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The Promise and the Paradox: The Security Council was conceived as the “guardian of
peace.” Its five permanent members — the United States, Russia (formerly the Soviet
Union), China, the United Kingdom, and France — were granted veto power,
ostensibly to ensure unity among the victors of WWII and to prevent unilateral military
interventions. Yet, this mechanism designed to foster consensus has become the very
source of paralysis. The veto, while intended to safeguard against dominance by any
single power bloc, has often been wielded as a geopolitical weapon to protect allies,
advance national interests, or obstruct global consensus — even when human lives
hang in the balance. The Cost of Inaction: From Rwanda’s genocide in 1994 to the
Syrian Civil War, from the Palestine-Israel conflict to the Russia-Ukraine war, history
reveals a recurring pattern: the UNSC’s failure to act decisively when humanitarian
crises demanded urgent intervention. In these moments, the Security Council’s silence
has not been neutral — it has been complicit. Civilians have perished, wars have
dragged on, and millions have been displaced because the world’s highest security
authority was locked in deadlock. Why This Matters? As conflicts rage, climate
disasters intensify, and technological warfare accelerates, the relevance of the Security
Council is under unprecedented scrutiny. If the UNSC cannot reform, it risks
irrelevance — and the world risks sliding into fragmented power struggles without a
credible forum for peace. This book is not merely an academic inquiry. It is a call to
action for policymakers, diplomats, scholars, and global citizens alike: to confront
uncomfortable truths, to rethink entrenched systems, and to envision a future where
collective security is more than an aspiration — it is a reality.
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Preface

The Veto Trap: Has the Security Council Outlived Its Relevance?

In the aftermath of World War I, the world stood at a crossroads.
Having endured unimaginable devastation and mass atrocities, global
leaders convened with a singular vision: to build a system that would
prevent future wars, uphold peace, and protect humanity. The result
was the creation of the United Nations in 1945 — an ambitious
experiment in multilateralism, diplomacy, and collective security. At its
heart stood the United Nations Security Council (UNSC), the apex
body entrusted with maintaining international peace and security.

However, almost eight decades later, questions loom large: Has the
UNSC fulfilled its founding promise? Or has it become an outdated,
paralyzed institution ensnared in its own structures — a “veto
trap” that prioritizes power over peace?

The Promise and the Paradox

The Security Council was conceived as the “guardian of peace.” Its five
permanent members — the United States, Russia (formerly the
Soviet Union), China, the United Kingdom, and France — were
granted veto power, ostensibly to ensure unity among the victors of
WWII and to prevent unilateral military interventions.

Yet, this mechanism designed to foster consensus has become the
very source of paralysis. The veto, while intended to safeguard against
dominance by any single power bloc, has often been wielded as a
geopolitical weapon to protect allies, advance national interests, or
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obstruct global consensus — even when human lives hang in the
balance.

The Cost of Inaction

From Rwanda’s genocide in 1994 to the Syrian Civil War, from the
Palestine-Israel conflict to the Russia-Ukraine war, history reveals a
recurring pattern: the UNSC’s failure to act decisively when
humanitarian crises demanded urgent intervention.

In these moments, the Security Council’s silence has not been neutral
— it has been complicit. Civilians have perished, wars have dragged
on, and millions have been displaced because the world’s highest
security authority was locked in deadlock.

Shifting Global Realities

Today’s geopolitical landscape is vastly different from 1945. Power has
dispersed. Emerging economies like India, Brazil, and South Africa
have risen as regional and global players. Organizations such as the
G20, BRICS, and ASEAN influence security, trade, and diplomacy in
ways the drafters of the UN Charter could scarcely have imagined.

Meanwhile, non-traditional threats — cyber warfare, pandemics,
artificial intelligence, terrorism, and climate-induced conflicts —
demand swift collective action. Yet the Security Council remains
constrained by outdated structures and political rivalries, undermining
its credibility.
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The Ethical Dilemma

At its core, the UNSC faces a profound ethical question: Should the
sovereignty of states and the interests of powerful nations outweigh
humanity’s collective responsibility to protect vulnerable
populations?

The emergence of the Responsibility to Protect (R2P) doctrine in the
early 21st century sought to resolve this tension, but repeated vetoes
have stalled its application. When national interests clash with human
survival, the veto trap becomes starkly evident.

A Call for Transformation

This book explores whether the Security Council, in its current form,
can adapt to 21st-century challenges or whether the world must
reimagine collective security altogether. Through detailed case studies,
ethical frameworks, leadership analyses, and reform proposals, it
critically examines:

e How the veto has shaped global politics and crises

e The humanitarian and geopolitical costs of UNSC paralysis

o Competing models of international decision-making

« Proposals for reforming or replacing the UNSC

o Pathways toward a more equitable, representative, and effective
system
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Why This Matters

As conflicts rage, climate disasters intensify, and technological warfare
accelerates, the relevance of the Security Council is under
unprecedented scrutiny. If the UNSC cannot reform, it risks
irrelevance — and the world risks sliding into fragmented power
struggles without a credible forum for peace.

This book is not merely an academic inquiry. It is a call to action for
policymakers, diplomats, scholars, and global citizens alike: to confront
uncomfortable truths, to rethink entrenched systems, and to envision a
future where collective security is more than an aspiration — it is a
reality.
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Chapter 1: The Birth of the United
Nations and the Security Council

The Veto Trap: Has the Security Council Outlived Its Relevance?

1.1 The Post-War Vision: From League of
Nations Failure to UN Creation

1.1.1 Lessons from the League of Nations

After the catastrophic devastation of World War I, the League of
Nations was established in 1920 to maintain global peace. However, its
lack of enforcement mechanisms, exclusion of major powers like the
U.S., and inability to deter aggression — particularly during Japan’s
invasion of Manchuria (1931), Italy’s invasion of Ethiopia (1935),
and Germany’s expansion under Hitler — exposed its weaknesses.

The League’s failure to prevent World War 11 left the world in ruins,
leading policymakers to conclude that a stronger, more enforceable
framework was needed.

1.1.2 The San Francisco Conference (1945)

In April 1945, 50 nations gathered at the San Francisco Conference to
draft a charter for a new international organization. Their goal was to
prevent another global conflict, ensure accountability for atrocities,
and promote cooperation among states.
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Key principles agreed upon:

o Collective Security: An attack on one is an attack on all.

o Sovereign Equality: All nations, big or small, are equal under
the Charter.

o Peaceful Dispute Resolution: Preference for diplomacy,
arbitration, and negotiation.

e Human Rights Protection: A universal framework to safeguard
dignity and freedom.

The resulting United Nations Charter was signed on 26 June 1945
and entered into force on 24 October 1945 — celebrated today as UN
Day.

1.1.3 The Security Council’s Intended Role

The UN Charter established the Security Council as the body with
primary responsibility for maintaining international peace and
security. Its powers were designed to be binding on all UN member
states, unlike the League’s advisory-only resolutions.

Key mandates included:

Investigating disputes and threats to peace

Authorizing peacekeeping missions and sanctions
Approving the use of military force

Admitting new members to the UN

Appointing the Secretary-General (in conjunction with the
General Assembly)
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1.2 Structure and Powers of the Security
Council

1.2.1 Membership Composition
The Security Council began with 11 members:

e 5 Permanent Members (P5): United States, Soviet Union
(now Russia), China, United Kingdom, and France.

e 6 Non-Permanent Members: Elected for two-year terms by
the General Assembly.

In 1965, the Council expanded to 15 members, adding 4 more non-
permanent seats to reflect growing global membership. Today:

e P5: Hold veto power.

e 10 Non-Permanent Members: Rotating seats, no veto rights,
representing diverse regional blocs.

1.2.2 The Veto Power Compromise

During negotiations, the U.S., USSR, and UK insisted on veto rights
as a precondition for their participation. They argued that without this
safeguard, the UNSC could force them into actions against their vital
national interests.

Under Article 27(3) of the Charter, any substantive resolution
requires:

e 9 of 15 votes, including the consent of all P5 members.
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e Asingle P5 veto automatically blocks action, regardless of
majority support.

This mechanism was meant to prevent unilateral aggression among
the victors but became the “veto trap” when used to paralyze decisions
in later conflicts.

1.2.3 The Secretary-General’s Role

The UN Secretary-General was envisioned as the chief diplomat and
moral voice of the organization, tasked with:

« Mediating disputes before escalation
e Mobilizing global attention on crises
o Coordinating peacekeeping and humanitarian operations

However, the Secretary-General’s influence has always been
constrained by P5 politics, limiting their independence in conflicts
where major powers have stakes.

1.3 The Five Permanent Members and Their
Historical Role

1.3.1 United States

e Advocated for liberal democracy, human rights, and free
trade.

e Used its veto power primarily to shield Israel in Middle East
conflicts.
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Exercised leadership in Korean War (1950) and Gulf War
(1991) interventions.

1.3.2 Soviet Union / Russia

Originally viewed UNSC as a tool to counter Western
dominance.

Blocked numerous resolutions during the Cold War.

In modern times, Russia has used its veto extensively in Syria
and Ukraine.

1.3.3 China

Initially under Republic of China (ROC) representation until
1971, then replaced by the People’s Republic of China (PRC).
Historically used veto power sparingly but has become
increasingly assertive, especially regarding Taiwan, Hong
Kong, and South China Sea disputes.

1.3.4 United Kingdom and France

Retained P5 status despite diminished post-colonial power.
Often align with U.S. positions but diverged during crises like
the Iraqg War (2003).

Active participants in peacekeeping operations and
humanitarian interventions.
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1.3.5 Legacy of the P5 Privilege

The P5 structure reflected the 1945 balance of power, not today’s
multipolar realities. Emerging powers like India, Brazil, Nigeria, and
South Africa remain excluded, fueling global frustration and
demands for reform.

Key Insights from Chapter 1

e The UNSC was designed to prevent future wars through
collective decision-making.

e The veto was a necessary political compromise in 1945 but has
since become a structural constraint.

o Today’s geopolitical realities challenge the legitimacy of a
system that gives disproportionate influence to a handful of
states.

Case Study Highlight

San Francisco Conference, 1945

The demand for veto power nearly collapsed the negotiations. Smaller
nations feared it would create “a dictatorship of the great powers”,
while the U.S. and USSR insisted veto rights were non-negotiable. The
compromise ensured P5 participation but planted the seeds of future
deadlock.
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Chapter 2: Understanding the Veto
Power

The Veto Trap: Has the Security Council Outlived Its Relevance?

2.1 Origins of the Veto in the San Francisco
Conference

2.1.1 The Great Powers’ Bargain

When the United Nations was founded in 1945, the inclusion of the
veto power was one of the most contentious issues debated at the San
Francisco Conference. The United States, Soviet Union, United
Kingdom, China, and France — the victors of World War Il —
insisted on having special privileges to protect their national
sovereignty and strategic interests.

Without the veto, these powers made it clear they would not join the
UN, which would have rendered the organization ineffective from its
inception. Smaller nations protested, warning that this would
institutionalize a “dictatorship of the great powers”, but they
eventually relented in the interest of global stability.

2.1.2 Embedding the Veto in the Charter

The legal foundation of the veto lies in Article 27(3) of the UN
Charter:
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*“Decisions of the Security Council on all other matters shall be made
by an affirmative vote of nine members *including the concurring votes
of the permanent members.”

This effectively means:

e Any substantive resolution (e.g., sanctions, peacekeeping,
military intervention) needs 9 out of 15 votes, including
unanimous consent of all five permanent members.

e One negative vote from any P5 member = resolution fails.

e Procedural matters, however, require no veto and only 9
affirmative votes.

2.1.3 Intended Purpose of the Veto
The veto was not designed to paralyze action but rather to:

« Prevent great power conflict within the UNSC itself

o Ensure that collective actions have unanimous support among
major powers

e Preserve the UN’s credibility by avoiding enforcement decisions
that powerful states would openly defy

However, over time, the veto became a political weapon, often used to

protect allies, advance geopolitical agendas, or block humanitarian
interventions.

2.2 Historical Patterns of VVeto Usage

2.2.1 Early Cold War: Soviet Dominance (1946-1969)
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The Soviet Union cast the first veto on 16 February 1946 over
the admission of new member states.

Between 1946 and 1969, the USSR exercised the veto more
than 80 times, blocking resolutions related to Eastern Europe,
Korea, and colonial independence.

Example: 1947 Greece Crisis — veto used to shield communist
influence from Western intervention.

2.2.2 U.S. Dominance in the Middle East (1970s—1990s)

As decolonization reshaped global alliances, U.S. vetoes
surged, especially to protect Israel.

Since 1970, the U.S. has cast over 40 vetoes related to the
Israeli-Palestinian conflict.

Example: 1982 Lebanon War — U.S. veto blocked a resolution
condemning Israel’s invasion of Lebanon.

2.2.3 China’s Selective Use

Until the 1970s, China rarely used its veto.
After assuming its seat in 1971 (replacing Taiwan), the People’s
Republic of China began using the veto more assertively,
particularly on issues related to:

o Taiwan sovereignty

o Tibet

o Human rights investigations

2.2.4 Post-Cold War Russia and the Syrian Conflict
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e Russia has become the most frequent veto user in the 21st
century.

e Since 2011, it has vetoed 17 resolutions on Syria, blocking
sanctions against the Assad regime.

o Example: In April 2018, Russia vetoed an investigation into
chemical weapons attacks in Syria.

2.2.5 Collective Deadlock on Ukraine

e InFebruary 2022, Russia vetoed a resolution condemning its
invasion of Ukraine.

e The U.S. and its allies condemned the veto as an abuse of
privilege, calling for UN reform.

e The UNSC'’s failure to act decisively showcased its paralysis in
addressing major conflicts involving P5 interests.

2.3 The Veto as a Geopolitical Weapon

2.3.1 Protecting Allies and Strategic Interests
e U.S.: Consistently shields Israel.
« Russia: Protects Syria and other allies in the Middle East.

o China: Blocks resolutions critical of Myanmar and North
Korea.

2.3.2 Blocking Humanitarian Interventions
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Myanmar Rohingya Crisis (2017): China and Russia vetoed
resolutions calling for sanctions.

Syria Chemical Attacks (2013-2018): Russia blocked
accountability measures despite global outrage.

Yemen Crisis (2021): Russia vetoed a resolution labeling the
Houthis as a terrorist group.

2.3.3 Undermining the Responsibility to Protect (R2P)

The R2P doctrine, adopted in 2005, aimed to prevent genocides and
crimes against humanity. However:

P5 vetoes have repeatedly blocked R2P implementation.
Example: Darfur (2007) — China opposed sanctions to protect
its oil interests.

Result: Millions suffered due to paralysis caused by great
power politics.

2.4 Statistical Analysis of Veto Trends

Total Vetoes (1946-

Country 2025) Key Focus Areas
Soviet 153+ Eastern Europe, Syria,
Union/Russia Ukraine
United States 87+ Middle East, especially

Israel
United Kingdom 32 (E:;)SI?nlal transitions, Middle
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Total Vetoes (1946— Key Focus Areas

Country 2025)
France 18 African interventions,
Middle East
China 19 Taiwan, Myanmar, sanctions

Insight: Over 80% of all vetoes are related to P5 strategic interests,
not collective security.

2.5 Ethical and Leadership Dimensions

2.5.1 Ethical Standards in Veto Use

The veto’s original intent was to ensure peace, yet in practice:
o It often prolongs wars.

e It blocks humanitarian aid.
e Itundermines UN credibility.

2.5.2 Leadership Responsibilities of the P5

As global security guarantors, P5 nations hold moral obligations to:

« Prevent mass atrocities
e Uphold international law
e Act beyond narrow national interests
Failure to do so erodes global trust in multilateralism.
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2.6 Case Study: The Syrian Civil War and
the Veto Trap

o Since 2011, Syria has been a textbook example of UNSC
deadlock.
e Russia and China vetoed resolutions seeking:
o Sanctions on Assad’s regime
o Humanitarian corridors for aid delivery
o Investigations into chemical attacks
o Consequences:
o Over 500,000 deaths
o 13 million displaced
o Total breakdown of collective security mechanisms

This case epitomizes how the veto trap undermines international
peace.

Key Insights from Chapter 2

e The veto was conceived as a stability mechanism, but it has
evolved into a political tool.

« Historical patterns reveal P5 dominance, often at the expense
of humanity.

« The Syrian crisis illustrates the devastating humanitarian
consequences of UNSC paralysis.

e The UNSC’s legitimacy is increasingly challenged in a
multipolar world.
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Chapter 3: Case Studies — Vetoes That
Changed the World

The Veto Trap: Has the Security Council Outlived Its Relevance?

3.1 The Cold War Deadlocks: U.S. vs. USSR

3.1.1 The First Veto: Ukraine, 1946

o Context: The USSR cast the first-ever veto on 16 February
1946, blocking the admission of Iran into the UN over Western
oil concessions.

« Significance: It set the precedent for using the veto as a
political bargaining chip rather than a tool for global
consensus.

3.1.2 The Korean War, 1950-1953

« Background: After North Korea’s invasion of South Korea,
the U.S. pushed for UNSC intervention.

o Twist of Fate: The Soviet Union was boycotting the UNSC
over China's seat dispute, allowing the resolution to pass
without a veto.

o Aftermath:

o The UNSC authorized a U.S.-led military intervention
under the UN flag.

o When the USSR returned, it used the veto to block any
resolutions favoring South Korea.
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Lesson: The absence of a veto can enable decisive collective
action, but when exercised, it often deepens deadlock.

3.1.3 Hungary, 1956

Scenario: Soviet troops crushed the Hungarian uprising
against communist rule.
UN Response: Western powers demanded condemnation of the
Soviet invasion.
Result: The USSR vetoed every resolution, stifling collective
action.
Impact:

o Reinforced Soviet dominance in Eastern Europe.

o Eroded the UNSC’s credibility during the Cold War.

3.1.4 Lessons from the Cold War

Between 1946 and 1989, the USSR cast more than 120 vetoes
— primarily to shield allies and counter U.S.-led initiatives.
The U.S., meanwhile, began using the veto more frequently in
the Middle East from the 1970s onward.

3.2 The Palestine Question: U.S. Veto
Patterns

3.2.1 Origins of the Issue
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o Since 1948, the Israel-Palestine conflict has been one of the
most divisive UNSC agendas.
e Resolutions often addressed:
o Israel’s occupation of Palestinian territories
o The status of Jerusalem
o Humanitarian aid to Gaza and the West Bank

3.2.2 U.S. Vetoes and Israeli Protection

o Statistics: Since 1972, the U.S. has cast over 45 vetoes related
to Israel-Palestine, often blocking condemnations of Israeli
military actions.

o Case Example:

o 1982 Lebanon War — U.S. vetoed a resolution
demanding Israel withdraw from Beirut.

o 2011 Settlement Resolution — U.S. vetoed a measure
declaring Israeli settlements illegal under international
law.

3.2.3 Humanitarian Fallout

e Repeated U.S. vetoes have:
o Prevented independent investigations into human rights
violations.
Stalled peacekeeping deployments to protect civilians.
Weakened international trust in the UN’s impartiality.

3.3 The Rwandan Genocide, 1994
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3.3.1 Prelude to Atrocity

e In April 1994, mass killings of the Tutsi minority began in
Rwanda.

o Over 800,000 people were slaughtered within 100 days.

3.3.2 UNSC Paralysis

e Proposal: Deploy a robust peacekeeping force to stop the
killings.
e Obstacle:

o The U.S., haunted by the Somalia debacle (1993),
opposed intervention.

o China and Russia resisted calling the situation a
“genocide” to avoid triggering legal obligations under
the Genocide Convention.

o Outcome:

o The UNSC downsized its peacekeeping mission instead
of reinforcing it.

o By the time the Council acted, hundreds of thousands
were dead.

3.3.3 Lessons from Rwanda

e The veto need not be exercised to create paralysis — threats of
a veto are often enough to delay lifesaving action.
e Rwanda remains a case study in moral failure for the UNSC.
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3.4 The Syrian Civil War, 2011-Present
3.4.1 A Humanitarian Catastrophe

e The Syrian Civil War has killed over 500,000 people and
displaced 13 million.

e Chemical weapons, sieges, and indiscriminate bombings created
one of the worst humanitarian crises since WWII.

3.4.2 The Russian and Chinese Veto Blockade

e Since 2011, Russia has vetoed 17 resolutions on Syria, often
joined by China. These included proposals to:
o Sanction the Assad regime
o Establish humanitarian corridors
o Investigate chemical attacks

e Russia cited “sovereignty” and “Western interference” as
justifications.

3.4.3 Consequences

e UNSC’s failure to act prolonged the conflict.
o Civilians bore the brunt of geopolitical rivalries.

« Regional instability spilled into Iraqg, Lebanon, and Europe,
fueling terrorism and refugee crises.

3.5 The Ukraine War, 2022—Present
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3.5.1 Russia’s Invasion

e InFebruary 2022, Russia launched a full-scale invasion of

Ukraine.
e The UNSC attempted to adopt a resolution condemning

Moscow’s actions.

3.5.2 Russia’s Veto and Global Response

e Russia vetoed the resolution immediately.
e The issue was referred to the UN General Assembly, where
141 countries voted to condemn Russia — but GA resolutions

are non-binding.

3.5.3 The Veto Trap in Action

Russia’s conflict of interest demonstrated a fundamental flaw:
o A P5 nation accused of aggression can veto
accountability measures against itself.
e This has reignited calls for UNSC reform and limitations on
veto usage in cases involving war crimes or genocide.

3.6 Comparative Snapshot: Vetoes with
Global Impact
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Veto Power

Crisis Year Resolution Purpose Outcome
Used By

Greece Crisis 1947 USSR Western intervention Blocked

KoreaWar 1950 USSR (absent) UN military Passed
response

Hungary 1956 Ussr Condemn Soviet g0

Uprising invasion

Palestine- 1982 US. _Condfemn Israeli Blocked

Israel invasion

Rwanda

Genocide 1994 Threatened veto Deploy peacekeepers Delayed

Syria 2011 . . Sanctions, aid,

Conflict 18 Russia, China investigations Blocked

Ukraine War 2022 Russia Condemn invasion  Blocked

Key Insights from Chapter 3

e The veto has reshaped history — sometimes protecting
sovereignty, but often prolonging human suffering.

« Cold War rivalry entrenched the veto as a tool of ideological
warfare.

e Inmodern times, Syria and Ukraine highlight the UNSC’s
crippling inability to resolve conflicts involving P5 interests.

e The moral legitimacy of the Security Council is increasingly
questioned.
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Chapter 4: The Humanitarian Cost of
the Veto

The Veto Trap: Has the Security Council Outlived Its Relevance?

4.1 When Lives Collide with Geopolitics

4.1.1 The Moral Equation of Delay

Every week of Security Council deadlock during an active atrocity
translates into avoidable deaths, displacement, disease, and
infrastructure collapse. The veto does not merely halt a vote; it freezes
access, funding, investigations, and coordination, multiplying harm
through:

Interrupted aid pipelines (fuel, grain, medicine, cash transfers)
Stalled ceasefire negotiations and deconfliction mechanisms
No-strike list failures and civilian-harm tracking gaps
Impunity signals that embolden perpetrators

4.1.2 Legal and Ethical Frame

International Humanitarian Law (IHL): Distinction,
proportionality, military necessity, precaution.

Genocide Convention: Duty to prevent and punish.
Responsibility to Protect (R2P): States’ primary duty;
international community’s residual duty when states are
“unwilling or unable.”

Human Rights Treaties: Non-derogable protections in conflict
and occupation.
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Ethical Imperative: When veto power protects interests over
human beings, the institution inverts its purpose.

4.2 Case Studies: The Price of Paralysis

4.2.1 Rwanda (1994): A Genocide Foretold

Signal failures: Advance intelligence and field warnings were
not matched by a robust mandate.

Council action: The mission was downsized as killings
accelerated; threats of veto deterred stronger measures.

Human cost: ~800,000 Tutsi and moderate Hutu murdered in
~100 days; after-action inquiries called the failure catastrophic.
Lesson: A veto need not be cast to cause harm; the threat of a
veto can paralyze prevention.

4.2.2 Bosnia (1992-1995): Safe Areas, Unsafe Lives

UN “safe areas” (e.g., Srebrenica) lacked adequate protection;
restrictive mandates and political divisions constrained force.
Outcome: Mass atrocity in Srebrenica; the gap between
declared protection and credible defense became fatal.
Lesson: Protection without enforcement credibility can invite
attack.

