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Letter From The Executive Board

Dear Delegates,

Wi, the executive board members of UNGA, Tlind immense pleasure in

being a part of SHIS

Omnly 1f you work with Tull determination and with a will to learn, yvou will be
able to gain perspective in understanding the importance of debating at the
platform which 18 provided to you right here and widen your horizons. We don't
want you to Teel anxious, but rather enthusiasne, because we have thas
marvellous opportumty o debate such an important and, more sigmficantly,
widespread world topic. We want you to be confident and engage as much as
possible since MUNs are about learming, nod just winmng, so be prepared and
don’t be concerned about the outcome. Cur competence will be put to efficient
use as a gude, mentor, and trammer. We want 1o be able to make thas MUN
Conference flourish by assuring that evervone leams enough about the UN
svalem, rules of procedure, and the 1ssue at hand.

We are looking forward to an engaging conference with all of you and hope that
we can all maximise the overall brand of experience we will deliver. Looking
forward to meeting evervone, and please do not hesitate to contact us, 1f you
have any questions before attending the MUMN.

Regards,

Arnay Gupta{Chalrperson)



VALID EVIDENCE IX THE COMMITTEE

Evidence or proof from the following sources will be accepted as credible in
The LINGA:

1. State-operated News Agencies — These reports can be used in support of or
against the State that owns the News Agency. These reports, if credible or

substantial enough, can be used i support of or against any country as such but

in that sitwation, they can be demed by any other country in the council. Some

examples are,

. LA Movost (Russia)

II. IRMNA (Iran)

1. BBC (United Kingdom)

1V. Al Jazeera ((Qatar)

V. Xinhua News Agency (PR China)

2. Government Reports - These reports can be used in a sinular way as the State

Operated News Agencies reports and can, in all circumstances, be demed by

another country.

However, a nuance 15 that a report that 15 being demied by a certan country can
siill be accepied by the Executive Board as credible information. Some

examples are,

1) Government Websites hike the State Department of the United States of
Amenca or the Mimisiry ol Defense of the Russian Federation

1. ) Mamstry of Foreign Affars of vanouws nations like India or the People’s
Republic of China

. ) Permanent Representatives to the Umted Nations Reports

1v.) Mululateral Orgamzanons like the NATO
3. United Nations Reports- All UN Reports are considered credible information

of evidence for the Executive Board of the UNGA:

1) UN Bodies hke the UNSC or UNGA



1) UM Afhhated Bodies hke the Intermational Atomac Energy Agency, World

Bank Intemational Monetary Fund, International Commuttee of the Red Cross,

elc.

m. ) Treaty Based Bodies hike the Antarctic Treaty System, the International

Criminal Court



About UNCA:

The United Nations General Assembly (UNGA) stands as the primary
dehiberative, policy-making, and representative organ ol the United Natons.

Composed of all 193 UN member states, if serves as a unique forum for

dialogue and cooperation on a vast array of pressing global 1ssues. Each

member state has one vole, ensuning a democratic platform lor addressing

mternational challenges.

UNGA convenes annually in regular sessions, typcally starting in September,

where world leaders deliver speeches outhning their national priorities and

perspectives on global affawrs. These speeches set the tone for the session's

agenda, which 1s then further developed through six main commuttees, each

focusing on specilic areas hke political and secunty 1ssues, economic and

hinancial maners., social, humamitaran and cultural affairs, and disarmament and

international securty.

Within these commuittees, member states engage in hively debates, propose

resolutions, and negotiate solutions. Resolutions, once adopted by a two-thirds

majority vote, set international norms and gudehines for addressing specific

1ssues. While not legally binding, they carry sigmificant political weight and

influence the actions of member states. Beyvond resolutions, UNGA fosters

mternational cooperation through declarations and conventions, promoting

collective action on global challenges hike climate change, human rights

violations, and sustainable development.

