, where
entire towns are blockaded, and the population is starved and deprived of basic needs.

Impact of the Veto Deadlock on the Conflict

The veto deadlock has had several significant consequences for Syria, both on the ground
and for the international community’s ability to act:

1. Continued Humanitarian Suffering

The lack of UNSC intervention has allowed the humanitarian crisis to spiral further out of
control. The inability to pass resolutions that would protect civilians, enforce ceasefires, or
mandate humanitarian aid has resulted in:

e Massive civilian casualties: The conflict has claimed hundreds of thousands of lives,
with civilians bearing the brunt of the violence.

o Displacement: Over 12 million people have been forced to flee their homes, with
millions seeking refuge in neighboring countries such as Turkey, Lebanon, and
Jordan.

e Access to humanitarian aid: The UN has been unable to implement wide-scale
humanitarian assistance due to the vetoes, leaving millions without the basic
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necessities of life. The Russian and Chinese vetoes have obstructed critical access to
areas besieged by Syrian forces or Islamic State militants, prolonging suffering and
death.

2. Escalation of Violence and Regional Instability

The inability of the UNSC to act decisively has allowed the conflict to escalate, pulling in
more regional actors such as Iran, Turkey, and Saudi Arabia, each pursuing their own
agendas in Syria. This has made the war even more complex and difficult to resolve, with
competing international and local interests in the region.

e Proxy War: The conflict has morphed into a proxy war, where external powers
support opposing factions, further fueling violence.

o Destabilization of the Middle East: The lack of intervention in Syria has contributed
to the broader destabilization of the Middle East, particularly in neighboring
countries like Iraq, Lebanon, and Jordan.

3. Diminished Credibility of the UNSC

The failure of the UNSC to take meaningful action in Syria has significantly diminished its
credibility as an institution that can maintain international peace and security. The repeated
use of the veto by Russia and China has undermined the legitimacy of the UNSC and
highlighted the limitations of the current international system in addressing conflicts where
major powers have competing interests.

e Perception of Ineffectiveness: The UNSC’s inability to act in Syria has contributed
to the perception that the organization is ineffective and biased, particularly in cases
where veto-wielding powers have entrenched positions.

e Growing Calls for Reform: The Syria case has been cited as one of the primary
reasons for calls to reform the UNSC, particularly with regard to the veto power,
which many argue prevents the organization from fulfilling its mandate in situations
of mass human suffering.

Lessons from the Syrian Case

The Syrian Civil War provides several important lessons for the future of the UNSC and its
handling of global conflicts:

1. The Need for UNSC Reform

The Syrian case underscores the urgent need to reform the UNSC, particularly the veto
system. Calls for limiting the use of the veto in situations involving gross human rights
violations or genocidal acts have grown stronger in recent years, as the Syrian conflict has
shown the devastating consequences of inaction.

2. Regional Solutions and the Role of Local Actors

The Syrian Civil War has demonstrated the importance of finding regional solutions to
conflicts. While the UNSC may be paralyzed by the veto system, regional organizations such
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as the Arab League or the Organization of Islamic Cooperation (OIC) may have a greater
capacity to influence outcomes and push for peace, although they too often face political
challenges.

3. The Need for a Unified Global Approach to Humanitarian Crises

The international community must recognize that, when the UNSC fails, other international
actors, including humanitarian organizations, regional powers, and civil society, must work
together to mitigate the impacts of conflict and ensure civilian protection. The inability to
act in Syria highlights the need for a unified global approach to humanitarian crises that does
not solely rely on the UNSC’s intervention.

Conclusion

The Syrian Civil War is a tragic example of the paralysis caused by the veto power in the
UNSC. The use of the veto by Russia and China has blocked every major attempt to end the
conflict or protect civilians, resulting in a humanitarian catastrophe of unprecedented scale.
The war has led to the prolongation of violence, instability, and suffering, while the
international community has been left largely ineffective in its response. The Syrian case
highlights the pressing need for reform of the UNSC, particularly in its veto system, if it is to
fulfill its mandate of maintaining international peace and security and preventing such
atrocities in the future.
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Chapter 6: Veto Power and Human Rights Issues

In this chapter, we will explore the intricate relationship between the veto power in the
United Nations Security Council (UNSC) and human rights issues across the globe. The
use of veto power has often played a significant role in determining the UNSC’s response to
humanitarian crises, and its impact on addressing human rights violations has been a topic of
global debate. This chapter examines how veto power has been used in relation to human
rights issues, the ethical dilemmas it creates, and the challenges of overcoming the impasse it
often produces in the Security Council.

6.1 The Impact of Veto Power on Humanitarian Interventions

In this section, we analyze how veto power affects the ability of the UNSC to intervene in
crises involving human rights violations. The use of vetoes by the Permanent Members
(PR) often prevents the passage of resolutions aimed at providing humanitarian aid or
military interventions to protect civilians from atrocities such as genocide, ethnic cleansing,
and war crimes.

o Case Studies of Blocked Resolutions: A look at key instances where the veto power
has been used to block action on humanitarian crises, such as the Rwandan Genocide
(1994), Darfur Crisis (2000s), and Syrian Civil War (2010s).

e Humanitarian Aid vs. Geopolitical Interests: The tension between providing
humanitarian relief and the political interests of the PRs, which often leads to a veto
when actions conflict with national agendas.

6.2 Veto Power and the Prevention of Genocide and War Crimes

This section examines the relationship between the veto power and international efforts to
prevent and punish genocide and war crimes. The UNSC's inability to act in situations where
human rights are egregiously violated raises questions about the effectiveness of the
international legal framework for human rights protection.

e International Criminal Court (ICC) vs. UNSC: The role of the ICC and the UNSC
in addressing genocidal acts and the issues that arise when the UNSC fails to act due
to the veto.

e The Prevention Dilemma: How PRs use veto power to prevent action in situations
where early intervention could have prevented mass atrocities.

6.3 Vetoes and Their Effect on Global Human Rights Norms
Here, we explore how veto power affects the evolution of global human rights norms.

While the UN Charter and various international treaties aim to safeguard human rights, the
veto often obstructs action when global consensus on human rights issues is not reached.
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e Erosion of Human Rights Standards: When PRs block resolutions related to human
rights, it may send a message to the international community that certain rights are
secondary to political considerations.

e The Influence of Major Powers on Global Norms: How the foreign policy interests
of the PRs influence their stance on human rights issues, leading to double standards
in response to similar violations.

6.4 Case Study: The Syrian Civil War and the Veto Deadlock

In this section, we focus on one of the most prominent and controversial instances of the veto
deadlock in recent history — the Syrian Civil War. The ongoing conflict, which began in
2011, has seen widespread human rights violations, including chemical attacks, bombings of
civilian areas, and the displacement of millions of people.

e The Role of the UNSC: Analysis of how the UNSC failed to take action in the early
stages of the conflict, primarily due to Russian and Chinese vetoes.

e Russia's Veto and Support for the Assad Regime: An examination of Russia's use
of veto power to block resolutions aimed at imposing sanctions on the Syrian
government or deploying peacekeeping forces to protect civilians.

e The Humanitarian Cost: The impact of the veto power in delaying intervention and
the humanitarian consequences of inaction, such as the exacerbation of the refugee
crisis.

Conclusion

In conclusion, the veto power in the UNSC remains one of the most controversial aspects of
global governance, particularly when it comes to addressing human rights violations. While
the PRs argue that the veto is a necessary tool to maintain international peace and security, its
use has often led to an impasse in addressing critical human rights crises. The chapter
underscores the ethical dilemma of balancing national interests with the protection of global
human rights, and highlights the pressing need for reform in the UNSC system to ensure that
human rights violations are not ignored in the face of political deadlock.
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6.1 The Veto and Its Effect on Human Rights Resolutions

The veto power held by the Permanent Members (PRs) of the United Nations Security
Council (UNSC) has had a profound impact on the ability of the international community to
effectively address human rights violations and crisis situations. This section explores the
relationship between the veto and its influence on human rights resolutions, focusing on
how the use of vetoes has prevented the passing of critical resolutions aimed at safeguarding
human dignity during humanitarian crises.

Key Factors Affecting the Veto on Human Rights Resolutions

1. Geopolitical Considerations vs. Humanitarian Needs

o

The veto power often reflects the geopolitical interests of the PRs rather than
the humanitarian imperatives. The PRs, particularly the US, Russia, and
China, frequently block resolutions related to human rights violations if such
actions are seen as conflicting with their national interests or alliances.
Humanitarian interventions such as peacekeeping, military action to protect
civilians, or sanctions against violators of international human rights law often
come into conflict with the PRs' strategic goals.

2. Impact on Humanitarian Aid and Protection

o

Human rights resolutions often include provisions for humanitarian aid or
the establishment of no-fly zones to protect civilians in war zones. The use of
veto power by any of the PRs has obstructed these resolutions, leading to
delayed aid and increased suffering for affected populations.

A classic example is the blocking of resolutions related to Syria or Darfur,
where humanitarian organizations were unable to access people in need
because of the political deadlock in the UNSC.

Case Studies of Vetoed Human Rights Resolutions

1. The Rwandan Genocide (1994)

(0]

During the Rwandan Genocide, the UNSC was unable to act decisively
because the PRs failed to pass strong resolutions, including one that would
have authorized a more robust peacekeeping force. The United States and
China opposed strong action in the UNSC, citing concerns about sovereignty
and not wanting to get involved in African internal conflicts.

The resulting inaction led to the massacre of approximately 800,000 people,
mainly Tutsis, and has been widely regarded as one of the most significant
failures of international diplomacy and action.

2. The Syrian Civil War (2011-Present)

o

The Syrian Civil War has been one of the most glaring examples of how veto
power in the UNSC has paralyzed the global community's response to gross
human rights violations. The Russian and Chinese vetoes have repeatedly
blocked efforts to impose sanctions or take military action against the Assad
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regime, which has been accused of committing war crimes, including the use
of chemical weapons against civilians.

o Russia’s veto is driven by its Strategic interests in supporting the Assad
government in Syria, a key ally in the region. Similarly, China has exercised
its veto power in support of Russia's stance, thereby preventing the
international community from responding forcefully to the humanitarian crisis.

3. The Darfur Crisis (2003-2010)

o The Darfur Conflict in Sudan led to widespread atrocities, including the
targeting of civilians, mass displacement, and allegations of genocide. Despite
calls from various global leaders and human rights organizations, the UNSC
failed to take significant action due to the veto power.

o The United States and Russia were key players in blocking effective
resolutions that would have called for stronger measures against Sudanese
government forces. This inaction resulted in prolonged suffering and an
unstable humanitarian situation in the region.

The Consequences of Vetoed Human Rights Resolutions

1. Erosion of International Norms and Accountability

o The repeated use of the veto to block human rights resolutions sends a
dangerous message that human rights are subordinate to political and
strategic considerations. It undermines the norms of international law and
humanitarian principles, particularly the Responsibility to Protect (R2P)
doctrine, which asserts that the international community has a duty to
intervene when a government is unwilling or unable to protect its citizens.

o The lack of accountability for the perpetrators of war crimes and crimes
against humanity also weakens the effectiveness of international justice
institutions like the International Criminal Court (ICC).

2. Amplification of Human Suffering

o The veto power has consistently delayed or blocked action in the face of
genocide, ethnic cleansing, and forced displacement, directly contributing to
prolonged human suffering. The Syria, Rwanda, and Darfur cases
demonstrate how the inability to act swiftly can have catastrophic
consequences for civilian populations.

3. The Humanitarian Dilemma

o While the UNSC is tasked with maintaining international peace and security,
its inability to take action due to vetoes raises a significant moral dilemma:
should humanitarian needs trump political interests? Many argue that the
UNSC's role should be primarily to protect human life and uphold human
dignity, and veto power should not be a means to block life-saving
interventions.

The Ethical Dilemma and Calls for Reform

1. Human Rights vs. Political Interests
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o The core issue at the heart of this problem is the conflict of interest between
the PRs' national interests and the human rights of civilians caught in
conflict. The veto power often enables a "'realpolitik™ approach to
international relations, where strategic concerns about alliances, resources,
and regional influence outweigh the moral and ethical considerations of
human rights.

2. Calls for Reform

o There have been growing calls from various international bodies, human
rights organizations, and member states for reform of the UNSC and the
veto power. Suggestions include limiting the use of the veto in cases of
genocide or crimes against humanity, or reforming the veto system entirely
to allow for a more democratic and transparent decision-making process.

3. Strengthening Humanitarian Mechanisms

o One proposed solution is the expansion of humanitarian mechanisms that
can operate outside the veto constraints. Regional organizations, such as the
European Union (EU), African Union (AU), or Arab League, could play a
more active role in intervening in humanitarian crises where the UNSC is
paralyzed.

Conclusion

The veto power within the UNSC plays a critical role in shaping the international
community's response to human rights crises. While it serves as a tool for maintaining
international peace and security, its impact on human rights resolutions has been deeply
problematic. The consistent use of the veto to block humanitarian action has resulted in
prolonged suffering and impunity for violators of human rights. A careful reevaluation of
the role of the veto in the context of humanitarian intervention is necessary to uphold the
values of international justice and human dignity.
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6.2 Genocides and the Inaction of the UNSC

The United Nations Security Council (UNSC), with its primary responsibility for
maintaining international peace and security, has faced considerable criticism for its inaction
during instances of genocide. While the UNSC is empowered to take swift action, including
sanctions and military intervention, the veto power held by the Permanent Members (PRs)
has often prevented effective intervention in situations where large-scale atrocities and
human rights violations, including genocide, are occurring. This section explores how the
UNSC's failure to act in the face of genocides has contributed to the perpetuation of mass
atrocities and the undermining of international humanitarian law.

What Constitutes Genocide?

Before delving into the specific examples of UNSC inaction, it is essential to define what
constitutes genocide under international law:

« The UN Convention on the Prevention and Punishment of the Crime of Genocide
(1948) defines genocide as actions committed with intent to destroy, in whole or in
part, a national, ethnical, racial, or religious group. This includes acts such as
killing members of the group, causing serious bodily or mental harm, inflicting
living conditions designed to destroy the group, or imposing measures to prevent
births.

Despite the international commitment to prevent genocide, the UNSC's inability to act
decisively in the face of such atrocities has raised serious concerns about the effectiveness of
the veto system.

Case Studies of Genocides Blocked by Vetoes

1. The Rwandan Genocide (1994)

o Background: Between April and July 1994, over 800,000 Tutsi civilians
were systematically killed by the Hutu-dominated government and militias.
The genocide, one of the most brutal in history, was characterized by mass
killings, rape, and ethnic cleansing.

o UNSC Inaction: Despite ample evidence of the genocidal nature of the
violence, the UNSC failed to act in a timely or decisive manner. The US and
France exercised influence within the UNSC to prevent a stronger mandate
for peacekeeping operations. The US vetoed efforts to strengthen the
UNAMIR (United Nations Assistance Mission for Rwanda), which was
operating in Rwanda at the time. This led to a limited peacekeeping force,
which was ill-equipped to prevent the scale of atrocities taking place.

o Impact: The UNSC’s delayed response resulted in the failure to prevent
genocide and the death of hundreds of thousands. The inability to deploy a
strong force allowed the massacre to continue unabated, contributing to the
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loss of international credibility and a crisis in global humanitarian
intervention norms.

2. The Bosnian Genocide (1992-1995)

o

Background: During the Bosnian War, which was part of the broader
Yugoslav Wars, the Bosnian Serb forces engaged in a systematic campaign
of ethnic cleansing against Bosniak (Bosnian Muslim) and Croat civilians.
The most infamous incident was the Srebrenica massacre in 1995, where
around 8,000 Bosniak men and boys were Killed, constituting the worst
atrocity in Europe since World War 1.

UNSC Inaction: Despite the clear evidence of genocide and the presence of
UN peacekeepers in Srebrenica, the UNSC failed to authorize the use of
force to prevent the atrocities. Political divisions between Western powers
(who were interested in ending the war) and the Russian Federation (who
maintained alliances with Serbia) prevented meaningful action. The UNSC did
authorize limited sanctions and a no-fly zone but failed to enforce a robust
response to the genocidal activities in Bosnia.

Impact: The international community’s failure to act decisively in the
Bosnian genocide led to the death of thousands of civilians and the
continuation of ethnic cleansing campaigns, even as evidence mounted. The
intervention of NATO forces in 1995 brought the conflict to a close, but the
UNSC's inaction during the early stages contributed to the prolonging of the
genocide.

3. The Darfur Genocide (2003-2010)

@)

Background: In Sudan’s Darfur region, government-backed Janjaweed
militias waged a genocidal campaign against ethnic minorities, particularly
the Zaghawa, Masalit, and Fur people. The conflict led to the deaths of
300,000 civilians and the displacement of millions.

UNSC Inaction: Despite reports from international organizations, including
the United Nations and Human Rights Watch, that confirmed genocidal
acts, the UNSC failed to take significant action to stop the violence. The
Chinese and Russian vetoes, motivated by economic interests (China’s ties
with Sudan) and strategic alliances, prevented stronger resolutions calling for
military intervention or international sanctions.

Impact: The Janjaweed’s atrocities went largely unchecked, and the
UNSC's refusal to take meaningful action allowed the genocide to continue
for several years. While the International Criminal Court (ICC) later
indicted Sudanese president Omar al-Bashir for war crimes and crimes
against humanity, the UNSC’s inability to act at the onset allowed the
genocide to continue.

4. The Rohingya Crisis in Myanmar (2017-present)

o

Background: The Rohingya, a Muslim minority group in Myanmar, have
been subjected to widespread ethnic cleansing and genocidal violence by
Myanmar's military forces since 2017. Over 700,000 Rohingya fled to
neighboring Bangladesh due to systematic Killings, rapes, and the burning of
villages.

UNSC Inaction: Despite the United Nations acknowledging the violence as
ethnic cleansing, the UNSC has been unable to pass binding resolutions
because of China’s veto power. China has consistently blocked resolutions
that would call for stronger international actions, citing its strategic alliance
with Myanmar and its stance on non-interference in domestic affairs.
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o Impact: The lack of UNSC action has allowed the violence to continue and
further entrenched Myanmar’s military junta. The failure to hold Myanmar
accountable for its treatment of the Rohingya has led to continuing human
rights abuses.

Consequences of UNSC Inaction on Genocide

1. Failure to Uphold the Responsibility to Protect (R2P)
o One of the key principles in international law is the Responsibility to Protect
(R2P), which asserts that the international community has a duty to intervene
when a country is either unable or unwilling to prevent genocide. The
UNSC's inaction has undermined this principle, leading to criticism that it is
unable to protect vulnerable populations when needed most.
2. Impunity for Perpetrators
o The lack of decisive action has often resulted in impunity for those
responsible for genocidal acts. In many cases, those behind atrocities continue
to operate with little fear of international accountability, fostering an
environment where future crimes can occur with little consequence.
3. Erosion of Trust in the UN and Global Governance
o The UNSC's inability to act decisively in the face of genocide has led to a
decrease in confidence in the United Nations as an institution capable of
effectively addressing global crises. This has prompted calls for reform,
including calls for changing the veto system or expanding the UNSC to
include countries that are more likely to act on humanitarian issues.

The Call for Reform: The Need for Stronger Action

1. Reform of the Veto System
o Reform of the veto system within the UNSC has been repeatedly proposed,
particularly in the context of genocide prevention. Critics argue that the veto
power should be restricted or removed when it comes to situations involving
genocide or crimes against humanity, in order to prevent political deadlock
from preventing international action.
2. Strengthening Humanitarian Mechanisms
o A growing call for stronger regional mechanisms for humanitarian
intervention, such as those by the African Union (AU) or European Union
(EV), highlights the need for the international community to act even when
the UNSC is paralyzed. These entities could play a role in addressing crises
where the UNSC is unwilling or unable to intervene.
3. Accountability and Justice
o Ensuring that those responsible for genocides are held accountable by
international courts, such as the International Criminal Court (ICC), is
crucial in maintaining justice and accountability. The failure to prosecute
perpetrators of genocide has led to a loss of credibility in international
justice systems and must be addressed to prevent future atrocities.
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Conclusion

The inaction of the UNSC in the face of genocide has had profound consequences, both for
the victims of these atrocities and for the credibility of the United Nations. The political
dynamics surrounding the veto power of the Permanent Members have often paralyzed
efforts to stop genocidal violence, leading to catastrophic human suffering. To prevent
future genocides and to protect human rights, reform within the UNSC and the
international community is necessary to prioritize human life over political
considerations.
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6.3 The Role of the Veto in Humanitarian Crises

The United Nations Security Council (UNSC) plays a critical role in addressing
humanitarian crises around the world, including those arising from conflicts, natural
disasters, refugee displacement, and disease outbreaks. However, the veto power held by
the five Permanent Members (PRs) of the UNSC often plays a decisive role in shaping the
Council's response to such crises. In this section, we explore the impact of the veto on the
UNSC's ability to address humanitarian crises effectively, its consequences for global
governance, and the ethical dilemmas involved.

The Link Between Humanitarian Crises and UNSC Intervention

Humanitarian crises typically involve situations where the rights and well-being of large
populations are at immediate risk due to conflict, violence, or natural disasters. The UNSC,
under the United Nations Charter, has the mandate to intervene in situations that threaten
international peace and security. Its potential interventions can range from sanctions to
peacekeeping missions, or even military interventions under the Responsibility to Protect
(R2P) framework. However, despite this broad mandate, the UNSC's response is often
constrained by political considerations and the use of veto power by its Permanent
Members.

How Veto Power Blocks Humanitarian Action

1. Political Deadlock and Inaction
o The veto power has often resulted in political deadlock within the UNSC,
where a single Permanent Member can prevent the Council from taking
meaningful action in response to humanitarian crises. Even when the evidence
of crisis is overwhelming, a veto can halt resolutions that would authorize
humanitarian intervention or support humanitarian aid missions. This
creates situations where human suffering continues unabated, even when
international intervention may be necessary.
2. Geopolitical Interests Over Humanitarian Concerns
o The Permanent Members of the UNSC often wield their veto power in
accordance with their geopolitical interests, placing national interests over
the global good. This has led to instances where humanitarian needs are
sidelined in favor of political or economic considerations. For instance, a
country with significant strategic or economic ties to a state undergoing a
humanitarian crisis may veto efforts to impose sanctions or authorize military
intervention, thereby protecting the interests of its ally at the expense of
human rights and global security.
3. Selective Humanitarian Action
o The veto system has also contributed to selective humanitarian action,
where the UNSC responds to some crises with urgency and others with
negligence. For example, humanitarian crises in some parts of the world,
particularly those involving key allies of Permanent Members, might receive
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limited attention or inadequate intervention. Conversely, crises in regions
where Permanent Members have less at stake might prompt more aggressive
responses, leading to inequities in humanitarian aid and intervention.

Case Studies of Veto Power in Humanitarian Crises

1. The Syrian Civil War (2011-present)

o

Background: The Syrian Civil War has led to a catastrophic humanitarian
crisis, with over 500,000 deaths and millions displaced. The use of chemical
weapons and the targeting of civilians have led to widespread calls for
international intervention. Despite the grave humanitarian situation, the
UNSC has been largely paralyzed by the vetoes of Russia and China—both
allies of the Syrian regime. Both countries have consistently used their veto
power to block resolutions calling for stronger sanctions, military
intervention, or the referral of Syria to the International Criminal Court
(1CC) for war crimes prosecution.

Impact: The failure to secure international action in the face of the Syrian
crisis has resulted in ongoing suffering for civilians, displacement, and the
continuation of atrocities. The veto power has essentially shielded the
Syrian government from international accountability, exacerbating the crisis
and preventing the UNSC from acting in line with its mandate to protect
human rights.

2. The Yemen Crisis (2015-present)

o

Background: The Yemen conflict, which began in 2015, has led to one of the
world's worst humanitarian crises. Over 100,000 people have been killed,
and millions have been affected by the famine, cholera outbreaks, and lack
of medical care. The Saudi-led coalition’s airstrikes, supported by Western
countries, have been implicated in Kkilling civilians and destroying vital
infrastructure. However, the UNSC has been ineffective in addressing these
abuses.

Impact of Veto Power: The United States, a Permanent Member, has been
aligned with Saudi Arabia in the conflict and has used its veto power to
block resolutions that would hold the coalition accountable for humanitarian
violations. As a result, the Yemen crisis has continued to worsen, with little
international pressure or intervention to address the humanitarian needs of
the Yemeni people.

3. The Rohingya Crisis in Myanmar (2017-present)

o

Background: The Rohingya population in Myanmar has been subjected to
widespread violence and ethnic cleansing by the Myanmar military since
2017. Hundreds of thousands have fled to neighboring Bangladesh, while the
UN has described the violence as ethnic cleansing and genocide. The
international community has called for accountability, but the UNSC's
inaction has been striking.

Impact of Veto Power: Despite widespread evidence of atrocities, the China
and Russia vetoes have blocked attempts to take strong action, such as
imposing sanctions or referring the situation to the ICC. Both countries have
expressed support for Myanmar’s sovereignty and used their veto power to
shield the government from international pressure. This inaction has allowed
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the Myanmar military to carry out its campaign with impunity, further
deepening the crisis.

Ethical Dilemmas: The Consequences of Vetoes in Humanitarian Crises

1. The Ethical Responsibility to Act

o

The use of the veto power raises an important ethical dilemma: Should a
country’s national interests outweigh the humanitarian needs of vulnerable
populations? The failure of the UNSC to act, due to political considerations,
directly contradicts the moral imperative to protect human lives in crises.
The veto power allows a handful of nations to prevent the global community
from fulfilling its humanitarian obligations—Ileading to moral failures and
a loss of credibility for the UN as a whole.

2. Undermining Humanitarian Law

@)

The veto system has contributed to the undermining of international
humanitarian law. The United Nations was established, in part, to uphold
international human rights and ensure the protection of civilians in conflict.
However, the veto system often prevents the UNSC from responding to clear
violations of international law, including war crimes and crimes against
humanity, violating the very principles the organization is meant to uphold.

3. Erosion of Trust in International Institutions

o

The inaction by the UNSC in critical humanitarian situations can lead to a
decline in trust in the UN and its ability to act effectively. This diminishes the
effectiveness of the UN as a global governing body and may drive countries
to seek alternative means of conflict resolution or humanitarian aid outside
the United Nations framework.

Calls for Reform: Addressing the Veto’s Impact on Humanitarian Crises

1. Limiting the Veto in Humanitarian Situations

o

Several international legal scholars and political figures have argued for
reforming the veto system to allow for greater action in humanitarian crises.
Proposals include restricting the use of the veto when it comes to issues
involving human rights violations, genocide, and humanitarian
emergencies. This would prevent a single country from blocking a response
that could save thousands or millions of lives.

2. Strengthening Regional Humanitarian Mechanisms

o

To reduce dependence on the UNSC, there is a growing call for strengthening
regional organizations like the European Union (EU), African Union (AU),
or Organization of American States (OAS), which may be more agile and
responsive in dealing with local humanitarian crises. These organizations
could take a more active role in intervening where the UNSC is paralyzed.

3. Increasing Accountability for Veto Abuse

o

Holding Permanent Members accountable for the misuse of the veto in
humanitarian situations is also a critical element of reform. Greater
transparency and scrutiny of the veto’s application in cases involving
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humanitarian crises could prompt more ethical decision-making in the
future.

Conclusion

The veto power of the UNSC has often been a barrier to humanitarian action, particularly
in the face of large-scale humanitarian crises. While the veto was initially designed to
ensure the participation of major powers in the maintenance of international peace and
security, its abuse in cases involving human rights abuses and humanitarian disasters has
led to considerable suffering and disillusionment with the UN's ability to act. In order to
effectively address the world’s most pressing humanitarian crises, the UNSC must undergo
reform, limiting the veto's power in critical humanitarian situations to ensure a faster and
more efficient response to global suffering.
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6.4 Case Study: The Blocking of Resolutions on Darfur

The Darfur conflict in Sudan, which began in 2003, stands as one of the most significant
humanitarian crises of the early 21st century. The violence, genocidal acts, and
displacement of millions of people were compounded by the Sudanese government’s
resistance to international intervention. The United Nations Security Council (UNSC),
despite having a clear mandate to address threats to international peace and security, was
largely paralyzed by the use of veto power during the Darfur crisis, especially by China
and Russia, which blocked several proposed resolutions to hold the Sudanese government
accountable and to deploy international peacekeeping forces.

This case study explores the blocking of UNSC resolutions related to Darfur, the role of
veto power in preventing effective international action, and the consequences of this
inaction for both the people of Darfur and the credibility of the UNSC.

Background of the Darfur Conflict

The Darfur conflict began in 2003 when rebel groups in the Darfur region of western Sudan
rose up against the Sudanese government, accusing it of marginalizing the region. The
government's response was a brutal crackdown, involving the Janjaweed militia, who were
accused of committing widespread atrocities, including mass Killings, rape, and the
displacement of civilians. The violence led to what many international observers and human
rights organizations have described as genocide.

The conflict led to the deaths of over 300,000 people and the displacement of more than 2
million. The UN and various humanitarian organizations documented these atrocities and
called for urgent international intervention, but the UNSC's ability to act was significantly
hindered due to the veto power exercised by two of its Permanent Members—China and
Russia.

The UNSC's Response to Darfur and the Role of the Veto Power

From the outset of the conflict, there were significant international calls for the UNSC to
intervene to stop the violence and provide humanitarian assistance. Several resolutions
aimed at addressing the crisis were proposed, including those focused on imposing sanctions,
referring the situation to the International Criminal Court (ICC), and authorizing
peacekeeping missions to protect civilians. However, these efforts were repeatedly blocked
due to the veto power of key members.

Resolution on Sanctions and Military Intervention

One of the first UNSC actions regarding Darfur came in 2004, when the council adopted a
resolution (1556) calling for sanctions against Sudanese officials involved in the violence.
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This resolution also demanded that the Sudanese government disarm the Janjaweed militia
and take responsibility for the conflict. However, the effectiveness of the resolution was
limited by the absence of enforcement mechanisms and the lack of any military
intervention.

As the situation deteriorated, the UNSC considered more robust actions, including military
intervention and the deployment of peacekeeping forces. In 2007, the UNSC passed
Resolution 1769, which established the UN-African Union Hybrid Mission in Darfur
(UNAMID). However, the full deployment of peacekeeping forces was delayed, and the
Sudanese government continued to obstruct efforts to bring international forces into Darfur.

At several stages in this process, China, which had close economic ties to the Sudanese
government due to its oil interests in Sudan, and Russia, which had political and economic
relations with Sudan, used their veto power to block stronger resolutions that would have led
to more significant sanctions or military action.

China's Role in Blocking Resolutions

China, as a Permanent Member of the UNSC, was particularly influential in blocking
resolutions related to Darfur. Its ties with Sudan were strategic, especially because Sudan
was one of China's main sources of oil in Africa. China's veto power in the UNSC prevented
the imposition of stronger sanctions on Sudanese officials and blocked resolutions
referring the Darfur situation to the ICC for accountability.

China's stance was often justified as a need to respect Sudan's sovereignty and avoid
escalating tensions between the UN and a key trading partner. However, its use of the veto
in the context of Darfur led to significant criticism from human rights organizations, which
accused China of prioritizing its economic interests over humanitarian concerns.

Russia's Involvement in Blocking Resolutions

Russia’s position on Darfur was similarly tied to its political and economic interests in the
region. Although Russia did not have as extensive economic ties to Sudan as China, it
nevertheless sought to maintain good relations with the Sudanese government for reasons of
regional influence and strategic partnerships. Like China, Russia used its veto to block
stronger actions from the UNSC, particularly the deployment of a peacekeeping force
under a Chapter VII resolution, which could have authorized the use of military force to
protect civilians.

Russia's veto power was also driven by its broader desire to limit Western influence in
Africa, where it sought to retain influence over former Soviet states and counter the growing
presence of Western powers. In the case of Darfur, this was interpreted by many as an
attempt to block Western-led intervention and protect Sudan's sovereignty, even if it meant
obstructing meaningful action that could have helped end the violence.
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Impact of the Veto Blockages on the Crisis

1. Escalating Violence

o

The most immediate impact of the vetoed resolutions was the continuation
of widespread violence in Darfur. With no meaningful intervention from
the international community, the Sudanese government and militia groups
were able to continue their brutal campaigns, resulting in untold suffering
for civilians. The continued obstruction of sanctions and military
intervention meant that the UNSC failed to protect civilians and prevent
further atrocities.

2. Impunity for the Sudanese Government

o

By blocking calls for accountability and preventing the referral of Sudanese
officials to the International Criminal Court (ICC), China and Russia's
vetoes allowed the Sudanese government to maintain impunity. In 2009 and
2010, the ICC issued arrest warrants for President Omar al-Bashir for his
role in committing genocide, war crimes, and crimes against humanity in
Darfur. However, because of the vetoes, the UNSC was unable to take
meaningful action to enforce the warrants, and al-Bashir remained in power,
further undermining the rule of law and international justice.

3. Weakening of the UNSC's Credibility

@)

Conclusion

The failure to act on Darfur was a significant blow to the UNSC's credibility
as the guardian of international peace and security. The Council's inability
to act decisively in the face of clear evidence of genocide and war crimes
undermined its role as a global authority in humanitarian matters. For many
critics, the UNSC's response to Darfur highlighted the limitations of the veto
system and the paralysis it causes when the interests of Permanent Members
clash with global humanitarian concerns.

The blocking of UNSC resolutions regarding the Darfur conflict by China and Russia is a
stark example of how the veto power can prevent effective action in the face of mass
atrocities. Despite the overwhelming evidence of genocide and human rights abuses, the
vetoes of two Permanent Members led to international inaction that allowed the crisis to
worsen, leaving millions of civilians vulnerable and without protection. This case
underscores the ethical dilemma of balancing sovereignty and geopolitical interests with
the need for humanitarian intervention and accountability. It also highlights the need for
reforming the UNSC's veto system to ensure that the protection of civilians and the
prevention of atrocities are prioritized over political or economic considerations.
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Chapter 7: The Role of Veto Power in Global
Disarmament

Global disarmament has long been a central goal for the United Nations (UN) and its various
bodies, especially the United Nations Security Council (UNSC). The pursuit of a world free
from the threat of weapons of mass destruction (WMDs), such as nuclear, chemical, and
biological weapons, has faced significant obstacles, many of which stem from the veto
power held by the five permanent members (P5) of the UNSC: China, France, Russia, the
United Kingdom, and the United States. While these states hold significant power in global
disarmament negotiations, their national interests, often linked to security concerns,
political influence, and military supremacy, have sometimes hindered progress toward a
truly secure and disarmed world.

This chapter will examine how the veto power in the UNSC has played a role in shaping
global disarmament efforts, the challenges associated with achieving global disarmament
goals, and the impact of P5 vetoes on the success or failure of disarmament initiatives.

7.1 Veto Power and Global Disarmament Treaties

Global disarmament efforts often take the form of international treaties aimed at reducing
or eliminating specific categories of weapons. Some of the most significant treaties, such as
the Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT), the Chemical Weapons Convention (CWC), and the
Comprehensive Nuclear-Test-Ban Treaty (CTBT), have sought to restrict the
development, proliferation, and use of weapons. However, progress has often been slowed
or obstructed by the veto power exercised by the P5 members of the UNSC. This section
will explore the role of vetoes in influencing the negotiation and implementation of major
disarmament agreements.

The Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT)

The NPT—a key international agreement aimed at preventing the spread of nuclear
weapons and promoting nuclear disarmament—was adopted in 1968 and remains a
cornerstone of global disarmament efforts. However, the NPT has faced significant
challenges, particularly in its implementation. One of the main criticisms is the failure of
nuclear-armed states (P5 members) to make significant progress toward disarmament,
despite their commitments under the treaty.

While the P5 states have made some efforts to reduce their nuclear arsenals, they continue to
modernize their nuclear forces, citing concerns over security threats and geopolitical
instability. As a result, the NPT has been subject to P5 vetoes in the UNSC when it comes to
actions aimed at enforcing nuclear disarmament.

The Chemical Weapons Convention (CWC)

The CWC, which entered into force in 1997, seeks to eliminate the development, production,
and use of chemical weapons. While it has achieved notable success in terms of destroying
existing stockpiles of chemical weapons, the use of chemical weapons in conflict—such as
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in Syria—has been a major challenge. Despite the UNSC's responsibility to ensure the
implementation of such disarmament treaties, P5 members' vetoes have hindered the
imposition of stronger sanctions or military intervention against countries accused of
using chemical weapons.

The Syria crisis in particular highlighted the inability of the UNSC to take decisive action
due to the vetoes of Russia (a permanent member) in defense of the Assad regime. As the
Syrian government continued to use chemical weapons, Russia used its veto power to block
resolutions that would have imposed stricter sanctions or authorized the use of force to
dismantle Syria’s chemical weapons arsenal.

7.2 Veto Power in Arms Control and Disarmament Negotiations

Disarmament is not only about treaties but also about arms control measures aimed at
regulating the development and deployment of various categories of weapons. The veto
power of the P5 in the UNSC has often played a key role in shaping the scope and depth of
these negotiations. This section will focus on the role of P5 members in influencing arms
control and disarmament negotiations, as well as the barriers that vetoes create in achieving
meaningful progress.

Strategic Arms Limitation Talks (SALT) and Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty (START)

The SALT and START series of treaties between the United States and the Soviet
Union/Russia during the Cold War and in the post-Cold War era were aimed at reducing
the number of nuclear weapons possessed by these two countries. While these treaties made
significant strides in arms reduction, progress was slow, and the presence of veto power
often shaped the outcome of the negotiations. In particular, both Russia and the United
States used their power and influence to protect their respective nuclear arsenals, sometimes
prioritizing their national security concerns over broader disarmament objectives.

For instance, the START treaties and subsequent nuclear arms reduction agreements were
often limited in scope, with both countries ensuring that their strategic nuclear capabilities
remained viable and credible. In many cases, this balance between arms reduction and
maintaining a deterrent capability was the result of vetoes or the threat of veto by both
sides.

The Failure of the Comprehensive Nuclear-Test-Ban Treaty (CTBT)

The CTBT, which seeks to ban all nuclear explosions for both military and civilian purposes,
has yet to come into force due to the failure of key states to ratify it. While the treaty was
adopted by the UN General Assembly in 1996, it requires the ratification of 44 specific
countries, including China, India, Pakistan, and the United States. The United States and
China, two P5 members, have been particularly reluctant to ratify the treaty, citing national
security concerns related to maintaining their nuclear deterrents.

The UNSC, as a body responsible for enforcing international peace and security, has been
unable to take effective action to address these impasses due to the veto power. This lack of
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progress has contributed to the global arms race, as countries pursue the development of
more sophisticated and powerful nuclear arsenals.

7.3 Veto Power and the Prospects of Nuclear Disarmament

The ultimate goal of many disarmament advocates is to achieve global nuclear
disarmament. However, the veto power exercised by the P5 members of the UNSC has
created significant barriers to this ideal. While many non-nuclear states and international
organizations advocate for the elimination of nuclear weapons, the P5 members are
unwilling to relinquish their nuclear capabilities, seeing them as critical to their security
interests and global influence.

This section will analyze the prospects for nuclear disarmament in the context of the veto
system and consider potential reforms to the UNSC that might make it more conducive to
global disarmament goals.

Nuclear-Weapon-Free Zones (NWFZs)

One of the successes of nuclear disarmament efforts has been the establishment of
Nuclear-Weapon-Free Zones (NWFZs) in various regions, including Africa, Latin
America, and the South Pacific. These zones are intended to prevent the development and
deployment of nuclear weapons in specific regions, creating safer environments for regional
stability.

While these zones have had some success in promoting non-proliferation and disarmament,
the veto power has prevented the UNSC from taking more decisive action toward creating a
universal global ban on nuclear weapons. Efforts to expand these zones globally often face
resistance from the P5 members, who perceive any further limitation on their nuclear
capabilities as a threat to their security.

