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TO THE UNITED NATIONS SECURITY COUNCIL REFORM 

This article is dedicated to the issue of the United Nations reformation 
process in general and the Security Council reform in particular. The authors 
study the problem that has had increasing importance for decades. They point 
out the main concepts of the Organization and main matters of argument when 
it comes to the process of the Security Council reform. These include: the mat-
ter of enlargement, the matter of veto, the matter of representation. 

Moreover, in the paper some approaches to reform’s execution are stated, as 
well as a brief analysis of how they might affect the Organization in general. 
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Problem statement. The issue of the United Nations Security Council re-
form has been a matter of discussion for decades now for it has proven to be 
ineffective in many ways in the last fifty years. It is utterly important now 
because all the agreements that were achieved after the World War II don’t 
work anymore. Since the events in Ukraine the very system of international 
relations is crumbling and is it vital to find the way to fix it. The problem to 
do so raises one of the history’s most dangerous questions: must we await a 
serious conflict before the common sense comes into play? 

Analysis of recent researches and publications. Specialists in different 
subjects such as international law, international relations have been trying to 
find answers to the most important questions since the first signs of need of 
the UN reformation appeared. Their works are dedicated to different aspects 
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of the matter, or address the problem in general. Some theorists are trying to 
find an optimal solution to change the currently existing veto system whereas 
others are looking for a way to improve the representation inside the Security 
Council in order to make it as effective and efficient as possible. Among them 
we would like to distinguish Fassebender B., professor of Gallen University, 
Switzerland, whose publications ’UN Security Council and the Right of Veto: 
A Constitutional Perspective’ and ’The United Nations Charter as the Consti-
tution of the International Community’ provide detailed insight on the prob-
lem of veto. We would also like to mention Luck E. C. and Weiss, T. Whose 
publications «UN Security Council: Practice and Promise» and «The Illusion 
of UN Security Council Reform» respectively provide a more critical view on 
the reformation process. 

Paper purpose. Given the before-mentioned reasoning, the purpose of the ar-
ticle is to cover the most important questions that need to be addressed in order 
to successfully reform the Security Council. It also covers different approaches 
on how to regard some of the questions that are more likely to be addressed in 
the near future as well as those that don’t have a definite answer yet. 

Paper main body. The United Nation Security Council (hereinafter — 
UNSC) is the main executive body in the United Nations structure. Its main 
responsibility is the maintenance of peace and stability in the world. The 
UNSC was created in 1945 during the San-Francisco Conference when the 
Charter of the United Nations was signed (came in force on 24 October 
1945). It is one of six UN Principal Organs, others being General Assembly, 
Economic and Social Council, Secretariat, International Court of Justice 
and Trusteeship Council (suspended operation on 1 November 1994, as on 1 
October 1994 Palau, the last United Nations Trust Territory, became inde-
pendent). All of the UN Principal Organs are located in the New York City, 
USA except for International Court of Justice which is located in Hague, 
the Netherlands [2]. 

The UNSC has been central in the conduct of global politics since its cre-
ation. However, while the global community has undergone massive change 
during that period, the Security Council has remained unaltered. To under-
stand the main challenges that must be faced in order to reform the UNSC and 
the UN in general it is of utmost importance to understand what principles 
the UN as an organization is based on. Those are: the UN is a voluntary asso-
ciation; its members are self-determined and sovereign; they are formally and 
solemnly deemed to be equal; considering the voluntary nature of the organi-
zation, members are granted rights and immunities; in addition to rights and 
immunities there are assigned some obligations; the members are called upon 
to harmonize their actions in order to achieve the goals of the organization [3]. 

The main question that arouses is what those common goals are. As stated 
in the Charter they include: to «save succeeding generations from the scourge 
of war;» to «maintain international peace and security;» to «promote social 
progress and better standards of life in larger freedom» and to defend and 
guarantee the rights of all human beings [1]. The first thing that comes into 
mind is that these goals are exceptionally general and seemingly impossible to 
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achieve which reflects the very nature of the UN — the only universal organi-
zation in the world. Other questions that appear are how this association will 
be organized to achieve its goals. What’s the mechanism of deciding on the 
agenda? Was the system created to ensure that the members neither exceed 
their privileges, nor fail to fulfill their obligations? 