COMPOSITION OF UNGA
The United Natons General Assembly (UNGA) prides itsell on its truly global

makeup. While other UN bodies have hmited memberships, the LUNGA includes

all 193 member states of the United Nations, making it the most inclusive organ

in the UN system. This inclusiveness ensures that every nation, regardless ol 115



size or influence, has an equal say, as each member state holds one vote. This

democratic framework provides a umique platform for worldwide discussion and

cooperation. At UNGA sessions, delegates from member states—1typically

diplomats or government oflicials—represent their countrnies, bringing thear

perspectives and prionties to the table. Through discussions and negotalions on
various global 1ssues, UINGA serves as a crucial forum where the international
community collectively addresses challenpges.
Avenda: Discussion on reforming the use of VETO power witl
emphasis on expanding its accountability from the permanent five
(ES5) to the global community

The United Natons (LUUN), established in the wake of World War 11, was

concerved in the spiril of maintaining international peace and security through

collective decision. The comerstone of 18 orgamzational structure 15 the United

Matons Secunty Council (LUNSC), an institution with the chief mandate of

maintaining peace in the world. Yet, through the decades, the one major source
of disagreement has been the specal privilege accorded to the five permanent
members of the Secunty Council—China, France, Fussia, the United Kingdom,
and the United States—by exercising the veto power. The privilege mives each
of the P53 countnes the ability 1o preemptively stop any meaningful resolution,
respective of global agreement. The objective of this agenda—refranung the

exercise of veto power with a focus on broadening 115 responsibility to the world

community—demands careful examination of the equity, legitimacy, and

elfectiveness of the existing veto system. It asks whether the authority that was

histoncally legitimized by the Cold War geopolitics of 1945 remains serviceable

o a multipolar, interconnected, and fast-changing world.

Ornginally, the veto was a pohitical imperative. It was designed to make the great

powers jon a new world system of peacekeeping by making sure that thear



essential national interests would never be disregarded. Essentially, it was a

concessionary agreement—aotherwise, the UN may never have come into

existence. However, as international norms, state soveraignties, and global

dynamics have shifted drastcally, the veto has come to be viewed not only as an

mstrument of protection but also as a mechanism of obstruction. Repeated
occurrences wherein humanitanan interventuions, conflict resolutions, and

sanchions against flagrant human rights abuses have been blocked or delayed

because of the veto reflect how the instrument 18 becoming more hike a

stumbling block than a protection device.

Ower the past few years, the veto reform debate has become more heated as

there has been an increasing feeling of s abuse—especially in situations where

permanent members have wsed it to protect friends or advance national goals at

the cost of intemational justice. The Svrian Civil War, the [sraeli-Palestinian

conthet, Russia's moves in Ukrame, and other major world 1ssues have

witnessed the Secunty Council brought to a standsull as vetoes have been used
o block final action. This has reinforced demands for change from several
directions, mcluding smaller countries, civil society, and regional groupings like
the African Union, G4 countries | India, Germany, Brazl, and Japan), and the
Non-Algned Movement (NAM). The crux of their position 15 not just about the
abolition of the veto, but about making 115 exercise more transparent,

accountable, and answerable to the wider international community, rather than

the vested interests of the P5.

A suggested avenue for reform focuses on creating procedural rules governing

the application ol the veto, especially in instances of mass atrocities such as
cenocide, war crimes, and crimes against humamty. The Responsibihity to
Protect (E2P) doctrine in the 2005 World Summuat Outcome Document reaflirms

that sovereignty 15 not a privilege but a responsibility. In such sparit, numerous



mternational playvers call for a "code of conduct™ or pohitical pledge that P5

countries would accept voluntanly—aexcluding veto usage in the event of such

crimes. France and Mexico, for example, have champmoned an imbiative calling

for voluntary restramnt of the veto in cases of mass atrocity. These, however, are

non-binding promises that so far have not gathered wide-ranging endorsement

among all five permanent members.

Another aspect of reform considers democratizing the Secunty Council’s
composition isell. Itis claimed by critics that the veto system s, by s very
nature, undemocratic under the UN Charter by concentrating disproportionate
power with a few people and disenfranchising the majornity. Increasing the
number of permanent members, as part of all-around UNSC reform, 15 one such

method of readdressing the imbalance. India, Brazl, Germany, and South Africa

have long insisted on membership in the Council's permanent category as

countrigs of considerable regional influence, people, peacekeeping

contributions, and economic status. Yet this expansion, if unrestramned veto

power or extended 1o new members without reforms, may end up exacerbating

the same 1550 1 aims 1o remedy.