7.4 Conclusion: The Need for Reform in the UNSC’s Veto Power and Global
Disarmament

The veto power has played a pivotal role in shaping global disarmament efforts, often
impeding the progress of international treaties, arms control agreements, and
disarmament initiatives. While the P5 members hold veto power for geopolitical reasons,
this has created an unequal and selective approach to disarmament, often prioritizing the
security concerns and interests of the powerful states over the global good.

In light of the complexity of global disarmament, the veto system is often seen as a barrier
to achieving meaningful progress. Reforming the UNSC veto power could be key to
achieving a more equitable and effective global disarmament framework, ensuring that all
nations have an equal voice in the pursuit of a nuclear-free world and the reduction of other
dangerous weapons.

The failure of the UNSC to decisively address disarmament challenges raises the question of

whether the veto system is fit for purpose in the 21st century, or whether new mechanisms
are required to ensure that the world can move towards a more secure and peaceful future.
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7.1 Nuclear Non-Proliferation and UNSC Resolutions

The issue of nuclear non-proliferation has been one of the most significant and contentious
areas in global disarmament efforts, with the UN Security Council (UNSC) playing a central
role in addressing the proliferation of nuclear weapons. The Nuclear Non-Proliferation
Treaty (NPT), which was adopted in 1968, remains the cornerstone of global efforts to
prevent the spread of nuclear weapons. However, despite this international framework, the
UNSC'’s ability to enforce non-proliferation has been repeatedly tested, particularly by the
veto power exercised by its permanent members (P5): the United States, Russia, China,
France, and the United Kingdom.

This section explores how the UNSC has used its resolutions to manage nuclear non-
proliferation, the challenges it faces due to the veto power, and the implications for global
security.

The Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT) and the UNSC’s Role

The NPT aims to prevent the spread of nuclear weapons while promoting the peaceful use
of nuclear energy and pursuing nuclear disarmament. Under the treaty, non-nuclear weapon
states are prohibited from acquiring nuclear weapons, while nuclear-armed states (the P5)
have committed to pursue nuclear disarmament—though the pace of disarmament has been
slow.

The UNSC is charged with monitoring compliance with the NPT and has the authority to
take action against states that violate its provisions. However, the P5’s veto power often
complicates the UNSC’s ability to act decisively. For example, when a state violates the
NPT by attempting to develop or acquire nuclear weapons, the UNSC can pass resolutions
to impose sanctions or take other measures. However, if any P5 member disagrees with such
actions, it can block resolutions with its veto.

UNSC Resolutions and Sanctions

In instances where a state is suspected of attempting to develop nuclear weapons in violation
of the NPT, the UNSC can adopt resolutions imposing sanctions, demanding that the state
abandon its nuclear ambitions, or even authorizing military intervention. However, the veto
power has frequently prevented effective action, particularly in cases involving states with
strategic alliances or national interests closely tied to one of the P5 members.

Case Study: North Korea

One of the most prominent cases in which the UNSC’s ability to act has been challenged by
the veto power is that of North Korea. Since its first nuclear test in 2006, North Korea’s
nuclear program has been a major concern for global non-proliferation efforts. The UNSC
has passed numerous resolutions calling for sanctions on North Korea, demanding the
country abandon its nuclear weapons program.
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Despite these efforts, China, a permanent member of the UNSC, has repeatedly vetoed
stronger measures against North Korea. China’s veto is partly motivated by its desire to
maintain stability in the region and its strategic interests in North Korea, as well as its
preference for diplomatic engagement rather than punitive actions. This has led to criticisms
that the UNSC's resolutions are often weak or ineffective due to the P5’s conflicting national
interests.

Case Study: Iran

Iran's nuclear program has also been a significant challenge for the UNSC. Iran has long
maintained that its nuclear program is for peaceful purposes, but many countries,
particularly the United States and European Union, have expressed concern that Iran is
seeking to develop nuclear weapons. The UNSC imposed sanctions on Iran through a series
of resolutions, culminating in Resolution 1929 (2010), which targeted Iran’s nuclear program
and restricted its access to nuclear materials and technology.

However, Russia and China, two other P5 members, have sometimes been reluctant to
support harsher sanctions or military action against Iran. Russia’s veto power, in particular,
has led to a compromise resolution that is often seen as insufficient in addressing the threat
of nuclear proliferation. The Iran nuclear deal (JCPOA), which was agreed upon in 2015,
reflects the UNSC’s divided stance, with some P5 members advocating for a diplomatic
solution while others seek more stringent measures.

Challenges in Implementing Effective Non-Proliferation Policies

The veto power presents several challenges to the UNSC’s ability to implement effective
non-proliferation policies. The PS5 members’ conflicting national interests, particularly in
regions of strategic importance or where geopolitical alliances are at play, often hinder
consensus within the Security Council. These differences create deadlocks, where the
UNSC’s ability to take decisive action is significantly weakened. The divisions within the
UNSC can lead to:

1. Weak Sanctions: When P5 members disagree on the severity of sanctions, they may
compromise on resolutions, leading to less effective sanctions or those that do not
fully address the issue.

2. Inconsistent Enforcement: The application of sanctions and military measures is
often inconsistent, depending on which P5 member holds the position of power or
veto. States with strategic alliances with P5 members may be able to circumvent
sanctions or avoid significant punishment.

3. Diplomatic Stalemates: Often, the veto power results in a stalemate, with diplomatic
efforts stalling due to a lack of agreement among the P5 members. This inaction
allows states to continue pursuing nuclear capabilities, as seen with North Korea and
Iran.

The Role of Veto Power in Maintaining the Status Quo
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While the NPT aims for universal disarmament, the veto power within the UNSC has led
to the perpetuation of nuclear inequality. The five P5 members—who are also nuclear-
armed states—are not under the same scrutiny or pressure to disarm as non-nuclear states.
This imbalance is often criticized as hypocritical, as the P5 continue to possess and
modernize nuclear weapons while demanding that other states forgo their nuclear
ambitions.

Additionally, the P5’s veto power allows them to protect their own nuclear arsenals from
any threat of disarmament or arms reduction measures that could undermine their military
dominance. This dynamic creates an environment where nuclear weapons remain central to
global security politics, reinforcing the status quo rather than working toward
comprehensive disarmament.

Conclusion

The UNSC’s role in nuclear non-proliferation is critical, but the effectiveness of its
resolutions has often been undermined by the veto power held by its permanent members.
While the NPT and other arms control treaties offer frameworks for nuclear non-
proliferation, the P5 members’ competing interests frequently block meaningful action.
This has led to a situation where global security is often held hostage to the strategic
interests of the nuclear powers, delaying progress toward a world free of nuclear weapons.
Until the issue of the veto power in the UNSC is addressed, the path toward genuine nuclear
disarmament and the enforcement of non-proliferation norms will remain obstructed.
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7.2 Vetoes on Sanctions and Arms Control Agreements

The UN Security Council (UNSC) plays a crucial role in promoting global peace and
security, and one of its main tools for achieving this is the imposition of sanctions.
Sanctions are often used to penalize states or non-state actors that violate international law,
engage in aggressive behavior, or develop weapons of mass destruction, including
nuclear, biological, and chemical weapons. Additionally, the UNSC also helps oversee
arms control agreements, which aim to reduce or limit the proliferation of certain types of
weapons and ensure global stability.

However, the veto power held by the five permanent members (P5)—the United States,
Russia, China, France, and the United Kingdom—can complicate and delay effective
action on sanctions and arms control agreements. This section explores how vetoes by P5
members have impacted the effectiveness of sanctions and the implementation of arms
control agreements.

The Use of Sanctions in the UNSC

Sanctions are among the most commonly used tools by the UNSC to address issues related to
global security, such as nuclear proliferation, armed conflicts, terrorism, and human
rights abuses. These sanctions can be comprehensive, such as trade embargos or financial
restrictions, or they can target specific individuals or entities, such as arms dealers or
military leaders. The UNSC can also implement arms embargoes, restricting the flow of
weapons into a country or region.

However, the veto power can significantly undermine the effectiveness of sanctions. If any
one of the P5 members disagrees with a proposed sanction, they can use their veto to block
the resolution, rendering it ineffective. This has been particularly evident in situations where
the P5 members’ national interests conflict, or where there are strategic alliances at play.
The balance of power between the P5 can lead to ineffective sanctions or even prevent the
imposition of sanctions altogether.

Case Study: Iran and Sanctions

One of the most well-known examples of sanctions in the context of arms control and
nuclear non-proliferation is the UNSC sanctions on Iran. Iran's nuclear program has long
been a source of tension in the Middle East and globally. The UNSC has passed numerous
resolutions imposing sanctions on Iran in an effort to prevent it from developing nuclear
weapons. These sanctions have targeted Iran’s economy, particularly its oil exports, and
have imposed restrictions on its access to nuclear materials and technology.

However, despite international efforts, the imposition of sanctions has been hampered by
vetoes from Russia and China. Both countries have strong economic ties with Iran and have
opposed harsher sanctions that could undermine their strategic interests in the region. For
example, Russia has consistently used its veto to block certain resolutions or calls for
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military intervention in Iran, preferring diplomatic engagement and a negotiated solution.
China, similarly, has shown a reluctance to fully back sanctions, prioritizing its economic
relationship with Iran.

This veto-based paralysis has limited the UNSC’s ability to take decisive action against
Iran’s nuclear program, allowing Tehran to continue its huclear ambitions while the
international community remains divided.

Arms Control Agreements and the Veto Power

Arms control agreements are designed to reduce or eliminate the production, stockpiling, and
use of certain types of weapons, such as chemical, biological, and nuclear weapons. The
UNSC has often been tasked with overseeing the implementation of these agreements,
ensuring that states comply with international disarmament norms. However, the veto
power has often obstructed progress on arms control agreements, especially when the P5
members are divided or have differing interests.

For example, the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons (NPT), signed in
1968, was meant to prevent the spread of nuclear weapons and promote disarmament. The
UNSC has supported this effort, passing resolutions to reinforce the treaty’s implementation.
However, as the P5 members are also the nuclear-armed states, their involvement in both
arms control and nuclear disarmament is inherently problematic. While some states
advocate for stronger disarmament measures, others have resisted reducing their nuclear
arsenals, citing national security concerns.

The veto power has been especially visible in discussions on arms control and
disarmament efforts. For example, when nuclear weapons states are unwilling to disarm or
even reduce their stockpiles of nuclear weapons, they can use the veto to prevent any
meaningful UNSC action that might challenge their military dominance or security
policies. In such cases, the P5’s national interests often override the UNSC’s ability to
implement global disarmament measures.

Case Study: The Chemical Weapons Convention and Syria

The Chemical Weapons Convention (CWC) is an arms control treaty that aims to eliminate
the use of chemical weapons worldwide. The UNSC has been responsible for enforcing
compliance with this treaty, especially in cases where countries are accused of using chemical
weapons in conflicts. However, the veto power has obstructed the UNSC’s ability to take
action in certain situations, particularly during the Syrian Civil War.

In 2013, the Syrian government was accused of using chemical weapons against civilians
in the Ghouta attack. The UNSC was faced with the task of holding Syria accountable for
the violation of the CWC. However, Russia, a permanent member of the UNSC, strongly
opposed any action that would directly challenge Syria’s regime, which it supported. As a
result, Russia used its veto power to prevent the UNSC from passing a resolution that would
authorize military intervention or more stringent measures against Syria.
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While some countries called for accountability and sanctions against the Syrian
government, Russia’s veto blocked any meaningful action from the UNSC, allowing Syria
to continue using chemical weapons without facing significant consequences. This example
highlights how arms control agreements, like the CWC, can be undermined by the veto
power, especially when P5 members have strategic alliances or interests that conflict with
the global consensus.

Challenges and Implications

The veto power poses significant challenges to the UNSC’s effectiveness in addressing
global issues related to sanctions and arms control. While the P5 members have justified
their veto power as a means to maintain global stability, the use of vetoes often leads to:

1. Inaction: Vetoes by P5 members can prevent the UNSC from acting on crucial
issues, such as sanctions against proliferating states or arms control measures, thus
delaying or blocking vital efforts to address global threats.

2. Ineffective Sanctions: The P5’s conflicting interests can lead to weak sanctions
that fail to apply adequate pressure on states violating international agreements. This
undermines the credibility and effectiveness of the UNSC’s actions.

3. Arms Control Stalemates: Efforts to advance arms control agreements can be
thwarted by vetoes, particularly when the P5 members have different priorities or
are unwilling to make concessions on their own military capabilities.

4. Geopolitical Influence: The P5 members often use their veto power to advance their
own geopolitical interests, rather than prioritizing global security and disarmament,
leading to inequitable outcomes that undermine the principles of international
cooperation.

Conclusion

The veto power remains a significant barrier to the UNSC’s effectiveness in enforcing
sanctions and advancing arms control agreements. While the UNSC is responsible for
maintaining international peace and security, the veto system enables P5 members to block
or dilute efforts that conflict with their national interests. This has serious consequences for
global non-proliferation and disarmament efforts, as well as for the overall credibility of
the UNSC as a body committed to global security. Until the veto power is reformed or
restructured, the UNSC will continue to face significant challenges in addressing global
threats related to weapons proliferation and arms control.
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7.3 The Disarmament Agenda and Its Stalemate

The global disarmament agenda has long been a central goal of the United Nations
Security Council (UNSC). The aim of this agenda is to reduce or eliminate the stockpiles of
weapons of mass destruction (WMDs), including nuclear, chemical, and biological
weapons, and to promote general arms reduction on a global scale. The UNSC, with its
authority over issues of international peace and security, is in a pivotal position to drive
forward initiatives that would lead to a more peaceful and secure world by advancing
disarmament efforts. However, the veto power held by the five permanent members (P5) of
the UNSC has often stalled or obstructed meaningful progress in the disarmament agenda,
leading to a stalemate in global arms control.

This section will explore the challenges faced by the UNSC in advancing the disarmament
agenda, particularly the impact of the veto power in preventing significant strides in
reducing global armaments. The section will also examine key case studies where the
UNSC'’s efforts toward disarmament have been thwarted or delayed due to the influence of
veto-wielding members.

The Challenge of Global Disarmament

The disarmament agenda is both ambitious and challenging, as it requires coordinated
action by countries to reduce or eliminate arms that have the potential to cause mass
destruction. The UNSC has played an essential role in creating frameworks and mechanisms
to facilitate disarmament, such as the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT), which aims
to prevent the spread of nuclear weapons, and the Chemical Weapons Convention (CWC),
which seeks to eliminate chemical weapons. However, significant obstacles remain in
achieving a truly disarmed world, largely due to geopolitical tensions, national security
concerns, and the influence of the P5 members.

Despite the significant progress made in some areas of arms control, the P5 veto power has
consistently been a barrier to substantial progress in several disarmament initiatives. Each
of the P5 members has a vital interest in maintaining their own military capabilities,
particularly their nuclear arsenals, which they view as essential for their national security
and geopolitical influence. As a result, these states often resist efforts to impose limitations
on their military power, preventing the UNSC from effectively addressing issues such as
nuclear disarmament, chemical weapons elimination, and other arms control
agreements.

Veto Power and the Stalemate in Disarmament

The most prominent feature of the UNSC's disarmament agenda that leads to a stalemate is
the veto power. While the UNSC has passed many resolutions related to disarmament, the
veto power of the P5 members means that no resolution can be passed unless all five
permanent members agree. This structure allows any one of the P5 states to block a
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resolution that they find contrary to their national interests, including those related to arms
control or disarmament.

For example, any attempt to implement strong nuclear disarmament measures is often
stymied by the veto power. The nuclear-armed members of the P5—the United States,
Russia, China, France, and the United Kingdom—have a vested interest in maintaining
their nuclear arsenals, and any proposed resolution that threatens to limit or reduce these
weapons is often blocked through the use of a veto. While there is significant support for
nuclear disarmament from non-nuclear states and global civil society, the P5’s resistance
prevents meaningful action from being taken.

Case Study: The Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT)

The Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT), which entered into force in 1970, is one of
the key instruments in the global disarmament agenda. It is designed to prevent the spread of
nuclear weapons, promote the peaceful use of nuclear energy, and work towards the eventual
elimination of nuclear weapons. The treaty has been signed by almost every country in the
world, but it has faced serious challenges in its implementation due to the lack of
commitment from the P5 members to nuclear disarmament.

While the NPT's primary aim is to prevent nuclear proliferation, it also includes a
disarmament clause that obligates the P5 to engage in good faith negotiations toward
nuclear disarmament. However, over the decades, the P5 nations have made limited progress
in reducing their nuclear arsenals, with some even increasing their stockpiles or modernizing
their nuclear weapons systems.

The UNSC has been instrumental in reinforcing the NPT, but its efforts have often been
undermined by the veto power. For example, when the UNSC attempted to pass resolutions
calling for stronger action on nuclear disarmament or greater compliance with the NPT,
vetoes from nuclear-armed states prevented these initiatives from moving forward. This has
contributed to the perception that the UNSC is ineffective in achieving real progress on
global nuclear disarmament.

Case Study: The Treaty on the Prohibition of Nuclear Weapons (TPNW)

The Treaty on the Prohibition of Nuclear Weapons (TPNW), adopted in 2017, is the first
legally binding international agreement to completely prohibit nuclear weapons, with the goal
of their total elimination. However, despite widespread support from the international
community and a growing number of countries signing on to the treaty, the P5 nuclear-
armed states have refused to join the treaty and have blocked any related UNSC
resolutions.

The P5's veto power has been crucial in preventing any UNSC action that would advance
the goals of the TPNW. The United States, Russia, and other nuclear powers have argued
that the treaty is unrealistic and undermines global security, asserting that nuclear
deterrence remains essential to their national defense. As a result, efforts to gain UNSC
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endorsement for the TPNW have been blocked, and the disarmament agenda remains
stalled.

The Role of Geopolitics in the Stalemate

Geopolitics plays a significant role in the stalemate surrounding the disarmament agenda.
The P5 members often see their military capabilities, especially their nuclear arsenals, as
integral to their geopolitical power. As the main players in global politics, they are reluctant
to disarm or reduce their stockpiles for fear of losing their strategic advantage. The ongoing
rivalry between the United States and Russia, as well as China's growing influence, has
further complicated efforts to advance disarmament. Strategic alliances and national
security interests often take precedence over global disarmament goals, creating a deadlock
in the UNSC.

Furthermore, the P5 members have different security concerns that shape their views on
arms control. While some may view disarmament as a path toward peace and stability,
others are focused on maintaining their military dominance to secure their national
interests. This division among the P5 on key issues related to arms control perpetuates the
stalemate in the disarmament agenda.

Conclusion

The disarmament agenda faces a significant stalemate due to the veto power wielded by
the P5 members of the UN Security Council. While there is broad international support for
reducing and eliminating weapons of mass destruction, the P5's vested interests in
maintaining their military dominance, particularly their nuclear arsenals, prevent
substantial progress. The veto power often blocks UNSC resolutions related to nuclear
disarmament, arms control agreements, and non-proliferation, undermining the
credibility of the UNSC as a body committed to global peace and security.

Until the P5 members can overcome their geopolitical interests and agree on meaningful
steps toward disarmament, the UNSC’s disarmament agenda will remain in a state of
stagnation, leaving global security and stability at risk. The UNSC’s credibility and
effectiveness in promoting arms control and disarmament will continue to be undermined
by the stalemate created by the veto power.
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7.4 Case Study: The Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT) and
UNSC Vetoes

The Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT), adopted in 1968 and entering into force in 1970, is
one of the cornerstone international agreements designed to prevent the spread of nuclear
weapons and to promote nuclear disarmament. The NPT has three key objectives: preventing
the spread of nuclear weapons and nuclear weapon technology (non-proliferation),
promoting the peaceful use of nuclear energy (cooperation), and advancing nuclear
disarmament. As of today, the NPT has been signed by 191 countries, making it one of the
most widely adhered to arms control treaties in the world.

However, while the NPT has been instrumental in preventing the spread of nuclear weapons
to many countries, it has also faced significant challenges, particularly regarding its
disarmament provisions. The UN Security Council (UNSC) has played a significant role in
supporting the goals of the NPT, but the veto power held by the five permanent members
(P5) of the UNSC has often obstructed progress on key issues related to nuclear disarmament
and the full implementation of the NPT.

This section will explore how UNSC vetoes have impacted the NPT, particularly in relation
to disarmament efforts, enforcement of compliance, and addressing non-signatory states or
those suspected of violating the treaty.

The Role of the UNSC in NPT Implementation

The UNSC is tasked with ensuring international peace and security, and one of its core
responsibilities is overseeing the enforcement of global arms control agreements, including
the NPT. The International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) works in tandem with the
UNSC to monitor nuclear activities and ensure compliance with the NPT's non-proliferation
provisions. The UNSC has the authority to impose sanctions or take other actions against
states that violate the treaty’s provisions or attempt to develop nuclear weapons in
contravention of their commitments under the NPT.

However, the effectiveness of the UNSC in enforcing the NPT is often compromised by the
veto power. The P5 members, as nuclear-armed states under the NPT, have significant
influence over the UNSC’s actions and can block any resolutions or sanctions that they
perceive to be against their national interests or security concerns. This dynamic has led to a
series of challenges in holding states accountable for violations or for failing to meet their
disarmament obligations under the NPT.

Veto Power in Action: A Barrier to Enforcement

The use of the UNSC veto by the P5 has been a major obstacle to holding states accountable
for violations of the NPT, particularly when these violations concern nuclear weapons
development. Several countries, including North Korea, Iran, and others, have been subject
to scrutiny over their nuclear activities. While there have been some actions taken, including
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sanctions and resolutions, the veto power has often been wielded by P5 members to either
block enforcement measures or to prevent the UNSC from taking decisive action against
states that are not adhering to the treaty’s obligations.

One notable example is North Korea. Since its first nuclear weapons test in 2006, the UNSC
has imposed a range of sanctions on North Korea in an effort to curb its nuclear weapons
program. However, China and Russia, both permanent members of the UNSC, have often
used their veto power to soften or block some of the sanctions that would severely impact
North Korea’s economy and its nuclear program. This has led to criticism that the UNSC's
actions are ineffective in preventing the further proliferation of nuclear weapons by states that
violate the NPT.

In another instance, Iran’s nuclear program has been a subject of significant concern for the
UNSC. While Iran has been a signatory to the NPT, there have been longstanding
accusations that it has been pursuing nuclear weapons capabilities under the guise of a
peaceful nuclear program. The UNSC has imposed several rounds of sanctions on Iran, but
divisions among the P5 members have prevented more decisive actions from being taken.
The United States and France, for example, have pushed for stricter sanctions, while Russia
and China have been more reluctant to support such measures due to their strategic
relationships with Iran.

The P5’s Influence on NPT Disarmament Goals

The disarmament goal of the NPT calls for the P5 members—the five nuclear-armed
states—to engage in good faith negotiations toward the eventual elimination of their nuclear
weapons. However, the P5's reluctance to fully commit to nuclear disarmament has been a
significant impediment to achieving this goal. The UNSC, which is tasked with promoting
and enforcing the NPT's disarmament provisions, has struggled to make significant progress
on this front.

The veto power gives the P5 members considerable leverage over any UNSC initiatives
related to nuclear disarmament. For instance, attempts by non-nuclear countries to push for
concrete disarmament measures have been consistently blocked by the P5. This dynamic has
led to accusations that the P5 states are not fulfilling their disarmament obligations under the
NPT, and the UNSC has been criticized for failing to hold them accountable.

Additionally, the P5 members have often used the veto to block resolutions that call for a
reduction in the number of nuclear weapons or for limitations on nuclear modernization.
These actions have sparked debates about the NPT's effectiveness and whether the UNSC
can realistically achieve its disarmament objectives in a world where the most powerful
nuclear-armed states can block any meaningful progress.

The Stalemate in the NPT Review Process

The NPT includes a review process that takes place every five years, during which signatory
states assess the progress made in fulfilling the treaty’s objectives. The review process has
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often been marred by disagreements among the P5 members, with some states accusing
others of failing to meet their disarmament commitments. This has led to deadlocks in the
review process, preventing the UNSC from making any substantial progress on nuclear
disarmament.

For example, in the 2015 NPT Review Conference, the P5 were unable to agree on a final
document that would have made significant strides toward nuclear disarmament. Despite
international calls for stronger disarmament measures, the United States, Russia, China,
and others refused to make binding commitments to reduce their nuclear arsenals. The veto
power held by these states ensured that no significant disarmament resolutions could pass,
leading to a failed review conference.

Conclusion

The Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT) has been a crucial instrument in preventing the spread
of nuclear weapons and promoting global nuclear disarmament. However, the effectiveness
of the NPT in achieving its disarmament goals has been severely hampered by the UN
Security Council's (UNSC) veto power. The P5 members, who are the primary
beneficiaries of the NPT"'s nuclear privileges, have used their veto power to block any
UNSC resolutions or sanctions that would restrict their nuclear arsenals or compel them to
fully comply with disarmament commitments.

The veto power has also been a significant barrier to addressing violations of the NPT, such
as those committed by states like North Korea and Iran, who continue to pursue nuclear
weapons programs despite international condemnation. The UNSC's inability to take
decisive action on these issues reflects the limitations of the UNSC's structure and the
influence of geopolitical interests in shaping global arms control efforts.

For the NPT to achieve its disarmament goals, the UNSC must overcome the stalemate
created by the P5 veto and take stronger action to hold nuclear-armed states accountable for
their obligations under the treaty. Until that happens, the NPT's disarmament provisions will
remain largely unenforced, and the global community will continue to face the threat of
nuclear proliferation and the stagnation of arms control efforts.
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Chapter 8: Veto Power and International Sanctions

International sanctions are one of the primary tools at the disposal of the United Nations
Security Council (UNSC) to address violations of international law, acts of aggression, and
threats to international peace and security. Sanctions can range from arms embargoes and
trade restrictions to financial measures and travel bans. However, despite their potential
to deter harmful behavior, the effectiveness of UNSC sanctions is often influenced by the
veto power held by the five permanent members of the Security Council (P5). This chapter
will explore the relationship between the veto power and the imposition of international
sanctions, examining how the P5 use their vetoes to block or modify sanctions, as well as the
implications for international governance and enforcement.

8.1 The Role of Sanctions in UNSC Actions

Sanctions are a key aspect of the UNSC's ability to enforce its resolutions and uphold
international peace and security. Sanctions can be imposed to address a range of issues, such
as violations of human rights, military aggression, terrorism, and nuclear proliferation.
These measures aim to pressure a country or entity to change its behavior by causing
economic hardship or international isolation.

The UNSC sanctions regime involves the adoption of resolutions that specify the type and
scope of sanctions to be applied. These resolutions require the approval of at least nine of the
15 UNSC members, but they are frequently subject to the veto power of the P5 members—
China, France, Russia, the United Kingdom, and the United States. This means that any
member of the P5 can block the imposition of sanctions, regardless of the support for the
resolution from other members of the UNSC.

8.2 How the Veto Power Impacts Sanctions

The veto power held by the P5 has profound implications for the imposition of sanctions.
When one or more of the P5 members are aligned with a country or entity under scrutiny,
they can use their veto to block sanctions or influence their nature. This dynamic often leads
to selective enforcement of international law, with sanctions being imposed on some
countries while others are able to escape repercussions despite engaging in similar violations.

For example, when Russia and China used their vetoes to block a proposed resolution
imposing sanctions on Syria during the Syrian Civil War, it became clear how the veto can
limit the UNSC’s ability to act decisively in cases of human rights violations and military
aggression. Similarly, the United States has exercised its veto power on numerous occasions
to block sanctions on countries with which it has strategic or economic interests, such as
Israel and Egypt.

The veto also allows P5 members to negotiate the terms of sanctions to suit their interests.

For example, a P5 member may demand modifications to proposed sanctions—such as
reducing their scope or exempting certain entities from restrictions—in exchange for support
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for the resolution. This selective use of the veto results in sanctions that are often watered
down, less effective, or delayed.

8.3 Case Study: Vetoes and Sanctions on North Korea

A prime example of the veto power influencing the imposition of sanctions is the case of
North Korea and its ongoing nuclear weapons program. Despite repeated violations of UN
Security Council resolutions and its continued testing of nuclear weapons, North Korea
has been subjected to varying levels of sanctions.

The UNSC has imposed a series of sanctions on North Korea over the years, but these
measures have often been diluted or delayed due to the veto power of China and Russia.
Both countries have consistently blocked or softened proposed sanctions against North

Korea, citing concerns about the humanitarian impact and the potential for escalating tensions
on the Korean Peninsula. For instance, Russia and China have repeatedly used their veto
power to block resolutions that would impose stricter economic sanctions or military action
against North Korea, arguing that such measures would hurt innocent civilians and could
provoke military retaliation.

This case illustrates how the veto power can hinder the UNSC's ability to respond to
violations of international law, even when there is broad support among other members for
more robust action. In some cases, China and Russia have used their vetoes to prevent the
UNSC from enforcing stronger sanctions, despite North Korea’s repeated nuclear tests and
violations of international norms.

8.4 The Veto and the Effectiveness of Sanctions

The effectiveness of UNSC sanctions is closely tied to the P5 members' willingness to
enforce them. When one of the P5 members vetoes or alters a resolution, it can undermine the
credibility of the sanctions and reduce their effectiveness. A fragmented approach to
sanctions, where key powers disagree on the scope or severity of the measures, can lead to
loopholes and evasion.

In some cases, the veto power has led to the creation of ineffective sanctions that fail to
address the root causes of the conflict or violations. Sanctions that are too weak to force
compliance or that disproportionately harm civilian populations rather than the ruling regime
often fail to achieve the desired political outcomes. For instance, economic sanctions may
disproportionately impact the general population, while the regime or elite groups that are
the target of the sanctions may find ways to circumvent the measures, either through black-
market channels or by relying on the support of sympathetic states.

Furthermore, the veto can result in inconsistent enforcement of sanctions. When a P5
member blocks a sanctions resolution, it often leads to discrepancies between the level of
sanctions imposed by the UNSC and the measures that are taken by regional organizations
or individual states. This inconsistency makes it harder to apply pressure on the targeted
country and undermines the overall effectiveness of international sanctions.
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8.5 Case Study: The Iran Nuclear Deal and UNSC Sanctions

The Iran nuclear deal, also known as the Joint Comprehensive Plan of Action (JCPOA),
represents another significant example of how the veto power can influence international
sanctions. The deal, which was signed in 2015 between Iran and six major world powers (the
United States, United Kingdom, France, China, Russia, and Germany), was designed to
limit Iran’s nuclear program in exchange for the lifting of economic sanctions.

The UNSC played a critical role in the JCPOA by adopting a resolution that endorsed the
agreement and lifted certain sanctions on Iran. However, the veto power of the P5 members
became a point of contention during the U.S. withdrawal from the agreement in 2018 under
President Donald Trump. The decision to re-impose sanctions on Iran after the U.S. exit
from the deal further exemplified the challenges posed by UNSC vetoes and the limits of
international sanctions in enforcing compliance with non-proliferation agreements.

In this case, the veto was wielded by the United States, which unilaterally withdrew from the
agreement and reinstated its sanctions on Iran, despite the fact that the UNSC had previously
approved the lifting of sanctions under the JCPOA framework. The result was a fractured
approach to sanctions, with some countries continuing to honor the deal and others, such as
the U.S., actively undermining it. This example demonstrates the difficulties that arise when
the P5 members use their vetoes in ways that undermine multilateral efforts to resolve global
challenges.

Conclusion

The veto power held by the P5 members of the UNSC has a profound impact on the
imposition and effectiveness of international sanctions. While sanctions are an important
tool for maintaining international peace and security, the veto power often results in selective
enforcement, inconsistent application, and diluted measures. The ability of any one of the P5
members to block sanctions or alter their scope leads to a fragmented approach to sanctions
that can hinder their ability to pressure states or entities engaged in illegal activities, such as
nuclear proliferation, terrorism, or aggression.

As the examples of North Korea, Iran, and other global conflicts illustrate, the veto power
often limits the UNSC's ability to impose meaningful and effective sanctions, thus raising
questions about the legitimacy and credibility of the UNSC as a body capable of enforcing
international law. To enhance the effectiveness of sanctions in the future, the international
community may need to reconsider the structure of the UNSC and its decision-making
processes, particularly the veto power, in order to address pressing global security challenges
more effectively.
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8.1 Economic Sanctions and Their Influence on Global
Policy

Economic sanctions have become one of the most widely used tools in international
diplomacy and global governance to influence the behavior of states, non-state actors, and
international entities. These sanctions are imposed by the United Nations Security Council
(UNSC) or individual countries and can take various forms, including trade restrictions,
asset freezes, financial measures, and investment bans. The goal of such sanctions is often
to alter a target country's behavior by applying economic pressure, restricting its access to
resources, and isolating it from the global economy.

However, the veto power of the P5 members of the UNSC often plays a significant role in
shaping the way sanctions are imposed, their scope, and their ultimate effectiveness. This
sub-chapter explores the role of economic sanctions in global policy and the ways in which
the veto power influences their design and application, as well as their broader implications
for international relations.

The Purpose of Economic Sanctions
Economic sanctions are typically imposed for one or more of the following objectives:

1. Deterring aggression: Sanctions may be levied to deter a country from engaging in
military aggression, such as invasion, occupation, or territorial expansion.

2. Promoting human rights: Sanctions can serve as a tool to pressure governments into
adhering to international human rights standards, especially in cases of ethnic
cleansing, genocide, and other gross human rights violations.

3. Punishing violations of international law: Countries that violate international
norms, including nuclear proliferation, terrorism, or chemical weapons use, may
face sanctions as a means of holding them accountable for their actions.

4. Encouraging diplomatic negotiations: Sanctions are sometimes used as a means of
encouraging a government to return to the negotiation table or comply with
international agreements, such as nuclear disarmament or peace treaties.

5. Promoting regime change: In certain situations, economic sanctions are used in an
attempt to destabilize a regime and push for political change, although this is often
highly controversial and can have unintended consequences.

Sanctions can be targeted at individuals, entities, or the entire economy of a country, and they
often work by restricting access to trade, financial resources, technology, and foreign
investment. Their effectiveness depends on several factors, including the target country’s
vulnerabilities, international cooperation, and the political will of those enforcing the
sanctions.

The Influence of the Veto Power on Economic Sanctions
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The veto power granted to the P5 members of the UNSC has a direct and significant impact
on the design and implementation of economic sanctions. The P5 members—China,
France, Russia, the United Kingdom, and the United States—hold the power to prevent
any substantive resolution, including sanctions proposals, from being adopted, regardless of
the consensus or support from the other UNSC members. This introduces several
complications in the effectiveness of sanctions:

1. Selective Enforcement: The P5 members often have strategic, political, or
economic interests in certain countries that may lead them to block sanctions. For
example, China and Russia have historically exercised their veto power to block
sanctions against their allies, such as Syria and North Korea, based on geopolitical
considerations. In other cases, the United States has used its veto to block sanctions
against Israel, despite concerns raised by other countries regarding human rights
violations. This selective enforcement can weaken the credibility of the UNSC's
sanctions regime and lead to inconsistent policies in addressing global threats.

2. Dilution of Sanctions: Even when sanctions are supported by the majority of the
UNSC, the P5 veto can result in the watering down of proposed measures. For
instance, if a proposed resolution calls for broad economic sanctions or military
embargoes on a country, a P5 member may use its veto to demand exemptions for
certain sectors or specific countries. This undermines the effectiveness of sanctions by
allowing the target state to continue benefiting from certain resources, making it more
difficult for the sanctions to achieve their intended goals.

3. Political Bargaining: The veto power often turns the UNSC into a forum for
political bargaining. Countries that hold veto power can demand modifications to a
sanctions proposal in exchange for their support. This bargaining process frequently
results in the modification of sanctions to align with the P5 members' interests. This
can lead to the imposition of weak sanctions or the rejection of more severe
measures that may be necessary to pressure the target state.

4. Blocking Sanctions for Strategic Reasons: In some cases, P5 members may block
sanctions on a country because of their economic or geopolitical interests. For
instance, Russia has consistently vetoed sanctions against Syria to protect its strategic
relationship with the Syrian government, which hosts a key Russian military base.
Similarly, China has blocked sanctions on North Korea to maintain its influence in
the region and prevent the collapse of the North Korean regime, which could lead to
instability along the Chinese border.

The Impact of Economic Sanctions on Global Policy

Economic sanctions, despite their limitations, play a significant role in shaping global policy
and international relations. The application of sanctions can send strong signals to the
international community about the willingness of the UNSC to uphold international law and
address violations of global norms. However, the influence of sanctions on global policy is
often complicated by the role of the veto power, which can block or dilute the application of
effective measures.

1. Reinforcing Norms: Sanctions can reinforce international norms related to human

rights, nuclear non-proliferation, and peaceful conflict resolution. By imposing
sanctions on countries that violate these norms, the UNSC aims to show that such
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actions will not be tolerated. For example, sanctions imposed on Iran for its nuclear
program have helped bring the country to the negotiating table and contributed to the
development of the Joint Comprehensive Plan of Action (JCPOA). However, the
veto power has meant that some sanctions are blocked or diluted to the point of being
ineffective, undermining the UNSC's credibility.

2. Shaping Geopolitical Alliances: The imposition of economic sanctions often
reshapes geopolitical alliances and international partnerships. Countries targeted
by sanctions may seek to strengthen ties with other states that oppose the sanctions or
are unaffected by them. For example, countries like Russia and China have become
increasingly aligned with states that face UNSC sanctions, providing them with
alternatives to the global economic system. This reshaping of alliances can lead to the
formation of counter-blocs that challenge the influence of the P5 and the UNSC.

3. Economic Costs and Unintended Consequences: The imposition of economic
sanctions often comes at a significant economic cost to both the target state and the
countries enforcing the sanctions. For example, sanctions on Iran have disrupted
global oil markets and affected trade between sanctioning countries and Iran's trading
partners. In some cases, sanctions can lead to unintended consequences, such as
humanitarian crises or the strengthening of authoritarian regimes, which can use
the sanctions as a pretext to consolidate power and blame external actors for their
difficulties.

4. Global Perceptions of the UNSC's Effectiveness: The ability of P5 members to
block or dilute sanctions casts doubt on the UNSC's legitimacy and effectiveness.
When the UNSC fails to take decisive action against a country or entity that violates
international law, it can lead to a perception of ineffectiveness and selectivity in its
enforcement of international norms. This can undermine the UNSC's credibility
and erode support for multilateral diplomacy.

Conclusion

Economic sanctions are a powerful tool in global policy, but their effectiveness is heavily
influenced by the veto power wielded by the P5 members of the UNSC. The veto can result
in the selective imposition of sanctions, the dilution of proposed measures, and the creation of
geopolitical tensions. The veto power undermines the UNSC's ability to enforce
international law consistently and weakens the overall effectiveness of sanctions as a tool of
global governance.

As the global community faces complex challenges, such as nuclear proliferation, human
rights abuses, and armed conflicts, the role of sanctions in addressing these issues will
continue to be a subject of debate. To enhance the effectiveness of sanctions, reforms to the
UNSC's decision-making processes and veto power may be necessary to ensure that
sanctions are applied consistently and effectively to address global security threats.
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8.2 How the Veto Shapes the Effectiveness of Sanctions

The veto power held by the five permanent members of the United Nations Security
Council (P5) plays a critical role in shaping the effectiveness of economic sanctions. Since
the veto allows any of the P5 members—China, France, Russia, the United Kingdom, or
the United States—to block any substantive resolution, it directly influences the scope,
application, and success of sanctions. This sub-chapter delves into how the veto power
affects the effectiveness of sanctions, considering both the positive and negative impacts of
the veto system on the global enforcement of international law.