4.2.3 Syria (2011-present): The Veto as a War-Cycle
Multiplier

Veto sequence: Repeated blocks on sanctions, chemical-
weapons attribution, and cross-border aid mechanisms.
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e Human cost: 500,000+ killed; 13+ million displaced; medical
neutrality repeatedly violated.

o Lesson: Veto-induced investigative gaps erase accountability,
enabling recurrence.

4.2.4 Yemen (2015—present): Hunger by Procedure

e Council divisions hampered ceasefire consolidation and
inspection regimes, complicating port access and fuel flows.

e Human cost: Widespread malnutrition, cholera outbreaks, and
the world’s most acute humanitarian crisis for several years.

e Lesson: Procedural paralysis (mandate scope, designation
wording) can starve civilians.

4.2.5 Israel-Palestine (recurring): Ceasefire vs. Shielding
Allies

o Pattern: Vetoes and threatened vetoes repeatedly forestall
ceasefire demands, accountability mechanisms, and settlement-
censure.

e Human cost: Cycles of civilian casualties, critical-infrastructure
damage, and generational trauma.

e Lesson: When an ally’s protection is prioritized over minimal
humanitarian baselines, the UN’s impartiality is questioned by
global publics.

4.2.6 Ukraine (2022—present): Judge in Its Own Case

e Structural flaw: A permanent member accused of aggression
can veto censure and coercive measures against itself.

« Human cost: Persistent strikes on civilian infrastructure,
displacement across Europe, global food and energy shocks.

e Lesson: The architecture fails at exactly the moment it is most
needed.
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4.3 Roles & Responsibilities in a Veto-
Constrained World

4.3.1 Permanent Five (P5)

o Do: Exercise veto restraint in mass-atrocity contexts; support
independent investigation mechanisms; ring-fence
humanitarian access from geopolitics.

« Don’t: Trade humanitarian corridors for unrelated concessions;
dilute fact-finding or monitoring language.

4.3.2 Elected Ten (E10)

o Do: Orchestrate cross-regional coalitions, table “clean
humanitarian drafts,” demand sunset/renewal clauses tied to
civilian-harm metrics.

e Leverage: Public opinion, GA emergency sessions, and
penholder rotation to keep files active.

4.3.3 Secretary-General & UN System (OCHA, OHCHR,
UNICEF, WFP, WHO, UNHCR)

e Do: Issue Early Warning Notes to the Council; expand
civilian-harm tracking; maintain no-strike lists; standardize
deconfliction.

e Leverage: Article 99 (bring threats to peace to the Council),
public briefings, and independent data consortia.

4.3.4 Member States & Regional Orgs (AU, EU, ASEAN,
LAS)
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o Do: Activate regional peace operations, cross-border aid, and
Uniting for Peace GA pathways; support hybrid tribunals
when SC is blocked.

4.3.5 Civil Society, Media, and Tech Platforms

o Do: Preserve digital evidence (chain-of-custody), open-source
verification, and survivor-centered reporting; counter
disinformation that undermines humanitarian access.

4.4 Global Best Practices When the Council
Stalls

1. Veto Restraint Pledges

o French—-Mexican initiative and ACT Code of
Conduct: P5/E10 commit not to block action in cases of
genocide, crimes against humanity, or war crimes.

2. Humanitarian Carve-Outs

o Automatic protection for food, fuel, medicine, WASH,
and medical evacuations in all sanctions and
counterterrorism measures.

3. Uniting for Peace (GA Emergency Special Sessions)

o When the Council is blocked, the General Assembly
can recommend collective measures and unlock political
momentum, funding, and monitoring.

4. Independent Mechanisms

o Support evidence-preservation bodies (e.g., Syria,
Myanmar) to document atrocities for future
prosecutions.

5. Mandated Civilian-Harm Mitigation (CHM)
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o Require CHM officers and quarterly civilian impact
reviews in every mission; tie mandate renewals to
humanitarian performance.

4.5 Ethical Standards for Decision-Makers

4.5.1 The Veto Ethics Test (4 Questions)

1. Atrocity Threshold: Are mass-atrocity indicators (killings,

ethnic targeting, siege starvation) present?

Last Resort: Have non-coercive options been exhausted?

3. Humanitarian Proportionality: Will a veto cause greater
foreseeable civilian harm than allowing the measure to pass?

4. Accountability Path: If vetoing, what alternative protection or
accountability path will be activated immediately?

N

4.5.2 Duty of Explanation

Any veto in suspected mass-atrocity contexts should be accompanied
by a public written justification addressing the four tests above.

4.6 Modern Applications: Tools to Reduce
Harm Now

4.6.1 Humanitarian Access Blueprint (48-Hour Package)

o Deconfliction Cell: Shared hotline + geofenced “no-strike”
overlays.
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Rapid Corridors: Pre-cleared routes, standardized inspection
SOPs, and agreed truck-turnaround targets.

Fuel & Power Guarantees: Minimum megawatt/tonnage
thresholds for hospitals, water, and cold chains.

Financial Rails: Humanitarian banking channels with
AML/CFT safeguards to keep cash-based assistance flowing.

4.6.2 Civilian-Harm Dashboard (for Mandate Renewals)

Track monthly:

Civilian fatalities & injuries (sex/age disaggregated)
Attacks on healthcare/education

Aid convoy denials/delays

Fuel/food/medicine pipeline uptime

Displacement flows

Incidents investigated & adjudicated

Use color-coded thresholds to trigger automatic Council briefings and
GA escalation when the Council is blocked.

4.6.3 Smart Sanctions & Carve-Outs

Target: Responsible elites, command nodes, dual-use
procurement—not basic commodities.

Protect: Agricultural inputs, medical supply chains, telecoms
for humanitarian ops.

4.6.4 Digital Evidence & OSINT Consortium

Protocol: Secure ingestion, hashing, geo-verification, and
chain-of-custody for courts and future accountability.
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4.7 Templates & Checklists (Ready to Use)

A. Veto Restraint Commitment (One-Page)

Scope: Genocide, crimes against humanity, war crimes.
Pledge: No vetoes on ceasefire, humanitarian access, or
independent investigation resolutions meeting atrocity
thresholds.

Transparency: Publish justifications within 24 hours for any
negative vote.

B. Humanitarian Corridor SOP (Two-Page)

1.
2.
3.

4.

Routing & Timing (windows, waypoints, alternates)
Inspection Protocol (non-intrusive scanning, max dwell times)
Contact Matrix (military ops rooms, UN focal points, NGO
leads)

Escalation Ladder (from field halt to Council/GA notification)

C. Civilian-Harm Mitigation Checklist

No-strike list synced daily

Blast-radius modeling for urban strikes

Post-strike assessments within 72 hours
Reparations/assistance pathway communicated publicly

4.8 What Reform Would Save the Most
Lives Fast? (Top 5)
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1. Automatic Humanitarian Renewal: Cross-border aid &
deconfliction mandates renew unless a supermajority votes to
halt.

2. Supermajority Override: 12/15 votes can override a single
veto on narrowly defined humanitarian files.

3. Article 99 Revitalization: Secretary-General can compel an
open meeting and written responses when atrocity indicators
surge.

4. Standing Investigative Mechanism: Council-independent body
that activates on mass-atrocity triggers.

5. GA-Backed Humanitarian Bonds: Rapid financing for
corridors, reconstruction of hospitals, water, and power while
politics catch up.

Key Insights from Chapter 4

e The veto converts procedural disagreement into material
suffering.

e Threats of a veto are often as harmful as a cast veto.

e Practical workarounds—veto restraint, humanitarian carve-
outs, GA emergency sessions, independent evidence bodies—
save lives now.

o Ethics and leadership demand public justification, civilian-
harm accounting, and automatic protections insulated from
geopolitics.

Page | 37



Chapter 5: Power Imbalance and Global
Inequality

The Veto Trap: Has the Security Council Outlived Its Relevance?

5.1 P5 Dominance vs. Global South
Marginalization

5.1.1 The Unequal Architecture

The United Nations Security Council (UNSC) was designed in 1945
to reflect the power realities of the post-World War Il era.

e Five Permanent Members (P5) — United States, Russia
(formerly USSR), China, United Kingdom, and France —
were granted veto power.

e Ten Non-Permanent Members (E10) are elected for two-year
terms without veto rights.

e The General Assembly, with 193 members, has no binding
power on security matters.

This structure entrenches hierarchical governance where 5 nations
control decisions affecting the entire globe.

Fact: The P5 represent ~27% of the world’s population but 100% of
UNSC veto power.

5.1.2 Geographical Imbalance
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The UNSC’s composition fails to reflect modern demographics and
power distributions:

Africa: 54 UN members, 0 permanent seats.

Latin America: 33 UN members, 0 permanent seats.
Asia-Pacific: 48 UN members, 1 permanent seat (China).
Europe: 44 members, 2 permanent seats (UK & France).

Region UN Member Permanent Non-Permanent
g States Seats Seats
Africa 54 0 3

Asia- .

Pacific 48 1 (China) 2

Europe 44 2 (UK, France) 1

Americas 35 1(U.S) 2

Middle

East 14 0 1

Insight: A continent like Africa, home to 1.4 billion people and
contributing the largest share of UN peacekeepers, lacks any
permanent voice in UNSC decisions.

5.1.3 Wealth vs. Representation

Many middle powers — India, Brazil, South Africa, Indonesia,
Turkey, Nigeria, and Mexico — have growing economic and political
influence but remain excluded from permanent decision-making.
This exclusion undermines UNSC legitimacy, as rising powers
increasingly challenge its authority.
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5.2 The Global South’s Fight for
Representation

5.2.1 Africa’s Ezulwini Consensus

In 2005, the African Union adopted the Ezulwini Consensus,
demanding:

o Two permanent seats for Africa with veto power.
« Five non-permanent seats for African representation.
e Rebalancing UNSC authority to reflect demographic realities.

However, the P5 have not acted on these demands, fearing dilution of
their influence.

5.2.2 India’s Case for Permanent Membership
India’s argument is anchored in:

« Being the world’s most populous nation (~1.4B people).

e Third-largest economy by PPP.

e Leading contributor to UN peacekeeping missions.

e Regional dominance in South Asia.

Despite broad support from the U.S., Russia, France, and the UK,
China’s opposition blocks India’s bid, showcasing how P5 politics
stall reform.

5.2.3 Latin America and Brazil’s Leadership
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« Latin America has no permanent seat despite its role in global
food security, environmental stewardship, and peacekeeping.

e Brazil, a G4 reform leader alongside India, Germany, and
Japan, pushes for permanent membership, yet faces U.S. and
China’s ambivalence.

5.2.4 The G4 Alliance and Its Struggles

The G4 — India, Brazil, Japan, and Germany — champions UNSC
reform:

o Advocates for expanded permanent membership to reflect
21st-century power realities.

o Faces opposition from the Uniting for Consensus (UfC) bloc
led by Pakistan, Italy, South Korea, and Argentina, which
favors expansion without new veto powers.

5.3 Emerging Powers and Shifting Global
Dynamics
5.3.1 Rise of Middle Powers
The geopolitical landscape has shifted since 1945:
e India, Brazil, South Africa, Indonesia, Nigeria, and Turkey
wield significant influence in regional and global affairs.

e G20 economies now represent ~85% of global GDP, yet half
lack permanent UNSC representation.
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5.3.2 BRICS, G20, and Regional Coalitions

e BRICS (Brazil, Russia, India, China, South Africa) increasingly
challenge P5 hegemony by coordinating positions outside the
UNSC.

e G20 forums often bypass UNSC deadlock to discuss security-
adjacent issues like sanctions, energy stability, and food
security.

e Regional organizations — African Union (AU), ASEAN, and
Gulf Cooperation Council (GCC) — are stepping in where the
UNSC fails.

5.3.3 The Risk of Irrelevance
As alternative power structures emerge:

e UNSC’s credibility erodes.

e Global players may ignore UNSC authority and act
unilaterally.

o Example: NATO’s 1999 Kosovo intervention bypassed the
UNSC due to Russian veto threats.

5.4 Ethical and Strategic Implications

5.4.1 Democracy Deficit in Global Governance

o P5 privilege violates the principle of sovereign equality under
the UN Charter.
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o Smaller states feel disenfranchised, undermining trust in
multilateralism.

e Humanitarian decisions are dominated by geopolitical
bargaining, not ethical imperatives.

5.4.2 The Veto as a Barrier to Justice

o When P5 states use their veto to shield allies, they block
investigations, delay humanitarian aid, and prevent
accountability.

e This structural injustice disproportionately affects developing
nations, where most modern conflicts occur.

5.4.3 Calls for Veto Restraint

e France-Mexico Initiative: Urges P5 to voluntarily suspend
veto use in cases of mass atrocities.

e ACT Code of Conduct: Signed by 120+ UN members,
demanding veto restraint where civilians face grave danger.

e Outcome: Despite widespread support, no binding mechanism
exists to enforce restraint.

5.5 Case Study: Africa’s Marginalization

5.5.1 Peacekeepers Without Voice
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o Africa contributes ~50% of UN peacekeeping personnel, yet
has no permanent seat to influence where, when, and how
those missions operate.

5.5.2 The Libya Intervention, 2011

e The UNSC authorized NATQ’s intervention under Resolution
1973.

o African Union states argued they were sidelined from decision-
making despite Libya’s regional proximity.

o Aftermath: Libya descended into chaos, fueling terrorism and
destabilizing the Sahel.

5.5.3 Lessons

o When key stakeholders are excluded, policy misalignments
worsen outcomes.

o Representation is not symbolic — it determines lives saved or
lost.

5.6 Proposals for Correcting Global
Inequality

Proposal Description Supporters  Challenges
Add India, Japan, US. UK China’s
G4 Reform Germany, Brazil as . ' opposition, UfC
France .
permanent members resistance
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Proposal Description Supporters  Challenges

African 2 seats with veto AU, Global
Permanent . P5 reluctance
Seats rights South

Voluntary P5

Veto Restraint suspension durin France, Non-binding,
Mechanism P | curing Mexico, ACT no enforcement

mass atrocities

Decisions tied to Complex
Weighted GDP, population, or  Think tanks, oIitin;aII '
Voting System peacekeeping academics PO ucaly

o sensitive

contributions
Perl_odlc UNSC structure Reform NO CONSensus
Review of reassessed every 15

Membership  years advocates ~ among P5

5.7 Key Insights from Chapter 5

e The UNSC'’s structure reflects 1945 power realities, not
today’s multipolar world.

o Global South voices — representing two-thirds of humanity
— remain marginalized.

o Reform efforts are fragmented, stalled by P5 resistance and
intra-regional rivalries.

e Without greater inclusivity, the UNSC risks irrelevance in
managing 21st-century security challenges.
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Chapter 6: Roles and Responsibilities of
the P5

The Veto Trap: Has the Security Council Outlived Its Relevance?

6.1 The P5 as Global Security Guardians

The United Nations Security Council (UNSC) grants the Permanent
Five (P5) — United States, Russia, China, United Kingdom, and
France — special privileges as the principal custodians of
international peace and security. Their roles carry immense power
but also equally immense responsibilities under the UN Charter,
international law, and moral imperatives.

UN Charter, Article 24(1):

“Members confer on the Security Council primary responsibility for the
maintenance of international peace and security, and agree that in
carrying out its duties the Security Council acts on their behalf.”

Despite this mandate, the P5 frequently prioritize strategic interests
over collective security, often weaponizing the veto. This chapter
explores their legal, ethical, and leadership responsibilities — and the
consequences of failing them.

6.2 Legal Duties of the P5 Under
International Law
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6.2.1 Upholding the UN Charter

e Primary Obligation: Maintain international peace and
prevent aggression.

o Secondary Obligation: Respect sovereignty, territorial
integrity, and human rights.

6.2.2 Compliance with International Humanitarian Law
(IHL)

e P5 nations are bound by:
o Geneva Conventions (1949): Protection of civilians in
armed conflict.
o Responsibility to Protect (R2P): Obligation to prevent
genocide, ethnic cleansing, and war crimes.
o Customary International Law: Prohibition on
aggression and collective punishment.

6.2.3 Accountability Mechanisms

e International Court of Justice (ICJ) rulings are binding but
often ignored by P5 when inconvenient.

e International Criminal Court (ICC) referrals require UNSC
consensus — often blocked by veto politics.

6.3 Ethical Obligations of the P5

6.3.1 Responsibility to Protect (R2P)

Adopted in 2005, R2P commits UNSC members to act when a state
fails to protect its population from mass atrocities. Yet:
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Syria (2011—present): Russia and China vetoed 17 resolutions,
crippling aid delivery and accountability.

Myanmar (2017): China vetoed sanctions after the Rohingya
crisis, prioritizing strategic ties.

6.3.2 Moral Leadership in Peacekeeping

P5 members must fund, authorize, and support peacekeeping
missions.

Yet, political rivalries often undermine deployments, leaving
conflicts unresolved.

Example: Darfur (2007) — delays in authorization led to
hundreds of thousands dead.

6.3.3 Balancing National Interests with Global Security

P5 powers frequently shield allies despite widespread human rights

abuses:

U.S.: Protecting Israel from censure over Gaza and West Bank
actions.

Russia: Blocking sanctions against Syria despite chemical
Weapons use.

China: Shielding Myanmar, North Korea, and Iran from
punitive measures.

Ethical paradox: The P5 act as judges and defendants
simultaneously, undermining UNSC legitimacy.
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6.4 Leadership Analysis of Each P5 Member

6.4.1 United States

« Strengths: Diplomatic influence, financial contributions (~22%
of UN budget).
o Failures:
o Overuse of veto to protect Israel (45+ times).
o Bypassing UNSC for military interventions (lraq 2003).
e Case Study: Vietnam War (1970s) — U.S. vetoed resolutions
condemning its actions.

6.4.2 Russia

o Strengths: Robust military presence, historical leverage over
Eurasian security.
o Failures:
o Most frequent veto user since 2011, particularly on
Syria.
o Ukraine invasion (2022) — Russia vetoed resolutions
condemning its aggression.
o Case Study: Russia’s veto prevented accountability for war
crimes in Ukraine.

6.4.3 China
o Strengths: Increasingly influential in Global South alliances
and development financing.
o Failures:
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o Opposes measures targeting allies (Myanmar, North
Korea, Iran).
o Expands veto use to counter Western influence.
e Case Study: South China Sea disputes — China blocks UNSC
discussions on its maritime claims.

6.4.4 United Kingdom

e Strengths: Active supporter of humanitarian interventions
and climate diplomacy.
o Failures:
o Participation in Iraq War (2003) without UNSC
authorization damaged credibility.
o Supports U.S. vetoes on lIsrael-Palestine resolutions.
e Case Study: UK’s dual role as humanitarian leader and
strategic ally highlights internal contradictions.

6.4.5 France

o Strengths: Leadership in peacekeeping missions (e.g., Mali,
Central African Republic).
o Failures:
o Limited global influence compared to other P5 members.
o Uses veto selectively to protect African interests.
o Case Study: France advocates veto restraint but has yet to
codify the practice.

6.5 Consequences of P5 Failures
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6.5.1 Erosion of UNSC Legitimacy

o Perception of P5 dominance reduces trust among Global
South nations.

e Rising powers question UNSC’s relevance and increasingly
bypass it.

6.5.2 Humanitarian Disasters

e Syria: Delayed aid, prolonged war.

e Yemen: Hunger crises exacerbated by veto-blocked
investigations.

o Rwanda: Failure to prevent genocide.

6.5.3 Rise of Alternative Power Structures

e BRICS, G20, AU Peace and Security Council, and ASEAN-
led forums fill gaps left by UNSC paralysis.
o Regional powers act unilaterally when UNSC mechanisms fail.

6.6 Accountability Frameworks and Best
Practices

6.6.1 Veto Restraint Initiatives

e France-Mexico Proposal: Suspend veto during mass
atrocities.

e« ACT Code of Conduct: 120+ UN members commit to ethical
veto use.

6.6.2 Transparency Mechanisms
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« Public explanations for every veto to increase accountability.
« Mandatory civilian impact assessments before vetoing
humanitarian resolutions.

6.6.3 Independent Oversight

o Establish a Veto Oversight Panel of independent experts:
o Reviews vetoed resolutions.
o Publishes annual reports on humanitarian consequences.
o Recommends alternative pathways like GA
Emergency Sessions.

6.7 Case Study: The Ukraine Crisis and
UNSC Paralysis

6.7.1 Timeline

o Feb 2022: Russia invades Ukraine.

e UNSC Vote: 11 votes in favor of condemnation, 1 veto by
Russia.

e GA Resolution: 141 countries condemn invasion — but non-
binding.

6.7.2 Implications

e The aggressor sits as judge over its own case.
o Heightened calls for:
o Automatic veto suspension when a P5 member is
directly involved.
o Transfer of authority to the General Assembly in such
scenarios.
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6.8 Key Insights from Chapter 6

e The P5 hold extraordinary power but often fail their
collective security mandate.

o Geopolitical interests override humanitarian imperatives,
undermining UNSC credibility.

e Mechanisms like veto restraint, transparency mandates, and
independent oversight are essential for restoring trust.

e Without reform and accountability, the UNSC risks
irrelevance in the 21st century.
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Chapter 7: Global Best Practices in
Multilateral Governance

The Veto Trap: Has the Security Council Outlived Its Relevance?

7.1 Learning from Other Multilateral
Institutions

The United Nations Security Council (UNSC) wields unmatched
authority under international law, but its structural paralysis has
prompted scrutiny. Examining other multilateral institutions offers
valuable lessons on decision-making, conflict resolution,
humanitarian response, and collective security without the burden of
a veto trap.

7.1.1 European Union (EU): Qualified Majority Voting
(QMV)

« Decision-Making Model:
o Most EU decisions use Qualified Majority Voting
rather than unanimity.
o A decision passes if:
= 55% of member states vote in favor,
representing at least 65% of the EU
population.
e Advantages:
o Reduces the power of single-state obstruction.
o Ensures demographic weight influences decisions.
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e Lesson for UNSC:
o Adopt a weighted voting mechanism where votes
reflect population, GDP, or peacekeeping
contributions.

7.1.2 NATO: Consensus Without Veto

Principle: NATO operates by consensus — all 32 members
must agree — but no veto mechanism exists.
Best Practices:
o Extensive pre-negotiation diplomacy to resolve
disputes before formal voting.
o Clear, narrow mandates tied to collective defense.
Example:
o Article 5 invocation after 9/11 attacks showed NATO’s
ability to act swiftly and decisively.
Lesson for UNSC:
o Invest in informal diplomacy frameworks and early
consensus-building mechanisms.

7.1.3 African Union (AU): The Peace and Security Council
(PSC)

o Composition: 15 members, like the UNSC, but no permanent
members or veto power.
o Key Features:
o Early Warning System: Identifies crises before
escalation.

Page | 55



o Automatic Humanitarian Triggers: The AU can
deploy forces without unanimity if a crisis threatens
regional stability.

o Example:

o Burundi (2015) — AU authorized intervention quickly

where the UNSC stalled.
e Lesson for UNSC:

o Establish a rapid-response mechanism insulated from

P5 politics.

7.1.4 ASEAN: Preventive Diplomacy & Consensus Culture

« Principle: The Association of Southeast Asian Nations
(ASEAN) relies on consensus decision-making, prioritizing
dialogue and non-interference.

e Best Practices:

o Uses informal platforms like the ASEAN Regional
Forum (ARF) for confidence-building.

o Promotes quiet diplomacy to avoid confrontations that
block progress.

e Lesson for UNSC:

o Introduce informal, off-the-record mediation channels
to bypass public veto theatrics.

7.1.5 International Criminal Court (ICC): Independent
Accountability

e Mandate: Investigates and prosecutes individuals for genocide,
war crimes, and crimes against humanity.
e Best Practices:
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o Independence from state-controlled vetoes.
Uses evidence-based investigations rather than political
bargaining.
e Challenge:
o UNSC referrals to the ICC are still subject to P5 vetoes.
e Lesson for UNSC:
o Delegate atrocity-response triggers to independent
judicial bodies.