The absence of clanty regarding the veto decision-making process also feeds
suspicion and double standards charges. There 18 no need for a P5 member state
o justify its veto publicly, nor s there any obligation to clanfy how the veto
supports international law and the UN Charter. Such procedural lack of
accountability creates opaqueness and tends w undernune the Council’'s moral
legitimacy. To counteract this, reform activists suggest mechamsms that would
compel any vetoing member to declare publicly its reason and place it under
exarmination in the General Assembly or the International Court of Justice.
These procedural controls would not abolish the veto, but they would oblige iis

users o deal with world public opimon and intermational norms.



In addition, the asymmetry induced by the veto cascades outside the Secunty

Council and influences the operations of the whole UN system. It distorts

decision-making, undermines multlateralism, and induces a pecking order of

states, under which the geopolitical agendas of the few predomnate over the

democratic will of the many. This creates disillusionment among smaller states,

particularly from the Global South, who increasingly see the UN as a power

politcs-dominated forum rather than an expression of collective conscience.

Relorms need, therefore, to go bevond rebalancing power, 1o re-instilling trust

in multilateral governance, international justice, and institutional legitimacy.

It 15 signilicant that demands for veto reform are not motivated by idealism in

isolation—instead, they are influenced by a recogmtion of pragmatic global

realities. Today's world 15 Tar removed from 1945 Global power has spread,
non-state actors have vital roles to play, and transnational 1ssues hike chmate
change, pandemics, and cybersecunty require cooperative responses thal cannot
be held hostage by great power nvalnes. The very concept of global governance

in the 2181 century necessitates inclusive, Tair, and effective institutions. The

veto, as presently unchecked, 15 anathema to those wdeals.

Reforming the veto, however, 15 one of the hardest instutional reforms to

implement. Iromcally, any UN Charter amendment that touches on the veto

must be ratithed by all five permanent members—those that enjoy the existing

order. This built-in stalemate has rendered real reform impossible despate

decades of debate. However, soft-law strategies, political promises, and

mounting diplomatic pressure have started to change the debate. The General

Assembly has also been more proactive in iis role, e.g.. through the "Umbting for

Peace" resolution and more recent actions demanding that the Assembly



convene within 10 days of any veto exercised in the Council, thereby providing

a platform for global accountabihity, alben tangentially.

Finally, this agenda compels the mternational community to reconsider basic

gquestions: Who should have the power to deternune the trajectory of
miernational peace and justice? 15 it equitable that the wish of 193 member

states 15 overridden by the interests of a single one? What checks can be
msbituted to prevent great powers rom being beyvond the reach of international
criticism? Relorming the veto does not equal ehminating it, but it does entaal
rethinking s application in terms of transparency, accountability, and collective
global pood. Through procedural reform, increased representation, or normative
change in world behavior, the ultimate aim 15 always the same: o hold the LN
secunty Council to the orginal promise—acting lor all nations, and not merely

the powerlul ones.

Root 1ssues:

Among the most basic instiutional defects of the Umited Natnons Securnity

Council 15 the uneven exercise of power by 1ls members, specifically the

privileges of permanent members China, France, Russia, the Umited Kingdom,

and the United States to exercise a veto over Council decisions. This built-in

mequity, an artifact of the post-World War 11 international system, has come

under growing pressure in contemporary imes. Although it was imually meant

o guarantee the imvolvement of the world’s great powers and prevent a second
wiorld war, the veto mechamsm now constitutes a system of entrenched

ceopolitical privilege. This framework contravenes the fundamental democratic

ethos of sovergign equality in the UN Charter, by providing five states with the

authority to negate the collectve will of the internatonal community. With the

mcreasing multipolanity of the world order, with nising powers such as India,

Brazl, and South Africa mmsisting on a place at the decision-making table, the



persistence of P53 dominance 15 an anthiquated and exclusiomst model of

miernational governance.

Another fundamental 1ssue 18 the uncontrolled and secretive way in which the

velo 15 used. There are no binding procedural nomms as of now that can compel

permanent members to explain or justily the exercise of veto. Such absence of
accountabihity permits the P53 to exercise the veto on behall of parochial national
imterests, evien in egregious human rights abuses or threats o intemational
peace. For instance, senal vetoes during the Syran Civil War—chiefly by
Russia and China—have disabled the Securnity Council and halted collective

mternational action against mass atrocities. Likewise, the United States has

repeatedly employed 1ts veto 1o protect [srael from resolutions regarding

Palestiman rights. The lack of mechamsms ol transparency and legal

justification faciliates selective intervention, undermines the moral legitimacy

of the LN, and supports the impression that the Secunty Council 15 a pohincized

and dysfunctional mstitution.

