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THE PROSPECTS FOR UNITED NATIONS REFORM: 1S THERE TOO LITTLE, OR
TOO MUCH, SYSTEMIC CRISIS? o
J. Martin Rochester**
University of Missouri-St. Louis

I;xtroducmtio_n
In an article that appeared in a 1986 issue of International Orgatiizat_ion, put;lishcd

shortly after the observance of ‘the fortieth anniversary of the United Nations, I lamented
wﬁat I argued was the passing of international orgﬁﬁization as a distinct i' ield of étudy in
the internationall relétions disciplinf:.l 1 iook as rriy def ini;ion of in;ernational
organizationi the. traditional notion of "a formal arrangement transcending qa’ﬁonal
boundaries that prm;idcs for the establishment of institutional machinery to facilitate
.cooperati;m among members in the security, economic, social, or related f nleris."2 AS
Kratochwil and Ruggie also noted in the same volume, although with more approval than
Iament, the theory and practicé of international organization were becoming increasingly
divorced from each other: "The leading doctors have become biochemists and have stopped
treating anci in most cases even seeing patients.".3 Instead of studying multilateral
institutions, scholars were studying the institution of mﬁltilateralish (as .R'ilggie put it,
"institutionalized collective -bchavior“).4 In other words, to the extent the 10 field could

still be said to exist, it was focused on the analysis of "recognized patterns .. around

which expectations converge,” which "may or may not be accompanied by explicit /L
f

_ organizational arrangements, ud g, e., regimes, . ' I
Kratochwil, Ruggie, and others could be forgiven for th.ci'r ske;;ticism about the
worthiness of formal intergovernmental organizations (IGOs) as a subject of scholarly [
inquiry, particularly those operating at the global level. After all, the history of the UN [
system could be read as the steady erd-si(_m of the initial euphoria that .accompaniea ifs |
creation out of the asﬂcs of World War II, with periods of decliné punctﬁatcd b'y short-’ H

term revival and bursts of renewed hbpe only to be succeeded by another round of failure ,f

and ever-compounding cynicism.6 In the mid-1980s especial'ly--at a time when another j



grayish-looking Soviet apparatchik (-Miichail Gorbachev) had just come to power in the
"evil empire" and when a US Secretary of Defense (Caspar Weinberger) found it
recasonable to declare that "we are nb longér in the postwar era but a prewar era"--it was
easy to dismiss world order, whether pursued through international organization or any
other vehicle, as a rather hollow concept. Nonetheless, I ended my 1986 piece with the
following words: .

There is every reason to believe that eventually, at some point in the future, _

international organization as traditionally conceived will be among the

dominant_subjects of pol_itica} in]quiry on the' planet. One cap only hope that

we make it through the interim.

Were these words prophetic, or hopelessly naive? Have we made it through "the
interim," at least partially through, sooner than anyone expected? Is a UN-centered "new
world order” ready to dawn in the wake of the demise of the Soviet Union, the Cold War,
and the bipolar era, as was suggested in a New York Times editorial trumpeting the UN’s

comeback?

In a wondrous sea-change, the United Nations has silenced most of its

detractors. A body once scorned as a dithering talk-shop has now mobilized

impressively to punish Iraq's aggressions in the Persian Gulf. Elsewhere,

from Afghanistan to Namibia, from Cambodia to Central America, the UN

has also offeréd a glimpse of . .. hopes for a new world orgicr to resolve

conflicts by multilateral diplomacy and collective security
Or, as suggested by the UN’s subsequent failure.in' Afghanistan and more recent
stumbling in the Balkans and elsewhere, is this merely yet another and perhaps potentially
even more dangerous turn in the rollercoaster life of the world body, that is, is the
emergent new world order--to paraphrase Voltaire’s remark about the Holy Roman
Empire--likely to be neither terribly new nor worldly nor ordcrly?3 Whether the UN will
be able to move beyond the past cycle of ups and downs and chart a more steady course
in the future is a question answerable not by looking for empirical indicators of unusual
UN revival (for example, the authorization of more peacckeeping operations between 1988

and 1992 than in the previous 43 years, with a fivefold increase in UN-mandated troops

dispatched worldwide over the past year alone) or by following the latest news headlines



ch deeper phenomena having to do with

reporting UN slippage, but by inquiring into mu

i ization.
the fundamental requirements for effective global organiz

i vy i aints as
This paper stems from a larger study which explores the systemic constr
1 ]

instituti ilding i 3 world
well as opportunities surrounding global mstxtuuon-bu:ldmg‘m contemporary w
L isi vari in | ing major -
politics. I focus here particularly on the role of crisis as a variable in promoting maj
change in human affairs. The change that is the subjcct of my inquiry is significant UN

reform. The question I wish to consider is whether there is presently too httle or too

much, systemic crisis to support global institution-building in the form of UN reform.

In choosing to examine the prospects for UN reform, I am rejecting the familiar
critique of formal-legal analyses, symbolized by Lord Caradon"s 61‘ t-iljvoked dismissal of
UN reform ef.forts‘:. "There is nothing fundamentally wrong-with the United Nations--
except its mz:mbcrs."lo I.am also rejecting the equally fashionable critique of systemwide
approaches to international governannce as being inferior to subglobal multilaterialism
and minilateralism.” I start with institutionalist and globalist assumptions that (1) the
development of formal intergovernmental organizations is at least as relevant to concerns
about international order (aﬁd justice) as the development of less formal modes of
interstate cooperation, even though not all organiz-ational arra-ngcments are equally benign
in this regard, and (2) any efforts at intcrn'ational institution-building must focus to some
extent on the global It%vel, even though many problems can be treated as x.'egional or
bilateral in scope and might bc: usefully addressed through international organizations
operating at those levels or having on_ly limited ;ne_mbership participaﬁon. These ideas,

once part of the orthodoxy of the international organization field, have sounded aimost

heretical in recent times,

From "Bad Idealism".to "Bad' Realism"