1. Blocking Sanctions and the Diplomatic Deadlock

The most direct influence of the veto power on the effectiveness of sanctions is that P5
members can block the imposition of sanctions altogether. If any permanent member has
strategic or political interests that align with the target country of the sanctions, they can
veto any proposed measures aimed at penalizing or pressuring that country. This leads to
diplomatic deadlock and prevents the UNSC from taking decisive action.

o Example: Russia and China have vetoed UNSC resolutions aimed at imposing
sanctions on their ally Syria, which has been accused of human rights violations and
the use of chemical weapons against its citizens. Both countries have blocked
sanctions out of geopolitical considerations, and this has allowed the Syrian
government to continue its activities without facing the consequences imposed by the
UNSC. Similarly, Russia has vetoed sanctions on North Korea in the past, arguing
that the sanctions disproportionately impact the population and create instability in the
region.

2. Dilution of Sanctions Proposals

Even when sanctions are proposed, the veto power can result in the watering down of those
measures. If a P5 member disagrees with the proposed sanctions or is unwilling to approve
them in their original form, they can negotiate changes to the resolution. This often leads to
sanctions that are less stringent, allowing the target country to evade some of the pressure
intended by the measures.

o Example: A UNSC resolution proposing broad economic sanctions against Iran in
response to its nuclear program was weakened after Russia and China pushed for
exemptions for sectors such as energy exports, which are crucial for the Iranian
economy. As a result, while sanctions were imposed, they were not as comprehensive
as initially intended and failed to significantly curb Iran's nuclear ambitions.

o Consequence: The diluted sanctions made it easier for the targeted country to find
alternative trade partners, including those that are not part of the sanctions regime. For
instance, China and Russia have continued to engage in trade with Iran,
undermining the impact of the UNSC sanctions.
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3. Geopolitical Considerations and Strategic Interests

The veto power also reflects the strategic interests of the P5 members, who are motivated
by their own geopolitical concerns and alliances. When the P5 perceives that sanctions will
negatively affect their own interests or the stability of their allies, they may use their veto to
prevent the resolution from passing. This significantly undermines the effectiveness of
sanctions because it prevents the UNSC from acting in unison on global security issues.

o Example: The United States has often used its veto power to block sanctions against
Israel, especially when the country has been accused of violating Palestinian rights.
Despite strong support from the majority of the international community for sanctions
or resolutions criticizing Israel's actions, the U.S. veto has consistently blocked such
measures, which has created a perception of bias and ineffectiveness within the
UNSC.

o Consequence: When countries like the U.S. or Russia use their veto powers to
protect their allies, it not only renders sanctions ineffective but also risks diminishing
the UNSC's credibility in the eyes of the international community.

4. Ineffectiveness in Addressing Global Security Threats

The P5 veto power is designed to maintain global stability by preventing decisions that
could lead to significant conflicts between major powers. However, this structure can result
in the inaction of the UNSC when it comes to global security threats like nuclear
proliferation, terrorism, and human rights violations.

In cases where P5 members are divided on key security issues, the veto system creates
gridlock, preventing the UNSC from taking swift action. This leads to an ineffective global
system for addressing issues like terrorism or weapons of mass destruction, where
sanctions could have an immediate impact on a state's behavior.

« Example: In the case of North Korea’s nuclear weapons program, the UNSC has
faced repeated deadlocks due to China and Russia blocking sanctions that would
have put more pressure on the North Korean regime. This failure to adopt effective
sanctions has allowed North Korea to continue its nuclear tests and missile launches,
exacerbating tensions in the Asia-Pacific region.

« Consequence: The inability of the UNSC to impose comprehensive sanctions
weakens its role as a global enforcer of peace and security, leading other countries or
coalitions to act unilaterally, which can further undermine the authority of the UNSC.

5. The Impact on Humanitarian Efforts

Sanctions imposed by the UNSC are often meant to address not only political and military
concerns but also humanitarian issues. In some cases, the P5 veto has resulted in the failure
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to protect human rights or to intervene in humanitarian crises, such as ethnic cleansing,
genocide, or large-scale violence against civilians.

o Example: In the case of Darfur, the UNSC imposed sanctions, but China and
Russia vetoed measures to enforce stronger actions against Sudanese government
forces accused of genocide. These vetoes were often motivated by political and
economic ties with Sudan, preventing the UNSC from taking more decisive steps to
end the violence and address the humanitarian crisis.

« Consequence: By blocking sanctions and intervention in humanitarian crises, the
veto power in the UNSC can create a situation where the international community is
unable to prevent atrocities, leading to prolonged suffering for civilians and eroding
confidence in the effectiveness of the UNSC.

6. Potential for Reform: Balancing Veto Power and Sanction Effectiveness

There has been increasing discussion about the need for reforming the veto system to make
the UNSC more effective in enforcing sanctions and ensuring global peace. Some proposals
include limiting the use of the veto in cases involving human rights abuses or nuclear
proliferation, or creating new mechanisms to bypass the veto in instances where
humanitarian crises demand urgent action.

Reform proposals aim to prevent major powers from blocking action on pressing global
issues, ensuring that sanctions can be imposed without the interference of strategic political
interests. However, reforming the veto power remains a complex challenge, as the P5 are
unlikely to agree to weaken their veto rights without significant changes to the UNSC
structure itself.

Conclusion

The veto power held by the P5 members significantly shapes the effectiveness of sanctions
imposed by the UNSC. It can result in the blocking of sanctions altogether, the dilution of
measures, and the creation of diplomatic deadlock, all of which undermine the UNSC’s
ability to respond effectively to global security challenges. While sanctions remain an
important tool for addressing violations of international law and global norms, the veto
power often prevents the UNSC from acting in a coherent and unified manner. For
sanctions to be more effective in the future, there may be a need for reform of the veto
system, allowing for a more dynamic and responsive approach to global threats and crises.

132 |Page



8.3 The Use of Sanctions as a Political Tool

Sanctions are often employed by the United Nations Security Council (UNSC) and
individual nations as a political tool to influence the behavior of states or actors on the global
stage. These measures, ranging from economic sanctions to trade embargoes and military
restrictions, are designed to achieve a wide variety of political, diplomatic, and strategic
objectives. This sub-chapter explores how sanctions are used as a political tool, particularly
how the veto power in the UNSC can influence the effectiveness and direction of sanctions.

1. The Strategic Use of Sanctions by Major Powers

The P5 members of the UNSC often use sanctions as a way to further their national
interests or geopolitical goals. For example, the U.S. has frequently employed sanctions
against Iran, North Korea, and Syria, while Russia has used sanctions as a means of
retaliating against Western countries or asserting its influence over Eastern Europe. China
has also used its position to protect certain allied countries from international sanctions.

o Example: The United States has employed economic sanctions against Iran for its
nuclear program, while Russia has blocked resolutions that would impose harsher
sanctions on Iran, primarily due to its strategic interests in maintaining an ally in the
Middle East. China, similarly, has shielded North Korea from further sanctions due
to its political and economic ties with the regime.

o Consequence: Sanctions are often employed as a diplomatic lever to press countries
into compliance with international norms, but they are also used to exert influence
or coerce adversaries into changing policies or behaviors that may not align with the
P5 members' strategic interests.

2. The Political Dimensions of VVeto Power and Sanctions

The ability of P5 members to veto sanction proposals means that sanctions are sometimes
used more as a political bargaining tool than as a purely moral or legal instrument to address
human rights abuses or security violations. Veto power allows permanent members to
prevent the UNSC from taking action that they perceive as politically detrimental to their
own national security or economic interests.

For example, Russia has blocked sanctions on Syria due to its military and political alliance
with the Syrian regime, despite widespread international condemnation of the regime's
actions, including the use of chemical weapons against civilians.

o Example: Russia and China used their veto power to block stronger sanctions
against Syria following the 2013 chemical weapons attack in Ghouta. This was
seen as an effort to protect Syria's President Bashar al-Assad and maintain their
geopolitical influence in the region.

o Consequence: In such instances, sanctions are perceived as tools for political
leverage rather than as objective measures aimed at addressing specific violations of
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international law. The use of the veto power often turns the UNSC's sanctions into a
diplomatic bargaining chip, which can undermine their effectiveness.

3. The Double-Edged Sword of Sanctions

Sanctions as a political tool can have both positive and negative consequences, depending on
the objectives and the parties involved. While sanctions may bring about a desired policy
shift in the target country, they can also harm innocent civilians, damage the economy, and
create long-term instability. The selective nature of sanctions—especially when driven by
political interests—raises concerns about their fairness and efficacy.

o Example: Sanctions imposed on Iraq in the 1990s, following the Gulf War, were
meant to pressure the regime of Saddam Hussein to comply with international
demands regarding its weapons of mass destruction. However, the sanctions also
caused widespread humanitarian suffering among Iraqg's civilian population,
leading to criticism that the sanctions were too broad and disproportionately affected
the Iragi people rather than the leadership.

o Consequence: The political nature of sanctions can mean that the intended effects
are not always achieved, and the unintended consequences—including the suffering
of civilians and destabilization of entire regions—can make the sanctions appear
ineffective or unjust.

4. The Role of Vetoes in Protecting Allies or Strategic Interests

The veto power allows a P5 member to prevent sanctions that they deem harmful to their
allies or strategic interests. This is particularly evident in cases where a permanent
member uses its veto to protect a state with which it shares significant economic, military,
or political ties. By blocking sanctions, the P5 members may not only defend their allies but
also assert their own power and influence in global affairs.

o Example: China has used its veto power to shield North Korea from UNSC
sanctions on multiple occasions. The reasons for China’s stance are complex but
include strategic interests such as maintaining regional stability and economic ties.
While many in the international community advocate for harsher sanctions on North
Korea to curb its nuclear ambitions, China continues to block those measures to
protect its ally, creating tension in global diplomacy.

o Consequence: When vetoes are used to protect strategic allies, it highlights how
sanctions can be wielded not only as a means of global governance but as part of
political maneuvering. This reduces the legitimacy of the sanctions regime and
causes other countries to question the fairness of sanction enforcement.

5. Veto Power and the Legitimacy of Sanctions
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The veto power often compromises the legitimacy of the UNSC sanctions by making them
appear as instruments of political compromise rather than moral or legal enforcement
mechanisms. The inability of the UNSC to act cohesively due to the P5 veto undermines the
Council's credibility and erodes trust in its ability to effectively address violations of
international law and global norms.

o Example: The UNSC's inaction on key issues like the Syrian Civil War, Yemen
Conflict, and the use of chemical weapons has led to questions about the legitimacy
of the UNSC as a whole. When vetoes block resolutions aimed at imposing
sanctions on countries accused of serious human rights violations, the sanctions lose
their impact and create a perception of double standards.

o Consequence: The selective and often politically motivated use of sanctions by the
P5—influenced by the veto power—has raised concerns about the legitimacy of the
UNSC's authority to enforce global security. This undermines the credibility of the
Council and diminishes its role in maintaining international peace.

Conclusion

The use of sanctions as a political tool is a complex and often contentious issue, shaped by
the veto power of the P5 members of the UNSC. While sanctions can be effective in
achieving political and diplomatic goals, the veto system sometimes results in sanctions that
are either too weak to have meaningful impact or blocked entirely due to the national
interests of powerful countries. As the international community continues to grapple with
issues such as human rights abuses, nuclear proliferation, and regional conflicts, the
political dimension of sanctions and the role of vetoes will remain a critical factor in the
UNSC's effectiveness as a global governing body.
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8.4 Case Study: The Veto Block on Sanctions Against
Russia

One of the most significant examples of how the veto power shapes sanctions in the UNSC
is the veto block on sanctions against Russia. This case highlights the complex interplay of
geopolitical interests, economic considerations, and international relations that influence
the Security Council's ability to take action. The vetoes from Russia and its allies have
consistently blocked efforts to impose sanctions on the country for actions ranging from
Ukraine's annexation to alleged chemical weapons use.

1. Background: Russia’s Geopolitical Actions

Russia has faced increasing international criticism for its actions in Ukraine, Syria, and other
regions, including its interference in democratic processes around the world. Despite this,
Russia has consistently used its veto power in the UNSC to block sanctions aimed at
addressing these issues, arguing that the actions are in the best interests of its national
security and regional influence.

o Ukraine: In 2014, Russia annexed Crimea following Ukraine's Euromaidan
revolution and the ousting of pro-Russian President Viktor Yanukovych. This led to
an ongoing conflict in Eastern Ukraine, with Russia accused of supporting
separatist movements. The West, led by the United States and the European Union,
imposed sanctions on Russia in response, but these sanctions did not pass the UNSC,
as Russia used its veto to block any attempt to address its role in the conflict.

e Syria: In Syria, Russia's support for the regime of President Bashar al-Assad has
led to multiple vetoes on UNSC sanctions against Syria's human rights violations,
including the use of chemical weapons. Despite widespread condemnation of Syria's
actions, Russia consistently blocks any move to hold Syria accountable within the
UNSC framework.

o Alleged Interference: Russia's alleged interference in Western elections and its
involvement in cyber-attacks against other nations have also been points of tension,
but despite the international outrage, the UNSC has failed to impose meaningful
sanctions.

2. The Veto Power in Action

Russia's use of the veto power has been crucial in preventing any serious action by the
UNSC against its own government, especially in cases where the UNSC sought to punish
Russia's actions with sanctions.

e Russia's Role in the UNSC: As one of the five permanent members of the UNSC
(along with the U.S., China, France, and the UK), Russia holds veto power, meaning
that no resolution can pass without the consent of all the permanent members. This
gives Russia the ability to block sanctions and other resolutions, even if there is
widespread international consensus against its actions.
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Veto Use in Ukraine Crisis: Following Russia's annexation of Crimea in 2014 and its
involvement in the Donbas conflict in eastern Ukraine, there were multiple attempts
within the UNSC to impose sanctions against Russia. However, Russia's veto power
ensured that these efforts were blocked. In addition, Russia has employed its veto to
prevent the imposition of sanctions or the establishment of a UN-led investigation
into its alleged war crimes or human rights violations during its military operations in
Ukraine.

Syria and Chemical Weapons: Russia's veto power has been particularly evident in
its protection of the Syrian government. The UNSC has attempted to impose
sanctions on Syria for its use of chemical weapons against civilians, but Russia has
vetoed such actions, arguing that Syria is being unfairly targeted by external powers.
These vetoes have further exacerbated the humanitarian crisis in the region, and
Russia's refusal to act has prevented the UNSC from responding effectively.

3. Impact of Russia’s Veto on Global Governance

Russia's consistent use of its veto power in the UNSC has had significant implications for
global governance, particularly in terms of the credibility and effectiveness of the Security
Council in addressing international conflicts and violations of international law.

Ineffectiveness of the UNSC: The veto power in the hands of Russia has rendered
the UNSC ineffective in dealing with some of the most pressing global issues of the
21st century. By blocking sanctions, resolutions, and investigations into its own
actions, Russia has undermined the legitimacy of the UNSC and the broader
framework of international law.

Impunity for Russia: Russia’s veto power has allowed it to act with relative
impunity in international affairs, knowing that it can block any potential international
response through the UNSC. This has prompted criticism of the UNSC’s ability to
address issues of accountability, particularly regarding human rights violations and
international peace.

Challenges to Global Order: The ability of a single permanent member to block
sanctions or any meaningful action has created a scenario in which the UNSC cannot
function as an effective global body for peace and security. It highlights the
fundamental flaw in the UNSC’s structure, which often allows the interests of a few
powerful countries to override the broader goals of global cooperation and human
rights.

4. The International Community’s Response to the Veto

In response to Russia’s veto power and its blocking of sanctions, the international community
has sought alternative measures to address the violations of international law and human
rights. These efforts often take place outside of the UNSC framework, as countries form
coalitions or use regional organizations to implement sanctions or hold Russia accountable.

European Union and U.S. Sanctions: In the absence of UNSC action, countries like
the United States and members of the European Union have imposed unilateral or
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multilateral sanctions on Russia in response to its actions in Ukraine, Syria, and
beyond. These sanctions, however, lack the global reach and legitimacy that would
come with UNSC-backed measures.

e Alternative Forums: The Organization for Security and Co-operation in Europe
(OSCE), the European Union, and the Council of Europe have been used to address
the Russian threat, often bypassing the UNSC. However, these organizations have
limited capacity in comparison to the UNSC, which remains the most authoritative
international body for addressing security issues.

5. Conclusion

The veto block on sanctions against Russia is a prime example of how the UNSC's
decision-making process can be shaped by the political and strategic interests of its
permanent members. While Russia continues to leverage its veto power to protect its
actions on the global stage, the international community has increasingly turned to other
means to confront Russia’s actions, highlighting the limitations of the UNSC as an
instrument of global governance. The case of Russia underscores the controversial nature
of the veto power, raising critical questions about the UNSC's ability to maintain its
legitimacy and effectiveness in addressing modern global challenges.
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Chapter 9: The Challenge of UNSC Reform

The United Nations Security Council (UNSC) is widely recognized as a critical body for
maintaining international peace and security. However, its current structure and decision-
making process have faced increasing criticism over the years, particularly due to the veto
power held by the five permanent members (P5). The use of the veto, coupled with the
disproportionate influence of these P5 members, has led to calls for UNSC reform. This
chapter explores the challenges surrounding the reform of the UNSC, the arguments for and
against changes, and the potential pathways for making the Council more representative and
effective in addressing contemporary global challenges.

9.1 The Current Structure of the UNSC: Issues and Criticisms

The UNSC was established in 1945 to maintain international peace and security in the
aftermath of World War Il. However, its structure was designed to reflect the balance of
power at the time, with the P5 countries—the United States, Russia, China, France, and
the United Kingdom—holding permanent membership and the power of veto. This
arrangement has led to several criticisms, particularly in the context of modern global
dynamics.

1. Underrepresentation of Emerging Powers: The current composition of the UNSC
does not reflect the rise of emerging powers such as India, Brazil, and Germany, as
well as the growing influence of countries like Japan and South Africa. As these
nations gain importance in global governance, their exclusion from the P5 has
sparked debate about the need for increased representation.

2. Veto Power and Global Parity: The veto power has been a central issue of
contention. The P5's ability to block resolutions, especially in instances where their
national interests are at stake, has undermined the effectiveness of the UNSC. Critics
argue that the veto system creates a power imbalance and often leads to inaction on
key issues such as human rights violations, climate change, and armed conflicts.

3. Inefficiency in Dealing with Modern Issues: The UNSC's failure to address modern
global challenges—such as climate change, pandemics, and terrorism—has led to
growing frustration. The council’s inflexibility and inability to adapt to 21st-century
issues make reform even more urgent.

9.2 Arguments for UNSC Reform

The calls for UNSC reform have been gaining traction over the years, with supporters
arguing that changes are essential for the relevance and effectiveness of the Council in the
modern world. The following are key arguments for reform:

1. Increased Representation of the Global South: Many countries, especially in the
Global South, have criticized the lack of representation of their regions in the UNSC.
Adding permanent members from Africa, Latin America, and Asia would ensure
that the UNSC is more inclusive and reflective of current geopolitical realities.
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2. Accountability for Veto Power: The veto power has been a significant obstacle to
the UNSC’s ability to take decisive action, particularly in humanitarian crises. Reform
advocates suggest that limiting or abolishing the veto would promote a more
democratic decision-making process and reduce the disproportionate influence of
the P5.

3. Enhancing the Effectiveness of the UNSC: Reforms aimed at increasing the
flexibility and adaptability of the UNSC would enable it to address emerging global
threats more effectively. This would include expanding the scope of the UNSC’s
agenda to include climate change, cybersecurity, and public health crises.

4. Reflecting New Global Power Dynamics: The global balance of power has shifted
significantly since the formation of the UNSC. China’s rise as an economic and
military power, the growing influence of India, and the changing roles of countries
like Brazil and Germany make the current configuration of the UNSC increasingly
outdated. Reform would bring the council’s structure in line with modern geopolitical
realities.

9.3 Proposed Paths for Reform

Several proposals for reform have been put forward over the years, ranging from
modifications to the veto power to expanding the number of permanent and non-
permanent members. Some of the key suggestions include:

1. Expansion of Permanent Membership: One of the most debated proposals is the
inclusion of new permanent members. Advocates suggest adding countries such as
India, Brazil, Germany, and Japan to reflect the global power shift. However, this
proposal faces opposition from the P5, who would lose their dominance in the UNSC
decision-making process.

2. Limiting the Veto Power: Another proposal is to limit the use of the veto. Some
reform advocates suggest creating a system where a veto can be overridden by a
supermajority of UNSC members or requiring that the veto be used only in specific
circumstances. Others have suggested that human rights violations or atrocities
could be excluded from veto power, thus allowing the Council to act in such cases.

3. Increasing Non-Permanent Membership: Another approach is to increase the
number of non-permanent members of the UNSC. This could help ensure more
representation from diverse regions and countries, especially those in Africa and
Latin America, which have historically been underrepresented in the UNSC. The
African Union has long called for permanent seats for African nations, as it is the
only region without a permanent member.

4. Reforming Decision-Making Procedures: Reform could also involve adjusting how
the UNSC makes decisions. Proposals include moving away from the veto-centric
approach and adopting a majority vote or supermajority vote system for all
resolutions. This could make the Council more nimble in responding to crises.

9.4 Obstacles to Reform

Despite widespread support for UNSC reform, significant obstacles remain:
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1. Resistance from P5 Members: The most significant barrier to reform is the
opposition of the P5 members. These countries benefit from the current system and
are unlikely to support any changes that diminish their influence. The veto power is a
particularly sensitive issue for these nations, and they are hesitant to give up or limit
it.

2. Competing National Interests: The reform process is often hindered by competing
national interests. For example, while countries like India and Brazil have long
pushed for permanent membership, other countries may not support these efforts due
to regional rivalries or concerns about power shifts in global governance.

3. Lack of Consensus: The UNSC is often paralyzed by a lack of consensus among
member states on what reform should look like. While some nations call for dramatic
changes, others argue for more incremental adjustments. This lack of agreement has
slowed down the reform process over the years.

4. Geopolitical Competition: The political landscape of the UNSC is complicated by
global rivalries. China, for example, may resist reforms that could allow India or
Japan to gain permanent membership, while the United States may be reluctant to see
Brazil or Germany rise to prominence within the Council.

9.5 Conclusion

The challenge of UNSC reform is deeply entrenched in the political dynamics of the
international system. While the case for reform is compelling, particularly in light of the
global power shifts and the challenges of the modern world, the resistance from permanent
members and competing national interests have made meaningful reform difficult to
achieve. However, as global challenges evolve, the pressure for reform will likely continue to
mount, and the future of the UNSC may ultimately depend on its ability to adapt to the
demands of the 21st century. Whether through incremental adjustments or sweeping
changes, reform of the UNSC is necessary to ensure its continued relevance and effectiveness
in addressing the complex and interconnected issues of global peace and security.
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9.1 Proposals for Expanding the UNSC Membership

One of the most debated aspects of UNSC reform is the proposal to expand its membership.
The Security Council, as it stands, reflects the geopolitical realities of the post-World War
Il era—a time when a select group of powers dominated the global stage. The world has
changed dramatically since 1945, and the UNSC's composition is increasingly seen as
outdated and non-representative of the current global power dynamics.

Expanding the UNSC’s membership—both permanent and non-permanent—is a critical step
in making the body more inclusive, representative, and effective. This section explores the
arguments for expanding the UNSC's membership, as well as the various proposals and
their potential impacts on the council's functioning and legitimacy.

9.1.1 Arguments for Expanding the UNSC Membership

1. Reflecting Global Power Shifts
The global balance of power has shifted significantly since the UNSC’s creation in
1945. The rise of new global powers, particularly in Asia, Africa, and Latin
America, has made it increasingly clear that the current P5 members do not fully
represent the world’s population or economic influence. Countries such as India,
Brazil, Germany, and Japan have become key players in international diplomacy,
trade, and global governance, yet they are not represented in the UNSC's permanent
membership.

2. Promoting Fairness and Legitimacy
Geographical representation is a significant concern in UNSC reform. Many
countries, especially from the Global South, argue that the lack of permanent
representation for their regions undermines the legitimacy of the UNSC's decisions.
For example, Africa—with over 50 countries and one of the fastest-growing
economies—nhas no permanent seat, and this absence is seen as a significant gap in the
council’s legitimacy and credibility.

3. Increasing the Council's Effectiveness
Expanding membership would enhance the legitimacy of the UNSC by making it
more representative of global interests, thereby improving its ability to take action on
international issues. A broader membership would also allow for a more diverse
range of perspectives in decision-making, potentially leading to more comprehensive
solutions to global conflicts, human rights crises, and other international challenges.

4. Boosting Global Cooperation
An expanded UNSC could also serve to foster greater international cooperation.
Countries with emerging global influence would have a direct seat at the table,
creating stronger ties between the Global North and Global South, as well as
improving the council's ability to address a wider variety of global issues. This
expansion could also help alleviate tensions between developed and developing
countries over the perceived inequities in global governance.

9.1.2 Proposals for Expanding the UNSC Membership
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Several proposals have been put forward over the years to address the composition of the
UNSC and the representation of emerging powers. Below are some of the most prominent
proposals for expanding UNSC membership:

1. Permanent Membership for Emerging Powers
A key proposal in UNSC reform is the inclusion of new permanent members. The
current P5—United States, Russia, China, France, and United Kingdom—are seen
as outdated, particularly given the changing power dynamics since the end of the
Cold War. Leading reform proposals suggest that countries such as India, Germany,
Japan, and Brazil should be granted permanent membership to reflect their
growing influence on the global stage.

o India has long argued for a permanent seat, citing its large population,
economic growth, and contribution to UN peacekeeping missions.

o Germany, the largest economy in Europe, has also made a case for permanent
membership, emphasizing its commitment to multilateralism.

o Brazil has argued that as a regional power with significant influence in Latin
America and the developing world, it deserves a seat at the table.

o Japan, as the second-largest economy globally and a key player in
international diplomacy, has also called for a permanent seat.

2. Increasing the Number of Non-Permanent Seats
Another proposal is to increase the number of non-permanent members of the
UNSC. This would not involve creating new permanent seats, but instead expanding
the pool of rotating members who serve for limited terms. This proposal seeks to
provide greater regional representation, particularly for Africa, Latin America,
and Asia, regions that are currently underrepresented.

o Africa, in particular, has been vocal about its underrepresentation in the
UNSC. The African Union has called for two permanent seats for African
countries, as well as additional non-permanent seats.

o Some propose that the non-permanent members be elected for longer terms
(e.g., six years instead of two) to provide greater stability and continuity in
decision-making.

3. Creating a New Class of Semi-Permanent Members
Another proposal suggests the creation of a semi-permanent category of seats for
countries that would not have full veto power but would serve for longer terms than
the current non-permanent members. This category could be a compromise between
the current permanent members and non-permanent members, allowing for
countries that contribute significantly to global peacekeeping, humanitarian efforts,
and economic development to have a more consistent presence in the UNSC without
the full privileges of the P5.

4. Regional Representation for the Global South
One of the central arguments for UNSC expansion is to ensure regional balance,
particularly to address the underrepresentation of Africa, Latin America, and the
Middle East. Some proposals suggest rotating permanent seats for countries in these
regions, ensuring that every continent has representation that reflects its geopolitical
significance.

o For example, Africa has proposed that the African Union be granted two
permanent seats, along with the ability to rotate these seats among different
African countries to ensure fair representation.

o Similarly, Latin America has long called for a permanent seat to represent its
collective interests in the UNSC decision-making process.
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9.1.3 Potential Impact of Expanding Membership

1. Enhanced Legitimacy and Representation
Expanding membership would make the UNSC more reflective of the current
geopolitical landscape. By increasing the representation of emerging powers and
regions that are currently underrepresented, the UNSC could gain greater legitimacy
and credibility in its decision-making. A broader representation would likely lead to
more inclusive and balanced policies.

2. Improved Decision-Making
With more diverse voices at the table, the UNSC could approach global issues with a
broader perspective. This could help the council move beyond the interests of a small
group of powerful countries and make decisions that more accurately reflect the
interests of the global community.

3. More Effective Responses to Global Challenges
The world today faces complex, interconnected challenges—climate change, global
pandemics, terrorism, and regional conflicts—that require cooperation across
borders. By adding new permanent and non-permanent members, the UNSC would
have greater flexibility and capacity to respond to these emerging global crises in a
timely and effective manner.

4. Challenges in Balancing Power
One of the challenges with expanding the UNSC is the potential for political
deadlock. As more countries gain influence, the ability to build consensus on key
issues could become more challenging. Additionally, the creation of new permanent
members could shift the balance of power in ways that some current members might
find unacceptable.

9.1.4 Conclusion

Expanding the UNSC’s membership is a necessary step toward creating a more inclusive,
representative, and effective Security Council. The current structure no longer reflects the
geopolitical realities of the 21st century. Proposals to expand the number of permanent and
non-permanent members aim to address the underrepresentation of emerging powers and
regional voices, particularly those from the Global South. However, such reforms are not
without their challenges, including opposition from P5 members, concerns about increased
political deadlock, and debates about the balance of power in global governance.

Ultimately, UNSC expansion represents a critical step toward modernizing the institution
and ensuring it is capable of addressing the full range of global challenges in a fair and
effective manner. The future of the UNSC will depend on how well it can adapt to the
demands of a rapidly changing world.
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9.2 Reforming the Veto Power: Possible Solutions

The veto power held by the five permanent members of the United Nations Security
Council (UNSC)—the United States, Russia, China, France, and the United Kingdom—is
one of the most contentious features of the council’s decision-making process. The veto
power allows any of the P5 members to block resolutions, sanctions, and peacekeeping
missions, regardless of the support they have from other members of the council. This has led
to inaction in critical situations, particularly when national interests or geopolitical
rivalries are at play.

The debate on reforming the veto power has been ongoing for decades, with proponents of
reform arguing that it is outdated, undemocratic, and hinders the UNSC’s ability to respond
to global challenges effectively. Several solutions have been proposed to limit, modify, or
abolish the veto power, each with its advantages and challenges.

9.2.1 Limiting the Scope of the Veto

One possible approach to reforming the veto power is to limit its scope in certain types of
decisions. Proponents argue that while the veto is a tool for maintaining the balance of power
among the P5 members, it should not be used to block critical resolutions that affect global
security, human rights, or peacekeeping efforts.

1. Excluding Certain Issues from the Veto
A proposal often discussed is to exclude certain types of resolutions from the veto,
especially those that address humanitarian interventions, international
peacekeeping, and atrocity crimes. This would prevent a single country from
blocking actions that are in the global interest and could save lives. For example, if a
resolution aimed at intervening in a genocide or preventing a humanitarian crisis
were blocked, the veto could be overridden or excluded from certain areas of
international law.

o Humanitarian issues, such as genocide prevention or refugee protection,
could be shielded from the veto to ensure swift action and to prevent political
agendas from delaying critical interventions.

2. Threshold of Support for the Veto
Another proposed solution involves changing the threshold for vetoing a resolution.
Under this proposal, a resolution could only be blocked if a supermajority of the P5
members were in agreement to veto it (e.g., four out of five). This would prevent a
single member from dominating the decision-making process and could make the
veto more difficult to exercise, requiring broader agreement among the P5.

9.2.2 Introducing an Emergency Mechanism for Veto Override
A significant reform proposal is to introduce an emergency mechanism that allows the veto

to be overridden in extreme cases, particularly when global peace or security is threatened,
and the UNSC’s inaction could lead to disaster. This would allow the UN General Assembly
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(UNGA) or other international bodies to take action if the UNSC is unable to pass a
resolution due to a veto.

1. Override via General Assembly
The UNGA could be empowered to override a veto in cases where there is
overwhelming support for a particular resolution, especially in situations involving
mass atrocities (e.g., genocide or war crimes) or where the UNSC has failed to act
in the face of an escalating conflict. This concept of **Uniting for Peace' was
established in 1950 but has not been fully implemented. Under this reform, if the
UNSC is blocked from acting due to the veto, the UNGA could take up the issue and
make binding decisions on behalf of the international community.

2. Supermajority of UN Member States
Another approach to override the veto would be through a supermajority vote from
the UN member states. For instance, a resolution could be passed by a two-thirds
majority or a similar threshold of member states, thereby bypassing the vetoes of the
P5. This would allow for quicker and more democratic decision-making, especially
in cases where critical humanitarian interventions or peacekeeping missions are
needed.

9.2.3 Limiting the Veto to Matters of Vital National Interest

Another proposal for reform is to limit the use of the veto to matters that are of vital national
interest to the P5 members, rather than allowing the veto to be used for blocking any
resolution, including those that may be globally significant. This proposal aims to make the
veto more restrained and specific to issues that directly affect the national security or core
interests of the P5.

1. Defining Vital National Interests
A key challenge to this reform would be the definition of what constitutes a "vital
national interest." Countries could be required to provide a clear and verifiable
justification for using the veto, ensuring that it cannot be wielded arbitrarily or for
political gain. A third-party mechanism or international review process could be
established to evaluate whether a veto is justified based on international law or
humanitarian principles.

2. Limiting the Veto on Non-Security Issues
Another possibility is to restrict the veto power to issues that directly relate to
security matters, such as military interventions or threats to international peace.
Non-security issues, such as environmental resolutions or human rights issues,
could be excluded from the veto, allowing for more rapid progress on these pressing
global challenges.

9.2.4 Gradual Phasing Out of the Veto Power
For many critics, the ultimate goal of reform is to abolish the veto entirely. Some proposals

suggest a gradual phasing out of the veto power over a defined period, starting with reduced
usage or limited powers and moving towards its eventual elimination. This would require a
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dramatic restructuring of the UNSC and a fundamental shift in how global power is
distributed within the council.

1. Phasing Out the Veto in Stages
Rather than an immediate abolition, the veto could be phased out through a series of
gradual reforms. For example, the P5 could be required to justify the use of the veto
more rigorously, or the veto could be limited to only the most critical security issues.
Over time, the power could be reduced to a more symbolic role, with the General
Assembly or other international organizations assuming more of the decision-making
responsibility.

2. Replacing the Veto with a New Decision-Making Mechanism
A complete replacement of the veto power could involve a new decision-making
process that distributes power more equally among all UNSC members. Instead of
the P5 holding veto power, each member could have an equal vote, or a new
mechanism could be designed to represent regional interests and proportional
influence. This would lead to a more democratic UNSC that is less dependent on the
interests of a few powerful countries.

9.2.5 Conclusion: Challenges and Opportunities for Reform

Reforming the veto power in the UNSC is a complex and contentious issue that requires
careful balancing of global interests, national sovereignty, and the need for effective
international governance. While limiting or abolishing the veto is seen by many as a
necessary step to make the UNSC more representative and responsive to global challenges,
there are significant challenges to reform.

1. Resistance from P5 Members
The P5 countries are unlikely to easily give up their veto power, as it provides them
with a unique level of influence over international security issues. Any proposal to
limit or abolish the veto would face strong opposition from these countries,
particularly if their national interests are at stake.

2. Legal and Structural Barriers
Reforming the veto power would require significant amendments to the UN
Charter, which is a complex and politically difficult process. This requires the
support of two-thirds of the General Assembly and all five permanent members,
which makes it extremely challenging to achieve consensus.

3. Balancing Representation and Decision-Making Efficiency
Any reform must balance the goal of making the UNSC more inclusive with the need
to maintain its ability to make quick and effective decisions. The introduction of too
many voices could result in gridlock and inefficiency, making it harder for the UNSC
to act decisively in times of crisis.

While reforming the veto is a daunting challenge, it remains a necessary step to ensure that

the UNSC is better equipped to handle the complex and interconnected challenges of the 21st
century.
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9.3 Political Challenges to UNSC Reform

Reforming the United Nations Security Council (UNSC) is a highly contentious process
that faces significant political challenges. The core issue lies in the distribution of power
among the P5 permanent members—the United States, Russia, China, France, and the
United Kingdom—who hold veto power and significantly influence decision-making within
the council. For any meaningful reform to take place, it must navigate the deeply entrenched
interests of these countries, as well as the broader geopolitical dynamics that shape global
governance. This section explores the political obstacles that hinder UNSC reform, focusing
on the resistance to change, the complexities of international relations, and the competing
interests at play.

9.3.1 Resistance from the Permanent Members (P5)

The P5 countries have a vested interest in maintaining their exclusive veto power, which
grants them significant influence over global security issues. Their political leverage, which
allows them to prevent any resolution that goes against their national interests, is unlikely to
be relinquished easily. The resistance from these countries is one of the primary political
challenges to any reform efforts.

1. Protection of National Interests
The P5 countries often view the veto as essential for protecting their national
interests on the global stage. These countries, which are all nuclear powers, have
used their veto power to safeguard their strategic and economic interests. For
example, the United States and Russia have frequently used their vetoes to prevent
resolutions that would constrain their military actions or affect their geopolitical
influence. Any effort to reduce or eliminate the veto would directly undermine their
ability to influence decisions that affect their security and foreign policy.

2. Power Imbalance
A fundamental concern for the P5 is the loss of power that would result from a reform
that dilutes their control. These countries have been accustomed to being the
dominant players in the UNSC and any change that weakens their grip on decision-
making would be seen as a threat to their status in international relations. The
political clout that comes with the veto is considered by the P5 as a means to
maintain the balance of power that reflects their leadership in the post-WWII world
order.

3. Internal Division Among the P5
Although the P5 shares veto power, they are not always united in their positions on
global issues. Differences in priorities and values often create internal divisions
within the group, making it difficult for them to agree on reform. For example, the
United States and China may have conflicting interests on issues such as human
rights, climate change, or trade, while Russia and the United Kingdom may have
divergent views on issues related to regional security or military interventions.
These divisions complicate the process of reforming the veto system, as any reform
would require unanimous consent from the P5.
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9.3.2 The Geopolitical Realities and the Role of Emerging Powers

Another significant political challenge to UNSC reform is the geopolitical realities that
shape the global order. While many countries advocate for a more democratic and
representative UNSC, the rise of emerging powers and the shifting power dynamics have
created a complex landscape for reform.

1. The Influence of Emerging Powers
Countries like India, Brazil, Germany, and Japan have consistently called for
greater representation in the UNSC, arguing that the current structure fails to reflect
the changing global balance of power. However, the addition of new permanent
members to the UNSC would require the consent of the P5, which is unlikely to agree
to reforms that dilute their control over the council. The emerging powers are
increasingly frustrated by their lack of influence in the UNSC, especially as they
grow in global economic, political, and military importance. However, their calls for
reform are often hindered by the reluctance of the P5 to share power with new
members.

2. Regional Rivalries and Divisions
The call for UNSC reform is not only driven by the desire for greater representation,
but also by regional rivalries that complicate consensus. For example, countries in
the Global South often feel that their interests are underrepresented in the UNSC and
demand more equitable participation. However, countries like China may oppose
such reforms, fearing that greater representation of countries like India could
undermine its own geopolitical influence in Asia. Similarly, Brazil and Argentina
have different views on how power should be distributed in the council, which makes
the process of reform even more complex. Regional and economic tensions between
countries can make it difficult to reach a unified stance on reform.

3. Power Shifts and Uncertainty
The global political landscape is rapidly evolving, with emerging powers such as
India and Brazil challenging the historical dominance of the P5. This shifting power
dynamic introduces a level of uncertainty that makes it difficult for countries to
agree on what reforms are necessary or feasible. Emerging powers may see reforms as
a way to increase their global influence, while traditional powers may view reforms
as a threat to their status. The uncertainty surrounding the future balance of power in
the UNSC makes it challenging to build a broad consensus on reform measures.

9.3.3 The Challenge of Consensus Among UN Member States

While the reform process requires the support of the P5, the broader UN membership also
plays a critical role. A two-thirds majority of the General Assembly (GA) would be needed
to approve any changes to the UNSC structure or decision-making processes. However,
consensus among member states is difficult to achieve due to the diverse political
interests, values, and regional concerns that exist within the UN.