7.2 Innovative Decision-Making Models

7.2.1 Weighted Voting Systems
Instead of one-nation-one-vote, allocate voting power based on:

e Population size

« Financial contributions to the UN budget

o Peacekeeping commitments

e Humanitarian aid funding

Example: The World Bank uses weighted voting based on financial
contributions.

7.2.2 Supermajority Override of the Veto

o Introduce a 12/15 “supermajority rule” to override a P5 veto.

« Applies only in humanitarian crises and mass-atrocity
contexts.

« Balances sovereignty concerns with humanitarian
imperatives.
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7.2.3 Time-Bound Veto Powers

e Any veto automatically expires after 60-90 days unless two
additional P5 members reaffirm it.

e Encourages reassessment and dynamic negotiation rather than
permanent deadlocks.

7.2.4 Standing Humanitarian Mechanism

o Create a separate independent body empowered to:
o Approve humanitarian corridors
o Mandate aid deliveries
o Authorize ceasefire monitors
e This bypasses veto politics when civilian protection thresholds
are crossed.

7.2.5 Article 99 Revival

o UN Secretary-General invokes Article 99 of the Charter to
compel UNSC debates when crises escalate.

o Could be institutionalized to trigger automatic special
sessions when early-warning systems detect atrocity risks.

7.3 Crisis Response Playbooks
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7.3.1 Pre-Authorized Rapid Deployment

o Adopt pre-approved mandates for UN humanitarian task

forces:
o Ready to deploy within 72 hours.
o Not subject to fresh UNSC voting during crises.
o Backed by regional logistics hubs.

7.3.2 “Blue Corridors” for Humanitarian Aid

e Automatic activation of protected aid routes when:
o Civilian displacement exceeds 500,000.
o Food insecurity hits emergency levels.
o Hospitals are deliberately targeted.
e Could be coordinated by UN OCHA, with GA endorsement if

UNSC is blocked.

7.3.3 Digital Governance Tools

e Al-driven early warning dashboards:
o Monitor conflict escalations, civilian casualties, and

aid bottlenecks in real time.
o Feed directly into UNSC deliberations and General

Assembly emergency alerts.

7.4 Global Best Practices for Transparency
and Accountability
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. Decision-
Institution Making
Weighted
EU voting
NATO Consensus

without veto

AU PSC No veto, early

warning
ASEAN Consensus
culture
ICC Independent

investigations

Accountability UNSC Reform
Mechanism Lesson

Public explanations Use population-
for each decision  sensitive systems

Replace veto with

Collective pre-negotiated

responsibility

consensus
Rapid deployment Ihnt}:gglrjl(i:farian
protocols .
triggers
Informal mediation Use quiet
frameworks diplomacy channels
Delegate

Judicial oversight — accountability tasks
outside UNSC

7.5 Ethical Standards for Multilateral

Reform

7.5.1 Guiding Principles

1. Equity: Representation must reflect 21st-century

demographics.

2. Transparency: Every veto or override should have public

justification.

3. Humanitarian Primacy: Civilian protection must outweigh

geopolitics.

4. Accountability: Embed performance metrics into UNSC

mandates.
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7.5.2 The R2P Test for All Bodies
Before exercising veto or blocking aid, ask:

o Will this decision increase or reduce civilian suffering?
o Are there alternative mechanisms to achieve protection?
e Does this uphold the spirit of the UN Charter?

7.6 Key Insights from Chapter 7

o Other multilateral institutions provide flexible decision-making
frameworks without a veto trap.

o Weighted voting, humanitarian carve-outs, and rapid
deployment triggers can enhance collective action.

o Independent accountability bodies like the ICC offer models for
evidence-based justice.

e Without adopting best practices, the UNSC risks becoming
obsolete in an era of multipolar security governance.
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Chapter 8: The Debate on Security
Council Reform

The Veto Trap: Has the Security Council Outlived Its Relevance?

8.1 Why Reform, Why Now? — The
Strategic Context

The UN Security Council (UNSC) still mirrors 1945 power realities
while today’s world is multipolar and crisis-prone. Persistent veto
deadlock, under-representation of the Global South, and new threat
vectors (cyber, Al, pandemics, climate security) have made reform both
a legitimacy and effectiveness imperative. Reform debates cluster
around who sits at the table, how decisions are made, and how the
veto is used or restrained.

8.2 A Short History of (Mostly) Stalled
Reform

e 1965 Expansion: From 11 to 15 members; 10 elected seats
(E10) introduced regional rotation—Dbut no change to P5 or the
veto.

e 1993—present: Open-ended working groups and
Intergovernmental Negotiations (IGN) on equitable
representation and working methods.
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2005 World Summit: Competing packages (notably from G4,
African Union, and Uniting for Consensus) produced no
consensus.

Working-methods gains: More open debates, Arria-formula
briefings, better penholder transparency; but core composition
& veto rules remain intact.

Veto-explanation norm: A growing practice that any cast veto
is publicly explained and debated in the General Assembly—
raising political cost but not changing outcomes.

8.3 The Main Camps & Their Proposals

8.3.1 G4 Proposal (India, Japan, Germany, Brazil)

Ask: Add new permanent seats (G4 + Africa’s representation),
with or without immediate veto rights; expand non-permanent
category.

Rationale: Demographic weight, economic clout, peacekeeping
record, regional leadership.

Obstacles: Regional rivals (e.g., Pakistan vs India; Italy vs
Germany; South Korea vs Japan), and hesitation from some P5
on new veto holders.

8.3.2 African Union — Ezulwini Consensus

Ask: Two permanent African seats with veto + additional
non-permanent seats.

Principle: If the veto exists, Africa must hold it; otherwise,
abolish veto for all.

Obstacles: P5 reluctance to expand veto holders; intra-African
competition for which states fill seats.
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8.3.3 Uniting for Consensus (UfC, “Coffee Club”)

Ask: No new permanent seats; create longer-term renewable
seats (810 years) and/or more non-permanent seats.
Rationale: Avoid entrenching new privileged elites; keep
Council flexible and reviewable.

Obstacles: Leaves Global South without permanent voice; G4
and AU view as insufficient.

8.3.4 L.69 Group & Wider Global South Coalitions

Ask: Expansion in both categories (permanent and non-
permanent), with special emphasis on Africa, Asia, and Latin
America/Caribbean.

Rationale: Correct historical under-representation; reflect
population and regional diversity.

Obstacles: Balancing regional claimants; managing veto
politics.

8.3.5 S-5 & Working-Methods Reformers

Focus: Transparency, inclusivity, accountability—earlier
circulation of drafts, broader penholdership (not just P3), more
civil-society briefings, systematic civilian-harm and
humanitarian impact annexes.

8.3.6 Veto-Restraint Initiatives

French—Mexican Initiative: Voluntary P5 pledge not to veto in
mass-atrocity situations.

ACT Code of Conduct: A broader membership commitment to
support timely action when genocide/war-crimes risks are
present.
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Practice trend: Public justification & GA debates after

vetoes—naming-and-explaining increases reputational

constraints.

8.4 The Hard Law: What It Takes to Amend
the Charter

Avrticles to amend: 23 (membership), 27 (voting/veto), 108/109
(amendment procedures & review conference).

Threshold: Two-thirds General Assembly approval and
ratification by all P5.

Implication: Any reform touching the veto or permanent
seats effectively grants each P5 a pocket veto over reform
itself.

8.5 What’s Actually Feasible? — Three
“Baskets”

1. Membership (who sits): Add permanent, longer-term

renewable, and/or more non-permanent seats; add regional or
cross-regional allocations (e.g., 2 Africa, 1 Latin America, 1
Asia, 1 Arab state).

Decision-making (how votes count): Options include
supermajority overrides, double-majority (members +
population/GDP), or issue-specific caps on the veto
(humanitarian files).

Working methods (how the Council behaves): Immediate gains
without Charter change—penholdership rotation, compulsory
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civilian-impact annexes, open drafting, stronger E10
caucusing, and Article 99 activation norms.

8.6 Comparative Models on the Table (with
Pros & Cons)

Model A — “G4+Africa Permanent Expansion”

What: Add 6 permanent seats (G4 + 2 Africa), no immediate veto
(sunrise review in 10 years); add 3—4 non-permanent seats.

Pros: Big legitimacy boost; addresses Africa & major powers.
Cons: Requires Charter change; P5 ratification risk; regional rival
pushback.

Model B — “Regional Permanent Seats” (Collective Seats)

What: Allocate regional permanent chairs (e.g., Africa-2, Asia-2,
Americas-1, Arab-1) selected by the region; no individual veto.

Pros: Sidesteps rivalry over which capital gets the flag; durable
regional voice.

Cons: Complex regional politics; accountability of rotating occupants.

Model C — “Longer-Term Renewable Seats” (UfC)

What: Create 8-10 year seats, renewable, across regions; expand E10
to E14-E18.

Pros: Politically more achievable; avoids creating new veto elites.
Cons: Perceived as half-measure; doesn’t solve permanent under-
representation.

Model D — “Humanitarian Supermajority Override”
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What: On atrocity/humanitarian files, allow 12/15 votes to override
one veto; or require two concurrent P5 vetoes to block.

Pros: Saves lives; narrows scope of veto without scrapping it.

Cons: Charter amendment needed; P5 resistance likely.

Model E — “Time-Bound Veto”

What: A veto expires in 60-90 days unless co-signed by another P5;
GA can sustain or overturn via special vote.

Pros: Converts permanent block into re-negotiable pause.

Cons: Complex design; constitutional pushback.

Model F — “Working-Methods Maximalism (No Charter
Change)”

What: Mandate public veto justifications, expand penholdership
beyond P3, require civilian-harm annexes, routinize Arria briefings,
codify Article 99 early warnings, and E10 joint penholdership.
Pros: Immediately doable; builds momentum; raises veto cost.
Cons: Doesn’t fix representation or the veto’s legal bite.

8.7 Roles & Responsibilities in the Reform
Arena

« P5: Signal good-faith by endorsing veto-restraint and
working-methods reforms now; keep an open lane for Africa
and at least one major Asian democracy in any expansion.

e E10 (elected members): Act as bridge-builders; co-penhold
humanitarian files; publish model texts that any future
expansion could adopt.
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o Regional Groups/AU/ASEAN/LAS/EU/OAS: Table regional
seat designs, selection rules, and conflict-of-interest
safeguards.

e G4 & L.69: Maintain a joint floor text balancing permanent
seats with veto restraint and review clauses.

e UfC: Advance longer-term seat mechanics as interim wins
while keeping the door open to a sunrise to permanence if
metrics are met.

o Secretary-General: Normalize Article 99 alerts; provide
neutral technical papers on seat formulas and veto-impact
modeling.

e Civil Society & Think Tanks: Produce comparative
simulations, publish Civilian-Impact Scores, and track reform
KPls.

8.8 Ethics Framework for Council Reform

o Representation Justice: Two-thirds of humanity (Global
South) must see themselves in the room.

e Humanitarian Primacy: Any new design must lower civilian
harm in crises.

« Accountability: Veto or override decisions should include
written, public humanitarian analyses.

o Reversibility & Review: Build review clauses (e.g., every 10
years) to adjust seat allocations and methods.

8.9 Risk Map & Mitigations
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Risk How it Shows Up Mitigation

Two-track: push working-

P5 refusal to Charter methods now; keep

ratify amendments stall membership talks alive
Regional Competing bids Reglor!al primaries or

L9 collective seats with clear
rivalries block consensus .

rotation

Veto-creepto  More blockers, not Defer veto rights; add sunrise
new members  fewer review; or no new vetoes
Legitimacy New seats but Pair seats with override tools on

without capacity same paralysis humanitarian files

Political bandwidth KPI dashboard; annual

Reform fatigue wanes progress reviews in GA

8.10 Toolkits, Templates & Dashboards

A. Model Operative Clauses (Working-Methods Resolution
— No Charter Change)

1. Public Justification: “Decides that any negative vote by a
permanent member on a draft resolution concerning mass-
atrocity risks shall be accompanied within 24 hours by a written
explanation addressing humanitarian necessity, last resort,
proportionality, and alternative protection pathways.”

2. Civilian-Harm Annex: “Requests that all draft resolutions
include an annex estimating civilian-harm impacts and
specifying mitigation measures and monitoring.”

3. Penholdership Rotation: “Encourages systematic co-
penholdership by elected members, especially on files affecting
their regions.”
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4. Article 99 Alerts: “Invites the Secretary-General to invoke
Article 99 when early-warning indicators exceed agreed
thresholds.”

B. Draft Elements for a Charter-Amendment Package
(Iustrative)

o Article 23 (Membership): “Adds six permanent seats (two
Africa, one Latin America/Caribbean, two Asia-Pacific, one
WEOG) and four non-permanent seats.”

e Article 27 (Voting): “On resolutions addressing genocide,
crimes against humanity, and war crimes, decisions shall be
made by 12 affirmative votes and shall not be defeated by a
single negative vote. ”

o Review Clause: “Convenes a review conference every 10 years
to assess representation, performance, and humanitarian
outcomes.”

C. Reform KPI Dashboard (Track Quarterly)

o Representation Index: Share of world population/economy
with a seat (permanent + longer-term).

e Humanitarian Action Score: % of mass-atrocity resolutions
not blocked; time from early warning to Council action.

e Transparency Score: % of vetoes with public written
justifications; # of open-drafting sessions.

o Penholdership Diversity: % of files co-led by E10/Global
South.

o GA Interface: # of emergency sessions triggered,
implementation follow-through.

D. Negotiator’s One-Page Checklist

e Regionally balanced seat map with named/collective options
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e Veto-restraint + override package on humanitarian files

e Sunrise (deferred veto) and sunset/review clauses

e Working-methods bundle ready now, independent of Charter
change

e Public narrative: humanitarian gains, equity, and performance
metrics

8.11 Key Insights from Chapter 8

o Reform is a three-front game: membership, decision rules,
working methods.

e Immediate wins are available via working-methods and veto-
restraint norms without touching the Charter.

o Durable legitimacy requires Africa’s permanent voice and at
least one major Asian democracy.

e Humanitarian-specific override mechanisms and time-bound
vetoes can reduce catastrophic paralysis.

« A credible package couples seat expansion with
accountability, reviewability, and civilian-protection
performance.
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Chapter 9: The Rise of Alternative
Power Structures

The Veto Trap: Has the Security Council Outlived Its Relevance?

9.1 The Erosion of the Security Council’s
Centrality

The UN Security Council (UNSC) was conceived in 1945 as the
primary authority for maintaining international peace and security.
However, decades of veto deadlocks, humanitarian inaction, and
structural imbalance have steadily eroded its legitimacy.

As global power becomes multipolar, states and regions increasingly
bypass the UNSC and turn to alternative forums, alliances, and
coalitions for security, diplomacy, and economic stability.

Key Question: If the UNSC remains paralyzed, who fills the vacuum
of global governance?

9.2 BRICS and the Challenge to Western
Dominance

9.2.1 Evolution of BRICS

« Founded in 2009, BRICS brings together Brazil, Russia, India,
China, and South Africa.
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e Represents:
o 42% of the world’s population
o 31% of global GDP (PPP)
o Significant reserves of critical resources — oil, gas,
rare earth minerals.

9.2.2 BRICS Expansion (2023-2025)

o Recently expanded to BRICS+, admitting countries like:
o Saudi Arabia, Iran, UAE, Egypt, Argentina, and
Ethiopia.
e Goals:
o Reduce dependency on Western-led institutions (IMF,
World Bank).
o Establish alternative payment systems bypassing
SWIFT.
o Expand defense and security coordination.

9.2.3 Implications for UNSC Relevance

e BRICS increasingly issues joint declarations on UKkraine,
Gaza, and Syria — often contrary to Western UNSC positions.

e As BRICS gains economic leverage, it creates parallel spheres
of influence, challenging the Council’s monopoly over
legitimacy.
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9.3 G20: The De Facto Global Steering
Committee

9.3.1 From Economic Forum to Security Actor

o Established in 1999, the G20 was designed to coordinate
economic policy among major economies.
e Since 2008, it has evolved into a political-security platform:
o Counterterrorism financing frameworks.
o Energy security measures.
o Global pandemic responses.

9.3.2 Membership Influence

e Includes all P5 members plus emerging powers excluded from
UNSC permanency:
o India, Brazil, Indonesia, South Korea, Saudi Arabia,
South Africa.
o Represents 85% of global GDP and 75% of global trade.

9.3.3 Lessons for the UNSC

e G20 decisions are non-binding, yet politically influential.

o Demonstrates inclusive representation can outperform veto-
bound exclusivity.

e Highlights that legitimacy comes from effectiveness, not
historical privilege.
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9.4 Regional Coalitions: Filling the
Governance Void

9.4.1 African Union (AU)

e Peace and Security Council (PSC) rapidly deploys missions
when UNSC stalls.

o Example: Burundi 2015 — AU authorized troops to stabilize
unrest before UNSC consensus formed.

o Advocates for African solutions to African problems,
bypassing veto-heavy deliberations.

9.4.2 European Union (EU)

e The EU plays an increasingly independent role in global
security:
o Sanctions regimes against Russia, Iran, and Myanmar.
o Humanitarian aid pipelines coordinated outside UNSC
processes.
o Example: Ukraine crisis — EU-led responses provided more
effective, coordinated action than UNSC stalemates.

9.4.3 ASEAN and the Indo-Pacific Pivot

e ASEAN leads security frameworks like the ASEAN Regional
Forum (ARF) and East Asia Summit.
e Prioritizes:
o Preventive diplomacy.
o Confidence-building measures.
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o Balancing U.S., China, and regional middle powers
without UNSC involvement.

9.4.4 Gulf Cooperation Council (GCC)

« Handles regional energy security and conflict mediation
independently.

o Example: GCC-led negotiations in Yemen bypassed prolonged
UNSC deadlocks.

9.5 The “Mini-Lateral” Trend: Agile
Coalitions

9.5.1 Rise of Issue-Based Alliances

Countries increasingly form temporary, flexible partnerships around
specific goals:

e Quad: U.S., India, Japan, Australia — Indo-Pacific security.

e AUKUS: Australia, UK, U.S. — submarine and Al defense
pact.

o IBSA Dialogue: India, Brazil, South Africa— Global South
development priorities.

9.5.2 Advantages of Mini-Laterals

o Faster decisions, no veto mechanism.
o Targeted mandates reduce bureaucratic paralysis.
o Adaptable to emerging crises and technologies.
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9.5.3 Risk for UNSC

As influence shifts to mini-laterals, the UNSC risks becoming a
symbolic institution with declining operational authority.

9.6 Non-State Actors and Digital
Multipolarity

9.6.1 Tech Giants as Security Stakeholders

Corporations like Google, Amazon, SpaceX, and Huawei
wield strategic control over:

o Cybersecurity infrastructure.

o Global satellite networks.

o Al-driven defense technologies.
These actors often coordinate directly with states outside
UNSC mechanisms.

9.6.2 Civil Society & Advocacy Networks

NGOs and advocacy groups increasingly mobilize public
pressure for action:

o Global Climate Strike movements.

o Digital campaigns for ceasefires and aid access.
Influence soft power narratives beyond UNSC control.
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9.7 Humanitarian Workarounds Outside the
UNSC

9.7.1 General Assembly (GA) Emergency Sessions

e Invoking the Uniting for Peace Resolution (1950):
o GA recommendations bypass UNSC deadlocks.
o Example: Ukraine 2022 — GA condemned Russia’s
invasion by 141 votes, even as Russia vetoed UNSC
censure.

9.7.2 Independent Accountability Mechanisms

« Creation of evidence-preservation bodies outside UNSC
authority:
o M for Syria (2016).
o MM for Myanmar (2018).
e Document crimes even when UNSC blocks ICC referrals.

9.7.3 Humanitarian Financing Platforms

«  Donor pledging conferences led by the EU, World Bank, and
private philanthropies bypass UNSC bottlenecks for:
o Syria reconstruction.
o Gaza humanitarian corridors.
o Sudan refugee relief.
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9.8 Implications for UNSC Legitimacy

9.8.1 The Risk of Fragmentation

« Multiple parallel security architectures dilute the UN’s
unifying role.

e Without reform, UNSC risks becoming ceremonial,
overshadowed by regional and ad hoc coalitions.

9.8.2 Competing Legitimacies

« The UNSC'’s legal mandate clashes with political effectiveness
elsewhere.
o Credibility now derives from action, not historical privilege.

9.8.3 Strategic Void in Global Governance

« Without a functioning UNSC, conflicting alliances could lead
to:
o Overlapping mandates.
o Security competition.
o Increased likelihood of proxy wars.

9.9 Global Best Practices for UNSC
Integration
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Alternative Strength Limitation Integration
Forum Pathway
Economic weight, Eraomented Formalize UNSC-
BRICS counterbalance to secgrit oals BRICS security
West ya dialogues
Inclusive Non-bindin Embed UNSC
G20 representation, naing reporting into G20
: resolutions x v
economic leverage communiqués
. - Co-author UNSC
AU PSC Rapid-response  Limited mandates on African
capacity funding .
conflicts
Preventive _Non- Align early-warning
ASEAN . interference d
diplomacy limits systems with UNSC
GA s Institutionalize GA-
Emergency Bypass deadlock !\Ion-blndlng UNSC humanitarian
i legally impact .
Sessions pipelines

9.10 Key Insights from Chapter 9

e The UNSC no longer holds a monopoly over legitimacy in
global security governance.

e Alternative coalitions — BRICS, G20, AU, ASEAN, Quad,
AUKUS — are increasingly shaping conflict outcomes.

e The UNSC'’s relevance depends on integration with emerging
parallel architectures.

o Without reform, global governance risks fragmentation and
reduced collective security effectiveness.
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Chapter 10: Ethical Standards in Global
Decision-Making

The Veto Trap: Has the Security Council Outlived Its Relevance?

10.1 The Moral Imperative in International
Governance

At the heart of the United Nations Security Council (UNSC) mandate
lies a foundational ethical responsibility:

To maintain international peace and security while protecting human
life, dignity, and rights.

Yet, history demonstrates that geopolitical interests often overshadow
moral imperatives, particularly when the veto power is exercised to
block humanitarian action. As conflicts escalate, civilians bear the
heaviest cost, raising urgent questions about ethical accountability in
global governance.

10.2 Humanitarian Primacy: Placing People
Before Politics

10.2.1 The Human-Centric Principle

e The protection of human life must supersede national
interests.
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e The UNSC exists not only to mediate state rivalries but also to
prevent mass atrocities and alleviate human suffering.

10.2.2 Legal Foundations

e Universal Declaration of Human Rights (1948): Affirms
dignity and equality for all humans.
e Geneva Conventions (1949): Codify protections for civilians
and non-combatants.
e Responsibility to Protect (R2P, 2005):
o States have the primary duty to protect their
populations.
o The international community has a residual duty when
states fail.

10.2.3 The Ethics Gap

When P5 states prioritize alliances, resources, or influence over
humanitarian needs, the UNSC’s legitimacy is undermined:

« Syria: 17 vetoes blocked aid and accountability.

o Myanmar: Vetoes stalled investigations into Rohingya
genocide.

o Yemen: Delays exacerbated famine and cholera outbreaks.

10.3 The Responsibility to Protect (R2P) vs.
State Sovereignty

10.3.1 The R2P Doctrine

e Three Pillars:
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1. State Responsibility: Protect populations from mass
atrocities.

2. International Assistance: Support states to fulfill this
duty.

3. Timely and Decisive Action: Intervene when states fail
to act.

10.3.2 Sovereignty as Responsibility

« Traditional sovereignty implies non-interference, but R2P
reframes sovereignty as accountability to protect citizens.

e When leaders fail this duty, the international community
inherits it.

10.3.3 Veto Abuse vs. R2P

e The R2P framework collapses when P5 vetoes block action,
even in documented atrocity contexts.
e Proposals:
o Suspend veto power in R2P-triggering situations.
o Require written humanitarian justifications for any
veto.

10.4 Ethical Veto Use: Principles and
Practice

10.4.1 The Veto Ethics Test
Before exercising a veto, P5 members should publicly evaluate:

1. Humanitarian Threshold
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o s there imminent risk of genocide, war crimes, or
ethnic cleansing?
2. Proportionality
o Will the veto cause greater civilian harm than allowing
the resolution?
3. Alternatives
o Isthere a credible alternate pathway to address the
crisis?
4. Accountability
o Will the veto decision withstand moral and legal
scrutiny in the future?