Inexiricably hnked with this 18 the veto's Tunction in preventing humanitanan
mterventons and measures aganst mass atrocities. Although the Responsibility
1o Protect (R2P) doctrine was enshrined i 2005 to make certain that the
mternational community would mtervene when states become unable or
unwilling to protect their ciizens against genocide, war crimes, ethnic
cleansing, and crimes aganst humanity, the exercise of the veto has tended to
make thas principle toothless. P53 members have exercised their veto o prevent
passing resolutions that could pumsh their allies or engage theiwr geopolitical
stakes. This discnmunatory safeguarding of human nghts—whereby strategic
interests are given priority over human concems—undermines the integnty of
mternational law and the principles on which the UN was established.
Practically, the veto 15 a shield for impunity, rather than a guard of peace.



The asymmelry ol power generated by the veto also subverts multilaterahism

through the de facto creation of an imternational hierarchy. This erodes

miernational cooperation and consensus-building because smaller or

non-permanent Council members are regularly left out in key dehiberations. The

P5's supremacy deters fair burden-sharing and enlorces a system ol govemance

where the strong call the shots and everyone else has to adapt. This disparity of

power 15 most jarmng when the General Assembly, comprising all 193 member

slates, passes resolutions unammously or near-unammously and are

subsequently held up by a single veto in the Secunty Council. These incidents

tlustrate the chasm between world democratic wall and mstitutional power

relationshaps, atfirming the need for reform not merely in terms of process, but

as an issue of justice.

A second root 1ssue 15 the inflexibility of the veto relorm process isellf.
Paradoxically, any revision to the UN Charter—including modifications of the
veto—imust be agreed upon by all five permanent members. This makes 1t
virtually impossible to reform since it essentially mives those who have the most
al stake the authority o prevent it. The deep-rooted character of such privilege
resulls i institutional inertia, and even the most popular proposals for modest
restraint on the veto (e.g.. not applying it in mass atrocity scenarios) hind it
difficult to catch on. Spontaneous efforts, such as the France-Mexico imtative
on P35 self-restramt, remain short ol consensus, pnmanly because of political
competiiion and distrust among the P5 themselves. This structural self-defense
mechamism eflfectively puts the Secunty Council out of reach of effective
democranc reform, promoting cymcism and disengagement on the part of the

wider UN membership.



In addition, the random and selective exercise of the veto undermines the

legitimacy ol international norms and law. Since vetoes are employed in a

discriminatory manner and at times contradict international human rights norms,

they serve to create perceptions of double standards in the UN system.
P5-aligned states maght be protected from sanction and crticism, whereas

strategically less important states are at greater risk of coercive outcomes. This

disparity creates resentment, undermines the deterrence utihity of intemational

law, and disjomns the mcentives for abiding by global conventions. It also

delegitimzes the notion of the UN as an objective referee, relegating it to a

platform on which to fight out geopolitical agendas.

The veto's impact also bleeds to other organs of the United Nations, weakening

the UUN'S overall almlity to respond to cnises around the world. With an

mcreasingly interconnected world confronting transnational crises hke

pandemics, chmate change, terrorism, and cyber threats, collective action 18

more critical than ever. Nevertheless, Secunity Council paralysis through vetoes

impedes tmely and coordinated action. The pandemic of COVID-19 witnessed

months of mertia at the Security Council level as US-China nivalries became

paramount over global health coordimation. This mertia lowers the UN's relative

welght and compels member states to seek outside the multulateral system,
resulting in regional alhances or unilateral action—additional drans on the

sparil of international cooperation.