I§ven ds the practitioners in the 1990s have returned to the "world of actual

international organizations"!2 (they, of course, never entirely left), the theoreticians for




. "The clarign call
the decade_masked a deep-seateq
munity towards IGOs in general and
global IG_Os in particular, 13 Despite some Trecent stirrings of renewed interest in IGQOs
such as the UN,M liberal institutibnglists (neoliberals) tend to share common ground with
realists and neorealists in thejr deprecation of 'formal; universal internationa] |
organization. To cite just a few examples: .l

0 As recently as 1989, Oran Young was writing: "I have . . . found it hard to become

unduly alarmed by the apparent decline of the United Nations and certain other

international organizations in recent years. . . . If one looks at institutions rather than at
international organi‘zations, I believe, there is less cause for alarm regarding the pursuit
of international order and justice.*!?
o Duncan Snidal has equated the term "international organization" with an extreme
idealist view of the world, stating that "the metaphors ‘of' ‘Hobbesian anarchy’ and
‘international organization’ have divided and obscure‘d our understanding of international
politics.16 : )
o In an article focusing on the role of ‘institutions” in achieving cooperation under
anarchy, Rolbcrt Axch"od and Robert Keohane manage never once to use the term
"international organization.l7 A
0 To the extent Keohane associates himself with formal organizations, it is not notably
of the global varicty. In arguing against global ﬁnilateralism, Keohaﬁe and Joseph Nye
“have advocated subglobal multilateralism, noting that al;hough "a crazy quilt.of
international regimes is likely to arise” without universal approaches, "better some
roughness around the edges of international regimes than a vacuum at the center. Poorly
coordinétcd coalitions, working effectively on -w‘/arious issues, are in general preferable to

universalistic negotiations permanently deadlocked by diverse membership. . .. Only




rarely are universal international organizations likely to pr_ovide the world with

instruments for collective action.“18

o Joseph Grieco has characterized liberal institutionalists such as Keohane and Nye as
‘unduly optimistic about human and national behavior despite their ﬁgavily guarded
analyses of the prospects for giobal institution-building.19
o In a 1992 symposium on: "Multilateralism," John Ruggie still hedges on the subject of
global organization. Although he speaks of "gen'éralized organizing pr-inciples,“ he states
that "the géneric institutional form: of multilateralism must not be confused with formal
multilateral organizations, a relatively recent arrival, and still of only relatively modest
importance." Of the "move to institutions” (i.e.,, IGO growth in the twentieth century),
Ruggie.expresses bewilderment: "I know of no good explanation in the literature of why
state§ should have wanted to complicate their lives in this manner.*20
One can discern a highly guarded, almost anti-globalist and anti-institutionalist
posture even on the part of scholars who focus their research on the UN, reflected in a
1589 Acadcrﬁic éouncil on the UN System study which concluded that "the fact fis] that
globalist approaches to world order may have run their course, at least for the present"
and that- there are '.’limits to both globalism and intcrgovernmen;élism."zl No less an old
10 hand Fhan Inis Claude has enter;ad the ranks of the cynics, with his recent revisiting of
. balance of power theory ;Arhich suggested that universal approaches to pr.roblem-solving

have seen their day come and gone and that they no longer can be given the credence

they enjoyed earlier in this cantury.22

From Bad Realism to Neoidealism: Can Wilsonidnism Be Resurrected?

If a previous generauon of international relat:omsts could be accused of "bad

idealism," the current generanon might be guilt of "bad realism."23 There is no
AN

neoidealism to match m:orc:alism.24 Such skepticism does not seem entirely justified.

When one looks beyond present epiphenomena and takes a longcr-terni pe:rspcctivc, the



following simple observations can be made: (1) the trend is unmistakably in the direction
of international organizational growth, with one study documenting the proliferation of
IGOs and counting over 1000 such entities in the contemporary global systu‘:.m;25 {2) the
"expectation of international organization, the habit of organ.izing, the taking-for-granted
of international bodies . .. are permanent results of the movement" that began almost
from scratch a century or so _ago;26 and (3) the United Nations--primitive,-flawed, and
fragile as it is--represents the latest, most ambitious stage in the historic process of global
institution-building. While this process is not completely linear--setbacks occur--there does
seem to be a process at work. s

If one is not impressed with these trendlines and is more inclined to look at
current conditions and their ripeness for global institution-building, consider the
following:

The constant presence of change that is pervasive but somewhat

indeterminate with respect to overall pattern or direction constitutes a

fundamental aspect of the international milieu in which the United Nations

operates at the present time. The resultant fluidity of the international

system shapes the activities of the Organization in a numbeér of significant

ways. Under these circumstances the problems of regulating relationships of

power, for example, are highly complex. ... The role of the United Nations

as a creator of norms and a source of collective legitimization tends to be

sharply emphasized in a rapidly changing system in contrast to one that is

more stable and slowly changing. And the opportunities thrown up by the

pervasiveness of change constitute an invitation to various actors in the

system to make an effort to harness the influence of t]g;l organization as an

instrument for the accomplishment of political change.
These observations were made in an article appearing in International Organization in
1968, when such theorizing about the UN in schola_r]y journals was more commonplace
than today, even though they would seem far more germane to the 1990s. As
revolutionary as the international environment might have appeared in the 1960s, few
would equate that decade with the present one as a period of ferment in international
relations.