10.4.2 Transparency Requirements

e Any veto in mass-atrocity contexts should require:
o Written justifications submitted to the General
Assembly.
o Public humanitarian impact assessments attached to
UNSC records.
e Increases political cost and public accountability.

10.5 Leadership Ethics for the P5

10.5.1 Ethical Leadership in Global Security

o P5 members hold disproportionate influence and must:
o Place human life above strategic leverage.
o Act as trustees of collective security, not proxies for
geopolitical agendas.

10.5.2 Case Study: Libya (2011)
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e UNSC authorized Resolution 1973 to protect civilians via a no-
fly zone.
e Outcome:
o Initially successful in preventing Benghazi massacre.
o NATO’s expanded mandate destabilized Libya, fueling
terrorism and migration crises.
o Lesson: Ethical leadership requires precision mandates and
responsible enforcement.

10.6 Ethical Dilemmas in Modern Security
Challenges

10.6.1 Cybersecurity and Digital Warfare

o State-sponsored cyberattacks cripple hospitals, utilities, and
aid networks.

e UNSC deadlocks on cyber norms leave civilians vulnerable.

« Ethical imperative: Protect critical civilian infrastructure
beyond geopolitics.

10.6.2 Al and Autonomous Weapons
« Emerging technologies create new accountability gaps:
o Who is liable when Al-driven systems cause civilian
harm?

o P5 disagreements block progress on global Al
governance frameworks.

10.6.3 Climate Security and Displacement
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e Climate-induced disasters drive resource wars and mass
migrations.

e Yet, UNSC action stalls due to P5 fossil-fuel rivalries.

« Ethical standards must elevate climate security to a
humanitarian priority.

10.7 Global Best Practices in Ethical
Governance

10.7.1 Veto Restraint Initiatives

e France-Mexico Initiative: Urges P5 to suspend veto in atrocity
contexts.
e Accountability, Coherence, and Transparency (ACT) Code:
o Signed by 120+ UN members.
o Demands action in mass-atrocity scenarios.

10.7.2 Humanitarian Carve-Outs
e Automatic exemption for:

o [Food, medicine, fuel, and humanitarian corridors.
o Prevents civilian starvation as leverage in conflicts.

10.7.3 Article 99 Empowerment
e Encourage UN Secretary-General to invoke Article 99:
o Bring imminent threats directly to UNSC attention.
o Pressure P5 into open, public debate.

10.7.4 Civilian Harm Dashboards

Page | 86



o Create real-time humanitarian dashboards tracking:
o Casualty numbers (sex and age disaggregated).
o Aid blockages.
o Attacks on schools and hospitals.
o Dashboards inform General Assembly debates when vetoes
block action.

10.8 Templates and Frameworks

A. Ethical Veto Justification Template
Subject: Explanation of Veto on Resolution X

e Humanitarian Impact Analysis: Risk assessment summary.

o Alternative Actions Proposed: Outline of steps being taken
outside the UNSC.

e Accountability Statement: Declaration of compliance with
international law.

B. Civilian Protection Mandate Checklist

o <7 Independent monitoring mechanisms.

e </ Protected humanitarian corridors.

e </ Contingency plans for aid delivery during blockades.

e </ Mandated reporting on civilian harm to UNSC and GA.

C. R2P Trigger Protocol
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1. Early Warning Thresholds:
o 5,000 civilian deaths in 90 days.
o Evidence of ethnic targeting or mass displacement.
2. Automatic Debate:
o Compulsory UNSC open session within 72 hours.
3. GA Emergency Pathway:
o If UNSC stalls, General Assembly automatically
initiates Uniting for Peace procedures.

10.9 Key Insights from Chapter 10

e Humanitarian primacy must replace geopolitical privilege as
the guiding principle of the UNSC.

o Ethical veto frameworks — restraint, transparency, and
accountability — can save lives.

« Emerging threats (Al, cyber, climate) require new ethical
frameworks beyond Cold War paradigms.

« Without embedding morality into decision-making, the UNSC
risks becoming irrelevant in crises demanding urgent
humanitarian action.
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Chapter 11: Leadership Challenges
Within the UNSC

The Veto Trap: Has the Security Council Outlived Its Relevance?

11.1 The Leadership Paradox in the Security
Council

The UN Security Council (UNSC) was envisioned as the apex
platform for collective leadership in preserving global peace. Yet, its
decision-making dynamics are dominated by P5 rivalries, veto politics,
and national interests rather than collective responsibility.

The paradox is stark:

The UNSC holds the world’s highest mandate for peace and security

but is structurally constrained from exercising decisive leadership
during crises.

11.2 The Secretary-General’s Limited
Influence

11.2.1 The Role of the Secretary-General (SG)
The SG is often called the “world’s top diplomat™, entrusted with:

e Mediating disputes between nations.
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Bringing threats to peace to the Council’s attention (Article 99
of the Charter).

Mobilizing humanitarian responses.

Acting as a moral voice for human dignity and justice.

11.2.2 Constraints on Authority

Despite the mandate, the SG operates under severe limitations:

Cannot override P5 vetoes, regardless of humanitarian urgency.
Relies on voluntary funding and political will from member
states.

Risks alienating P5 powers by appearing too independent.

11.2.3 Case Study: Kofi Annan and the Iraq War (2003)

Background: The U.S. bypassed the UNSC to invade Irag.
Annan’s Position: Declared the war illegal under
international law.
Outcome:
o Failed to prevent the invasion.
o Exposed the SG’s powerlessness when P5 unity breaks
down.

11.3 P5 Rivalries and Strategic Deadlock

11.3.1 U.S. vs. Russia-China Bloc
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U.S. uses its veto predominantly to protect Israel and advance
Western alliances.
Russia and China counter Western influence by vetoing
sanctions, interventions, and human rights probes.
This rivalry paralyzes action on:

o Syria (17 vetoes).

o Ukraine (Russia vetoed condemnation of its own

invasion).
o Palestine (45+ U.S. vetoes since 1972).

11.3.2 The Fragmentation Within the P5

France & UK: Often aligned but lack global clout compared to
U.S., Russia, and China.

China vs. India: Blocks India’s permanent seat aspirations.
Russia vs. NATO: Uses veto power to undermine Western
security objectives.

Outcome: P5 unity — essential for decisive UNSC leadership
— is increasingly unattainable.

11.3.3 Leadership Vacuum

When P5 members are direct parties to a conflict (e.g., Russia
in Ukraine, U.S. in Iraq), the Council cannot credibly mediate.
Elected members (E10) lack the political weight to break
deadlocks.

11.4 Failure to Anticipate and Prevent Crises
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11.4.1 Rwanda (1994): A Genocide Ignored

Failure: Downsized the UN peacekeeping mission as genocide
escalated.

Cause: Reluctance from P5 to intervene; veto threats stalled
reinforcement.

Lesson: The UNSC lacks early-warning-to-action pipelines.

11.4.2 Syria (2011—-present): Stalemate by Design

Failure: UNSC failed to establish aid corridors or sanction
chemical weapons use.

Cause: Russian vetoes + U.S. reluctance to confront Moscow
directly.

Lesson: Geopolitical rivalries trump humanitarian
imperatives.

11.4.3 Ukraine (2022—present): Judge and Defendant

Failure: Russia vetoed condemnation of its invasion.

Cause: Structural flaw — aggressor sits as a decision-maker.
Lesson: UNSC cannot act decisively when P5 are directly
involved in conflicts.

11.5 The Crisis of Trust and Legitimacy

11.5.1 Perceptions of Bias
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e Global South nations see the UNSC as dominated by Western
interests.

e U.S. vetoes on Palestine and Russian vetoes on Syria foster
perceptions of double standards.

11.5.2 Loss of Confidence Among Member States

e Member states increasingly bypass the UNSC:
o NATO acted without UNSC approval in Kasovo (1999).
o G20 now shapes sanctions, climate policies, and energy
security.
e Result: UNSC risks irrelevance as parallel architectures rise.

11.6 Structural Leadership Challenges

Leadership .
Challenge Impact Illustrative Case
. Blocks humanitarian aid, Syria, Yemen,
Veto Paralysis .
prolongs wars Palestine
P5 Conflicts of Aggressors_ veto Ukraine 2022
Interest condemnation measures
Weak SG Authority Lacks enforcement tools Irag 2003
Ineffe_ctlve Early- No action until mass Rwanda 1994
Warning atrocities erupt
e Limited voice for Global UNSC Reform
E10 Marginalization South Debates

11.7 Proposed Leadership Reforms
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11.7.1 Empowering the Secretary-General

o Institutionalize Article 99 alerts:
oSG can compel open UNSC debates on crises.
e Grant SG authority to:
o Present binding humanitarian assessments.
o Trigger General Assembly emergency sessions when
UNSC stalls.

11.7.2 Elevating the E10

e Introduce rotating penholdership so EL0 members co-lead key
files.

o Create an E10 caucus to present joint humanitarian
resolutions.

o Boost representation from Africa, Asia, and Latin America in

leadership roles.

11.7.3 Accountability Mechanisms for the P5

e Require written humanitarian justifications for every veto.
e Mandate annual veto impact reports debated in the General
Assembly.
e Publicly rank P5 members on:
o Humanitarian response rates.
o Civilian harm mitigations.
o Compliance with R2P obligations.
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11.7.4 Establishing a Global Leadership Code of Conduct
e P5 pledge to:
o Suspend vetoes in cases of genocide and mass atrocities.
o Support independent investigations into humanitarian
crises.

o Fund rapid-response mechanisms for displaced
populations.

11.8 Leveraging Regional Leadership

11.8.1 African Union (AU)
« Integrate AU Peace and Security Council mandates into UNSC
resolutions.
« Allow AU to trigger UNSC debates on African conflicts.
11.8.2 European Union (EU)

e Leverage EU’s role in sanctions enforcement and
humanitarian corridors.

11.8.3 ASEAN and Indo-Pacific Mechanisms

o Coordinate preventive diplomacy and early-warning systems
with UNSC.
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11.9 Tools for Strengthening UNSC
Leadership

A. Crisis Leadership Dashboard

e Tracks in real-time:
o Active conflicts.
o Displacement numbers.
o Blocked aid convoys.
o Veto-related delays.

B. Early Warning Protocol

1. Al-driven monitoring of:
o Civilian casualties.
o Ethnic targeting.
o Humanitarian aid blockages.
2. Automatic UNSC session when atrocity thresholds are crossed.

C. Humanitarian Override Mechanism

e Requires 12 of 15 members to override a single veto on
resolutions involving:
o Civilian protection.
o Humanitarian access.
o Genocide prevention.

11.10 Key Insights from Chapter 11

e UNSC leadership is fractured by P5 rivalries, structural veto
flaws, and weak SG authority.
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The absence of early-warning-to-action pipelines results in
avoidable humanitarian catastrophes.
Leadership reforms must focus on:

o Empowering the Secretary-General.

o Elevating the E10 voice.

o Embedding accountability for P5 veto use.

o Integrating regional frameworks into UNSC action.
Without reform, the UNSC risks becoming symbolic rather than
effective.
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Chapter 12: The Ukraine-Russia Crisis

The Veto Trap: Has the Security Council Outlived Its Relevance?

12.1 Introduction: A Test for Collective
Security

On 24 February 2022, Russia launched a full-scale invasion of
Ukraine, marking the most significant European military conflict since
World War 11.

This crisis tested the relevance, credibility, and leadership of the
United Nations Security Council (UNSC) — and exposed its
structural weaknesses like never before.

The war raised fundamental questions:
e Can the UNSC act decisively when a P5 member is an
aggressor?

« Does the veto system undermine collective security?
o Are alternative global governance mechanisms now required?

12.2 Timeline of Key UNSC Actions and
Inactions
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Date UNSC Action Attempted Outcome Veto Use

U.S. calls emergency UNSC
session on Russia’s military
buildup

25 Feb Resolution condemning invasion,
2022  demanding troop withdrawal

Debated
only

31 Jan

2022 No vote taken

Blocked Russia vetoed

2 Mar GA emergency session under Passed isr%d\(/e?;ens
2022 Uniting for Peace ¢ _
invasion

16 Mar Resolution on humanitarian
2022  corridors in Ukraine

23 Apr Russia blocks UNSC statement
2022  recognizing invasion

Blocked  Russia vetoed

Failed Russia vetoed

%gZNZOV GA adopts reparations resolution Passed Non-binding
Feb GA calls for "comprehensive, Passed 141 in favor, 7
2023  just, and lasting peace" against

Insight: Russia’s single veto repeatedly paralyzed the UNSC, forcing
the General Assembly to step in with non-binding resolutions.

12.3 The Structural Veto Flaw

12.3.1 Russia as Judge and Defendant

e Asapermanent member (P5), Russia enjoys veto power.

e It used this privilege to block all resolutions condemning its
aggression.

e This created an existential credibility crisis:
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The UNSC could not uphold its core mandate of
preventing wars of aggression.

12.3.2 Failed Humanitarian Mechanisms

o Multiple resolutions attempted to:
o Establish safe humanitarian corridors.
o Protect nuclear facilities like Zaporizhzhia.
o Secure access for UN humanitarian agencies.
e Russia vetoed or watered down every attempt, leaving
civilians trapped in siege zones like Mariupol.

12.3.3 The “Uniting for Peace” Workaround

e Invoked under the 1950 resolution, the General Assembly
(GA) passed condemnations and humanitarian aid calls.

o Limitation: GA resolutions are non-binding and lack
enforcement power.

12.4 Humanitarian Impact Dashboard

Indicator Data (as of July 2025)
Civilian deaths ~32,000
Civilian injuries ~53,000
Refugees displaced 8.5 million+

Internally displaced persons 5.1 million+
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Indicator Data (as of July 2025)
Attacks on energy facilities  >400 incidents
Nuclear plant safety breaches 5 major threats
Estimated reconstruction cost $486 billion

Source: UN OCHA, UNHCR, World Bank, IAEA reports.

12.5 UNSC’s Loss of Relevance

12.5.1 Rise of Parallel Coalitions
With the UNSC deadlocked, alternative power structures stepped in:

e G7andEU:
o Imposed unprecedented financial sanctions on Russia.

o Mobilized over $300 billion in humanitarian and
military aid.
e NATO:
o Expanded deployments across Eastern Europe.
o Accepted Finland and Sweden as members, reshaping
regional security.
e BRICS:
o Divided on Ukraine, with India, Brazil, and South
Africa seeking neutrality, while China tilted towards

Moscow.

12.5.2 Fragmented Global Response

e Western bloc rallied against Russia.
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e China, Iran, and some Global South nations supported non-
alignment.

e The UNSC’s failure to unite the international community
accelerated a multipolar order.

12.6 Case Study: The Zaporizhzhia Nuclear
Crisis
12.6.1 Threat Overview
e Russia’s military control over Zaporizhzhia Nuclear Power
Plant (ZNPP) raised fears of a Chernobyl-level disaster.
o UNSC attempted to pass a resolution demanding:

o Demilitarized safety zones.
o |AEA access guarantees.

12.6.2 Outcome
« Russia vetoed the proposal.
e The IAEA had to negotiate directly with Russia and Ukraine
outside UNSC frameworks.

12.6.3 Lesson

When P5 interests dominate, specialized agencies become the de facto
crisis managers.

12.7 Ethical and Leadership Failures
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12.7.1 Humanitarian Paralysis

e Russia used its veto to shield itself from accountability.
e Other P5 members failed to create consensus for alternative
humanitarian pathways.

12.7.2 Double Standards

o Critics accuse the U.S. and its allies of selective outrage, given
historic veto use to shield Israel.
« This perception of bias deepens the UNSC’s credibility crisis.

12.8 Reform Proposals Arising from Ukraine

12.8.1 Automatic Veto Suspension

e Proposal: Suspend veto rights for any P5 member directly
involved in a conflict under UNSC consideration.

e Impact: Would have enabled UNSC condemnation and
humanitarian mandates for Ukraine.

12.8.2 Humanitarian Supermajority Override

e Mechanism: Allow 12/15 UNSC members to override a single
veto in:
o Genocide.
o Crimes against humanity.
o Major refugee crises.

12.8.3 Empowering the General Assembly
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e Grant GA resolutions binding force when UNSC is paralyzed.
e Link GA mandates with UN funding pipelines and
humanitarian logistics.

12.9 Lessons Learned

1. Veto power undermines neutrality when an aggressor sits at
the UNSC table.

2. Humanitarian needs cannot be secondary to geopolitical
rivalry.

3. Alternative governance platforms (G7, NATO, GA)
increasingly fill gaps left by UNSC paralysis.

4. Without reform, UNSC’s credibility as a guarantor of peace
will continue to erode.

12.10 Key Insights from Chapter 12

o The Ukraine crisis exemplifies the veto trap: a P5 aggressor
can block accountability and stall humanitarian action.
o UNSC paralysis has accelerated a shift toward multipolar
governance.
e To stay relevant, the UNSC must:
o Reform veto use.
o Integrate GA authority.
o Enable humanitarian action without obstruction.
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Chapter 13: The Syrian Civil War

The Veto Trap: Has the Security Council Outlived Its Relevance?

13.1 Conflict Overview: From Uprising to
Multi-Arena War

13.1.1 Origins (2011)

o Peaceful protests met with force spiraled into nationwide
conflict.

o Rapid fragmentation of actors: government forces, armed
opposition factions, ISIS/other extremist groups, Kurdish-led
formations, and multiple foreign militaries.

13.1.2 Internationalization

e Proxy dynamics drew in regional and great powers.

« Air campaigns, security partnerships, and military basing turned
Syria into a testbed of new weapons, sanctions, and
information warfare.

13.1.3 Humanitarian Catastrophe (Macro)

e Mass civilian harm, urban destruction, besiegement tactics, and
weaponization of aid.

o Large-scale displacement within and across borders, stressing
regional systems for a decade+.
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13.2 The Council’s Record: From Hope to
Gridlock

13.2.1 Early Resolutions

o Efforts on ceasefires, political transition frameworks (Geneva
communiqués), and chemical-weapons disarmament created
brief windows for diplomacy.

13.2.2 Veto Wave

e Repeated vetoes (often Russia, sometimes with China) blocked:
o Sanctions on perpetrators of grave violations
o Independent attribution/mandates on chemical-weapons
use
o Robust protection mechanisms for civilians and medics

13.2.3 Cross-Border Aid

e A partial bright spot: time-bound authorizations for UN cross-
border humanitarian operations.

e Yet renewal fights made life-saving access contingent on
geopolitics, creating recurring cliff-edges for food, fuel,
medicine.

13.3 Anatomy of the Veto Trap in Syria

1. Conflict Party as Protector: A P5 state acting as a protector of
an implicated belligerent can block accountability tools.
2. Procedural as Substantive: Disputes over “technical rollovers”
and crossing points became de facto sieges by procedure.
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3.

4.

Mandate Fragmentation: Splitting humanitarian, chemical,
and political files allowed forum shopping and mandate
hollowing.

Threat Effect: Even threats of veto diluted texts before a vote,
producing lowest-common-denominator mandates.

13.4 Civilian Protection: What Broke Down

Siege & Starvation Tactics: Long sieges imposed catastrophic
food, fuel, and hospital power deficits.

Attacks on Healthcare & Schools: Strikes despite
deconfliction notifications undermined medical neutrality.
Chemical-Weapons Episodes: Use/alleged use of toxic agents
triggered global outrage; accountability attempts were vetoed or
curtailed.

Explosive Weapons in Populated Areas: Air-delivered
munitions and artillery in dense areas caused predictable
excessive harm.

13.5 Roles & Responsibilities (Who Should
Have Done What)

Permanent Five (P5)

Do: Ring-fence humanitarian access from politics; sustain
independent investigations; back minimum civilian-harm
standards.

Don’t: Trade corridor openings for unrelated concessions;
terminate investigative bodies without credible replacements.
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Elected Ten (E10)

Use co-penholdership to table “clean” humanitarian drafts;
synchronize regional caucuses; insist on civilian-impact
annexes in every text.

Secretary-General & UN System

e Invoke Article 99 earlier when atrocity indicators spike;
standardize no-strike list governance, post-strike assessments,

and fuel guarantees for hospitals/water.

Regional Organizations

o De-confliction forums (technical, not political) to keep aid
lanes open; support host-country burden sharing and refugee

compacts.

Civil Society & Evidence Networks

Preserve digital evidence with chain-of-custody; maintain
open-source verification alliances to deter denial and

revisionism.

13.6 Legal & Ethical Benchmarks

e |IHL Core: Distinction, proportionality, precautions, medical

neutrality.
e R2P Lens: When a state is unable or unwilling to protect

civilians, the international community bears a residual duty.

Page | 108



« Ethical Veto Standard: Any veto on civilian-protection/aid
files should clear a public test on necessity, alternatives,
proportionality, and accountability.

13.7 Caselets: Where It Went Wrong (and
Right)

13.7.1 Ghouta & Subsequent Chemical Incidents

« After high-profile chemical events, the Council created and then
lost robust attribution mechanisms.

e Lesson: Accountability bodies must be mandated, insulated,
and renewable absent an affirmative block (see “automatic
renewal” below).

13.7.2 Cross-Border Aid Renewals

« Authorizations kept millions fed and treated but were short-
leashed and politically fragile.

e Lesson: Humanitarian pipelines require predictable, multi-
month horizons and pre-agreed carve-outs.

13.7.3 Local Ceasefires & Evacuations
e Ad hoc truces and evacuations saved lives yet sometimes
enabled forced displacement.

e Lesson: Protection clauses must bar demographic engineering
and ensure voluntariness + return rights.
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13.8 Workarounds When the Council Stalls

1.

General Assembly: Uniting for Peace — non-binding but can
mandate reporting, mobilize funding, and politically
stigmatize atrocity behavior.

Independent Mechanisms — evidence preservation for later
prosecutions; sanctions by coalitions outside the UNSC.
Humanitarian Compacts — donors + neighbors set corridor
financing, fuel floors, and inspection SOPs with AML/CFT
safeguards.

Regional De-Escalation Cells — 24/7 hotlines, geo-fenced no-
strike grids, and pre-cleared route packages.

13.9 Practical Tooling (Templates &
Checklists)

A. Humanitarian Resolution — Model Operatives (Syria-
Type File)

Decides to protect food, fuel, medicine, water, sanitation,
power for hospitals via automatic carve-outs in any measure.
Requests monthly Civilian-Harm Reports (sex/age
disaggregation; attacks on care/education; convoy denials; time-
to-clear at checkpoints).

Establishes a Joint Deconfliction Cell with hotline, shared
mapping, and rolling no-strike list governance.

Mandates independent evidence preservation with public
summaries each quarter.

Provides that absent a decision, the mandate renews
automatically for 6 months (humanitarian files only).
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B. Corridor SOP (Two Pages, Field-Ready)

1.

2.

3.

Routing & Timing windows; 2) Inspection (non-intrusive
scanning; max dwell times);

Contact Matrix (ops rooms, UN, NGOs); 4) Escalation
Ladder (from field halt to GA natification);

Fuel Floor for hospitals/water (minimum
megawatts/tonnage/week).

C. Civilian-Harm Mitigation (CHM) Checklist

Daily no-strike sync; blast-radius modeling in dense areas;
post-strike reviews within 72h; reparations/assistance
pathways announced publicly.

13.10 Dashboards & KPIs for Mandate
Renewals

Track monthly; trigger automatic open briefing when thresholds
breached:

Aid Pipeline Uptime (% days corridors open; convoy clearance
times)

Health System Vitality (hospital fuel hours; ICU occupancy vs.
capacity; cholera/MEAS trends)

Protection Signals (attacks on healthcare/schools; UXO
contamination density)

Displacement Flows (new IDPs, cross-border arrivals; shelter
saturation)

Accountability Pulse (incidents investigated; public findings;
cooperation with monitors)
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13.11 Lessons Specific to Syria
(Generalizable to Future Files)

Insulate Humanitarian Basics: Carve-outs must be structural,
not negotiated every 6-12 weeks.

Attribute or Enable Impunity: Kill investigative bodies and
you signal license for repetition.

Procedural Neutrality # Moral Neutrality: “Technical” fights
can starve civilians; treat them as substantive.

Local Arrangements Need Guardrails: Evacuations and truces
require voluntariness, monitoring, and return rights.

