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1. Introduction:

The aim of this study is to examine whether or not the end of the
Cold War has made any significant difference to UN decision-making. In the
aftermath of the Cold War, the question of the UN's place in the international
order was raiscd by many academicians. Onc prevailing view was that the
division of the world into East and West during the Cold War had prevented
the UN from fulfilling its mission. However with the end of the Cold War, it
was argucd, the UN could fulfil the aims that its founders had intended.
According o this view, the UN finally had the oportunity to perform its task
better. This prevailing view in international relations will be challenged by
this study, and it will be argued that the UN's role has not changed as
dramatically since the end of the Cold War as the proponents of this view
suggest.

The proponents of the view which claimed a new role for the UN after
the Cold War bascd their argument on the notion of a 'New World Order'.
Therefore in order to consider the cffect of the end of the Cold War on the UN
system, notion of a New World Order needs to be explored. Major events
such as the Gorbachev reforms, transformation in the USSR and in the
Central and Eastrn European states and the Desert Storm War were seen as
heralding the New World Order. The proponents of a New World Order
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described it as the promotion of democratic practices and free market
economics, collective resistance to aggression, cooperation by the major
powers in the containment and the resolution of conflict under the UN
umbrella by using its institutional processes and the upholding of universal
values.! The New World Order is maintained through the cooperation of
major world powers and is not a new concept. It was in fact embedded in the
UN Charter and still remains as the prevailing view. The New World Order
concept retains the old description of sccurity as a 'great power dircctorate’ but
claims that therc has been change as it has included disarmament, arms
control, terrorism, migration, drug traffic and other issues to the conception
of sccurity.

This paper will approach the traditional view to the UN, the Realist
ong, critically. Realist and Ncorcalist theorics dominate UN decision-making.
This domination is seen both in the actual substantive UN decision-making
and in the litcrature that analyses UN decision-making. During the Cold War,
the UN was bascd on the Realist assumption that sovereign states, mainly
the supcrpowers, were the principal actors in international politics. This
Recalist view considered the UN as a reflection of inter-state relations. The
UN was controlled by what the member states, mainly the superpowers,
asserted. This prevalent theory considercd the superpowers' interests as the
major determinant of their policies towards the UN: when the UN served that
interest, the UN was allowed to go forward, when it did not, its cvolution
was hindered.

Looking at the UN Charter it can be concluded that the founders of the
UN visualised an essentially static world system in which international peace
and security implied the maintenance of a particular status quo and in terms
of which the Security Council would decide who was an aggressor. The
major concept developed to cover this arrangement was that of collective
security, embodicd in Chapter VII of the UN Charter. The Charter also
incorporated what should happen if the major powers did not agree. The
proponents of the view who claim that the UN can now play a prominent
role in world politics, unlike the relatively incffectual role it played during
the Cold War, nced to reasses their notion of the UN's primary tasks and
consider that UN decision-making is still dominated by the Realist view
which was present when the UN was constituted. The ending of the Cold War
has not shifted the Realist perspective either in the actual substantive
decision-making ol thc UN or in the litcrature that analyses UN decision-
making. The international socicty is regarded as anarchical by the orthodox

1G. Evans, 'The New World Order and the United Nations' in M. R. Bustello
and P. Alston eds., Whose New World Order? Sydney, The Federation
Press, 1991, pp. 2-3.
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theorics. Power in terms of military and cconomic capabilities is still seen as
the most important force in the decision-making of the UN.

Conscquently, in Realist tradition, the UN and other international
organisations are not considered as autonomous actors in intcrnational
politics. They are not equipped with powers capable of putting into effect
collective purposes or using resources for these purposes. In Realist
paradigm, as Cox critically states, international organisations:

...remain mechanisms for putting into effect, or merely for
publicly endorsing, purposcs that have been arrived at and are
given effect by those states that dispose of the resources necessary
for attaining them. International institutions arc a public ritual
designed to legitimate privately determined measures...2

Besides this Realist perspective, the relationship between the UN and
individual countrics has been described as more complex than simply state
power relativites. Ncorealist theory envisions the relation between the UN
and member states as a system in which ncither the UN nor the member
states can ncglect what the other offers. However, Neorealist theory still sees
member states' interests as the main ifluence in the decision-making of the
UN system. New thcories have been introduced into the discourse on
international organisations. One such theory is Liberal Institutionalism or
Neoliberalism. This thcory introduces the concept of international regimes.
However, as will be argued later on, this theory is in fact an extension of
Necorcalism. All of these prevailing views are reductionist and they do not
take into consideration the emergence of a transnational civil socicety which
has been cvolving both during and after the end of the Cold War. The
development of this society will be explored in this paper. Interestingly, it
scems that the end of the Cold War has not affected the policics or the
decision-making of the United Nations specialised agencics such as the
IBRD, IMF, WTO (formerly GATT), ILO, UNESCO, WHO or FAO. These
organisations have played an important role in sccuring and maintaining the
world capitalist cconomy. The present state of these UN specialised agencics
docs not show any evidence of change after the end of the Cold War. Liberal
global political cconomic vicws are predominant in the constitutions,
decision-making practices, conditions for membership of the United Nation
Organisation and also in the specialised agencics.

When the UN System is being analysed, it is important 1o take into
consideration that the UN agencics are a vital part of the UN and cannot be
excluded from the discussion. This is particularly important when one takes
into account that politics and economics are not separable. The decision-

2R. W. Cox, 'Multilateralism and World Order’, Review of International
Studies, 18 (1992), p. 167.
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consequence of power relations and the way that power is structured is the
determinant of the decision-making process. 'The pre-influence stage of
decision-making is a mental picture of power relations'. Therefore one must
analyse the structure of existing power relations in order to understand how
decision-making processes arc constructed, sustained, or changed, if at all.
Defining the nature of power is, accordingly, relevant to this inquiry.

Realism

In the Realist paradigm, traditional power relations have been defined
within a state-centric sphere. States are of prime importance as they engage
in a struggle for power, with the ability to thrcatcn or mobilise militarily.
This is the primary assumption of the Realist view. Sccondly, Realists hold
that these concepts and claims can be explained only through the situation-
bound intcrpretations of the analysts or statesmen and thercfore reduce them
to the concrete circumstances of time and space.® Thirdly, Realists do not
distinguish between subjective and objective aspects of international political
life and consider the subjective perceptions of statesmen to be an important
factor in decision-making. It is for this reason that their theory fails as it does
not consider the international system as an objective social fact to be
explained by theory.

Another flaw in the Realist paradigm is the separation of domestic and
foreign politics. Realists limit their interest to the domain of political and
military rclations, that of high politics, and underestimate the importance of
social, economic and class relations, that of low politics. This autonomy of
political spheres renders the Realist paradigm incapable of cxplaining
political and economic dilemmas. The other conceptual scparation in Realism
is the separation of politics from economics. This assumption of Realism is
'‘borrowed from and supported [by] the concept of a "liberal" economic order,
that is an order in which economic activity is separated from political activity
for the purpose of maximising the common wealth'.” This separation in the
orthodox therorising of International Relations can be found in the Realist
approach to the UN system, where the UN Organisation (the six main
organs: the Sccretariat, the General Assembly, the Sccurity Council, the

SR. W. Cox and H. J. Jacobson, ‘Decision-Making', International Social
Science Journal, 29 (1977), p. 115.

6R. K. Ashley 'The Poverty of Neorealism' in R. O. Kecohane, ed.,
Neorealism and its Critics, New York, Colombia University Press,
1986, p. 261.

7c. N. Murphy and R. Tooze, 'Getting Beyond the "Common-Sense” of the
IPE Orthodoxy' in C. N. Murphy and R. Tooze, eds., The New
International Political Economy, Boulder, Lynee Rienner Publishers,
1991, p. 3.
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Economic and Social Council, the Trusteeship Council and the International
Court of Justice) is scen as belonging to the political domain and the UN
agencics to the cconomic, scientific and technical domain.