While there is a possibility that we will overreact to the upheavals from Moscow to

Maastricht which have ushered in the post-postwar era and attribute larger importance to




them than they deserve, especially coming as they have at a time when cosmic visions are
being stirred by the impending arrival of a new century and millennium, there is also a
chance we will underestimate them and fail to grasp their significance as evidences of a

- watershed period in-the life of the international system. If it is much too prematqrc to
declare the epoch we are passing through in the late twentieth century as marking "the
end of histoi'),r“28 or to e€quate it historically with the Re.formation;29 it may be just as
wrong to dismiss it as merely a de Ja vu return to world politics as it looked prior to 1945
or 1914,
| In some respects the convulsions in world politics since the late 1980s can be
viewed in retrospect as the culmination of a proéess of ongoing erosion of the bipotar
Postwar international arder traceable back to its beginnings. ' Long observable trends in
the direction of a more complex international system are becoming more pronounced and
accelerated. This complexity has four main aspects: (l)‘ the growing diffusion and
ambiguity of power, including the decline of the US as a hegemon, the internal and
extc}nal probiems of the other one-time Superpower, the continued rise of Ja;:)an, the
challenge presented by a reunited German state acting in combination-with others within
the European Community, the proliferation of ministates capable at times of frustraiing
the will of ma jor actors, as well as shif ting relationships generally between military,
economic, anfj technological bases of powér; {2) the growing fluidity of alignments,
including the depolarization of the East-West conflict ag former Eaét bloc states move
ideologically toward the West while.lWest-West €Conomic competition heats uUp as an axis of
conflict, the North-South conflict losing its defining character also as incrcasiﬂg diversity
among NICs, OPEC States, Fourth World countries and other LDCs makes Sﬁuthern

solidarity harder tq sustain, and greater localization of politics related to ethnicity and



and the transf ormation of the infernational system back to the more normal historical
pattern of full-blown mu’ltipolarity, in which case we can continue to rely on the state- :
centric paradigm and its f 0cus on national interests, sovereignty, and int_ernatit;nal
anarchy, or whether we afc on the brink of a more f undamental and epic transformatijon,
namely.the unraveling‘of the very fabric of the Westphalian state System itself that hag
been the primary basis of human political organization for the past several centuries,
Some seize upon the f irst two systemic characteristics cited above (the fragmentation of
the postwar power and alignment structure} and suggest the deja yu scenario is the correct
one.30 Others seize upon the other two systemic characteristics (relating to
interdependence, transnationalism and intcrgovernmentalism) and suggest diff erently, ie.,
the international system is experiencing unprecedented "turbulence"--a "bjf urcated global
politics” torn between state-centrism and multicentrism, calling for a wholly new "post-
international politics" paradigm,31 ‘ s

Every generation is tempted to see itself as living at a (perhaps the) pivota]

understandabic. Statism and nationalism seem more vibrant than eifer, at the same time

+ that they have never seemed more at risk; as Governor Lamm put it, cémmenting on the
per_ils of the nuclear age: "It has histo.rically been one thipg to die for your country. It is
a different thing [today] to die with your country.”32 That there is a particularly
schizophrenic quality to contemporary world politics is clear, although it is hard to say
how the various tensions will be resolved, Whéthcr this is one of those special moments in
time must be left for future historians to judge. It took over 200 years for historians to

recognize the significance of 1648 and for the international relations discipline to be




born. Might historians a century or two from now look back on thi.s era as the beginn‘ing
of -the end of t'im Westphalian state system, even if we are no more sure of what we have
wrought than cur seventcenth-century,ancestors?, Although any response to this query
wo:.lld= be pure, idle speculation, the thought alone should at least give pause to those
incapable of entertaining visions of any other world ordér than the present one.

As stated at the outset, the metamorphogis I am interested in investigating is not a
change of the Westphaliaﬂ system (toward world government or some more hierar-chical
order) but a change in the Westphalian system. Within the state system, I am interested in
conscious, deliberate international institution-bpilding (what Oran Young has galled.-
"negotiated orders" as opposed to unplanned "spontaneous orders);34 and-within the
category of negotiated orders, I am interested in what Young calls "framework agreements
enc;)mpassing the basic order or ordering p_li'inciples of an entire social system."35 He cites
"San Francisco in 1945" as belonging to "this class of comprehensive or f ramework
agreements,” which he recognizes to be a rafre development. To inquire into the present
prospects for UN reform is to ask whether the occasion now exists for forging the next
framework agreement in the life of the interstate system, or at least reworking if not
rbthink‘@pg the one entered into in San Franéisco

The dilemma posed by UN ref orm is that those proposals which appear feasible
also seem trivial, whlle those which might truly matter in making a difference seem the
least doable. " If one chooses a strategy of merely tmkermg with the present institutiona]
machmery--focusmg on reforms mainly of a managerial and admlmstratlve nature such
as achl-evmg better coordination among the specialized agencies;, streamlining debate and
other procedures in the General Assembly, developing more sophisticated PPBE techniques
along with more stringent requirements for pcrsonnel recruitment and promotion in the
Secretariat, and upgrading the Security Counc:l’s capabilities through the creation of

standing panels of mediators and fact-finders--then one stands accused of engaging in a

wasteful expenditure of time, money, and intellectual effort given the benefits that are




1o

likely to accrue from thcse seemingly innocuous changes; although some proposals relating
to matters like the prof essionalization of the international civil servxce and reorganization
of the specialized agencies can be quite controversial, any UN reform exercise which is
limited largely to nuts-and-bolts changes will be perceived as such, mcrcly confirming
Caradon’s view of the irrelevance of formal-leggl'explanations of and solutions to
organizational malf unctioning, On the other hand, if one takes the position that only a
total rethinking and overhauling of the UN’s structure is a wofthwhile exercise--focusing
on substantial revision of the basic political arrangements embodied in the Charter, or
starting over from scratch--then one, too, can be charged with irrelevance but for .
overreaching rather than underreaching. Somewhere between tinkering and rethinking
there may be opportunities for engineering change in a manner that is both realistic and
meamngf ul.