Data is Leverage: Civilian-harm dashboards create political
cost for inaction and benchmark progress.

13.12 Key Insights from Chapter 13

Syria demonstrates how veto dynamics can convert a civil war
into a systemic humanitarian failure.

Limited successes (e.g., cross-border aid) prove workable lanes
exist when carved out of geopolitics.

Durable protection needs automatic renewals, independent
evidence mandates, and public CHM accounting.

These tools are portable: any future atrocity file can adopt them
on day one.
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Chapter 14: The Israel-Palestine
Dilemma

The Veto Trap: Has the Security Council Outlived Its Relevance?

14.1 Historical & Legal Architecture of the
File

14.1.1 From Mandate to Partition to Armistice

e Mandate period & 1947 UN Partition Plan (GA 181):
Proposed two states with a special regime for Jerusalem; never
implemented as drafted.

e 1948-49 War & Armistice Lines: Established the Green Line;
millions displaced; Jerusalem divided.

14.1.2 1967 Watershed & Core UNSC Frames

o Six-Day War (1967) produced Israel’s control of West Bank,
East Jerusalem, Gaza, Sinai, Golan.

e UNSC 242/338: “Land for peace,” withdrawal from territories,
negotiations, recognition of all states’ right to live in peace.

14.1.3 Oslo & the Era of Interimism
e Oslo Accords (1993-95): PA established; Areas A/B/C

governance; final-status issues deferred (borders, Jerusalem,
refugees, settlements, security).
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14.1.4 Gaza, Blockade & Recurrent Wars

e 2005 Gaza disengagement; 2007 Hamas takeover — blockade
and repeated conflicts (major escalations in late 2000s, mid-
2010s, early-2020s).

14.1.5 International Law Anchors

e Occupation law (Hague, Geneva IV); prohibition of targeting
civilians; ban on indiscriminate fire (e.g., rockets);

« Prohibition of collective punishment; hospital/school
protections; ban on hostage-taking; duty to enable
humanitarian relief.

14.2 The Veto Pattern & Council Politics

14.2.1 Structural Asymmetry at the Council

« Repeated drafts on ceasefire, settlements, accountability, or
protection often meet P5 splits.

e The U.S. has historically blocked many texts perceived as
unfair to Israel; Russia/China have opposed others seen as
shielding U.S./ally interests.

14.2.2 Exceptions & Turning Points

e Occasional breakthroughs (e.g., a settlements text adopted
when a P5 abstained rather than vetoed) show that narrow,
carefully crafted language can pass.

14.2.3 Consequences of Deadlock
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o Aid pipelines and monitoring mandates become bargaining
chips.

e Investigative mechanisms lapse or are diluted.

e Cycles of violence reset without durable political horizons.

14.3 Humanitarian Mechanics on the
Ground

14.3.1 Access & Corridors

o Crossings (e.g., Rafah, Kerem Shalom) hinge on inspection
regimes, deconfliction, and fuel/electricity guarantees.

o Dual-use lists and clearance times determine whether
food/medical pipelines function.

14.3.2 Deconfliction & No-Strike Systems
« Shared hotlines, GPS-tagged facilities, and dynamic no-strike

lists reduce risk to hospitals, schools, shelters—when respected
and updated.

14.3.3 Aid Diversion & Compliance

e AML/CFT guardrails, end-use monitoring, and third-party
verification balance speed and integrity.

14.4 Roles & Responsibilities (Who Must Do
What)
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14.4.1 Parties to the Conflict

o Israel: IHL compliance; proportionality; enable predictable
humanitarian access; protect civilians; investigate and remedy
violations.

o Palestinian armed groups: End indiscriminate fire, hostage-
taking, and use of human shields; accept monitoring of
ceasefire terms.

14.4.2 Regional Mediators

« Egypt, Qatar, Jordan: Hostage/ceasefire facilitation; crossing
management; coordinated inspection SOPs.
o Arab League/ OIC: Political cover for de-escalation packages.

14.4.3 UN System & ICRC/INGOs

e OCHA/UNRWA/WFP/WHO/UNICEF/UNHCR: Corridor
design, health/WASH restoration, cholera & malnutrition
prevention.

e ICRC: Detention/hostage access; POW and protected-person
regimes.

14.4.4 P5/E10 at the Council
e P5: Veto restraint on humanitarian files; protect independent
investigations.

e E10: Table “clean humanitarian drafts,” co-penhold, attach
civilian-harm annexes and monitoring KPIs.

14.5 Case Studies (Illustrative)
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14.5.1 Ceasefire—Hostage Packages

o Deals combining pauses, hostage releases, prisoner
exchanges, and aid surges have periodically worked when
sequenced and verified.

14.5.2 Settlements & Diplomatic Headwinds

« Settlement expansion consistently complicates final-status
talks, hardening positions on borders and Jerusalem.

14.5.3 Temple Mount/Haram al-Sharif Flashpoints

o Status-quo breaches around holy sites trigger rapid escalation
chains; require quiet trilateral de-escalation protocols.

14.6 Ethical Standards in a Protracted
Conflict

o Distinction & Proportionality: Ban on targeting civilians;
calibrate force to concrete military advantage.

o Medical Neutrality: Protect hospitals, ambulances, medics;
post-strike reviews within 72 hours when harm occurs.

«  Siege Starvation Prohibition: Food, fuel, water, and medicine
must not be weaponized.

o Hostages & Detainees: Immediate release of civilian hostages;
ICRC access; due process for detainees.

e Accountability: Independent, professional fact-finding with
public summaries.
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14.7 Playbooks & Best-Practice Toolkits

A. Hostage—Ceasefire Framework (HCF)

1. Phased Pauses: 72-hour renewable; exchanges in tranches.

2. Verification: Joint room (UN/ICRC + mediators) with time-
stamped video evidence of releases.

3. Aid Surge: Pre-positioned convoys + fuel floors for hospitals &
water plants.

4. No-Strike Grid: Geo-fenced zones around shelters/clinics;
shared live updates.

5. Escalation Ladder: From field deconfliction — mediator
hotline — Council/GA notification.

B. Inspection & Corridor SOP (Border Crossings)

« Non-intrusive scanning, max dwell times, randomized
secondary checks;

e Priority lanes for ready-to-use therapeutic food, blood
products, cold-chain vaccines;

« Daily publication of turnaround metrics.

C. Reconstruction With Integrity
e Cash-for-work for debris removal; dual-key disbursement
(UN + local authority) with open ledgers;

o AML/CFT screens on contractors; community oversight
boards; independent engineering QA.

D. Digital Evidence & OSINT Protocol

« Hashing, geo-verification, and chain-of-custody for incidents;
public quarterly harm summaries.
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14.8 Monitoring & Dashboards (for Mandate
Renewals)

Track monthly; publish publicly:

Civilian Harm: Fatalities/injuries (sex/age disaggregated);
attacks on care/education.

Aid Pipeline Uptime: Convoy clearances, crossing throughput,
fuel/power hours in hospitals.

Protection Indicators: Hostage/detainee status; no-strike list
compliance events.

WASH & Health: Potable-water output, cholera/diarrheal
trends, ICU occupancy vs. capacity.

Education Access: Schools open, learning-space functionality.
Accountability Pulse: Incidents investigated, findings issued,
remedies enacted.

Trigger rules: If two red thresholds breached — automatic open
briefing; three — GA emergency session request.

14.9 Council-Level Remedies for a Stuck File

Humanitarian Carve-Outs: Food/fuel/medicine/WASH
protected in all measures.

Supermajority Override (Humanitarian Only): 12/15 may
override a single veto on aid/ceasefire/monitoring texts.
Time-Bound Veto: Any humanitarian veto expires in 60-90
days unless co-signed by another P5.
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Article 99 Normalization: SG compels debate when atrocity
indicators spike.

Arria-Formula Institutionalization: Regular briefings by
medical NGOs, protection clusters, tech verifiers.

14.10 Modern Applications

Al-assisted deconfliction: Real-time route optimization;
anomaly detection for convoy threats.

e-Vouchers & Humanitarian FinTech: Tokenized assistance
redeemable at vetted merchants with privacy-preserving audit
trails.

Satellite & SAR Overlays: Night-time light and synthetic-
aperture radar to verify energy/water restoration.
Community Feedback Loops: SMS/WhatsApp hotlines for
misconduct reporting and aid-gap mapping.

14.11 Key Insights from Chapter 14

The Israel-Palestine file encapsulates the veto trap: durable
politics eclipsing civilian protection.
Narrow, technical breakthroughs (corridors, monitoring,
hostage exchanges) are possible even amid strategic
deadlock—if insulated from grand politics.
Embedding veto restraint, supermajority humanitarian
overrides, and automatic transparency would reduce suffering
without predetermining final-status outcomes.
Ethical compliance (no starvation sieges, no indiscriminate fire,
medical neutrality, hostage protections) is non-negotiable under
IHL.
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Chapter 15: Global South Perspectives

The Veto Trap: Has the Security Council Outlived Its Relevance?

15.1 Introduction: The Silence of the
Majority

The Global South — comprising Africa, Asia, Latin America, the
Caribbean, and the Pacific Islands — represents:

o ~85% of the world’s population
e ~70% of UN member states
e ~60% of global GDP growth

Yet, it remains structurally marginalized within the UN Security
Council (UNSC).

While the Permanent Five (P5) dominate decision-making, countries
from the Global South rarely shape outcomes, even though they:

e Supply most UN peacekeepers
e Host the majority of global conflicts
« Bear disproportionate humanitarian burdens

Core Dilemma: A world reshaped by the Global South’s rise still
operates under a 1945 governance model.

15.2 Representation Gaps in the Security

Council
Page | 121



15.2.1 The Numbers Tell the Story

. UN Permanent Non- Population
Region Permanent
Members Seats Share
Seats

Africa 54 0 3 17%
Asia-Pacific 48 1 (China) 2 59%
Latin America 0
& Caribbean 0 2 ¢

. 3 (UK,
Europe (incl. 44 France, 1 10%
P5) X

Russia)

North 0
America 1(U.S) 0 5%

Insight: Over two-thirds of humanity has no permanent voice in
UNSC decisions.

15.2.2 Peacekeepers Without Power

o Africa contributes ~50% of UN peacekeeping forces.

e South Asian countries — Bangladesh, India, Pakistan, Nepal
— consistently rank among the top five troop contributors.

o Yet these states lack permanent representation, making
decisions about their deployments without their consent.

15.2.3 Conflict Hosts, Policy Outsiders
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e 75% of active UNSC files involve Global South conflicts —
Syria, Yemen, Mali, Sudan, Gaza, Myanmar.

o But policy design is driven by the P5 and often misaligned with
local realities.

15.3 Africa’s Voice: The Ezulwini Consensus

15.3.1 Origins and Demands

Adopted by the African Union (AU) in 2005, the Ezulwini Consensus
calls for:

e Two permanent African seats with full veto rights.

« Five additional non-permanent seats.

o Equal status for Africa in shaping global peace and security
decisions.

15.3.2 Rationale

o Africa hosts 60% of UN peacekeeping operations.
« The continent’s geopolitical relevance is growing due to:
o Energy reserves (Nigeria, Angola, Mozambique).
o Critical minerals (DRC, South Africa).
Strategic maritime chokepoints (Horn of Africa, Gulf
of Guinea).

15.3.3 Obstacles
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e P5 reluctance: Adding African veto players risks diluting
existing privileges.
« Internal rivalries: Disagreement on which African states
would fill permanent seats — contenders include:
o South Africa (economic powerhouse).
o Nigeria (population & oil influence).
o Egypt (regional leadership).

15.4 Asia’s Push for Recognition

15.4.1 India’s Case for Permanency

Population: ~1.4 billion, world’s largest democracy.
Economy: 3rd-largest by PPP.

Peacekeeping: Among top troop contributors.
Diplomacy: G20, BRICS, Quad, SCO.

Obstacle: China’s opposition to India’s inclusion stalls
consensus.

15.4.2 Japan’s Strategic Claim

« Financial Contributions: Among the highest to the UN budget.

o Peace Diplomacy: Significant role in humanitarian aid and
nuclear disarmament frameworks.

e Challenge: Resistance from China and South Korea due to
historical grievances.

15.4.3 Southeast Asia and ASEAN
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e ASEAN nations demand greater collective influence rather
than individual permanent seats.
o Proposal: Rotating ASEAN seat to reflect regional consensus.

15.5 Latin America and the Caribbean

15.5.1 Brazil’s G4 Leadership

o Brazil anchors the G4 coalition (India, Japan, Germany).
« Keyarguments:
o Regional dominance.
o Stabilizing influence in UN peacekeeping missions
(e.g., Haiti).
o Economic weight as the largest Latin American
economy.

15.5.2 Wider Latin American Positions

e Argentina, Mexico, Chile favor broader inclusivity.

e Uniting for Consensus (UfC) bloc opposes new permanent
seats, preferring longer-term renewable seats to avoid “elite
expansion.”

15.6 Pacific Island Nations and Climate
Security
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o Small island states argue for UNSC recognition of climate
change as a security threat.

o Rising sea levels threaten sovereignty and livelihoods.

o Proposal: Dedicated permanent or rotating seat representing
climate-vulnerable nations.

15.7 Coalition Strategies for Reform

15.7.1 The G4 Alliance

o India, Japan, Germany, Brazil pushing for permanent seats.
e Supported by UK, France, and U.S., but opposed by China
and UfC.

15.7.2 The L.69 Group

e 42 developing countries from Africa, Latin America, Asia, and
the Caribbean.

o Advocates for comprehensive UNSC expansion and veto
reform.

15.7.3 ACT Group (Accountability, Coherence,
Transparency)

e Focuses on working methods, including:
o Public explanations of veto use.
o Broader penholdership.
o Civilian-harm annexes in resolutions.
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15.8 Ethical Dimensions of Global South
Exclusion

o Distributive Justice: Excluding two-thirds of humanity
undermines the UNSC’s moral legitimacy.

« Conflict of Interest: Decisions about interventions, sanctions,
and mandates are made without representation from affected
regions.

o Equity Principle: Equal voice in security governance is vital
for sustaining international trust.

15.9 Proposed Reform Models Favoring the
Global South

Model

Ezulwini
Consensus

G4 Proposal

Rotating
Regional
Seats

Veto
Suspension

Description Supporters
2 African African
permanent seats + .

) Union

veto rights
India, Japan, Brazil,
Germany as G4 +EU +
permanent U.S.
members

Permanent regional

blocs nominate ASEAN,

- CARICOM
rotating reps
Suspend veto in ACT Group,
cases of mass France,
atrocities Mexico

Challenges

P5 resistance, intra-
Africa competition

China’s opposition,
UfC bloc

Coordination
complexities

U.S./Russia/China
resistance
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Model Description Supporters Challenges
New permanent

. . Political
oo G4+L60  compromies
required

review in 15 years

15.10 Tools for Enhancing Global South
Influence

A. Regional Penholdership
« Assign penholdership of resolutions to affected regions instead
of P3 dominance.
« Example: African-led drafting on Sudan or Somalia.

B. Supermajority Override

e 12/15 votes to bypass P5 vetoes on humanitarian files.
« Balances humanitarian needs with sovereignty concerns.

C. Global South Caucus

« Formalize cross-regional negotiating blocs for:
o Peacekeeping financing models.
o Climate-security mandates.
o Humanitarian carve-outs.

15.11 Key Insights from Chapter 15
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The Global South’s underrepresentation undermines UNSC
legitimacy and effectiveness.

Africa, Asia, and Latin America demand structural reforms to
reflect 21st-century realities.

Reform momentum relies on coalition-building (G4, L.69,
Ezulwini) and working-method changes.

Without inclusion, parallel security architectures (BRICS,
G20, AU PSC) will erode UNSC relevance.
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Chapter 16: Climate Change, Security,
and the UNSC

The Veto Trap: Has the Security Council Outlived Its Relevance?

16.1 Climate Change as a Security Threat

Climate change has shifted from being viewed solely as an
environmental issue to a strategic security challenge. Its impacts
include:

o Resource conflicts: Scarcity of water, food, and arable land
fuels interstate and intrastate tensions.

e Mass displacement: Climate-induced disasters could displace
1.2 billion people by 2050 (UNHCR estimates).

e Economic shocks: Droughts, floods, and storms destabilize
economies, leading to social unrest.

o Geopolitical flashpoints: Melting Arctic routes, disappearing
islands, and contested fisheries create new zones of rivalry.

Key Insight: Climate change has become a threat multiplier —
worsening instability, intensifying conflicts, and challenging
governance worldwide.

16.2 The UNSC’s Mandate Gap
16.2.1 Limited Recognition of Climate Security
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e The UNSC has debated climate security for over a decade, yet
it lacks a dedicated framework to address it.

o Attempts to recognize climate change as a direct security
threat have been repeatedly blocked by veto politics.

16.2.2 Major Stalemates

e 2011: Germany-led UNSC debate links climate impacts to
global peace; Russia and China resist formal action.

e 2017: Small Island Developing States (SIDS) demand
recognition of existential climate threats; no consensus
reached.

e 2021: A landmark draft resolution declaring climate change a
“threat to international peace” was vetoed by Russia —
despite support from 113 member states.

16.3 Vulnerability Hotspots

16.3.1 Africa

o Lake Chad Basin: Desertification fuels recruitment by
extremist groups like Boko Haram.

e Horn of Africa: Drought-induced famine drives instability in
Somalia and Ethiopia.

o Sahel Region: Resource scarcity exacerbates ethnic tensions
and armed conflict.

16.3.2 Asia-Pacific

e South Asia: Himalayan glacier melt threatens India-Pakistan
water security.

Page | 131



o Small Island States: Nations like Tuvalu, Kiribati, and
Maldives face existential threats from rising seas.

16.3.3 Middle East

e Syria (2011 drought): Severe water shortages contributed to
mass rural displacement, fueling unrest.

e Yemen: Depleting water reserves compound an already
catastrophic humanitarian crisis.

16.4 Roles and Responsibilities

16.4.1 Permanent Five (P5)

o Lead on climate-security integration:
o Support early-warning systems.
o Fund adaptation and resilience-building initiatives.
o Ring-fence climate mandates from veto politics.

16.4.2 Elected Ten (E10)

« Table resolutions from climate-vulnerable regions.
o Co-lead with SIDS and African states on integrating climate
risks into UNSC threat assessments.

16.4.3 Secretary-General & UN Agencies

e Invoke Article 99 when climate impacts threaten peace.

« Expand UNDP-UNEP-OCHA collaboration to embed climate
resilience metrics in peacekeeping and humanitarian
operations.
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16.4.4 Regional Organizations

African Union (AU), ASEAN, Pacific Islands Forum: Design
localized frameworks to manage climate-driven conflicts.

16.5 Case Studies: Climate-Linked Conflicts

16.5.1 Darfur (2003—present)

Cause: Desertification reduced arable land, intensifying ethnic
clashes between nomadic and farming groups.

UNSC Response: Sanctions and hybrid peacekeeping, but no
preventive climate strategy.

16.5.2 Syria (2006—-2011)

Trigger: Worst drought in 900 years displaced millions of rural
farmers.

Effect: Contributed to socioeconomic unrest that escalated into
civil war.

Lesson: Failure to recognize climate fragility as a conflict
precursor.

16.5.3 Pacific Island Nations

Threat: Rising sea levels threaten sovereignty.

Advocacy: SIDS call for UNSC recognition of climate refugees
and maritime sovereignty disputes.

Outcome: Still no UNSC mechanism to protect disappearing
states.
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16.6 Reform Proposals for Climate-Security
Governance

16.6.1 Establish a Climate Security Unit (CSU)

o Dedicated UNSC body integrating:
o Al-powered risk forecasting.
o Satellite-based water and land-use mapping.
o Conflict-prevention tools tied to climate stress
indicators.

16.6.2 Automatic Climate Mandates

« Resolutions addressing humanitarian relief in climate disasters
should:
o Beimmune to vetoes.
o Trigger rapid-response peace operations when
disaster-related instability escalates.

16.6.3 Climate Peacekeeping Forces
e Specialized “Blue Helmets for Climate” units trained in:
o Disaster response logistics.

o Resource mediation.
o Infrastructure repair and protection.

16.6.4 Binding General Assembly Mechanisms

e When the UNSC is deadlocked, enable the General Assembly
to pass binding resolutions on climate security.
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16.7 Humanitarian Dashboards for Climate
Security

Indicator Metric Trigger Threshold

<500m? per

Water Stress Index Automatic GA review

capita/year
. . Invoke emergency
Climate Displacement >500,000 people UNSC debate
Food Insecurity >30% population  Rapid aid corridor
Levels affected activation

Temperature Rise
Hotspots

Prioritize early

>2°C anomal . .
y interventions

16.8 Integration with Global Governance

16.8.1 G20 and Climate Finance

e Use G20 platforms to pool climate adaptation funds for
fragile states.

16.8.2 COP Framework Alignment
e Tie UNFCCC outcomes to UNSC threat assessments:
o COP reporting on security-critical vulnerabilities.

o Integrate climate resilience KPIs into peacekeeping
mandates.

16.8.3 Partnerships with Tech & Private Sector
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Leverage Al forecasting, satellite imagery, and blockchain-
based funding transparency.

16.9 Ethical Imperatives

Intergenerational Justice: Protecting future generations from
climate-driven instability.

Equity Principle: Developed nations — responsible for 70%o of
historical emissions — must fund adaptation in climate-
vulnerable states.

Climate Refugee Rights: Recognize and protect populations
displaced by sea-level rise and extreme weather.

16.10 Key Insights from Chapter 16

Climate change is a security threat multiplier — driving
conflicts, displacement, and economic collapse.

The UNSC'’s current structure leaves climate security
unaddressed due to veto deadlocks.

Proposals like a Climate Security Unit, automatic
humanitarian mandates, and climate peacekeeping offer
practical pathways.

Without reform, the UNSC risks ceding relevance to other
bodies like G20, COP, and regional frameworks.
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Chapter 17: Cybersecurity, Al, and
Emerging Threats

The Veto Trap: Has the Security Council Outlived Its Relevance?

17.1 Introduction: A New Battlefield

The 21st century has shifted security threats from physical
battlegrounds to digital frontiers.

Unlike traditional conflicts, cyber warfare, Al-driven weaponry, and
emerging technologies:

« Transcend geographic borders.

o Disrupt critical infrastructure without firing a shot.

e Blur the lines between state and non-state actors.

o Create crises the UN Security Council (UNSC) is ill-equipped
to address due to outdated frameworks and veto deadlocks.

Key Insight: Emerging technologies require collective governance,
but the UNSC’s Cold War-era architecture struggles to keep pace.

17.2 The Rise of Cyber Warfare

17.2.1 State-Sponsored Cyber Attacks

e Critical infrastructure sabotage:
o Stuxnet (2010): U.S.-Israeli cyberattack crippled Iran’s
nuclear program.
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o Ukraine power grid (2015 & 2022): Repeated
cyberattacks linked to Russian state actors.
e Implications:
o Digital attacks bypass traditional military deterrence.
o Attribution challenges hinder UNSC responses.

17.2.2 Non-State Actors and Cyber-Terrorism

o Ransomware syndicates, hacktivists, and terrorist groups
exploit weak cybersecurity.
o Attacks increasingly target:
o Hospitals.
o Financial systems.
o Humanitarian supply chains.

17.2.3 The UNSC’s Response Gap

o No dedicated framework for cyber conflict attribution.
« Veto blocks hinder sanctions or coordinated responses even
when attribution is clear.

17.3 Artificial Intelligence (Al) in Warfare

17.3.1 Autonomous Weapons Systems (AWS)

o Al-driven drones and lethal autonomous systems can select and
engage targets without human input.
« Ethical concerns:
o Risk of civilian harm escalation.
o Accountability gaps — who is responsible when an Al
kills unlawfully?
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17.3.2 Al-Powered Propaganda and Disinformation

o Deepfakes and Al-generated narratives destabilize societies

by:
o Fueling ethnic violence.
o Disrupting elections.
Undermining trust in institutions.

17.3.3 P5 Rivalries Over Al Governance

e U.S. & allies push for human-in-the-loop controls.
e China & Russia resist binding frameworks, prioritizing

strategic advantage.
e Result: UNSC gridlock on regulating Al in warfare.

