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Abstract 

The reform of the United Nations Security Council (UNSC) has emerged as one of the most persistent and 

contentious issues in contemporary international law and global governance. Established in 1945 in the 

aftermath of the Second World War, the Security Council was designed to maintain international peace 

and security through a structure that reflected the geopolitical realities of the mid-twentieth century. More 

than eight decades later, profound transformations in the international community have rendered the 

Council increasingly unrepresentative of contemporary global power distributions and demographic 

realities. The growing influence of states from the Global South, particularly emerging powers such as 

India, Brazil, South Africa, and Nigeria, has intensified demands for a more equitable and democratic 

Security Council. 

This article critically examines the legal, political, and normative dimensions of Security Council reform 

from the perspective of the Global South. It evaluates the historical origins of the Council's composition, 

the legal framework governing institutional reform under the United Nations Charter, and competing 

reform proposals advanced by states and regional organizations. The article argues that the existing 

structure of the Security Council perpetuates historical inequalities embedded within the post-war 

international order and undermines the legitimacy of collective security mechanisms. While legal 

obstacles to reform remain significant, particularly due to the veto power exercised by the permanent 

members, the increasing assertiveness of Global South states presents an opportunity to reconceptualize 

representation, legitimacy, and accountability within the United Nations system. 

The article concludes that meaningful reform is essential not only for institutional legitimacy but also for 

ensuring the continued relevance of the Security Council in addressing twenty-first-century challenges. A 

reformed Council that incorporates broader representation from the Global South would better reflect the 

principles of sovereign equality, democratic participation, and inclusive multilateralism that underpin 

contemporary international law. 
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1. Introduction 

The United Nations Security Council occupies a central position within the institutional architecture of 

contemporary international law. Entrusted with the primary responsibility for maintaining international 

peace and security under Article 24 of the United Nations Charter, the Council possesses unique authority 

to adopt binding decisions affecting states, international organizations, and individuals alike.¹ Its powers 

extend from the authorization of military force and peacekeeping operations to the imposition of economic 

sanctions and the establishment of international criminal tribunals.² 

Despite its extensive authority, the Security Council has long faced criticism regarding its legitimacy, 

representativeness, and accountability. These concerns have become particularly pronounced among states 

of the Global South, which collectively constitute the overwhelming majority of United Nations 

membership but remain significantly underrepresented within the Council's decision-making structures.³ 

The contemporary composition of the Security Council continues to reflect the geopolitical realities of 

1945 rather than the political, economic, and demographic conditions of the twenty-first century.⁴ 

The concept of the Global South encompasses developing countries across Africa, Asia, Latin America, 

the Caribbean, and parts of Oceania that share historical experiences of colonialism, economic 

marginalization, and limited influence within international institutions.⁵ Although diverse in political 

systems and developmental trajectories, these states have increasingly articulated common concerns 

regarding structural inequalities embedded within global governance frameworks. The Security Council 

has become a focal point of such criticism because its permanent membership and veto system 

disproportionately privilege a small number of states while excluding major regions and populations from 

meaningful participation in decisions affecting international peace and security.⁶ 

The demand for Security Council reform has intensified in response to several contemporary 

developments. First, the dramatic expansion of United Nations membership from fifty-one founding states 

in 1945 to 193 member states today has transformed the demographic composition of the international 

community.⁷ Second, emerging powers from the Global South have acquired significant economic and 

political influence, challenging traditional distributions of international power. Third, repeated instances 

of Security Council paralysis in relation to crises in Syria, Ukraine, Palestine, and elsewhere have raised 

questions regarding the effectiveness and legitimacy of existing institutional arrangements.⁸ 

This article examines Security Council reform through the lens of international law and Global South 

perspectives. It argues that meaningful reform constitutes both a legal and normative imperative necessary 

to preserve the legitimacy of the collective security system. The article further contends that contemporary 

reform debates should be understood not merely as disputes concerning institutional design but as broader 

struggles over representation, equality, and justice within the international legal order. 