1. Diverse Interests and Perspectives
The UNGA consists of 193 member states, each with its own political and economic
interests. The diversity of perspectives within the GA makes it difficult to reach a
consensus on how to reform the UNSC. For example, small island nations or less-
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developed countries may have different priorities than major powers, and this can
lead to political gridlock. Countries that are excluded from the P5 decision-making
process may seek greater representation, but they may struggle to form a united
front in support of reforms, especially if the changes undermine their own regional or
ideological interests.

2. Diplomatic and Political Maneuvering
Achieving consensus in the UNGA often requires extensive diplomatic negotiations
and compromise. While many countries call for reform, they may have different
ideas about the form and scope of the changes. For example, regional powers may
advocate for a rotating membership system for the P5, while global South
countries may demand the addition of new permanent members from their regions.
The complex diplomatic negotiations involved in reconciling these divergent views
make UNSC reform a slow and difficult process.

3. Lack of Political Will
In addition to the diplomatic challenges, there is often a lack of political will among
UN member states to push for significant reforms. Many countries are reluctant to
engage in the reform process due to the perceived risks involved. Some states fear
that changes to the UNSC structure could destabilize the global order or create new
divisions among member states. As a result, there is often little momentum behind
reform efforts, and the status quo persists despite widespread dissatisfaction.

9.3.4 Conclusion: Navigating the Political Minefield

The political challenges to UNSC reform are deeply entrenched and multifaceted. The
resistance of the P5, the geopolitical dynamics of emerging powers, and the competing
interests of UN member states all contribute to the complexity of the reform process. While
there is broad support for a more democratic, representative, and efficient UNSC, the
political obstacles are significant, and any attempt at reform will require careful diplomacy,
compromise, and long-term commitment. Ultimately, the success of UNSC reform depends
on the ability of the international community to navigate the political minefield and find
common ground that reflects the evolving realities of global power and governance.
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9.4 The Debate: Should the Veto Power Be Abolished?

The veto power held by the P5 permanent members of the United Nations Security
Council (UNSC) has long been a subject of intense debate. While some argue that the veto
power is a necessary tool for maintaining global stability and protecting the interests of
powerful states, others contend that it is an outdated and undemocratic feature that
undermines the effectiveness of the UNSC and hinders progress on key global issues. This
section explores the arguments for and against the abolition of the veto power, examining
the potential consequences, challenges, and implications for the future of the UNSC and
international governance.

9.4.1 Arguments for Abolishing the Veto Power

There are several key arguments in favor of abolishing the veto power, most of which center
on the undemocratic nature of the veto system, its impediment to effective decision-
making, and its contribution to global inequality.

1. Undemocratic Nature of the Veto
The central argument for abolishing the veto power is its undemocratic nature. The
veto system allows the five permanent members of the UNSC to unilaterally block
any resolution, regardless of its support among the other members of the Council or
the broader international community. Critics argue that this system is fundamentally
flawed because it grants a small group of countries disproportionate power to shape
global decisions, sidelining the voices of the vast majority of UN member states. In a
world that is increasingly advocating for democracy and equitable representation,
many believe that the veto power is incompatible with the principles of fairness and
inclusivity.

2. Impediment to Global Security and Cooperation
The veto power has often been used to prevent resolutions aimed at addressing
global security threats or resolving conflicts. This has led to gridlock in the UNSC,
where inaction on critical issues results from a single member's refusal to allow the
passage of a resolution. For instance, vetoes have been used to block efforts to address
crises like the Syrian Civil War, the Israeli-Palestinian conflict, and genocides.
Advocates for reform argue that the veto power enables political stalemates and
prevents the UNSC from responding effectively to urgent international crises, thereby
undermining the UN's mandate to maintain global peace and security.

3. Consolidation of Power Among the P5
The veto system consolidates power within a small group of states, perpetuating the
dominance of the P5 and hindering the inclusion of emerging powers. Countries like
India, Brazil, Japan, and Germany have long advocated for greater representation in
the UNSC, arguing that the P5 no longer reflects the current global order. As
countries like China, India, and Russia grow in geopolitical and economic influence,
the veto system is seen as anachronistic and out of step with the world’s changing
power dynamics. Abolishing the veto could create a more equitable and democratic
UNSC, allowing for fairer representation and decision-making processes that reflect
the realities of global politics.
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4. Promotion of Collective Action
The abolition of the veto power could pave the way for more effective and
coordinated international action on global issues. By eliminating the ability of any
one country to block a resolution, the UNSC would be able to adopt decisions more
swiftly and move forward with peacekeeping missions, sanctions, or humanitarian
interventions without being hindered by a single member’s veto. This would enhance
the credibility and legitimacy of the UNSC, ensuring that it can fulfill its mandate to
maintain global peace and address urgent humanitarian needs.

9.4.2 Arguments Against Abolishing the Veto Power

While there is significant support for reforming or abolishing the veto power, there are also
compelling arguments against such a move. Proponents of maintaining the veto power
contend that it is essential for the stability and legitimacy of the UNSC, and that any attempts
to eliminate it could have serious negative consequences.

1. Protection of Major Powers' Interests
The veto power is seen by many as a crucial safeguard for the interests of the major
powers in the global system. The P5 countries, who hold veto power, argue that the
veto is essential for preventing the imposition of decisions that may not align with
their national interests or security concerns. Without the veto, powerful states like
the United States, China, and Russia may feel vulnerable to being overruled by the
majority of the Council, potentially undermining their strategic and military interests.
The veto ensures that the major powers have a direct stake in international decision-
making and are more likely to participate in UNSC actions, including peacekeeping
and disarmament initiatives.

2. Prevention of Hasty or Unilateral Decisions
The veto system can serve as a check on impulsive or unilateral decisions that may
have unintended consequences. The veto power allows the P5 to block resolutions
that they perceive as counterproductive or harmful to global stability. For instance,
during the Irag War in 2003, the United States faced opposition from France and
Russia within the UNSC, which blocked the use of force against Iraq. Supporters of
the veto argue that without it, decisions could be made hastily, with insufficient
consideration of the long-term impacts on international security and peace. The veto
ensures that major powers can act as a counterbalance to the decision-making of the
broader UN membership.

3. Preserving the Stability of the UNSC and Global Order
Abolishing the veto power could potentially lead to instability in the UNSC and the
broader global order. Some critics argue that without the veto, the UNSC could
become increasingly polarized, with decisions made by shifting coalitions of
countries based on their current alliances and interests. This could result in
frequent and unpredictable shifts in policy, making it difficult to maintain a
consistent approach to international peace and security. The veto system, by ensuring
that decisions require the support of the major powers, promotes consensus and
stability, which is seen as vital for the functioning of the UNSC.

4. Balancing the Interests of Both Major and Smaller States
The veto system can be seen as a means of balancing the interests of the major
powers and the smaller states. While it is true that the veto gives significant
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influence to the P5, it also provides a level of protection for the interests of countries
with less global power. Smaller states may feel that their sovereignty and security
would be compromised if the UNSC were able to act without the veto. For instance, if
a resolution to intervene in a regional conflict were passed without the P5’s consent, it
could lead to regional instability or the imposition of policies that do not reflect the
interests of affected nations. The veto power, in this sense, acts as a buffer to protect
the rights and sovereignty of states, preventing the imposition of decisions that could
destabilize their region.

9.4.3 Conclusion: Balancing Reform with Realism

The debate over whether the veto power should be abolished is one of the most significant
challenges facing the future of the United Nations Security Council (UNSC). While many
argue that the veto is undemocratic and undermines the effectiveness of the UNSC, there are
valid concerns about the risks of removing it entirely. The veto system provides a necessary
check on global decision-making, protecting the interests of major powers and ensuring that
decisions are made with consideration of their broader strategic and security concerns.

Ultimately, the question is not necessarily whether the veto should be abolished, but how to
reform the UNSC to make it more representative, efficient, and responsive to the needs of
the international community. Any attempt to reform the veto system will require careful
diplomatic negotiation and compromise, balancing the interests of both major powers and
smaller states. The challenge lies in finding a solution that maintains the legitimacy and
stability of the UNSC while addressing the calls for greater representation and fairer
decision-making.
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Chapter 10: Regional Impacts of UNSC Inaction

The United Nations Security Council (UNSC) is mandated to address international peace
and security challenges. However, the persistent inaction resulting from the veto power and
political stalemates has had significant consequences for regions across the globe. From
humanitarian crises to protracted conflicts, the UNSC's inability to respond effectively has
contributed to regional instability, human suffering, and violations of international law.
This chapter explores the regional impacts of the UNSC's inaction, examining the
consequences of its failure to act on key issues and how these events have shaped global
dynamics.

10.1 The Middle East: A Case of Prolonged Conflicts and Stalemates

The Middle East has long been a region characterized by complex political dynamics,
interstate conflicts, and internal unrest. The inaction of the UNSC in addressing key issues
in the region has led to prolonged instability and suffering. Several instances stand out where
the UNSC has struggled to reach a consensus or enact meaningful action, exacerbating the
humanitarian toll on the region.

1. The Israeli-Palestinian Conflict
The Israeli-Palestinian conflict remains one of the most contentious and unresolved
issues in international diplomacy. Despite numerous calls for action and peace
initiatives, the UNSC has often been paralyzed by vetoes, particularly from the
United States, a close ally of Israel. Key resolutions intended to address human rights
violations, settlements, and the status of Jerusalem have been blocked, preventing
meaningful progress towards a two-state solution. This inaction has contributed to the
continued suffering of the Palestinian people and the proliferation of violence in the
region.

2. The Syrian Civil War
The Syrian Civil War has been one of the most devastating conflicts in recent
history, resulting in hundreds of thousands of deaths and millions of displaced
people. Despite the immense humanitarian crisis and calls for international
intervention, the UNSC has been unable to take decisive action due to the vetoes of
Russia and China, both of whom have shielded the Syrian government from UN
sanctions or military intervention. The deadlock has allowed the conflict to drag on,
with various regional powers becoming further entrenched in the war, and the
suffering of civilians continuing unabated.

3. Yemen and the Humanitarian Disaster
The Yemeni Civil War has led to what the United Nations calls one of the world’s
worst humanitarian crises. Over 250,000 people have died, and millions more face
famine, disease, and displacement. The UNSC’s response has been ineffective, with
limited action on sanctions or peacekeeping, largely due to the geopolitical rivalry
between major powers, particularly Saudi Arabia and Iran, both of whom wield
influence over different factions in Yemen. This failure has allowed the conflict to
escalate, with devastating regional consequences for the Gulf and beyond.
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10.2 Africa: Genocides, Conflicts, and the UNSC's Missed Opportunities

In Africa, the failure of the UNSC to respond effectively to regional crises has had
catastrophic consequences, including genocides, civil wars, and ongoing instability. The
inaction of the UNSC in key African conflicts has led to immense loss of life and severe
social and economic setbacks for the affected countries.

1. The Rwandan Genocide
The Rwandan Genocide of 1994 stands as one of the most tragic examples of UNSC
inaction. Despite clear evidence of mass killings and international calls for
intervention, the UNSC failed to authorize a robust peacekeeping force or even take
decisive action to stop the genocide. The failure to act in Rwanda led to the deaths of
an estimated 800,000 people in just a few months. The aftermath of this inaction left
deep scars on both Rwanda and the international community, leading to calls for
greater UNSC reform to prevent similar atrocities in the future.

2. The Darfur Crisis
The crisis in Darfur, Sudan, has been another instance of UNSC inaction despite
clear warnings of widespread violence and human rights violations. The UNSC
initially authorized a peacekeeping mission in the region, but the mission's mandate
and resources were limited, and its ability to enforce peace was hindered by political
divisions within the Council. The vetoes from China and Russia, in particular, have
prevented stronger measures, including sanctions on Sudanese leadership and more
robust intervention. As a result, the conflict continues to rage, leaving millions of
Sudanese in dire conditions.

3. The Democratic Republic of Congo (DRC) and Prolonged Violence
The DRC has suffered from prolonged conflict fueled by ethnic tensions, resource
exploitation, and regional intervention. Despite efforts by the international
community, the UNSC has been slow to authorize comprehensive measures or
adequately fund peacekeeping efforts. The UN peacekeeping force (MONUSCO)
has faced limitations, and while it has had some success in protecting civilians, the
political impasse in the UNSC has meant that the underlying causes of the conflict
remain largely unaddressed.

10.3 Latin America: Political Instability and UNSC Inaction

Although the UNSC has historically focused on the Middle East, Africa, and Asia, its
inaction has also impacted regions like Latin America. The lack of effective intervention in
regional disputes and political crises has contributed to instability and human rights abuses
In some countries.

1. Venezuela's Political Crisis
Venezuela's political and humanitarian crisis, marked by hyperinflation, food
shortages, and political repression, has garnered international attention, yet the
UNSC has failed to take strong action. Vetoes from Russia and China, which have
supported the Maduro regime, have blocked resolutions calling for sanctions or
intervention. The result has been continued suffering for the Venezuelan population,
with millions fleeing the country and a prolonged political standoff. The UNSC's
inaction has allowed a deeply divisive political crisis to worsen.
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2. Crisis in Nicaragua
Nicaragua has also experienced political unrest and human rights abuses,
particularly following the 2018 protests against President Daniel Ortega's
government. Despite condemnation from regional organizations like the
Organization of American States (OAS), the UNSC has not intervened decisively,
primarily due to the reluctance of Russia and China to support any actions that would
undermine an ally in the region. The UNSC's failure to act has allowed Ortega’s
government to remain in power, intensifying human rights violations.

10.4 Southeast Asia and the UNSC’s Response to Regional Tensions

Southeast Asia is home to several potential flashpoints that have been exacerbated by the
inaction of the UNSC. From territorial disputes in the South China Sea to political instability
in Myanmar, the failure of the UNSC to address regional tensions has contributed to security
dilemmas and human rights violations.

1. The South China Sea Dispute
The ongoing South China Sea dispute between China, Vietnam, the Philippines,
Malaysia, and Brunei has sparked concerns about regional security and
international trade routes. The UNSC’s inaction has largely been due to China's
veto power, which shields it from any binding resolution that might challenge its
territorial claims. As a result, the dispute remains unresolved, and tensions continue to
rise, with occasional confrontations at sea and concerns about military escalation.

2. Myanmar and the Rohingya Crisis
The Rohingya crisis in Myanmar, marked by the ethnic cleansing of the Rohingya
Muslim population by the Myanmar military, has been another area where UNSC
inaction has been particularly devastating. While the international community has
called for stronger sanctions and accountability, the UNSC has been unable to act due
to the veto held by China and Russia, both of which have close ties to Myanmar. This
failure to act has allowed the humanitarian crisis to persist and the perpetrators of
violence to remain unpunished.

10.5 Conclusion: Regional Stability and the Need for UNSC Reform

The inaction of the UNSC has had far-reaching implications for regional stability. From the
Middle East to Africa, Latin America, and Southeast Asia, the UNSC's failure to intervene
effectively in times of crisis has resulted in human suffering, political instability, and
prolonged conflicts. The lack of decisive action has undermined the credibility and
effectiveness of the UNSC, particularly in a world that demands timely and proactive
responses to international crises.

Moving forward, there is a pressing need for UNSC reform that addresses the challenges
posed by the veto power and ensures that the Security Council can act swiftly and fairly to
prevent further regional destabilization. The international community must work towards
creating a system where the UNSC is empowered to fulfill its mission of promoting peace,
security, and human rights across the globe.

156 |Page



10.1 The Middle East: Implications of Veto Power on
Peace Processes

The Middle East has been one of the most politically and diplomatically complex regions of
the world, where protracted conflicts, interstate tensions, and humanitarian crises are a
regular occurrence. The United Nations Security Council (UNSC) plays a critical role in
shaping the international response to these crises. However, the veto power exercised by the
permanent members—particularly the United States, Russia, and China—has had profound
implications on peace processes in the region. The veto power often leads to deadlock,
inaction, and political maneuvering, preventing meaningful progress toward conflict
resolution and peacebuilding.

This section delves into how the veto power has influenced key peace processes in the
Middle East, exacerbating conflicts and hindering the development of lasting solutions.

10.1.1 The Israeli-Palestinian Conflict: Vetoes and Stalemates

The Israeli-Palestinian conflict remains one of the most prolonged and entrenched
conflicts in modern history. Despite decades of peace talks, international mediation, and
efforts to establish a two-state solution, the UNSC's involvement has been consistently
blocked by vetoes from its permanent members, particularly the United States, which is a
strong ally of Israel.

1. Vetoes on Resolutions Addressing Settlements and Human Rights Violations
The Israeli government’s settlement expansion in the West Bank, which is
considered illegal under international law, has been a focal point of UNSC
resolutions aimed at halting these actions. However, U.S. vetoes have routinely
blocked resolutions that seek to condemn Israeli settlements and uphold Palestinian
rights. This diplomatic stalemate has undermined efforts to create a lasting peace
agreement, further entrenching Israeli control over Palestinian territories and
diminishing Palestinian hopes for statehood.

2. Vetoes on Jerusalem's Status
The status of Jerusalem is another highly contentious issue. While the UNSC has
attempted to pass resolutions affirming Jerusalem’s status as an international city
and preventing its recognition as Israel’s capital, the United States has used its veto to
block such resolutions. This has compounded tensions and undermined international
diplomatic efforts to negotiate a peaceful resolution to the conflict.

3. Inaction on Humanitarian Issues
As the conflict has continued, the humanitarian impact on the Palestinian population
has worsened, with numerous violations of international humanitarian law. Yet, the
UNSC's inability to act decisively due to the veto power has meant that
humanitarian aid and peacekeeping interventions have been limited. Vetoes on
resolutions that would authorize aid or protection for Palestinians in Gaza or the
West Bank have delayed relief efforts and prolonged human suffering.

157 |Page



10.1.2 The Syrian Civil War: Political Deadlock and Humanitarian Crisis

The Syrian Civil War has been another example of the devastating impact of the veto power
in the UNSC's peace and security role. Since 2011, the conflict has escalated into a brutal
civil war, involving both state actors and non-state actors, with multiple foreign
interventions and millions of people killed or displaced. The UNSC's inability to act
decisively has exacerbated the crisis, leading to catastrophic consequences for the civilian
population.

1. Russian and Chinese Vetoes
The Russian Federation has been a steadfast ally of Syrian President Bashar al-
Assad, while China has supported Russia’s position, leading to repeated vetoes of
UNSC resolutions aimed at imposing sanctions on the Syrian government or
authorizing intervention in the conflict. The failure of the UNSC to impose an arms
embargo or take more decisive action has allowed the Assad regime to maintain
control, resulting in continued violence and human rights violations.

2. Failure to Authorize Humanitarian Assistance
The UNSC’s inability to authorize cross-border humanitarian aid to the millions
of displaced Syrians in areas outside of government control has been another critical
consequence of the veto power. Efforts to expand aid delivery in besieged areas have
been repeatedly blocked by Russia, which has used its veto to prevent resolutions that
could have alleviated the suffering of Syrian civilians. This lack of support for
humanitarian missions has contributed to the worsening refugee crisis and the
collapse of Syria’s social infrastructure.

3. Chemical Weapons Use and Inaction
The use of chemical weapons by the Syrian government on several occasions has
also drawn international condemnation. However, the UNSC has struggled to impose
meaningful sanctions or hold the Syrian government accountable due to Russian
vetoes protecting the Assad regime. The UN investigation into chemical weapons
use has been repeatedly hindered by political maneuvering, thus allowing the
continued use of such weapons in the conflict.

10.1.3 The Yemen Conflict: Regional Rivalries and Veto-Induced Inaction

The Yemen Civil War (2014—present) is another example of how the veto power in the
UNSC has been detrimental to regional peace processes. The war, largely between the
Houthi rebels and the Saudi-backed Yemeni government, has led to one of the worst
humanitarian crises in modern history. The geopolitical interests of UNSC permanent
members, particularly Russia and China, have impeded efforts to address the conflict.

1. Saudi Arabia’s Influence and Veto-Protected Interests
Saudi Arabia has been a key ally of the United States, and its interests in Yemen
have been protected through U.S. vetoes. Despite calls from humanitarian
organizations to impose sanctions or hold Saudi Arabia accountable for alleged war
crimes during its air campaign, the United States has used its veto power to block
such resolutions. This political deadlock has led to an escalating crisis, with civilian
casualties mounting and the humanitarian situation worsening.
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2. Russian and Chinese Diplomatic Support for Iran
On the other side, Russia and China have provided diplomatic support to Iran, which
has been accused of supplying weapons to the Houthi rebels. As a result, the UNSC
has found it difficult to take unified action to end the conflict, as both Russia and
China have used their veto power to protect their respective allies' interests. This
geopolitical gridlock has resulted in continued regional instability and the
proliferation of violence in the Gulf region.

3. Failure of Peace Negotiations
Despite multiple rounds of peace negotiations and calls for a ceasefire, the UNSC’s
failure to push for concrete action has meant that peace talks have been largely
unproductive. The inability to broker a lasting peace has kept the country
entrenched in a devastating civil war, while foreign actors continue to fight for
regional influence.

10.1.4 The Iranian Nuclear Issue: A Diplomatic Standstill

The Iranian nuclear issue has been one of the most challenging diplomatic crises in the
Middle East, with the UNSC playing a pivotal role in managing the situation. However, the
veto power has prevented meaningful progress on addressing Iran's nuclear ambitions,
leading to prolonged diplomatic standstills.

1. Sanctions and Vetoes
The UNSC has imposed multiple rounds of sanctions on Iran in response to its
nuclear program, but these sanctions have often been diluted or blocked entirely by
China and Russia, who are both skeptical of the West's approach to the issue. These
vetoes have prevented the imposition of stronger measures, allowing Iran to continue
its nuclear activities while undermining international trust in the UNSC’s ability to
manage global security threats.

2. The Joint Comprehensive Plan of Action (JCPOA) and UNSC Divisions
The Iran nuclear deal (JCPOA), reached in 2015, was hailed as a diplomatic
success, but its implementation has been fraught with difficulties, including the U.S.
withdrawal from the agreement in 2018. Despite the UNSC's endorsement of the
deal, the United States’ veto power has allowed political interests to influence the
Council's stance on the agreement, preventing a unified approach to monitoring and
enforcing Iran's compliance. The failure to fully resolve the issue has left a nuclear
risk in the Middle East that continues to have global implications.

10.1.5 Conclusion: The Paralyzing Effect of the Veto on Middle Eastern Peace

The veto power has had a paralyzing effect on the UNSC’s ability to foster peace in the
Middle East. From the Israeli-Palestinian conflict to the Syrian Civil War, Yemen, and
the Iranian nuclear issue, the repeated use of vetoes has hindered efforts to end conflicts,
protect civilians, and support regional stability. The political interests of the permanent
members of the UNSC have consistently overshadowed the humanitarian needs of the region,
contributing to protracted violence and regional instability.
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For lasting peace in the Middle East, the UNSC must be reformed to ensure that the veto
power does not become an obstacle to addressing human suffering, security threats, and
regional conflicts. As global challenges become more complex and interconnected, the
international community must find ways to break the deadlock and promote a more effective,
accountable, and inclusive global governance system.
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10.2 The Role of the UNSC in Africa: Blocked Resolutions

The United Nations Security Council (UNSC) has been instrumental in addressing various
crises across Africa, but the use of veto power has consistently obstructed critical resolutions
aimed at resolving conflicts, protecting human rights, and promoting regional stability.
Africa, home to numerous protracted conflicts, fragile states, and humanitarian crises, often
finds its peacekeeping efforts hampered by the vetoes of the UNSC’s permanent members.

This section explores how the veto power has affected key African peace processes and
regional security, illustrating how political and strategic interests of the permanent UNSC
members have impeded meaningful interventions and resolutions for peace.

10.2.1 The Rwandan Genocide: A Tragic Consequence of UNSC Inaction

One of the most tragic and well-known examples of UNSC failure in Africa is the Rwandan
Genocide in 1994, where approximately 800,000 Tutsis and moderate Hutus were killed
by ethnic militias in the span of just 100 days. Despite clear warnings and growing
international concern, the UNSC struggled to intervene effectively due to political deadlock,
which in large part stemmed from the veto power.

1. Failure to Authorize Robust Intervention
The United States and other permanent members, including France, resisted calls to
authorize a more robust peacekeeping force for Rwanda, citing concerns about the
potential costs of intervention and the complexities of the situation. Instead, the
UNSC deployed a small peacekeeping mission, UNAMIR, but it was grossly under-
resourced and had limited authority. The U.S. veto on expanding the mission and
providing a stronger mandate prevented the necessary intervention that could have
saved thousands of lives. The UNSC’s inaction has been widely criticized as a direct
contributor to the scale of the genocide.

2. The Political Challenges to Intervention
The United States, with its strategic alliances and interests in the region, was
particularly resistant to labeling the violence as "genocide™ during the early stages of
the conflict. This delayed international action, as it was feared that labeling the
violence as genocide would trigger a stronger legal obligation for intervention under
the Genocide Convention. The political interests of the United States and France
(which had supported the Hutu-led government) led to inaction by the UNSC,
resulting in catastrophic consequences for the civilian population.

10.2.2 The Darfur Crisis: A Blocked Resolution on Accountability

The Darfur crisis in Sudan, which began in 2003, has been another example of how the veto
power can hinder the UNSC's ability to respond effectively to grave human rights
violations. Over 300,000 people were killed, and millions were displaced in a brutal conflict
between the Sudanese government and rebel groups. Despite widespread international calls
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for action, vetoes by China and Russia have prevented meaningful intervention and
accountability for the atrocities committed during the conflict.

1. China’s Veto and Its Economic Interests
China has been a key ally of the Sudanese government, partly due to its economic
investments in the country, including oil extraction and trade. As a result, China has
used its veto power to block UNSC resolutions aimed at imposing sanctions or
referring Sudanese leaders to the International Criminal Court (ICC) for war
crimes. China's resistance has prolonged the conflict and shielded the Sudanese
government from accountability for the atrocities committed by its forces and allied
militias.

2. Russia’s Veto and Support for the Sudanese Regime
Similarly, Russia has shown support for the Sudanese government in various
diplomatic forums, including the UNSC. The Russian government has used its veto
power to prevent stronger action against Sudan, particularly in regard to
accountability measures and military interventions. This political stance has limited
the UNSC'’s ability to hold perpetrators accountable and further entrenched the
impunity surrounding the violence in Darfur.

3. Inaction on Peacekeeping and Humanitarian Access
Despite the UNSC's authorization of peacekeeping missions in Darfur, the mandate
has often been weak and insufficient, particularly in ensuring the safety of
humanitarian workers and providing support for refugees. Vetoes have consistently
delayed efforts to strengthen the peacekeeping mission, leaving the region vulnerable
to ongoing violence and insecurity.

10.2.3 The Libyan Civil War: UNSC Divisions and Military Intervention

The Libyan Civil War (2011) saw a divided UNSC response despite calls for international
intervention. Initially, the UNSC adopted a resolution that authorized military action to
protect civilians under Resolution 1973. However, subsequent vetoes and differing
interpretations of the resolution’s mandate have complicated international efforts to stabilize
the country after Muammar Gaddafi’s ouster.

1. Russia and China’s Opposition to NATO’s Actions
After the UNSC authorized military intervention to protect civilians from
Gaddafi’s forces, the NATO-led coalition expanded its actions beyond the original
mandate, resulting in the toppling of Gaddafi's regime. This overreach drew strong
criticism from Russia and China, both of which saw the NATO intervention as an
abuse of UNSC authorization. Russia, in particular, used its veto power to block
any further military interventions or peacekeeping mandates in Libya, preventing a
unified international approach to the post-Gaddafi period. As a result, the country
plunged into chaos, with militias, terrorist groups, and regional rivalries further
destabilizing the region.

2. Inability to Stabilize Post-Gaddafi Libya
The veto-driven deadlock in the UNSC made it difficult to formulate a coherent
international strategy to stabilize Libya after Gaddafi’s fall. The lack of a
comprehensive post-conflict reconstruction plan and the disagreement among
permanent members about how to handle the political vacuum contributed to the
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prolonged civil war and fragmentation of the country into rival factions. Libya's
descent into conflict has had a significant impact on regional security, with the
country becoming a major source of terrorism and refugee flows across the
Mediterranean.

10.2.4 The Democratic Republic of Congo (DRC): Peacekeeping Missions and Political
Gridlock

The Democratic Republic of Congo (DRC) has long been the site of armed conflict, with
various armed groups vying for control of the country’s mineral wealth. The UNSC has
repeatedly struggled to respond effectively to the conflict, with vetoes blocking crucial
resolutions on sanctions, peacekeeping, and humanitarian assistance.

1. China’s Economic Interests and the Veto on Sanctions
China has significant economic interests in the DRC, particularly in the mining
sector, and has used its veto power to prevent UNSC sanctions on armed groups and
individuals responsible for the violence. Chinese investments in the country’s
mineral resources, including cobalt and coltan, have influenced China’s position in
blocking measures that might harm its business interests. This has led to insufficient
pressure on armed groups and militias to cease their violent actions.

2. Russian Support for the DRC Government
Russia has historically supported the Congolese government, particularly during the
regime of Joseph Kabila, and has used its veto power to protect the government
from international sanctions or other punitive measures. This has allowed militias to
continue exploiting the instability, contributing to widespread suffering and human
rights violations in the eastern DRC.

3. Inadequate Peacekeeping and Humanitarian Support
Despite the UN’s largest peacekeeping mission in the DRC, MONUSCO, the
peacekeeping force has struggled to maintain control over the region due to the lack
of political will to mandate stronger military intervention or address the root
causes of the conflict. Political deadlock in the UNSC over how to deal with the crisis
has resulted in an ineffective peacekeeping operation, leaving civilians vulnerable to
continued violence and exploitation.

10.2.5 Conclusion: The Consequences of UNSC Inaction in Africa

In Africa, the veto power has regularly obstructed the UNSC's ability to act decisively in the
face of humanitarian crises, regional conflicts, and peacebuilding challenges. The
Rwandan genocide, Darfur crisis, Libyan Civil War, and DRC conflict illustrate how the
political and strategic interests of the permanent members of the UNSC have consistently
undermined efforts to prevent violence, protect civilians, and support post-conflict recovery.

For Africa to achieve lasting peace and security, the UNSC must overcome the paralyzing
effects of the veto power, ensuring that resolutions are based on humanitarian concerns,
international law, and regional stability rather than the competing interests of powerful
member states. Reforming the UNSC’s decision-making process to make it more inclusive,
accountable, and responsive to Africa’s unique challenges is essential for fostering peace
and addressing the continent’s many crises.
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10.3 Vetoes and Asia: The Strategic Impasse

The Asia-Pacific region, with its complex web of historical rivalries, territorial disputes, and
evolving economic and geopolitical significance, has long been a focal point for international
diplomacy and conflict. The UN Security Council (UNSC), through its veto power, has
often found itself at a strategic impasse, where the interests of major powers—particularly
the permanent members of the UNSC—have shaped its ability to effectively address critical
issues in Asia. Vetoes have repeatedly thwarted potential resolutions and interventions in
various Asian conflicts, making it an essential area of focus when analyzing the consequences
of the UNSC'’s structure.

This section explores the impact of UNSC vetoes on key conflicts in Asia and their broader
implications for peace, security, and stability in the region. By examining case studies, it
highlights the challenges posed by competing national interests, regional dynamics, and
global strategic considerations.

10.3.1 The Korean Peninsula: Divided Interests and Stalemate

The Korean Peninsula has been a source of geopolitical tension for decades, with the
North Korean nuclear crisis being one of the most pressing security concerns in Asia and
globally. The UNSC has been at the forefront of attempts to address North Korea's weapons
programs, but vetoes from China and Russia, combined with divisions within the
permanent members of the UNSC, have frequently led to a strategic impasse.

1. China's Veto: Balancing Regional Influence and Relations with North Korea
China, as North Korea’s primary economic partner and one of its few remaining
allies, has repeatedly used its veto power to prevent harsher sanctions or military
interventions aimed at North Korea. While China has publicly supported
denuclearization, it has consistently sought to maintain stability in the region and
avoid the collapse of North Korea, fearing that such a collapse could lead to
instability along its border and the potential for a unified Korea aligned with the West.
This has created a stalemate in UNSC discussions, as China’s vetoes prevent
resolutions that could pressure North Korea to disarm or face stronger international
sanctions.

2. The Role of Russia
Similarly, Russia, which shares interests with China in opposing strong international
measures against North Korea, has also used its veto to protect North Korea from
international pressure. Russia’s vetoes often stem from its desire to maintain its
influence in East Asia and counterbalance U.S. actions in the region. The lack of
unity among the permanent members of the UNSC, especially with China and
Russia’s consistent defense of North Korea, has led to ineffective sanctions and a
failure to achieve meaningful outcomes in the pursuit of denuclearization.

3. U.S. and South Korea’s Strategic Interests
The United States and South Korea have consistently advocated for stronger
sanctions and military deterrence against North Korea’s nuclear ambitions.
However, their diplomatic efforts have often been thwarted by China’s and
Russia’s vetoes. Despite this, the U.S. and South Korea have continued to push for
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sanctions and diplomatic efforts outside the framework of the UNSC, but these efforts
are often undermined by the divisions within the UNSC.

10.3.2 The South China Sea: Territorial Disputes and the Role of Veto Power

The South China Sea, a vital waterway for international trade and a region rich in resources,
has long been a source of territorial disputes between China and several Southeast Asian
nations, including Vietnam, the Philippines, Malaysia, and Brunei. The rising tensions over
these disputes have been exacerbated by China's militarization of the region and its claims
over almost the entire South China Sea. The UNSC has faced significant challenges in
addressing this issue due to the strategic interests of its permanent members, particularly
China.

1. China’s Veto and Regional Influence
As the dominant claimant in the South China Sea, China has consistently used its
veto power to block any efforts by the UNSC to address the territorial disputes or
sanction China for its actions in the region. China’s stance is based on its view of the
South China Sea as a core national interest, and it has been unwilling to allow the
UNSC to interfere in what it considers an issue of sovereignty. This has led to
impotence within the UNSC, as efforts by other members to pass resolutions calling
for China to halt its militarization or respect international law, such as the United
Nations Convention on the Law of the Sea (UNCLOS), have been blocked.

2. ASEAN's Challenges and the UNSC's Inaction
The Association of Southeast Asian Nations (ASEAN), which has struggled to
present a unified front against China’s actions in the South China Sea, has sought
UNSC intervention to address the ongoing conflicts and enforce international law.
However, the vetoes from China and the lack of support from other permanent
members have stymied any meaningful resolution. As a result, the South China Sea
remains one of the most contentious and unresolved issues in international
diplomacy, with regional states left to face China’s growing power without
significant backing from the UNSC.

10.3.3 The Kashmir Conflict: UNSC's Stalemate on Indo-Pakistani Tensions

The Kashmir conflict between India and Pakistan has been a major source of tension in
South Asia for decades. While the UNSC has held numerous discussions on the matter,
vetoes have consistently prevented the council from taking decisive action to resolve the
conflict or implement peacekeeping missions.

1. India’s Strategic Position and the U.S. Veto
India has been a strong ally of the United States in recent years, particularly in terms
of countering China’s rise. This strategic partnership has influenced the U.S. stance in
the UNSC, where it has blocked resolutions that could put pressure on India to
address the Kashmir issue in a manner favorable to Pakistan. The U.S. veto has
largely been motivated by its broader regional strategy and its support for India as a
key partner in the Indo-Pacific.
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2. Pakistan’s Advocacy for International Intervention
Pakistan, on the other hand, has consistently sought UNSC intervention, calling for
international mediation and a referendum on Kashmir. However, its efforts have
been thwarted by the U.S. veto as well as the Indian influence in the UNSC. The
veto dynamics have prevented the UNSC from implementing meaningful measures,
such as sanctions or peacekeeping, to resolve the Kashmir conflict, leaving the region
in a constant state of instability and risk of escalation.

3. The Role of China
China, as a member of the UNSC, has occasionally used its influence to balance
India’s regional power, particularly with regard to the China-Pakistan Economic
Corridor (CPEC), which passes through areas claimed by India in Kashmir.
However, China’s involvement has typically been subtle, and it has used its position
to either abstain or exercise influence indirectly, avoiding direct vetoes on Kashmir-
related issues.

10.3.4 The Rohingya Crisis: A Failure of UNSC Unity

The Rohingya crisis in Myanmar, where hundreds of thousands of Rohingya Muslims
were forced to flee violence and persecution, is a stark example of the UNSC’s inability to
address a humanitarian crisis in Asia due to vetoes. While the United States, European
Union, and other member states called for stronger actions against the Myanmar military
regime, China and Russia used their veto power to block resolutions aimed at imposing
sanctions or initiating peacekeeping missions in the country.

1. China and Russia’s Alignment with Myanmar
China and Russia have both been reluctant to support any sanctions or intervention
in Myanmar due to their broader political and economic interests in the region.
China’s support for Myanmar stems from its Belt and Road Initiative (BRI), which
includes investments in infrastructure projects in Myanmar. Similarly, Russia has
maintained a strategic partnership with Myanmar and has sought to avoid alienating
the military government. Both countries' vetoes have effectively stymied efforts to
hold Myanmar accountable for its actions against the Rohingya.

2. The Consequences of Vetoes
The failure of the UNSC to take decisive action has left the Rohingya to suffer under
continued persecution, without the international support or protections that would
have been afforded through UNSC intervention. The vetoes have prevented the
UNSC from addressing one of the most pressing humanitarian issues in Asia,
contributing to regional instability and international criticism of the UNSC’s
inability to act.

10.3.5 Conclusion: The Strategic Deadlock in Asia

In Asia, the veto power has repeatedly led to a strategic impasse, where competing national
interests of the permanent members of the UN Security Council have prevented
meaningful action on critical issues. Whether in the context of North Korea, the South
China Sea, Kashmir, or the Rohingya crisis, vetoes have blocked resolutions aimed at
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addressing conflicts, human rights abuses, and regional security concerns. As a result, Asia
remains a region marked by unresolved tensions, regional rivalries, and a lack of effective
international governance, due to the constraints of the UNSC’s veto power.

The UNSC’s structure, which gives disproportionate influence to the five permanent
members, is often seen as a significant barrier to effective action in global conflicts,
particularly in regions like Asia. The vetoes exercised by China, Russia, and sometimes the
U.S. reflect deep-seated geopolitical interests and have created a paralysis that undermines
the UNSC’s ability to maintain peace and security in the region.
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10.4 Latin America and the Influence of UNSC’s Inaction

Latin America, a region historically marked by political instability, civil conflicts, and social
unrest, has often found itself at the crossroads of international diplomacy. While the UN
Security Council (UNSC) is tasked with maintaining global peace and security, its inaction
in many critical situations in Latin America has raised questions about its effectiveness and
the implications of its veto power. The ability of the five permanent members (P5) of the
UNSC to block resolutions based on national interests has often left the region vulnerable to
unresolved conflicts and ineffective international interventions.

In this section, we examine how the UNSC’s inaction and the veto power have influenced
key political and humanitarian crises in Latin America. By analyzing historical and
contemporary cases, we can understand the political, economic, and social ramifications of
UNSC decisions—or the lack thereof—in the region.

10.4.1 Venezuela: A Case of Political Gridlock

Venezuela has been one of the most significant examples of UNSC inaction in Latin
America in recent years. The country’s deepening political crisis, economic collapse, and
humanitarian emergency have prompted international calls for intervention and support.
However, the UNSC'’s inability to act decisively has highlighted the influence of the veto
power in addressing regional conflicts.