The United Nations can be understoodi as the resultant of large-sc;llc, long-term
technological and other forces contributing to the establishment of the "habit of
international organization" in the nineteenth century and the creation of global
organization in the twentieth century. Whether this historical pattern of growing
formalization and universalization of international politics continues, and at whgt pace,
will depend upon sevel_-al factors. Granted the small number of cases to base conclusions
upon, the past dynamics of international iﬂstitution-building suggests thét major
innovation in the‘ political development of. the international sysiem--in terms of new
macro-level governance arrangements ("framework agreements”) resulting from human
design-:tends to be associated with a system-wide crisis (systemic war) combined with the
existcncc of an actor or set of actors disposed toward and cépable of moving the system. In
other words, significant institutional development in the international system may well
materialize as part of a gradual, unfolding pro;:ess, but acceleration requires a push from
specific actors responding to a specif ic crisis. .Assuming we are now living in a post-

hegemonic world in the nuclear agc,36 it f-ollow; that any attempt to promote the
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y 37
- i j ) " * anarch
--developmeﬁt of the contcmporary international system toward a more \mature a y

or still higher political order, through UN reform, will require the imprimatur of a

' crmeal mass of states that have sufficiently compatible 1ssue-p‘ositions, shared salience |
levels, and Jomt power capabilities (including hard and soft power) as to constitute a
dominant coalition willing and able t0 lead the other ‘members to act in accordance with’
the new principles. I w’ill'comment later on whether there ar¢ currently on the scene a set
of actors with the requisite oower and.will to move the system. Let us now turn to an
examination of the-crisis variable, which bears on the degree of power and v;'ill."‘to guide

system change. - .

Cns:s as a Source of Change

£ B

As treated by f ore:gn policy analysts, crisis by definition is occasroned by some

change -or disturbance in'a state 5 envrronment Just as signifi 1cant change ;nay f eed crisis,
crisis may 1tself be a source of srgmf 1cant change The eeopolitics school argues that
technological changes ultimately shape human sacio- polmcal structures and values, and
that today growing technology-based mterdependence and the problems assoctated wrth it
are creating pressures puttmg humamty on the threshold of reconccptuallzmg how
governments ‘and peoples relate to each other. In Denms Pirages’'s words: "The forces of
ecological and technological chainge . are drrvrng potentrally revolutionary shifts in the
structure ol‘ relations among nations and in the values that guide human behav:or “38
Similarly, George Ball, who as a US Undersecretary of State in the 1960s had called the
nation-state "a very old-f ashioned idea," has recently reiterated the point that, aside from
its inadequacies as a guarantor of physical secunty, "on the economtc snde, we have to
take account of the fact that our polit:cal structure is totally madequatc for a world
where t-echnology has assur-ed that Ycaoital f lovrsmove around without regard to national

boundar:es Sooner or later we’re going to have to face restructuring our institutions 50

that they re not confmed merely to the nation -states. n39 However, even 1f there is a

P
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The biggest Puzzle of our time is how it is that the need for coordinated problem-

solving on a global scale--in matters of security, economics, and ecology--is arguably

past, they are even less l_ikely. to succeed in the present environment. Compared with
1945, when in Truman’s words "there wcr;: many who doubted that agreement could ever
be reached by these 50 countries dif fering so mucﬁ in race and religion, in language and
culture,"“ the .challenge of global institution-building appears all the more formidable
today in a world body politic consisting of over three times as many state members
representing considerably greater diversity who are clamoring to be at the global
bargainin; table, not to mention the complications posed by nonstate actors, Whilf.; it is
true that "necessities [in themselves] do not create possibi]ities,"“2 one should also avoid
another form of wishfu] thinking, namely rationalizing'that because some change is

thought to be impossible, it is thereby not needed. Whether individuals and societies in

just how urgent the need for change is perccivcd-, whether problems are approaching crisis
proportions and arclbcing experienced at the systemicé level,

Crislis provides the best opportu'nity for the ine‘rti‘a of cxistingYarrangcmcnts to be
overcome and for the learning of new. behavim‘-s‘ to occur. Kenneth BouIdiné once

remarked in this regard that "man is a strange creature who is incapable of seeing the

handwriting on the wall until his back is up against it." As Kant had expressed it earlier,
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" w3
“the very evils which thus arise compel men to find out means against them, The

relationship between adversity and innovation is a complicated one:
Adversity does . .. produce innovation, but most often it is grudging

innovation. . . , The response to adversity tends to move along the continuum
of intellectual adjustment from the specific to the general, from 1ncremental

adjustments that occur at the edge of consciousness to systematic
reassessments of principles. . . . Reappraisal of general principles occurs only
in the face of great pressure. Discontinuity is minimized thus: operational
tactics change before Strategy, specific programs before policy postulates;

How far along this path of adversity and adjustment have we come? Does the
cerrent situation truly qualify as a sys’tenﬁc crisis? Is the end of the Cold War an
occasion for relief and complacency or a source of newfound, heightened concern
about a potential worldwide cataclysm? Even if this is not a time of suff‘icient
adversity as to conmstitute a "Grotian moment"43 capable of provoking a change in
the "underlying images" upon which the state System is based, is there not adequate

impetus for a next stage of global institution‘-building?

Assessing Crisis




administration; The Global 2000 Report to the Z;résidem opened with the observation that
"the world in 2000 wili be more crowded, more polluted, less stable ecologically, and more
vulnerable to disruption than the world we live in now" unless "the nations of the world
act decisively to alter current trends,"4® - In 1980 the report of the Independent
Commissiod on Internationai i)evelop;ment- Issﬁcs l(the Brandt Commission),_ focusing on
Third World economic conditions, argued the crisis was al<rcady here: "The crisis through
which international relations and the world economy are now passing presents great |
dangers, and they appear to be growing more serious."4? More recently, the UN-sponsored
Brundtland ‘Commission issued a study with a; similar ring, although em;}hasizing the
environmental context of economic decistons and calling for a worldwide movement in
support of "sustainable dcvelol;ment."so

The litany of sermons sounding the alarm about Armageddon has desensitized
many to the existence of any crisis, especially since there has been no concrete, palpable
manifestation--no single event or series of events to galvanize concern equivalent to the
Great Depression sandwiched between two World Wars experienced in successive decades
by an older generation. Instead, what appear to be éeographically and temporally isolated
disasters have occurred, such as Chernobyl, thc_ Sahel famine, the oil embargo and
subsequent gas lines, the savings and loan debacle in the US, and other episodes which
produced at most some rumblings of discontent and anxiety and an ill-defined malaise.