 

2. Historical Foundations of Security Council Representation 

The origins of the Security Council are deeply rooted in the geopolitical circumstances surrounding the 

conclusion of the Second World War. The institutional design adopted at the San Francisco Conference 

reflected a pragmatic compromise between aspirations for universal collective security and the realities of 

great-power politics.⁹ The architects of the United Nations believed that effective international peace and 
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security required the participation and cooperation of the major military powers, leading to the creation of 

permanent seats for China, France, the Soviet Union, the United Kingdom, and the United States.¹⁰ 

The inclusion of permanent membership and veto powers represented a deliberate departure from the 

institutional failures of the League of Nations. The League's inability to prevent aggression during the 

1930s convinced policymakers that major powers would only participate in a collective security system if 

their vital interests were protected through special institutional privileges.¹¹ Consequently, Article 27 of 

the Charter granted each permanent member the power to block substantive Council decisions irrespective 

of broader international support. 

While this arrangement may have reflected geopolitical realities in 1945, its continued existence raises 

significant concerns regarding representativeness and legitimacy. The permanent members collectively 

represent less than one-third of the contemporary global population.¹² Entire regions, including Africa and 

Latin America, remain excluded from permanent representation despite their substantial contributions to 

United Nations activities and their demographic significance.¹³ 

From a Global South perspective, the existing structure embodies historical inequalities inherited from 

colonial and post-colonial power relations. Most African and Asian states were not independent at the time 

of the Charter's drafting and therefore had no opportunity to participate meaningfully in determining the 

institutional design of the Security Council.¹⁴ As a result, many developing countries perceive the Council 

as an institution that reflects the interests of former colonial powers rather than contemporary principles 

of sovereign equality. 

The principle of sovereign equality occupies a foundational position within international law. Article 2(1) 

of the Charter explicitly affirms the sovereign equality of all member states.¹⁵ Yet the Security Council's 

composition appears to create a hierarchy among states that is difficult to reconcile with this principle. 

Permanent members enjoy privileges unavailable to the overwhelming majority of United Nations 

members, including the ability to veto decisions supported by the broader international community. 

This tension between formal equality and institutional inequality has generated extensive scholarly debate. 

Critics argue that the veto system undermines democratic legitimacy and perpetuates structural 

asymmetries within global governance.¹⁶ Defenders contend that great-power privileges remain necessary 

to ensure international stability and maintain the participation of influential states within the United 

Nations framework.¹⁷ 

The Global South has generally aligned with the former position, emphasizing the need for institutional 

reforms that better reflect contemporary realities. The persistence of colonial-era power structures within 

international institutions has become a central theme in postcolonial critiques of international law, which 

argue that many aspects of the international legal order continue to reproduce historical patterns of 

domination and exclusion.¹⁸ 

These concerns have become increasingly prominent as states such as India, Brazil, South Africa, and 

Nigeria have emerged as influential regional and global actors. Their growing economic and political 

significance has strengthened arguments that the current composition of the Security Council no longer 

corresponds to actual distributions of power and responsibility within the international system. 
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3. International Law and the Legal Framework of Security Council Reform 

The legal framework governing Security Council reform is primarily contained within Articles 108 and 

109 of the United Nations Charter. These provisions establish procedures for Charter amendment and 

review, reflecting the constitutional character of the Charter within the international legal system.¹⁹ 

Article 108 provides that amendments shall enter into force when adopted by a two-thirds vote of the 

General Assembly and subsequently ratified by two-thirds of United Nations members, including all 

permanent members of the Security Council.²⁰ This requirement effectively grants each permanent 

member a veto over Charter reform initiatives, creating a significant legal obstacle to institutional 

transformation. 

The amendment procedure reflects the broader constitutional compromise underlying the Charter. While 

member states possess collective authority to modify institutional arrangements, permanent members 

retain ultimate control over changes affecting their privileged status. Consequently, reform proposals that 

seek to alter permanent membership or restrict veto powers face substantial legal and political challenges. 

From a Global South perspective, this arrangement creates a paradoxical situation in which those states 

most likely to lose privileges through reform possess the authority to prevent such changes from occurring. 