For the Realist an international organisation cannot, without its own
military capabilities at its disposal, act as a constraint upon the existing
inter-state system or significantly affcect the status quo. It can merely be a
beneficial mechanism, by which peaceful minor adjustment in the balance of
power are made.8

In this context, the Realist approach to the UN asserts that the state
has not been displaced by international institutions as the main centre of
international system. Decision-making in the UN, accordingly, docs not rest
upon any intrinsic power within that organisation but it is shaped by those
states which make up its voting majoritics. The Realist approach describes
the UN as an instrument of sovereign states that carry out their policies
through the balance of power which is determined by factors external to the
UN. It enables them to communicate, collaborate with allics and denounce
encmies. Consequently this approach does not give room for international
organisations Lo take autonomous action.

Neorealism

As the Realist theory of International Relations began to be called
into question, North American international thcorists introduced their
approach 1o International Relations. Theorists such as Kenncth Waltz, Robert
Keohane, Stephen Krasner, Robert Gilpin, Robert Tucker, George Modelski
and Charles Kindleberger are the main proponents of this theory. In the
1980s, Neorealism was regarded as a progressive scientific redemption of
Rcalism. Even though this theory attempts to break from the Realists'
offerings, it docs not escape its predecessor's subjectivist and empiricits
understanding. Neorealism, can only be regarded as a problem solving theory
that gave guidelines for forcign policy makers during the Cold War. As
Ashley explains Ncorcalism:

What emerges is a positivist structuralism that treats the given
order as the natural order, limits rather than expands political
discourse, negates or trivializes the significance of varicty across
time and place, subordinates all practice to an interest in control,
bows to the ideal of a social power beyond responsibility, and
thereby deprives political interaction of those practical capacitics

8peter Willetts, "The United Nations and the Transformation of the Inter-State
System' in B. Buzan and R.J. Barry Jones, eds., Change and the Study
of International Relations, London, Frances Pinter Lid., 1981, p.
101.
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which make social learning and creative change possible. What
emerges is an idcology that anticipates, legitimizes, and oricnts a
totalitarian project of global proportions: the rationalization of
global politics.?

Examining Ncorcalist theory in detail is beyond the scope of this
paper. But Ncorcalism's commitment Lo state-centricism is well worth
scrutinising. Necorcalism offcrs a statc-as-actor model of the world, meaning
that onc must view the state as an entity capable of having certain objectives
or interests and of choosing the means to attain these objectives or defend
these interests. The first implication of this state centricism is that, for
Ncorealists, it is impossible to describe the international structure without
invoking the concept of states. For them, 'the state is ontologically prior 1o
the international system'.19 Sccondly, since their framework for international
politics does not accord or recognisc global collectivist coneepts, idcas such
as transnational class rclations or the interests of humankind arc '...granted an
objective status only to the extent that they can be interpreted as aggregations
of rclations and interests having logically and historically prior roots within
state-bounded socictics’.!!

Thus, in Neorealism, like Realism, the individuality of states is taken
for granted and is embedded in the definition of sovercignty.!2 The
proposition that the state might be cssentially problematic or contested is
excluded from the Neorcalist discourse. Thus, in the Neorealist approach, the
UN system is state-bounded as it lcads to the emphasising of state interests
and bargaining power in the UN system. These intercsts do not disappear or
becone submerged when states interact in the UN, they only take dilferent
forms, according to Ncorcalist tradition.

Neoliberal Institutionalism

Another approach which has received much attention is Neoliberal
Institutionalism. This approach is a f{urther claboration of Functionalism and
Ncolunctionalism which lost ground in the early 1970s. Functionalist and
Neofunctionalist theories were introduced and developed by authors such as
D. Mitrany, E. B. Haas, and found much ground in the integration process off
the Europcan Community. Ol course, the entire arguments cannot be
developed in a discussion of such a short length. Therelore, the reader is

9Ash]cy. The Poverty, p. 258.
101bid., p. 271, (emphasis original).
11pid., p. 270.

121ndividual Neorealists differ in their theoretical commitment to the state
centric model of the world. However, the general theoretical discourse of
Neorealism is undoubtedly state-centric.
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referred to related theories and authors. This approach can be regarded as an
extension of Neorcalism. Advocates of Ncoliberal Institutionalism accept
Neorcalism's emphasis on state interest, power and anarchy but they include
institutions as an intcgral component of their systemic-level analysis.
Without questioning the fundamental principles of Neorcalist theory, this
approach sceks to explain how the sprcad of information, rules and norms
may change or influcnce states' opinions and the international order, without
affccting the underlying ordering principles. This theory introduces the
concept of international regimes. Krasner defines regimes as:

...scts of implicit or cxplicit principles, norms, rules, and
decision-making procedures around which actors' expectations
converge in a given arca of international relations. Principles arc
belicls of fact, causation, and rectitude. Norms are standards of
behaviour defined in terms of rights and obligations. Rules are
specific prescriptions or proscriptions for action. Decision-making
procedures arc prevailing practices for making and implementing
collective choice.!3

Keohane on the other hand defines a regime in stricter terms as 'one
form of international institution, onc where there is signilicant convergence
among states regarding norms, belicfs, rules, and procedures, but not
necessarily a formal organisation'.!4 The General Agreement on Tariffs and
Trade (GATT) in this casc can be regarded as an open trade regime that guides
intcrnatinoal trade.

Ncoliberal Institutionalists claim that the emergence and development
of institutions will transform the world order as states arc brought under the
authority ol international regimes. The main difference between Neorealist
and Ncoliberal Institutionalist thinking lics in their conception of
international institutions. While Neorcalism sces international organisations
as 'barcly once-removed' [rom the wishes and capacitics of dominant
powers,!® Neoliberal Institutionalism cmphasises that the interests of
dominant powers shape the creation of rules and institutions but ‘once

135, D. Krasner, ‘Structural Causes and Regime Consequences: Regimes as
Intervening Variables' in S. D. Krasner, ed., International Regimes,
New York, Comnell University Press, 1986, p. 2.

141, Comett and 1. A. Caporaso 'And Sull It Moves! State Interests and Social
Forces in the European Community’, in J.S.Rosenau and E. Czempicel, eds.,
Governance Without Government: Order and Change in World
Politics, Cambridge University Press, 1992, p. 232.

15K, N. Waltz, Theory of International Politics, Recading, MA:
Addison-Wesley, 1979, p. 88.
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formed, the "rules of the game" rarcly mirror the pattern of interests and
capabilities from which they originated'.!®

Therefore in Neoliberal Institutionalism, institutions are not merely
added on to Neorealist theory but are integrated into it, and scholars in this
tradition seck to cxplain how international institutions may change and
influence the existing world order. States, accordingly, pursue their interests
in an anarchical environment but with one modification: the presence of
institutions. They not only constrain and empower states but also shape their
interests as they transform the means through which states pursue their
goals. Also articulated in the works of Kcohane and Nye, this view
introduced an approach where actors other than states participate directly in
world politics. International institutions are constrained by global production
and finance, non-governmental organisations, liberation movements, the
media an so on. A central issue in this approach is 'hegemonic stability'.
States, as rational actors continue the existing form of cooperation since they
are awarc of the opportunity costs. 'Complex intcrdependence’ has become
such that states continue the existing form of cooperation.

Neoliberal Institutionalism docs not fully explain world order, and
within it the United Nations system, because it contains exactly the same
flaw as the two previously examined theorics. Neoliberal Institutionalism,
like Realist and Ncorcalist theorics, secs international politics as a result of
states that pursuc interests as their capabilities allow, in an anarchical
environment. By adopting these fundamental concepts of the two previous
approaches, Ncoliberal Institutionalism does not challenge its predecessors
but can only be scen as an extension of them.!?