Whether the world is in crisis is partly a question of fact and plartly a question of
perception. Regarding the subjective dimension, measurix_lg "happiness" or "satisfaction"
and the convérse--"adversity"--is a tricky enough proposition when the objects of one's
analysis are simply individuals or a single nation-state and its national mood.>’ It is all
the more difficult to attempt such an analysis on a global scale. The general improvement
in living conditions in the industrialized nations since the industrial revolution, along'

with the subsequent communications revolution which brought the imagery if not the




15

benefits of the good life to the rest of the world, have created a widespread revolution of

rising expectations aﬁ:ong mass publics that elites everywhere are struggling to meet.
Herman Kahn, Julian Simon, and other critics of limits-to-growth thinking have argued
that, if one looks at the big plcture, humanity is donig better even is it may be feeling
WwOorse. 52 Simon points out, f or example, that female life expectancy in France increased
from under 30 years in the 1740s to 75 years by the 1960s, that the infant mortality rate
was sfill 200 per thousand in much of Eurobe as late as 1900 compared with the present
norm of 10-15 per-thousand, and that similar progress is gradually being repeated
elsewhere in the world today.53 Kahn and his associates see the current era as a
transitional one f rom a ‘world where "200 years ago almost evcryv&hcre human beings were
comparatively few, poor, and at the mercy of the forces of nature to one 200 years ahead
where, barring bad luck and/or bad management, almost everywhere they wxll.be.
numerous, rich and in control of the forces of.nature."s4

Of course, planetary management is precisely what is at issue here. There is

empirical evidence of poor management latély, of humanity not only feeling worse but

doing worse as well, and of problems beg_:oming- less isolated or episodic and more

structural in nature:

_ The last two decades have been filled with anomalies . . . indicative of an
international system under stress. Economlcally, this period has seen two
energy crisis cycles ... a major world food shortage that many thought would
lead to global starvanon two very deep global-recessions, a protracted global
debt problem, and a collapse of world stock markets. In the decade prior to
1973, the annual real growth raté of the industrial economies was about 5
percent. Since then it has been in the vicinity of 2 percent. The less

developed countries saw their vigorous growth rate of 6 pcrccsnt of the
previous decade drop to less than 2 percent in the . . 1980s.°

These data covering recent experience in the last two decades would seem more
relevant to our inquiry than the data gleaned from a longitudinal analysis of over two -
centurics. Although cumulative historical experience:shapes individual and national

consciousness, the time frame which typically informs reflection and action is not 5o

much one’s sense of the sweep of history or long-term:future as one’s sense of the
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immediate past, the present, and the impending near-term 6 Compared with the early
postwar period, the international System today seems to be stallmg as an engine of
progress across various regions and cultures.

As attested to by the revolution of rising expectations phenomenonr, social
indicators u'sed as objective measures of well-being, such as income levels and infant
mortality rates do not always correlate strongly wnh subjective data bascd on opinion
surveys. Still, there tends to be a fit between the objective and subjective data As
Ronald Inglehart concludes from the available evidence, "the overall pattern is clear;
wealthier nations [and presumably healthier and more generously endowed nations
generally] tend to show higher levels of 11f e sansf action than poorer [and otherwise
disadvantaged] ones. w37 Likewise, within a given country, as living conditions improve or
deteriorate, such fluctuations can be expected in time to be reflected in public moods, in
either increased attachment to or alienation f rom-the existing order.

At the core of the "turbulence” James Rosenau sees in contemporary world politics
is the growing dysfunctionality of the national security-welfare state. He comments at
length on the "declining effectiveness" of governments, deffned as "a progressive inability
of éovernme\hts to provide their clients (elites, citizens, allies) with the conditions and
services that reflect the goals they have set for themselves and that their clients expect of
them. ... . It involves the solving of problcrﬁs and the resolving of issues, or at least
preventing the worsening of problems and the intensifying of issues. It pertains to policy

outputs, to tangible services such as highways and employvment checks . 38

Roscnau confesses that the declining governmental effectiveness he refers to is
largely an "assertion" in need of verification "with systematic data.">® Such data are
being gathered in many qua_rters.60 Elsewhere, I have conducted an extensive anaiysis of
worldwide trends in three broad issue-areas since the late 1960s--economic well-being

(examining data on GNP and GNP per capita growth rates), quality of life (examining

- data on life expectancy, infant mortality rates, daily calorie supply per capita, and other
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such indicators}, and ecological balance (examining air quality levels and other
environmental cﬁharacteristics).ﬁl The conditions I surveyed represented to me broad
domains of  human experience which bear on basic human hopes and. expectations.
Although not all actors have identical stakes in all problem-areas (e.g., some in the upper
reaches of the Northern hemisphere may benefit from greenhouse warming), I felt it was
safe to assume that higher-wages; improved health, cleaner air, and the like were \falucs
most generally wish f or themselves even if not -necessarily for others. Within each issue-
area, I looked at both global and subglobal cuts of reality. Globally, a determination was
made of what percentage of states in the international system were experiencing an
improvement or decline in conditions over-time and whether system-wide averages
indicated positive or negative developments overall. Subglobally, similar determinations
wcre- made for v-arious subsystems, separating out the OECD industrial market economies,
the erstwhile East bloc; centrally planned economies, and the Third World countries |
(further analyzed by income level and geographical region). I found that matters have on
balance been getting worse systemwide across all major groupings of states despite some

rays of progress found in some places on some specific dimensions.62

As adversity arises, people and societies become'increasingly disposed toward

change. Today there would seem to be a general bias in the direction of change in the
international system at large, given the fact that ali categories of states are witnessing
evidence of growing malf unctioning of their econom’ic-social-ecological systems. Small

changes are ordinarily preferred to big changes, .so that one’s first inclination is to look
for correctives closest to home, internally within one’s borders rather than externally in

the international realm, and regionally rather than globally., Even if the international

system is primed for change, as seems to be the case, states will have to be convinced that

the failings of international governance structures are at the root of current problems--or
that, whatever the explanation, the overhauling of these structures offers a way out--

before the kind of innovative macro-leve] institution-building I have alluded to can
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materialize. Assuming one values international ins’titution-building, things may have to
get still worse before they can get better.  Considering the nature of the high-case and
base-case scenarios presented by the World Bank and other badies in projecting trends in
the 1990s, the future prognosis for most countries is at best guarded.63