17.4 Emerging Threat Vectors

17.4.1 Quantum Computing

e Could break existing encryption systems, compromising:
o State secrets.
o Financial markets.
o Humanitarian data pipelines.

17.4.2 Biotechnology & Gene Editing

e CRISPR technology raises concerns over:
o Weaponized pathogens.
o Bioengineered pandemics.
o Ethical dilemmas over human enhancement in warfare.
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17.4.3 Space Militarization

o Weaponization of satellites and orbital assets threatens:
o Global communications.
o GPS-dependent infrastructure.
o Early-warning defense systems.

17.5 The Governance Deficit

Threat Current UNSC Tools Gaps
Sanctions on state No attribution mechanism;
Cyber Attacks -
actors veto blocks accountability

No norms or compliance
architecture

Quantum None Encryption standards not
Disruption coordinated globally
Biological Weapons
Convention (BWC)

Space Outer Space Treaty Lacks enforcement & modern
Militarization ~ (1967) tech updates

Al Weapons None

Biotech Risks No UNSC enforcement body

17.6 Roles and Responsibilities

17.6.1 Permanent Five (P5)

o Lead digital arms-control dialogues.

« Investin joint attribution frameworks for cyber and Al
attacks.

« Commit to veto restraint on emerging-technology mandates.

Page | 140



17.6.2 Elected Ten (E10)

o Actas bridge-builders between polarized P5 blocs.
« Table neutral, tech-focused resolutions divorced from
geopolitics.

17.6.3 Secretary-General & Specialized Agencies
o Establish a UN Cyber and Al Security Office (UN-CAISO):
o Conduct risk assessments.

o Publish annual technology security reports.
o Serve as a neutral evidence hub.

17.6.4 Private Sector and Academia
o Partner with tech firms, cybersecurity labs, and Al ethics
boards to:
o Secure digital infrastructure.

o Establish responsible Al frameworks.
o Enhance cross-border incident response.

17.7 Global Best Practices

17.7.1 Tallinn Manual (Cyber Warfare Norms)
« Provides non-binding legal guidance for cyber operations.
e UNSC could adopt binding attribution thresholds based on its
principles.

17.7.2 Geneva Al Protocol
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e Proposed multilateral framework for:
o Banning fully autonomous lethal systems.
o Mandating human oversight in Al warfare.
o Creating Al incident reporting networks.

17.7.3 Digital Deconfliction Hotlines

o Establish real-time cyber incident reporting mechanisms
between states.

e Modelled after Cold War nuclear hotlines but adapted to the
digital era.

17.8 Reform Proposals for Tech Governance

17.8.1 Establish a Digital Peace Charter

o Defines norms for:
o Cyber non-aggression.
o Al weapons restrictions.
o Cross-border data protections.

17.8.2 Automatic Mandates for Critical Infrastructure
Protection

e UNSC resolutions ensuring:
o Hospitals, power grids, humanitarian logistics are
immune from cyberattack.
o Violations trigger GA emergency responses if UNSC
stalls.

17.8.3 Creation of a Global Tech Security Council (GTSC)
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e Hybrid multilateral body bringing together:
o States.
o Tech corporations.
o Academia.
o Civil society.
« Monitors, investigates, and publicly reports on emerging tech
threats.

17.9 Humanitarian Dashboards for Digital
Security

Indicator Metric Trigger Response
Cyber_attack Critical infrastructure Automatic GA review
Severity outage >72 hrs

Documented civilian .
Al Weapon Use harm from AWS Open UNSC session
Data Breach 50M+ personal records Emergency tech
Scale exposed coordination
Disinformation ~ 10M+ verified fake Activate independent fact-
Surge engagements checking network

17.10 Ethical Standards for Emerging
Threats

e Human Oversight Principle: Autonomous systems must retain
meaningful human control.

o Attribution Responsibility: States bear responsibility for
proxies conducting cyber/Al attacks.
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Digital Geneva Conventions: Extend protections for civilians
and humanitarian operations into cyberspace.

Equitable Access: Developing nations must not be excluded
from tech governance debates.

17.11 Key Insights from Chapter 17

Cybersecurity, Al, and emerging technologies have created new
security frontiers beyond UNSC’s current mandate.
Veto politics paralyze attempts to regulate digital warfare and
Al-driven conflicts.
Solutions lie in hybrid governance models combining:

o State authority.

o Private-sector innovation.

o Civil-society ethics frameworks.
Without adaptation, the UNSC risks irrelevance in the digital
age.
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Chapter 18: Humanitarian Intervention
VS. Sovereignty

The Veto Trap: Has the Security Council Outlived Its Relevance?

18.1 Introduction: The Clash Between

Principles

The United Nations Security Council (UNSC) was established to
preserve peace while respecting state sovereignty. However, as
atrocities unfolded in Rwanda, Bosnia, Kosovo, Libya, Myanmar,
and Syria, a core dilemma emerged:

Should the international community intervene to protect civilians
when a government fails to do so — even if it violates that state's
sovereignty?

This tension between humanitarian imperatives and state
sovereignty lies at the heart of modern UNSC debates.

18.2 The Legal Framework: Sovereignty vs.
Responsibility

18.2.1 Sovereignty in International Law
e UN Charter Article 2(7):
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“Nothing shall authorize the United Nations to intervene
in matters essentially within the domestic jurisdiction of
any state.”

o Historically used to shield states from external interference.

18.2.2 Responsibility to Protect (R2P) Doctrine

o Endorsed at the 2005 World Summit.
e Three Pillars:

1. State Responsibility: Protect citizens from genocide,
war crimes, ethnic cleansing, and crimes against
humanity.

International Assistance: Help states fulfill this duty.
3. Collective Action: If a state fails, the UNSC should act
— diplomatically, economically, or militarily.

N

18.2.3 The Veto Trap
e R2P is not legally binding.

« Any intervention requires UNSC approval, where P5 vetoes
often block action — even in cases of mass atrocities.

18.3 Kosovo (1999): Acting Without UNSC
Mandate

18.3.1 Background

o Systematic targeting of ethnic Albanians by Serbian forces.
e 250,000+ displaced; 10,000+ civilians killed.
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18.3.2 UNSC Deadlock

« Russia vetoed resolutions authorizing intervention.
e Outcome: NATO acted without UNSC approval.

18.3.3 Lessons Learned

« Highlighted the UNSC’s paralysis when P5 interests clash.
e Sparked debates over “legitimate” vs. “legal” interventions.

18.4 Libya (2011): The “R2P Success” That
Backfired

18.4.1 UNSC Authorization

« Resolution 1973 invoked R2P to protect civilians in Benghazi.
o Authorized “all necessary measures” — including NATO-led
airstrikes.

18.4.2 Outcome

« Initial success in averting mass atrocities.
o However, regime change followed, leading to:
o State collapse.
o Proliferation of weapons.
o Rise of extremist groups across the Sahel.

18.4.3 Impact on UNSC Credibility

e Russia and China accused NATO of “mandate overreach.”
« Since Libya, P5 consensus on R2P has eroded significantly.
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18.5 Myanmar (2017): Vetoes Against
Accountability

18.5.1 Rohingya Crisis

o Military-led atrocities displaced over 740,000 Rohingya into
Bangladesh.

e UN investigations documented ethnic cleansing and possible
genocide.

18.5.2 UNSC Paralysis

« China and Russia vetoed sanctions and arms embargoes.
e Humanitarian aid pipelines were left underfunded and
obstructed.

18.5.3 Consequence

o International accountability shifted to General Assembly
resolutions and independent investigative mechanisms
outside the UNSC.

18.6 Ethical Dilemmas

Sovereignty Humanitarian UNSC
Imperative Imperative Dilemma
Veto blocks
rapid action

Scenario
Genocide  Non-interference Prevent mass killings
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. Sovereignty Humanitarian UNSC
Scenario

Imperative Imperative Dilemma

Civil Wars Government’s Protect civilians (l:Jhl;l(S)Si;)ften
right to control ~ from harm M
inaction

Climate Sovereign Save displaced Lack of
Disasters  coordination populations framework
Al/Cyber  States control Protect hospitals & UNSC mandate
Conflicts  infrastructure humanitarian data  unclear

18.7 Alternative Pathways When UNSC Fails

18.7.1 General Assembly: “Uniting for Peace”

« Allows GA to recommend collective measures when UNSC is
deadlocked.

o Example: Ukraine 2022 — GA condemned invasion by 141
votes despite Russia’s veto.

18.7.2 Regional Security Frameworks

e African Union (AU): Invokes “non-indifference” doctrine.

« ECOWAS: Intervened in The Gambia (2017) to prevent post-
election violence.

e ASEAN: Increasingly involved in Myanmar crisis mediation.

18.7.3 Coalition of the Willing
e NATO in Kosovo (1999), U.S.-led strikes against ISIS in
Syria/lraq (2014).
« Controversial due to legitimacy gaps without UNSC mandate.
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18.8 Reform Proposals: Balancing
Sovereignty and Humanity

18.8.1 Automatic Veto Suspension for Mass Atrocities

e P5 veto suspended when:
o 5,000 civilian deaths in 90 days.
o Evidence of genocide or ethnic cleansing.
e Ensures R2P triggers are actionable.

18.8.2 Humanitarian Carve-Outs

e Food, medicine, and safe corridors immune to veto politics.
o Applies during:

o Siege warfare.

o Climate-driven displacement.

o Refugee crises.

18.8.3 Binding GA Mandates in Extreme Cases

o GA resolutions become operationally binding if UNSC fails to
act after two vetoes.

18.8.4 Regional Humanitarian Mandates

e Empower AU, ASEAN, and other blocs to act under UN
umbrella authority:
o Pre-authorized deployment triggers.
o Funding pipelines tied to GA oversight.
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18.9 Humanitarian Intervention Dashboard

Indicator Threshold Action Triggered

Automatic UNSC open

Civilian Deaths ~ >5,000 in 90 days debate

R(_efugee >500,000 in 6 months ~ GA emergency session
Displacement

Siege Starvation ~ >40% of population Humanitarian corridor
Index trapped activation

Use of Banned Confl_rmed Referral to ICC
Weapons chemical/cluster use

18.10 Key Insights from Chapter 18

e The UNSC'’s veto system often blocks action during mass
atrocities, undermining the Responsibility to Protect.

« Libya’s mandate misuse and Kosovo’s bypass intervention
highlight tensions between legality and legitimacy.

e Myanmar and Syria show how vetoes leave civilians
unprotected, forcing ad hoc workarounds.

o Practical reforms — automatic veto suspension, humanitarian
carve-outs, and GA escalation triggers — can balance
sovereignty with humanitarian imperatives.
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Chapter 19: The Future of Collective
Security

The Veto Trap: Has the Security Council Outlived Its Relevance?

19.1 Introduction: A Security System at a
Crossroads

The United Nations Security Council (UNSC) was designed in 1945
to act as the apex authority for global peace and security. But in
today’s multipolar, fragmented world, its veto paralysis, outdated
power structures, and failure to act decisively during humanitarian
crises raise a critical question:

Can collective security survive without a fundamental

transformation of the UNSC — or will new governance systems
emerge to replace it?

19.2 The Rise of Multipolarity

19.2.1 Shifting Centers of Power

e Post-Cold War dominance by the U.S. is fading.
e Regional powers are gaining influence:
o China: Expanding Belt and Road Initiative (BRI) and
asserting territorial claims.
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o India: Emerging as a geopolitical and economic
powerhouse.

o Brazil & South Africa: Representing Global South
leadership.

o Middle East: Saudi Arabia, UAE, and Turkey reshaping
energy diplomacy.

19.2.2 Implications for Security Governance

No single power bloc can unilaterally dictate security
outcomes.

Regional actors are asserting strategic autonomy, creating
parallel decision-making forums.

19.3 Regional Security Architectures

19.3.1 African Union (AU)

Peace and Security Council (PSC) enables rapid-response
interventions.
Examples:
o Deployed peacekeepers to Burundi (2015) before
UNSC action.
o Mediated Sudan’s transitional negotiations.

19.3.2 ASEAN and Indo-Pacific Frameworks

ASEAN Regional Forum (ARF) and East Asia Summit focus
on:
o Maritime disputes.
o Humanitarian disaster coordination.
Confidence-building among rival powers.
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19.3.3 NATO and Collective Defense

e« NATO’s Article 5 commitment guarantees collective defense.
o Expanded roles in:

o Cybersecurity.

o Counterterrorism.

o [Energy security.

19.3.4 Gulf Cooperation Council (GCC)

e Increasing influence in Yemen, Iran negotiations, and energy-
market stability.

19.4 Alternative Multilateral Platforms

19.4.1 BRICS and BRICS+

« BRICS expansion (2023-2025) adds Saudi Arabia, UAE, Iran,
Egypt, Argentina, and Ethiopia.
e Agpirations:
o Rebalancing global power toward the Global South.
o Creating parallel financial systems.
o Developing alternative peace dialogues.

19.4.2 G20 as a De Facto Steering Committee

e Includes all P5 members plus emerging economies.
« Plays growing roles in:

o Energy diplomacy.

o Pandemic responses.

o Climate-security financing.
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19.4.3 The Quad and AUKUS

e Quad: U.S., India, Japan, Australia coordinate Indo-Pacific
security.
e AUKUS: Australia, U.K., and U.S. collaborate on:
o Nuclear submarine technology.
o Al and cybersecurity innovations.

Insight: As UNSC deadlocks persist, flexible “mini-lateral” coalitions
are filling the void.

19.5 Future Scenarios for Collective Security

**19.5.1 Scenario 1 — UNSC Reform and Renewal

o Expanded representation:
o New permanent seats for India, Japan, Brazil, Africa.
o More non-permanent rotating seats.
e Veto restraint frameworks:
o Humanitarian carve-outs.
o Supermajority overrides.
e Integrated climate-security mandates:
o Early-warning dashboards.
o  Funding pipelines for vulnerable states.

Result: Restores UNSC’s legitimacy and centrality.

**19.5.2 Scenario 2 — Decentralized Regionalism

¢ Regional organizations dominate:
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o AU handles African crises.
o ASEAN mediates Indo-Pacific disputes.
o EUand NATO lead European security.
e UNSC plays a symbolic oversight role, endorsing outcomes
negotiated elsewhere.

Result: Faster, localized responses but risks fragmentation and
inconsistent norms.

**19.5.3 Scenario 3 — Parallel Governance Ecosystem

e UNSC coexists with G20, BRICS, and mini-lateral alliances:
o G20 drives economic-security integration.
o BRICS builds alternative finance + defense dialogues.
o UNSC retains symbolic authority but loses operational
dominance.

Result: Multipolar governance without a single global anchor.

**19.5.4 Scenario 4 — Failure of Collective Security

o Escalating proxy wars, cyber conflicts, and climate-driven
instability overwhelm fragmented institutions.
« Without binding global frameworks, crises intensify:
o Resource conflicts in the Arctic and Sahel.
o Al-driven arms races.
o Climate refugee crises destabilizing entire regions.

Result: Security becomes transactional, determined by power
politics, not collective principles.
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19.6 Tools for a Future-Proof Collective
Security Model

19.6.1 Digital Peace Architecture

e Al-powered conflict prediction dashboards.
o Real-time monitoring of:

o Civilian harm indicators.

o Resource scarcity tensions.

o Cyberattack escalation.

19.6.2 Integrated Climate-Security Framework

e Automatic activation of humanitarian corridors for:
o Droughts.
o Flood-induced displacement.
o Wildfire catastrophes.

19.6.3 Cross-Platform Peacekeeping Coalitions

e UN collaborates with:
o AU Peace and Security Council.
o EU Civilian Missions.
o ASEAN disaster-relief task forces.
« Establishes shared command centers and resource pools.

19.6.4 Binding General Assembly Mandates

e GA resolutions become operationally binding when UNSC
fails to act after two consecutive vetoes.

Page | 157



19.7 Ethical Imperatives for Future Security

o Equity: Representation must reflect demographics and
realities of the 21st century.

e Humanitarian Primacy: Civilian protection cannot be vetoed.

o Climate Justice: Countries most responsible for emissions must
fund adaptation and resilience in vulnerable states.

e Tech Accountability: Al, cyber tools, and quantum
technologies require shared ethical frameworks.

19.8 Reform Dashboards and KPIs

Indicator Metric Target
% of global population represented

: <o
Representation Index permanently >75%
Humanitarian Action % of mass-atrocity resolutions not
>90%

Score blocked
Climate-Security Countries covered by early-warning

i 100%
Readiness systems
Digital Security Norms States adopting Al/cyber rules of >85%

engagement

Regional Integration ~ UNSC mandates co-authored with ~70%
Score regional orgs =e

19.9 Key Insights from Chapter 19
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Collective security is evolving toward a multipolar,
decentralized model.
The UNSC can remain relevant only by:
o Expanding representation.
Reforming veto mechanisms.
o Integrating climate, digital security, and humanitarian
action.
Without reform, regional blocs and parallel alliances will
replace the UNSC as primary security actors.
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Chapter 20: Reimagining the UNSC —
A Blueprint for 21st-Century
Governance

The Veto Trap: Has the Security Council Outlived Its Relevance?

20.1 Introduction: A System in Urgent Need
of Renewal

The United Nations Security Council (UNSC), created in 1945 to
uphold global peace and security, faces an existential crisis.

o Veto paralysis blocks urgent humanitarian action.

e Underrepresentation marginalizes the Global South.

« Emerging threats — cyber warfare, Al, pandemics, and climate
security — remain largely unaddressed.

To remain relevant, the UNSC must reinvent itself — evolving from a
post-WW1I power club into an inclusive, adaptive, and accountable
21st-century security hub.

20.2 Vision for a Reimagined Security
Council

20.2.1 Core Principles
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1. Inclusivity: Representation must reflect global demographics
and economic realities.

2. Humanitarian Primacy: Civilian protection must be immune
to political deadlocks.

3. Agility: Rapid responses to fast-evolving crises.

4. Transparency: Vetoes, decisions, and humanitarian impacts
must be publicly justified.

5. Accountability: All actors — including P5, E10, and regional
bodies — must uphold international law.

20.3 Structural Reforms
20.3.1 Expansion of Membership

Proposal Details Impact
Add 6 new seats: India, Japan,

gggganent Brazil, 2 African states, 1 Arab R:;‘Ieglt i%[ir:Sodern
state geop
Non- Expand from 10 to 14 seats, , .
Permanent : . Greater inclusivity
ensuring regional balance
Seats
Rotating Collective seats chosen by Reduces rivalry

ASEAN, AU, CARICOM,

il over representation
Pacific Islands Forum P

Regional Seats

20.3.2 Reforming the Veto System

e Humanitarian Carve-Outs: Vetoes cannot block:
o Food, medicine, fuel, and aid convoys.
o Protection of civilians, schools, and hospitals.
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e Supermajority Override: Allow 12/15 votes to override a
single veto in mass-atrocity contexts.
e Time-Bound Veto:
o A veto expires after 90 days unless reaffirmed by two
P5 members.
e Public Justification:
o All vetoes require a written humanitarian impact
assessment debated in the General Assembly (GA).

20.3.3 Integrating Regional Leadership

« Formalize AU, ASEAN, EU, GCC, and OAS as co-decision
partners in regional conflicts.
« Shared mandates:
o Co-penholdership of resolutions.
o Regional liaison offices within UNSC headquarters.
o Hybrid peacekeeping deployments combining UN, AU, and
NATO assets.

20.4 Digital Transformation of Global
Security

20.4.1 Al-Powered Early Warning Systems

o Establish a Global Crisis Intelligence Center (GCIC) to:
o Monitor conflict indicators in real time.
o Forecast refugee flows and resource disputes.
o Alert UNSC and GA within 24 hours of emerging
crises.
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20.4.2 Cybersecurity and Al Governance

o Develop a Digital Peace Charter to:
o Ban cyberattacks on hospitals, water grids, and
humanitarian infrastructure.
o Regulate autonomous weapons and ensure meaningful
human oversight.
o Create an Al arms control verification body.

20.4.3 Climate-Security Dashboards

e Integrate real-time monitoring of:
o Sea-level rise hotspots.
o Drought-induced famine risks.
o Extreme weather displacement patterns.
« Trigger automatic humanitarian corridors during climate-
driven emergencies.

20.5 Decision-Making Innovations

20.5.1 Weighted Voting Systems
o Allocate votes based on:
o Population size.
o Financial contributions.

o Peacekeeping commitments.
e Prevents minority veto domination over majority interests.

20.5.2 Double-Majority Formula
e For humanitarian resolutions to pass:

Page | 163



o 60% of UNSC members AND
Members representing 70% of global population must
approve.

20.5.3 Standing Emergency Mechanisms

e Humanitarian Task Forces deploy within 72 hours when:
o Civilians face imminent danger.
o Climate disasters overwhelm state capacities.
o Cyberattacks cripple essential infrastructure.

20.6 Strengthening Accountability

20.6.1 Civilian Harm Monitoring

o Create independent oversight panels to:
o Track civilian deaths.
o Audit humanitarian aid delays.
o Publish quarterly Civilian Protection Reports.

20.6.2 Linking UNSC Decisions to the ICC

o Automatic referral to the International Criminal Court (ICC)
when:
o War crimes thresholds are met.
o States obstruct humanitarian relief.

20.6.3 Transparency Portals

e A public-facing UNSC Digital Dashboard showing:
o Voting records.
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o Aid pipeline status.
Veto impact analyses.

20.7 Building an Inclusive Global Security
Ecosystem

20.7.1 The Role of the General Assembly

o Empower GA to:
o Pass binding resolutions after two UNSC deadlocks.
o Oversee funding pipelines for humanitarian
operations.

20.7.2 Multi-Stakeholder Peace Architecture

e Involve:
o Regional blocs.
o Private sector for cybersecurity and Al controls.
o Civil society networks for ground-level verification.

20.7.3 Partnerships with Non-State Actors

« Engage tech companies, NGOs, and academia as formal
UNSC advisors on:
o Disinformation threats.
o Humanitarian logistics.
o Emerging tech ethics.

20.8 Reform Implementation Roadmap
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Phase Action Items Timeline
Adopt working-method reforms (veto

Phase justifications, penholdership rotation, humanitarian 0-12

1 months
carve-outs)

Phase Expand permanent and non-permanent 12-36

2 membership months

Phase Establish Digital Peace Charter and Climate

3 Security Unit 2-5 years

zhase Integrate regional decision-making frameworks 5-7 years
Phase Launch Global Security Compact — a treaty 710 vears
5 redefining collective security mandates y

20.9 Key Performance Indicators (KPIs)

Goal Metric Target
% of world population represented

: . <o
Representation Equity permanently >75%
Humanitarian Time from early warning to UNSC <72
Responsiveness action hrs
") % of vetoes with public 0
Veto Accountability justifications 100%
Civilian Protection % reduction in civilian deaths in
: >50%
Index conflicts
Climate-Security Countries covered by early-
i . 100%
Readiness warning dashboards

20.10 Key Insights from Chapter 20
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The UNSC must transform into a modern, inclusive, and
accountable security hub.
Reforms must prioritize:

o Representation equity.

o Veto reform and humanitarian carve-outs.

o Integration of climate, digital, and Al security

frameworks.

Regional organizations, civil society, and private actors must
become co-creators of global security governance.
Without these reforms, collective security risks fragmentation,
undermining the UN’s core mission.

20.11 Final Reflection

The UNSC was born in an era of superpower dominance. But today’s
world is multipolar, digitally interconnected, and climate-stressed.
Unless the Council adapts, it risks becoming a symbolic relic —
overshadowed by regional blocs, G20 platforms, and mini-lateral
coalitions.

To avoid irrelevance, the UNSC must reimagine itself as a 21st-
century governance platform:

Inclusive in representation.
Transparent in decision-making.
Humanitarian in purpose.
Adaptive to emerging threats.

The choice is stark: Reform or risk irrelevance.
The world cannot afford a paralyzed Council in an age of complex,
overlapping crises.
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Executive Summary

The Veto Trap: Has the Security Council Outlived Its Relevance?

Introduction

The United Nations Security Council (UNSC) was established in
1945 to maintain international peace and security. With five
permanent members (P5) — the United States, Russia, China, the
United Kingdom, and France — wielding veto power, the UNSC was
designed to prevent another global conflict by ensuring consensus
among major powers.