The Neorealist and Neoliberal Institutionalist approaches to
International Relations have extended the already prevailing Realist paradigm.
Orthodox theories have marginalised the role of the UN and its agencies 'by
contsructing them either as passive instruments of inter-statc bargaining
(particularly of dominant states), or as unproductive domains of idealistic
discussion about how the world ought to be' (the case of UNESCO will be
discussed later on in this papcr).18 Their approaches arc based on
'methodological individualism', that is, assuming that reality cxists and can

16R. 0. Keohane in Comnett and Caporaso, And Still, p. 233.

17 This is why Keohane or Krasner's work is categorised as Neorealist even
though they themselves do not write under the Neorealist label.

185, El Kahal and J. MacLean The ‘Privatization of UNESCO: A New Form of
Politicization Within the Global Political Economy’, paper presented at the
Interdisiplinary Conference: The United Nations at the
Threshold of a New World Order, Hofstra Cultural Center, Hofstra
University, Hempstead, New York, 1995, p. 34.
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be fully understood by the behaviour of actors. They fail to realise that social
factors impact upon, but do not necessarily derive from, individual actors.!?
They do not explain the role of the UN as a whole in the structurcs of the
global political economy but reduce it to rclevant units, the states. By
accepting, on a priori grounds, the state as the fundamental unit of analysis,
all other social factors are marginalised. The UN system, thus, is reduced to
simply the balance of power relations of states. In addition to this, these
theories consider the UN in simply observable institutional context. This
positivist understanding exists in all the above approaches. Positivism
assumes that objective reality exists independent of knowledge and can be
derived from value-free facts. It 'denics the possibility that beliefs and valucs
are just as real' as obscrvable facts.20 How we have come to think of the
world and the way in which we take things for granted and produce knowledge
is actually more crucial. In scparating subjective and objective reality and
claiming legitimacy {rom a positivist notion, on¢ does not analyse the non-
observable factors, for instance the global structures or unintended
consequences.?! Such a reductionist conception of the UN in international
relations cannot be sustained. This paper sceks to explain that the UN sysiem
cannot be constructed as subject to state actions and interests. The UN, in
fact, legitimises the hegemony and reproduces it on a larger scale. The way in
which this hegemony is established and reproduced by the UN organisation
and its agencics will be discussed in the following pages.

3. Un Decision-Making And Change:

The literature on UN decision-making has been mainly devoted to its
functioning and voting system and possible ways to improve them. These
empirical approaches concentrate on the formal decision-making of the UN,
mostly paying attention to the voting system, delegates and missions,
caucusing groups, negotiations, resolutions in the Security Council and the
General Assembly and also to the Sccretariat's role. These studies also
consider the informal decision-making of the UN such as side-bets, implicit
decisions, controlling the agenda, drafting of compromise resolutions,
reforming of coalitions, gathering of votes and so on. This litcrature mainly
searches for answers to questions such as: What were the initial tasks of the
UN? What was the structure of decision-making in the UN during the Cold
War? How was the structure of the UN affected by bipolarity and the rise of
the non-aligned group? How were decisions influenced by governments,
different groups and interests in the UN system? How has the end of the Cold
War affected the composition of the UN? Will the present policies and
decision-making procedure of the UN Security Council be able to encompass

19Murphy and Tooze, Getting Beyond, p. 19.
201bid., p.18.
21Kahal and MacLean, The Privitization, p. 16.
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the new sccurity issucs? To what extent has the developing countrics'
influence inceased during and after the Cold War? How has the end of the
Cold War affccted the policies and the decisions of the UN specialised
agencics?

Before moving on to discuss this literature, it is crucial to point out
that empirical studics arc not independent of theory. As J. MacLean points
out, ecmpirical conditions are rclatively casier to construct because of the
immediate availability of suitable data. This instant access to empirical
conditions makes them 'scem immediately real, and indeed to constitute
reality itscl.22 However, empirical conditions arc in fact theory-laden. The
theory behind these empirical conditions is embedded implicitly, thus they
seem 1o constitute objective, impartial reality.23 Hence, the studies that will
be discussed below are not independent of theory as they are, in fact, based on
Rcalist assumptions. Realism is embedded in the founding Charters,
constitutions, decision-making proccdurcs and membership conditions of the
UN Organisation and its agencics. Thus, this empirical litcrature is not
value-free and objective as it ¢laims o be. Since this study refutes Realist
approaches to the UN and constructs a dilferent theoretical analysis for
understanding decision-making, the litcrature below will only be discussed
and not explained in detail.

For the purpose of this section, it is cssential first of all to examine
the literature written on UN decision-making and also the literature which
claims that there has been a change in the UN decision-making since the
ending of the Cold War. It is after this scrutiny that the concept of change
can be introduced to the study and discussed.

Literature on The Formal and Informal Decision-Making
Works by S. D. leilcy24 have been mainly devoted to the formal

functioning of the UN organs but as he gives historical background to the
functioning of these organs, he includes informal functioning in his studics.

22). MacLean, ‘The Ideology of the End of the Marxism/End of Socialism
Thesis: A Critical, Global Perspective’ in B. Einhorn et al., Citizenship
and Democratic Conrol in Contemporary Europe, Cheltenham,
Edward Elgar Lid., 1996, p. 192.

231bid., p. 193.

243, p. Bailey, The General Assembly of the United Nations,
revised cd., London, Pall Mall Press, 1964; S. D. Bailey, The Procedure
of the UN Security Council, Oxford, Clarendon Press, 1975; S. D.
Bailey, The Secreteriat of the United Nations, London, Pall Mall
Press, 1964.
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Another prominent work of this sort is by Johan Kaufmann.25 As he
stresses in the introduction, his book, like its prcdcccssor,26 is highly
practical, without any attempt to develop a theoretical framework. He
describes and analyses the main procedures and decision-making processes of
the three main organs of the UN; the General Assembly, the Sccurity
Council, and the Economic and Social Council. He analyses pcrmancnt
missions, delegations, the resolution-making and voting processes, the use of
various tactical moves, the significance of spceches. He also looks at the rise
of operational programmes, the incrcased use of ad hoc global conferences
under UN auspices and the role of groups. He lays hcavy ecmphasis on the
private and informal naturc of UN dccision-making. Besides these, David
Kay's chuplcr27 on the instruments of influence in the UN examines the role
of missions and delegations, gives an account of causing groups, devoling
primary attention to the Afro-Asian group and shows the significance of
commissions, committees and subcommittees. He also asserts the role of
ncgotiations as an instrument of influence in the UN.

Pcter R. Bachr's sludy28 on the other hand, focusces on the role of a
national dclegation, the Dutch one in this case, in the decision-making
process of the General Assembly. He analyses the composition of the
delcgation, rclations between delegation and government, informal and formal
mectings within the delegation and finally the making of a decision. From
this expericnce, he carrics on to examine the interaction between delegates
among the Westerm group.

There are studies that give more historical background to show how
the dynamics of the 1940s and the succeeding decades have affected the UN. J.
G. Stocssinger's book2? cvaluates US, Sovict and Chinese rclations and
attempts to show how these relationships have been crucial for defining both
the limits and the potentials of the UN. R. Ogley's study3? is about the
same issuc, East-West relations, but is of a dilferent nature. Unlike most

25, Kaulfmann, United Nations Decisison Making, Alphen,
Sijthoff&Noordhoflf International Publishers, 1980.

26]. G. Hadwen ance J. Kaufmann, How United Nations Decisions Are
Made, 2nd cd., Leyden, Sythoff, 1962.

27p. A. Kay ‘Instruments of Influence in the United Nations Political Process'
in D. A. Kay cd., The United Nations Political System, New York,
John Wiley&Sons Inc., 1967.

28p. R. Bachr, The Role of a National Delegation in the General
Assembly, New York, Carnegic Endowment, 1970.

29). G. Stoessinger, The United Nations and the Superpowers, 4ih
ed., New York, Random House Inc, 1977.