ASs matters worsen, the paradox is that there js the opportunity not only for
increased international institution-building but alse massive conflagration. If it is true
that "history does not move f orward without cz.ttastrOpht:,"64 a point can be reached at
which crisis becomes immobilizing and destructive rather than releasing creative energies.
As one writer comments, "when the risks become too many or unbearable our ability to
assess and cope often breaks dowu."65 To quote Niebuhr, "Undoubtedly, fear may be a
creative force . ... But the creative power of fear does not increase in proportion to its
intensity."66 Whether the institution-building path is f ollowed will depend not merely on
the degree of stimulation furnished by crisis but on other variables as well.

Large-scale social change, uniess glacial and unconscious as with the agricultural
and industrial revolutions, requires an agent or set of agents. In the internatioﬂal
political system, historically certain national leaderships have taken the initiative in
socializing the other members of the system to accept new concepts and norms along with
new institutional forms. Although some have suggested that such modernizing elites today
are to be found in the guise of nongovernmental and transnational sociéil mow:me:nts,67
the latter are still no match for governments presiding, however, tenuously, over nation-
states. We need to add power and will as additional elements in the equation of system
change.

The contemporary international system that forms the organ‘izational environment
of the UN is like a gréat double-edged sword having various properties which pose
constraints as well as opportunities for cnhancﬁd institution-building at the global level.
The -very problems which recently have afflicted the US and other states and which

ostensibly have created in the system a stronger inclination to countenance change have at
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the same time sappéd the power of many actors which might be candidates for a custodial
role. Still, despite the end of the superpower era aild a trend toward diffusion of power,
there has hardly been a leveling of capabilities in the system; just eight states constitute a
virtual proprietorship over the "policing” instruments in the world body politic (as
measured by their share of global arms -expenditures and manpower levels), while also

accounting for 70 percent of the planetary economic product and--relevant to legitimacy

considerations and the use of soft power--well over a majority of the world’s

population.68 What has been lost in power con_ccnt'ration has been more than offset by
the reduced ridigity of alignments allowing more creative possibilities for an enlightened
concert of power approach to international govei-nance.ﬁg While "loss of control" has
thrown into question the continued capacity of sovereign governments to engﬁge in
purposive, goal-directed behavior--to steer the ship of state successfully toward various

. -
ends, including international institution-building--it has also raised the salience of
governance issues and perhaps the willingness of national governments to reexamine
existing arrangements. One could argue based on a realist analysis that, insofar as IGQs
represent not so much precursors to world governﬁcnt but rather adaptations of the
Westphalian state system designed to make world government unnecessary, as international
organizations go so goes the statc system in which the major states have the largest stake;
as Lynn Mxller notes, "it is their system” .for the most part. 70 Even though the stakes have
become d:ffused and no one actor. may have a singularly vested mtcrest in promoting
global order-as much as in the past, there would appear to be enough at stake for some "
subset of states to invest the necessary resources and provide the coliective good

represented by international xnsntunon-building. 71

Implications for UN Reform
In the Umted Nations itself, the lmpetus for change provndcd by the collapse of -

the postwar order along with the { amlhar categories and assumptnons that colorcd world
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politics for the past ha‘lfeccntury contends with "restructuring fatigué"72 fostered by.years
of reform failure. One must add as a countervailing factor the attention deficit problem, -
i.e.; the tendericy for the press of concrete, immediate events (f 6reign policy "erises")--such
as the Gulf War and the Gorbachev coup and counter-coup, two August surprises on the
eve of the 1990 and 1991 opening of the UN General Assembly--to divert the energies of
the international community from larger matters.

While there are persuasive arguments to be made against Charter revision of any
kind, particularly given the historical record of aversion to constitutional change in the
UN and the cumbersome nature of the amendment process, it seems rather dogmatié to
assume that the Charter is completely off the bafgaining table. If anything, the prospect
of close to 200 states (including numerous "ministates” or "statelets”) crowding the global
bargaining table has created growing pressures against the kind of rigid state-centric
cgalitarianism embodied in one state-one vote formulas as in the General Assemﬁly, 50
that associate or consultative membership status, weighted voting f ormulas, and other such
devices are likely to be the wave of the future as long as states continue to feel a need
for global 1GOs,

“ George Bush in his address to the 46th General Assembly called for a "Pax
Universalis” in place pf a Pax Americana or any other such narrowly grounded peace,
that is 2 new order f"bui_]t upon shared feSbonsibilities and aspirations."’> While attempts
to promote w.orld order through collective security may be a "quixofic crusadc,"” the
prospects for peace and peaceful change can be enhanced greatly by th'e collective
leadership provided by a dominant coalition of states ablq and willing to steer the system
in a manner that offers incentives for others to follow. The coalition must be broad
enough to possess sufficient material resources to support the demand load and, at the
symbolic level, to make a reasonable claim to tﬁé aura of legitimacy, but not so broad as

to be incapable of action and susceptible to breaking down.”>
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Ec:onomic resource transfers will be especially critical. Coalition members will not

only have to pay their full assessments as currently calculated but must be prepared to

accept a bigger burden, both t0 provide necessary side-paymen s to the bulk of the UN
membership (in the form of debt relief or some other quid pro quo)‘to attract initial
support for reforms as well as 10 maintain a ref ormed system ORCC it is in place. Given-
the magnitude of the f inancial requirements as}d the weakened state of many economies,
notably the American and Russian, only a congl-omcrate of severai states can hope 10 do
the job. Major donor states ‘might be willing to overcome the pattern of delinquency in
paying their assessed dues--the ys, which is over $1 billion in arrears, remains the largest
culprit responsible for the UN’s current financial crisis--and might be willing to convert
more voluntary funding into assessed funding, thereby putting UN budgets on much more
solid footing, if they could be assured of greater control over the budget process. Such
assurances are close to being realized through the recent budget reforms produced by the
Group of 18 exercise. The UN financial crisis remains at bottom 2 political crisis. While
the sums of money consumed by the UN system appear staggering, they are still miniscule
as a percentage of the gross national product of any one lead donor much less the
apgregate GNPs of the ten largest benefactors, so that it ié hardly the case that the
international systcm has reached its limit in terms of its capacity to generate additional
resources to support global organization. .