The answer can be found in the Charter and it consists of two parts. First 
and foremost, the Charter distinguishes five members from all others. In fact, 
these members decide the importance of every issue and are themselves above 
the law. These are the Permanent Members of the Security, often referred to 
as the «Permanent Five» or «P-5». Second, the Charter creates an objective 
Secretariat to provide advice, information and recommendations. It is headed 
by the Secretary General of the UN that is obliged to be objective. The Charter 
also provides a set of contradicting arguments. On one hand, there is a notion 
of equality among members, common purpose and commitment. On the other 
hand, a group with astonishing privileges is established, which is supposed to 
play a dominant role — the Permanent Five [4]. 

When talking about what is wrong with the Security Council, we would 
like to quote an Indian politician and former UN employee Shashi Tharoor 
who made a very accurate description of the problem in his article: «The 
problem of reforming the Security Council resembles the situation in which a 
number of doctors gather around the patient and all agree on the diagnosis, 
but it’s impossible for them to agree on the prescription. The diagnosis is 
quite clear: the Security Council reflects the geopolitical realities of 1945 and 
not of today. This situation can be analyzed mathematically, geographically, 
and politically, as well as in terms of equity» [3]. 

When the UN was founded in 1945, the Council consisted of 11 members 
with a total number of UN members being 51. It means that some 22 percent 
of the member states were on the UNSC. Today, there are 193 members of the 
UN, and only 15 members of the Council — fewer than 8 percent. This leads 
to a big number of countries, both in absolute numbers and as a proportion 
not feeling adequately represented on the body [2]. 

The current composition of the Council also resembles the balance of power 
of at least a half century ago. Europe, for instance, that accounts for barely 
five percent of the world’s population still controls 33 percent of the SC seats 
(that doesn’t include Russia, regarded by a lot of specialists as another Euro-
pean country). 

In terms of equity, this situation is unjust to those countries whose finan-
cial contributions to the UN outweigh those of four of the five permanent 
members. For instance, Japan and Germany have for decades been the sec-
ond- and third-largest contributors to the UN budget, at roughly 19, and 12 
percent respectively, while still being referred to as «enemy states» in the UN 
Charter. Moreover, the current Council membership denies opportunities to 
other states that have contributed in other kind (i.e. through participation in 
peacekeeping operations) or by size, or both, to the evolution of world affairs 
in the more than six decades since the organization was born. India and Brazil 
are notable examples of this latter case [4]. 
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For more than a decade now, the Group of Four (G4) — Brazil, Germany, 
India, and Japan — have been in the forefront of an attempt to execute the 
Security Council reform, certainly expecting to earn their way of becoming 
the permanent members. From this new problems arouse. 

Firstly, smaller countries understand that they will in no way benefit from 
these changes and they’re quite content competing with each other every two 
years for a place of a temporary Council member. There are medium-sized 
countries who resent this kind of reform for it leads to selected few break-
ing free from their current second-rank status in the world. Some of these 
countries (Canada and Spain for example) consider the very existence of per-
manent membership wrong and they don’t want to add up to the already 
existing «sin» by approving this kind of enlargement. Other countries that 
are thwarting the process of reformation are guided by different principles: 
a spirit of competition, historical unfairness or simple envy. These countries 
have created a coalition previously called a «coffee club» and now «Uniting 
for Consensus» [4]. 

The second problem is a very complicated procedure of accepting amend-
ments to the UN Charter. It requires a two-thirds majority of the UN member-
ship — 128 of the 193. Then it would need ratification by the same two-thirds 
of the membership. As ratification is a parliamentary procedure in many 
countries, it is easy for particular forces to halt the process [1]. 