Critics argue that this structure entrenches institutional inequality and limits the capacity of the 

international community to adapt governance mechanisms to evolving circumstances.²¹ 

The only significant reform of Security Council membership occurred in 1965, when the number of non-

permanent seats increased from six to ten.²² While this amendment modestly improved geographical 

representation, it did not address concerns regarding permanent membership or veto powers. 

Consequently, many developing countries regard the 1965 reform as insufficient to resolve broader issues 

of legitimacy and representation. 

 

4. Security Council Reform Proposals and the Aspirations of the Global South 

The contemporary debate on Security Council reform has generated numerous proposals seeking to 

address deficiencies in representation, legitimacy, and effectiveness. While reform initiatives vary 

significantly in scope and institutional design, most share the common objective of adapting the Council 

to contemporary geopolitical realities. From the perspective of the Global South, reform is not merely a 

procedural matter but a question of distributive justice within the international legal order.²³ 

The most influential reform proposal has emerged from the Group of Four (G4), consisting of India, Brazil, 

Germany, and Japan. The G4 advocates an expansion of both permanent and non-permanent categories of 

membership. Under its proposal, six new permanent seats would be created, including two for African 

states and two for Asian and Latin American states.²⁴ The proposal seeks to enhance representativeness 

while preserving the institutional continuity of the Council. 

India's claim to permanent membership has received particular attention within reform debates. As the 

world's most populous state and one of the largest contributors to United Nations peacekeeping operations, 

India argues that its exclusion from permanent membership undermines the representative legitimacy of 
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the Council.²⁵ Indian scholars have further contended that India's democratic traditions, economic growth, 

and increasing diplomatic influence justify a more prominent role within global governance institutions.²⁶ 

Similarly, Brazil has advanced claims based upon its leadership within Latin America and its longstanding 

commitment to multilateral diplomacy. As the largest state in Latin America and a significant participant 

in peacekeeping and development initiatives, Brazil has argued that the absence of permanent 

representation from Latin America constitutes a serious institutional deficiency.²⁷ 

The African continent presents perhaps the strongest case for expanded representation. Africa comprises 

fifty-four member states, representing approximately twenty-eight percent of the United Nations 

membership, yet possesses no permanent seat on the Security Council.²⁸ This absence appears particularly 

problematic given that a substantial proportion of Security Council deliberations concern conflicts and 

security challenges within Africa itself.²⁹ 

The African Union has articulated its position through the Ezulwini Consensus and the Sirte Declaration. 

The Ezulwini Consensus demands at least two permanent seats with veto powers and five additional non-

permanent seats for Africa.³⁰ The proposal is grounded in principles of historical justice and equitable 

geographical representation. African states argue that the continent's exclusion from permanent 

membership reflects colonial-era inequalities that have no legitimate place within contemporary 

international institutions. 

The legal arguments advanced by African states frequently invoke the principle of sovereign equality and 

the requirement that international institutions reflect the diversity of the international community. 

According to this perspective, permanent African representation is not merely a political aspiration but a 

normative necessity derived from principles of fairness and inclusiveness embedded within the Charter 

framework.³¹ 

However, the African position also faces practical challenges. The absence of consensus regarding which 

states should occupy potential permanent seats has complicated negotiations. South Africa, Nigeria, and 

Egypt are frequently identified as leading candidates, yet regional rivalries have impeded the development 

of a unified approach regarding representation.³² 

In contrast to the G4 proposal, the Uniting for Consensus (UfC) group opposes the expansion of permanent 

membership. Led by countries such as Italy, Pakistan, Argentina, and South Korea, the UfC argues that 

creating additional permanent seats would merely reproduce existing inequalities.³³ Instead, the group 

advocates expanding the number of non-permanent seats while preserving opportunities for periodic 

rotation and accountability. 

Supporters of the UfC approach contend that permanent membership is fundamentally inconsistent with 

democratic governance principles. They argue that increasing the number of privileged states would not 

resolve concerns regarding legitimacy but would instead institutionalize new forms of inequality.³⁴ 

According to this view, reform should focus on enhancing representativeness through elected membership 

rather than extending permanent privileges to additional states. 

The disagreement between the G4 and the UfC illustrates broader tensions within reform debates. While 

both groups acknowledge the need for greater representation, they differ fundamentally regarding the 
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appropriate institutional mechanisms for achieving this objective. The resulting deadlock has significantly 

impeded progress toward comprehensive reform. 