30R. Ogley, The United Nations and East West Relations,
University of Sussex, ISIO Monogragh, number six, 1972.
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other authors, as he studies and cvaluates the record of the UN, he bluntly
expressces how the UN has not been able to mediate and facilitate cooperation
between the two sides because of the Western majority, led by the US, has
assumed powers and uscd them to criticise and mobilise action against
communist states. He shows how this discrimination took place and
evaluates the East West rclations in an unusual way.

H. G. Nicholas' book3! has been described as an admirable project in
the study of the UN functioning. He examines the origins of the UN, the
Covenant of the League of Nations and also the Charter of the UN. The book
reflects the author's strong view about the systems and the institutions of the
UN (a Realist onc), tackles the issue of the decision-making in a historical
perspective, looking at the conferences which established the UN, with
emphasis on the Dumbarton Oaks, and also on the San Francisco
Conferences and examines the Charter's attempts to improve on and avoid the
mistakes of the League of Nations system. This book is onc of the most
prominent books written on the functioning of the UN system and was
published many times, cach new edition giving insights into how the UN is
evolving while its structure remains cssentially the same, and placing much
emphasis on the prehistory of the UN and the Charter.

R. W. Cox's and H. K. Jacobson's study32 on the decision-making in
the UN system, is one of the most prominent studies in this arca, writlen
again within the Realist approach. Their study attempts to explain how
influcnce was acquired and exercised in cight of the specialised agencies of the
UN: the International Telecommunication Union (ITU), the International
Labour Organisation (ILO), the United Nations Educational, Scientific and
Cultural Organisation (UNESCO), th¢ World Health Organisation (WHO),
the International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA), the International Monetary
Fund (IMF), the General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade (GATT), and the
United Nations Conference on Trade and Development (UNCTAD). Their
main objective is to explain the structure and the process of influence in
these organs. In order to understand this, they have developed a comparative
study of how decisions are made in these cight institutions. They first
analysed the types of decisions to determine whether the patterns of influence
differed dcpending on the issucs involved. The types of decision they
considered were: representational, symbolic, boundary, programmatic, rule-
creating, rule-supervisory and operational. They observed that decisions in
different agencics were of different types. For example, symbolic decisions

31H. G. Nicholas, The United Nations as a Political Institution,
S5th ed., Oxford University Press, 1975.

32R. W. Cox and H. K. Jacobson, The Anatomy of Influence:
Decision-Making in International Organisation, New Haven,
Conn., Yale University Press, 1974.
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were more common in UNCTAD than in IMF while rule-creating decisions
were more frequent in IMF than UNCTAD. They classified individuals who
were involved in decision-making in these organisations and they identified
that the ones who were most influential were: representatives of national
governments; representatives of national and international private
associations; the exccutive heads of the organisations; high officials and other
members of the burcaucracy of cach organisaton. They discovered that
representatives of national governments were more influential in symbolic,
representational and rule-making decisions whilst the exccutive heads of these
organisations were influential in boundary and programmatic decisions. They
sought to determine how personal attributes such as charisma, cxperience,
cxpertise and negotiating skills played an important role in decision-making.
They also sought to explain how groupings, whether formal as in the case of
caucusing groups, or informal as in rccurrent voting patterns, cxerted
influence on particular policy orientations. In addition to these, Cox and
Jacobson sought to examine the outside of the internal interaction processcs
in these institutions by widening the scope of their study to include the
environment that affected the framework of these institutions. Thus, they
considered the gencral cnvironment of world politics and also the
environment that was specific to cach agency. In summary, they sought 1o
explain how influence was gained and used within the UN system by looking
at the types of decisions, the influence of individual actors who participated
directly in the making of decisons and the ecnvironmental factors.

The principal findings of their study was that in GATT, IMF, ITU and
IAEA, policics were determined and controlled by their most powerful
member states. Representatives of these countries played key roles in
decision-making. Even though representatives from these countrics enjoyed
little autonomy and obeyed the instructions from their goverments, their
policies were very influential. Representatives of these countries also played
a key role in UNCTAD, WHO, ILO and UNESCO cven though these
organisations gave higher priority 1o the views of their executive heads and of
less powerful member states. Cox and Jacobson's work is very prominent in
the study of international organisations, but it should be noted that it is an
empirico-analytic approach. A different approach, which places the UN
agencics in a structural picture of power relations, is required and I shall
attempt to show this is so in the next section.

Even though understanding these formal and informal processes is
necessary in understanding the UN system, such processes cannot alone
explain the structure of UN decision-making. There is more that can be said
about decision-making processes in the UN than can be gathered from the
Charter, the official records and the formal and informal decision-making
procedures. Both the formal and informal decision-making of the UN are
based on a Realist approach to the UN. This study aims to show that there is
a higher theoretical level of approach to UN decison-making which shows
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how and why these formal and informal decision-making procedures arc taken
for granted and arc assumed to be the very nature of decision-making in the
UN.

Claims of Change In Decision-Making After the Ending
of the Cold War

In the second part of this scction, the literature that claims that there
has been a change in the UN after the ending of the Cold War will be
discussed and it will then be argued that their concept of change is inadequate
since their theory is based on taking the prevailing social and cconomic
institutions as the given framework. Proponents of this view who state that
the UN's role and dccision-making structurc have changed, arc usually
analytical and descriptive in their approach rather than theoretical. In general,
they consider the states and groupings in the General Assembly and in the
Sccurity Council and how they started working morce closcly together on
conllicts. In terms of scope, the most extensive works of literature of this
kind arc writien by Sally Morphet, Beatrice Heuser and Paul Taylor.

The cend of the Cold War has ben welcomed as a shift that could
change the UN's role dramatically. The UN could move away from the
traditional sccurity issucs towards new oncs. The UN's agenda according 1o
these scholars33 has been shifted 1o issucs such as terrorism, narcotic drugs,
immigration, nuclcar weapons, refugees, the arms trade, international debt
and the environment. These problems, referred to as 'global riot control’,
could be handled by the UN. As these scholars stress the importance of these
issucs and try to explain the ways in which the UN will and should handle
them, they give special emphasis to the Security Council [unctionings. The
recent revival of the Sccurity Council was, according o these scholars, a
conscquence of the great shift in Soviet politics and also other developments
that took place as a conscquence of the collapse of the Soviet Union. These
changes had brought cooperation among the permament members of the
Sccurity Council and had made it possible to deal with the issucs of global
riot control. The non-permanent members' participation in the solution of
these issucs is only considered to the extent that their voles arc necessary (0
pass resolutions in the Sccurity Council. Even though the other organs in
the UN arc cxamined in the works of these scholars, attention is mainly
limited to the Sccurity Council. Another flaw in their work is the lack of
attention they give to the other organs in the UN. This is, of course, a result
of their Realist approach which is inhcrently statc-centric. They take the

33G. Kostakos, A. ] . R. Groom, S. Morghet and P. Taylor, 'Britain and the
New UN Agenda: Towards Globl Riot Control’, Review of
International Studies, 17 (1991).
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balance of power in the inter-state system as given, and consider the power
relations in the UN Sccurity Council within this alrcady existing framework.

In fact, these issucs should be considered as economic, social, cultural
and technical consequences ol the prevailing global political economy. The
underlying causes of these problems are to be found in the cxisting
hegemonic relations and therefore they cannot be fully understood or resolved
by simply studying Sccurity Council resolutions.