Finally, what countries would the world want to see on an expanded SC? 
The answer is obvious: states that displace some weight in the world and have 
major contributions to the UN whether financially or in other ways. But if 
Germany and Japan mentioned earlier do make it into the UNSC it will fur-
ther skew the existing North-South balance which means that they’d need 
to be balanced out by new permanent members of the developing world. The 
question here is who those members should be? 

Can it be India in Asia, the world’s largest democracy, and fifth-largest 
economy? But Pakistan which positions itself as its main opponent on the sub-
continent and Indonesia don’t fancy India being a member of the «permanent 
club». Similarly, Brazil in Latin America occupies the same position as India 
in Asia but its neighbouring countries, namely Mexico and Argentina, point 
out that a Portuguese-speaking country cannot represent a largely Hispanic 
region. And talking about Africa, how should one determine whether the con-
tinent’s largest democracy, Nigeria, its largest economy, South Africa, or its 
oldest civilisation Egypt is worth a place [3]? 

Another major problem is the «power of veto», established by Chapter IV 
of the UN Charter which allows any of the Council’s permanent members to 
prevent the adoption of any non-«procedural» draft resolutions. The Per-
manent members are the United States, the United Kingdom, France, the 
Republic of China, and the Russian Federation (formerly the Union of Soviet 
Socialist Republics). This power they wield often prevents the Council from 
acting according to the situation where it needs be [1]. 

For example, the UNSC didn’t pass any resolutions on the major conflicts 
of the Cold War period, including the Soviet invasion in Czechoslovakia, the 
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Vietnam War, and the Soviet invasion in Afghanistan. Additionally, it applies 
to the selection of the UN’s Secretary-General, as well as any amendments to 
the UN Charter (Articles 108, 109), which gives them great influence [1]. 

Thinking about why the veto power was given to these chosen members, the 
answer is very simple: these were the so-called victor powers of World War 
II. The argument behind giving them the power of veto was that these five coun-
tries are ready to argue successfully against surrounding opposition and that 
unless these powers were given to them, there would be no new Organization. 

The representative of the United States, at San Francisco, stated: ’the 
great powers could preserve the peace of the world if united….they could 
not do so if dissention were sowed among them. The great powers had every 
reason to exercise the requirement of unanimity for high and noble purposes, 
because they would not want again to expend millions in wealth and lives in 
another war» [4]. He warned that killing the veto would kill the Charter. 

The representative of the Soviet Union said: ’the agreement on a joint 
interpretation [that is of the veto power] would facilitate the creation of a 
truly effective and efficient international organization for the maintenance 
of peace’ [4]. 

The representatives of France and China adopted similar positions, but 
the position of the representative of the United Kingdom deserves particular 
attention. He said: ’The present voting provisions were in the interest of all 
states and not merely of the permanent members of the Security Council. 
Peace must rest on the unanimity of the great powers for without it whatever 
was built would be built upon shifting sands, or no more value than the paper 
upon which it was written. The unanimity of the great powers was a hard fact, 
but an inescapable one. The veto power was a means of preserving that una-
nimity, and far from being a menace to the small powers, it was their essential 
safeguard. Without that unanimity all countries, large and small, would fall 
victims to the establishment of gigantic rival blocs which might clash in some 
future Armageddon. Cooperation among the great powers was the only escape 
from this peril; nothing was of comparable importance» [4]. 

The matter of veto is strongly interconnected with the problem of en-
largement for there seems to be less support across the full UN membership 
for new veto wielders than there is for the abolition of the veto altogether. 
Understanding the signal, they announced they would voluntarily forgo the 
privilege of a veto for ten years, but this did not noticeably add momentum 
to their cause. Considering a very specific nature of the problem it is safe to 
say that this question will be a subject of discussion for a long time. Abolition 
is not the only solution there is. Other proposals to reform the veto power 
include: 1) limiting the use of the veto to vital national security issues; 2) 
requiring agreement from multiple states before exercising the veto. 