1. The Maduro Regime and Geopolitical Divisions
The crisis in Venezuela, which escalated under President Nicolas Maduro, has
sparked widespread opposition protests, economic collapse, and a mass exodus of
refugees to neighboring countries. The United States, alongside regional actors like
Colombia and Brazil, has called for stronger international measures, including
sanctions and diplomatic pressure on the Maduro regime. On the other hand, Russia
and China have provided political and economic support to the Maduro government,
making it difficult for the UNSC to form a unified position.

2. The UNSC Deadlock
Russia and China have repeatedly used their veto power to block any resolutions
that could impose sanctions or military intervention in Venezuela. Their support for
the Maduro regime is rooted in their strategic alliances in Latin America and a desire
to maintain influence in the region. The U.S. and European Union’s efforts to
intervene diplomatically and impose sanctions have been thwarted by the vetoes,
rendering the UNSC largely impotent in resolving the crisis. As a result, the
Venezuelan people continue to suffer under economic hardship, with no prospect of
international intervention to resolve the crisis.

3. Regional Implications
The failure of the UNSC to act on Venezuela has also had regional repercussions,
particularly in neighboring Colombia and Brazil, which have faced a massive influx
of Venezuelan refugees. This has strained the resources of these countries and
contributed to regional instability. The lack of a strong, unified response from the
international community has left the Venezuelan crisis to fester, with dire
consequences for both its people and its neighbors.
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10.4.2 The Falklands/Malvinas Conflict: UNSC Inaction and Colonial Legacies

The Falklands/Malvinas conflict between Argentina and the United Kingdom over the
sovereignty of the Falkland Islands (Malvinas) represents another example of UNSC inaction
in Latin America. The dispute, which led to a brief war in 1982, continues to be a point of
tension between the two nations, as well as a symbol of broader issues related to colonial
legacies in the region.

1. The UK’s Continued Control Over the Falklands
Despite Argentina’s claims to the islands, the United Kingdom maintains
sovereignty over the Falklands, leading to ongoing diplomatic standoffs. The UNSC
has been largely silent on the issue, despite repeated calls from Argentina and other
Latin American countries to address the sovereignty dispute. The veto power in the
UNSC has allowed the UK to avoid international scrutiny or intervention, as the UK
is a permanent member with the ability to block any resolutions calling for action or
mediation.

2. The Legacy of Colonialism and Regional Tensions
The lack of action from the UNSC has kept the Falklands issue unresolved and left
Argentina frustrated in its efforts to assert its sovereignty over the islands. The
dispute also fuels tensions between the UK and Argentina, as well as between the
UK and other countries in Latin America that support Argentina’s claim. The failure
of the UNSC to address this colonial conflict underscores the limitations of the
council’s ability to intervene in territorial disputes that involve powerful members
with vested interests.

3. Diplomatic Efforts and the Veto's Impact
While there have been attempts by various countries, including Argentina, to bring
the matter to the UN General Assembly and other international bodies, the UNSC’s
inaction has largely relegated the issue to the margins of international diplomacy.
This veto-induced paralysis has allowed the UK to maintain control over the
Falklands, despite the broader regional opposition to its position.

10.4.3 Cuba: The Longstanding Embargo and UNSC Inaction

Cuba has been at the center of one of the most enduring and contentious issues in U.S.-Latin
America relations: the economic embargo imposed by the United States. The Cuban
Revolution in 1959 and subsequent U.S. sanctions have led to decades of diplomatic and
economic isolation for the island nation. While the UNSC has debated the situation, it has
consistently failed to take action, partly due to the veto power wielded by the United States.

1. The U.S. Embargo and International Condemnation
The U.S. embargo on Cuba has been a major point of contention in international
diplomacy. While the United Nations General Assembly has regularly voted to
condemn the embargo, the UNSC has been unable to take significant action. The
United States has used its veto power to block any resolutions aimed at ending or
challenging the embargo, despite widespread international opposition to the

policy.
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2. Cuba’s Diplomacy and UNSC’s Indifference
Over the years, Cuba has sought to gain international support to challenge the
embargo in the UNSC, but has been thwarted by the U.S. veto. The failure of the
UNSC to address the humanitarian and economic consequences of the embargo has
led to widespread criticism of the council’s ineffectiveness in addressing issues that
affect the Latin American region. Despite significant changes in global politics,
including the normalization of relations between the U.S. and Cuba during the
Obama administration, the UNSC has remained largely inactive on the issue.

3. Regional Support for Cuba
Latin American nations have generally supported Cuba in its opposition to the U.S.
embargo, with countries like Venezuela, Bolivia, and Mexico advocating for its
lifting. However, the U.S. veto in the UNSC has ensured that Cuba’s plight remains
largely unresolved in the international arena.

10.4.4 Conclusion: UNSC’s Inaction and Its Impact on Latin America

The UN Security Council’s inaction in Latin America—exemplified by its failure to act
on Venezuela’s political crisis, the Falklands dispute, and the Cuban embargo—nhas had
profound consequences for the region. The veto power has often enabled great powers to
block international action, effectively preventing the UNSC from fulfilling its mandate to
promote peace, security, and human rights.

In Latin America, regional solidarity and economic cooperation have been increasingly
important in addressing crises that the UNSC is either unwilling or unable to resolve. This

strategic inaction by the UNSC has not only undermined the council’s credibility but has

also left Latin American nations to cope with conflicts and challenges on their own, with
limited support from the international community. The consequences of veto politics have
thus reinforced the regional instability and discontent with the UNSC’s ability to provide
effective governance and solutions.
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Chapter 11: Case Studies of Resolutions Blocked by
Veto Power

The veto power exercised by the permanent members of the United Nations Security
Council (UNSC) has played a decisive role in shaping global peace and security. While the
veto is intended to ensure that the major powers are in agreement on key international
decisions, it has frequently resulted in deadlocks and prevented critical action, particularly in
times of conflict and humanitarian crises. This chapter explores several significant
instances where resolutions proposed to the UNSC were blocked by the veto power,
highlighting the political dynamics, humanitarian impact, and the global consequences of
such actions.

11.1 The 2011 Resolution on Libya
11.1.1 Background

In 2011, the Libyan Civil War erupted, following the Arab Spring protests that sought to
overthrow the Gaddafi regime. As the conflict escalated, the UN Security Council was
presented with a resolution aimed at imposing a no-fly zone and authorizing military
intervention to protect civilians from the violence perpetrated by Muammar Gaddafi’s
forces. The resolution was primarily backed by Western nations, particularly France, the
United Kingdom, and the United States, who argued that intervention was necessary to
prevent genocide and protect innocent lives.

11.1.2 The Veto Block

However, the Russian Federation and China — both permanent members of the UNSC
with veto power — raised significant objections. While both countries recognized the gravity
of the situation, they were concerned about the potential for overreach and unintended
consequences of a military intervention. Russia, in particular, feared that the NATO-led
intervention would destabilize the region and lead to an extended military engagement that
could undermine regional sovereignty.

Despite these concerns, the UNSC resolution passed with 10 votes in favor and 5
abstentions. Russia and China were among the countries that abstained, but their influence
was still felt strongly. Their lack of direct veto did not stop them from shaping the broader
context of the intervention.

11.1.3 Impact of Veto and Consequences

The intervention in Libya ultimately led to the toppling of Gaddafi, but it also plunged the
country into years of instability and civil conflict. The military action, although intended to
protect civilians, was criticized for its unintended escalation and failure to bring about a
long-term political solution. In this case, while the veto power did not block the resolution
directly, the influence of Russia and China in opposing any future intervention shaped the
international response to Libya’s post-Gaddafi era, leaving the country in a state of disarray.
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11.2 The 2003 Irag War Resolution
11.2.1 Background

In 2003, the United States led a coalition to invade Iraq under the pretext of eliminating
weapons of mass destruction (WMDs) allegedly possessed by the regime of Saddam
Hussein. Before the war, the United States sought UNSC authorization for military action,
presenting evidence to justify the invasion. The Bush administration, along with the United
Kingdom, pushed for a resolution that would endorse the military intervention.

11.2.2 The Veto Block

The resolution faced significant opposition, particularly from France, Germany, and Russia,
who objected to the lack of direct evidence for WMDs and argued that military action should
only occur after exhausting all diplomatic efforts. The Russian Federation, with its
longstanding interest in Irag, strongly opposed the resolution and threatened to use its veto
power.

Despite immense pressure from the United States and the UK, the UNSC was unable to
agree on a resolution to authorize military action. The Russian veto, coupled with the
French and German opposition, prevented a formal authorization of war.

11.2.3 Impact of Veto and Consequences

The lack of UNSC authorization did not prevent the U.S. and UK from proceeding with the
invasion. The war in Iraq resulted in long-term instability, the toppling of Saddam
Hussein, and the rise of extremist groups such as ISIS. The lack of international consensus,
as exemplified by the veto block, led to significant criticism of the UNSC’s inability to
maintain its role as a decision-maker in global conflicts, undermining its authority and
credibility in the eyes of the international community.

11.3 The 1994 Rwandan Genocide
11.3.1 Background

In 1994, Rwanda experienced one of the most horrific genocides in recent history, during
which an estimated 800,000 people, mostly from the Tutsi ethnic group, were systematically
murdered by Hutu extremists. As the violence escalated, the UN Security Council faced a
critical moment where action was needed to prevent further bloodshed and provide
humanitarian aid.

11.3.2 The Veto Block

Despite urgent calls from humanitarian organizations and UN peacekeepers, the UNSC
failed to take meaningful action to stop the violence. While France was a significant political
player and supporter of the Hutu-led government, there was no formal veto used in this
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instance. Instead, the UNSC’s inaction was driven by a combination of diplomatic
reluctance and bureaucratic paralysis. The U.S. and several European countries
hesitated to act due to their unwillingness to engage in another military intervention
following the failures in Somalia in 1993.

The UN peacekeeping force was drastically reduced during the genocide, and a strong
mandate for intervention was never pursued. The absence of an effective intervention led to
the massacre’s escalation.

11.3.3 Impact of Veto and Consequences

The UNSC’s inaction during the Rwandan Genocide is seen as one of the most significant
failures of the council in the realm of humanitarian intervention. The genocide left deep scars
on the international community, leading to reforms within the UN peacekeeping system.
Rwanda's post-genocide recovery was also hindered by the aftermath of failed
interventions.

11.4 The 1992 Bosnia and Herzegovina Conflict
11.4.1 Background

The breakup of Yugoslavia in the early 1990s led to the Bosnian War, a violent conflict
marked by ethnic cleansing, particularly against the Bosnian Muslim population by Serb
forces. The international community sought to intervene and end the atrocities, but UNSC
resolutions were consistently thwarted by political gridlock.

11.4.2 The Veto Block

While several European nations and the United States called for military intervention and
the imposition of stronger sanctions against the warring factions, Russia, as an ally of
Serbia, frequently used its veto power to block resolutions aimed at imposing arms
embargoes or peacekeeping operations.

Despite the UN’s presence in Bosnia, the veto power contributed to the failure of effective
interventions. Russia’s veto, combined with the lack of a coherent international strategy,
delayed intervention efforts and allowed atrocities to continue.

11.4.3 Impact of Veto and Consequences

The UNSC’s inability to act decisively prolonged the Bosnian conflict, which resulted in
significant loss of life and ethnic divisions. It was not until 1995, with the U.S.-brokered
Dayton Agreement, that the war finally ended. However, the UNSC’s delayed response and
the role of veto power highlighted the challenges of securing consensus on interventions in
regional conflicts.

11.5 The 2017 Syria Chemical Weapons Resolution
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11.5.1 Background

The Syrian Civil War has been one of the most devastating conflicts of the 21st century,
with ongoing violence, mass displacement, and widespread human rights abuses. In 2017,
following a chemical weapons attack on Khan Shaykhun, which was attributed to the
Syrian government, the international community called for a UNSC resolution to impose
sanctions and take action against the perpetrators.

11.5.2 The Veto Block

Despite mounting evidence of chemical weapon use, Russia, as an ally of the Syrian
government, repeatedly used its veto power to block resolutions aimed at holding Syrian
President Bashar al-Assad accountable. Russia's actions were largely driven by its strategic
interests in Syria, where it maintained a military presence and supported the Assad regime.

11.5.3 Impact of Veto and Consequences

The UNSC's failure to act decisively in Syria, particularly in the wake of the chemical
weapons attacks, has allowed the conflict to drag on. The inability to hold Assad
accountable for war crimes has left a long-lasting legacy of suffering for the Syrian people,
undermining the credibility of the UNSC as a peacekeeping body.

Conclusion

The veto power has been a significant factor in shaping the UNSC’s response to
international crises. In many cases, it has blocked crucial interventions that could have
saved lives, prevented the escalation of violence, and ensured greater accountability for war
crimes and human rights abuses. The case studies presented in this chapter illustrate the
complex political dynamics at play, as well as the ongoing challenges the UNSC faces in
meeting its core responsibility of maintaining international peace and security.

The challenge for the future lies in reforming the UNSC to prevent such deadlocks and

ensure that it can more effectively address the most pressing humanitarian crises and conflicts
of the 21st century.
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11.1 Resolution on the Israel-Palestine Conflict

11.1.1 Background

The Israel-Palestine conflict has been one of the most enduring and contentious issues in
international diplomacy. Since the establishment of the state of Israel in 1948, the ongoing
conflict between Israel and the Palestinian people has resulted in numerous wars, military
operations, and humanitarian crises. The United Nations Security Council (UNSC) has
frequently addressed the issue, with various resolutions proposed to address the two-state
solution, territorial disputes, security concerns, and human rights abuses on both sides.

One of the most significant periods of UNSC action on the Israel-Palestine issue came in the
late 20th century and early 21st century, when multiple resolutions were drafted in an
attempt to end the conflict, secure a peaceful settlement, and uphold international law.
Despite these efforts, veto power—particularly by the United States—has consistently
played a major role in blocking or diluting resolutions, limiting the UNSC’s ability to take
definitive action.

11.1.2 The Veto Block

One of the most well-known examples of veto power being used to block a resolution on the
Israel-Palestine conflict occurred in 2011 when the United States exercised its veto to block
a resolution that sought to condemn Israeli settlements in the West Bank. The draft
resolution, presented by Palestine and its allies, sought to declare the settlements illegal
under international law, specifically violating the Fourth Geneva Convention. This
resolution was designed to call for an immediate halt to the construction of new settlements
in the occupied territories and to reaffirm the UN’s stance on the illegality of such actions.

The United States, a staunch ally of Israel, opposed the resolution, arguing that it would
undermine peace negotiations and that settlement construction was a matter that should be
settled through direct talks between Israel and the Palestinians, rather than by a UN
resolution.

Despite 128 votes in favor and 9 abstentions in the UN General Assembly, the UNSC
failed to pass the resolution due to the U.S. veto. This marked a significant moment, as it was
not the first time that the U.S. had used its veto to block resolutions regarding Israel. This
political dynamic exemplified the U.S. role in shielding Israel from international criticism
within the UNSC, leading to concerns over the bias and effectiveness of the council in
addressing the conflict.

11.1.3 Impact of Veto and Consequences
The U.S. veto of the 2011 resolution had several notable consequences:
o Stalemate in Peace Efforts: By blocking resolutions that called for a freeze on
settlement construction, the U.S. veto effectively allowed the expansion of Israeli
settlements in the West Bank, a key issue in the peace process. The continued

expansion of these settlements has been widely seen as a barrier to the two-state
solution and has exacerbated tensions between Israelis and Palestinians.
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e Undermining International Law: The veto highlighted a significant disconnect
between international law and the UNSC’s actions. Many international observers,
including the European Union, viewed the settlements as illegal under international
law, but the U.S. veto effectively blocked any effort to hold Israel accountable for its
actions. This action reinforced perceptions of double standards in international
diplomacy.

« Polarization: The U.S. veto led to increased polarization in international discussions
surrounding the conflict. While the U.S. and Israel were able to secure their position
on the settlements, the veto also led to further frustration and alienation of many
Arab and Muslim nations. It reinforced the idea that geopolitical interests often
trumped humanitarian concerns in the UNSC, making peace efforts even more
difficult.

o Delegitimizing the UNSC: The repeated use of the veto in the context of the Israel-
Palestine conflict has contributed to growing criticisms of the UNSC’s legitimacy
and effectiveness. The inability of the council to take meaningful action on such an
important issue led to a perception that the UNSC is paralyzed by the veto system,
hindering efforts to resolve one of the world’s most entrenched conflicts.

11.1.4 Other Notable Instances of VVetoes in the Israel-Palestine Conflict

The United States has used its veto power in several other instances related to the Israel-
Palestine conflict. Some key moments include:

e 1982: The U.S. vetoed a resolution that would have condemned Israel for its actions
in Lebanon, where Israel had invaded and caused significant casualties among
Palestinian civilians and Lebanese non-combatants.

e 2001: A draft resolution calling for an international inquiry into Israel’s military
actions in Palestinian territories was blocked by the U.S. veto, which argued that the
inquiry would be biased and not conducive to peace.

e 2014: The U.S. vetoed a resolution calling for an end to Israeli military actions in
Gaza, particularly the large-scale bombing campaigns that resulted in significant
civilian casualties.

The recurring use of the U.S. veto has led to widespread frustration, particularly in the Arab
world and developing countries, where there is often a perception that the UNSC’s
decisions are heavily influenced by the political and strategic interests of its permanent
members, especially the U.S. and Israel.

11.1.5 Conclusion

The blocking of resolutions on the Israel-Palestine conflict by veto power is a prime
example of the challenges facing the UNSC in resolving issues of global significance. The
U.S. veto has prevented the UNSC from taking meaningful action on key aspects of the
conflict, particularly in relation to Israeli settlement expansion, violence, and violations of
international law. As a result, the Israel-Palestine conflict continues to be one of the most
intractable and divisive issues on the international stage.
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The repeated use of the veto, especially by permanent members with vested interests in the
outcome, has raised serious questions about the UNSC’s effectiveness in addressing
international peace and security, as well as the role of great power politics in shaping UNSC
resolutions. Until reform is introduced or a greater international consensus emerges, the

Israel-Palestine conflict is likely to remain a key test case of the veto system’s impact on the
UNSC’s legitimacy and capacity to address global crises.
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11.2 Resolution on the Situation in Myanmar

11.2.1 Background

Myanmar has been embroiled in a series of humanitarian and political crises, especially in
recent decades. The situation intensified following the military coup d’état in February
2021, when the Tatmadaw, Myanmar's military, seized power from the civilian government
led by Aung San Suu Kyi and her National League for Democracy (NLD). The coup led to
widespread protests and a brutal crackdown by the military, resulting in thousands of deaths
and widespread human rights violations.

Prior to the coup, Myanmar had already faced intense international scrutiny over the
Rohingya crisis, where the military had been accused of committing genocidal acts against
the Rohingya Muslim minority in 2017. The UNSC had been hesitant to intervene in
Myanmar’s internal affairs due to geopolitical considerations, particularly the influence of
China and Russia, both of whom have strong economic ties with Myanmar and have
historically been reluctant to allow UNSC interventions in the country.

Since the coup, the international community has called for increased action to pressure
Myanmar's military junta to cease violence and restore civilian rule. However, veto power
has repeatedly stymied the UNSC's ability to pass decisive resolutions on the situation in
Myanmar, reflecting the challenges the council faces in balancing geopolitical concerns and
human rights protection.

11.2.2 The Veto Block

One of the most notable instances of a veto being exercised in the context of Myanmar
occurred in 2021 and 2022. In February 2021, after the military seized control of Myanmar,
the UNSC convened a meeting to discuss the situation. A draft resolution was proposed that
called for condemnation of the coup, an immediate cessation of violence, and the
restoration of democratic governance.

However, both China and Russia, two permanent members of the UNSC, expressed strong
opposition to any resolution that could lead to sanctions or military intervention in
Myanmar. Both countries argued that the situation was an internal affair and that external
interference would be a violation of Myanmar's sovereignty. China, in particular,
emphasized the importance of stability in Myanmar, given its strategic interests in the
country and its investments in infrastructure through the Belt and Road Initiative.

As a result, China and Russia blocked the resolution by using their veto power, preventing
any meaningful action by the UNSC to address the situation. The failure of the UNSC to
adopt a resolution was seen as a significant blow to the credibility of the council and to
efforts to bring about justice and accountability for the atrocities committed by the
Myanmar military.

11.2.3 Impact of Veto and Consequences

The exercise of the veto by China and Russia in relation to Myanmar had several significant
consequences:
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Stalled International Action: The vetoes effectively blocked international action that
could have pressured Myanmar’s military junta to end the violence and return the
country to democratic rule. The failure of the UNSC to pass a resolution left
Myanmar's situation largely unaddressed, allowing the military junta to consolidate
power and continue its brutal suppression of protests, dissent, and ethnic minorities,
especially the Rohingya.

Weakening the UNSC's Credibility: The vetoes by China and Russia reinforced
the perception that the UNSC is ineffective and unable to respond to human rights
violations or military coups when the interests of permanent members are
involved. This contributed to a growing frustration with the UNSC’s failure to act on
humanitarian issues, especially in contexts where great power interests were at
stake.

Regional Instability: The failure of the UNSC to take action in Myanmar has had a
profound impact on regional stability, particularly in Southeast Asia. The
Association of Southeast Asian Nations (ASEAN), of which Myanmar is a member,
has been unable to effectively address the crisis, and its attempts at mediation have
been largely ineffective. Myanmar’s instability has spilled over into neighboring
countries, particularly Thailand and Bangladesh, which have had to deal with the
influx of refugees and cross-border violence.

Humanitarian Crisis: The situation in Myanmar continues to worsen, with tens of
thousands of deaths and millions displaced by the conflict. The vetoes by China and
Russia prevented the UNSC from adopting sanctions or taking collective action,
which could have alleviated the suffering of civilians and minorities. The absence of
meaningful international pressure has allowed the military junta to act with
impunity, exacerbating the humanitarian crisis.

11.2.4 Other Notable Instances of Vetoes in Myanmar's History

While the 2021 coup was a defining moment for the UNSC’s inaction, there have been other
instances where the veto power has affected the UNSC’s ability to address Myanmar’s
crises. These include:

2017 Rohingya Crisis: The UNSC was unable to adopt resolutions condemning the
Rohingya genocide and calling for international action against the Myanmar military,
due to China’s support for Myanmar and its veto of any resolution calling for
sanctions or accountability for the violence against the Rohingya population.
2007-2008 Political Repression: During the Saffron Revolution, when Myanmar's
military junta violently suppressed protests, the UNSC was unable to pass any
meaningful resolutions due to China’s and Russia’s concerns about interfering in
Myanmar’s internal affairs. Both countries used their veto power to block calls for
international action or a commission of inquiry into human rights violations.
2000s-2010s: Throughout the 2000s and 2010s, Myanmar’s human rights violations
and military abuses were discussed in the UNSC, but no major resolutions were
passed due to the influence of China and Russia, who have traditionally shielded
Myanmar from international censure in the UNSC, largely due to strategic alliances
and economic interests.

11.2.5 Conclusion
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The blocking of resolutions concerning the situation in Myanmar by China and Russia
highlights the geopolitical realities of the UNSC and the paralysis often caused by veto
power. The Myanmar crisis demonstrates the limitations of the UNSC in addressing issues
of human rights violations, military coups, and sovereignty when permanent members
prioritize their national interests.

This case study reinforces the argument that the veto power often leads to inaction or
inaction on critical issues, preventing the UNSC from fulfilling its primary responsibility of
maintaining international peace and security. Until reform of the UNSC is considered, the
Myanmar crisis will likely remain unresolved, with the international community largely
powerless to affect change.
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11.3 Resolution on the Situation in North Korea

11.3.1 Background

North Korea, officially known as the Democratic People’s Republic of Korea (DPRK), has
been a source of major concern for the international community for several decades due to its
nuclear weapons program, human rights violations, and provocative military actions.
North Korea's pursuit of nuclear weapons, despite global opposition, has resulted in
numerous UNSC resolutions aimed at denuclearization and sanctions.

The UN Security Council (UNSC) has repeatedly attempted to pass resolutions in response
to North Korea's missile tests, nuclear weapons development, and violations of international
law. These resolutions have typically called for stronger sanctions, diplomatic efforts, and
greater international pressure. However, North Korea's actions have frequently been met with
a veto from China and, at times, Russia, complicating the UNSC’s ability to implement
stronger, more effective measures.

11.3.2 The Veto Block

One of the most notable instances of a veto being exercised in relation to North Korea
occurred during discussions around additional sanctions following North Korea's nuclear
tests in 2017. The UNSC had already imposed a range of sanctions on North Korea, but its
nuclear and missile tests continued to escalate tensions in the region.

A U.S.-drafted resolution aimed at imposing tougher sanctions, including a full ban on oil
exports to North Korea and asset freezes on North Korean officials and entities involved in
the country’s nuclear weapons program, was proposed. The United States and its allies,
including South Korea, pushed for the resolution, arguing that it was necessary to increase
pressure on Pyongyang to abandon its nuclear weapons program.

However, China, a key ally and economic partner of North Korea, and Russia expressed
concerns about the severity of the sanctions, fearing that they could destabilize the country
and lead to a humanitarian crisis. Both China and Russia emphasized the need for
diplomatic solutions and warned against measures that might worsen the suffering of the
North Korean people.

In August 2017, after heated negotiations, China and Russia vetoed the U.S.-drafted
resolution for stricter sanctions, citing concerns over the potential for regional instability
and the risk of pushing North Korea into an even more defiant stance. Instead, a weakened
resolution was passed, which imposed more modest sanctions, including restrictions on
certain imports and exports but avoided a full ban on oil exports or stronger punitive
measures.

11.3.3 Impact of the Veto and Consequences

The vetoes on resolutions concerning North Korea’s nuclear weapons program had
significant and far-reaching consequences:
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Limited Impact on North Korea’s Nuclear Program: Despite the passage of
sanctions, North Korea’s pursuit of nuclear weapons has not been halted, and the
country has continued to conduct nuclear tests and missile launches. The vetoes by
China and Russia hindered the UNSC's ability to implement tougher measures that
could have had a greater impact on North Korea’s nuclear ambitions, thereby
rendering some sanctions ineffective.

Increased Tensions in the Region: The failure of the UNSC to take stronger actions
against North Korea contributed to the escalation of tensions in East Asia. South
Korea and Japan, both of which are directly threatened by North Korea’s nuclear
program, expressed frustration with the UNSC’s inaction and the difficulty in
achieving meaningful results due to the veto power.

Complicated Diplomatic Efforts: The vetoes also complicated efforts to engage
North Korea in negotiations or diplomacy. Without the backing of the UNSC,
diplomatic efforts by countries like the United States, South Korea, and others to
persuade North Korea to denuclearize became more difficult. Furthermore, the lack of
consensus in the UNSC undermined the credibility of the international community's
position on North Korea, leading Pyongyang to perceive divisions among its critics as
a weakness.

Humanitarian Concerns: One of the central issues raised by China and Russia in
their vetoes was the humanitarian impact of the sanctions on North Korea’s
population. The country has long faced food shortages, a crumbling healthcare
system, and severe poverty. While the intent of the sanctions was to pressure the
government, the vetoes reflected concerns that further tightening of sanctions might
disproportionately hurt the civilian population. This humanitarian concern
highlighted the complexity of balancing international security objectives with the
protection of human rights.

11.3.4 Other Notable Instances of Vetoes in North Korea’s History

The situation with North Korea has been a subject of repeated veto blocks over the years:

2006 Nuclear Test: In 2006, after North Korea conducted its first nuclear test, the
UNSC passed a resolution imposing sanctions on the country. While this action was a
response to the test, China and Russia were both reluctant to take drastic steps at that
time. Their positions were more cautious, seeking diplomatic engagement rather
than punitive measures. This hesitancy shaped subsequent UNSC resolutions, leading
to weaker sanctions than initially proposed.

2013 Nuclear Test: After North Korea conducted its third nuclear test in 2013,
China and Russia once again blocked proposals for additional sanctions, arguing that
diplomatic solutions should be prioritized. In contrast, the U.S. and Japan pressed for
stronger sanctions, but the vetoes ensured the resolution was watered down.

2016 and 2017 Nuclear and Missile Tests: During 2016 and 2017, when North
Korea conducted a series of missile launches and nuclear tests, the UNSC imposed
progressively stricter sanctions, but China and Russia consistently resisted some of
the most aggressive measures proposed by the U.S. and its allies, including a full ban
on oil exports and total asset freezes on North Korean leaders. These vetoes prevented
the implementation of sanctions that could have crippled North Korea's military
programs more effectively.

11.3.5 Conclusion

182 |Page



The blocking of resolutions concerning North Korea by China and Russia has been a
recurring challenge for the UNSC. The veto power has allowed these countries to protect
North Korea’s interests, often prioritizing their own geopolitical and economic
considerations over the international community’s efforts to contain North Korea's nuclear
ambitions.

While the UNSC has imposed some sanctions on North Korea, the veto power has prevented
the Council from passing stronger resolutions that could have had a more immediate impact
on North Korea’s military development and regional security. This case underscores the
difficulties inherent in achieving global consensus in the UNSC on issues where the
interests of major powers are at stake. Until reform of the UNSC is achieved or the
geopolitical calculus changes, North Korea may continue to advance its nuclear program
with limited international accountability or repercussions.
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11.4 Resolution on the War in Yemen

11.4.1 Background

The War in Yemen began in 2014 when Houthi rebels, backed by Iran, seized control of the
capital Sanaa and later advanced to other parts of the country. The conflict escalated in 2015
when a Saudi-led coalition, supporting the internationally recognized government of
President Abd-Rabbu Mansour Hadi, launched a military intervention aimed at restoring
his government. The war has led to a humanitarian crisis, with thousands of civilians killed,
widespread displacement, and the destruction of Yemen's infrastructure.

Over time, the UN Security Council (UNSC) has tried to address the conflict through
resolutions, focusing on imposing an arms embargo, calling for a ceasefire, supporting peace
negotiations, and demanding humanitarian aid access. However, vetoes have often blocked
stronger resolutions or the imposition of more severe sanctions, complicating efforts to end
the conflict.

11.4.2 The Veto Block

In the case of the Yemen conflict, one of the most significant instances of veto power came
in 2018 and 2019, as the conflict’s devastating toll on civilians escalated. The Saudi-led
coalition has been a key player in the conflict, and Saudi Arabia is a permanent member of
the UNSC. As a result, its interests and those of its allies, including the UAE, have been
frequently at odds with other members of the Council. This political dynamic often led to
vetoes and diplomatic deadlocks when it came to resolutions concerning Yemen.

In 2018, the United Kingdom presented a resolution aimed at pushing for a ceasefire and
the opening of humanitarian corridors in Hodeidah, a crucial port city. While the resolution
was designed to alleviate the suffering of civilians and create space for peace negotiations, it
faced opposition from Saudi Arabia and other Saudi allies, who were concerned that it
would undermine their military objectives in the region.

The United States and other countries backed the UK’s proposed resolution, but Russia and
China abstained, largely because of the political complexities surrounding the military
involvement of the Saudi-led coalition, which both Russia and China viewed as a critical
regional actor. As a result, the resolution's progress was impeded, and the UNSC was unable
to impose stronger measures against the warring parties, particularly the Saudi-led coalition.

In 2019, another veto by Russia came into play when the U.S. presented a resolution that
sought to hold Saudi Arabia and other members of the coalition accountable for human
rights abuses and war crimes in Yemen. This resolution called for an independent
investigation into alleged war crimes committed by all sides in the conflict. Russia used its
veto power to block the resolution, arguing that it was biased and would undermine peace
efforts by singling out one party in the conflict. The veto by Russia further exacerbated the
deadlock within the UNSC, limiting its ability to pass a resolution that could have led to
stronger accountability measures.

11.4.3 Impact of the Veto and Consequences
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The use of the veto by Saudi Arabia’s allies, particularly Russia, has had profound
consequences for the international response to the war in Yemen:

o Limited Accountability for War Crimes: The veto of the resolution calling for an
investigation into war crimes prevented the UNSC from holding perpetrators
accountable, including those involved in the Saudi-led coalition’s airstrikes, which
have been accused of hitting civilian targets. The lack of accountability allowed for
continued violations of international humanitarian law with little international
repercussion.

e Humanitarian Crisis Intensified: The vetoes and UNSC inaction have directly
contributed to the worsening humanitarian crisis in Yemen. By blocking proposals for
stronger sanctions or measures that could pressure the warring parties to cease
hostilities, the UNSC failed to exert sufficient pressure to prevent the escalating
civilian casualties, starvation, and disease outbreaks.

e Undermining Peace Efforts: The inability of the UNSC to pass effective resolutions,
due to the veto power, has also hampered peace negotiations. Houthi rebels and the
Saudi-led coalition have continued their military actions despite the international
community's calls for peace. The lack of unified pressure from the UNSC has left
peace processes, such as the Stockholm Agreement of 2018, largely ineffective, with
little progress on ceasefire agreements or reconciliation efforts.

e Erosion of Credibility in the UNSC: The repeated vetoes on Yemen-related
resolutions, particularly by Russia and the Saudi-led coalition, have eroded the
credibility of the UNSC as a body capable of effectively addressing humanitarian
crises. The international community began to question whether the UNSC could act
as a legitimate peace broker in ongoing conflicts if major powers continued to
exercise their veto powers to protect their own national interests.

« Diplomatic Stalemate: The vetoes in Yemen’s case exemplify how the UNSC can
become paralyzed when key members are entrenched in the conflict. The lack of
unified action in the Council further entrenched the diplomatic stalemate in Yemen,
leaving the country to suffer while international actors struggled to find common
ground.

11.4.4 Other Notable Vetoes Related to the Yemen Conflict

Other vetoes related to Yemen in recent years have shown the challenges of pursuing
accountability and resolution in the UNSC:

o Resolution on Arms Embargo: Proposals for expanding arms embargoes against
the warring factions in Yemen have been consistently watered down or blocked,
particularly by Russia and China, who argued that the embargo would
disproportionately affect the government forces aligned with Saudi Arabia. These
vetoes allowed the flow of arms into the region to continue, exacerbating the conflict.

e Proposals for Humanitarian Access: Proposals to facilitate the delivery of
humanitarian aid have also been hindered by vetoes from countries that supported
the Saudi-led coalition. Russia and China expressed concern that some measures
would give too much power to actors outside Yemen, potentially influencing the
internal politics of the country.

11.4.5 Conclusion
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The use of vetoes in the case of Yemen demonstrates the difficulty of achieving consensus
within the UNSC when major powers are involved in a complex, multi-faceted conflict.
The veto power has obstructed attempts at imposing stronger sanctions or taking decisive
action, including holding war criminals accountable, and prevented the UNSC from
providing adequate support for peace negotiations. This has allowed the Saudi-led coalition
and other parties to continue fighting without sufficient international pressure to negotiate a
peaceful resolution.

In the case of Yemen, the veto power has contributed to the continuation of the war and the
humanitarian disaster that it has caused. Without a major reform of the UNSC, the veto
power will likely continue to impede progress in resolving conflicts such as the one in
Yemen, where geopolitical interests outweigh the collective security and humanitarian
concerns of the international community.
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Chapter 12: The Ethical Implications of the Veto
System

12.1 The Ethical Dilemma of Power Imbalance

The veto power in the UN Security Council (UNSC) is one of the most controversial
aspects of the international governance system. At its core, the veto creates an inherent power
imbalance, as it grants five countries—the United States, the United Kingdom, France,
Russia, and China—disproportionate influence over international security decisions. This
concentration of power raises significant ethical concerns about fairness, justice, and the
representation of global interests.

o Unequal Representation: The veto system reflects the power structures established
after World War I, yet these structures are increasingly out of step with contemporary
geopolitical realities. While permanent members enjoy the privilege of vetoing any
resolution, the vast majority of countries have no such power. This unequal
distribution of authority often leads to the marginalization of the Global South, where
developing nations and small states are left with little recourse when their interests
clash with those of the veto-wielding powers.

« Moral Responsibility and Inaction: The ethical dilemma of the veto is also about
moral responsibility. The power to block resolutions intended to address human
rights abuses, humanitarian crises, or peacekeeping efforts raises the question of
whether the use of vetoes contributes to an ethical failure in global governance.
When veto powers prevent intervention in the face of atrocities or genocides, it
suggests that political and strategic interests outweigh the moral imperative to prevent
suffering and protect human dignity.

12.2 VVetoes and Global Justice

The veto system often operates at odds with the principles of global justice. Justice in the
international context typically emphasizes equality, fairness, and accountability, yet the
veto power can prevent the pursuit of these ideals. The system of vetoes entrenches a state of
global inequality, where the actions of powerful nations can override the collective will of the
international community.

« Preventing Accountability: The veto system creates an environment where
accountability for international crimes, such as war crimes, genocides, and human
rights violations, is undermined. When one of the five permanent members blocks
efforts to hold perpetrators accountable, it can effectively shield offenders from
prosecution or sanctions. This undermines the principle of justice and accountability
on a global scale.

e Unequal Access to Protection: The veto system also leads to unequal access to
protection. For example, when the UNSC fails to pass resolutions for the protection
of civilians or for peacekeeping in areas of conflict, it is often the weaker states that
suffer the consequences. Countries with less geopolitical or economic influence are
unable to prevent their sovereignty from being compromised by larger, more powerful
states whose interests are safeguarded by their veto power.
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o Ethical Duty to Act: The inability of the UNSC to take action due to vetoes in
situations like the Syrian Civil War or the Yemen Conflict presents a major ethical
dilemma. In cases where global action could prevent further loss of life or human
suffering, the veto power often leads to inaction. This lack of intervention raises
questions about the ethical duty of the international community to act when lives are
at stake.

12.3 The Role of the Veto in Global Human Rights

The UNSC's failure to take action due to vetoes has direct consequences for human rights. It
impedes efforts to address widespread human rights violations, especially in conflict zones.
The veto has become a tool for blocking resolutions that would provide humanitarian aid or
enforce protections for vulnerable populations. This raises ethical concerns about the lack of
accountability for violators of international law and the failure to protect the rights of
innocent civilians.

o Blocking Humanitarian Aid: In cases like Syria or Darfur, vetoes have prevented
the passage of resolutions aimed at facilitating humanitarian aid to regions in need.
The ethical implications are significant because when aid is blocked or hindered, the
international community fails to provide essential resources for survival, thereby
contributing to unnecessary suffering.

« Human Rights Violations and the Veto: Another ethical issue is the use of the veto
to protect countries engaged in systematic human rights violations. For instance,
during the Rwandan Genocide in 1994, members of the UNSC failed to act
decisively, in part because of political concerns and lack of consensus. Such inaction
directly violated the fundamental principle of the Responsibility to Protect (R2P),
which holds that the international community has an ethical obligation to intervene
when a state is unwilling or unable to prevent mass atrocities.

o Exacerbating Conflicts: Vetoes in the UNSC can also lead to prolonged conflicts.
When vetoing countries have strategic interests in a particular region, they may block
efforts to broker peace, perpetuating war and suffering for the civilian population. The
ethical cost of such action is the prolongation of violent conflict that destabilizes
entire regions, leading to long-term human rights abuses.

12.4 The Ethical Dilemma of National Interests vs. Global Well-being

The ethical tension at the heart of the veto system is the clash between national interests and
the global well-being. While countries that hold veto power use it to protect their national
security or economic interests, this often comes at the expense of broader humanitarian
goals or global stability. The principle of ethical global governance would require a
balance between national sovereignty and the collective interest of the international
community.

o Political Self-Interest: Vetoing states often use their power to safeguard their
political and economic interests, even if doing so exacerbates global suffering or
undermines international peace efforts. For example, when Russia vetoes resolutions
on Syria to protect its strategic alliance with the Assad regime, it prioritizes its
national interests over the safety and well-being of Syrian civilians.

o Collective Responsibility: The ethical principle of collective responsibility
suggests that states should not act solely based on self-interest but consider the impact
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of their actions on the broader international community. In situations where the
UNSC is paralyzed by vetoes, the international community faces the ethical question
of whether it is morally acceptable to allow injustice to persist for the sake of
geopolitical advantage.

o Ethical Leadership: A critical ethical question is whether those who hold veto
power should be held to a higher standard of leadership. The argument is that ethical
leadership requires a sense of global responsibility, which entails a commitment to
prevent mass atrocities, promote peace, and protect human rights, even at the cost
of sacrificing short-term national interests.