Sally Morphet's recent study34 is about the changes that have taken
place in the Sccurity Council and the General Assembly between 1980 and
1994. In her study, she divides this time period into three sections and
analyses how states and political groups have influenced decision-making in
the General Assembly and the Sccurity Council. She examines how
permanent members voted, used vetoes and how the non-aligned states voted
together or scparately on resolutions (Morphet does not discuss the behaviour
of non-non-aligned group as she points out that they do not work together on
the Sccurity Council). She found that between 1980 and 1985 the permancent
members voted together on 75 out of 119 Security Council resolutions, as
opposed o 68 out of the 79 resolutions passed between 1986 and July 1990,
Veloes were used by four of the permanent members: France cast (our, the
Sovict Union four, the United Kingdom scven and the United States twenty-
five. China refrained from using any vetoes during this period. The non-
aligned states, on the other hand, voted together on 113 out of 119
resolutions in this period. The non-aligned groups' votes scemed to split
when the conflict was between a regional and a non-aligned view and/or when
pressure was applicd by a superpower. Between 1986 and 1990, both the
permanent members and the non-aligned were able 1o cooperate more than in
the previous period. There were 72 unanimous resolutions out of 119
between 1980 and 1985 as opposed to 68 out of 79 between 1986 and 1990).
The number of resolutions on which both the permanent and the non-aligned
members of the Sceurity Council voted in the same way had increased in this
second period. Morphet sces this as a transition period where the Cold War
still had its impact but on a smaller scale. The analysis of the third period
shows that both of the groups were able to reach unanimity on 263 of the
310 Sccurity Council resolutions (54 werce related o Chapter VII). The
permancnt members voted on 284 and the non-aligned on 27833 Analysing
the Sccurity Council resolutions, Morphet suggests that

...the familiar West, East and non-aligned pattern of political
groups on the Sccurity Council in the 1980s was replaced by a

34g, Morphet, The Influence of States and Groups of States on and in the
Sccurity Council and General Assembly, 1980-94', Review of
International Studies, 21 (1995).

351bid., pp. 443-448.
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permanent member/non-aligned group pattern from the mid-1980s
onwards. Although these two groups sometimes differed, they were
(judging form their voting rccords between 1986 and mid-1990)
able to work more closely on certain regional conflicts (often
through a process which included setting up peace-keeping bodies)
whic3l:S had become easicr to resolve as the Cold War came to an
end.

Beatrice Heuser's study, on the other hand, emphasises on the UN's
ncw role in maintaining global collective sccurity. She writes about the
possibility of a new 'world authority', a 'world policeman' that would be
charged with the tasks of dcaling with breaches of non-proliferation treatics
and also with destroying unlawf{ully acquired nuclear potential. She considers
different arrangements such as one where the UN assumes control of NATO's
military force including its nuclear capabilitics. This, she suggests, could be
done via CSCE (Conference for Sccurity and Cooperation in Europe) to
which both the US and British nuclear forces in NATO are assigned. Since
the CSCE is a rcgional arrangecment under the UN Charter, Chapter VIII,
Article 53,37 this cnables the UN Sccurity Council to use the CSCE for
enforcing action. Heuser states that the UN's new role, in the long term, will
be to carry out such responsibilitics. This true 'world authority' will be
lcgil;r;;alc, internationally recognised, impartial, and based on international
law.

Heuser's study is based on using the UN to deter aggressive regimes
and to maintain international security. The role that she sces for the UN is
limited to military security, one where the UN is used for the authorisation
and legitimisation of hcgemonic power's interests. This will cnable the
hegemonic powers Lo decide which power acts or regimes arc aggressive and
what are considered as breaches (o the system.

361bid., p. 456.

37 Article 53 of the UN: The Security Council shall, where appropriate, utilise
such regional agrecements or agencies for enforcement action under its
authority. But no enforcement shall be taken under regional arrangements or
by regional agencies without the authorisation of the Security Council, with
the exception of measures against any enemy state, as defined in paragraph
2 ofthis Article, provided for pursuant to Article 107 or in regional
arrangements directed against renewal of aggressive policy on the part of
any such state, until such time as the Organisation may, on request of the
Governments concerned, be charged with the responsibility for preventing
further aggression by such a state.

38RB. Heuser, ‘Containing Uncertainity: Options for British Nuclear Strategy',
Review of International Studies, 19 (1993), pp. 265-267.
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Exploring the Concept of Change

The concept of change lics at the heart of this study. In this section,
the concept of change will be explored. Mainstream theories in International
Relations are essentially concerned with the conceptualisation of change. The
different assumptions of dilferent theorics seck to explain change in terms of
their own particular analysis. The orthodox theories of Intcrnational
Relations overlap in their understanding of what they sce as science and the
relations between theory and practice, as well as the question of change.
These approaches arc inherently empirical and they are not capable of offcring
more than superficial explanations ol change. This is true for the casc of
Realist, Ncorcalist or other systems theories as they share common empirico-
analytical position.3% As J. MacLean states:

The unavoidable conclusion, in relation to understanding
change, is that epistomologically empiricist based accounts are, in
respect of their own criteria for validation, static, deterministic, and
inadequate for other than describing the apparent ubiquitous nature
of change. This is because first, what counts as truth or falsity
hinges on the acceptability of a prior claim, namely that there is a
signle reality that can be both discovered and tested by reality.
Sccondly, this reality must be accepted as not only impartial with
respect to the demands made upon it, but as uniform and regular,
that is invariable with regard to time and place. Further, by positing
the assumptions that social reality conforms to that description, and
divests the history of social and political relations of explanatory

force.40

The concepts about the emergent order that appeared after the Cold
War depends on how order and change arce perccived. The transformative
dynamics can be viewed as a new systemic foundation or as a reconstitution
of the existing system, as Roscnau calls them.#1 The former view sees the
post-Cold War period as wholly original and accepts that there has been a
systemic change toward a new order. On the other hand, the latter view
conceptualises the end of the Cold War as a reconstituted version of its
predecessor, and therefore perceives this development as a within-system
change of the old order.42

393, MacLean, ‘Marxist Epistemology, Explanations of "Change” and the
Study of IR" in B. Buzan and B. Jones, eds., Change and the Study of
International Relations, London, Frances Pinter Lid., 1991, pp. 50-
51.

401bid., p. 52.

41]. N. Rosenau, 'Governance, and Change in World Politics' in J. N. Rosenau
and E. Czempicel, Governance Without Government: Order and
Change in World Politics, Cambridge University Press, 1992, p. 22.

421bid.
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If emphasis is placed on the dominance of sovercign states and the
anarchical system they arc accorded with, then 'the end of the Cold War, the
replacement of superpower rivalry with a more dispersed, less militaristic
compelition among many states, can be scen as mercly a new form of the
existing order'43 In this view, hicrarchies arc altered, new patterns of
relationships are arranged but the fundamental arrangements of the world order
still remain the same. If, on the other hand, our analysis of the end of the
Cold War stress the '...diminished competence of states, the globalisation of
national cconomics, the [ragmentation of socictics into cthnic, religious,
national, linguistic, and political subgroups, the advent of transnational
issucs that foster the creation of transnational authoritics...',** then the end
of the Cold War can be scen as the beginning of a new emergent world order.

The actual substantive UN decision-making does not include the
notions of these forces in the world order. The ending of the Cold War has
not shifted the Realist perspective, the dominance of sovercign states and
their anarchical system, cither in the actual substantive decision-making of
the UN or in the literature that analyses the UN. The proponents ol the idea
who assign new responsibilitics and new tasks to the UN, usually emphasise
the ending of supcrpower rivalry in the UN, the increasing cooperation and
the decrecasing usc of veto in the UN Sccurity Council. They stress that these
changes arc substantial and that they have crcated a new international order.
However, they fail to rcalise that these changes cannot be considered as
systemic. They are reductionist since they see states as primary actors, driven
by the pursuit of sclf-interest in an international system inherently anarchical
and conflictual. The UN is thus regarded as the institutional mean 'by which
militarily and cconomically powerlul states sck to achicve their ends' 43
They do not take into consideration the impact of global production and
finance and merely perceive UN decision-making as a reflection of state
politics.

What is important for my overall argument is that the approaches
which were discussed in the previous scetion and the recent literature written
about the so-called changes in UN decision-making both suffer from the
flaws discussed above and therelore cannot be considered as a basis for
understanding UN decision-making. The prevailing ways of looking at UN

43Ibid., p. 23.