However, nearly eight decades later, the UNSC faces a legitimacy
crisis. Increasingly paralyzed by geopolitical rivalries, it struggles to
act decisively during humanitarian catastrophes, address emerging
global threats, and represent the diverse voices of the modern world.

Key Themes and Insights

1. The Veto Trap

e Veto power, intended to foster unity, has become a tool for
national interests.
e Humanitarian crises in Syria, Ukraine, Yemen, and Palestine
were prolonged because of P5 vetoes.
e Proposed solutions:
o Humanitarian carve-outs: Exempt aid, food, and
civilian protection from vetoes.
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o Supermajority overrides: Allow 12 of 15 members to
bypass single-veto blockages.

o Time-bound vetoes: Require reaffirmation after 90
days.

2. Representation Crisis

e The UNSC reflects 1945 power dynamics, not 21st-century
realities:
o Africa: 54 member states, 0 permanent seats.
o India & Brazil: Global economic powerhouses, yet
excluded from permanent membership.
o Small Island States: Face existential climate threats
but lack direct representation.

Global South reform demands include:

e Ezulwini Consensus: Two permanent African seats with veto

rights.

e G4 Proposal: India, Japan, Brazil, and Germany as permanent
members.

« Rotating regional seats for blocs like ASEAN, AU, and
CARICOM.

3. Alternative Power Structures
The UNSC’s gridlock has led to parallel governance models:

e G20: Addresses climate, pandemics, and global economic
security more inclusively.
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o BRICS+: Expands influence of Global South alliances.
« Regional organizations like AU, ASEAN, GCC, and NATO
increasingly bypass UNSC deadlocks.

4. Emerging Threats Beyond UNSC’s Scope

Modern security challenges are cross-border and multidimensional,
yet UNSC frameworks remain outdated:

o Climate Security:

o Climate change drives resource conflicts,
displacement, and famine.

o Proposals include a Climate Security Unit, automatic
humanitarian corridors, and Blue Helmets for
Climate.

e Cybersecurity and Al:

o Growing risks from cyber warfare, Al-driven
weapons, and quantum disruption.

o Suggested reforms: Digital Peace Charter, Al
governance norms, and real-time cyber incident
attribution systems.

e Global Health and Pandemics:

o COVID-19 exposed UNSC inaction.

o Integrate pandemic response mechanisms into peace
and security frameworks.

5. Humanitarian Intervention vs. Sovereignty

e Responsibility to Protect (R2P) doctrine recognizes that
sovereignty implies responsibility.

Page | 170



o Case studies:
o Kosovo (1999): NATO intervened without UNSC
mandate.
o Libya (2011): UNSC-authorized intervention saved lives
but mandate overreach destabilized the region.
o Myanmar (2017): Vetoes blocked action on Rohingya
atrocities.
e Recommended reforms:
o Automatic veto suspension during mass atrocities.
o Binding GA resolutions when UNSC is paralyzed.
o Regional blocs empowered under UN umbrella
authority.

6. Leadership and Accountability Deficits

o Secretary-General (SG) lacks authority to override P5 vetoes.
e E10 members (elected, non-permanent) are marginalized in
decision-making.
« Solutions:
o Strengthen Article 99 powers, allowing the SG to
compel UNSC debates.
o Rotate penholdership to give E10 and Global South
more influence.

o Require public humanitarian impact reports for every
veto.

Reform Blueprint for a 21st-Century UNSC

1. Structural Reforms
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o Expand UNSC to 25 seats:
o 6 new permanent seats.
o 4 additional rotating seats.
e Recognize regional representation for Africa, Asia, Latin
America, and Small Island States.

2. Decision-Making Innovations

o Double-Majority Voting:
o Resolutions require 60% of UNSC members and
countries representing 70% of global population.
o Standing Humanitarian Mandates:
o Immediate activation of aid corridors and civilian
protection measures in crises.

3. Integration of Regional and Global Bodies

e Co-author UNSC mandates with:
o AU Peace and Security Council.
o ASEAN Regional Forum.
o NATO, GCC, and OAS.
o Establish shared peacekeeping task forces combining regional
and UN assets.

4. Digital Transformation

o Launch Al-driven early-warning dashboards for:
o Conflicts.
o Climate disasters.
o Pandemics.
o Develop a Global Tech Security Council to regulate:
o Cyberattacks.
o Autonomous weapons.
o Quantum computing threats.
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5. Binding Accountability Mechanisms

o Automatic referral to the International Criminal Court (ICC)
for:
o Genocide.
o War crimes.
o Crimes against humanity.
e Publish Civilian Protection Dashboards and Veto Impact
Reports quarterly.

Key Recommendations

Challenge Proposed Solution Impact
Veto paralysis Humanit.ari_an carve-outs & Fasj[er act_ion
supermajority overrides during crises
Add permanent seats for
Underrepresentation  Africa, Asia, Latin Grga_ter
' ’ legitimacy

America

Climate, cyber, Al mandates

Emerging threats integrated into UNSC Future-proof

governance
agenda

Sovereignty vs. Automatic veto suspension Save civilian lives

humanity for mass atrocities

Leadership deficit Empower Secretary-General Mo_re_ balance_d
and E10 decision-making

Conclusion

The UNSC stands at a critical juncture:
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o Reform is not optional; it is existential.

« Without transformation, global security will increasingly shift to
parallel alliances like G20, BRICS, AU PSC, and regional
coalitions.

e A reimagined UNSC must be:

o

o O O O

Inclusive in representation.
Agile in decision-making.
Transparent in operations.
Humanitarian in purpose.
Adaptive to emerging threats.

The choice is stark: evolve into a modern security hub or fade into
symbolic irrelevance.

A reformed UNSC is humanity’s best hope for addressing the
complex, overlapping crises of the 21st century.
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Appendix

The Veto Trap: Has the Security Council Outlived Its Relevance?

This appendix provides practical toolkits, frameworks, dashboards,
templates, and KPIs designed to make the book’s findings actionable.
It equips policymakers, researchers, and humanitarian actors with
ready-to-use resources to address UNSC reform, humanitarian crises,
emerging threats, and inclusive governance.

A. Veto Reform Frameworks

A.1 Humanitarian Veto Carve-Out Model

Objective: Prevent P5 vetoes from blocking life-saving humanitarian
measures.

Area Exempt from Veto Trigger Conditions
Humanitarian Food, fuel, medicine, Civilian displacement
Aid medical supplies exceeds 500,000

>40% population trapped
in siege zones

Health Hospitals, clinics, water  >20% facilities destroyed
Protection infrastructure or offline

Refugee surge exceeds
250,000

Safe Corridors Humanitarian routes

Refugee Access Safe cross-border passage

Outcome: Protects civilians while preserving UNSC credibility.
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A.2 Supermajority Override Mechanism

e If 12 of 15 UNSC members vote in favor, a single P5 veto is
overridden.
e Applies to:
o Genocide.
o Crimes against humanity.
o Chemical weapons use.
o Humanitarian blockades.

A.3 Time-Bound Veto
e A veto automatically expires in 90 days unless reaffirmed by

two additional P5 members.
e Ensures reassessment under changing ground realities.

B. Decision-Making Templates

B.1 Ethical Veto Justification Template

Subject: Written justification for veto on Resolution [X]

Component Details
Resolution Purpose  State the intent and humanitarian objectives

Explain legal, political, or sovereignty

R n for V
eason for Veto concerns
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Component Details
Humanitarian Impact Quantify civilian harm caused by veto

. Present other measures for achieving similar
Alternatives Proposed g

goals
Accountability Confirm compliance with international
Statement humanitarian law

B.2 Responsibility to Protect (R2P) Trigger Protocol

Purpose: Provide automatic pathways for UNSC response when mass
atrocities occur.

Trigger Threshold UNSC Action

- . Emergency open
Civilian Deaths >5,000 deaths in 90 days debate

Mass >500,000 refugees in 6 Humanitarian
Displacement  months corridor mandate
Atrgcuy Systematic ethnic targeting  Invoke ICC referral
Indicators

Verified chemical/banned GA emergency

Weapons Use -\ eapon deployment session

C. Humanitarian Protection
Dashboards

C.1 Civilian Protection Dashboard
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Indicator

Fatalities
Starvation Index
Medical Collapse

Refugee Flow

Education
Disruption

Metric
Civilian deaths >10,000

30%+ population food-
insecure

>50% hospitals closed

>1 million cross-border

>40% schools non-
operational

C.2 Humanitarian Aid Monitoring

Trigger
UNSC emergency
briefing
Automatic aid corridor

WHO-led rapid
deployment

GA humanitarian
financing

UNICEF emergency
funds

o Pipeline Uptime: % of days humanitarian corridors open.

o Convoy Throughput: Average trucks per day crossing
inspection points.

o Delivery Latency: Average days between aid request and

delivery.

e Fuel Floors: Minimum weekly tonnage allocated for
hospitals/water plants.
e Crossing Metrics:
o Priority lanes for food, medicine, vaccines.
o Real-time dashboards updated daily.

D.

D.1 Climate-Security Dashboard

Climate Security Toolkit
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Indicator

Water Scarcity
Index

Displacement

Food Insecurity

Temperature
Anomalies

Threshold Response Mechanism

UNSC invokes rapid

3
<500 m3/person/year mediation

>500,000 climate
refugees
>30% population
affected

Automatic GA session

Activate WFP-led airlift

Launch Climate Security

>2°C rise in hotspots Task Force

D.2 “Blue Helmets for Climate” Deployment Plan

Mandate: Stabilize regions destabilized by climate-induced conflicts.

Core Functions:

o Mediate resource-sharing disputes.
o Protect critical infrastructure (water, energy, food).
e Support rebuilding efforts with local climate adaptation

strategies.

E. Digital Peace and
Cybersecurity Frameworks

E.1 Digital Peace Charter (Proposed)

Goals:
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=

Prohibit cyberattacks on civilian infrastructure.

2. Ban Al-driven autonomous lethal systems without human
oversight.

3. Create a UN Cyber Attribution Office for independent

investigations.

E.2 Global Tech Security Dashboard

Threat Trigger Metric Action
Critical Activate Cyber
Infrastructure >72 hours blackout Emergency Task
Attack Force

. Documented civilian harm UNSC sanctions
Al Weapon Misuse from AWS debate
Quantum Breach of encryption for ~ GA convenes
Decryption financial/health systems  emergency session
Disinformation Verified 10M+ fake Mobilize fact-
Surges engagements checking networks

F. Inclusive Governance Models

F.1 Expanded Representation Proposal

Region Current Seats Proposed Rationale
New Seats
. 3 (non- 2 permanent + Peacekeeping burden +
Africa .
permanent) 1 rotating resource relevance
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Proposed

New Seats Rationale

Region Current Seats

2 non-permanent 2 additional ~ Economic growth +

Asia-Pacific 1 permanent  permanent population share
Latin 1 permanent + Brazil + equitable

. 2 non-permanent . .
America 1 rotating representation
Small
Island 0 1 rotating seat Climate vulnerability
States
Middle 0 permanent 1 Arab Reglon_al conflict
East permanent seat centrality

F.2 General Assembly Empowerment

e GA passes binding resolutions if:
o UNSC deadlocks after two consecutive vetoes.
o Establish joint GA-UNSC humanitarian oversight
committees.

G. Implementation Roadmap

Phase Action Items Timeline
Phase Adopt humanitarian veto carve-outs and veto  0-12

1 justification protocols months
Phase Expand UI\_ISC membership for balanced 1-3 years
2 representation

Phase Create Climate Security Unit and Digital Peace 3.5 years
3 Charter
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Phase
Phase Integrate regional organizations into UNSC

4

Phase Launch a Global Security Compact redefining

5

Action Items Timeline

mandates 57 years

collective security 7-10 years

H. Key Takeaways

Humanitarian action must be insulated from political
rivalries.

Global South inclusion is essential for UNSC legitimacy.
Climate change, cyber warfare, and Al threats require new
security architectures.

Regional organizations (AU, ASEAN, NATO, GCC) should
co-author mandates.

Without reform, the UNSC risks irrelevance in the evolving

security ecosystem.
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Timeline of All UNSC Vetoes (1946-
2025)

Overview Figures (as of June 4, 2025):

e Russia/Soviet Union: 129 vetoes

o United States: 88 vetoes (notably, ~50 aimed at shielding
Israel)

e United Kingdom: 29 vetoes

e China: 19 vetoes

e France: 16 vetoes The Economic
Times+7Wikipedia+7Visualizing Palestine+7.

1. Late 1940s-1950s: Early Cold War Veto Landscape

e 1946: First veto over Greek Civil War-related border
incidents by the Soviet Union United
Nations+5Wikipediat+5archive.globalpolicy.org+5.

o Substantial Cold War-era vetoes over geopolitical flashpoints
like Suez, Rhodesia, Korea, Palestine, and Hungarian crises
Wikipediaarchive.globalpolicy.org.

2. 1960s-1970s: Decolonization, Apartheid, and Global
Politics

o Vetoes by Western powers over South Africa apartheid,
Rhodesia, and Middle East crises The Times of
Israel+6Wikipedia+6archive.globalpolicy.org+6.

3.1970s-1980s: U.S. Dominance in Veto Usage
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From 1970-1991, the United States cast 56% of all vetoes;
often joined by the UK and France Wikipedia.

4. 1990s—-Early 2000s: A Brief Thaw, Then Renewed Vetoes

1990-1993: Record longest period without vetoes (31 May 1990
— 11 May 1993) Wikipedia.

Later, vetoes resumed on issues like Israel-Palestine, the
Balkans, Cyprus, Zimbabwe, and Second Intifada
Wikipediaarchive.globalpolicy.org.

5. 2010s-2020s: Veto Resurgence Amid Major Crises

Syria conflict triggered frequent vetoes over humanitarian
access and chemical weapon accountability United
Nations+8Visualizing Palestine+8Wikipedia+8.

Ukraine (2022): Russia vetoed condemnation of its invasion
Wikipedia.

Climate Security (2021): A veto blocked efforts to recognize
climate threats as security issues Wikipedia.

Multiple vetoes between 2019-2024 on issues including Syria,
Gaza, Yemen, Venezuela, non-proliferation, and Palestinian
statehood (e.g., in 2024, vetoes on Gaza war resolutions, Sudan,
DPRK, Palestine admission) Wikipedia.

2025: US vetoed a Gaza ceasefire resolution, its fifth since the
conflict began, blocking a universally supported humanitarian
text AP News+2The Guardian+2.

Why This Timeline Matters

Cold War Pattern: Veto use was initially dominated by
geopolitical alignments—primarily by the US and USSR.
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e Post-Cold War Lull and Resurgence: Brief pause in veto use
gave way to frequent blocks amid rising new conflicts.

o Humanitarian Paralysis: Recent vetoes increasingly centered
on humanitarian matters—from Syria and Gaza to climate
security.

e Increasing U.S. Role: With ~50 vetoes protecting Israel, the
pattern reflects political alliances impacting decision-making
Visualizing Palestine.

How This Informs Reform Discussion

e Quantitative Evidence: The veto timeline underscores how
often humanitarian, peacekeeping, and transitional justice
resolutions are hindered.

e Reform Justifications:

o Carve-outs for humanitarian action.
o Time-bound vetoes to avoid permanent stalemate.
o Public justification protocols to elevate accountability.

o Patterns of Abuse: Highlighting disproportionate veto use by
certain P5 members strengthens arguments for equity and
structural change.
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Appendix B. Comparative Models of International Decision-
Making

The Veto Trap: Has the Security Council Outlived Its Relevance?

B1l. Quick-Reference Matrix (How Other Bodies Decide)

Body / Members Core Decision Any Spee Inclusivit Enforcement/  Typical
Regime Rule “Veto”? d y Teeth Use-Cases
Quialified
Majority Voting .
EU Single
: (QMV): >55% of No (but .

Council 27 states and >65% of blocking *x 1.8 8 ¢ strong via EU mar_ket,
(most £ lation: S law & CJEU environment
olicies) U Popu at_lon,_ minority) many regs

P blocking minority ’

>4 states



Body /

Regime
EU (tax,
foreign
policy,
treaty)

Members

NATO 32

AU Peace
& Security 15
Council

ASEAN 10

OSCE 57

Core Decision Any Spee Inclusivit Enforcement/

Rule “Veto”? d
Functional
Unanimity veto by any %
state
Any member
\C/:ootgensus (no can prevent %
consensus
Consensus; failing Neormanent *
that 2/3 P
veto
Soft veto via
Consensus culture non- *
agreement
Coniensus (with De facto
rar¢ consensus-
veto

minus-one” tools)

y

%k k

* Kk

¥k k

¥k K

% %k k

Teeth

Strong (when
adopted)

Political-military
commitments

Peace ops,
sanctions,
suspensions

Political peer
pressure; MoUs

Monitoring,
missions (soft
power)

Typical
Use-Cases

Sanctions,
tax, treaty
change

Collective
defense,
operations

African
Crises,
coups, peace
support
Preventive
diplomacy,
de-
escalation
Elections,
human
dimension,
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Body /

Regime
UNFCCC/
cop 190+
WHO
(WHA/IH 194
R)
WTO 160+
IMF 190+

Members

Core Decision
Rule

Consensus
practice (formal
votes possible)

Simple or 2/3
majority (topic-
dependent); DG

can declare PHEIC

with EC advice

Consensus;
fallback voting
possible; dispute
panels

Weighted voting
by quota; some
acts need 85%

Any
“Veto”? d

Soft veto in -

practice

No *
*

No single-

state veto on %
rulings

Effective * %
veto for *

y

1. 8.0, 8

1. 8.8, 8 .

1. 8.8, 8 .

* *

Spee Inclusivit Enforcement/

Teeth

Nationally
determined;
review

Regs, guidance;

reputational +
funding

Binding rulings

(appellate
capacity
variable)

Strong financial

conditionality

Typical
Use-Cases

early
warning

Climate
accords,
finance
frameworks

Health rules,
emergencies

Trade
disputes,
rules

Balance-of-
payments,
programs
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Body / Members Core Decision Any Spee Inclusivit Enforcement/  Typical

Regime Rule “Veto”? d y Teeth Use-Cases
large
shareholders
World . . Effective
Bank 170+ \k,\ée'gr?;ﬁde\éor;[égg’ veto for top %% ) Project/Policy  Developmen
(IBRD/IDA y ges | shareholder( « finance t lending
) supermajorities S)
ICC 2/3 for major Arrest warrants; Atrocity
(Assembly 120+ Assembly acts; No *k hokok needs state accountabilit
/ Court) Court independent cooperation y
Judgments by Binding on
193 (UN  majority; state parties; Interstate
ICJ states) consent to o Fok o dokok compliance via disputes
jurisdiction politics
G20 19+EU+U Consensqs , Soft veto * K ok Agenda-setting, 2?12?&2/1,
A ((:r?g?]tz?nn(;ﬁ]ugs * peer pressure health,
g finance
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Body / Members Core Decision Any Spee Inclusivit Enforcement/  Typical

Regime Rule “Veto”? d y Teeth Use-Cases
OAS/ Majority/2/3 Tk Democratic Regional
Inter- 35 depending on issue No 1.8 . ¢ charter tools, democracy,
American (e.g., suspensions) *x sanctions crises

Conser)sus/majori Economic/securi Gulf_ _
GCC 6 ;[))I/ré\éigles by Soft veto *k ok ty coordination gsgga;lon,

Legend: Speed & Inclusivity (k—% % % %) are indicative: higher = faster/broader participation.

Page | 190



B2. Model “Cards” (How Each System
Works, in One Page)

B2.1 EU Qualified Majority Voting (QMV)

Logic: Balance state equality and population weight to prevent
small or large states from dominating.

Thresholds: 55% of states and 65% of population; blocking
minority needs >4 states.

Strengths: Fast, scalable, legitimacy via dual thresholds.
Weaknesses: Sensitive areas still require unanimity.
Portability to UNSC: Double-majority (members +
population/peacekeeping share) for humanitarian files.

B2.2 NATO Consensus

Logic: Political cohesion for defense; disagreements solved
before formal decisions.

Strengths: Unity signal; rapid once alignment achieved.
Weaknesses: One hold-out can stall; relies on intense pre-
negotiation.

Portability: Build pre-session “quiet rooms” and shuttle
diplomacy to defuse vetoes upstream.

B2.3 AU Peace & Security Council

Logic: Regional proximity — faster action; consensus or 2/3.
Strengths: Speed, ownership; tools against coups/atrocities.
Weaknesses: Resource constraints; external buy-in needed.
Portability: UNSC-AU co-penholdership and automatic
humanitarian carve-outs for Africa files.

B2.4 ASEAN Consensus Culture



Logic: Trust-building, non-interference; progress via lowest
common denominator.

Strengths: Keeps channels open, reduces zero-sum postures.
Weaknesses: Slow on hard security; soft-veto risk.
Portability: Arria-style informal tracks and “quiet
understandings” to maintain dialogue under tension.

B2.5 WTO Consensus + Dispute Settlement

Logic: Rules-first; members accept panels’ legal findings.
Strengths: Predictable, technical; de-politicizes disputes.
Weaknesses: Appellate capacity has faced blockage;
compliance can be slow.

Portability: Independent fact-finding/attribution bodies for
sanctions, chemical use, or cyber harm.

B2.6 IMF / World Bank Weighted Voting

Logic: Voting power linked to financial stake; supermajorities
for big moves.

Strengths: Efficient for finance; clear burden-sharing.
Weaknesses: Perceived Northern tilt; effective veto by top
shareholders.

Portability: Weighted elements (e.g., peacekeeping
contribution, assessed dues) to complement one-state-one-vote.

B2.7 UNFCCC / COP Consensus

Logic: Broad buy-in for economy-wide transitions.

Strengths: Universality, legitimacy; iterative ambition.
Weaknesses: Slow; lowest-common-denominator risk.
Portability: Consensus for norms, voting for operations (split
tracks) at the UNSC.
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B2.8 WHO / IHR

Logic: Technical rules with fast emergency powers (PHEIC).
Strengths: No veto, clear thresholds; expert-led.

Weaknesses: Compliance depends on states.

Portability: Emergency triggers and time-boxed decisions on
humanitarian access.

B2.9 ICJ / ICC (Judicial Models)

e Logic: Law and evidence over politics.

« Strengths: Legitimacy; individual accountability (ICC).

o Weaknesses: Needs state cooperation; UNSC politics can
intrude.

o Portability: Standing investigative & referral tracks
independent of veto politics.

B3. Design Patterns (What Actually Works,
and When)

1. Double-Threshold Voting (EU-style)
o Use when: Large/small members must both feel
represented.
o UNSC translation: Humanitarian resolutions pass with
12/15 and members representing >70% of global
population (or peacekeeping share).
2. Consensus With Upstream Mediation (NATO/ASEAN)
o Use when: Cohesion is paramount; public splits are
costly.
o UNSC translation: Pre-vote mediation cells to defuse
vetoes; “silence procedure” drafts.
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3. Weighted Voting (IFIs)

o Use when: Financial or operational burden is
concentrated.

o UNSC translation: Supplemental weighting for
peacekeeping financiers/troop contributors on
logistics/mandate support questions.

4. Independent Adjudication (WTO/ICJ/ICC)

o Use when: Facts are disputed; politics paralyze
accountability.

o UNSC translation: Automatic referral to a Council-
independent evidence mechanism with public reports.

5. Emergency Triggers (WHO/IHR)

o Use when: Time is the critical variable.

o UNSC translation: Time-bound votes and auto-
activation (aid corridors, fuel floors) when atrocity
indicators cross thresholds.

B4. A Practitioner’s Decision Tree
Goal: Choose a decision model for a given problem.

1. s the decision time-critical (hours—days)?
— Yes: Emergency triggers (WHO-style).
— No: Go to 2.
2. Is broad political buy-in essential for compliance?
— Yes: Consensus track (COP/ASEAN), but add fallback vote.
— No: Go to 3.
3. Are burdens/risks concentrated among few actors?
— Yes: Weighted component (IMF/\WB).
— No: Go to 4.
4. Are facts hotly contested?
— Yes: Independent panels (WTO/ICJ-style) feeding into
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decision.
— No: Double-majority (EU-style) to pass.