Some statés are better positioned than others as candidates to participate ina

dominant coalition in support of UN reform; owing not just to economic clout but other

attributes. It is unthinkable not to make every effort to include China, for example, in

such a coalition, even if China currently pays less than 1 percent of the UN budget.

Different states will bring different assets and different responsibilities to a leadership

coalition. There may also be different expectations. Some will settle for a role in power

steering by virtue of being accorded proper standing on the Committee for Program and

Coordination and/or a truncated ECOSOC, while others may insist on the ultimate
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leadership trophy, i.e.,, permanent membership on the Security Council, I hesitate to bring

Security Council ref orm into the discussion since merc mention of it puts one immediately

50 thoroughly changed that the concert of five permanent Council mcmbers has an
inherent impermanence about it. It seems a f oregone conciusion that an institultional
arrangement which was increasihgly a glaring anomaly in world politics as the postwar
c¢ra progressed and has become even moreso in the post-postwar era cannot survive much
longer into the future. It may or may not be worth at this time inviting the kind of
wrenching Charter debate that would ensue over Security Council reform. One can at
least think out loud what the Security Council of the future might look like.

The conventional wisdom presumes that any attempt to make additions to the
rostcr of permanent members on the Security Council is doomed to def eat, or if successful
could tear the organization apart in the process, owing to two basic facts of life. One is
the difficulty of getting the present Big Five to forego their use of the veto and permit
the admission of new entrants into the permanent membership club- when the effect is to .
diminish the elite status of the charter members. The second is the diff iculty of formally
including certain specified cmintries in an expanded Council permanent membership club
without alienating tho_se who are excluded.

As regards the first point, given their own strained global organizational support
capabilities, tl;c tJS and other members of tlic Big Five might well welcome others into
the'fold who would be willing to share the leadership burden, as long as they could screen
potenti—al. applicants. From the perspective of the Big Five, Security Council enlargement
might have to be the price paid not only in order to coopt some wealthy states to vassumc a
bigger donor role but also to coopt into partnership some Third World states whose
collaboration is critical to dealing with enviroﬁrﬁental or other issues. (For example,

Brazil and India would be attractive candidates not only because of their demographic

weight but also because of their strategic relevance to the forging of workable global
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regimes to combat greenhouse warming and to regulate arms exports.) As ,rcgards the
second point, the cost of membership in the club can be expected to be 'high enough that
not every state would bcckt;n to join. There have been greater acts of self-abnegation
performed by states than passing up opportunities for membership on the Security -~
Council, notably the willingness--at least up to now=-on the part of over 100 non-nuclear
countries (including several with. nuclear weapons pbtential) to do without what is - -~
seemingly an unmafchéd badge of security and statis;: The same cost-benef it-calculations
that have led mahy states to avoid joining the nuclear club also figure to}s_hapc their
interest or disinterest in joiqing other elite clubs,

An expansion of the Security Council to accommodate-new permanent members
will have to provide for balanced representati'bn of nonpermanent members as well. No
matfer the size or composition of the Council, it is unlil;:cly the UN membership at large
will consent to grant the body any more compeétence than it already has to =involve the
organization in peace and sccurity matters. An enlarged Council might in fact serve.as'a
brake against excessive sovereignty-threatening intervention by thc-:UN, while providing
enhanced legitimacy where action is ap.rprov.ed. In the immcdigte term there might be a.
transition period allowing for different categories of Security Council membership, |
perhaps along the lines of the Japanese proposal to add six new ‘permanent seats without
veto power.

Even if the world is not quite ready for Security Council ref(;rm, what about
ECOSOC and other parts of the _UN. system? There have been shifting views in ;eéent
years as to whether the organization should be (and can be) primarily- looked to and relied
on to address "war-peace” concerns as opposed to, "other” concerns;76. Although, as
Jacobson notes, "historically, the first goal of early IGOs was to promote economic’
grOW_th,"77 Claude has noted that "the organizit;g movement of the tw;entieth century can
be interpreted as a reaction to the increasingly terrible consequences of armed conflict."’8

How high-politics, peace and security concerns relate to low-politics, functional, welfare
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¢oncerns, and what might be the proper place of the UN in-these respective areas, has
become somewhat muddled as the cbnceptual distinctions themselves have become blurred.

Lip service continues tq be paid to the need for international organizations such as
the UN.to aqdress both ‘sets of issues, based on the link between physical and structural
violence (alternatively phrased ag "collective security" and "cooperative sccurity‘,"79 or
"peacekeeping” and "peace:-building,"80 and the like). However, where once it was a given
that the second set of issues offered the greater growth potential for the UN,.--bzised on
the assumption shared by functionalists and nonfunctionalists alike that .an internationa}l
organizations’s ease and eff ectiveness in forging collaboration was likely to be inversely
related to its degree of involvement in matters touching the core interests of states--this
bit-of conventional wisdom has now been turned on its head. Ina stunning role reversal
at odds with both the theory of international organization and the practice of the UN
historically (especially throughout much of the 1980s), the tractability of problems, the
utility of the UN, and the prospects for institutional reform in the 1990s are being
deemed greater in the war-pcace area than in other areas, notably in the field of
ecconomi¢ development. Two observers. have summed up this situation in commenting that
"the UN has become a Janus-like system of two faces--the UN of peace and security, N
reiatively purposeful and effective, to which influential governments pay active and
growing attention: and the ‘UN of economic and social affairs, halting, hortatory, and
often ignored by powers great and smal1."81