441bid.

45K. Lee, 'A Neo-Gramscian Approach to International Organisations: An
Expanded Anclysis of Current Reforms to UN Development Activities' in J.
Macmillan and A. Linklater cds., Boundaries in Question: New
Directions in International Relations, London, Pinter Publishers,
1996, p. 146.
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decision-making, as discussed carlicr, examine organisational and functional
decision-making and take for granted the established social and economic
power relations. These established order trends, which Bourdicu refers to as
doxa, arc so firmly established that they appear as sclf-evident, objective
truths. The doxa appears in the form of implicit assumptions within theorics
of reality; assumptions which secm beyond question. Schemes of thought
and perception embodying the doxa remain undisputed and the prevailing
system does not encounter rivalrics or anlagonisms.46 Bourdicu explains this
as:

The instruments of knowledge of the social world are in this case
(objectively) political instruments which contribute to the
reproduction of the social world by producing immediate adherence
to the world, seen as self-cvident and undisputed, of which they are
the product and of which they reproduce the structures in a
transformed form.47

The self-evidence of the common-sense world is validated: the powers
of the permanent members in the Security Council are taken for granted; the
policics of the IMF, IBRD, GATT or ILO continue to be explicit and the
very nature of UN decision-making remains unquestioned.

Orthodoxy aims to restore the doxa in the face of challenging
questions, a goal which it can at best only partially achieve, by dcfining
acceptable ways of thinking. Hence orthodoxy attempts to reproduce the
unquestioned natural order of the doxa, in the face of competing theories, by
imposing its own particular view. Hetcrodoxy, on the other hand, allows
competing views to coexist. Neither heterodoxy nor orthodoxy, however,
allows for questioning of remaining doxa.*® Instcad they serve to limit the
sphere in which questioning is permitted: they decide which questions it is
permissible to ask.

The theories examined in the previous section conflict with each
other, but do not diverge significantly from mainstream Realism. They do
not explicitly critique the doxa of Realism and thercfore compete within the
limits imposed by the established order. These theories take the world as they
find it with the prevailing social and political relations and the institutions
(the UN in this case) as the given framework. That is why these theorics
cannot be considered as alternative theories that explain the decision-making
of the UN. They remain grounded in the acceptable ways of thinking and of

46p_ Bourdieu, The Outline of a Theory and Practice, trans by R.
Nice, Cambridge, University Press, 1989, p. 164.

471bia.

481bid., pp. 168-170.
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explaining the decision-making. The next section attempts (o construct a
theoretical framework which breaks away from this orthodoxy or heterodoxy
and questions the universe of the doxa.

4. The Global Political Economy Approach:

This section discusses the global political economy approach to the
UN system, through the claboration of Antonio Gramsci's writing.4? The
extension of Gramsci's ideas and writings to the study of the global political
economy has redefined the origins, the developments and dynamics of the
global political economy and this approach will enable the reader to
understand UN decision-making in a more in-depth way. Most of Gramsci's
work focuses on the analysis of social formations in Italy. He cxaminges the
initial phase of state and civil socicty and there he finds the foundations of
social hegemonics. He examines how the bourgcoisic attained a hegemonic
position over the other classes and how they sustained capitalism while they
made it accptable to subordinate classes. Their hegemony was embedded in
civil socicty: in religion, the cducation system and all other social
institutions to the extent that it led people to behave, think and even adopt
values and cxpcctations which were consistent with the hegemonic social
ordcg.oll is in this consensual aspect of hegemony that Gramsci's originality
lics.

The recent studies of global political economy extend his work to the
internationalisation of state and civil society, the international aspects of
social hegemony, the transnational class and bloc formations and cconomic
and social forces. They examine the role of international organisations and
the nature of global politics in the twenticth ccntury.51

While empirical analysis of the UN understands decision-making from
the perspective of methodological individualism, the Gramscian approach to
the UN perceives social structures as the fundamental unit of analysis. Thus
as K. Waltz or R. Gilpin consider the inter-state system in individualistic
terms, with states as atomiscd actors interacting in anarchy, the Gramscian
approach explains the world order as a whole. What is referred to as the
global political approach then, moves away from the inter-state system and

494, Gramsci, The Prison Notebooks, trans. and eds. by O. Hoare and G.
N. Smith, London, Lawrence and Wishart, 1971.

5OR. W. Cox, 'Gramsci, Hegemony and International Relations: An Essay In
Method' in S. Gill, eds., Gramsci, Historical Materialism and
International Relations, Cambridge University Press, 1993, p. 51.

STA Prominent study that extends Gramsci's ideas to International Relations is
S. Gill, ed.,, Gramsci Historical Materialism and International
Relations, Cambridge University Press, 1993.
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the balance of power approach to one where social forces and social structures
and institutions of production are examined to explain world order. This
approach claims that since 1945, the era of Pax Americana, a new world order
has emerged which cannot simply be explained in the Westphalian state-
centric mode. Hence, there has been a move towards a post-Westphalian
system, as R.W. Cox refers to it in his works. This new order needs to be
explained through the examination of the ways in which social forces and
structures enter into a period of transition and the formal system of state
sovereignty is called into qucslion.S2

Not only does this new order coincide with a decisive change in the
productive powers and balance of social forces within and between the major
states, but also state structures in the major capitalist countries have been
transformed into different variant of a neo-liberal form, i.c. more oricnted to
the integration of their economics into the emerging global system of
production and cxchange, in which knowledge, finance, and information play
a more decisive role, when contrasted with the inter-war period. This largely
is what Cox means by the process of the internationalising of the state,
involving coalitions, class alliances and historic blocs of social forces across,
as well as within, countries.53

The situation in peripheral countrics, on the other hand, has rcached a
stage where the economic activity of the core, liberal neo-classical cconomic
doctrines and associated institutions and social forces has become dominant.
Their domestic social structuring has begun to disintegrate and they appear
tightly geared to the trade, investment, production and finance of the core
countrics.> This has occurred as a conscquence of market power and the
Bretton Woods system which will be discussed later on in this scction.

Hegemony

For the purpose ol explaining UN dccision-making at a higher
theoretical level, it is essential to discuss the Gramscian concept of
hegemony in International Relations. Hegemony in Realist terms is based on
the distribution and mobilisation of matcrial power resources which is
associated with hegemonic stability where the hegemon asserts power,
especially military power, and the subordinate states avoid actions which
would antagonisc the hegemon. Hegemonic stability assumes that states
weigh up the costs and benefits of their actions and choose rational policics.
The hegemon does not always explicitly exert power but subordinate states

52g. Gill, 'Epistomology, Ontology and the Italian School', in ibid., pp. 30-
31.

331Ibid., p. 31.
541bid.
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refrain from antagonising the hegemon since they are aware of the hegemon's
power. This concept of hegemony is rather limited since it reduces hegemony
to states and balance of powcr.55

Another conception of hcgemony is associated with complex
interdependence. This approach was introduced when the post-war US
hegemony started declining. Hence, "after hcgcmony',S6 as Keohane refers to
it, the order was maintained since the patterns of interdependence had become
so complex that the costs for a state not to cooperate with the existing order
had become oo high. States, as in the previous approach, arc assumed 0
make rational choices and (o be aware of the opportunity costs, and decide to
support the existing international arrangcmcms.5 Like Kecohane, R.
Gilpin58 is concerned with explaining what happens "after hegemony'. He
attempts to explain the stability of the international economy in a period of
American hegemonic decline. He is concerned mainly with states and
markets. According to Gilpin, international political ecconomy (as he chooses
to refer to it), takes place within the inter-state system. He defines the
international political economy as the system in which the states (as major
agents) and markct actors such as multinaltional companics intcract. He
places much ecmphasis on international exchange rclations and less to
domestic social forces. This second definition of hegemony, docs not view
hegemony in terms of military capability. However it associates social forces
with a territorial entity. It is a rather narrow approach, as it focuses on the
interplay between states and markets and fails to see that power is not
intrinsic only to states or markets. The concept of hegemony referred to in
this paper perceives the global system as a whole. Therefore, R. W. Cox's
definition in this casc explains hcgemony more fully.