B5. Implementation Toolkits (Drop-In
Clauses)

B5.1 Double-Majority Clause (Humanitarian Files)
“Decides that for resolutions addressing genocide, crimes
against humanity, war crimes, or large-scale humanitarian
crises, adoption shall require at least 12 affirmative votes and
affirmative votes by members representing at least 70% of the
UN population (or peacekeeping contributions). ”

B5.2 Time-Boxed Decision Window

“Requests the President to place any certified emergency item
for a vote within 72 hours of tabling; absent a decision, the
humanitarian measures in Annex | shall enter into force for 90
days unless reversed by a recorded vote.”

B5.3 Independent Fact-Finding Trigger

“Establishes a standing Independent Verification Mechanism to
determine, within 30 days, factual matters related to alleged use
of prohibited weapons or obstruction of humanitarian aid; its
findings shall be appended to the Council record.”

B5.4 Upstream Consensus Protocol
“Encourages informal consultations under a ‘silence
procedure’ of 24—48 hours; any break in silence must include
alternative operative text or modifications.”

B6. Strengths & Failure Modes (By Model)
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Model Where It Shines Failure Mode Mitigation

EU-style Balances size & Complex Clear dashboard &
double-majority legitimacy thresholds auto-calc
Consensus Unity signaling; Single-state  “Silence + fallback
sensitive security holdouts vote”
Weighted Burden-sharing Perceived Caps; hybrid with
voting fairness dominance  simple majority
Independent De-politicizes ~ Compliance  Sanctions/GA
adjudication facts gaps backing
Emergency Speed, saves Overreach Narrow scope +
triggers lives concerns sunset clauses

B7. Crosswalk to UNSC Reform Options

Humanitarian supermajority override «— EU double-
majority + emergency triggers.

Article 99 normalization < WHO emergency authority logic.
Standing investigative mechanism «— WTO/IC]J fact-finding.
Regional co-penholdership « AU/ASEAN ownership
models.

Time-bound veto < silence procedure / sunset norms.

B8. Ready-Use Checklists

B8.1 Before Tabling a Humanitarian Resolution

[ Does it include auto-carve-outs (food, fuel, medicine,
WASH)?
[ Is there a fallback vote if consensus fails?
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e [ Are facts anchored by an independent mechanism?
o [ Are sunset/review dates explicit?
« [ Have regional bodies co-signed language?

B8.2 During Negotiations

e [ Run asilence procedure first.

« [ Offer a menu of acceptable verbs (decides/urges/requests)
pre-agreed.

o [ Pre-clear monitoring KPIs and reporting cadence.

e [ Set time-boxed debate windows.

B8.3 After Adoption

o [ Publish a public explainer (what changes now).

« [ Activate dashboards (pipeline uptime, civilian harm).
o [ Schedule review points (30/60/90 days).

o [ Enable regional liaison briefings every month.

B9. One-Page Summary for Negotiators

Pick the model to fit the problem, not vice-versa.

Combine consensus for norms with voting for operations.
Use independent facts when politics jam.

Time is a variable: embed deadlines and sunsets.

Share ownership with regional bodies to boost compliance.
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Appendix C. Profiles of P5 Leadership and Influence

The Veto Trap: Has the Security Council Outlived Its Relevance?

This appendix provides comprehensive profiles of the five permanent members of the United Nations
Security Council (P5) — United States, United Kingdom, France, Russia, and China — focusing on
their historical roles, veto behavior, strategic priorities, alliances, and influence. It equips readers with
an in-depth understanding of how the P5 dominate UNSC decision-making and why their power shapes
the Council’s effectiveness.



C1l. Comparative Overview of P5 Power and Influence

Total
Permanent  Vetoes . L Main L
Country SeatSince (1946 Key Strategic Priorities Alliances Humanitarian Record
2025)
- Middle East stability, . .
United 88 (=30 counterterrorism, protection NATO, G7, - High aid spending but
States 1945 related to of Israel. Indo-Pacific Quad, frequgn_t vetoes on
Israel) Y AUKUS Palestinian rights
security
Strategic depth, NATO CSTO
Russia / containment, regional . Uses vetoes to shield
1945 129 ) : BRICS, ; ;
USSR influence over post-Soviet SCO allies (e.g., Syria)
space
. . . Growing role in
Sovereignty-first, Taiwan,  BRICS, )
China 4 (PRC 4 South China Sea, SCO, Global Peacekeeping but vetoes
since 1971) on sanctions (e.g.,

multipolarity South Myanmar)
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Total

Permanent  Vetoes . L Main L
Country SeatSince  (1946— Key Strategic Priorities Alliances Humanitarian Record
2025)
. Global stability, NATO Aligns with U.S. on
lli?r:teéjom 1945 29 alignment, nuclear Z{C-IE?J’SGY’ many humanitarian
g deterrence, multilateralism vetoes
Multilateral diplomacy, EU NATO Supports R2P, often
France 1945 16 Francophone Africa, EU G7’ ' abstains on controversial
leadership vetoes
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C2. United States (P5 Profile)

C2.1 Historical Role

o Founding member of the UN; shaped the UN Charter.
« Initially used veto sparingly; post-1970 became the largest veto
user after Russia.

C2.2 Veto Patterns

o =50 vetoes shielded Israel from resolutions condemning
settlements, occupation, and use of force.
e Frequently blocks:
o Palestinian statehood recognition.
o Humanitarian ceasefires in Gaza.
o Sanctions on U.S. allies.

C2.3 Strategic Influence

o Leverages UNSC mandates for:
o Counterterrorism operations.
o Sanctions enforcement (e.g., DPRK, Iran).
o Peacekeeping funding (largest UNSC funder, *22% of
total budget).

C2.4 Humanitarian Diplomacy

e Leads in humanitarian aid globally but undermines UNSC
unity via selective vetoes.

o Criticized for double standards in Israel-Palestine and Iraq
2003 bypass of UNSC.



C3. Russia / Soviet Union (P5 Profile)

C3.1 Historical Role

e Used veto most aggressively during Cold War, primarily to
block Western influence.

o Post-1991, Russia leverages UNSC to preserve strategic depth
in Eastern Europe, Middle East, and Central Asia.

C3.2 Veto Patterns

e 129 total vetoes (highest):
o Protecting Syria’s Assad regime (=17 vetoes since
2011).
Blocking accountability for Ukraine 2022 invasion.
Opposing sanctions on allies (Iran, Myanmar,
Belarus).

C3.3 Strategic Influence

e Uses UNSC to:
o Counter NATO expansion.
o Shape energy diplomacy (gas corridors, Arctic routes).
o Align with China on multipolarity narratives.

C3.4 Humanitarian Record

« Criticized for:
o Blocking aid corridors in Syria.
o Vetoing humanitarian resolutions involving Ukraine.
o Undermining R2P principles.
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C4. China (P5 Profile)

C4.1 Historical Role

« Initially inactive under the Republic of China (ROC).
o After PRC took seat in 1971, China gradually became a global
player.

C4.2 Veto Patterns

e 19 vetoes total; usage has increased since the 2000s:
o Blocks sanctions on Myanmar, Syria, and Zimbabwe.
o Opposes resolutions criticizing human rights abuses.
o Resists climate-security frameworks viewed as Western
agenda-setting.

C4.3 Strategic Influence

e Advocates for:
o Non-interference in sovereign affairs.
o Expanding Global South representation.
o Building alternative frameworks like BRICS and Belt &
Road diplomacy.

C4.4 Humanitarian Record
e Increasing peacekeeping contributions in Africa.

o Focuses aid via Belt & Road projects, but vetoes human rights-
focused interventions.

C5. United Kingdom (P5 Profile)
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C5.1 Historical Role

o Legacy imperial power, shaped early UNSC frameworks.
« Today, often acts as co-penholder on resolutions with the U.S.
and France.

C5.2 Veto Patterns

e 29 vetoes, mostly aligned with U.S. positions:
o Protecting Israel.
o Opposing sanctions against allies.
o Limiting interventions perceived as threatening Western
strategic interests.

C5.3 Strategic Influence

e Penholder leadership: Drafts most UNSC resolutions on:
o Sanctions.
o Peacekeeping.
o Humanitarian access.

o Coordinates strongly with NATO, EU, and G7.

C5.4 Humanitarian Record

o Advocates for:
o R2P (Responsibility to Protect).
o Increased humanitarian access.
 Criticized for alignment with U.S. vetoes on Palestine-related
resolutions.

C6. France (P5 Profile)
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C6.1 Historical Role

e Champion of multilateralism and international law.
« Maintains strong influence over Francophone Africa and
European diplomacy.

C6.2 Veto Patterns

e 16 vetoes, lowest among P5:
o Rarely blocks humanitarian resolutions.
o Frequently abstains rather than vetoes.

C6.3 Strategic Influence

o Positions itself as:
o Mediator between U.S., UK, and Global South.
o Advocate for UNSC veto restraint (France-Mexico

initiative).
o Driver of climate-security frameworks.
C6.4 Humanitarian Record

e Supports:

o ICC referrals (e.g., Sudan’s Omar al-Bashir).

o Peacekeeping missions in Africa.
e Pushes for veto suspension during mass atrocities.

C7. Comparative P5 Influence on UNSC
Effectiveness
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Dimension u.S. Russia China U.K. France

Veto
Frequency

Humanitarian
Obstruction

Peacekeeping

1:.2.0.8. 000 0.0 0.0 00 8 0 0 0 0 & & S0 dh & S1QieAs

1.2.0.8.0.00.0.6.0.0.00.8.0. 0.0 00 0.0 .8 0 00 & 8 0% 04¢

: Highest Low Moderate Moderate Moderate
Funding
Penholdership . Very .
Power High Low Low High High
Alliances & NATO, CSTO, BRICS, NATO, EU. G7
Influence G7,Quad SCO SCO G7 '
Reform Resistant Resistant Resistant Cautious Reformist
Stance

C8. Insights from P5 Profiles

1. Domination Through Veto Power
o Russia and the U.S. are the most frequent users, often
blocking humanitarian action.
o Chinaincreasingly wields veto power to shield allies.
Penholdership as Soft Power
o TheU.S., UK., and France dominate drafting roles,
influencing agenda-setting.
. Alliances Drive Outcomes
o NATO alignment shapes U.S.-U.K.-France positions.
o Russia-China bloc counters Western influence,
especially on Syria, Ukraine, and Palestine.
4. Reform Resistance vs. Advocacy
o France and, to a lesser extent, the U.K. support veto
suspension during mass atrocities.

N

w
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o U.S., Russia, and China resist changes threatening P5
privilege.

C9. Reform Recommendations from P5
Analysis

e Humanitarian Veto Suspension:
o Mandate automatic veto suspension during genocide or
famine triggers.
e Shared Penholdership:
o Rotate drafting authority among E10 and Global
South members.
e Accountability Dashboards:
o Public reporting on:
= Veto use.
= Civilian harm metrics.
= Humanitarian delays caused by UNSC deadlock.
e Regional Integration:

o Empower AU, ASEAN, and CELAC to co-draft
mandates with UNSC.

C10. Summary Table: P5 Influence and
Reform Urgency

P5 Reform

Member Current Influence Urgency Key Challenges
United Dominant veto + . Israel-Palestine bias; veto
. High
States funding overuse
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PS Current Influence Reform

Member Urgency Key Challenges

Ukraine, Syria, NATO
rivalry
Taiwan, Myanmar,

Russia  Highest veto usage Ciritical

Rising power,

China growing veto use High sovereignty-first stance

. . . Overdependence on U.S.
U.K. High penholdership Medium alignment
France  Mediator role Moderate Needs cogftionullding

for reforms

This appendix provides strategic clarity on how P5 behaviors drive
UNSC paralysis and why reform frameworks must rebalance power,
representation, and accountability.
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Appendix D. Proposed UNSC Reform
Frameworks

The Veto Trap: Has the Security Council Outlived Its Relevance?

This appendix presents comprehensive frameworks to modernize the
United Nations Security Council (UNSC) and restore its relevance in a
multipolar, climate-stressed, digitally interconnected world. It
consolidates structural, procedural, humanitarian, and technological
reforms into actionable blueprints supported by models, dashboards,
and governance protocols.

D1. Rationale for Reform
The UNSC, established in 1945, is struggling with:

o Veto paralysis: Over 290 vetoes used since 1946, blocking
action on humanitarian crises.

e Underrepresentation: No permanent seats for Africa, Latin
America, or Small Island States.

« Emerging threats: Climate change, cybersecurity, Al warfare,
pandemics, and disinformation lack dedicated UNSC
frameworks.

e Eroding legitimacy: Parallel bodies like the G20, BRICS, and
regional blocs are filling the UNSC’s vacuum.

Core Principle: The UNSC must evolve from a 1945 power structure

into an inclusive, adaptive, and accountable 21st-century
governance hub.
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D2. UNSC Membership Expansion Models

D2.1 G4 Proposal

e Add 4 permanent members: India, Japan, Germany, Brazil.
« Rationale: Regional representation + economic weight.
o Status: Backed by France, U.K., U.S.; opposed by China and

Uniting for Consensus (UfC) bloc.

D2.2 Ezulwini Consensus (Africa)

e Add 2 permanent African seats with veto powers.

e Add 5 non-permanent African seats.

o Candidate states: Nigeria, South Africa, Egypt.

D2.3 Rotating Regional Seats

« Assign permanent regional blocs:
o ASEAN seat.
o AU seat.

o CARICOM/Pacific Islands seat.

« Representative rotates every 3 years.

D2.4 Hybrid Model (Most Feasible)
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Seat Type Count Examples

(E;(é;tmg Permanent 5 U.S., U.K., France, Russia, China
India, Japan, Brazil, Nigeria, South

New Permanent 6 Africa, Germany

Rotating Regional
Seats

Non-Permanent 11 By GA election
Total Members 25 Broader representation

3 ASEAN, AU, SIDS/Climate seat

D3. Veto Power Reform Models

D3.1 Humanitarian Veto Suspension

e Vetoes prohibited on:
o Civilian protection.
o Food, fuel, and medicine access.
o Humanitarian corridors.

Trigger Conditions:
e >5,000 civilian deaths within 90 days.

e >500,000 displaced refugees.
e Use of banned weapons (chemical, cluster, biological).

D3.2 Supermajority Override

e 12/15 UNSC votes override a single P5 veto on humanitarian,
climate, or atrocity files.
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D3.3 Time-Bound Veto

o Veto expires 90 days after casting unless reaffirmed by
another P5.
e Prevents permanent deadlocks.

D3.4 Veto Accountability

e Mandatory written justification for every veto:
o Legal rationale.
o Humanitarian impact analysis.
o Proposed alternatives.
e Publicly debated in General Assembly (GA) within 14 days.

D4. Procedural Reform Frameworks

D4.1 Co-Penholdership

o Regional stakeholders share drafting authority on mandates
involving their regions.

o Example: African crises drafted jointly by AU + UNSC
penholders.

D4.2 General Assembly Escalation Mechanism
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e If UNSC fails after two consecutive vetoes:
o GA gains authority to pass binding resolutions under a
“Uniting for Humanity” protocol.
o Ensures humanitarian action isn’t stalled indefinitely.

D4.3 Open Consultations & Arria-Formula Briefings

« Institutionalize:
o NGO participation.
o Ground-level humanitarian reporting.
o Expert-driven briefings for fact-based debates.

D5. Integrating Climate Security into UNSC
Mandates

D5.1 Climate Security Unit (CSU)

o Dedicated UNSC office monitoring:
o Sea-level rise hotspots.
o Water scarcity stress.
o  Climate-driven displacement.
« Provides early-warning dashboards tied to humanitarian
triggers.

D5.2 Automatic Humanitarian Corridors

e Pre-approved climate emergency corridors:
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o Flood-induced displacement.
Famine zones.
o Wildfire-induced urban evacuation.

D5.3 Blue Helmets for Climate

e Specialized UN peacekeepers:
o Mediate resource conflicts.
o Protect infrastructure.
o Support adaptation and rebuilding.

D6. Digital Peace and Cybersecurity
Governance

D6.1 Digital Peace Charter

e Prohibit:
o Cyberattacks on hospitals, water grids, and humanitarian
data.
o Use of Al-driven autonomous lethal weapons without
human oversight.
« Establish UN Cyber Attribution Office to:
o Investigate cyber incidents.
o Publish neutral verification reports.

D6.2 Tech Security Dashboards
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Threat Trigger Action

Cybe_rattack on Outage >72 hours GA emergency
hospitals session
ﬁ‘l weapon civilian Verified incident ICC referral

arm
Quantum decryption Financial/health data UNSC sanctions
breach exposed
Disinformation 10M+ verified fake Activate fact-checking
surges engagements task force

D7. Strengthening Humanitarian Protection

D7.1 Civilian Protection Dashboard

Indicator Threshold Response
Civilian deaths >5,000 in 90 days UNSC open debate
Displacement >500,000 refugees Automatic GA session

Starvation index >30% food insecure Activate aid airlifts
Attacks on hospitals >10 verified strikes 1CC referral

D7.2 ICC Integration

o Automatic referral to ICC for:
o Genocide.
o Use of prohibited weapons.
o Starvation as a weapon of war.
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D8. Implementation Roadmap

Phase

Phase
1

Phase
2

Phase
3

Phase
4

Phase
5

Action Items

Adopt veto reforms (carve-outs, justification,

supermajority overrides).

Expand UNSC membership using Hybrid Model.
Launch Climate Security Unit & Digital Peace

Charter.
Institutionalize GA escalation mechanisms.

Sign Global Security Compact redefining
collective security.

Timeline
0-12
months

1-3 years
3-5 years
5-7 years

7-10 years

D9. Key Performance Indicators (KPIs)

Representation Equity

Veto Accountability

Humanitarian

Goal Metric
permanently

justifications

Responsiveness action

Climate-Security

Readiness dashboards

Tech-Security

Governance Charter

% of world population represented

% of vetoes with published

Countries covered by early-warning

States adopting Digital Peace

Target
>75%

100%

Time from atrocity trigger to UNSC <72

hrs

100%

>85%
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D10. Summary Insights

e Membership reform is essential to restore legitimacy.

e Veto carve-outs and supermajority overrides can break
political paralysis.

o Climate, cyber, and Al threats demand new governance
mandates.

e Regional bodies (AU, ASEAN, EU, GCC) must become co-
decision partners.

e Without reform, UNSC risks becoming symbolic and
irrelevant.
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Appendix E. Humanitarian Impact
Dashboards

The Veto Trap: Has the Security Council Outlived Its Relevance?

This appendix provides comprehensive dashboards to monitor,
measure, and communicate the humanitarian impact of Security
Council actions — or inaction. It translates complex humanitarian data
into clear, actionable metrics, enabling decision-makers, NGOs, and
UN agencies to prioritize aid, activate emergency protocols, and assess
how UNSC vetoes affect civilian lives.

El. Purpose and Scope

The dashboards serve four strategic goals:

1. Measure the real-world humanitarian effects of UNSC

decisions and deadlocks.

Trigger automatic interventions when thresholds are crossed.

3. Improve transparency and accountability of P5 vetoes and
delays.

4. Integrate real-time data from OCHA, WHO, UNHCR, WFP,
and ICRC into UNSC deliberations.

N

E2. Global Humanitarian Situation
Dashboard
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Category Metric Threshold  Action Triggered

Civilian Deaths # of verified >5,000in 90 UNSC emergency

civilian fatalities days session
Displacement # of refugees & >500,000 in 6 GA humanitarian

IDPs months appeal
Food % population in >30% Activate WFP-led
Insecurity IPC Phase 4+  population  aid drops
Healthcare % ho_spitals non- =004 WHO mopilizes
Collapse functional field hospitals
Child _ % children out >40% UNICI_EF activates
Protection of school education clusters
Afctgc_k on # v_erified ~10 ICC_: automatic
Civilians incidents - review

Key Feature: Automated UNSC notification if two thresholds are
breached simultaneously.

E3. Humanitarian Access and Aid Delivery
Dashboard

Indicator Metric Target Trlgger_for
Escalation

Corridor % days aid ~90% GA escalation if
Uptime corridors open =R <60%
Convoy UNSC briefing if
Throughput # trucks per week >500 <250

Minimum fuel >80 WHO emergency
Fuel Floors

supply tons/week fuel release
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Indicator Metric Target Trigger for

Escalation
Medical Aid % (_)f requested kits ~85% OC_HA emergency
Coverage delivered - logistics
Delivery Days from request <7 days UN_SC mandate
Latency to delivery - review

Integration: Links to real-time data from WFP, UNICEF, and OCHA
for live updates.

E4. Veto Impact Dashboard

This dashboard highlights the humanitarian consequences of UNSC
vetoes, enabling greater accountability.

Resolution Civilian
Blocked Year Issue P5 Veto Impact Consequence
Gaza 15,000+ Humanitarian
S/2023/XX 2023 . uU.S. deaths; 2M .
ceasefire . aid stalled
displaced
SM
S/2022/YY 2022 _Ukral_ne Russia dlsp_laced; ICC referrals
invasion 3Min delayed
poverty
Climate 700M No climate-
S/2021/2Z 2021 . Russia/India affected security
security -
indirectly mandates
740,000 -
SI2017/AA 2017 MYANMAT o Russia Rohingya  /\ccountability
sanctions . blocked
displaced
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Action Trigger:

o After two consecutive vetoes, resolution escalates automatically
to the General Assembly under a Uniting for Humanity
Protocol.

ES. Civilian Protection Early-Warning
Dashboard

Designed for real-time crisis detection using satellite imagery, Al-
driven trend analysis, and NGO reporting.

Signal Indicator Threshold  Automatic Action
Conflict Surae in attacks 30% UNSC fast-track
Escalation g increase/week  briefing
Atrocity Targeted ethnic . ICC referral
Indicators Killings 500+ fatalities activation
Resource Food/fuel >50% access ~ WFP emergency
Blockades supply cut denied corridors
Disease 1,000+ in14  WHO deploys
Outbreak Risk Opdiera cases days rapid-response units
Refugee Flow Cross-border 100,000+ in 30 UNHCR funds
Surges movements days triggered

E6. Climate-Security Dashboard
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Metric Threshold Action Triggered
<500 Mediation + water-sharing
m3/person/year agreements

>2,000 WHO-led public health
deaths/week surge

UNSC discussion on
climate refugees
Drought-lnduced ~5 incidents/month De_ploy Blue Helmets for
Conflict - Climate

IPC Phase 5
declared

Water Stress Index
Heatwave Mortality

Sea-Level Rise Risk >5cm/year

Famine Severity WEFP automatic airlift

E7. Technology-Enabled Dashboards

E7.1 Al-Powered Predictive Humanitarian Index

o Uses satellite data, mobile phone geospatial signals, social
media trends, and health surveillance.
o Outputs:
o Predicts displacement flows within £72 hours.
o Flags aid delivery bottlenecks before critical
thresholds.

E7.2 Real-Time Public Transparency Portal

e Public-facing dashboard hosted by OCHA:
o Live updates on civilian harm metrics.
o Voting records on humanitarian resolutions.
o Interactive tracking of veto impacts.
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E8. Integrating Dashboards into UNSC
Mandates

1. Pre-Vote Stage
o Dashboards presented to all UNSC members before
voting.
o Threshold breaches highlighted in red alerts.
2. Resolution Design Stage
o KPIs tied directly to mandate review cycles.
o Sunset clauses triggered by real-time humanitarian
thresholds.
3. Post-Resolution Oversight
o Quarterly dashboard reports reviewed in open UNSC
briefings.
o GA notified when KPIs show deterioration despite
UNSC mandates.

E9. Implementation Roadmap

Phase Action Lead Agency Timeline
Phase Deploy Veto Impact Dashboard OCHA + UNSC

. . 6 months
1 pilot Secretariat
Phase Launch Global Humanitarian OCHA + WFP + 12
2 Portal WHO months
Phase Inte_grate dashboards into UNSC UNSC + GA 18
3 voting procedures months
Phase Link dashboards to automatic UNSC+ICC+ 24
4 humanitarian carve-outs GA months
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E10. Key Insights

o Dashboards create accountability by tying vetoes to real-
world consequences.

o Automatic triggers ensure faster humanitarian action despite
political deadlock.

« Integrating Al-powered early warnings and real-time data
transforms UNSC from a reactive body into a preventive
governance platform.

o Public transparency portals pressure P5 members to act
responsibly.

If you appreciate this eBook, please
send money through PayPal
Account:
msmthameez@yahoo.com.sg
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