12.5 Conclusion

The veto power is at the heart of many ethical concerns surrounding the UN Security
Council. The concentration of power in the hands of a few states undermines principles of
global justice and human rights, and the ethical consequences of inaction in the face of
human suffering cannot be ignored. The challenges of achieving global peace, justice, and
security are compounded by the inability of the UNSC to act decisively when national
interests trump the common good.

The ethical implications of the veto system highlight the need for reform in the UNSC, not
only to ensure more equitable representation but also to enable a more effective and ethical
response to global crises. Without addressing the ethical dilemmas surrounding the veto, the
international community risks undermining the very principles of justice, accountability,
and human dignity that the United Nations was created to uphold.
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12.1 Ethical Dilemmas in Blocking Resolutions

The veto power in the UN Security Council (UNSC) often results in blocked resolutions,
which can have far-reaching ethical implications. The ethical dilemmas associated with the
use of veto power stem from the conflict between national interests of the vetoing states
and the collective good of the international community. When resolutions aimed at
addressing humanitarian crises, peacekeeping, or international justice are blocked, the
consequences are often felt by the most vulnerable populations. This creates a moral conflict
where the actions of a few powerful states undermine the global consensus for justice,
human rights, and peace.

Ethical Dilemma: The Primacy of National Interests Over Humanitarian Needs

One of the most significant ethical challenges is the prioritization of national self-interest
over the humanitarian needs of people affected by conflicts, disasters, or human rights
violations. Veto-wielding powers often block resolutions that conflict with their own
geopolitical, strategic, or economic interests, even when the resolution could provide
immediate assistance to those in dire need.

o Example: When Russia vetoes UNSC resolutions aimed at providing humanitarian
aid to civilians in Syria or Ukraine, it may do so because the resolution might
undermine its alliances or interests in the region. Similarly, the United States may
block resolutions that could affect its relationships with Israel or Saudi Arabia, even
when those countries are involved in human rights violations or armed conflicts.

The ethical dilemma arises because these vetoes directly impede the international
community’s ability to take action in response to humanitarian crises or atrocities. The
result is often prolonged suffering for civilians and greater instability in the region.

Ethical Conflict in Preventing Justice

In some cases, vetoes are used to block **resolutions that aim to hold perpetrators of
genocide, war crimes, or human rights abuses accountable. The ethical implications of
such actions are profound because they prevent the international community from enforcing
accountability and justice for those responsible for mass atrocities.

o Example: During the Rwandan Genocide (1994), efforts by some UNSC members
to establish a strong response were thwarted by the reluctance of permanent members
to take action that could directly challenge the government in Rwanda or other
regional alliances. Such vetoes prevent efforts to bring criminals to justice and to
safeguard vulnerable populations from further harm.

When vetoes are used in this way, the ethical conflict stems from the question: should
political or strategic interests take precedence over the moral obligation to uphold justice and
prevent further suffering? The ethical responsibility of vetoing members to contribute to
humanitarian interventions and justice becomes compromised by political maneuvering.

Ethical Dilemmas in Global Peacekeeping Efforts
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Peacekeeping missions, designed to intervene in conflict zones and prevent further escalation
of violence, can also be thwarted by vetoes. The ethical dilemma here is whether the
protection of national interests, often in the form of territorial sovereignty or political
alliances, should trump the international community’s responsibility to ensure peace and
security in regions beset by war.

o Example: When the UNSC fails to pass a resolution that would authorize a
peacekeeping force in a region like South Sudan, vetoing countries may argue that
the situation is an internal matter or that intervention would infringe on a nation’s
sovereignty. However, the ethical dilemma lies in whether sovereignty should be
protected at the cost of human suffering and displacement. The failure to intervene
allows conflicts to escalate, leading to greater humanitarian crises.

o Example: Similarly, during the Bosnian War, the UNSC struggled to establish
effective peacekeeping operations in the face of vetoes from Russia and other
members. The ethical conflict here was between upholding national sovereignty and
the international community’s responsibility to intervene in situations of mass
violence and ethnic cleansing.

The Ethical Consequences for the Global Community

The blockage of resolutions by the UNSC veto system has profound global consequences.
These include eroding trust in the ability of the United Nations to enforce international law,
uphold peace, and protect vulnerable populations. This lack of trust can lead to the
disillusionment of smaller nations that feel powerless in the face of great power politics. It
can also foster a perception that international institutions like the UNSC are ineffective or
biased, thus undermining their legitimacy.

The ethical dilemma here revolves around the moral failure of the international system to
act when needed most. The use of vetoes in such critical situations challenges the
foundational principles of the United Nations, which was created to prevent war and to
protect the rights and safety of all people, regardless of their country’s influence or power.

Conclusion: The Need for Ethical Reform in the Veto System

The ethical implications of the veto system cannot be ignored. By blocking resolutions that
could potentially address human rights violations, humanitarian crises, and peacekeeping
efforts, the permanent members of the UNSC are, in effect, endorsing inaction that leads to
unnecessary human suffering. The ethical dilemma arises from a tension between the self-
interest of powerful states and the moral obligation of the international community to
protect human life and ensure global peace.

To address these ethical concerns, there is a growing call for reform in the UNSC,

particularly regarding the veto power. Without addressing these ethical dilemmas, the
UNSC risks losing its credibility and moral authority in the eyes of the global community.
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12.2 The Humanitarian Costs of VVetoed Actions

The humanitarian costs of vetoed actions in the United Nations Security Council (UNSC)
are profound and far-reaching. The use of veto power by the permanent members of the
UNSC often leads to the blocking of resolutions that could otherwise provide essential
relief, protection, and support to vulnerable populations suffering from armed conflicts,
human rights violations, and natural disasters. These vetoes not only hinder the efforts of
the international community to intervene and assist but also have serious consequences for
the well-being, safety, and survival of millions of people.

The Denial of Humanitarian Assistance

One of the most direct humanitarian costs of vetoed actions is the denial of humanitarian
assistance to those in urgent need. Resolutions that propose the deployment of aid, the
establishment of no-fly zones, or the provision of emergency relief are often blocked by
the vetoing powers, which can lead to disastrous consequences for those caught in
humanitarian crises.

« Example: In Syria, multiple UNSC resolutions aimed at delivering humanitarian
aid to civilians affected by the ongoing conflict have been blocked due to Russian
and Chinese vetoes. These vetoes prevented the UN from conducting cross-border
relief operations and providing life-saving aid to millions of people in areas
controlled by opposition forces. As a result, civilians in besieged areas faced acute
malnutrition, disease outbreaks, and widespread starvation, with no international
relief efforts allowed to reach them.

e Humanitarian Cost: The blocking of such resolutions means that innocent civilians
continue to suffer and die in the absence of critical humanitarian assistance. The
longer the vetoes persist, the greater the humanitarian toll, as vulnerable
populations are left to cope with food insecurity, lack of medical supplies, and
limited access to clean water.

Impediments to Civilian Protection

The veto power can also prevent the UNSC from authorizing peacekeeping missions or
protective forces in conflict zones, leaving civilians vulnerable to military attacks, sexual
violence, and other forms of warfare. The inability of the UNSC to act because of vetoes
puts peacekeepers, humanitarian workers, and local populations at greater risk.

o Example: In Darfur, the UNSC was unable to implement strong and effective
peacekeeping interventions due to political disagreements and vetoes by members
with vested interests. As a result, civilians in Darfur continued to experience ethnic
cleansing, mass displacement, and violence without sufficient protection from the
international community.

e Humanitarian Cost: The delay or lack of action directly impacts civilians' safety,
leading to increased casualties, displacement, and psychological trauma.
Furthermore, the absence of a robust peacekeeping presence prevents conflict
resolution efforts from taking hold, allowing the situation to spiral into prolonged
suffering.
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Prolonged Conflict and Escalating Suffering

When vetoes block resolutions aimed at ending conflicts or mediating peace, the
humanitarian costs are compounded by the prolonged nature of the conflict. Wars and civil
conflicts drag on for years, with no international support to facilitate peace processes or
prevent further escalation. As a result, both the immediate and long-term humanitarian
consequences are devastating.

o Example: The Yemen conflict, which has been ongoing since 2014, has seen several
resolutions blocked in the UNSC. Key actions, such as arms embargoes, sanctions
against key actors, and the authorization of humanitarian assistance, were blocked
by Russia and the United States, often due to strategic interests related to their
allies in the region. The failure to pass these resolutions has led to one of the worst
humanitarian crises in the world, with millions of people facing starvation,
disease, and violent conflict.

e Humanitarian Cost: The long-term suffering of the Yemeni population is directly
linked to the inability of the UNSC to act effectively. Without the resolution of
conflicts, populations endure protracted violence, refugee crises, and an inability to
rebuild infrastructure and essential services.

The Impact on Refugees and Displaced Persons

One of the major consequences of vetoed actions is the displacement of large populations.
Conflicts that could be resolved or mitigated through the intervention of the UNSC become
protracted, leading to large-scale refugee crises and the displacement of civilians. These
displaced persons often face uncertain futures in overcrowded camps, where basic needs
such as shelter, food, education, and healthcare are not met.

o Example: The Syrian Civil War has generated one of the largest refugee crises in
modern history. Many of the refugee flows into neighboring countries and Europe
could have been mitigated with earlier intervention or peace agreements brokered
by the UNSC. However, political vetoes and international inaction contributed to the
inability to address the root causes of displacement.

o Humanitarian Cost: Refugees experience trauma, poverty, lack of education, and
poor living conditions. The mental health impacts of displacement, particularly on
children, are significant, often leading to lasting scars that affect future generations.
The inability of the UNSC to intervene in such crises leaves refugees without hope of
a return to safety or stability in their homeland.

The Erosion of International Trust in the UNSC

The repeated use of the veto to block essential humanitarian actions undermines the
legitimacy of the UN Security Council as a mechanism for ensuring global peace and
humanitarian intervention. The perception that great power politics are placing national
interests above human lives contributes to a sense of disillusionment and frustration among
smaller nations and the global public. This erosion of trust also prevents future collaborative
action and undermines the core goals of the UN system—to prevent war, promote peace,
and protect human rights.

193 |Page



e Humanitarian Cost: The erosion of trust leads to fragmentation of global
institutions and challenges the capacity of international bodies to act decisively. This
diminishes the ability of the international community to rally around collective
action in future crises, making it harder to resolve new conflicts and prevent further
human suffering.

Conclusion: The Need for Change

The humanitarian costs of vetoed actions by UNSC members are devastating and far-
reaching. These costs are not merely theoretical; they are felt by millions of people whose
lives are affected by war, conflict, and human rights abuses. The blocking of resolutions
aimed at humanitarian aid, conflict resolution, and peacekeeping often prolongs suffering
and prevents the international community from addressing urgent global crises. To prevent
further humanitarian disasters, there is an urgent need for reform of the UNSC system,
particularly the veto power, which inhibits collective global efforts to respond to the needs
of vulnerable populations.
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12.3 The Moral Responsibility of UNSC Members

The United Nations Security Council (UNSC), with its unique authority and responsibility
to maintain international peace and security, holds a moral obligation to act in the interests
of humanity. This moral responsibility is particularly important in situations where the use
of veto power by the permanent members obstructs action that could alleviate human
suffering, protect vulnerable populations, and promote global peace. As key players in the
UNSC, the five permanent members—the United States, the United Kingdom, France,
Russia, and China—are not only entrusted with the ability to make decisions regarding
international crises but are also held accountable for their moral choices in the exercise of
this power.

The Ethical Imperative of Intervention

The primary function of the UNSC is to maintain peace and security across the globe. When
the veto power is used to block actions aimed at preventing genocides, responding to
humanitarian crises, or stopping armed conflict, the permanent members face a critical
ethical dilemma. They must reconcile their national interests with the global need for
peace, justice, and human dignity.

« Example: In the case of Syria, the Russian and Chinese vetoes on resolutions that
would have authorized humanitarian intervention or established sanctions against
the Syrian regime presented a moral challenge. While Russia's veto was driven by its
political and strategic interests in supporting the Syrian government, the broader
international community was faced with the moral imperative of preventing mass
atrocities. Blocking such resolutions left thousands of civilians vulnerable to
ongoing violence and human rights abuses.

o Moral Responsibility: In this case, the UNSC's inability to act led to a profound
moral failure in protecting human lives. Permanent members of the UNSC, by
blocking action in such cases, effectively contributed to prolonged suffering and
death. The ethical responsibility of the veto-wielding members to prioritize
humanity's welfare over national interests becomes particularly significant in these
scenarios.

Balancing National Interests with Global Ethics

Each of the five permanent members of the UNSC wields veto power as a tool to safeguard
their national interests and strategic goals. However, these interests must be weighed
against the greater good of international peace and security. The moral responsibility of
UNSC members lies in recognizing that the long-term consequences of blocking a
resolution can have devastating humanitarian and geopolitical repercussions.

o Example: In Myanmar, resolutions calling for targeted sanctions and accountability
for the military junta's ethnic cleansing of Rohingya Muslims were blocked due to
the interests of some permanent members. For example, Russia and China often
sided with Myanmar’s leadership, prioritizing their diplomatic and economic
relationships with the regime over the moral responsibility to intervene in a human
rights crisis.
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« Moral Responsibility: In these instances, the moral duty to protect innocent civilians
is sidelined in favor of geopolitical calculations. The loss of life and suffering
caused by such vetoes raises the question of whether the UNSC is living up to its
foundational commitment to protect humanity and uphold the principles of the UN
Charter, which includes the responsibility to protect.

The Responsibility to Protect (R2P)

The concept of Responsibility to Protect (R2P) has become a cornerstone of the
international community’s moral framework for responding to atrocities. R2P asserts that the
international community has the responsibility to intervene when a state is unable or
unwilling to protect its own citizens from atrocities such as genocide, war crimes, ethnic
cleansing, or crimes against humanity. The UNSC is the body that is tasked with taking
decisive action when such threats arise. However, when vetoes block intervention in
situations that meet the criteria for R2P, it raises serious ethical concerns about the failure of
the international community to fulfill its moral obligations.

o Example: In Darfur, the international community faced calls for intervention in the
form of peacekeeping and sanctions against Sudanese officials. Despite the
overwhelming evidence of atrocities being committed against civilians, Russia and
China’s vetoes prevented effective action, leaving hundreds of thousands of people to
suffer.

o Moral Responsibility: This inaction, particularly in the face of atrocities, stands in
direct contradiction to the R2P principle and underscores the ethical dilemma facing
veto-wielding members: their failure to act equates to tacit acceptance of mass
suffering. The moral cost of this inaction is the loss of lives and the denial of a
chance for recovery and justice to those affected.

The Responsibility of Great Powers to Lead by Example

As the key decision-makers within the UNSC, the permanent members of the Security
Council have a moral duty to lead by example. The decisions they make—and the vetoes
they exercise—reflect the values and priorities of the international community. By using
their veto power, the permanent members of the UNSC send a clear message about what they
consider acceptable or unacceptable in terms of international intervention and the
protection of human rights.

o Example: The United States has often wielded its veto power to block resolutions
that could have resulted in sanctions or condemnations of Israeli actions in the
Israel-Palestine conflict. Critics argue that this use of the veto violates the UN's
commitment to promoting peace and justice, as it effectively shields one nation from
international accountability while disregarding the rights and needs of the Palestinian
people.

e Moral Responsibility: When the permanent members of the UNSC wield veto power
to block actions that could protect human rights or prevent conflict, they are seen as
prioritizing their own political and economic interests over the moral imperative of
global justice. The ethical responsibility of these nations extends beyond self-interest
and must include a commitment to uphold the universal principles of human
dignity and peace.
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The Potential for Reform and Ethical Change

The ethical implications of the veto power have sparked calls for reform to ensure that
decisions in the UNSC reflect not only the strategic interests of the great powers but also the
global commitment to human rights, peace, and security. The failure to act in situations of
mass suffering poses a moral crisis that requires careful consideration of whether the current
system can continue or whether reforms are necessary to hold UNSC members accountable
for their actions.

o Moral Responsibility: Reforms that reduce or eliminate the use of the veto power
could create a more equitable, transparent, and effective system, one that aligns
more closely with the ethical commitments of the international community. This
could include a mechanism for reassessing the balance of power within the UNSC
and ensuring that no individual state has the ability to block action that could protect
human lives.

Conclusion: The Imperative of Ethical Leadership

The moral responsibility of UNSC members is an essential aspect of their leadership role in
the international community. Their use of the veto power must be guided not only by
national interests but by a broader sense of humanitarian ethics that prioritizes the
protection of human lives and the promotion of peace. By consistently placing self-
interest over the moral duty to protect humanity, veto-wielding members fail to live up to
their ethical obligations. The international community must insist on reform to ensure that
the UNSC can fulfill its moral responsibility to act when it matters most, safeguarding the
future of global peace and human dignity.
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12.4 The Global Discontent with Veto Inaction

The veto power held by the five permanent members of the United Nations Security Council
(UNSC) has long been a source of controversy, with growing global discontent regarding
its misuse and inaction, especially in situations where human suffering could be alleviated
by decisive action. While the veto was designed to ensure that no single country could
dominate the UNSC, it has increasingly become a tool for blocking resolutions that could
have addressed critical issues such as human rights violations, armed conflicts,
peacekeeping operations, and humanitarian interventions.

The global discontent with veto inaction is not limited to specific countries or regions; rather,
it has sparked widespread criticism from member states, civil society organizations, and
activists who argue that the power dynamics within the UNSC fail to reflect the needs and
rights of the global majority. This discontent is driven by several key factors:

1. Perceived Inequality in Global Governance

The UNSC's structure, with the permanent members holding veto power, is often criticized
for reinforcing unequal power dynamics on the global stage. The five permanent
members—United States, Russia, China, United Kingdom, and France—are the only
states that possess veto power, allowing them to block any substantive action in the UNSC.
Many see this as fundamentally undemocratic, as these nations, despite their powerful
positions, are able to prevent the international community from addressing urgent global
challenges, even when the overwhelming majority of the 193 UN member states support
action.

o Example: In the case of the Syria conflict, the United States, Russia, and China
have repeatedly exercised their veto powers to block resolutions aimed at curbing the
violence and addressing humanitarian needs. While these permanent members have
different political and strategic interests, the inability of the UNSC to act effectively
has generated global frustration, especially among Middle Eastern countries and
human rights advocates.

o Global Response: Many countries, particularly in Asia, Africa, and Latin America,
have voiced their displeasure with a system that allows a few powerful countries to
dictate the course of action on critical international issues. This inequality has
sparked calls for reform, with many advocating for a more inclusive,
representative, and democratic UNSC structure that would better reflect the diverse
interests of the global community.

2. Moral and Humanitarian Concerns

One of the most prominent sources of global discontent with veto inaction is the moral and
humanitarian implications of blocking resolutions aimed at alleviating human suffering.
The use of the veto to prevent action in response to genocides, ethnic cleansing, or mass
atrocities is viewed by many as a direct violation of the UN's founding principles, which
emphasize the protection of human rights and the maintenance of peace.

o Example: The Rwandan genocide in 1994 is often cited as a tragic example of
UNSC inaction. Despite clear evidence of mass killings, the UNSC failed to take
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decisive action. While the United States and France did not exercise their veto
powers, their failure to support robust action has been heavily criticized for
allowing the genocide to escalate. The lasting moral consequences of this inaction
continue to fuel calls for reform in the UNSC.

o Global Response: The international community has demanded that the UNSC take
a more proactive approach in preventing genocide and mass atrocities, with some
advocating for a reformulation of the veto system to ensure that humanitarian
imperatives are prioritized over political and strategic interests. The global public
increasingly holds the UNSC accountable for failing to respond effectively to human
rights crises, leading to a growing sense of moral disillusionment.

3. The Need for Accountability and Responsibility

The perception that veto power allows permanent members to avoid accountability for their
actions has contributed to a widespread sense of global frustration. Critics argue that
permanent members use their veto power to protect their national interests, even when it
leads to inaction or the undermining of international law. This has created a situation
where the UNSC is seen as being inherently flawed—incapable of addressing pressing
global challenges due to the actions (or inaction) of a few nations.

o Example: In the North Korea crisis, resolutions aimed at imposing sanctions or
pushing for more vigorous action have often been blocked by China or Russia, both
of which have strategic interests in maintaining good relations with the North Korean
regime. This has led to growing discontent from nations and organizations
advocating for stronger measures to denuclearize the Korean Peninsula and address
regional instability.

o Global Response: Calls for the UNSC to adopt more accountable and transparent
decision-making processes are becoming louder, with many advocating for a reform
that would prevent national self-interest from overriding the responsibility to
uphold international peace. Civil society organizations, human rights groups, and
small and medium-sized nations are increasingly demanding that the permanent
members be held accountable for their actions within the UNSC.

4. The Demand for UNSC Reform

The global discontent with veto inaction has sparked a widespread push for UNSC reform.
Many argue that the current structure, which grants disproportionate power to a select few
nations, is outdated and no longer reflects the realities of the modern world. The rising
economic, political, and military influence of emerging powers such as India, Brazil,
Germany, and Japan—alongside the growing influence of regional organizations and
coalitions—has made it clear that the status quo is no longer sustainable.

o Global Response: There is a growing consensus that reform is necessary to expand
UNSC membership to include emerging powers and better represent the diversity
of the international community. Additionally, many call for reform of the veto
system to ensure that the UNSC can act decisively in addressing urgent crises. The
Global South, in particular, has been vocal in its demand for greater representation
and fairness within the UNSC.

5. The Frustration of the International Community
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In many cases, the inability of the UNSC to address global crises has led to increasing
frustration and a sense of disillusionment with the UN as a whole. Many critics argue that
the UNSC's failure to act on urgent issues has eroded its credibility and undermined its
legitimacy as the leading institution responsible for maintaining international peace and
security.

e Global Response: Growing frustration with the UNSC’s inaction has led to a
growing call for alternative mechanisms for conflict resolution and global
governance. Regional organizations, such as the African Union (AU) and
European Union (EU), are becoming increasingly involved in peacekeeping and
diplomatic efforts, often bypassing the UNSC due to the paralysis caused by the veto
system.

Conclusion: A Call for Change

The global discontent with veto inaction is a reflection of the frustration felt by the
international community regarding the ineffectiveness of the UNSC in addressing urgent
global challenges. The disproportionate power held by the permanent members and their
ability to block resolutions has led to growing calls for reform—not only in terms of veto
power but also in the broader structure of the UNSC. The world is demanding change, and
the moral responsibility of the UNSC’s permanent members is at the forefront of this call
for a more equitable, inclusive, and accountable approach to global governance.
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Chapter 13: The Role of the General Assembly In
the Context of Veto Power

While the United Nations Security Council (UNSC) holds primary responsibility for
addressing matters of international peace and security, the General Assembly (GA) plays
a significant role in the broader framework of the United Nations (UN). It is particularly
important in the context of veto power because it offers a platform for the entire
membership of the UN to deliberate on global issues, providing a counterbalance to the
vetoes often exercised by the permanent members of the UNSC.

The General Assembly, unlike the UNSC, operates on a one-country-one-vote system,
where all 193 member states have an equal say. This makes the GA an essential forum for
addressing issues where vetoes in the UNSC have blocked progress. However, the role of the
GA in this context is often challenged by its limited power in comparison to the binding
decisions made by the UNSC.

This chapter explores the role of the General Assembly in the context of the veto power and
its efforts to influence global governance despite its lack of enforcement power.

13.1 The Relationship Between the General Assembly and the Security
Council

The General Assembly and the Security Council are the two main organs of the United
Nations, but they have distinct roles and powers. While the UNSC has primary responsibility
for the maintenance of international peace and security, its actions are often constrained by
the veto power held by the five permanent members (P5). In contrast, the General Assembly
is a deliberative body that serves as a forum for discussion and decision-making,
representing the collective voice of all member states.

Key differences in their functions:

e General Assembly: Non-binding recommendations, discusses a wide range of issues
including human rights, development, and peace.

o Security Council: Binding resolutions, addresses international peace and security
issues directly, including imposing sanctions or authorizing military intervention.

However, while the Security Council can take immediate action on critical security matters,
the General Assembly can provide valuable guidance, moral authority, and public
opinion on issues blocked by the veto. This dynamic positions the GA as a potential
counterbalance to the UNSC veto system.

The Uniting for Peace Resolution
In 1950, the General Assembly adopted the Uniting for Peace resolution (Resolution

377A), which was designed to circumvent the veto power in certain situations. This
resolution allows the General Assembly to take action on issues of international peace and
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security when the Security Council is deadlocked due to a veto. It enables the GA to
recommend collective action, including the use of force, if the UNSC fails to act.

This mechanism has been used in limited instances, such as the Korean War (1950) when
the UNSC was unable to take action due to a Soviet veto. Despite its potential, the Uniting
for Peace resolution has faced practical and political challenges, particularly in ensuring
broad consensus among the 193 UN member states and overcoming the political divisions
that often prevent decisive action.

13.2 The General Assembly’s Influence on UNSC Decisions

While the General Assembly lacks the ability to override the veto power directly, it can still
influence UNSC decision-making through a variety of methods:

1. Moral Authority and Global Opinion: The General Assembly can provide moral
clarity and express the views of the international community on key issues,
particularly when vetoes prevent action in the Security Council. The collective voice
of the GA represents a broader spectrum of the international community, which may
have differing views from the veto-holding members of the UNSC.

o For example, in cases like the Israel-Palestine conflict, where the US has
often exercised its veto to block resolutions, the General Assembly can pass
resolutions that express strong support for Palestinian rights and a two-state
solution. While these resolutions are non-binding, they help shape
international public opinion and influence the diplomatic discourse.

2. Debates and Resolutions: The General Assembly provides a space for debate and
discussions on important issues, enabling smaller states to voice their concerns and
propose solutions, even when the Security Council is paralyzed by the veto system.
These debates can lead to non-binding resolutions, which, though not legally
enforceable, can put pressure on the veto-holding states.

o Inthe case of the Syria conflict, the GA held emergency sessions to discuss
the crisis, passing resolutions condemning the violence and calling for
humanitarian aid. While these resolutions were not enforced by the Security
Council, they reflected a strong consensus among the majority of UN member
states that action was needed.

3. International Law and Norms: The General Assembly plays a key role in the
development of international law and norms, particularly in areas such as human
rights, peacekeeping, and disarmament. While the GA’s resolutions are not legally
binding, they help shape global norms that can influence both UNSC decision-
making and the behavior of member states.

o The Universal Declaration of Human Rights (1948) was adopted by the
General Assembly and set the foundation for international human rights
law. While the UNSC has sometimes failed to act on human rights violations,
the General Assembly's advocacy for human rights has helped maintain a
global standard for addressing such violations.

13.3 Limitations of the General Assembly in the Context of VVeto Power
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Despite its potential influence, the General Assembly is limited in its ability to
counterbalance the veto system in the Security Council. Some of the key challenges include:

1. Non-binding Resolutions: The General Assembly’s resolutions are primarily
advisory and lack the binding authority of Security Council resolutions. While the
GA can offer recommendations, it cannot enforce its decisions or compel action by
member states.

2. Political Divisions: The General Assembly reflects the political divisions and
interests of its 193 members. Regional rivalries, ideological differences, and
strategic alliances often make it difficult to reach consensus on key issues, reducing
the effectiveness of the GA's actions.

3. Lack of Enforcement Mechanisms: Unlike the Security Council, the General
Assembly lacks the power to implement sanctions, authorize military interventions, or
establish peacekeeping operations. This limits its ability to respond effectively in
cases where urgent action is needed.

13.4 Case Study: The Role of the General Assembly in the Israel-Palestine
Conflict

One of the most prominent examples of the General Assembly's role in the context of veto
power is the ongoing Israel-Palestine conflict. The United States has consistently used its
veto power in the UNSC to block resolutions critical of Israel or calling for action on behalf
of the Palestinian people. Despite this, the General Assembly has been able to use its moral
authority and global support to advocate for Palestinian rights.

Key moments in the General Assembly’s involvement:

e 1947: The GA passed Resolution 181, recommending the partition of Palestine into
Jewish and Arab states, a plan later rejected by Arab states.

e 2012: The General Assembly granted Palestine non-member observer state status,
despite opposition from the US and other veto-holding powers in the Security
Council.

While the GA’s actions have not resulted in binding resolutions or immediate changes on the
ground, they have helped maintain international attention on the conflict and build global
consensus on the need for a two-state solution.

13.5 Conclusion: The General Assembly as a Complementary Force

While the veto power in the Security Council often paralyzes the UN in addressing urgent
global issues, the General Assembly plays a critical role in counterbalancing this power by
providing a platform for global consensus, moral clarity, and international dialogue. The
GA's resolutions may not carry the same enforcement power as UNSC resolutions, but they
serve as an important tool for shaping global norms, mobilizing public opinion, and
pressuring the Security Council to act.
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In the context of veto power, the General Assembly remains an important force for change,
though its limited authority means that it must work in tandem with other international
mechanisms to address the world’s most pressing challenges. Ultimately, the GA’s role in
the broader framework of the UN highlights the need for reform to ensure that global
governance reflects the interests and needs of the international community as a whole.
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13.1 The General Assembly and Its Ability to Address
Global Security

The General Assembly (GA), as one of the principal organs of the United Nations (UN),
has a significant role to play in addressing global security concerns. However, its ability to
directly influence or take action on issues of international peace and security is constrained
by its non-binding nature and lack of enforcement powers compared to the Security
Council (UNSC). In contrast, the UNSC holds the authority to implement binding
resolutions, impose sanctions, or authorize military interventions. Nevertheless, the General
Assembly can still serve as a platform for debate, discussion, and global opinion, thereby
shaping the course of international security discussions in ways that complement, and at
times challenge, the Security Council's actions, especially when veto power impedes
decision-making.

Key Roles of the General Assembly in Global Security:

1. Moral Authority and Global Consensus Building: The General Assembly
provides a forum for all 193 UN member states to express their views on issues of
global concern, including matters of peace and security. While its resolutions are not
legally binding, the GA often reflects the collective moral and political stance of the
international community. By doing so, it can help shape global public opinion and
pressure the UNSC and member states to take action on security issues where
progress has been blocked by the veto power.

For example, the General Assembly’s resolutions on human rights, disarmament,
and conflict resolution often garner widespread support, offering an alternative
avenue for global consensus when the UNSC is deadlocked. Although these
resolutions do not have the binding force of UNSC resolutions, they carry significant
moral weight and influence diplomatic discourse.

2. Uniting for Peace: A Mechanism to Bypass Vetoes: In 1950, the General Assembly
adopted Resolution 377A, known as the Uniting for Peace resolution. This
resolution allows the General Assembly to take action in situations where the
Security Council fails to act due to the veto power. If the UNSC is unable to reach a
consensus due to the veto of one of its permanent members, the General Assembly
can recommend collective action, including the use of force, to restore or maintain
international peace and security. This was designed to be a way for the General
Assembly to intervene in crises, particularly when Security Council action is blocked
by vetoes.

While Uniting for Peace has been invoked in select instances (notably during the
Korean War), it remains a limited mechanism, and its implementation often faces
obstacles, including the need for a two-thirds majority in the General Assembly,
which can be difficult to achieve due to political divisions among member states.

3. Debates and Resolution Recommendations: The General Assembly frequently
holds debates on security issues, even when the Security Council is unable to act due
to a veto. The GA provides an important platform for countries that may feel
sidelined in UNSC deliberations. In these debates, countries can propose resolutions
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that call for action or express concern over a particular security crisis. These
resolutions are often used as diplomatic tools to increase international pressure on the
Security Council and other member states.

However, the General Assembly’s ability to impose actual sanctions or enforce its
decisions is limited, as the Security Council holds the primary responsibility for
enforcement mechanisms. Thus, while the GA can shine a light on security issues and
shape global norms and expectations, it cannot make binding decisions on the use of
force or direct intervention.

4. Diplomatic Pressure and Norm Setting: One of the most important roles of the
General Assembly in global security is its ability to shape international norms
through the adoption of resolutions. In areas like disarmament, human rights, and
peacekeeping, the GA can encourage member states to adopt international standards
and hold each other accountable. While these norms may not be legally binding, they
help form a foundation upon which international law and UNSC resolutions are
often based.

For example, the Universal Declaration of Human Rights, adopted by the General
Assembly in 1948, remains a cornerstone of global human rights law and has
influenced Security Council actions and sanctions in cases of humanitarian
violations or armed conflict.

Challenges to the General Assembly’s Ability to Address Global Security:

1. Lack of Enforcement Mechanisms: Unlike the UNSC, the General Assembly lacks
the authority to impose sanctions, authorize military interventions, or establish
peacekeeping missions. As such, its actions, although important for shaping
opinions, often do not lead to concrete outcomes unless there is a Security Council
resolution in place to back them up. Enforcement is one of the key areas in which the
General Assembly is at a disadvantage compared to the UNSC.

2. Political Divisions Among Member States: The General Assembly's ability to act
effectively is often hampered by political divisions between member states.
Regional rivalries, ideological differences, and strategic alliances can make it
difficult for the GA to reach a consensus on key global security issues. This lack of
unity often prevents the General Assembly from issuing resolutions with widespread
support or implementing effective measures to address crises.

3. Dependence on Security Council Authorization: Although the General Assembly
can recommend actions or express concern about global security, it ultimately
depends on the Security Council for implementing decisions that involve military
force or binding sanctions. The UNSC is the only body with the authority to impose
compulsory measures like sanctions or military intervention under Chapter V11 of
the UN Charter. As a result, the General Assembly’s influence is limited by the veto
power in the Security Council.

Case Study: The General Assembly’s Role in the Israel-Palestine Conflict
The Israel-Palestine conflict has been a central issue at the UN for decades, and the General

Assembly has played a significant role in shaping the global conversation around the issue,
despite the Security Council’s failure to reach meaningful resolutions due to the US veto.
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e 1947: The General Assembly passed Resolution 181, recommending the partition
of Palestine into Jewish and Arab states. While the UNSC did not take any binding
action at that time, the General Assembly's decision helped lay the groundwork for
the creation of the state of Israel in 1948.

e 2012: The General Assembly granted Palestine non-member observer state status,
despite opposition from Israel and the United States. The US veto in the Security
Council had blocked efforts to recognize Palestinian statehood, but the General
Assembly voted overwhelmingly in favor of this symbolic recognition, which was an
important step for the Palestinian cause on the international stage.

While these actions did not directly lead to a resolution of the conflict, they provided an
important platform for the Palestinian people and global supporters to voice their
concerns, highlighting the power of the General Assembly in shaping international debate
and advancing international recognition for Palestinian rights.

Conclusion: The General Assembly’s Role in Global Security

Despite its lack of binding authority, the General Assembly plays a crucial role in global
security by providing a forum for international dialogue, shaping global norms, and
serving as a counterbalance to the veto power in the Security Council. While the General
Assembly cannot directly implement security measures like the UNSC, it plays an important
part in expressing the collective will of the global community, building international
consensus, and creating diplomatic pressure on member states.

However, the General Assembly's ability to address global security challenges is limited by
its non-binding nature, political divisions, and reliance on the Security Council for
enforcement. To be more effective, the General Assembly would need to be empowered
with greater enforcement mechanisms and a more unified approach to addressing pressing
global issues.
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13.2 How the General Assembly Responds to UNSC
Inaction

The General Assembly (GA) plays a significant role in the UN system, particularly when the
Security Council (UNSC) is unable to take action due to the veto power exercised by one or
more of its permanent members. The GA, which consists of all 193 UN member states, is a
forum for open debate, and its decisions reflect the collective will of the international
community. Although it does not have the same authority as the UNSC to enforce
resolutions or mandate military action, the General Assembly often responds to UNSC
inaction in several ways, using its unique characteristics to exert influence on global affairs.

Key Responses of the General Assembly to UNSC Inaction:

1. Uniting for Peace Resolution (Resolution 377A): One of the most important
responses by the General Assembly to UNSC inaction is the adoption of Resolution
377A, also known as the Uniting for Peace resolution, passed in 1950. This
resolution allows the General Assembly to act in situations where the Security
Council is unable to reach a decision due to the use of the veto by a permanent
member. According to Uniting for Peace, if the Security Council is paralyzed by a
veto on issues concerning international peace and security, the General Assembly
can recommend actions to maintain peace, including the use of force, as long as a
two-thirds majority of the GA members approve.

o Historical Example: During the Korean War (1950-1953), the UNSC was
able to authorize military intervention due to the absence of a veto. However,
Uniting for Peace was first used to justify a GA response in situations where
the UNSC was unable to act effectively.

While Uniting for Peace has been invoked in limited instances, its effectiveness is
often constrained by political realities, particularly the difficulty in achieving a two-
thirds majority in a divided General Assembly. Nevertheless, it remains an
important tool for circumventing the Security Council’s gridlock.

2. Symbolic Resolutions and Moral Pressure: When the UNSC is unable to take
action due to vetoes, the General Assembly can issue non-binding resolutions to
express its moral stance on global security issues. These resolutions can increase
political pressure on the Security Council, provide international legitimacy to
certain actions, and raise awareness about global issues.

o Case Study: The General Assembly's resolution on Palestine in 2012,
where it granted Palestine non-member observer state status despite a US veto
in the UNSC, is a key example. While the UNSC could not take action due to
the veto, the General Assembly's action sent a strong message of support for
Palestinian statehood, bolstering international advocacy for Palestinian
rights.

While these actions do not have the same force as a Security Council resolution,

they often serve to shape global opinion and push for eventual action through other
diplomatic channels, including in the UNSC.
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3. Debates and Awareness-Raising: The General Assembly serves as a forum for
debate on critical global security issues. Even when the Security Council cannot act
due to a veto, the GA provides an avenue for member states to express their concerns,
discuss alternatives, and raise the profile of unresolved issues. These debates are often
covered by the media, which can help raise public awareness and international
pressure on the vetoing members.

o Example: The Israel-Palestine conflict is often a subject of debate in the
General Assembly, especially when the UNSC is deadlocked due to US
vetoes. The General Assembly regularly passes resolutions calling for a two-
state solution and end to the occupation.

These debates are not just symbolic; they help to keep global issues in the
international spotlight, forcing countries, particularly those with veto power, to
explain their positions and potentially reconsider their stance in future Security
Council deliberations.

4. Advocating for Alternative Approaches: In response to UNSC inaction, the
General Assembly may propose alternative approaches to resolving global security
issues. For example, it can encourage the creation of international commissions,
foster regional cooperation, or explore multilateral diplomatic negotiations outside
the purview of the Security Council.

o Case Example: In response to the Syria crisis, where the Security Council
failed to take meaningful action due to vetoes from Russia and China, the
General Assembly continued to advocate for humanitarian assistance,
international peace talks, and political solutions, often calling for
international pressure on the parties involved. While not a substitute for
UNSC action, such advocacy can shape international diplomacy and
collaboration with regional organizations.

5. Humanitarian and Legal Resolutions: The General Assembly often passes
resolutions related to human rights, humanitarian aid, and the protection of
civilians in conflict zones, even when the UNSC cannot act due to a veto. These
resolutions typically call for actions such as ceasefires, humanitarian corridors, and
investigations into war crimes, but they do not carry the enforcement power of
UNSC resolutions.

o Example: During the Darfur conflict, when the UNSC struggled with
Russian and Chinese vetoes on sanctions and intervention, the General
Assembly passed several resolutions urging the international community to
provide humanitarian assistance to the region and hold perpetrators of
war crimes accountable. While these resolutions did not lead directly to
UNSC action, they contributed to pressure on countries to act through other
international channels.