Hegemony is a structure of values and understandings about the nature
of order that permeates a whole system of states and non-state cntities. In a
hegemonic order, these values and understandings are relatively stable and
unquestioned. They appear to most actors as the natural order. Such a
structure of meanings is underpinned by a structure of power, in which most
probably one state is dominant but that state's dominance is not sufficient 1o
create hegemony. Hegemony derives from the dominant social strata of the

555, Gill and D. Law, The Global Political Economy, Hertforshire,
Harvester Wheatsheaf, 1988, p. 76, 77.

56R.0. Keohane, After Hegemony: Cooperation and Discord in the
World Political Economy, Princeton University Press, 1984.

57Gill and Law, The Global, p. 76.

S8R, Gilpin, The Political Economy of International Relations,
Princeton University Press, 1987.
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dominant states in so far as these ways of doing and lhinkinsg have acquircd
the acquiescence of the dominant social strata of other states. 9

In like manner, this study examines the UN, through which world
hegemony is realised. Gramsci sees basic changes in international power
relations and world order as resulting from fundamental changes in social
relations. His conception of hegemony and consensus arc useful to understand
the world order in which onc can place the UN system. Hegemony is
achicved by securing the interests of the core states through using both
coercive and concensual means. The latter is achicved through a system where
the periphery states find the existing world order compatible with their
interests. The more powerful make concessions to the interests of the weaker
to rctain their consent. This is sccured by structurally embedded social
constructs.® Therclore hegemony cannot be reduced only to raw, coercive
forces. Economic, social, cultural and technical institutions cstablishcd by
the dominant social class help to maintain the world hegemony. Thus
hegemony cannot be reduced mercly to an order among states. 'Tt is an order
within a world cconomy with a dominant mode of production which
penetrates into all countries and links into other subordinatc modcs of
production’.61 The UN, like other international organisations, can be
described as onc of the means of the institutionalisation of hegemony. The
UN is a vehicle that universalises 'the norms proper to a structurc of world
power, and that structurc of power maintains itself through support of these
institutions'.%2 The UN and other international organisations are mechanisms
to sccure this world order. In the light of this framework, it can be stated that
the UN has not only institutionalised the hegemonic order but it has also
reproduced this hegemony in the sense that the UN organisation and its
agencies have led to the permeation of this prevailing hegemony through the
social and economic structures of all societies. This repoduction of hegemony
through the UN will be discussed later on in this section.

The UN is only the visible part of a more complex system that links
the core and the periphery. This perception of core and periphery, which is
referred to as world system structuralism, that has been claborated by 1.
Wallerstein, also cxtends the Gramscian approach to intcrnational
organisation. It sees world order as including a structural rclationship between
the core and the periphery where the core cconomics arec dominant over
peripheral oncs. The core intervenes in the periphery through financial,
cultural, military and other means with the support of the class allics in the
periphery. The dominant classes or clites in the periphery who benefit from

59Cox in Gill, Epistomology, Ontology, p. 42.
60Cox, Gramsci and Hegemony, p. 61.
611bid., p. 62.

62Cox, The Crisis, p. 377.
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this help to maintain the relationship.63 This core and periphery structure is
institutionalised through the UN and the specialised agencics. They enforce or
practice policies which are core-oriented and thercfore perpetuate the existence
of these norms. This world system approach is helpful in understanding the
core-periphery relations. It is however, reductionist in that sense that it bases
its main argument on the core and periphery states.

Reproduction of Hegemony

R. W. Cox decfines the way in which international organisations
function as the process through which institutions of hegemony and its
ideology are developed. In like manncr, the UN ideologically legitimises the
norms of the world hegemonic order. Both the UN Organisation's and the
agencies' orientations arc favourable to the dominant social and economic
forces. The IMF, the IBRD, the ILO and the other UN agencics all advocate
the policy guidelines for states and strengthen the norms that arc in favour of
the dominant forces. The rules that they embody enable the hegemonic world
order to cxpand and become established. As the UN and its agencics form and
implement rules, they not only expand the hegemonic world order, but they
also permit the subordinate cconomic and social forces to make adjustments
so that it will be acceptable for them to sustain the hegemony. The formal
decision-making of the UN, is weighed in favour of the dominant forces, but
they make sure that they obtain some of the weaker forces' consent.

Orthodox theorics base their argument on the separation of politics
from economics. This assumption conscquently propounds the view that
‘economics is a natural phenomenon and subjest therefore to objective laws,
while politics is not natural, but wholly social, and nccessarily cvaluative'.64
According to this picture, since cconomics is a natural, objective
phcnomenon, then the dominant Liberal/Capitalist economy, as it also offers
a condition where politics is scen as separate from economics, is by
definition impartial. This establishment of capitalism as an objective domain
'has come to count in the world as the dominant, objective, impartial
academic economics' and this actually results in this particular capitalist
economics becoming universal.®5 Turning now to the UN system, this
separation of politics and cconomics -the UN Organisation scen in the
political domain and the agencies in the economic and technical domain-
allows the reproduction of this specific form of political economy. IMF
conditionality, IBRD devclopment projects, and GATT regulations are

631. Wallerstcin, The Modern World System I: Capitalist
Agriculture and the Origins of the European World-Economy
in the Sixteenth Century, New York, Academic Press, 1974.

64MacLean, The Ideology, p. 190
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regarded as inherently objective policics and are thus to be implemented
without question since they derive from the objective and impartial academic
cconomics. International law, international trade and even the international
human rights legislation's of the UN embody this Liberal/Capitalist
conception of the world. They are, however, articulated as scientific,
impartial aspects of reality. The International Human Rights Declaration of
the UN emphasises liberal, individual rights and does not equaly stress
collective rights. Thus it encourages a Liberal/Capitalist conception of
human rights.

The UN Charter, the IMF Articles of Agreement, the 'free-flow of
information' principle in UNESCO, the limiting of the ITU's regulatory
competence to standard-setting, the climination of concepts of socialised
medicine from the constitution of the WHO, and most recently the
establishment of a new specialised agency in 1984, The World International
Property Organisation, all articulate and reproduce Liberal/Capitalist concepts
and assumptions. 66

The UN's development activitics are of a similar nature. These
activitics have been coordinated through ECOSOC which was created in 1964
for this purpose. ECOSOC has dealt with development issues such as:
population, human rights, urban development, scicnce and technology. Other
UN development activitics have been carried out through the UN agencies
especially through the IBRD. In addition, the UN Special Fund and UNDP
were created which focused only on development issues. These development
activities have initiated and maintained consensus among the developed and
developing countries, towards a particular form of development, which
involved policics such as privatisation, encouraging forcign investment,
lowering tradc barricrs, cutting down government spending ctc. These
development activitics arc presently implemented in the Central and Eastern
Europe on a large scale. They have been convinced that the policics of the
UN agencies, notably the IMF, IBRD and GATT are technical and objective
and Lrgz_llt adopting these development policics and projects will benefit
them.

On the basis of this argument, it can be concluded that the UN
agencies have played an important role in the establishment and maintenance
of the hegemonic world order. The IMF, IBRD, GATT, UNESCO, WHO,
and all the other agencies cause this dominant mode of political cconomy to
permeate into all countries and reproduce hegemony. The establishment and
development of post-war order, has supported the view of those who argue for
the separation of politics from economics. The division of the UN system
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into political and economic domains rested on the idea that the international
economic order was governed by scientific, technical norms. Together with
the support of dominant academic cconomists, whose idcas were seen as
scientific and therefore beyond question, the policies of these organisations
were seen as expert knowledge which was objective. They were contrasted
with the politicisation and polarisation of the UN Security Council and the
General Assembly. The Bretton Woods institutions, in sctting up the
international regime for trade and money, 'embedded liberalism'®® in the post-
war cra. The basic principle of hegemony after the war, was the belief in an
open trading system, with fixcd and stable exchange rates and the relatively
frce movement of goods, capital and technology. Economic growth and rising
productivity was used to supplement this conviction. Marshall Aid, the
Truman Docrtine, NATO's defence programmes and OECD policies all
incorporated condition articles that perpetuated the open trading system. The
post-war hegemony was more fully institutionalised by the UN system. Both
the UN organisation and UN agencics werc institutions that satisfied the
requirements of the liberal trade system and cnsured the continuation of
hegemonic powers.