Another crucial impact of veto abuse 15 the breakdown of trust among member
states, especially from the Global South. Most developing natons perceive that
thear voices are deliberately dismssed or excluded in major decisions. The lack
of African representation within the P5, while the continent 15 the focus of a

considerable majonty of the Council’s agenda, 15 a glaring ijustice. Thus, large

democracies such as India and Brazl—Kkey contnbutors o peacekeeping and



economic progress—are excluded from a permanent voice. The veto enshrines

colomal-era balances of power, and the continued fallure o reform it enshrines

a sense of disempowerment among countries that have long since transcended

their post-war categorization as penphery playvers.

And, further, the veto encourages a culture of strategic calculation over moral

obligation. States weigh whether a solution 15 congruent with the interests of P35

members prior to pushing forward with imtatives, thus iasing the Council’s

agenda from objective requirements o political acceptability. Such a chmate

narrows room for preventive diplomacy, creativity, and proactive conflict

resolution, more often leading to delays until matters escalate into full-fledged

crises. The consequence 15 not just institutional mefficacy but also concrete

human misery that could have been averted with nmely intervention

UN Actions:

Although veto power in the Umited Natbons Secunty Council (LINSC) s deeply
mgrained, the UN system and the international commumity have attempied

several times 1o challenge the problems that 1t presents. Although direct

structural change 18 stalled by the need for consent from the P35, there have been

varnous mdirect mechamsms and programs developed over the vears 1o try o

enhance accountability, restramnt, and international control over the exercise of

the vetn. These efforts are the UN's attempt 1o restore the balance ol power and
make the Secunty Council representative of the collective interests of the

mternational community rather than merely the political will of the hive

permeanent members.

The most significant response has been the France-Mexico proposal, launched

i 2013, calling on the P53 o voluntanly commit to suspend their veto in

mslances of mass atrocity crimes—such as genocide, war crimes, and crimes



against humamty. Whereas this effort 15 not a legally binding amendment of the

Charter, it espouses a Kind of political restraint based on moral grounds denved
from the Responsibihity to Protect (R2P) principles. France and Mexico have

cmined support from more than 100 member states, and the effort has become a

pillar of soft reform eflforts. Nonetheless, a number of P53 nations—imaost

specifically the United States, China, and Russia—remaim uncommutted to

endorsing it formally, which restricts 1ts application.

In addimon to voluntary abstinence, the Accountabihity, Coherence and

Transparency (ACT) Group, imtated by a group of small and medinm-sized LN

member states, started an addittonal imtative in 2015, The proposal in thas case

also supports a "code of conduct”™ whereby Secunity Council members,

mcluding PS5 members, pledge not to cast a negative vole against legiimate

action ntended to prevent or cease mass atrocities. The ACT Group also seeks

o establish normative pressure on the use of the veto, emphasizing legiiimacy,

ransparency, and norm-bound diplomacy. Although non-binding in nature, such

elforts have bolstered dialogue within the UN and rmsed political cosis

associated with unjustified vetoes.

Yel another milestone improvement ol veto accountability was through 1N
General Assembly Resolution Vo262, adopted in 2022, It requires that
whenever there 18 a veto in the Secunty Council, the General Assembly 15
automatically convened within 10 working days to debate the 1ssue and have the
vetoing state appear before it. Whale the Assembly does not have the power of
enforcement, thas legslative reform enhances transparency and international
oversight, enabling the broader UN membership to question and challenge the
justification for vetoes. It constitutes one of the most tangible moves towards
mdirect accountability, compelling P35 members to justily their actions publicly

i front of the intemational community.



In addition to these oflicial imtiatives, the UN Secretanat, civil society, and

academic groups continue W undertake research, advocacy, and dialogue forums

on Secunty Council reform. Think tanks, NGOs, and campaigining groups like

the Elders, UNA-UK, and Global Centre for the Responsibality to Protect have
wiorked closely with diplomats and public opimon to keep pressure on P5 states

and sustan the reform debate. These imbanves demonsteate a transiion from

legal or institutional reform alone to norm-making and public diplomacy, as an

attempt to redefine the polincal environment surrounding veto apphication.

Lastly, numerous regional bodies hike the African Umon and the Group of Four

(G4 )—India, Germany, lapan, and Brazl—have advocated for extensive

reforms that would either enlarge permanent membership or institute veto

restraints for current or new members. Although these weas have not vet been

implemented, they embody a developing international consensus that the

Secunty Council as it stands does not best represent the geopolitical and

demograplic realimes of the 2151 century.