Another influential proposal emerged from the High-Level Panel on Threats, Challenges and Change 

established by the Secretary-General in 2003. The Panel proposed two alternative models for Security 

Council expansion. Model A envisaged six new permanent seats without veto powers and three additional 

non-permanent seats, while Model B proposed eight renewable seats with longer terms alongside one 

additional non-permanent seat.³⁵ 

The High-Level Panel emphasized that institutional legitimacy and effectiveness are mutually reinforcing 

rather than contradictory objectives. According to its analysis, a Security Council perceived as 

unrepresentative may struggle to secure compliance with its decisions, thereby undermining its 

effectiveness in maintaining international peace and security.³⁶ This observation remains highly relevant 

in contemporary reform debates. 

The Secretary-General's subsequent report, In Larger Freedom, similarly highlighted the necessity of 

adapting international institutions to changing realities. The report argued that the legitimacy of global 

governance depends upon the capacity of institutions to reflect contemporary distributions of power and 

responsibility.³⁷ 

Despite widespread recognition of the need for reform, negotiations within the Intergovernmental 

Negotiations (IGN) process have produced limited substantive progress. Established in 2008, the IGN 

framework has facilitated discussions regarding membership categories, veto powers, regional 

representation, and working methods.³⁸ However, deep divisions among member states continue to 

obstruct consensus regarding specific reform proposals. 

The persistence of these disagreements reflects the complexity of balancing competing principles and 

interests. States seek reform that enhances their own influence while simultaneously preserving broader 

institutional stability. Consequently, negotiations often become exercises in strategic bargaining rather 

than genuine efforts to achieve collective solutions. 

For many Global South states, the slow pace of reform has generated frustration regarding the 

responsiveness of the United Nations system. The continued inability to address longstanding concerns 

regarding representation has contributed to perceptions that international institutions remain resistant to 

meaningful democratization.³⁹ 

 

5. The Veto Power and the Crisis of Legitimacy 

No aspect of Security Council reform has generated greater controversy than the veto power. Article 27(3) 

of the Charter grants each permanent member the authority to prevent the adoption of substantive 

resolutions irrespective of the level of international support they enjoy.⁴⁰ While originally conceived as a 

mechanism for preserving great-power cooperation, the veto has increasingly become a source of 

institutional paralysis and legitimacy deficits. 

The use of the veto has been particularly controversial in situations involving humanitarian crises and 

mass atrocity crimes. Repeated vetoes concerning Syria, Palestine, and Ukraine have prevented collective 
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action despite widespread international concern regarding ongoing violence and human suffering.⁴¹ Critics 

argue that such outcomes undermine the Security Council's responsibility to maintain international peace 

and security and weaken confidence in the collective security system. 

From a Global South perspective, the veto symbolizes broader inequalities embedded within the 

international legal order. It permits a small number of states to override the preferences of the 

overwhelming majority of United Nations members, thereby creating an apparent contradiction between 

sovereign equality and institutional practice.⁴² 

The legal justification for the veto traditionally rests upon arguments concerning effectiveness and 

political realism. Proponents contend that major powers would be unlikely to participate in a collective 

security system that could authorize coercive measures against their fundamental interests.⁴³ According to 

this reasoning, the veto represents a necessary compromise between ideal principles and practical realities. 

However, contemporary circumstances differ substantially from those prevailing in 1945. The 

international community has expanded dramatically, new centers of economic and political influence have 

emerged, and normative commitments to democracy and human rights have become increasingly 

prominent. Consequently, many scholars question whether traditional justifications for the veto remain 

persuasive.⁴⁴ 

Several reform initiatives have sought to address concerns regarding veto usage without formally 

abolishing the institution. One prominent proposal is the French-Mexican initiative advocating voluntary 

veto restraint in situations involving mass atrocity crimes.⁴⁵ Under this proposal, permanent members 

would refrain from exercising the veto when credible evidence indicates the occurrence of genocide, 

crimes against humanity, or war crimes. 