GATT brought the most-favoured nation principle with an exception
that allowed for alrcady existing preferential arrangements and permitted
customs union and free trade arcas. Trade barricrs, especially quantitative
restrictions were prohibited and a substantial reduction of tariffs was enforced.
The principle of reciprocity was adopted as a code of conduct so that the
system's norms could be maintained.

The IMF was established to ensure a set of rules which would regulate
monctary rclations with an agreed stable currency. This currency would make
monctary transactions flow casily. Countrics which were having difficulties
with their balance of payments would be assisted so that internatonal trade
would not get disrupted by countrics resorting to protectionism.
Consequently, the IMF would facilitate international trade for market
economies. The IMF provided loans to countries with balance of payment
problems so that they could make adjustments and join the liberal trading
system and the IBRD supplicd long term financial assitance and project
lending. These institutions applied the system's norms by using
conditionality so that the basic principles of the international economic
system were perpetuated. Conditionality was used to the extent that it moved
beyond the basic commitments of adopting the most-favoured-nation
principle or maintaining an agreed exchange rate, to a general acceptance of

685, G. Ruggie, 'International Regimes, Transactions, and Change: Embedded
Liberalism in the Postwar Economic Order’, International
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the decrees of these institutions before national policies. Adjustments in
these countries thus responded to the needs of the system as a wholc.%9

The case of UNESCO is a rather unique one in that the attempt to
introduce fundamental reforms to the policics and the functioning of this
organisation in the years prior to 1987 has been followed by the withdrawal
of the USA in 1984 and the U.K. and Singapore in 1985. These countrics
have complained about the 'politicisation’ of UNESCO starting from the
1960s onwards, leading to a call for New International Information Order, and
the inefficient functioning of the management and budgetary regulations. In
addition to this, these countrics objected to the increased government control
over the international mass-media.”® This claimed ‘politicisation’ of
UNESCO was regarded by the dominant orthodox views as an idcological
intervention which distorted the apolitical, technical aims of UNESCO.
However as J. MacLean and S. ElI Kahal both argue, this so-called
‘politicisation’ and the subsequent 'privatisation’ of UNESCO cannot be
understood without referring to the dominant political-economy. This
organisation, like the other UN agencies discussed above, can be best
understood in terms of maintaining hcgemony in the global political
economy.’! As has already been strongly implied carlicr in this paper, the
UN agencics reproduced the existing hegemonic power from their inception.
They statc that:

...international organisations arc not simply reactive entitics, (o be
understood only as aggregate cxpressions of the explicit interests
and nceds of their members, but arc themselves proactive causal
mechanism that mediate and reproduce the conditions of global
conscnsus or compliance necessary to the maintenance of
hegemony in the late modern world.”2

The claims about the 'politicisation’ of UNESCO in 1960s and 1970s
are without justification. The very founding principles, constitutions and the
decision-making processcs of UNESCO embody a Liberal/Capitalist
idcology, and thus this organisation was political from its creation.
UNESCO, like the other UN agencics, is not and has never been apolitical or
technical and its policics have not been valuc-free, as they have always
allowed the reproduction of the dominant political cconomy.73
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70Kahal and Maclean, The Privatization, p. 1.
711bid., p. 9.

"21bid.

731bid., p. 29.




146 THE TURKISH YEARBOOK [VOL. XXV

Since 1987, when the Dircctor-General of UNESCO changed, the
organisation has gone through reform. The organisation has transformed into
private scctor management and its budget has become increasingly managed
according to similar principles. UNESCO has adopted policics that advocated
privatec ownership, trade sales, competition and etc. The content of these
reforms will not be evaluated in this study, but it is important to locate that
these reforms, as they still continue to be implemented, have transformed
UNESCO into an institution that fulfils the nceds of global firms.”# This
"privatisation’ of UNESCO in the last decade has been claimed as returning to
its apolitical, technical form. However this is a new form of politicisation in
UNESCO where Liberal/Capitalist policies arc posited as scientific, expert
knowledge.

What is important for the entire argument is that the UN agencies'
policies have embedded liberalist ideas and have reproduced hegemony starting
from their inception. Above, some of the UN agencies have been studied and
it has been argued that these agencics are not value-free and objective as they
are presented and they have played an important role in the reproduction of
hegemony. The social production and reproduction of the orthodox view arc
very important to understand the 'common-sense’ of the prevailing global
political cconomy. This prevailing global political cconomy has been
criticised in this paper together with the prevailing notions of Realism. It is
by these means that International Relations theorising can go beyond the
‘common scnsc’ of these orthodox ones and can question the doxa.

5. Conclusion:

This study has attempted to show that most of the theories about the
UN build their arguments or make their analyses without examining the
doxa. They take for granted the formal and informal decision-making
procedures and analyse them as they find them, with the prevailing theories.
Orthodox theories have centred on Liberal and Realist views. They focus on
member state policies in the UN and also on the formal and informal
dccision-making processes. They fail to recognise the other factors which
have an impact on but which do not derive from state policics. Orthodox
theorics also focus on military and cconomic power, emphasising that states
arc driven by the pursuit of self-interest. According to this view, the decision-
making of the UN is scen as mercly the extension of state interests and
policies, and influence in the UN is achieved as a result of power rclations
between states. This limited understanding of power does not take into
consideration that power is intrinsic to social context, existing beyond
military and cconomic terms and deriving from socially structurcd
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relationships. The resulting picture of the UN is, consequently, also
incomplete.

This narrow perception of the UN system has been challenged in this
paper. The global political economy approach goes beyond the dominant
orthodox theories and explains the UN system using the Grascian concept of
hegemony. The UN, in this case, is regarded not only as an
institutionalisation of this prevailing order but also as reproducing
hegemony. Decision-making procedures are visible and casy to understand.
On the other hand, hegemony is invisible and therefore needs to be explained
in a theoretical way. The existence or absence of changes in the decision-
making procedures of the UN is of secondary importance to the question of
change in the implicitly embedded hegemony. This paper has argued that the
orthodox understanding of UN decision-making is flawed and the claims that
the ending of the Cold War has brought about changes in this decision-
making are products of this incomplete understanding. The proponents of the
view which claims that there has been change in the UN system have sought
changes which are parallel to the prevailing notions of statc-centricism and
Capitalism. However, a change in the UN system can only come about
through the emergence of a counter-hegemonic force which questions the
doxa. The prevailing notions of the global political economy do not take into
consideration the emergence of such forces. As R. W. Cox has stated in his
article, 'theory is always for someone and for some purposc’.”> The theorics
and the empirical studies which are critically approached in this paper all have
their own perceptions. Despite the fact that these approaches stem from
Realist/Capitalist assumptions, they are presented as objective laws of
politics and economics and as such are reproduced throughout the UN system.
With the support of the academic hcegemony of economics, the
Liberal/Capitalist concepts and issucs have been presented as successful
models to be adopted. These efforts to present the UN agencies' policies as
apolitical are themsclves political and theory-laden. This paper has attempted
to demonstrate that this is the case.

It is in this context, one can understand the underlying power relations
in the UN system and broaden UN dccision-making significantly. Onc must
fully examine and explain the UN system in order to proposc counter-
hegemonic arguments.

7SCox, Social Forces, p. 207.