The main problem with the veto is that its reform will require the consol-
idated position of the Permanent members of the Security Council more than 
anything else. Considering that it would lead to them sharing their unique 
powers with others or even more, being deprived of these powers, it is very 
likely that this matter will not be addressed in the near future [3]. 
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Conclusions. To conclude the article we would like to emphasize that in 
the point of view of many international law and international relations scien-
tists as well as former and current UN employees the perspective of complex 
UN reformation is rather vague and indefinite. Considering the scale of the 
Organization it is important to understand that the consolidated will of most 
countries in the world is required in order to successfully complete this pro-
cess. There are many concepts of how to address certain issues that cause the 
highest degree of discussion as well as those that are not directly connected 
with the Security Council activity — finances, transparency, etc. These re-
quire not so much of world’s united effort as every member’s responsibility in 
their obligations fulfillment. 
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ÙÎÄÎ ÐÅÔÎÐÌÓÂÀÍÍß ÐÀÄÈ ÁÅÇÏÅÊÈ ÎÎÍ 

Ðåçþìå 
Ñòàòòþ ïðèñâÿ÷åíî ïèòàííþ ïðî ðåôîðìóâàííÿ Ðàäè Áåçïåêè ÎÎÍ ÿê îäíîãî ³ç 

ãîëîâíèõ îðãàí³â Îðãàí³çàö³¿. Àâòîðè äîñë³äæóþòü ñó÷àñíèé ñòàí öüîãî ïðîöåñó, 
éîãî åâîëþö³þ òà ïåðñïåêòèâè. Âîíè âèîêðåìëþþòü îñíîâí³ ïðèíöèïè, íà ÿêèõ 
ïîáóäîâàíà ÎÎÍ, à òàêîæ ð³çíîìàí³òí³ ï³äõîäè äî âèð³øåííÿ íàéãîëîâí³øèõ ïè-
òàíü, ÿê³ âèíèêàþòü â åêñïåðòíîìó ñåðåäîâèù³: ïðî ðîçøèðåííÿ Ðàäè Áåçïåêè, ïðî 
ïðàâî âåòî, ïðî ïðèíöèïè ïðèéíÿòòÿ ð³øåíü, ïðî â³äïîâ³äí³ñòü îðãàí³çàö³¿ Ðàäè 
Áåçïåêè ñó÷àñíîìó ñòàíó ì³æíàðîäíèõ â³äíîñèí. 

Êëþ÷îâ³ ñëîâà: Îðãàí³çàö³ÿ Îá’ºäíàíèõ Íàö³é, Ðàäà Áåçïåêè, ðåôîðìóâàííÿ, 
ðîçøèðåííÿ, âåòî. 
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Î ÐÅÔÎÐÌÈÐÎÂÀÍÈÈ ÑÎÂÅÒÀ ÁÅÇÎÏÀÑÍÎÑÒÈ ÎÎÍ 

Ðåçþìå 
Ñòàòüÿ ïîñâÿùàåòñÿ âîïðîñó î ðåôîðìèðîâàíèè Ñîâåòà Áåçîïàñíîñòè ÎÎÍ êàê 

îäíîãî èç ãëàâíûõ îðãàíîâ Îðãàíèçàöèè. Àâòîðû èññëåäóþò ñîâðåìåííîå ñîñòîÿíèå 
ýòîãî ïðîöåññà, åãî ýâîëþöèþ è ïåðñïåêòèâû. Îíè âûäåëÿþò îñíîâíûå ïðèíöèïû, 
íà êîòîðûõ ïîñòðîåíà ÎÎÍ, à òàêæå ðàçëè÷íûå ïîäõîäû ê ðåøåíèþ íàèáîëåå âàæ-
íûõ âîïðîñîâ, âîçíèêàþùèõ â ýêñïåðòíîé ñðåäå: î ðàñøèðåíèè Ñîâåòà Áåçîïàñíî-
ñòè, î ïðàâå âåòî, î ïðèíöèïàõ ïðèíÿòèÿ ðåøåíèé, î ñîîòâåòñòâèè îðãàíèçàöèè 
Ñîâåòà Áåçîïàñíîñòè ñîâðåìåííîìó ñîñòîÿíèþ ìåæäóíàðîäíûõ îòíîøåíèé. 
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