Again, one must be mindful of the pitfalls of overreacting to the latest
developments, either exaggerating the promise of the UN in the war-peace area or
dismissing it in tht; economic, social, and technical realm. If it was premature to write
off the UN in the former domain at the start of the 1980s, it seems premature as well to
do $0 in the latter domain at the start of the 1-9-905.82 One might envision the UN as a
regime-processing center or, more émbitiously, as a fulcrum for "global policy.“83 As

rcalists and neorealists are quick to point out, not all concerns are global in scope or
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Tequire organizational solutions. One might reason that it is precisely the task of global
policy to sort these matters out, &?Ihe UN proper, as distinct £ r.g_m the épccfalized agencies,
is uniquely situated to furnish the necessary { iltering apparatus for engaging the
international system in policy-rgl;vaq; political-intellectual routines at the system-wide
level, permitting a determination of how ‘much globalism and instii_:uﬂonélism is oiptimal
for the system. In other words, rather than starting with a priori anti-insti_tutionali;; and
anti-globalist-presumptions rcgaiding the parameters of international problem-solving, the
UN might be viewed as a gencral facilitator of decisions by the international community
as to what type of regime instrument is possible and desirable in a given problem-are¢a (in
terms of norms, rules, organizations, programs, or other outputs) as well as what the
regime scope might be (global or subglobal). Present refercnces to the "nuclear
proliferation regime" or ‘"th-e monetary regime® have the air of impressive accomplishments
engineered by the international system in response to' common problems. ‘They would be
all the more impressive if they could more rightly claim to be the fruits of policy--
épnscious, deliberate acts of creation and remaking that stretch the bounds of intelligent
collaboration to the fullest extent imaginable. Such an image of the UN is consistent with
current calls for "practical international_ism,"s-4 yet at-the same time offers a more
expansive vision as a basis for framing the deba_te over institutional reform. In this way
the UN might furnish an element of central guidance compatible with the systemic -
environment in which it is likely to operate into the next century, providing a single
framework whereby parochialism--rangiﬁg from unilateralism to subglobal. f

multilateralism--and pragmatism--including informal as well as formal modes of

_cooperation--can safely flourish.

Conclusion
The future of the UN can be captured in three possiblé scenarios. One scenario is

that the organization will miss the current window of opportunity, will decline i'u.rther;
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and maybe disappear as the League of Nations did. A second is that it will be supported
enough by the membership to at least muddle through. The third is that it will
experience organizational growth and be an engine for the political development of the
%nter'national system, contriliuting to "the development of long-term viability for the states
... in the system."85 The second scenario seems more reaiistic than the first. Short of a
systemwide, great-power war, which in the nuclear.age would almost surely be "the last
crisis,” the UN is not likely to suffer the fate of the League. As for the third scenario, it
will depend upon whether the "crisis of multilateralism" becomes perceived and felt more
deeply--sufficently to energize the major actors’ willingness to have the UN do more than
muddle through, but not so much as to render them incapable of action.86

International organization scholars may even be able to play at least a modest role
here. The main raison d’etre of the international organization field over the years has
been to provide a base of scholarship that can help inform and guide the practice of -
international collaboration. The problem with much contemporary "IO" scholarship is that
as the field has sought to distance itself from its idealist past and to become more firmly
grounded in science and reality-testing, it has become further removed from the real-
world institutions' in which practitioners operate. The gap between international
organizational phenomena studied by academic; and those experienced by policymakers
continues to widen as few explicit connections are made between theory and practice.

No greater challenge exists for students of international organization than that
posed by the search for world order through global institution-buildiné, which finds its
most concrete expression today in the form of the UnitedA Nations. Serious scholarship is
normally defined by the degree of intellectual ferment and hard-nosed sob.riety one brings
to a subject. The subject of the UN in recent times has inspired widespread indifference
and ridicule, with scholars tending to steer clea;r lest they be branded guilty of indulging

n87

in "institutionalist approaches of yesteryear or utopian futurism and risk pariah status

in the international relations fraternity akin to some states in the international
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acommumty Excessive use of the terms nearth” and "planet” can damage one’s credrbrhty_.
There is the cavcat that global 1nternatrona1 organrzatron has become too large and

unwreldy to be subjected to either senous screntrf ic 1nqu1ry or soc1a1 engmeermg It is -

)

true that the world does not revolve around governments maktng "great global chorces

among grand alternauves n88 Policymakers, John Ruggie notes, "do not get to choose on-

the future of the state system they confront chorces on exchange rates, . terrorist

attacks on arrport lobbies and embassy compounds, and garbage that f loats down a river

" or is transported through the air. If change comes it wrll be the product -of micro

practices. Hence, if we want to understand change or help 10 shape it, 1t is to these mrcro

55

practices that we should look. »89 was the creation of the UN in 1945 a "mrcro practice"?

If so, are there other such practices we should look to?

Nobody planned the national welf are state whrch has been the dominant pohtrcal
structure of the twentreth century. It was the resultant oi' hrstorrcal forces pushed alongn
by a myriad of individual decisions and accurnulated learmng If a global securrty-
community comes to pass, it wrl] not be planned but wrll also emerge as a product of

' historical forces which lrkewrse can 'be nudged along in small ways if we have the

knowledge and will to do 50. There will always be an elernent of f arth in our .quest,

although as John Herz said in his requrem for the terrrtorral-state "it is not wishful
thinking that leads us on, but an ever so famt ray of hope that that whrch is not entlrely .
impossible will emerge as real. "90 One can take heart in the old saw that most revolutrons
on their eve seem unimaginable, and on the mornmg after seem to have been mevrtable91

Just threé years after the Red Army Band and Chorus was heard beltmg out "God Bless

America" in Washington, D.C., the light is still fhckermg however farntly.
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