6. Reaffirming International Norms and Law: The General Assembly plays a role in
upholding international law and reaffirming international norms related to peace
and security, especially when the Security Council fails to act. It serves as an
important reminder to the UNSC and the international community of the need to
adhere to international treaties and norms concerning the use of force, human
rights, and disarmament.

o Example: When the Security Council was paralyzed over Iraq in the lead-up
to the 2003 Irag War, the General Assembly passed a resolution calling for
greater respect for international law and the UN Charter. This resolution

209 |Page



was a statement of principle that the Security Council failed to achieve in the
face of a US veto.

Limitations of the General Assembly’s Response to UNSC Inaction:

1. Non-binding Resolutions: Unlike Security Council resolutions, which are binding
under Chapter V11 of the UN Charter, General Assembly resolutions are non-
binding. This means they cannot compel member states to take action, even though
they provide a moral framework and political pressure.

2. Political Divisions and Lack of Consensus: The General Assembly’s ability to act
effectively in response to UNSC inaction is often hindered by political divisions
among member states. Different geopolitical interests can make it difficult for the GA
to form a unified position, particularly on sensitive issues where the Security
Council has already been blocked by vetoes.

3. Dependence on the UNSC for Enforcement: While the General Assembly can
issue recommendations and raise awareness, it lacks the enforcement powers that the
Security Council possesses. For example, the GA cannot impose sanctions,
authorize military action, or establish peacekeeping missions independently. These
limitations make it difficult for the General Assembly to replace the UNSC in
effectively addressing security crises.

Conclusion: The General Assembly's Role in Responding to UNSC Inaction

The General Assembly provides an important counterbalance to UNSC inaction,
particularly in situations where veto power prevents meaningful progress. Through its ability
to adopt non-binding resolutions, debate critical issues, and use tools like Uniting for
Peace, the GA offers a platform for international dialogue and moral pressure. However,
the General Assembly’s ability to effect change is often limited by its lack of enforcement
mechanisms and the political divisions among its member states. While it cannot replace the
UNSC in terms of decision-making authority, it remains a crucial diplomatic tool for
addressing global security challenges, especially when the Security Council is gridlocked.
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13.3 The “Uniting for Peace” Resolution: A Workaround
to Veto Power

The Uniting for Peace resolution, passed by the United Nations General Assembly (GA) in
1950, represents a significant attempt to address the gridlock created by the veto power
wielded by the permanent members of the Security Council (UNSC). The resolution was
adopted in response to the failure of the Security Council to act on key global issues,
particularly the Korean War, due to the USSR's veto of actions taken against North Korea
and China.

Uniting for Peace allows the General Assembly to step in and make recommendations for
the maintenance of international peace and security in situations where the Security
Council is deadlocked, particularly because of the use of a veto by any of the five
permanent members (China, France, Russia, the United Kingdom, and the United States).
This provision has become one of the few avenues for the international community to act
when the Security Council is paralyzed by the political dynamics of the P5 (the permanent
five members).

Key Provisions of the Uniting for Peace Resolution:

1. Enabling the General Assembly to Act:

o The Uniting for Peace resolution empowers the General Assembly to make
recommendations on the maintenance of peace and security if the Security
Council fails to act due to a veto.

o Itallows the GA to intervene by adopting resolutions or recommending
collective action, including the use of force when necessary. The GA's
decisions under this resolution are non-binding, but they serve as a powerful
signal of international opinion.

2. Criteria for Activation:

o The resolution can be invoked when the Security Council is unable to act
due to a lack of unanimity or the exercise of the veto by one or more of the
permanent members.

o To trigger Uniting for Peace, at least seven members of the Security
Council must agree to refer a situation to the General Assembly for
consideration. This highlights the GA's role as a mechanism of last resort
when the Security Council cannot reach consensus.

3. Scope of Actions:

o The General Assembly, under Uniting for Peace, may make
recommendations for collective measures to restore international peace and
security, including the use of force, diplomatic efforts, or sanctions.

o The resolution does not grant the General Assembly the authority to directly
mandate enforcement measures but provides a diplomatic alternative when
Security Council action is blocked.

Historical Context and Examples of Use:

1. Korean War (1950):
o The Korean War marked the first time Uniting for Peace was invoked. The
Security Council was deadlocked because of a Soviet veto against military
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action in Korea. The United States and its allies moved the matter to the
General Assembly, where the GA authorized collective military action to
repel the North Korean invasion, leading to a UN intervention under the flag
of the UN Command.

o This marked the first use of Uniting for Peace and demonstrated how the
General Assembly could circumvent Security Council vetoes in critical
peacekeeping scenarios.

2. Suez Crisis (1956):

o During the Suez Crisis, the UK and France, both permanent members of the
Security Council, found themselves in a dispute with Egypt over the
nationalization of the Suez Canal.

o Despite the UK and France’s vetoes in the UNSC, the General Assembly
convened and adopted a resolution calling for a ceasefire and the withdrawal
of invading forces. The Uniting for Peace resolution was instrumental in
making the GA's action effective in halting the conflict.

3. The Irag War (2003):

o Although the Uniting for Peace resolution was not directly invoked in the
case of the 2003 Iraq War, the Security Council was unable to act due to a
US veto on a resolution that would have prevented the invasion of Irag. The
General Assembly, however, did not invoke Uniting for Peace but did offer
significant opposition to the war through a series of non-binding resolutions
calling for diplomacy and the continuation of weapons inspections.

o This example demonstrates the General Assembly's role in providing a
forum for alternative views when the Security Council is unable to take
action due to the veto.

Limitations of Uniting for Peace:

While the Uniting for Peace resolution represents a potential workaround to the veto power
of the Security Council, it is not without its limitations:

1. Non-Binding Nature:

o Resolutions adopted by the General Assembly under Uniting for Peace are
non-binding. Unlike Security Council resolutions, which carry the weight of
international law, General Assembly resolutions are more symbolic and rely
on international pressure to be effective.

2. Lack of Enforcement:

o The General Assembly does not have the authority to enforce its resolutions
or mandates, especially when it comes to military or sanctions enforcement.
While it can recommend the use of force, it cannot command military
interventions or impose legally binding sanctions, which are powers reserved
for the Security Council.

3. Political Divisions in the GA:

o The General Assembly is made up of 193 member states, each with its own
interests, often leading to political divisions that can hinder the ability to form
a cohesive stance on critical issues. A two-thirds majority is required for
Uniting for Peace to be effective, which can be difficult to achieve when
there are divergent views on international security issues.

4. Limited Use in Practice:
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o While the Uniting for Peace resolution is theoretically a powerful tool, it has
been invoked infrequently due to the difficulty of garnering broad
international support for actions that bypass the Security Council. The GA
often serves more as a forum for debate rather than as a decisive mechanism
for action.

Potential Reform and Modern Relevance:

Given the continued gridlock in the Security Council, especially in situations involving
humanitarian crises or regional conflicts where the veto power is heavily employed, there
is growing discussion about the potential revitalization of Uniting for Peace or creating new
mechanisms to enhance the General Assembly’s ability to take more decisive action. Some
proposals for reform include:

o Empowering the GA with stronger mechanisms for enforcing its resolutions and
taking more direct actions in cases where the Security Council is deadlocked.

« Strengthening the role of regional organizations, allowing them to act more
decisively while seeking the endorsement of the General Assembly.

« Broadening the scope of the GA’s power to intervene in cases where the Security
Council is unable to act due to a veto, perhaps by adopting new procedures to make
Uniting for Peace resolutions binding in some cases.

Conclusion:

The Uniting for Peace resolution remains a significant and unique mechanism within the
United Nations framework that allows the General Assembly to bypass the veto power of
the Security Council in cases of urgent global security threats. While it has had notable
successes, its limitations in terms of enforceability and its infrequent use underscore the
challenges faced by the General Assembly in taking meaningful action on critical issues. As
the global security environment continues to evolve, the role of Uniting for Peace and the
General Assembly’s ability to address UNSC inaction will remain an important area of
debate and potential reform in the context of UNSC and global governance.
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13.4 Case Study: The Role of the General Assembly in the
Middle East

The Middle East has been a region of ongoing conflict, and the United Nations General
Assembly (GA) has played a significant role in responding to crises when the Security
Council has been deadlocked or unable to act due to the use of the veto power by one or
more of the permanent members of the Security Council (China, France, Russia, the
United Kingdom, and the United States). The General Assembly has often been the forum
for debate and diplomatic pressure on issues affecting the Middle East, especially when
UNSC inaction has impeded timely responses to regional crises.

The General Assembly’s Role in the Middle East:

The General Assembly's role in the Middle East context primarily involves resolutions,
condemnation, and calls for action in situations where the Security Council has failed to
reach consensus or has been paralyzed by the veto power. Though the GA lacks enforcement
powers, it has significant political influence in shaping the discourse on Middle Eastern
issues and can provide a platform for collective action, humanitarian aid, and diplomatic
pressure. Here are key instances where the General Assembly has been involved in the
Middle East:

1. The Palestinian Issue:

The Israeli-Palestinian conflict has been one of the most prominent Middle Eastern issues in
which the General Assembly has been active. The Security Council has often been unable
to act decisively due to the veto power wielded by the United States (a strong ally of Israel).
As a result, the GA has become an important venue for expressing global opinion and
pushing for resolutions on the conflict.

Key Developments:

o Resolution 181 (1947): One of the earliest General Assembly actions, which called
for the partition of Palestine into separate Jewish and Arab states. Although this
was a hon-binding resolution, it played a critical role in shaping the United Nations
stance on the region.

o Resolution 3236 (1974): In response to the Israeli occupation of Palestinian
territories, the General Assembly reaffirmed the right of the Palestinian people to
self-determination and the right to return to their homes. This resolution was
adopted after the Security Council failed to pass similar resolutions due to US
vetoes.

e Resolution 67/19 (2012): The General Assembly granted Palestine non-member
observer state status, effectively recognizing it as a state within the United Nations.
This action occurred despite US opposition in the Security Council and is seen as a
significant political win for the Palestinians.

2. The Gulf Wars:
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The Gulf Wars in 1990 and 2003 were pivotal events in Middle Eastern history. The
Security Council did take action in both instances, but the General Assembly played a role
in broadening the response to these conflicts, particularly when there was disagreement or
when UNSC resolutions were not fully implemented.

Key Developments:

e Gulf War (1990-1991): Following Iraqg's invasion of Kuwait, the Security Council
authorized the use of force to expel Iraqi forces from Kuwait. However, the General
Assembly also took steps to condemn the invasion and reaffirm the sovereignty of
Kuwait.

e Irag War (2003): The US-led invasion of Iraq in 2003 was heavily debated in the
General Assembly. The Security Council was unable to pass a resolution
authorizing the use of force due to US opposition to further weapons inspections,
while France, Russia, and China opposed the invasion. The GA offered a platform
for many countries, including Arab states, to voice opposition to the war and call for
diplomatic solutions. Although it could not prevent the war, it highlighted the
division of opinion over the invasion and the UN's inability to stop unilateral
military action.

3. Syrian Civil War:

The Syrian Civil War (2011-present) has become a complex and multifaceted crisis that has
drawn in numerous international powers. The Security Council has been paralyzed by
vetoes, particularly by Russia and China, who have used their veto power to block
resolutions aimed at sanctioning Syria or supporting military interventions. The General
Assembly has acted as a forum for condemnation and calls for action, pushing for a
diplomatic solution, humanitarian aid, and a ceasefire.

Key Developments:

o Resolution 67/262 (2013): The General Assembly adopted a resolution demanding
that the Syrian government comply with UN resolutions and cease the violence
against its citizens. The resolution called for accountability for human rights
violations and emphasized the need for a political solution to the crisis. Although this
was a hon-binding resolution, it garnered wide international support and reflected
the global concern over the crisis.

e The ""Responsibility to Protect™ (R2P): The General Assembly has repeatedly
invoked the R2P doctrine in relation to Syria, which emphasizes the international
community’s duty to intervene in cases of genocide, war crimes, or crimes against
humanity. While the Security Council failed to act due to Russian vetoes, the
General Assembly continued to call for action and humanitarian intervention.

4. Yemen Conflict:
The Yemen conflict (2015-present) has been marked by a humanitarian crisis and regional
proxy war, with the Saudi-led coalition fighting against Houthi rebels. While the Security

Council has discussed the situation, it has failed to pass significant resolutions due to
Russia’s vetoes against sanctions or actions that could target Saudi Arabia. The General
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Assembly has taken the opportunity to express its concerns and call for humanitarian
assistance and a political solution to the conflict.

Key Developments:

e Resolution 70/221 (2015): The General Assembly adopted a resolution condemning
the humanitarian impact of the Yemen conflict and calling for humanitarian aid
and an immediate ceasefire. This was significant as the Security Council had been
unable to act decisively on Yemen due to political divisions and the veto power.

o Humanitarian Efforts: The General Assembly has been active in supporting UN
agencies providing humanitarian assistance to Yemen, despite the limitations on
Security Council action.

Challenges Faced by the General Assembly:

While the General Assembly plays an important role in shaping global discourse on the
Middle East, its ability to effect meaningful change is limited:

1. Non-Binding Resolutions: Unlike the Security Council, General Assembly
resolutions are non-binding. While they can express global opinion and increase
political pressure, they lack the power to enforce actions such as military
interventions or sanctions.

2. Political Divisions: The GA is composed of 193 member states, many of which have
conflicting interests in the Middle East. As a result, forming a unified stance on
critical issues can be difficult, with countries often divided along regional or
ideological lines.

3. Lack of Enforcement Mechanisms: The General Assembly does not have the tools
to enforce its decisions, particularly when the Security Council is paralyzed. Its
actions are mostly focused on diplomatic pressure and condemnation.

Conclusion:

The General Assembly has played a crucial role in the context of Middle Eastern conflicts,
particularly when the Security Council has been blocked by the use of the veto. While its
actions are primarily symbolic and non-binding, it serves as an important forum for
international opinion and diplomatic pressure. The General Assembly’s ability to address
global security issues, particularly in the Middle East, underscores the need for ongoing
reforms in the UN system to enhance its effectiveness and provide a stronger voice for the
international community in the face of UNSC inaction.
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Chapter 14: The Future of the UNSC: Prospects for
Change

The United Nations Security Council (UNSC) has played a central role in maintaining
international peace and security since its establishment in 1945. However, the Council’s
structure and decision-making processes, particularly the veto power held by the five
permanent members (P5), have long been subjects of debate. Critics argue that the veto
system has resulted in paralysis, hindering the UNSC’s ability to respond effectively to
global challenges. As the world has evolved, so too have the expectations for the UNSC and
its capacity to adapt to contemporary geopolitical realities.

This chapter explores the future of the Security Council, examining the potential for
reforms, alternative mechanisms, and the broader questions surrounding the role of the
UNSC in a rapidly changing world order.

14.1 Calls for UNSC Reform

One of the most contentious issues regarding the UNSC is its composition and the veto
power held by the five permanent members. Many argue that the current system no longer
reflects the geopolitical realities of the 21st century, where emerging powers such as India,
Brazil, South Africa, and Germany seek a greater role in global governance.

Key Reform Proposals:

1. Expansion of Permanent Members: One of the most frequently discussed proposals
is expanding the number of permanent members on the Security Council. This
could include regional representation from continents that are currently
underrepresented. The expansion would allow for greater diversity of opinion and
power balance in the Council’s decision-making processes.

o Arguments in Favor: Proponents argue that this would make the UNSC more
inclusive and representative, enabling it to address global issues with a
broader consensus.

o Challenges: The inclusion of new permanent members would require
amendment of the UN Charter, which requires the consent of the P5. This is
a significant hurdle, as any change would require the approval of the five veto-
wielding states, many of whom may be reluctant to dilute their power.

2. Abolishing the Veto: Another significant reform proposal is the abolition of the veto
power itself. This would allow decisions in the UNSC to be made through a majority
vote, potentially streamlining decision-making and avoiding the paralysis caused by
the use of vetoes.

o Arguments in Favor: Abolishing the veto could lead to more effective
decision-making, particularly in matters of human rights, peacekeeping, and
disarmament where the P5's interests often differ.

o Challenges: The P5 countries have a vested interest in maintaining their veto
rights, making this a highly controversial proposal. Additionally, abolishing

217 |Page



the veto could lead to increased polarization among member states, as
smaller countries may fear domination by larger powers.

3. Introduction of a New Voting System: Another proposal involves a reformed
voting system where a certain number of P5 members must approve a resolution for
it to pass, rather than a single veto effectively blocking it. This could balance the
power of the P5 while still maintaining their influence in global decision-making.

4. Regional Representation: A proposal to create regional seats that rotate among
countries from different regions (e.g., Africa, Asia, Latin America) has also been
considered. This would provide a broader representation of global interests in the
UNSC while maintaining the existing structure.

14.2 Alternative Mechanisms for Global Security

While UNSC reform is a widely discussed topic, some analysts question whether reforming
the Council is the best way forward. They argue that alternative mechanisms for global
security cooperation might be more effective in addressing the challenges of the modern
world.

1. The Role of Regional Organizations: Regional organizations such as the European
Union (EU), African Union (AU), and ASEAN (Association of Southeast Asian
Nations) have shown the ability to address local or regional security issues
independently of the UNSC. These bodies may be empowered to play a larger role in
addressing security threats within their own regions, reducing the reliance on the
Security Council for every issue.

2. Strengthening Multilateral Forums: Global issues such as climate change,
pandemics, and terrorism require coordinated responses from countries around the
world. Forums such as the G20, World Economic Forum, and the Global
Partnership for Education can be seen as complementary mechanisms to address
issues that are not necessarily tied to the traditional peace and security mandate of the
UNSC.

3. New Global Governance Models: Some have proposed creating new international
bodies focused specifically on peace and security that might bypass the UNSC.
These could be built on greater inclusivity, transparency, and legitimacy, allowing
for more effective decision-making without the inherent limitations of the UNSC
structure.

14.3 Political and Diplomatic Challenges to Reform

The potential for UNSC reform is hindered by several key political and diplomatic
challenges:

1. Resistance from Permanent Members: The most significant barrier to reform is the
reluctance of the P5 countries to relinquish or share their veto power. The US,
Russia, China, France, and the UK benefit from the ability to block any resolution
that threatens their interests, whether related to military action, economic sanctions,
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or regional stability. The P5 are unlikely to support reforms that would diminish
their control over global security decisions.

2. Geopolitical Rivalries: The divisions between major powers, particularly between
the West (led by the US and its allies) and the East (China and Russia), complicate
the prospects for reform. While the US and its allies might support expansion to
increase the representation of democratic nations, Russia and China may resist any
changes that could diminish their influence in the UNSC.

3. The Lack of Political Will: Achieving meaningful reform would require political
consensus among a majority of UN members, but such consensus has been elusive.
As a result, many proposed reforms remain dormant, despite widespread
dissatisfaction with the status quo.

4. Risk of Further Paralysis: Some critics argue that the very process of attempting to
reform the UNSC could further paralyze the organization, leading to greater
inefficiency and even less action in response to global crises.

14.4 The Role of Emerging Powers in Shaping the Future

Emerging powers such as India, Brazil, South Africa, Turkey, and Indonesia have
expressed interest in playing a larger role in global governance. These countries represent
significant portions of the global population and are increasingly influential in global
affairs. Their demand for a more inclusive and representative UNSC is likely to shape the
debate in the coming years.

Key Trends:

1. Increased Diplomatic Influence: As these countries grow in economic and political
stature, they are likely to push for reform of international institutions, including the
UNSC.

2. Coalitions for Reform: Countries advocating for reform have begun forming
coalitions in support of their shared objectives. This could provide a unified voice
that could put pressure on the P5 to agree to at least modest reforms.

3. Changing Regional Dynamics: As Asia, Africa, and Latin America continue to
grow in economic importance, these regions are likely to demand greater
representation in international governance structures, potentially reshaping the
UNSC.

14.5 Conclusion: Navigating the Future of the UNSC

The UNSC remains a central institution for global peace and security, but its effectiveness is
increasingly questioned. The debate over reform, while complex and contentious, reflects
broader changes in the world order. Whether through expanding membership, altering the
veto system, or exploring alternative mechanisms for global security, the future of the
UNSC will depend on the ability of its members to adapt to the challenges of a multipolar
world.
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As the international community seeks more inclusive and effective solutions to global
challenges, the future of the UNSC is uncertain. Reform is possible, but it will require
political courage, compromise, and a willingness to move beyond the outdated structures
that have long defined the UN system. Whether through incremental changes or more

radical reforms, the evolution of the UNSC will determine how the world addresses the
pressing issues of the future.
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14.1 Rising Calls for Reform and Accountability

The United Nations Security Council (UNSC), in its current form, has been under scrutiny
for many years, with increasing calls for reform and greater accountability. These calls are
driven by the evolution of global geopolitics, the rise of emerging powers, and the growing
discontent with the P5's veto power. The core criticism revolves around the inefficiency of
the UNSC in addressing contemporary issues and the perceived lack of fairness in decision-
making processes. This section explores the various reasons behind the growing demand for
reform, the principles of accountability, and how these issues might shape the future of the

UNSC.

Key Drivers of Reform

1. Global Power Shifts:

o

In the years following the Cold War, the global political landscape has seen a
shift in power. New and emerging powers such as India, Brazil, South
Africa, and Indonesia have gained significant economic and political
influence, yet their representation in the UNSC remains limited. The
dominance of the P5 is increasingly seen as outdated, reflecting a post-World
War Il order rather than the contemporary multipolar world.

As the global balance of power continues to change, the call for reform from
countries that have been sidelined grows louder. These states demand a
greater voice in shaping international security policies, with many advocating
for the inclusion of regional powers or increased voting representation.

2. Frustration with Veto Power:

@)

o

One of the central critiques of the UNSC is the veto power wielded by the P5
members. This power often leads to gridlock, particularly on issues where the
interests of the P5 are in direct conflict. Critics argue that the veto system
leads to inaction on critical issues, such as human rights violations, armed
conflicts, and genocides.

The P5 veto has become a symbol of the inefficiency of the UNSC, as
resolutions aimed at addressing global crises can be blocked by a single
country, regardless of the consensus from the rest of the international
community. The failure to act on key humanitarian issues, such as the Syrian
Civil War, is a frequent example of how the veto can prevent meaningful
action.

3. Perceived Lack of Legitimacy:

o

As global power dynamics have evolved, many countries question the
legitimacy of the current UNSC structure, where five nations (the US, UK,
France, Russia, and China) hold disproportionate influence. This system is
perceived as outdated and non-representative of the global community,
which now includes emerging powers, developing nations, and regional
actors with growing influence.

Many countries argue that the UNSC’s failure to adapt to the changing world
order undermines the legitimacy of the UN system as a whole. This calls into
question whether the UNSC is truly acting in the best interest of global peace
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and security or whether it is entrenched in a status quo that no longer serves
the global community.

4. Humanitarian Crises and Accountability:

o

The UNSC’s inability to effectively address humanitarian crises has spurred
demands for accountability. In recent years, the failure to act on issues like
the Rohingya crisis in Myanmar, the Yemeni conflict, and the Syrian Civil
War has highlighted the moral and ethical failure of the UNSC to protect
vulnerable populations.

With the veto power blocking resolutions to stop human rights violations and
provide aid to affected regions, the UNSC’s accountability is questioned.
Calls for reform often emphasize the need for the UNSC to become more
responsive and responsible in the face of humanitarian suffering.

5. Regional Representation and Inclusivity:

o

Countries that are often marginalized in global decision-making are now
pushing for more inclusive representation. Emerging regional powers like
India, Brazil, South Africa, and others argue that their inclusion in the P5 or
through an expanded UNSC membership would enhance the legitimacy and
effectiveness of the body.

These countries believe that the current structure fails to address the unique
concerns and challenges faced by their regions, and their inclusion could foster
a more equitable and representative approach to global governance.
Regional representation would also allow for more balanced decision-making,
considering the interests and concerns of a broader spectrum of countries.

Principles of Reform

1. Equity and Fairness:

o

A primary principle behind calls for reform is the idea of equity in decision-
making. The current system, where five countries hold veto power and
disproportionate influence, is seen as inherently unfair. Reform proponents
argue that the UNSC should reflect the diversity of global interests by
allowing emerging powers and underrepresented regions to have a more
prominent role in decision-making.

2. Effectiveness and Efficiency:

@)

Another key principle is ensuring the effectiveness of the UNSC in addressing
global crises. The veto system and the current decision-making structure
often lead to paralysis, especially in situations where quick action is required.
Reformers argue that a revised system with a majority voting mechanism or
more equitable representation could ensure that the UNSC acts more
decisively and responsibly.

3. Transparency and Accountability:

o

Transparency in the decision-making process and accountability for the
actions (or inaction) of the UNSC are central to many reform proposals.
Critics of the UNSC argue that the lack of accountability allows P5
members to block resolutions for reasons that are often political, rather than
based on global peace and security concerns. Reforming the UNSC’s
decision-making process could help increase transparency and ensure that
the Council's actions are aligned with the principles of the UN Charter.
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4. Broader Global Governance:

o Some reform proposals argue that the UNSC should be part of a broader
rethinking of global governance. While the UNSC’s primary function is to
maintain international peace and security, the challenges of the 21st
century require a more holistic approach to global governance, where
multiple international institutions and forums are better integrated. Reforms
could involve enhancing the coordination between the UNSC and other UN
bodies, as well as incorporating regional organizations into decision-making
processes.

Potential Paths Forward

1. Expansion of Permanent Membership: One of the most widely discussed proposals
is the expansion of permanent members in the UNSC to reflect regional
representation more fairly. Countries such as India, Germany, Brazil, and Japan
have long advocated for inclusion as permanent members. Adding more permanent
members with veto rights could improve global representation and address power
imbalances.

2. Abolishing the Veto: Some reform advocates believe the abolition of the veto is the
best way to ensure a more democratic and efficient UNSC. While this would require
major revisions to the UN Charter, it would allow for majority voting in place of
vetoes. This could lead to more effective and decisive action in addressing global
issues.

3. A Hybrid Voting System: A potential compromise is to alter the veto system to
include a hybrid voting mechanism, in which vetoes can be overridden by a certain
percentage of votes from the P5 or a majority of non-permanent members. This
approach would reduce the power imbalance and allow for more flexible decision-
making.

4. Strengthening the Role of the General Assembly: Another reform proposal is to
enhance the role of the General Assembly in global governance, especially in matters
related to peace and security. The Uniting for Peace resolution, which allows the
General Assembly to take action in the absence of a Security Council resolution,
could be expanded to address issues the UNSC fails to act upon.

Conclusion

The growing calls for UNSC reform reflect the changing geopolitical realities of the 21st
century, where emerging powers, regional voices, and the need for greater accountability
are increasingly recognized. Whether through expanding membership, abolishing the veto,
or revising voting systems, the future of the UNSC will likely involve greater inclusivity
and effectiveness. However, political realities, including the resistance of the P5 to
relinquish their veto power, pose significant obstacles to any substantial reform. Ultimately,
the path forward will require careful diplomacy and compromise, balancing global
governance needs with the desire to maintain peace and security in an increasingly complex
international landscape.
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14.2 The Role of Emerging Powers in Shaping Future
Reform

The evolution of global power dynamics has seen the rise of emerging powers, which are
countries that have gained significant influence in the international arena, particularly in
economic, political, and military spheres. These countries have increasingly become vocal
advocates for reform of the United Nations Security Council (UNSC), seeking a greater
role in global decision-making processes. Their growing influence will be pivotal in shaping
the future of UNSC reform. This section explores how these emerging powers are
positioning themselves as key players in the debate on UNSC reform and what their
involvement might mean for the future of the institution.

Who Are the Emerging Powers?

Emerging powers are typically countries that, over the past few decades, have seen
significant economic growth, increased geopolitical influence, and growing global
recognition. These countries include:

1. India: As the world’s most populous democracy and a fast-growing economic
powerhouse, India has long sought a permanent seat on the UNSC, arguing that its
exclusion from the Council does not reflect its growing economic, military, and
diplomatic influence.

2. Brazil: Brazil, as the largest economy in Latin America, has also called for UNSC
reform, advocating for the inclusion of regional powers from the Global South to
reflect the modern world order.

3. South Africa: A leading voice for Africa on the global stage, South Africa has joined
in calling for a more representative UNSC, especially to address the unique concerns
of the African continent.

4. Indonesia: As the largest economy in Southeast Asia and a leading voice for the
Association of Southeast Asian Nations (ASEAN), Indonesia has called for reform
to provide greater regional representation.

5. Turkey: Turkey’s growing economic and military capabilities, as well as its
geopolitical positioning straddling Europe and Asia, make it an influential player in
the call for UNSC reform, particularly with regard to the Middle East and Central
Asia.

6. Others: Emerging powers like Mexico, Nigeria, Egypt, and Argentina also play a
significant role in advocating for more inclusive governance in global institutions.

The Push for Greater Representation

1. Demand for Permanent Seats:
o Emerging powers argue that the current structure of the UNSC, where only
five countries (the P5) hold permanent membership and veto power, is
inadequate to address the challenges of the 21st century. These countries,
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which are increasingly seen as leaders in their respective regions, demand
greater representation in the Council.

o The G4 nations — Brazil, India, Germany, and Japan — have consistently
pushed for the addition of new permanent members to the UNSC. They
argue that the current system is outdated and does not reflect the political
and economic realities of the modern world, where emerging powers have
become key players in maintaining international peace and security.

o India, in particular, has made the case that its exclusion from the P5 is a
historical anomaly, given its size, population, and economic growth. India
has also emphasized the importance of its inclusion for representing the
Global South in global governance.

2. Regional Representation:

o A significant aspect of the reform push is the demand for regional
representation in the UNSC. Emerging powers believe that regional
representation would make the UNSC more inclusive and reflective of global
realities.

o Many of these countries argue that the UNSC should better account for the
growing influence of regions such as Africa, Asia, and Latin America in
global affairs. For instance, South Africa advocates for a permanent African
seat, while countries like Argentina and Mexico believe Latin America
should have a stronger voice in UNSC decisions.

o Furthermore, emerging powers are advocating for a system of rotation for
non-permanent seats that would better reflect the dynamic nature of global
politics and allow emerging powers more influence in global security
decisions.

3. A More Democratic Decision-Making Process:

o Many emerging powers have raised concerns over the disproportionate
power of the P5 and their ability to block resolutions with the veto. This
system, they argue, has resulted in inertia and injustice when it comes to
issues like human rights, regional conflicts, and climate change.

o The emerging powers push for a reformed voting system, one where a
majority vote could override the veto power of individual permanent
members. This would ensure that the UNSC is more responsive and
accountable to the international community rather than dominated by the
interests of a few powerful countries.

o Another proposal gaining traction is the idea of limiting or even abolishing
the veto altogether, with emerging powers arguing that this could foster a
more democratic and efficient UNSC that would better reflect the interests of
all nations.

The Influence of Emerging Powers on Global Diplomacy

1. Strengthening the Legitimacy of the UNSC.:
o By advocating for a more inclusive UNSC, emerging powers are seeking to
enhance the legitimacy of the institution. They argue that in order for the
UNSC to retain its credibility as the primary authority on global peace and
security, it must evolve and adapt to the changing international order.
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Their involvement in global diplomacy—from economic negotiations to
military alliances—has made it increasingly difficult for the P5 to maintain
their monopoly over global decision-making. The Global South, led by
emerging powers, demands a greater say in shaping the international rules-
based order.

2. Championing New Global Norms:

o

Emerging powers are also pushing for the UNSC to take a more proactive role
in humanitarian issues, climate change, and non-traditional security
threats. By placing human rights and development goals at the forefront of
their advocacy, they hope to create a more holistic approach to global
security.

Emerging powers argue that the UNSC should not only focus on traditional
security concerns like armed conflict but also address new global challenges,
such as climate security, pandemics, and human rights violations. These
new priorities align with the values of multilateralism and global
cooperation championed by emerging powers.

The Role of Emerging Powers in UNSC Reform Proposals

1. G4 and the Call for a New Permanent Seat:

@)

The G4 nations (India, Brazil, Germany, and Japan) have been at the forefront
of reform discussions, with a strong emphasis on expanding the permanent
membership of the UNSC. The G4 believes that the current system, which is
dominated by the P5, is out of touch with modern geopolitics and that their
inclusion as permanent members is a necessary step toward greater equity
and representation.

Although their efforts have been met with resistance from some P5 members,
the G4 continues to push for a permanent seat for each of the Global South
leaders, particularly India and Brazil.

2. Regional Groupings:

@)

Conclusion

Emerging powers also advocate for regional groupings to be better
represented in UNSC decisions. They propose a more geographically
balanced membership structure that would include more non-Western
countries, ensuring that regional conflicts and issues are better addressed.
These proposals often come with ideas for a rotating regional seat, which
would give countries from the Global South a stronger voice on global issues.
The idea is to break the dominance of traditional powers and allow more
balanced input on critical matters.

The emerging powers have become key actors in the debate over UNSC reform, with their
demands for greater representation, fairer decision-making processes, and expanded
roles in global governance reshaping the discourse surrounding the future of the institution.
As these nations continue to rise in influence, their collective push for reform will likely play
a crucial role in shaping the UNSC’s evolution. Whether through expansion of permanent
membership, altering veto powers, or enhancing regional representation, the future
UNSC will be deeply impacted by the growing influence of these emerging powers, signaling
a shift toward a more inclusive and responsive institution.
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14.3 The Debate on UN Peacekeeping and Veto Reform

United Nations peacekeeping operations have long been a cornerstone of global conflict
management, providing critical support in areas of conflict, post-conflict recovery, and the
maintenance of peace. However, the effectiveness of these missions has often been hindered
by the veto power held by the permanent members of the UN Security Council (UNSC).
The debate surrounding the relationship between UN peacekeeping and the veto is central to
discussions about reform in the UNSC, as the structure of veto power often influences the
scope, mandates, and success of peacekeeping operations. This section explores the
challenges and debates surrounding the interaction between UN peacekeeping efforts and
the veto system, and how reforming the veto could enhance the effectiveness of
peacekeeping.

The Current State of UN Peacekeeping Operations

UN peacekeeping has evolved significantly since its inception in 1948. The primary role of
UN peacekeepers is to provide stability in areas affected by conflict, facilitate humanitarian
assistance, help with disarmament, and support the establishment of democratic
governance. As of now, there are more than 12 active peacekeeping missions globally,
spanning Africa, the Middle East, Asia, and Europe.

The UN Security Council is responsible for authorizing peacekeeping operations. For
peacekeeping mandates to be implemented, they require a resolution passed by the UNSC.
However, the veto power held by the P5 members (China, France, Russia, the United
Kingdom, and the United States) often complicates the authorization process and impacts the
scope and success of peacekeeping operations.

The Impact of Veto Power on Peacekeeping Mandates

1. Blocking or Delaying Peacekeeping Missions:

o The veto has been used by P5 members to block or delay resolutions
concerning the authorization of peacekeeping operations. This is
particularly evident in conflicts where a P5 member has national interests at
stake or has a strong political or military alliance with one of the conflicting
parties.

o For example, during the Syrian Civil War, the US and Russia have
frequently blocked or delayed UNSC resolutions aimed at deploying
peacekeepers or enforcing sanctions against the Syrian regime, due to their
respective support for different factions in the conflict.

2. Limiting the Scope of Peacekeeping Operations:

o Even when peacekeeping missions are authorized, the veto power can limit
their effectiveness by imposing restrictive mandates. In some cases, P5
members may insist on highly constrained mandates that prevent
peacekeepers from taking decisive action to protect civilians or enforce peace
agreements.
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A key example is the Rwanda Genocide in 1994, where UN peacekeepers
were unable to intervene effectively to stop the killings due to a lack of a
robust mandate and political will, partially stemming from the absence of
support from the P5 for a more aggressive peacekeeping intervention.

3. Undermining International Legitimacy:

o

The veto power can also undermine the legitimacy of UN peacekeeping
operations. When a P5 member uses the veto to block a mission or shape its
mandate, it can lead to perceptions of selective intervention, where the UN
Security Council is seen as acting in the interests of powerful states rather
than the broader international community. This can weaken the credibility
and neutrality of peacekeeping efforts.

For instance, the Russia-Ukraine conflict has raised concerns about the UN's
inability to intervene due to Russia’s veto on any resolutions related to
peacekeeping or sanctions in the region, making it difficult for the UN to
maintain its role as a neutral and credible peace broker.

The Case for Reform: Making Peacekeeping More Effective

1. Expanding the Mandate of the UNSC:

o

One of the key arguments for reforming the veto system is that it would
strengthen the UN's ability to authorize and execute peacekeeping missions
more effectively. By removing or altering the veto power, the UNSC would be
more responsive to situations requiring rapid intervention and could better
address global security threats.

Emerging powers such as India, Brazil, and South Africa, as well as
regional organizations like the African Union (AU), have called for a
reformed UNSC that can more efficiently handle global peacekeeping
challenges. A reformed UNSC could lead to the establishment of robust
mandates that enable peacekeepers to take decisive action when necessary,
including protecting civilians and enforcing peace agreements.

2. Creating a More Inclusive Decision-Making Process:

o

Some propose that the UNSC should move away from the current structure,
where a single veto can prevent action. Instead, a majority vote system could
be introduced, ensuring that more members of the international community
have a say in peacekeeping resolutions.

A more inclusive decision-making process would allow the UN to act more
swiftly and with greater legitimacy, especially in situations where the veto
system has led to inaction. For example, in the case of the ongoing conflict
in South Sudan, where a more timely and forceful response could have
helped mitigate the humanitarian crisis.

3. Enhancing Regional Cooperation in Peacekeeping:

o

o

Another key reform suggestion is to strengthen regional organizations' roles
in peacekeeping efforts. While the UN has primary responsibility for
international peace and security, regional organizations such as the African
Union and ASEAN are often better positioned to intervene swiftly in local
conflicts.

The UNSC, through reform, could work more closely with these regional
organizations in peacekeeping operations, enhancing the speed and
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flexibility of interventions. These organizations could also play a more
formalized role in decision-making processes related to peacekeeping
mandates, potentially bypassing the impasse created by the veto system.

The Politics of Reform: Resistance from the P5

1. The Status Quo and the P5's Interests:

o The P5 members are likely to resist reforms that would dilute their power,
particularly the veto, as it allows them to maintain control over peacekeeping
decisions and other global security matters. The veto provides the P5 with
significant leverage in shaping global security policies, including
peacekeeping operations.

o China and Russia, for instance, have consistently used their vetoes to prevent
peacekeeping interventions in regions where they have strategic interests,
such as Syria and Ukraine. Removing or altering the veto would limit their
ability to prevent actions in these regions.

2. Balancing Power and Accountability:

o A major challenge in reforming the UNSC’s peacekeeping mandate is finding
a balance between ensuring accountability and maintaining global power
dynamics. While many argue for reforming the veto system to enhance the
efficiency and legitimacy of peacekeeping, it is unclear whether the P5 would
agree to any reforms that reduce their influence.

o There is also the concern that if the veto is removed or weakened, decisions
might be made in the UNSC without proper consideration of major powers’
national interests, leading to further polarization in the international
community.

Conclusion

The debate on UN peacekeeping and veto reform is a critical aspect of the broader
discussion on how to improve the effectiveness and legitimacy of the UN Security Council.
The veto power has, at times, hindered timely and decisive peacekeeping actions, leading to
a lack of response in crises where lives could have been saved. Reforming the veto system
could enhance the UN’s capacity to respond to global challenges by ensuring more
equitable decision-making and improving the efficiency of peacekeeping efforts. However,
any reform to the veto system faces significant political resistance, particularly from the P5,
who are unlikely to relinquish the control they have over UNSC decisions. The future of UN
peacekeeping and veto reform will depend on the ability of the international community
to find a balance between maintaining global power structures and ensuring that
peacekeeping operations can effectively address the needs of a changing world.
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14.4 What the Future Holds: A Vision for a Reformed
UNSC

The future of the United Nations Security Council (UNSC) stands at a critical juncture, as
the world faces an increasingly complex and interconnected set of challenges. These include
regional conflicts, global security threats, humanitarian crises, and environmental
disasters. At the heart of many of these issues lies the veto power held by the P5 members
(China, France, Russia, the United Kingdom, and the United States), which has often
prevented the UNSC from acting decisively and effectively in the face of urgent global
problems.