Similarly, the Accountability, Coherence and Transparency (ACT) Group has promoted a Code of Conduct 

encouraging Security Council members to support timely and decisive action in response to mass 

atrocities.⁴⁶ Although these initiatives lack legally binding force, they reflect broader efforts to reconcile 

great-power privileges with evolving normative expectations regarding international responsibility. 

The Global South has generally supported such initiatives while simultaneously advocating more 

comprehensive reforms. Many developing countries regard voluntary restraint as a useful interim measure 

but not a substitute for structural transformation. From their perspective, the legitimacy crisis surrounding 

the veto cannot be fully resolved without addressing underlying inequalities in representation and 

decision-making authority. 

The debate regarding veto reform also raises important questions concerning the constitutional character 

of the United Nations Charter. Some scholars have argued that the veto should be interpreted consistently 

with broader Charter purposes and principles, including respect for human rights and the maintenance of 

international peace and security.⁴⁷ Others maintain that the veto constitutes an unconditional legal 

prerogative that cannot be restricted through interpretative techniques.⁴⁸ 

These competing perspectives illustrate the broader tension between legal formalism and normative 

evolution within international law. While the Charter's text clearly recognizes veto powers, changing 

understandings of legitimacy and accountability have generated increasing pressure for reinterpretation 

and reform. 
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For the Global South, the veto debate ultimately concerns more than institutional procedure. It reflects 

fundamental questions regarding who exercises authority within the international system and whose 

interests are prioritized in decisions affecting global peace and security. As long as these concerns remain 

unresolved, demands for Security Council reform are likely to persist. 

 

6. Global South Approaches to International Institutional Reform 

The demand for Security Council reform cannot be understood in isolation from broader debates 

concerning the democratization of international institutions. For many states of the Global South, the 

question of representation within the Security Council forms part of a larger critique of global governance 

structures established during the immediate post-Second World War period. Institutions such as the United 

Nations Security Council, the International Monetary Fund, and the World Bank continue to reflect 

historical distributions of power that no longer correspond to contemporary political, economic, and 

demographic realities.⁴⁹ 

The Global South's critique is deeply informed by postcolonial approaches to international law. 

Postcolonial scholars have argued that many international institutions emerged within a historical context 

characterized by colonial domination and unequal participation.⁵⁰ Although formal colonialism has largely 

disappeared, institutional arrangements established during that era often continue to shape contemporary 

decision-making processes. Security Council reform is therefore viewed not merely as an administrative 

adjustment but as part of a broader project of correcting historical injustices embedded within international 

governance structures. 

This perspective has been particularly influential among African, Asian, and Latin American states. These 

regions collectively represent the overwhelming majority of the world's population and comprise most 

United Nations member states. Yet their influence within the Security Council remains limited when 

compared with that of the permanent members.⁵¹ The resulting disparity has contributed to perceptions 

that the Council lacks sufficient democratic legitimacy to exercise authority on behalf of the international 

community as a whole. 

From a legal perspective, the Global South frequently invokes the principle of sovereign equality as a 

normative foundation for reform. Article 2(1) of the United Nations Charter recognizes the sovereign 

equality of all member states. While sovereign equality does not necessarily require identical institutional 

privileges, many developing countries argue that existing disparities have reached a level inconsistent with 

the Charter's foundational principles.⁵² 

Moreover, Global South states increasingly emphasize the concept of inclusive multilateralism. This 

approach seeks to ensure that international decision-making processes reflect the diversity of the 

international community and incorporate perspectives from all regions. Inclusive multilateralism is 

particularly important in matters concerning peace and security because Security Council decisions often 

have significant consequences for developing countries.⁵³ 

The growing influence of emerging powers has further strengthened demands for reform. States such as 

India, Brazil, South Africa, Indonesia, Nigeria, and Mexico have become increasingly active participants 
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in international diplomacy and global economic governance. Their expanding capabilities challenge 

assumptions underlying the post-1945 distribution of institutional authority.⁵⁴ 

India's position is especially significant in this regard. As the world's largest democracy, one of its largest 

economies, and a major contributor to United Nations peacekeeping operations, India has consistently 

argued that contemporary realities justify permanent membership.⁵⁵ Similar arguments have been 

advanced by Brazil and South Africa, which emphasize their leadership roles within their respective 

regions. 

The emergence of these powers has transformed reform debates from questions of symbolic representation 

into issues concerning the redistribution of influence within the international system. Consequently, 

opposition to reform often reflects concerns regarding the potential implications of institutional change 

for existing power structures. 

 

7. Critical Evaluation of Competing Reform Models 

The various reform proposals advanced over the past three decades each possess distinct strengths and 

weaknesses. A critical evaluation of these proposals reveals the complexity of balancing effectiveness, 

legitimacy, representativeness, and political feasibility. 

The G4 proposal offers perhaps the most comprehensive attempt to address contemporary representational 

deficits. By expanding permanent membership to include major states from underrepresented regions, the 

proposal seeks to align Security Council composition with current geopolitical realities.⁵⁶ The inclusion 

of India and Brazil would significantly enhance representation for Asia and Latin America, while 

additional African seats would address longstanding concerns regarding continental exclusion. 

However, critics argue that the G4 proposal risks replicating existing inequalities. The creation of new 

permanent members may improve geographical representation while simultaneously entrenching new 

hierarchies among developing countries. Smaller states have expressed concerns that permanent 

membership could concentrate influence within regional powers at the expense of broader participation.⁵⁷ 

The Uniting for Consensus proposal seeks to avoid this problem by expanding only non-permanent 

membership. This approach emphasizes accountability through periodic elections and avoids creating 

additional privileged categories of states.⁵⁸ Nevertheless, critics contend that non-permanent seats cannot 

provide the level of influence necessary to address structural imbalances within the Council. States serving 

limited terms often struggle to shape long-term agendas or exercise sustained leadership in peace and 

security matters. 

The African Union's position occupies a unique place within reform debates. The Ezulwini Consensus 

combines demands for greater representation with calls for historical justice. African states argue that the 

continent's exclusion from permanent membership is particularly indefensible given its demographic 

significance and the Security Council's extensive involvement in African conflicts.⁵⁹ 

The strength of the African position lies in its normative appeal. The absence of permanent African 

representation appears increasingly difficult to justify under contemporary standards of equality and 

inclusiveness. Yet practical challenges persist, particularly regarding the selection of African permanent 
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representatives. Regional competition among potential candidates has complicated efforts to present a 

unified strategy. 

Veto reform presents even greater difficulties. Complete abolition would undoubtedly enhance formal 

equality among states but appears politically unrealistic. Permanent members have shown little willingness 

to relinquish their privileges, and the Charter amendment process effectively grants them the authority to 

prevent such reforms.⁶⁰ 

More modest proposals involving voluntary restraint or procedural limitations may therefore offer more 

practical alternatives. While these initiatives do not eliminate structural inequalities, they could reduce 

instances of paralysis and improve the Council's capacity to respond to humanitarian crises.⁶¹ 

From a Global South perspective, the ideal reform model would combine expanded representation with 

enhanced accountability. Such an approach would seek to balance the need for effective decision-making 

against the demands of democratic legitimacy and geographical inclusiveness. Achieving this balance 

remains one of the central challenges facing contemporary international institutional reform. 

 

8. International Law, Legitimacy, and the Future of Collective Security 

The legitimacy of international institutions depends not only upon their legal authority but also upon 

perceptions regarding the fairness and inclusiveness of their decision-making processes. In the context of 

the Security Council, legitimacy concerns have become increasingly pronounced as representational 

disparities have widened between institutional structures and contemporary geopolitical realities.⁶² 

International law has traditionally recognized the importance of legitimacy in securing compliance with 

legal norms and institutional decisions. States are more likely to support and implement decisions adopted 

through procedures perceived as fair and representative.⁶³ Conversely, institutions that appear 

unresponsive to changing circumstances risk declining effectiveness and diminishing authority. 

The Security Council's legitimacy challenges are particularly significant because of the binding nature of 

its decisions. Unlike many international organizations, the Council possesses the authority to impose 

obligations upon states irrespective of their consent.⁶⁴ Such authority requires a strong foundation of 

legitimacy if it is to command broad international support. 