In the coming years, reforming the UNSC could lead to a more inclusive, transparent, and
efficient body that reflects the realities of the 21st century. This section explores a vision for
a reformed UNSC, examining key areas where change is necessary, the benefits of reform,
and the potential challenges that lie ahead.

1. A More Representative Security Council

One of the most widely discussed reforms to the UNSC is the expansion of its membership.
The current P5 structure does not adequately reflect the global power dynamics of today.
The five permanent members are all from countries that were major players in the post-World
War 11 order, but emerging powers and regional organizations have grown in significance
in recent decades.

« Expanding the Permanent Membership:

o Calls for increasing the number of permanent members have gained
traction. Emerging powers like India, Brazil, Germany, and Japan have long
argued for a permanent seat on the UNSC, given their economic and
geopolitical importance.

o Regional representation could also be a key consideration. Regions like
Africa, the Middle East, and Latin America have historically been
underrepresented on the UNSC. By adding new permanent members from
these regions, the UNSC could gain greater legitimacy and represent the
global population more accurately.

« Benefits of Expansion:

o A more representative UNSC would ensure that the decisions made by the
council reflect the interests and concerns of a broader spectrum of the global
community. This could increase the legitimacy of the UNSC's decisions and
improve its ability to address international challenges.

o Additionally, the expansion would give emerging powers a more direct say in
global security issues, potentially reducing the tension between the P5 and
rising nations.

2. Reforming the Veto System
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The veto power held by the permanent members has been one of the most contentious issues
in the debate over UNSC reform. The ability of a single P5 member to block resolutions,
regardless of global consensus, has led to numerous instances of inaction in the face of
humanitarian crises, regional conflicts, and global security threats.

e Proposals for Limiting the Veto:

o One potential reform is to limit the use of the veto in certain situations. For
example, vetoes on humanitarian interventions or resolutions involving
human rights violations could be restricted, allowing for more timely and
effective action by the UNSC.

o Another proposal is to require multiple vetoes for a single resolution to be
blocked. This would prevent one country from having unilateral control over
UNSC actions, fostering more collaborative decision-making.

« Alternatives to the Veto:

o Some reform advocates suggest replacing the veto power with a majority
voting system or a supermajority vote. This could facilitate faster decision-
making while still ensuring that key powers are involved in the process.

o Another alternative is a regional veto system, where veto power is distributed
across regions or groups of states, rather than being concentrated in the hands
of the P5. This could prevent a single power from dominating UNSC
decisions while ensuring that all regions are adequately represented.

3. Enhancing the UNSC's Ability to Address Global Challenges

The modern global landscape presents an array of complex issues that the UNSC must
address, such as climate change, cybersecurity threats, pandemics, and terrorism. The
UNSC’s mandate is primarily focused on maintaining international peace and security,
but as the scope of global challenges expands, so too must the ability of the UNSC to
respond.

o Broader Mandates for Peacekeeping and Intervention:

o A reformed UNSC could grant peacekeeping forces and humanitarian
missions broader mandates to allow them to operate in more diverse settings.
This would enable the UN to respond to emerging threats, including those
related to climate change and natural disasters.

o The creation of a dedicated body to address climate-related security threats
could be an important reform to integrate environmental issues into the
broader security agenda.

e Incorporating Non-State Actors:

o The future UNSC could also take a more inclusive approach to non-state
actors, such as NGOs, civil society organizations, and regional
organizations. Their involvement in the decision-making process could offer
critical on-the-ground perspectives, especially in complex situations like
humanitarian crises or conflict resolution.

4. Improved Transparency and Accountability
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Another essential component of UNSC reform is improving transparency and
accountability. The decision-making process within the UNSC is often opaque, with the P5
members making key decisions behind closed doors and sometimes working to advance their
own national interests over the broader global good.

o Greater Transparency:

o Reforming the UNSC could involve more public debate on resolutions and
greater access to the decision-making process. This could foster greater public
understanding of the decisions being made and enhance the legitimacy of the
UNSC in the eyes of the global public.

o Introducing regular, open discussions on global security issues, where all
member states can present their views, could lead to more inclusive and
democratic decision-making.

e Accountability Mechanisms:

o Reform proposals often include the creation of accountability mechanisms to
hold UNSC members and peacekeeping missions accountable for their actions
or inaction. These could include independent oversight bodies that would
evaluate the effectiveness of UNSC actions and provide recommendations for
improvement.

o Increased monitoring of peacekeeping missions and the use of force by the
UNSC could ensure that interventions are more focused on humanitarian
goals and peacebuilding rather than political interests.

5. The Role of Emerging Powers in Shaping Reform

As global power dynamics shift, emerging powers such as India, Brazil, South Africa, and
Turkey are calling for greater representation in the UNSC. These nations play an
increasingly important role in regional and global security, and their inclusion in the UNSC’s
decision-making process is seen as a key aspect of a reformed system.

e The Rise of the Global South:

o The Global South—which includes developing countries in Africa, Asia,
and Latin America—is increasingly seeking to have its interests represented
in global governance. Reforming the UNSC to give these regions a more
substantial voice in peace and security decisions is crucial to ensuring that the
Council is more representative of the entire international community.

« Bridging Divides Between Old and New Powers:

o A significant challenge in reforming the UNSC will be bridging the gap
between old powers (the P5 members) and new powers (emerging
economies and regional organizations). Negotiation and compromise will be
essential in ensuring that global peace and security are prioritized over
political and economic competition among the world’s major powers.

Conclusion: A Vision for the Future
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The future of the UNSC will depend on the international community’s ability to adapt to
the changing global order and reform the Council to meet the challenges of the 21st century.
A reformed UNSC could be more inclusive, representative, and accountable, allowing the
Council to respond more effectively to global challenges. While there are significant
challenges to reform, including resistance from the P5 members, there is growing consensus
that change is necessary to enhance the credibility and efficiency of the UNSC.

In the coming years, global leaders must work together to craft a vision for the UNSC's

future—one that balances the interests of major powers with the broader needs of the global
community. Through innovative reforms, the UNSC can become a more effective body for
maintaining peace, protecting human rights, and addressing global security challenges.
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Chapter 15: Conclusion: The Long-Term Impact of
Veto Power on Global Governance

The veto power held by the five permanent members of the United Nations Security
Council (UNSC)—China, France, Russia, the United Kingdom, and the United States—has
shaped global governance for nearly eight decades. While the system was designed in the
aftermath of World War Il to ensure the cooperation of the major powers, it has led to
significant challenges in addressing global peace and security issues. The influence of veto
power on the UNSC'’s ability to act effectively has been a persistent concern, with the P5
often using the veto to advance national interests over the collective good.

This chapter reflects on the long-term impact of the veto system on global governance and
considers its implications for the future of international cooperation. The evolution of the

veto power, its consequences on global peace, security, human rights, and disarmament, and
the growing calls for reform are all central to understanding the future of global governance.

1. The Veto Power: A Double-Edged Sword

The veto power, in its current form, is a double-edged sword. On the one hand, it ensures
that the major powers have a central role in decisions that affect global peace and security.
The idea was to prevent any single power from dominating the UN and to create a system in
which the major powers could work together in the interest of maintaining peace.

However, the negative implications of the veto power cannot be ignored. In many cases, the
veto has been used to block resolutions that address pressing global challenges, including
humanitarian crises, conflict resolution, global disarmament, and climate change. The
P5's ability to prevent action on these issues has hindered the effectiveness of the UNSC in
its most critical role: protecting international peace and security.

« Imbalance of Power: The veto system perpetuates an imbalance of power in the
UNSC, favoring the P5 members over other nations, including emerging powers and
the Global South. This imbalance has led to a perception of the UNSC as an
inequitable institution that does not fairly represent the interests of the broader
international community.

« Political Gridlock: The frequent deadlocks caused by vetoes have often left the
UNSC unable to take meaningful action on important international issues. Whether it
IS in response to genocides, civil wars, or regional conflicts, the UNSC’s inability to
act decisively due to the veto has had long-lasting consequences on global stability
and peace.

2. The Global Demand for Reform

In recent years, there has been a growing demand for reform of the UNSC, particularly with
respect to the veto power. Calls for reform are driven by several factors:
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Global Power Shifts: The world order has changed significantly since the
establishment of the United Nations in 1945. Emerging economies, such as India,
Brazil, South Africa, and Japan, as well as regional powers like Turkey and
Nigeria, now play a much larger role in global security and economic affairs. Yet,
these nations remain underrepresented in the UNSC, which still reflects the power
structure of the post-World War Il era.

Veto and Humanitarian Crises: The veto power has often been a major obstacle to
humanitarian intervention and the protection of human rights. The inability of the
UNSC to intervene in crises like the Rwandan Genocide or the Syrian Civil War
has led to widespread frustration with the existing system. Calls for reform are partly
driven by the desire to ensure that the UNSC can act swiftly and effectively in
response to atrocities and humanitarian disasters.

Transparency and Accountability: The veto system has often been criticized for its
lack of transparency and accountability. The decision-making process within the
UNSC is frequently opaque, and the veto power allows the P5 members to block
resolutions that may not align with their national interests, without sufficient
explanation or justification. This undermines the legitimacy of the UNSC in the eyes
of the international community.

3. Potential Paths for Reform

There are several paths for reforming the UNSC and mitigating the negative impacts of veto

power:

Expansion of Permanent Membership: One common proposal for reform is to
expand the permanent membership of the UNSC. Emerging powers such as India,
Brazil, and Germany have long lobbied for permanent seats on the Council, arguing
that their growing influence in global politics warrants a greater role in shaping
international security decisions.

o Expanding the permanent membership would make the UNSC more
representative of global power dynamics. It could also dilute the influence of
the P5, ensuring that global South nations and regional powers have a more
direct say in global security matters.

Limiting the Veto: Another potential reform would involve limiting the use of the
veto, particularly in situations involving humanitarian intervention or human
rights violations. This could be achieved by requiring multiple vetoes from the P5
members or by restricting vetoes in certain types of resolutions, such as those
addressing genocide or peacekeeping operations.

o Limiting the veto would allow for more efficient decision-making and ensure
that the UNSC can act swiftly in response to global crises. It would also
reduce the ability of a single power to block international consensus.

Majority Voting System: Some reform proposals suggest replacing the veto system
with a majority voting system or a supermajority system, where decisions would be
made based on the majority of the Council's members rather than the agreement of the
P5. This could streamline decision-making and reduce the gridlock that currently
plagues the UNSC.

o A majority voting system would ensure that decisions are made in a more
democratic and representative manner, with input from a broader range of
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countries. This would also prevent any single nation or small group of nations
from holding undue power over the decisions of the UNSC.

4. Challenges to Reform

While the case for UNSC reform is strong, there are significant challenges to achieving
meaningful change:

o Resistance from the P5: The P5 members have historically been resistant to
reforming the veto system because they stand to lose their privileged position in the
international system. Any attempt to limit the veto or expand the permanent
membership would require unanimous agreement from the P5, which is unlikely
given their entrenched interests.

o Geopolitical Tensions: Reforming the UNSC could exacerbate existing geopolitical
tensions, particularly between major powers. For example, the inclusion of countries
like India or Brazil as permanent members could upset the delicate balance of power
between the P5 members, leading to political gridlock and further inaction.

o Legitimacy Concerns: Any proposed reform would need to address concerns about
the legitimacy of the UNSC in the eyes of the international community. Expanding
the membership or altering the veto system could create new challenges related to
representation, accountability, and fairness.

5. The Future of Global Governance: A Vision Beyond the Veto

Looking ahead, the long-term impact of the veto system on global governance will depend
largely on whether the international community can overcome the barriers to reform. The
UNSC must evolve to meet the demands of the modern world, where multilateralism,
inclusive decision-making, and accountability are paramount.

If successful, UNSC reform could foster a more equitable and effective system of global
governance. This would allow the United Nations to better respond to emerging global
challenges—from climate change and pandemics to regional conflicts and humanitarian
crises—with the speed and efficacy required to protect peace and security.

In conclusion, while the veto power has been a cornerstone of the UNSC since its creation,
its long-term impact on global governance is increasingly seen as counterproductive. The
evolving nature of international relations demands a reformed UNSC that can address the
complex and interconnected challenges of the 21st century. By implementing strategic
reforms—such as expanding the permanent membership, limiting the veto, and adopting
more inclusive decision-making processes—the UNSC can enhance its ability to respond to
the needs of a rapidly changing world and restore faith in the effectiveness of global
governance.
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15.1 The Legacy of Veto Power in International Relations

The veto power in the United Nations Security Council (UNSC) has left a profound and
lasting legacy on international relations, shaping the dynamics of global governance,
diplomacy, and conflict resolution for nearly eight decades. While originally designed as a
mechanism to prevent the recurrence of world wars and to ensure that the major powers of
the post-World War Il order had a central role in international decision-making, the veto has
evolved into a controversial and divisive element in global politics.

1. Foundation of Post-World War Il Order

The veto power was one of the defining features of the UNSC, embedded in the United
Nations Charter, with the aim of securing the participation of the P5 members—the United
States, the United Kingdom, France, China, and the Soviet Union (now Russia). These
countries were granted permanent seats on the UNSC and the right to veto any substantive
resolution, ensuring that no major international action could be taken without their
agreement.

The veto was designed to prevent unilateral actions and promote consensus among the
major powers. At the time of its creation, it reflected the desire for balance in the
international system and the lessons learned from the League of Nations, which had failed to
prevent WWII due in part to its lack of enforcement mechanisms and the absence of a truly
influential body capable of ensuring peace and security.

In this context, the veto power was seen as a safeguard against the imposition of decisions by
any single power and a means of ensuring the cooperation of the most influential global
actors. This approach aimed to promote stability and prevent the tensions that had led to two
world wars.

2. Perpetuating the Dominance of the P5

Over time, however, the veto power has become increasingly problematic. One of the most
significant legacies of the veto is its ability to perpetuate the dominance of the P5 in global
governance. Despite profound changes in the global order—such as the rise of new economic
powers and regional influence—the UNSC remains largely controlled by the five permanent
members. The fact that these nations can unilaterally block any action of the UNSC,
regardless of the majority opinion, means that the Council is often paralyzed by the
competing interests of the P5.

o Geopolitical Tensions: The veto power has intensified geopolitical rivalries among
the P5, often blocking resolutions that could have advanced peace, security, or human
rights. For example, during the Cold War, the U.S. and the Soviet Union used the
veto to advance their ideologies, obstructing each other’s resolutions and decisions
in regions such as Africa, Europe, and Asia. The current relationship between the
U.S. and Russia, and the complex dynamics with China, continues to highlight the
tensions between these powers in the UNSC.
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« Blocking Resolutions: The legacy of the veto is seen in the paralysis of the UNSC,
where critical resolutions on issues like human rights violations, peacekeeping,
and regional conflicts have been blocked. In cases like the Syrian Civil War, the
UNSC was unable to act effectively due to the vetoes exercised by Russia and China,
who opposed resolutions aimed at ending the violence or imposing sanctions on the
Syrian government.

3. Undermining the Legitimacy of the UNSC

As the veto has increasingly been used to serve the national interests of the P5 members, its
impact on the legitimacy of the UNSC has been profound. Many countries, especially those
from the Global South, have argued that the veto system is undemocratic and
unrepresentative of current global power dynamics. The veto power is seen as a mechanism
that disproportionately benefits the P5 at the expense of other nations, rendering the UNSC
less effective and credible in the eyes of the international community.

« Unequal Representation: The P5’s disproportionate control of global decision-
making has created an inequitable structure in which countries without permanent
seats on the UNSC are often excluded from crucial decisions that affect their security
and development. This inequality has fueled demands for reform of the UNSC,
including calls for the inclusion of emerging powers and regional players like India,
Brazil, South Africa, and Germany to ensure a more balanced representation.

e Global Discontent: The growing perception of the UNSC as an institution that
primarily serves the interests of the P5 rather than the international community as a
whole has led to widespread discontent. Many countries, particularly in the Global
South, have expressed frustration over the ineffectiveness of the UNSC in addressing
global challenges such as poverty, climate change, and conflict prevention.

4. The Ethical Implications of Veto Power

The veto system also has ethical implications that contribute to its controversial legacy. The
moral responsibility of the P5 members to use their veto power in the interests of global
peace and security has been called into question repeatedly, especially when their vetoes have
resulted in humanitarian crises and prevented intervention in situations where the
international community believed action was necessary.

e Humanitarian Crises: In cases like the Rwandan Genocide, the Bosnian War, and
the Syrian Civil War, the failure of the UNSC to act due to vetoes from the P5 has
led to the deaths of hundreds of thousands of people. The ethical dilemma lies in
whether it is justifiable for a permanent member to block a resolution aimed at
preventing atrocities or protecting human rights, purely based on national
interest.

e Impediments to Action: The ethical dilemma surrounding the veto system extends to
the question of whether the right of a few nations to veto resolutions undermines the
global moral responsibility to protect human life and dignity. While the veto was
originally designed to ensure cooperation among the major powers, its use in ways
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that thwart urgent global action raises questions about its continued legitimacy and
the ethical responsibilities of those who hold this power.

5. The Path Forward: Calls for Reform

The legacy of the veto power is a mixed one. On the one hand, it has helped to maintain
global stability and peace by ensuring that the major powers could not act unilaterally. On the
other hand, its continued use has led to gridlock and injustice in many situations, especially
in addressing humanitarian crises and global conflicts.

In the face of these challenges, the call for reform has grown louder. A growing number of
global leaders and think tanks argue that the veto system needs to evolve to reflect the
realities of the 21st century—a time when multipolarity, regional organizations, and
global cooperation are central to addressing transnational issues like climate change,
cybersecurity, and health pandemics.

Reform proposals include:

« Expansion of UNSC Membership: Increasing the number of permanent members to
better reflect current global power structures, and ensuring greater representation for
emerging economies.

o Limiting the Veto: Proposals to limit the scope of the veto, especially in situations
involving humanitarian intervention or international peacekeeping efforts.

e Majority Voting System: Introducing a majority voting system in the UNSC or
supermajority requirements for resolutions related to humanitarian action.

In conclusion, the legacy of the veto power is a complex one, marked by both the success of
preventing unilateral actions by major powers and the failures in addressing global
challenges due to the blockage of critical resolutions. As the world continues to face
emerging threats and increasing interdependence, the role of the veto power in
international relations remains a central issue. Its reform or abolition will ultimately
determine the ability of the United Nations to adapt to new global realities and fulfill its
mission of maintaining international peace and security.
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15.2 Can the UNSC Adapt to Changing Global Realities?

The United Nations Security Council (UNSC) is a central institution for global governance,
tasked with maintaining international peace and security. However, the UNSC’s structure,
particularly the veto power held by the five permanent members (P5), has been increasingly
criticized for being outdated and unrepresentative of contemporary global dynamics. The
geopolitical landscape of the 21st century is vastly different from the post-World War Il era
when the UNSC was formed, and many argue that the UNSC must adapt to remain effective
in addressing modern challenges. The question, therefore, is whether the UNSC can evolve to
meet the realities of an interconnected and multipolar world.

1. The Evolving Global Order

Since the establishment of the United Nations in 1945, the global order has undergone
significant transformations. The post-war period was defined by the Cold War, with the U.S.
and the Soviet Union as the two dominant superpowers. Today, however, the world is
multipolar, with rising powers such as China, India, and Brazil gaining influence in the
global arena. Additionally, the growing importance of regional organizations and non-state
actors has created new complexities in international relations.

o Emerging Economies: Countries like China and India, which were once considered
peripheral players in global governance, now possess considerable economic and
political power. The increasing influence of these emerging economies has made the
traditional structure of the UNSC, which grants disproportionate power to the P5,
increasingly outdated.

« Regional Dynamics: The rise of regional organizations (e.g., the European Union,
African Union, ASEAN) has also altered global governance. These entities have
become key players in addressing regional conflicts, often without the direct
involvement of the UNSC. This raises questions about the relevance of the UNSC’s
exclusive decision-making power in an era where regional solutions are becoming
more common.

« Transnational Issues: Issues such as climate change, cybersecurity, global health,
and terrorism require collective action and cross-border cooperation. These issues
are often outside the purview of the UNSC’s traditional mandates and cannot be
effectively addressed by the current UNSC structure, which is primarily focused on
military and peacekeeping operations.

2. The Stalemate of UNSC Decision-Making

The most significant obstacle to the UNSC's ability to adapt is the veto power held by the P5.
The veto system, which was created to ensure the participation and agreement of the major
powers in post-war peacebuilding, has evolved into a major source of gridlock in global
decision-making. The P5 often use their veto power to block resolutions that do not align
with their national interests, preventing meaningful action in critical situations.
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Paralysis in Conflict Resolution: The Syrian Civil War, Russian aggression in
Ukraine, and the humanitarian crises in Yemen are examples of situations where
the UNSC has been unable to take decisive action due to the P5’s competing interests.
This has led to widespread frustration among member states, especially those from the
Global South, who view the UNSC’s inaction as a failure to uphold its mandate.
Legitimacy Crisis: The veto system has contributed to the perception that the UNSC
is no longer a legitimate forum for decision-making. As global power dynamics have
shifted, many countries now believe that the P5 no longer represent the interests of the
majority of the international community. This lack of representation has led to calls
for reform, particularly regarding the veto power.

3. Proposals for Reform and Adaptation

Several proposals have been put forward to adapt the UNSC to changing global realities.
These reforms aim to make the UNSC more representative, transparent, and effective in
addressing contemporary global challenges.

Expansion of the Permanent Membership: One of the most discussed reforms is the
expansion of permanent members. Countries like India, Germany, Brazil, and
Japan have long advocated for permanent seats to reflect their growing influence in
global affairs. These additions could help balance the power of the P5 and provide a
more representative forum for decision-making. However, opposition from existing
P5 members—who are reluctant to dilute their influence—has made this reform
difficult to implement.

Limiting the Use of the Veto: Another proposed reform is to limit the use of the veto
in specific situations, particularly when it comes to humanitarian intervention and
genocide prevention. Advocates argue that the veto should not be used to block
action in cases of human rights violations or where there is a clear international
consensus on the need for intervention. Such a change would require significant
political will and a shift in how the P5 perceive their responsibilities in the global
order.

Majority Voting for Certain Decisions: Some have proposed shifting from the veto-
based system to a majority voting system, particularly for issues that have broad
international support. This could make the UNSC more agile and responsive to
emerging crises, especially those requiring urgent action. However, implementing
majority voting would require the consent of the P5, which remains highly unlikely
given their vested interest in preserving the current system.

Improved Coordination with Regional Organizations: Given the increasing role of
regional organizations in managing conflicts, there is a proposal for better
coordination between the UNSC and these entities. For example, the African Union
could play a greater role in resolving conflicts in Africa, with the UNSC providing
diplomatic and military support as necessary. This approach would allow the UNSC
to focus on global issues while empowering regional organizations to take a more
proactive role in managing local conflicts.

4. The Role of Emerging Powers in Shaping Reform
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Emerging powers such as China, India, and Brazil are playing an increasingly important
role in global governance. As these nations become more active in the UN system, their
demands for a more representative and inclusive UNSC will grow louder. For instance:

e China’s Role: As the second-largest economy in the world and a permanent member
of the UNSC, China has a significant influence over the decision-making process.
However, China has also been a vocal advocate for reforming the UNSC to ensure
that the voices of emerging powers are heard. China’s interests in Africa, Asia, and
Latin America give it a unique perspective on the need for regional empowerment
and multilateral solutions.

o India’s Push for Reform: India, which has long argued for a permanent seat on the
UNSC, is expected to continue pushing for reform as it expands its influence globally.
India’s leadership in South Asia, its large population, and its growing economy make
it a key player in any future reform discussions. India has also been a vocal advocate
for limiting the veto in the face of growing humanitarian challenges.

o Brazil’s Vision for Global Governance: Brazil’s approach to reform is focused on
multilateralism and democratic decision-making. Brazil has consistently called for
a more equitable representation of developing nations, particularly from Africa and
Latin America, in the UNSC. As a regional leader, Brazil believes that the UNSC
must adapt to reflect the priorities of the Global South.

5. Challenges to Reform

While calls for reform are growing, the path to meaningful change is fraught with challenges.
The P5 are unlikely to relinquish their power voluntarily, especially when it comes to the
veto. Additionally, the political and economic interests of the P5 often diverge, making it
difficult to reach a consensus on how the UNSC should evolve.

o Geopolitical Rivalries: The ongoing geopolitical rivalries between major powers,
especially between the U.S. and Russia, and the U.S. and China, have created
significant hurdles for UNSC reform. These tensions often spill over into the UNSC
itself, blocking any attempts to reform the veto system or expand the membership.

e Cultural and Ideological Differences: There are also deep cultural and ideological
differences between countries, particularly between the Global North and Global
South, that complicate efforts for reform. Developing nations often criticize the P5
for imposing their own values and priorities on the rest of the world, while the P5
argue that any reform must protect the interests of global security.

6. Conclusion: Can the UNSC Adapt?

The UNSC'’s ability to adapt to changing global realities will ultimately depend on the
political will of its members, particularly the P5. While there is a growing recognition that the
UNSC needs to evolve to remain relevant, the entrenched interests of the P5 pose a
significant obstacle to reform. That said, the increasing pressure from emerging powers,
regional organizations, and civil society could create momentum for change.
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In the coming years, we may witness a gradual shift in how the UNSC operates, with reforms
that enable it to better address global challenges like climate change, cybersecurity,
pandemics, and conflict resolution. However, unless the veto system is reformed or
abolished, the UNSC will continue to face challenges in responding to the needs of an
increasingly complex and multipolar world. The future of the UNSC will be shaped by the
political dynamics of today and the evolving realities of the international system.
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15.3 The Need for a New Paradigm in Global Governance

As the world faces increasingly complex and interconnected challenges, the need for a new
paradigm in global governance has never been more urgent. The existing international
institutions, particularly the United Nations Security Council (UNSC), were designed in a
different era—after World War Il—when the global order was defined by the clear
dominance of a few great powers. Today, the dynamics of global governance have changed
dramatically, and the old systems are struggling to address the rapidly evolving needs of a
more multipolar world. The international community is calling for a more inclusive,
transparent, and adaptive approach to global governance, one that can respond effectively
to emerging crises such as climate change, pandemics, cybersecurity threats, and
humanitarian disasters.

1. The Limits of the Current Global Governance Framework

The current system of global governance is based on institutions like the United Nations, the
World Bank, the International Monetary Fund (IMF), and the World Trade
Organization (WTO). While these institutions have played a critical role in shaping the
post-war international order, they were designed to address challenges of the 20th century.
The UNSC, in particular, with its P5 veto power, often fails to act decisively in the face of
modern crises. The challenges of the 21st century, such as climate change, pandemics,
terrorism, and global inequality, require new approaches that are not confined to the rigid
structures of the past.

Key limitations of the current global governance model include:

« Unrepresentative Decision-Making: The UNSC’s veto power and the dominance of
the P5 reflect a world order that no longer exists. The geopolitical balance has shifted,
with rising powers like China, India, Brazil, and South Africa playing an
increasingly important role in global affairs. The current structure fails to reflect these
changes, leaving many countries feeling excluded from critical decisions on global
peace and security.

o Ineffective Multilateralism: Multilateralism, which is essential to addressing global
challenges, is often hampered by competing national interests. The UN and other
multilateral institutions are often slow to respond due to bureaucratic inefficiencies,
political gridlock, and the dominance of a few powerful nations. As a result, solutions
to pressing global issues are often delayed or blocked entirely.

o Lack of Flexibility: The current system is overly rigid and slow to adapt to new
global challenges. While the international community has made strides in areas like
human rights, sustainable development, and climate change, many challenges are
evolving faster than existing institutions can respond. The climate crisis, for example,
demands urgent and coordinated action, but the mechanisms for global governance
are often bogged down by political negotiations and vested interests.

2. The Shift Towards a Multipolar World
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The traditional Western-led model of global governance, centered around institutions like the
United States and Western Europe, is being increasingly challenged by the rise of other
powers. The multipolar world of today is marked by the increasing influence of countries
such as China, India, and Brazil, as well as regional powerhouses like Turkey, South
Africa, and Indonesia. These emerging powers demand a greater say in global decision-
making, particularly in institutions like the UN and the IMF.

e China’s economic and political rise has made it a key player in global governance,
particularly in areas like trade, climate change, and international security. China has
actively promoted a more inclusive model of governance, focusing on cooperation
through institutions like the BRICS (Brazil, Russia, India, China, South Africa) and
the Asian Infrastructure Investment Bank (AlIB).

e India, as the world’s largest democracy and one of the fastest-growing economies, is
another rising power with increasing influence. India has long advocated for
reforming the UNSC to give more representation to the Global South and emerging
economies. Its call for a permanent seat on the UNSC reflects its ambition to play a
greater role in shaping the global agenda.

e Brazil, a leading voice in Latin America, advocates for democratic multilateralism
and a global governance system that is more inclusive of developing countries.
Brazil’s emphasis on sustainable development, climate justice, and peacebuilding has
shaped its approach to international relations.

This shift towards a multipolar world has exposed the inadequacies of the current global
governance framework, which is still largely structured around the interests of the few, rather
than reflecting the realities of a more complex and interconnected world.

3. The Need for a New Global Governance Paradigm

To address the challenges of the 21st century, the global governance system must undergo a
fundamental transformation. The new paradigm should be built on the following principles:

e Inclusivity and Representation: A new global governance framework must reflect
the growing influence of emerging powers, regional organizations, and non-state
actors. This means expanding the representation in institutions like the UNSC, where
currently only a small group of countries hold veto power, to include a broader cross-
section of the international community. There must be space for smaller nations,
developing countries, and civil society to have a more direct role in decision-making
processes.

« Multilateralism with Flexibility: Global challenges today are too complex for one
country or a few nations to tackle alone. A new system should emphasize
cooperation and multilateralism, but with greater flexibility to act quickly and
decisively. This may require reforms to the decision-making processes in international
organizations, such as the UN, to reduce the influence of veto power and allow for
quicker responses to crises.

e Agility and Innovation: The modern world is moving at an unprecedented pace, with
challenges emerging at the speed of technology and globalization. A new paradigm
must be agile enough to respond to evolving threats, from climate change to
cybersecurity. This requires fostering innovation in global governance, utilizing new
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tools like digital diplomacy, public-private partnerships, and global networks to
address challenges more efficiently.

e Accountability and Transparency: One of the key criticisms of current global
governance structures is their lack of accountability. Institutions like the UN and the
World Bank often face accusations of inefficiency, corruption, and lack of
responsiveness to the needs of ordinary people. A new governance framework must
be more transparent, with mechanisms for holding powerful countries and
institutions accountable for their actions.

4. The Role of Regional Organizations in the New Paradigm

As the international system becomes more complex, regional organizations will play an
increasingly important role in shaping global governance. Regional organizations have the
advantage of local knowledge, cultural awareness, and the ability to respond quickly to
regional crises. Their importance is already evident in regions like Africa, Europe, and
Latin America, where organizations like the African Union (AU), the European Union
(EV), and Mercosur have taken the lead in addressing regional security and development
challenges.

In the new global governance paradigm, regional organizations should be given a more
prominent role in international decision-making. They can act as intermediaries between
their regions and the broader international community, ensuring that local perspectives are
included in global discussions.

e African Union (AU): The AU has increasingly taken responsibility for resolving
conflicts on the African continent, often stepping in where the UNSC has failed. Its
efforts in countries like South Sudan, Somalia, and the Central African Republic
demonstrate the importance of regional leadership in global peace and security.

e European Union (EU): The EU has long been a model for regional integration and
cooperation. Its success in promoting peace, democracy, and human rights within
Europe can be extended to global governance as a model of regional cooperation
that fosters shared values and collective security.

e ASEAN: The Association of Southeast Asian Nations (ASEAN) provides a strong
example of how regional cooperation can lead to stability, especially in the context of
trade, security, and development. ASEAN has been instrumental in addressing
conflicts in the South China Sea, while promoting a rules-based regional order.

5. Conclusion: Moving Towards a New Global Governance System

The need for a new paradigm in global governance is not just theoretical—it's a practical
necessity. The world is changing, and the current system of international institutions is ill-
equipped to address the complex and interconnected challenges of the 21st century. To
meet the demands of a multipolar and globalized world, international institutions like the
UN must evolve to become more inclusive, agile, and transparent. This will require reform
of the UNSC, empowerment of regional organizations, and a commitment to
multilateralism that values cooperation over competition.
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In the future, global governance will likely look very different from today’s systems,
emphasizing collaboration, innovation, and the shared responsibility of all nations to address
common challenges. It is time to build a system that reflects the realities of the modern
world—one that is equitable, responsive, and accountable to all of humanity. Only through
such a transformation can the international community effectively tackle the pressing issues
of the 21st century and beyond.
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15.4 Final Thoughts on Reforming the UNSC for Global
Peace

The United Nations Security Council (UNSC) stands at the crossroads of global peace and
security. For nearly 75 years, it has been tasked with maintaining international peace,
resolving conflicts, and managing crises that affect the global community. However, the
structure of the UNSC, particularly the veto power held by the P5—the United States,
Russia, China, France, and the United Kingdom—has become an impediment to
meaningful action in the face of evolving global challenges.

As we look toward the future, the reform of the UNSC is no longer a theoretical or academic
exercise; it is a pressing necessity for the maintenance of global peace. The current system,
rooted in the geopolitical realities of the post-World War Il era, no longer accurately reflects
the power dynamics, regional complexities, and global challenges of today’s interconnected
world. A reformed UNSC must better represent the diversity of the international community,
enhance its ability to respond to emerging threats, and ensure that decisions are not held
hostage by the narrow interests of a few powerful states.

1. The Imperative of Reform

The core issue with the UNSC today is its lack of representativeness and decision-making
gridlock. The P5 veto grants five countries the power to block resolutions, often on matters
of international peace and security. This means that even in the face of atrocities like
genocide, war crimes, or humanitarian crises, the UNSC can fail to act due to national
interests overriding the principle of collective action. The result is an ineffective
international response to global conflicts, undermining the credibility of the UNSC as a
guardian of peace.

The world today is fundamentally different from the post-World War Il order in which the
UNSC was established. Emerging powers like China, India, and Brazil, as well as regional
organizations and non-state actors, have risen to prominence. The existing governance
structures fail to incorporate these new players adequately, often leading to disillusionment
with the legitimacy and effectiveness of the UNSC.

2. Key Areas for Reform
To address these challenges, several key reforms should be considered:

e Expansion of UNSC Membership: The current permanent membership of the P5
does not reflect the contemporary geopolitical landscape. Expanding the UNSC to
include new permanent members—such as India, Brazil, Germany, and Japan—
would make the Council more representative of the global order. Additionally,
increasing the number of non-permanent members would allow for more diverse
voices in decision-making processes, ensuring that the concerns of developing nations
are adequately addressed.
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Reform of the Veto System: The most controversial aspect of the UNSC is the veto
power. The veto system was designed to ensure that the major powers would
cooperate in maintaining international peace. However, in practice, it often leads to
deadlock and prevents the UNSC from acting when the need is most urgent. There
are several proposals for reforming or even abolishing the veto:

o Limiting the Scope of the Veto: One option would be to narrow the
circumstances in which the veto could be used, such as eliminating the veto on
matters of humanitarian crises or peacekeeping missions.

o Supermajority for Veto Override: Another proposal is to allow a
supermajority of UNSC members to override a veto in certain
circumstances, particularly in cases where global peace is at risk.

o Abolishing the Veto: Some advocates argue that the veto power should be
abolished entirely, as it fundamentally undermines the principle of democratic
governance and collective action in international affairs.

Enhanced Accountability and Transparency: The UNSC’s decision-making
process needs to become more transparent and accountable to the international
community. Reforms should include better mechanisms for public scrutiny, ensuring
that the actions—or inactions—of the UNSC are subject to review by the wider global
community. This could also involve the General Assembly playing a more
significant role in holding the UNSC accountable for its decisions.

Greater Role for Regional Organizations: As global governance becomes more
regionalized, it is essential to empower regional organizations like the African
Union (AU), European Union (EU), and ASEAN to have a more direct role in
shaping international decisions. These organizations are often better positioned to
address regional conflicts and provide more timely and context-specific solutions,
complementing the role of the UNSC.

3. The Role of Emerging Powers

Emerging powers, particularly from the Global South, have been at the forefront of calls for
UNSC reform. Countries like India, Brazil, and South Africa have long argued that the
current UNSC structure is outdated and does not reflect the shifting global power balance.
These countries are increasingly asserting their influence in global governance and
demanding a greater role in the decision-making processes that affect their security and
development.

India’s Call for a Permanent Seat: India, as the world’s most populous democracy
and one of the fastest-growing economies, has consistently advocated for a permanent
seat on the UNSC. India argues that its inclusion is crucial to representing the Global
South and addressing issues that affect a significant portion of the world’s population,
particularly in the areas of poverty, climate change, and conflict resolution.
Brazil’s Focus on Peace and Development: Brazil’s approach to global governance
emphasizes peace and sustainable development. Brazil has argued that the UNSC’s
focus on military and security issues often overlooks the underlying causes of
conflict, such as poverty, inequality, and human rights abuses. A reformed UNSC
should better integrate these issues into its agenda, giving greater weight to the root
causes of conflict.
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e Africa’s Demand for a Stronger Voice: The African Union (AU) has long
advocated for a more equitable representation in the UNSC, particularly given the
continent’s vulnerabilities to conflict and humanitarian crises. Africa’s 54 member
states have called for a permanent African seat on the UNSC, ensuring that the
interests and concerns of African nations are adequately represented in decisions that
impact the continent.

4. The Urgency of Reform

The need for UNSC reform is not just about addressing fairness and representation; it is also
a matter of global security. As the world faces increasingly complex challenges, such as
climate change, cyber threats, and terrorism, the UNSC must evolve to become more agile
and responsive to the needs of the international community.

e The failure to address the climate crisis or the ongoing humanitarian disasters in
places like Syria, Yemen, and South Sudan is a direct result of the UNSC’s inability
to act decisively due to the veto power held by the P5. If the UNSC is to maintain its
relevance in the 21st century, it must be equipped with the mechanisms to address
these crises quickly and effectively.

e The UNSC’s inaction in conflicts like Myanmar or the Israel-Palestine conflict
illustrates the inherent contradictions within the existing system. The need for global
governance reform is more urgent than ever, and failure to adapt risks further
weakening the credibility of the UN and undermining international peace efforts.

5. Conclusion: A Vision for a Reformed UNSC

In the face of new and evolving global challenges, a reformed UNSC must be able to act
quickly, equitably, and inclusively to maintain international peace and security. The current
system, with its undemocratic veto power and unrepresentative membership, is no longer fit
for purpose. Reforming the UNSC is not just an idealistic ambition; it is a practical necessity
to ensure that the international community is capable of responding to the challenges of the
21st century.

Reform should prioritize inclusivity, transparency, accountability, and the effective
integration of emerging powers, regional organizations, and civil society. A reformed UNSC
should reflect the multipolar world in which we live, with all nations having a stake in
global governance and peace. Only by embracing these reforms can the UNSC retain its
legitimacy and its role as the cornerstone of global security. The world deserves a UNSC
that reflects its diverse realities and that can effectively address the challenges of today and
tomorrow.
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