Global South critiques highlight the tension between legal authority and democratic representation. While 

the Council's powers derive from the Charter, its composition continues to reflect historical arrangements 

established when much of Africa and Asia remained under colonial rule.⁶⁵ As a result, many developing 

countries question whether existing institutional structures adequately reflect contemporary 

understandings of equality and participation. 

These concerns have implications extending beyond institutional design. The effectiveness of collective 

security depends upon the willingness of states to cooperate with Security Council decisions. If significant 

segments of the international community perceive the Council as unrepresentative, compliance and 

cooperation may become increasingly difficult to secure.⁶⁶ 
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The future of collective security therefore depends, at least in part, upon the capacity of the United Nations 

to adapt its institutions to changing realities. Reform should not be understood as a threat to international 

stability but rather as a mechanism for preserving institutional relevance and legitimacy.⁶⁷ 

The experience of other international organizations demonstrates that institutional adaptation is both 

possible and necessary. International institutions routinely evolve in response to new challenges, 

membership expansions, and changing political conditions. The Security Council should not be regarded 

as an exception to this broader pattern of institutional development.⁶⁸ 

At the same time, reform efforts must recognize political realities. The legal requirements governing 

Charter amendment make comprehensive transformation difficult to achieve. Consequently, meaningful 

progress may require incremental approaches combining procedural improvements, enhanced 

transparency, expanded representation, and voluntary limitations on veto usage.⁶⁹ 

Such measures would not resolve all concerns regarding inequality and representation. Nevertheless, they 

could contribute significantly to strengthening the legitimacy and effectiveness of the Security Council 

while preserving the stability of the broader United Nations system. 

 

9. Conclusion 

The debate concerning Security Council reform represents one of the most significant constitutional 

questions facing contemporary international law. More than eighty years after the establishment of the 

United Nations, the institutional structure of the Security Council continues to reflect historical 

circumstances that no longer correspond to contemporary realities. The rise of the Global South, the 

expansion of United Nations membership, and the emergence of new centers of economic and political 

influence have fundamentally transformed the international community. 

This article has argued that demands for reform are grounded not merely in political aspirations but also 

in important normative principles embedded within the international legal order. The principles of 

sovereign equality, representative legitimacy, and inclusive multilateralism provide compelling 

foundations for reconsidering existing institutional arrangements. The continued exclusion of major 

regions and populations from permanent representation undermines the credibility of the Security Council 

and weakens confidence in the collective security system. 

The Global South's critique highlights broader tensions between historical power structures and 

contemporary expectations regarding democratic participation in international governance. While the 

existing Security Council has played a significant role in maintaining international peace and security, its 

legitimacy increasingly depends upon its capacity to adapt to changing circumstances. Failure to pursue 

meaningful reform risks widening the gap between institutional authority and international acceptance. 

Among the various reform proposals examined, no single model offers a complete solution. The G4 

proposal addresses representational deficits but may create new inequalities. The Uniting for Consensus 

approach emphasizes accountability but may inadequately address structural imbalances. The African 

Union's position provides a powerful normative framework grounded in historical justice but faces 

practical implementation challenges. 
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Nevertheless, certain conclusions emerge clearly. First, Africa's exclusion from permanent membership is 

increasingly indefensible. Second, greater representation for major developing countries is necessary if 

the Council is to reflect contemporary geopolitical realities. Third, the continued use of the veto in 

situations involving mass atrocities raises serious questions concerning legitimacy and accountability. 

Finally, meaningful reform is essential for preserving the long-term effectiveness of the collective security 

system. 

The future of the Security Council will ultimately depend upon the willingness of states to reconcile 

political interests with broader commitments to fairness and inclusiveness. International law provides both 

the framework and the normative justification for such efforts. Although reform remains politically 

challenging, it is neither legally impossible nor institutionally undesirable. Rather, it constitutes an 

essential step toward constructing a more representative, legitimate, and effective system of global 

governance. 

A reformed Security Council capable of incorporating the voices and interests of the Global South would 

strengthen not only the legitimacy of the United Nations but also the broader international legal order upon 

which contemporary peace and security depend. 
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